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INTRODUCTION

The Judicial Council of California

The Judicial Council of California is required by
the Constitution to survey the condition of business
in state courts and to report and make appropriate
recommendations to the Governor and the Legisla-
ture. (Cal. Const., art. VI, §6.) This 1987 Judicial
Council Report contains the council’s report to the
1987-88 Regular Session of the Legislature.

The Annual Report of the Administrative Office
of the Courts, the staff agency serving the council, is
also included, continuing the practice that started in

the Nineteenth Biennial Report. The Annual Report
contains suminaries of the activities of the Judicial
Council and its staff during 1986. It also includes
detailed statistical data on the volume of business in
all the courts for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1986.

* % %

The 1987 Annual Report was produced under the general
editorial supervision of Ms. Lynn Holton, Public Information
Officer, Administrative Office of the Courts.

Constitutional and Statutory Provisions
for the Judicial Council

The Judicial Council was originally provided for in
section la of article VI of the State Constitution
adopted November 2, 1926. This section was
amended November 8, 1960. On November 8, 1966,
a revised article VI was adopted and the provisions
of former section la were amended and
renumbered as section 6, and further revised No-
vember 5, 1974, to read:

Sec. 6. The Judicial Council consists of the Chief
Justice and one other judge of the Supreme Court, 3
judges of courts of appeal, 5 judges of superior courts, 3
judges of municipal courts, and 2 judges of justice
courts, each appointzd by the Chief Justice for a 2-year
term; 4 members of the State Bar appointed by its
governing body for 2-year terms; and one member of
each house of the Legislature appointed as provided by
the house.

Council membevship terminates if 2 member ceases
to hold the position that qualified the member for
appointment. A vavancy shall be filled by the appeint-
ing power for the remainder of the term.

The council may appoint an Administrative Director
of the Courts, who serves at its pleasure and performs
functions delegated by the council or Chief Justice,

other than adopting rules of court administration, prac-
tice and procedure.

To improve the administration of justice the council
shall survey judicial business and make recommenda-
tions to the courts, make recommendations annually to
the Governor and Legislature, adopt rules for court
administration, practice and procedure, not inconsis-
tent with statute, and perform other functions pre-
scribed by statute,

The Chief Justice shall seek to expedite judicial
business and to equalize the work of judges. The Chief
Justice may provide for the assignment of any judge to
another court but only with the judge’s consent if the
court is of lower jurisdiction. A retired judge who
consents may be assigned to any court.

Judges shall report to the Judicial Council as the
Chief Justice directs concerning the condition of judi-
cial business in their courts. They shall cooperate with
the council and hold court as assigned.

Other constitutional provisions dealing with the
Judicial Council or the Chief Justice are found in
article VI, sections 15 and 18(f). There are also a
number of statutory provisions referring to the
Judicial Council.*

* Statutory provisions are found in: Bus. & Prof. Code §§ 465, 6038, 6079, 6180.1, 7085.4; Civ. Code §§ 70, 246, 3259, 4001, 4357, 4359, 4363, 4363.1, 4363.2, 4450,
4503, 4530, 4550, 4551, 4552, 4556, 4700.1, 4700.2, 4700.3, 4"'01 4721 4794, 4729 4801. 1 4801.6, 5181, 5182, 5183 Code Civ. Proc. §§ 75, 77 93, 116 116.1, 1171
117.8, 117.10, 117. 18, 11720 11722 11741 1173, 135, 170 170.3, 1705, 1708 194.5, 201a,203 2044 270 394 404, 404.3, 404.7, 4048 412.90, 417, 10, 42240

425.12, 429.40, 43140 472a, 482030 489230 516010 516.090, 5276 543, 575 5751 575.5, 583, 583410 583, 420 681. 030, 683.160, 693, 010, 693.020, 693.030,
693.040 693.050 693.060, 700.010, 704.770 704.790 706.100 706.103 706.108 706.120, 706.122, 706.126 706.127 706.151 901, 911 1006.5, 1034, 1034.5, 1038, 1089,
1141, 12 1141.14, 114115, 114]. 18 1141. 19 1i4122 1141. 23 114129 1141, 31 1178, 1258.300, 1710.30, 1745.5, 18231 18233 18234 18235 18236 18237 1833,
1833.1, 2019 20335 2036.5; Evid. Code §§ 451, 754 Gov. Code § 198.95, 1234 9144 15424, 19825, 267205 26824 31680.1 68070 68071, 6807 68090 680902
6809025 68119, 68115, 68116 68117, 68500, 685001 68500.5, 68501, 68502, 68508 68509 68510, 68511 685112 685113
68511.5, 68512 68513, 685132 685134 68514 685142 68515 68516 68517 68518 68519 685195 68591)5 68521 685215, 68522, 68523, 68525, 68526 68527
68528,68529,68530 6853 68532, 68533 68534 68535 68536 68540 685405 68541 685425 68543 685435 68545 68546 68548, 68551 68552 68560 68561

68604 68505 68610, 61611, 68612 68613, 68615 68701 687015 68926, 689251 69508 63752, 69753 69796 69801,698943
698995 700452 70046.3, 70048 70114 70i29, 71042 71180.4, 71386 716013, 71610 71700, 71702, 71703 71704 721945 72274 79450, 72602, 14 72604.5, 72624,
72631, 73105 73106 733621 74748 74903, 75002, 75003, 75098, 75036 750606 75080 779402 77205, 82011, 82048 873115 ‘Ins. Code §l%221 Pen. Code
8§ 1907 8539 9772 1029, 1038 1050 1053, 1170, 1170.1, ,.170.3, 11704, 1170.5, 11706 11912, 1213 12135 1935, 12385 1239 1240.1, 1241, 1246, 1247k, 1269b,
12694, 1347 1468 1471, 1506 1507, 3041 13810 13825 13828.1, 188282 13830, 13833, 14003, 14101 14152, 14153 14156 Prob. Code’ §§3&3 5914 5918 1232
1233, 1456 1464, 1491 1962 3084 3088, 3091 13200 13209 15006 17101; Rev. & Tax Code §5161 Veh. Code § 2320a 40230, 40610, 40500, 40513 40522
40600 40610, 40618 40653 40692; Welf. & Inst. Code §§264 265, 307.4, 656.2, 11475.3.
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S 5,

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

TO THE HONORABLE GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN,
Governor of the State of California,
and Members of the Legislature

The 1987 Judicial Council Report is presented pursuant to the provisions of section 6 of

article VI of the California Constitution.
January 1, 1987

HoN. RoskE ELIZABETH BIRD,*
Chairperson

Hon. ALLEN E. BROUSSARD
HoN. ARLEIGH M. Woobs
Hon. PAULINE D. HANSON
Hon. ELwoop Lur

HoN. FLORENCE BERNSTEIN
Hon. BARNET M. COOPERMAN
How. LEsLUIE C. NICHOLS
Hon. Mar1o G. OLMOS

HoN. GERALD E. RAGAN
HoN. FRANCES MUNOZ

HoN. MAXINE F. THOMAS
HoN. EARL WARREN, JR.
Hon. Briaw L. Rix

Hon. Mikio UCHIYAMA
Hon. BiLL LOCKYER
HoN. ELinu M. HARRIS
Mn. DAvVID B. BAuM

MR. JoserH H. CUMMINS
Mn. Kevin W. MIDLAM
Mg. ROBERT D. RAVEN

M=. RarrH J. GAMPELL, Secretary

* Chief Justie Bird was defeated in the November, 1986 general election, and her last day of office was January 4, 1987. She was succeeded by Chief Justice

Malcolm 3. Lucas who was confirmed and took the oath of office on February 5, 1987.
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The Judicial Council of the State of California’

Hon. Rosg ELIZABETH BIRD
Chief Justice of California
Chairperson of the Judicial Council
State Building, San Francisco

HON. ALLEN E. BROUSSARD
Associate Justice, Supreme Court
State Building, San Francisco

HoN. ARLEIGH M. WoODSs

Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal
Second Appellate District, Division Four
Los Angeles

HoN. PAULINE D. HANSON?®
Associate Justice, Court of Appeal
Fifth Appellate District

Fresno

Hon. ELwooD Lur

Associate Justice, Court of Appeal

Second Appellate District, Division Three
Los Angeles

HoON. FLORENCE BERNSTEIN
Judge of the Superior Court
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles

HoN. BARNET M. COOPERMAN
Judge of the Superior Court
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles

HoN. LesLIE C. NicHOLS®
Judge of the Superior Court
Santa Clara County, San Jose

HonN. MAr1o G. OLMOS
Judge of the Superior Court
Fresno County, Fresno

HoON. GERALD E. RAGAN
Judge of the Superior Court
San Mateo County, Redwood City

HoN. FRANCES MUNOZ

Judge of the Municipal Court
Orange County Harbor Municipal
Court District, Newport Beach

MR. RALPH J. GAMPELL

Hon. MAXINE F. THOMAS

Judge of the Municipal Court

Los Angeles Municipal Court District
Los Angeles

HoN. EARL WARREN, JR.

Judge of the Municipal Court
Sacramento Municipal Court District
Sacramento

HoN. BriaN L. Rix

Judge of the Justice Court
Paradise Justice Court District
Paradise

HoN. Mi1kio UCHIYAMA

Judge of the Justice Court
Fowler-Caruthers Justice Court District
Fowler

HonN. BiLL LOCKYER*
Senator, 10th District
Alameda

HoN. ELiHu M. HARRIS®
Assemblyman, 13th District
Oakland

MR. DAvVID B. BAuM®
Attorney at Law
San Francisco

MR. Josepa H. CUMMINS &
Attorney at Law
Los Angeles

MR. KEVIN W. MIDLAM’
Attorney at Law

San Diego

MR. ROBERT D. RAVEN’
Attorney at Law

San Francisco

Administrative Director of the Courts
and Secretary of the Judicial Council

San Franciscp

! Except as otherwise indicated, members were appointed by the Chief Justice on February 1, 1985, for two-year terms expiring January 31, 1987,
2 Appointed by the Chief Justice on November 8, 1985, vice Hon. Gerald Brown.
3 Appointed by the Chief Justice on May 10, 1985, vice Hon. Donald B. Constine.

4 Appointed by the Senate Rules Committee pursuant to article VI, section 6 of the Consntutlon and Senate Rule 13 of the 1985-86 Regular Session of the
Legislature.

5 Appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly pursuant to article VI, section 6 of the Constitution and subdivision (L) of the Assembly Rule 26 of the 1985-86
Regular Session of the Legislature.

6 Appointed by the State Bar Board of Governors for a two-year term expiring January 31, 1988.

T Appointed by the State Bar Board of Governors for a two-year term expiring January 31, 1987.
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Judicial Council Committees
Executive Committee* Municipal and Justice Court Committee*
Hon. Rose Elizabeth Bird, Chairperson Hon. Earl Warren, Jr., Chairperson

Hon. Florence Bernstein Hon. Frances Munoz
Hon. Alien E. Broussard Hon. Leslie C. Nichols
Hon. Mario G. Olmos Hon. Brian L. Rix
Hon. Earl Warren, Jr. Hon. Maxine F. Thomas
Appellate Court Committee* Hon. Mikio Uchiyama
Hon. Allen E. Broussard, Chairperson Hon. Bill Lockyer
Hon. Florence Bernstein Mr. Joseph H. Cummins
Hon. Pauline D. Hanson Mr. Kevin W. Midlam
Hon. Elwqod Lui Committee on Gender Bias
Hon. Arleigh M. Woods in the Court System '*
Hon. Elihu M. Harris Hon. Elwood Lui, Chairperson
Mr. David B. Baum Hon. Arleigh M. Woods
Mr. Robert D. Raven ; Hon. Pauline D. Hanson
Court Management Committee’ Hon. Florence Bernstein
Hon. Florence Bernstein, Chairperson Hon. Frances Munoz
Hon. Allen E. Broussard Hon. Mikio Uchiyama
Hon. Barn‘et M. Cooperman Mr. Robert D. Raven
Hon. Pauline D. Hanson Advisory Committee on Legal Forms?
Hon. Mario G. Olmos e .
Hon. Gerald E. Ragan gon. VIJI’ﬂclllalm H. g‘i?lly, Chairperson
Hon. Mikio Uchiyama on. Made eme rher
Hon. Arleigh M. Woods Hon. Is_abella H. Grant .
Hon. Elihu M. Harris Hon. Linda Hodge McLaughlin
Mr. David B. Baum Hon. Elizabeth N. Zumwalt

Mr. William Acker
Mr. Richard Bedal
Mr. Paul F. Cchen

Superior Court Committee*
Hon. Maric G. Olmos, Chairperson
Hon. Barnet M. Cooperman

) Mr. G. Brent Gammon
ggﬁ: gﬁgg Iﬁ]&noz Ms. Marcia Haber Kamine
Hon. Leslie C. Nichols Mr. David S. Krueger
Hon. Gerald E. Ragan Mr. Owen Lee Kwong
Hon. Brian L. Rix Mr. Lee Lawless
Hon. Maxine F. Thomas Ms. Alexandra Leichter
Hon. Earl Warren, Jr. Ms. Deanna S. Myhre
Hon. Bill Lockyer Mr. Frank Roesch
Mr. Joseph H. Cummins Mr. Hal F. Seibert
Mr. Kevin W, Midlam Mr. Joseph White

Mr. Robert D. Raven




Advisory Committee for a Court Governing Committee of the

of Appeal Procedures Manual Center for Judicial Education
Ms. Eva Goodwin, Chairperson and Research®
Mr. Jarr}es Christ'iansgn Hon. Thomas M. Jenkins, Chairperson®
Ms. Janice L. Feinstein Hon. Sheila Prell Sonenshine, Vice-Chairperson®
lltdfir. %eg ggrlgnd Hon. Florence Bernstein ¢
r. Jeff Giarde Hon. Ira A. B o8
Mr. Richard Mansfield Hgg. lic?bert Ir{owBr;eg 5
ﬁs- SusanPMlln?fr Hon. Isabel R. Cohen ®
MS' %em}l) er};) Hon. LaDoris Hazzard Cordell ®
5. barbara terry Hon. Steven R. McNelis ®

Ms. Margot Plant

Ms. Maureen Robertson
Mr. Alan Strong

Ms. Marcia Teasdale
Ms. Dolores Watson
Mr. Edward M. Wright

Advisory Committee on the
Publication of the Official
Reports

Hon. Stanley Mosk, Chairperson
Hon. William Stein

Hon. Leon Thompson

Mr. Ralph J. Gampell

Mr. Richard Jacobs

Mr. Gerald Z. Marer

Mr. Anthony L. Miller

Mr. Darrell 1. Sackl

Mr. B. E. Witkin’

1 All members of this committee are members of the Judicial Council.

2 In accordance with the recommendation of this Judicial Council committee and pursuant to the provisions of Government Code section 68501, former Chief

Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird appointed an Advisori; Committee on Gender Bias in the Courts. The members are: Hon. Elwoed Lui, Co-Chair, Hon. Diane

Watson, Co-Chair, Hon, Lisa Hill Fenning, Hon, Sheila Prell Sonenshine, Hon. Norman L. Epstein, Hon. Linda Hodge McLaughlin, Hon. Sheila F. Pokras,

Hon. Mario G. Olmos, Hon. Sara K, Radin, Hon. Jack Tenner, Hon. Kathryn Doi Todd, Hon. Judith Donna Ford, Hon. Alice A, Lytle, Hon, Frances Munoz,

Hon. Brian L. Rix, Hon. Elihu M. Harris, Dean Florian Bartosic, Ms. Linda Broder, Mr. James J. Brosnahan, Mr. Stanley R. Collis, Ms, Tamara C. Dahn,

XIS. hg:};lriian McClure Johnston, Ms. Sheila James Kuehl, Ms. Andrea Sheridan Ordin, Mr. Herbert M. Rosenthal, Ms, Marjorie C. Swartz and Ms. Patricia
nn Shiu.

3 One-half of the members of this committee are nominated by the State Bar for appointment by the Chairperson of the Judicial Council.

4 An advisory committee appointed by the Chairperson of the Judicial Council with equal representation from the Judicial Council and the California Judges
Association.
5 California Judges Association representative,

6 Judicial Council representative.
7 Advisory member, not a member of the Judicial Council.




CALIFORNIA COURT SYSTEM*

SUPREME COURT

One Chief Justice and Six Associate Justices

A

3

FIRST DISTRICT
4 div., 4 justices ea., & 1 div.,
3 justices in San Francisco

FOURTH DISTRICT
17 div, 6 justices in San
Diego; 1 div., 4 justices in San
Bernardino; 1 div, 4 justices in
Santa Ana

COURTS OF APPEAL
18 Divisions with 77 Justices

SECOND DISTRICT
5 div., 4 justices ea., & 1 div,,
3 justices in Los Angeles; 1
div., 3 justices in Ventura

FIFTH DISTRICT
1 div,, 8 justices in Fresno

THIRD DISTRICT
1 div.,, 7 justices in
Sacramernito

SIXTH DISTRICT
1 div., 3 justices in San Jose

——— b

eoen e 3 st e -

TRIAL COURTS

SUPERIOR COURTS
58 {1 for each county)
with total of 715 judges

Jurisdiction
Civil: over $25,000, effective 1/1/86
Criminal: original jurisdiction in all causes
except those given by statute to
municipal or justice courts
Appeals: to Court of Appeal of the district

A 3

e e ——— e e e e s — i e e it e e i St e S

MUNICIPAL COURTS
86 with total of 547 judges

Jurisdiction
Civil: $25,000 or less, effective 1/1/86
Small Claims: $1,500 or less
Criminal: misdemeanors and infractions
Appeals: to appellate department of
superior court

JUSTICE COURTS
83 with total of 83 judges

Line of Appeal

———————————— Line of Discretionary Review

* Jotal number of judges refers to authorized judicial positions as of July 1, 1986.
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Profile of the California Judicial System

The Cslifornia Constitution vests the judicial
power of the state «i+ a Supreme Court, Courts of
Appeal, superior courts, municipal courts and justice
courts (Cal. Const.,, art. VI, §1). The superior,
municipal, and justice courts are the state’s trial
courts; the Supreme Court and Courts of Appeal are
appellate courts that primarily review trial court
decisions.

The Constitution also provides for these agencies
concerned with judicial administration: the Judicial
Council, that improves and expedites the adminis-
tration of justice (Cal. Const, art. VI, §6); the
Comumission on Judicial Appointments, that votes to
confirm gubernatorial appointees to appellate court
vacancies {Cal. Const., art. VI, §§7, 16); and the
Commission on Judicial Performance, that deals
with the admonishment, censure, remowval or retire-

ment of judges for misconduct or disability (Cal.
Const., art. VI, §§ 8, 18).

The California judicial system consists of 234
courts and 1,429 authorized judgeships.! The names
of judges of the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal
and superior courts are listed in the California
Official Reports. Over 19 million cases were filed
during fiscal year 1985-86; parking violations ac-
counted for over nine million of these cases.

The annual cost of the judicial system, not includ-
ing capital outlay for facilities, is $1 billion, with $195
million supplied by the state and the remainder
funded by local county governments. Court reve-
nues from fines, forfeitures, penalties and court fees,
$818 million annually, are distributed to the state,
counties and cities.

SUPREME COURT

The Supreme Court of California is the state’s
highest court, and its decisions are binding on all
other California state courts.

The Supreme Court, which consists of a Chief
Justice and six Associate Justices, has original juris-
diction in proceedings for extraordinary relief in the
nature of mandamus, certiorari, and prohibition.
The court also has original jurisdiction in habeas
corpus proceedings. (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 10.)

Members of the Supreme court are appointed by
the Governor and confirmed by the Commission on
Judicial Appointments. To be considered for ap-
pointment, a person must be an attorney admitted
to practice law in California or have served as a
judge of a court of record in this state for 10 years
immediately preceding appointment (Cal. Const.,
art. VI, §15). Regular sessions are held in San
Francisco, Los Angeles and Sacramento; the court
may also hold special sessions elsewhere. Almost
5,000 matters were filed in the Supreme Court
during fiscal year 1985-86; about 3,800 were petitions
for review in cases previously decided by the Courts
of Appeal.

The state Constitution gives the Supreme Court
the authority to review decisions of the state Courts

of Appeal. (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 12.) This reviewing
power enables the Supreme Court to decide impor-
tant legal guestions and to maintain uniformity in
the law.

A 1985 amendment to the state Constitution al-
lows the Supreme Court to select specific issues for
consideration in Court of Appeal cases in which
review is sought by the litigants, rather than having
to decide all the issues in every case that it accepts.
(Cal. Const., art. VI, § 12.) This amendment permits
the Supreme Court to focus its attention on the most
important issues.

The state Constitution directs the Supreme Court
to review all cases in which a judgment of death has
been pronounced by the trial court. (Cal. Const., art.
VI, § 11.) Under state law, these cases are automat-
ically appealed. (Pen. Code, § 1239, subd. (b).)

In addition, the Supreme Court reviews the rec-
ommendations of the Commission on Judicial Per-
formance and the State Bar of California concerning
the discipline of judges and attorneys for miscon-
duct. \

Decisions of the Supreme Court are published in
the Official Reports.

COURTS OF APPEAL

The Courts of Appeal, established by a constitu-
tional amendment in 1904, are California’s interme-
diate courts of review. They have appellate jurisdic-
tion when superior courts have original jurisdiction,
and in certain other cases prescribed by statute.

Like the Supreme Court, they have original jurisdic-
tion in habeas corpus, mandamus, certiorari and
prohibition proceedings (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 10).
Almost 16,300 appeals and original proceedings were
filed during fiscal year 1535-86.

1As of July 1, 1986, there were 1,372 filled judgeships in California. The number of filled judgeships during the fiscal year ranged from 1,326 to 1,377.

References to judgeships in this summary refer to authorized positions.




California has six appellate districts, each with at
least one division. Each division is headed by three
or more justices, appointed by the Governor and
confirmed by the Commission on Judicial Appoint-
ments. The same rules governing the selection of
Supreme Court justices apply to those serving on the
Courts of Appeal. The Legislature has constitutional
authority to create new Court of Appeal districts
and divisions (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 3).

The six operating appellate districts are composed
of 18 divisions and 77 justices. District headquarters
are: First District, San Francisco; Second District,
Los Angeles; Third District, Sacramento; Fourth
District, San Diego; Fifth District, Fresno; Sixth

District, San Jose.

Cases are decided by three-judge panels. Deci-
sions of the panels, known as opinions, are published
in the California Appellate Reports if those opinions
meet certain criteria for publication. In general, the
opinion is published if it establishes a new rule of
law; involves a legal issue of continuing public
interest; criticizes existing law or makes a significant
contribution to legal literature (Cal. Const., art. VI,
§ 14; Cal. Rules of Court, rule 976). During fiscal
year 1985-86, 14 percent of Court of Appeal opinions
were certified as meeting the criteria for publica-
tion.

SUPERIOR COURTS

The superior court is the trial court of general
jurisdiction. It is sometimes called the trial court of
residual jurisdiction, because it accepts all matters
except those statutorily given to other trial courts
(Code Civ. Proc., § 82). The superior court sits as a
probate court, juvenile court and conciliation court
(see Prob. Code, § 301; Welf. & Inst. Code, § 245;
Civ. Code, § 4351; Code Civ. Proc., § 1733).

In addition, the superior court has trial jurisdiction
over all felony cases, and all civil matters above the
jurisdiction of the municipal and justice courts (Cal.
Const., art. VI, § 10; Pen. Code, § 1462; Code Civ.
Proc., § 86). The superior court also handles cases
asking for special relief, such as an injunction or a
declaratory order.

There is a superior court in each of California’s 58
counties; case workload determines the number of
judges as fixed by the Legislature (Cal. Const., art.
VI, § 4). The number in each court ranges from one
in the sparsely-populated counties to more than 200
in Los Angeles County, reaching a total of 715 judges
statewide. (See Gov. Code, § 69580 et seq.) More
than 870,000 cases were filed during the 1985-86

fiscal year, including 620,600 civil filings, 120,000
juvenile filings and 95,000 criminal filings.

Superior court judges serve six-year terms and are
elected by voters of the county on a nonpartisan
ballot at a general election (Cal. Const., art. VI,
§16(b) and (c); Elec. Code, §37). Vacancies are
filled by appointment of the Governor. A superior
court judge must be an attorney admitted to prac-
tice law in California or have served as a judge of a
court of record in this state for at least 10 years
immediately preceding election or appointment
(Cal. Const., art. VI, § 15).

The superior court also hears appeals from deci-
sions of municipal and justice courts (Cal. Const.,
art. VI, § 11). All appeals, other than those in small
claims cases, are heard by a three-judge appellate
department in each county and are governed by
rules adopted by the Judicial Council (Cal. Const.,
art. VI, § 6; Code Civ. Proc., §§ 77, 117.10, 901; Pen.
Code, § 1468). Appeals also may be transferred to
the Courts of Appeal (Cal. Rules of Court, rules
61-69).

MUNICIPAL COURTS

The two types of trial courts below the superior
court are municipal and justice courts. Since January
1, 1977, the civil and criminal jurisdiction of munic-
ipal and justice courts has been the same (Code Civ.
Proc., § 86; Pen. Code, § 1462).

There are 86 municipal courts with a total of 547
judges. State legislation authorizes the county
boards of supervisors to divide counties into judicial
districts.

A municipal court is automatically established
when the judicial district’s population exceeds 40,000
(Cal. Const., art. VI, § 5).

Municipal courts have original trial jurisdiction in
criminal misdemeanor and infraction cases (Pen.
Code, § 1462). Until January 1, 1986, the civil juris-

diction included cases arising within the municipal
court district involving $15,000 or less. Effective
January 1, 1986, the limit was increased to cases
involving $25,000 or less (Code Civ. Proc., § 86).
Municipal courts also exercise small claims jurisdic-
tion in cases not exceeding $1,500 (Code Civ. Proc.,
§ 116.2); these cases are heard under simplified
procedures, without attorneys. In addition, judges at
this level act as magistrates, presiding over prelim-
inary hearings in felony cases to determine whether
there is reasonable and probable cause to hold a
defendant for further proceedings in superior court.

More than 18 million cases were filed in both
municipal and justice courts during the 1985-88
fiscal year, including over nine million parking




FACT SHEET: 1987 JUDICIAL COUNCIL ANNUAL REPORT

The 1987 Judicial Council Annual Report has been forwarded to
the Governor and the Legislature. Part I contains the annual
report of the Judicial Council, the chief administrative agency
of the California court system. Part II contains the annual
report of the Administrative Office of the Courts, the staff
agency of the Judicial Council.

JUDICIAL COUNCIL REPORT -- PART I

Family Court Services -- page 3

Programs designed to implement legislation involving
the coordination of family mediation and conciliation services
are discussed in this chapter.

STATSCAN: New Data Collection and Case Tracking Systew. -~ page 7
This chapter provides a description of the automated

data collection system being tested in selected trial courts.
The system utilizes bar codes, scanners and microcomputers to
gather data, track cases and improve statistical reporting.

Trial Court Delay Reduction Act -- page 9

The requirements of the act are summarized in this
chapter, followed by the text of the bill. The act establishes
pilot programs in nine superior courts to reduce delay in liti-
gation, and requires the collection of new statistical data for
all courts. (To comply with the act, the Judicial Council
adopted statewide standards for the timely disposition of civil
and criminal cases in all superior courts. These standards
took effect July 1, 1987.)




Committee on Gender Bias in the Courtroom ~- page 13

This chapter presents findings and proposals of a
Judicial Council committee which studied issues of gender bias
in the court system. Subsequent action by the council included
the appointment of an advisory committee composed of judges,
lawyers, and others to more fully consider these issues.

Televised Arraignment Projects ~-- page 15

The council's 1986 report to the Legislature on
arraignment via two-way audio-video communications between
courts and jails is summarized in this chapter.

Temporary Court Commissioners -- page 17

The results of using temporary court commissioners in
the municipal courts of Contra Costa County are reported in
this chapter. Recommendations are made for future use of these
officers.

Discretionary Child Support Schedule -- page 23

This chapter traces the formulation of the child
support schedule adopted by the council, pursuant to the
requirements of the Agnos Child Support Standards Act. The
guideline and formula for awards follow the text.

Sentencing Practices Annual Report -- page 31

This ninth annual report addresses the council's
requirement under Penal Code section 1170.6 to "continually
study and review the statutory sentences and the operation of
existing criminal penalties™ and report its findings to the
Governor and the Legislature.

Trial Court Costs and Revenue Estimates -- page 33

Fiscal year 1986-87 trial court costs and revenues are
estimated in this chapter. These estimates are detailed in the
Court Financing Summary which accompanies the text.
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE REPORT -- PART II

Director's Report -- page 49

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) carries
out the official actions and policies of the Judicial Council
under the direction of the Administrative Director of the
Courts. The AOC consists of various units that assist the
council in surveying the work of the courts and improving the
administration of justice. Each unit is described.

This chapter also reviews legislative action on various
Judicial Council recommendations and other measures of interest
to the courts. It summarizes amendments to the California Rules
of Court and the 36 new and revised court forms adopted and ap-
proved by the council during 1986.

Also included are reports on the following:

~-- A total of 111 petitions for coordination of
actions sharing common questions of fact or law were received
during 1986. There were 745 separate actions involved in these
petitions.

-- The AOC provided administrative assistance to the
trial courts in 21 criminal cases in which a change of venue
motion was granted in 1986.

~- Consolidation of municipal and justice court
districts and requirements for justice court oral examinations
are detailed in separate reports.

Analysis of Judicial Statistics -~ page 77

Chapter 2 of the Administrative Office Report analyzes
the workload of the California courts during fiscal year
1985-86.

Filings in the Supreme Court reached a record high of
4,827 in fiscal year 1985-86. The court transacted a total of
8,228 matters; issued 144 written opinions; and disposed of
3,728 petitions for review, 82% original proceedings, 18 execu-
tive clemency applications, and numerous motions, petitions for
rehearing and other matters.
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The Courts of Appeal set a new record in fiscal year
1985-86 with 16,269 filings of contested matters. A new high
of 9,428 dispositions of contested matters on the merits by
written opinion was also set, a 10 percent increase over the
prior fiscal year. A total of 9,365 appeals were left pending
on June 30, 1986.

Filings in the superior courts increased 5 percent
over the prior fiscal year, to a record total of 373,500. The
superior courts disposed of 683,800 cases, exclusive of civil
matters dismissed for lack of prosecution. Criminal disposi-
tions rose 18 percent (+13,200) above the 1984-85 figure, the
largest increase of all disposition categories.

Statistical data for the municipal and justice courts
were summarized together since both courts have the same juris-
diction. There were over 18 million filings for the 169 lower
courts in fiscal year 1985-86, a 1 percent increase over the
prior year. Over 9 million parking cases were included in these
filings. The lower courts disposed of 14.8 million cases,
slightly less than the year before.

During the fiscal year, 15,763 total days of assis-
tance were given to the courts by active and retired judges
serving under assignments made by the Chief Justice as
Chairperson of the Judicial Council. Substantial assistance
also was rendered by commissioners, referees, and temporary
judges.

Appendix Tables -- page 171

The AOC annual report includes almost 90 pages of
appendix tables with statistics on the work of the Supreme
Court, the Courts of Appeal, and the superior, municipal and
justice courts.
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violations. Over 8.5 million nonparking cases were
filed in municipal courts. Over 560,000 nonparking
cases were filed in justice courts.

Municipal court judges are elected for six-year
terms on a nonpartisan ballot by voters residing in
the judicial districts in which their courts are located

(Gov. Code, §71145). Vacancies are filled by the
Governor (Gov. Code, §71180). To be eligible,
candidates must have been admitted to the practice
of law in California for at least five years immedi-
ately preceding election or appointmeni (Cal.
Const., art. VI, § 15).

JUSTICE COURTS

Constitutional provision is made for the establish-
ment of a justice court in each judicial district
having a population of 40,000 or less (Cal. Const., art.
VI, § 5(a)). There are 83 justice courts in the state.

Justice court judges are elected for six-year terms
with vacancies filled by appointment of local county
boards of supervisors, or by election. Boundaries and
number of justice court districts are also set by the
boards of supervisors. Before February 18, 1975, a
justice court judge was required to be an attorney
admitted to the California State Bar or to pass a
qualifying examination given by the Judicial Coun-
cil. (See Hennessy, Qualification of California Jus-
tice Court Judges: A Dual System, 3 Pacific L.J. 439
(1972).) Under legislation (Stats. 1974, ch. 1493)
effective after the decision in Gordon v. Justice
Court (1974) 12 Cal.3d 323, justice court vacancies
must be filled by attorneys (Gov. Code, §§ 71601,
71701).

xiii

Since most justice courts have part-time caseloads,
judges may supplement their judicial compensation
with a private law practice. They may not practice
law, however, before justice courts within their own
county. Under legislation adopted after the Gordon
case, the Chief Justice has designated several incum-
bent judges to serve as full-time circuit justice court
judges. These judges receive salaries fixed by statute
and paid through a state appropriation.

Judges of the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal,
superior courts and municipal courts may not prac-
tice law and are ineligible for any other public
employment or public office. A superior or munici-
pal court judge may, however, become eligible for
election to another public office by taking a leave of
absence without pay before filing a declaration of
candidacy for that office. Acceptance of the new
office constitutes resignation as a judge (Cal. Const.,
art. VI, § 17).




1986 CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL COUNCIL ORGANIZATION CHART

L

STANDING COMMITTEES

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

1-Administrative Secretary

JUDICIAL COUNCIL

CHIEF JUSTICE
Chalrperson

]

GOVERNING COMITTEE
Center for Judicial
Education & Research

|

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
OF THE COURTS

l

JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS

1-Assignments Supervisor
2-Assignments Spscialists
1-Secretary

DIRECTOR

|

CHIEF DEPUTY DIRECTOR

BUDGET

1-Court Administrator

1-Court Management
Analyst

1-Secratary

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
LEGISLATION LEGAL
{Sacramento}
LEGAL RESEARCH
LEGISLATIVE §-Attornays
REPRESENTATIVE
1-Attorney
LEGAL FORMS
2-Attorneys
LEGISLATIVE
ANALYSIS

1-Court Management Analyst

SECRETARIAL SUPPORT

2-Sacretaties
1-Clerk Typist

COORDINATION

1-Attorney
1-Administrative Secretary
1-Secretary

BUSINESS SERVICES

2-Court Management
Analysts

1-Business Services
Officer

1-Business Services
Technician

1-Office Technician

DATA PROCESSING
Project)

_J (A 1t A 3
PP

TRAFFIC COURT
COORDINATOR

1-Attornsy

1-Attorney
3-Assoc, DP Analysts

PERSONNEL

1-Court Administrator

2-Court Management
Analysts

3-Personnel Assistants
1-Secratary

DATA PROCESSING
{PROMIS —Appsliate Courts)

1-Court Administrator
1-DP Projact Leadar
2-Assac. DP Analysts

s "

SECRETARIAL SUPPORT

1-Office Supervisor
8-Secretaries
1fypesetter
2-Office Assistants

e < ¥ o
1-Sr. DP Analyst

COURT CONSULTATIVE
SERVICES

1-Court Administrator

5-Court Management
Analysts

1-Secrstary

DATA PROCESSING
{Spac. Projects &
Regearch Coord.)

1-DP Project Leader

STATISTICS

1-Court Administrator
2-Senior Statisticians
1-Associate Statistician
4-Statistical Clerks

CENTER FOR JUDICIAL
EDUCATION & RESEARCH
(Berkaley)

1-Director

1-Associate Dirsctor
3-Assistant Directors
2-Attorneys

2-Program Coordinators
1-Supsrvising Secrstary
6-Secretaries

DATA PROCESSING
{AOC Systams Dsvelopment)

1-DP Projsct Leader
1-Sr. DP Analyst
2-Assac. DP Analysts

ACCCOUNTING

1-Court Administrator

1-Senior Accounting
Supsrvisor

4-Accountants
3-Accounting Technicians

PUBLIC INFORMATION

1-Court Administrator
1-Secretary

1

RECORDS MANAGEMENT

1-Court Management Analyst
1-Office Technician




PART 1

JUDICIAL COUNCIL
REPORT




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 3

Chapter 1

FAMILY COURT SERVICES

The Judicial Council has been charged with re-
sponsibility for implementing Civil Code sections
5180~-5183, “Statewide Coordination of Family Court
Services.” A special section of the Court Consulta-
tive Services Unit (CCS) of the Administrative
Office of the Courts has been delegated the duty of
implementing the statutes, which involves the coor-
dination of family mediation and conciliation ser-
vices throughout California (Assem. Bill No. 2445,
Stats. 1984, Ch. 893).

The legislation requires the Judicial Council to
provide family court services in four major areas:

1. To assist counties in implementing mediation ser-

vices;

2. To develop and administer training programs for
court personnel involved in the family law area;

3. To establish a uniform information and statistical
reporting system for family law related matters; and

4. To establish and administer a grant program for
research, study, and demonstration projects in spec-
ified family law areas.

Projects in these areas will provide the basis for
evaluation of the effectiveness of current laws, the
development of alternative dispute resolution meth-
ods and guidelines for child support. Program areas
during 1986 and 1987 are discussed below.

I. IMPLEMENTATION OF MEDIATION SERVICES

The AOC currently provides consulting services
to trial courts in various management areas, includ-
ing calendar management, court organizational
structure and workflow, facilities management, and
automation. Beginning in 1986, the AOC extended
its consulting services to counties in family law
matters. At the request of a presiding judge or
executive officer of a superior court, a county clerk
or a director of family court services, the ACC
provides assistance in reviewing existing services or
programs. The AOC may act as a consultant in
presenting alternatives without specific recommen-
dations, or may provide a written court study focus-
ing on a particular problem, with accompanying
documentation and analysis of court operations.

The AOC plans to establish a clearinghouse of
information on existing family law programs and
services, new dispute resolution techniques, success-
ful implementations of newly mandated programs,
and research on family law issues The clearinghouse
will also include information on the projects funded
through the research, study, and demonstration
grant programs.

To provide a foundation for the above, a question-
naire requesting program information was sent to
each of the 58 counties which provide family law
services in January 1987. The purpose of the ques-
tionnaire was to obtain a profile of mediation and
child custody evaluation/investigation services pro-
vided in each county.

II. DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF TRAINING PROGRAMS

Plans for implementing this area of the legislation
encompass four areas: assessing the training needs
of court personnel and implementing suitable train-
ing programs; sponsoring and conducting an annual
statewide conference for judges, mediators, and
evaluators; providing regional training seminars on
new programs, services, and techniques; and devel-
oping a statewide training guide for court personnel
working in the family law area. Each of these areas
is discussed more fully below.

In 1986, the AOC distributed a training needs
assessment survey to mediators and evaluators. A
similar survey of judges and attorneys will be dis-

tributed in the spring of 1987. The data collected will
assist in planning training programs for fall 1987 and
beyond.

The AOC provided funds for speakers and train-
ing materials for the 1986 Family Court Services
Conference. The AOC also conducted the 1987
Conference for Family Court Services in March.
The conference included plenary sessions of general
interest and concentrated training in specific sub-
ject areas designed to sharpen participant skills. A
major goal of the conference was to facilitate the
exchange of ideas between participants.

The Family Court Services program also provides
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regional training seminars and workshops for family
court services personnel, judges, and administrators.
These workshops deal with specific issues of interest
to family law professionals and emphasize small
group discussion. During 1986, the AOC coordinated
regional training sessions in Los Angeles and Sacra-
mento for mediators. The sessions focused on en-
hancing communication competence for mediators.

A statewide family court services directors’ con-
ference was held to discuss research, statistical re-

porting, training needs, a counselor exchange pro-
gram, and special issues of concern to the
administration and planning of family court services.
These workshops, along with other regional and
statewide conferences, will continue to be con-
ducted at regular intervals in the future.

In addition to workshops, the AOC plans to de-
velop a statewide training reference guide for court
personnel working in the family law area.

III. ESTABLISHMENT OF A UNIFORM STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM

The purpose of this portion of the project is to
collect uniform statewide statistics on family law
matters and family court service activity. Data will
be collected through an existing automated system,
STATSCAN. Information is gathered through the
STATSCAN system using bar codes, portable scan-
ners, and microcomputers. STATSCAN will be ex-
panded to include data elements essential to the
family law area and full implementation of Civil
Code §§ 5180-5183. The data collected will be used
for administrative and planning purposes, to deter-
mine areas requiring further study and research,
and to establish a data base for evaluation of pro-
grams and services.

Through the STATSCAN project, a number of
data elements essential for workload management
have been identified. There are, however, additional
data elements necessary to evaluate and monitor

family law services which will be included in the
data base. The AQOC will be working with the family
law advisory committee to identify key workload
indicators, evaluation measurements, and supple-
menta)l data.

During 1987, the AOC is developing and refining
the STATSCAN system in a select number of courts.
STATSCAN’s utility for statistical data collection and
applicability to court operations is now being tested;
to date, it has been successful. Family Court Service
Agencies will be able to use the STATSCAN systemn,
with some modification, to meet their statistical
reporting needs.

During 1987, the AOC will be working to identify
appropriate data collection points, operational
needs, and additional system specifications for im-
plementation of a statewide system.

IV. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF A GRANT PROGRAM

This part of the project involves assessing research
needs and determining appropriate study areas;
developing a system for soliciting, receiving, and
evaluating grant applications; granting funds to con-
duct research in the designated areas; and distribut-
ing the results of research, study, and demonstration
projects to family law personnel throughout the
state.

During 1987, the AOC will research needs for
family law and family court services. This assessment
will be accomplished with the assistance of the
advisory committee and research consultants, and
will be used to formulate requests for proposals for
research and demonstration projects.

The text of Civil Code Sections 5180-5183 follows:

TITLE 10
STATEWIDE COORDINATION
OF FAMILY MEDIATION AND

CONCILIATION SERVICES

1984 Note: This act shall not be construed to impose any new or
additional mandatory family law mediation procedures upon
local agencies. 1984 ch. 893 § 5.

Legislature’s past changes; need for others. § 5180.
BRequirements of Judicial Council in statewide coordination of
family mediation and conciliation services. § 5181.

Establishment of advisory committee to recommend criteria for
determining grant recipients. § 5182,

Funds, grants, gifts, or bequests deposited into General Fund.
§5183.

§ 5180. Legislature’s Past Changes; Need for Oth-
ers.

The Legislature finds that it has made many
significant changes in the area of family law in
recent years, including legislation authorizing
awards for the joint custody of children and requir-
ing the mediation of child custody and visitation
disputes. There presently is no statewide coordina-
tion of the application of these new laws, no uniform
statistical reporting system as to family law matters,
no ongoing training for personnel involved in the
expanded family law system, and no evaluation of
the effectiveness of current law for the purpose of
shaping future public policy. Leg.H. 1984 ch. 893,
effective September 6, 1984.

§ 5181. Regquirements of Judicial Council in State-
wide Coordination of Family Mediation and Concil-
iation Services.

The Judicial Council shall do all of the following:
(a) Assist counties in implementing Sections
4351.5 and 4607.
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(b) Establish and implement a uniform statistical
reporting system relating to actions brought pursu-
ant to this part, including, but not limited to, a
custody disposition survey.

(c) Administer a program of grants to public and
private agencies submitting proposals for research,
study, and demonstration projects in the area offam-
ily law, including, but not limited to, all of the
following:

(1) The development of conciliation and media-
tion and other newer dispute resolution techniques,
particularly as they relate to child custody and to
avoidance of litigation. (2) The establishment of
criteria to insure that a child support order is
adequate.

(3) The development of methods to insure that a
child support order is paid.

(4) The study of the feasibility and desirability of
guidelines to assist judges in making custody deci-
sions.

(d) Administer a program for the training of
court personnel involved in family law proceedings,
which shall be available to the court personnel and
which shall be totally funded from funds specified in
Section 5183. Leg.H. 1984 ch. 893, effective Septem-
ber 6, 1984.

§ 5182. Establishment of Advisory Committee to
Recommend Criteria for Determining Grant Recip-
ients.

The Judicial Council shall establish an advisory
committee of persons representing a broad spec-
trum of interest in and knowledge about family law.
The committee shall recommend criteria for deter-

mining grant recipients pursuant to subdivision (c)
of Section 5181, which shall include proposal evalu-
ation guidelines and procedures for submission of
the results to the Legislature, the Governor, and
family law courts. In accordance with established
criteria, the committee shall receive grant proposals
and shall recommend the priority of submitted
proposals. Leg.H. 1984 ch. 893, effective September
6, 1984.

§ 5183. Funds, Grants, Gifts, or Bequests Deposited
Into General Fund.

Funds collected by the state pursuant to subdivi-
sion (c) of Section 10605 of the Health and Safety
Code, subdivision (a) of Section 26832 of the Gov-
ernment Code, and grants, gifts, or bequests made
to the state from private sources to be used for the
purposes of this title shall be deposited into the
General Fund and shall only be used for the pur-
poses of this title. No funds other than those so
deposited shall be used for those purposes. That
money shall be appropriated to the Judicial Council
for the support of the programs authorized by this
title as provided by the Legislature in the annual
Budget Act. The Judicial Council may utilize funds
to provide staffing as may be necessary to carry out
the purposes of this title. In order to defray the costs
of collection of these funds, the local registrar,
county clerk, or county recorder may retain a
percentage of the funds collected, not to exceed 10
percent of the fee payable to the state pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 10605 of the Health and
Safety Code. Leg.H. 1984 ch. 893, effective Septem-
ber 6, 1984, 1985 ch. 851.
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Chapter 2

STATSCAN: NEW DATA COLLECTION
AND CASE TRACKING SYSTEM

STATSCAN is a comprehensive data collection
system for the California trial courts utilizing bar
codes, scanners, and microcomputers. This new
system is the result of a three-year project to
evaluate and redesign the trial courts’ statistical
reporting system. STATSCAN, designed to provide
data collection and case tracking, will also give the
courts and the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) additional information to improve manage-
ment of trial court workload and resources.

Data is collected by scanning bar code labels on
court case files and menu cards using portable hand
held or on-line scanners. When a case is filed in a
court, a clerk places a bar code label on the file
jacket, which corresponds to the court’s case num-
ber. As case events occur, clerks use the scanners to
record the case file number and appropriate bar
codes from the Judicial Council menus. The data is
stored in the portable scanner until transmitted to
the court’s microcomputer. Data scanned using an
on-line scanner is added to the microcomputer’s
data base automatically. The court manager has
access to this data and the capability of producing a
variety of workload reports. For example, the Sum-
mary and Condition of Calendar Reports currently
submitted by the trial courts to the AOC will be
electronically transmitted to the AOC host com-
puter. This will eliminate the need to hand tally,
calculate and type statistics, and mail forms to the
AOC. The system will also provide the court man-
ager with audit trails of individual cases.

The AOC began this project to find an efficient
means of collecting data on the enormous number of
cases in the court system. The second goal was to
provide a better means of compilation so that data
could be used for proactive management. The goals
developed for the system match the needs of the
courts and the AOC. They include satisfying user
needs for statistics; improving the accuracy of the
data collected; providing a mechanism for produc-
ing management statistics that allow proactive
rather than reactive management; streamlining the
data collection, reporting, and compilation process;
producing annual statistical data within 30 days of

the year’s end; improving the weighted caseload
system; improving the AOC’s ability to analyze the
effects of new legislation; providing an advanced
data collection technology that will have widespread
applications for a variety of court operations, and
avoiding the need for additional staff.

AOC staff and a court committee investigated a
variety of data collection methods and determined
bar coding was the most suitable for project needs.
Bar coding has been used extensively in a variety of
environments, such as manufacturing, supermar-
kets, and hospitals, but its application to paper
records is relatively new. Bar coding was developed
to improve the accuracy and efficiency of data
entry. The speed of entry is increased two to three
times and the error rate is reduced to approximately
one in three million. The most important advantage
of this system over a manual process, however, is
that it allows courts to collect age of inventory
information with no additional effort. Each entry is
date and time stamped; thus the time between key
events is autornatically recorded. This feature allows
court managers to be more innovative in managing
workloads and resources.

During 1986, the AOC initially installed the sys-
tem in four pilot courts to determine the viability of
the STATSCAN system for statistical data collection
and court operations. These courts included the
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville Municipal Court, the
San Diego Superior Court, the Los Angeles Munic-
ipal Court, and the Napa Superior Court.

Bar coded data was initially scanned in February
1986. The first test provided sufficient validation of
the system to justify a more extensive pilot project.
The most important finding was that clerks used the
scanners and found the system simple and easy to
operate. In June, the AOC distributed an application
to participate in the second phase of the pilot
project to all trial courts in California. In July, 28
additional courts were selected for participation.
These courts began collecting data in 1986 and will
continue to do so during 1987.

The AOC plans to continue testing, developing,
and expanding the STATSCAN system during 1987.
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Chapter 3

TRIAL COURT DELAY
REDUCTION ACT

The Trial Court Delay BReduction Act of 1986
establishes a pilot program in selected counties to
reduce delay in litigation (Article 5, commencing
with Section 68600 of Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the
Government Code). The bill was authored by As-
sembly Speaker Willie L. Brown, Jr. (Assembly Bill
No. 3300, Stats. 1986, ch. 1335). It was sponsored by
Attorney General John K. Van de Kamp, and was
based in part on a presentation by the Institute for
Court Management describing a successful program
of trial delay reduction in Phoenix, Arizona.

Nine counties were identified by the Judicial
Council in December 1986, as meeting the requisite
statutory caseload criteria (Gov. Code, § 68605). The
project counties are: Alameda, Contra Costa, Kern,
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San
Diego, and San Francisco. Each superior court in
those counties is to establish an exemplary delay
reduction program with not less than four judges
participating,

The programs will commence January 1, 1988, and
continue for three years. The Judicial Council is to
report to the Legislature by July 1, 1991, on the
results of the program and whether it shouid be used
in all superior and municipal courts in the state.

The statute also requires that new statistical data
be collected for all courts. Time of filing to disposi-
tion will be collected along with other statistics.
Each court’s statistics will be published annually,
showing a comparison to statewide standards of
timely disposition for civil and criminal cases. The
Judicial Council is to adopt those standards by July 1,
1987.

The Judicial Council supported the principle of

- timely disposition of cases contained in AB 3300.

The Administrative Office of the Courts has en-
tered a long term contract with the Western Re-
gional Office of the National Center for State Courts
to provide training and consultation services on this
project. The complete bill text foliows.

Assembly Bill No. 3300

CHAPTER 1335

An act to add Article 5 (commencing with Section
68600) to Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the Government
Code, relating to courts, and making an appropria-
tion therefor.

[Approved by Governor September 28, 1986. Filed with
Secretary of State September 29, 1986.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

AB 3300, W. Brown. Trial courts: delay.

(1) Existing law specifies the duties of the Judicial
Council relative to court administration, practice,
and procedure.

This bill would enact the Trial Court Delay Re-
duction Act of 1986, requiring the Judicial Council to
adopt standards of timely disposition for the process-
ing and rasolution of civil and criminal actions; to
collect, maintain, and publish certain statistics; to
establish a 3-year exemplary delay reduction pro-
gram in designated courts, as specified, thereby
creating a state-mandated local program by requir-
ing a higher level of service under an existing
program; and to report to the Legislature thereon
no later than July 1, 1991.

(2) The bill would appropriate $130,000 from the
General Fund to the Judicial Council for purposes of
the act, and state the intent of the Legislature with
regard to future funding.

(83) The California Constitution requires the state
to reimburse local agencies and school districts for
certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory pro-
visions establish procedures for making that reim-
bursement, including the creation of a State Man-
dates Claims Fund to pay the costs of mandates
which do not exceed $500,000 statewide and other
procedures for claims whose statewide costs exceed
$500,000.

This bill would provide that reimbursement for
costs mandated by the bill shall be made pursuant to
those statutory procedures and, if the statewide
costs does not exceed $500,000, shall be payable from
the State Mandates Claims Fund.

Appropriation: yes.

The people of the State of California do enact as
follows:

SECTION 1. Article 5 (commencing with Sec-
tion 68600) is added to Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the
Government Code, to read:

Article 5. The Trial Court Delay Reduction
Act of 1986

68600. This article shall be known and may be
cited as the Trial Court Delay Reduction Act of 1986.
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68601. The Legislature hereby finds and declares
that:

(a) The expeditious and timely resolution of civil
and criminal actions is an integral and necessary
function of the judicial branch of state government
under Article VI of the California Constitution.

(b) Delay in the resolution of both civil and
criminal litigation is not in the best interests of the
state and the public. The people of the State of
California expect and deserve prompt justice and
the speedy resolution of disputes. Delay in the
resolution of litigation may reflect a failure of justice
and subjects the judiciary to a loss of confidence by
the public in both its fairness and utility as a public
institution. Delay reduces the chance that justice
will in fact be done, and often imposes severe
emotional and financial hardship on litigants.

(c) Cases filed in California’s trial courts should
be resolved as expeditiously as possible, consistent
with the obligation of the courts to give full and
careful consideration to the issues presented, and
consistent with the right of parties to adequately
prepare and present their cases to the courts.

(d) Various methods for reducing delay in the
litigation of cases in trial courts have been identified
and tested, and have been effective in reducing the
time necessary for the resolution of both civil and
criminal litigation. It is in the public interest for
certain trial courts to utilize these methods on a pilot
program basis, in order to demonstrate their effec-
tiveness in California.

68602. The Legislature further finds and declares
that the expenditure of any state funds appropriated
for purposes of this article is in the public interest
and necessary to the accomplishment of the pur-
poses set forth in Section 68601.

68603. (a) On or before July 1, 1987, the Judicial
Council shall adopt standards of timely disposition
for the processing and disposition of civil and crim-
inal actions. The standards shall be guidelines by
which the progress of litigation in the superior court
of every county may be measured. In establishing
such standards, the Judicial Council shall be guided
by the principles that litigation, from commence-
ment to resolution, should require only that time
reasonably necessary for pleadings, discovery, prep-
aration and court events, and that any additional
elapsed time is delay and should be eliminated.

(b) The Judicial Council may adopt the standards
of timely disposition adopted by the National Con-
ference of State Trial Judges and the American Bar
Association or may adopt different standards, but in
the latter event shall specify reasons for approval of
any standard which permits greater elapsed time for
the resolution of litigation than that provided in the
standards of the National Conference of State Trial
Judges.

68604. Beginning on January 1, 1988, the Judicial
Council shall collect and maintain statistics, and shall
publish them at least on a yearly basis, regarding the

compliance of the superior court of each county and
of each branch court with the standards of timely
disposition adopted pursuant to Section 68603. In
collecting and publishing such statistics, the Judicial
Council shall measure the time required for the
resolution of civil cases from the filing of the first
document invoking court jurisdiction, and for the
resolution of criminal cases from the date of arrest,
including a separate measurement in felony cases
from the first appearance in superior court,

68605. On or before February 1, 1987, the Judi-
cial Council shall designate the four superior courts
with 18 or more judicial positions which, as of June
30, 1986, had the highest ratio per judicial position of
at-issue civil cases pending more than one year, and
the five superior courts with more than eight judi-
cial positions, not otherwise designated, with the
highest such ratio. In each such court, an exemplary
delay reduction program shall be established. The
superior court of any other county, at the option of
the presiding judge, may elect to establish an exem-
plary delay reduction program, and the Judicial
Council may designate additional superior courts for
parti-"_ ation in an exemplary delay reduction pro-
gram.

68606. In each of the counties in which an exem-
plary delay reduction program is established, the
presiding judge shall, on or before March 1, 1987, (a)
select a sufficient number of judges for the program
that will provide, consistent with the size of the
court, an adequate basis for determining the effec-
tiveness of the methods for reducing delay specified
in this article; provided, however, that a minimum
of four judges shall be included in the program; and
(b) identify the particular judges who will partici-
pate in the program. Each presiding judge may
select, and is encouraged to select, all the judges of
the superior court or the branch of a superior court
as the judges of an exemplary delay reduction
program.

68607. (a) The judges selected for an exemplary
delay reduction program shall serve for the term of
the program; provided, however, that a presiding
judge may appoint a replacement judge in the event
of elevation, retirement, disability, or death.

(b) Except in instances where all the judges of a
superior court or the branch of a superior court are
selected, the judges selected for an exemplary delay
reduction program shall be assigned only civil cases
unless otherwise required by constitution or statute.

(¢) No provision of this article shall affect the
power of the Chief Justice to make assignments of
judges.

68608. The judges selected for an exemplary
delay reduction program shall commence operation
of the program on January 1, 1988, continuing for a
three-year period. The judges involved in such
programas shall have the responsibility to eliminate
delay in the progress and ultimate resolution of
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litigation, to assume and maintain control over the
pace of litigation, to actively manage the processing
of litigation from commencement to disposition, and
to compel attorneys and litigants to prepare and
resolve all litigation without delay, from the filing of
the first document invoking court jurisdiction to
final disposition of the action.

In operation of an exemplary delay reduction
program, the judges of the program shall, consistent
with the policies of this article:

(a) Actively monitor, supervise and control the
movement of all cases assigned to the program from
the time of filing of the first document invoking
court jurisdiction through final disposition.

(b) Seek to meet the standards for timely dispo-
sition adopted pursuant to Section 68603,

(c) Establish procedures for early identification
of cases within the program which may be pro-
tracted and for giving such cases special administra-
tive and judicial attention as appropriate, including
special assignment.

(d) Establish procedures for early identification
and timely and appropriate handling of cases within
the program which may be amenable to settlement
or other alternative disposition techniques.

(e) Adopt a trial setting policy which, to the
maximum extent possible, schedules a trial date
within the time standards adopted pursuant to
Section 68603 and which schedules a sufficient num-
ber of cases to ensure efficient use of judicial time
while minimizing resetting caused by overschedul-
ing.

(f) Commence trials on the date scheduled.

(g) Adopt and utilize a firm, consistent policy
against continuances, to the maximum extent possi-
ble and reasonable, in all stages of the litigation.

68609. (a) Beginning on January 1, 1988, the
presiding judge of each superior court with an
exemplary delay reduction program shall assign a
pro rata share of new cases, and an appropriate
number of existing cases, to the program, and these
cases shall thereafter be handled by the judges of
the program for all purposes.

(b) Juvenile, probate, and domestic relations
cases need not be assigned to an exemplary delay
reduction program, and cases which have been
assigned to a judge or judges for all purposes based
on subject matter need not be assigned to the
program. :

(c) No case shall be removed from an exemplary
delay reduction program because of a challenge
filed under Section 170.6 of the Code of Civil
Procedure.

(d) In order to enforce the requirements of an
exemplary delay reduction program and orders
issued in cases assigned to it, the judges of the
program shall have all the powers to impose sanc-
tions authorized by law, including the power to
dismiss actions or strike pleadings as appropriate,
and are encouraged to utilize them in order to

achieve the purposes of this article.

68610. The Judicial Council, in conjunction with
other interested groups as it determines appropri-
ate, shall prepare and administer a program, consis-
tent with the policies and requirements of this
article, for the training of judges selected for inclu-
sion in an exemplary delay reduction program.

68611. The Judicial Council shall collect and
maintain statistics, and shall publish them at least on
an annual basis, regarding the compliance of each
court in the exemplary delay reduction program
with the standards for timely disposition adopted
pursuant to Section 68603, with the policies and
requirements of this article, and regarding the cases
assigned to the judges of each program. On or
before July 1, 1991, the Judicial Council shall report
to the Legislature on the resulis of the exemplary
delay reduction program and recommend whether
the requirements of Section 68608 should be applied
to the superior or municipal courts of the state.

68612. The judges selected in each county as
judges of an exemplary delay reduction program
shall, in consultation with the bar of the county to
the maximum extent feasible, develop, and publish
the procedures, standards, and policies which will be
used in the program, including time standards for
the conclusion of all critical steps in the litigation
process, including discovery, and shall meet on a
regular basis with the bar of the county in order to
explain and publicize the program and the proce-
dures, standards, and policies which shall govern
cases assigned to the program. Such procedures,
standards, and policies may be inconsistent with the
California Rules of Court. In its discretion, the
Judicial Council may assist in the developrnent of, or
may develop and adopt, any or all of such proce-
dures, standards, or policies on a statewide basis.

68613. The Judicial Council may receive and
expend on the programs esiablished by this article
any funds available from county, state, or federal
government or other sources which may be avail-
able for such purposes.

68614. Nothing in this article is intended to
prevent a presiding judge from directing the use of
the methods of delay reduction specified in Section
68608 by judges who are not part of an exemplary
delay reduction program.

68615. In its discretion, the Judicial Council may
contract out for performance of any of the duties
imposed by this article.

SEC. 2. Reimbursement to local agencies and
school districts for costs mandated by the state
pursuant to this act shall be made pursuant to Part 7
(commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of
Title 2 of the Government Code and, if the state-
wide cost of the claim for reimbursement does not
exceed five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000),
shall be made from the State Mandates Claims
Fund.
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SEC. 3. The sum of one hundred thirty thousand
dollars ($130,000) is hereby appropriated from the
General Fund to the Judicial Council for the pur-
poses of this act.

SEC. 4. It is the intent of the Legislature that,
commencing with the 1987-88 fiscal year, the pur-
poses of this act shall be funded in the annual budget
acts.
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Chapler 4

COMMITTEE ON GENDER BIAS
IN THE COURTROOM

1. INTRODUCTION

On July 15, 1986, Chief Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird
appointed a special committee of Judicial Council
members to review issues of gender bias in the court
system.

The committee members were: Associate Justice
Elwood Lui of the Court of Appeal for the Second
Appellate District, Division Three, Chair; Presiding
Justice Arleigh M. Woods of the Court of Appeal for
the Second Appellate District, Division Four; Asso-
ciate Justice Pauline D. Hanson of the Court of
Appeal for the Fifth Appellate District; Judge
Florence Bernstein of the Los Angeles County Su-
perior Court; Judge Frances Munoz of the Orange
County Harbor Municipal Court District; Judge
Mikio Uchiyama of the Fowler-Caruthers Justice
Court District; and Mr. Robert D. Raven, Attorney,
San Francisco.

The committee was charged with: (1) reviewing

specific suggestions for changes in court practice
and procedure designed to ensure equal treatment
for men and women in the court system; and (2)
reporting its recommendations to the full Judicial
Council.

To that end, the committee conducted an exten-
sive review of proposals pending in California and
proposals contained in the reports of other states.
The committee’s initial task was to isolate those
suggestions meriting immediate action by the Judi-
cial Council and those requiring further study and
fact-finding. The nature and extent of the activities
and research of judges and lawyers in California
relating to gender bias persuaded the committee
members that immediate action in specified areas
and further study of other proposals are necessary to
correct any perception of gender bias in the Cali-
fornia courts.

II. PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

In the course of its review of proposals pending in
California and other states, the committee made the
following preliminary observations and findings:

1. The committee commeénded the efforts of the
California judiciary, the California Judges Associa-
tion, and the National Association of Women Judges
to create and preserve fairness for all participants in
the court system. The committee further recognized
the dedication and contributions of the California
Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER)
in developing judicial education programs on gen-
der bias issues.

2. The committee commended the accomplish-
ments and proposals of the various associations of
women lawyers, other attorney organizations, and
State Bar committees. These groups have noted the
problems and launched projects to ensure fairness in

our legal system and continue to monitor their
progress in California.

3. The committee’s work was substantially en-
hanced by the existence of the reports from the New
Jersey Supreme Court Task Force on Women in the
Courts and the New York Task Force on Women in
the Courts. The reports were of national significance
and offered valuable comments and suggestions on
ways to eliminate gender bias within the judicial
system. The committee found that many of these
suggestions appear equally applicable in California.

4. Although the committee’s charge was necessar-
ily limited to issues of gender bias, the committee
recognized that other areas of bias or discrimination
warrant attention and study at another time and
under another charge.

III. SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS

Based on its review of the materials from other
states and in California, the committee developed
eight proposals relating to gender bias in the court
system. These eight proposals, which concern both
suggested changes in court practice and procedure

and further study of specific issues of gender bias,
may be summarized as follows:

1. A recommendation to the Governing Commit-
tee of CJER to review and augment judicial educa-
tion programs on gender bias;
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2. A recommendation to review and develop spe-
cific seminars on gender bias in the training pro-
grams and workshops conducted by the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts (AOC);

3. A proposed Standard of Judicial Administration
relating to gender bias in the courtroom;

4. A proposed Standard of Judicial Administration
relating to the availability of waiting rooms for
children on court premises;

5. A proposed Standard of Judicial Administration
relating to the use of gender neutral language in
local rules, forms, and court documents;

6. A proposed instruction to staff of the AOC to
ensure gender neutral language in all statewide
rules, standards, and forms;

7. A recommendation to transmit the relevant

reports from other states to certain specified agen-
cies so that matters outside the scope of the Judicial
Council’s authority might be addressed by the ap-
propriate governmental entity; and

8. A comprehensive proposal mandating further
study of an extensive list of issues relating to gender
bias in the court system.

In accordance with the poliey of the Chief Justice
to seek the views of a wide variety of persons on
proposals for changes in court practice and proce-
dure, a preliminary report summarizing the
committee’s eight proposals was circulated for state-
wide comment. The report was sent to every judge
in the state; numerous bar associations and individ-
ual lawyers; court clerks and administrators; and
public organizations interested in the issues.

IV. JUDICIAL COUNCIL ACTION ON PROPOSALS

All of the committee’s eight recommendations
were adopted by the Judicial Council. As further
recommended by the committee, the council urged
that further study of gender bias issues be conducted
by an advisory committee of at least 16 members
appointed by the chairperson of the Judicial Coun-
cil. The issues to be studied would include:

1. employment practices for state and local judi-
cial branch employees;

2. elimination of gender bias within the judiciary,
including but not limited to court and committee
assignment practices;

3. selection procedures in court-appointed coun-
sel programs both at the trial and appellate levels;

4. language and impact of pattern jury instruc-
tions;

5. domestic violence issues including but not lim-
ited to: calendar preference for violation of restrain-
ing orders; desirability of mutual protective orders;
availability of a judicial officer on a 24-hour basis; use
of counseling as a diversion in spousal abuse cases;
spousal abuse as evidence in custody disputes; spou-
sal abuse as evidence in visitation disputes; and the
uniformity and effectiveness of contempt proceed-
ings;

6. custody issues, including but not limited to the
imposition by law of specific factors which must be
considered in determining the best interests of the
child; .

7. child support issues, including but not limited
to: representation of indigent custodial parents;
penal sanctions for nonpayment of support; adop-

tion of a more equitable formula for determining
support; automatic cost of living increases in support
orders; limitation on availability of modification of
support orders in proceedings to collect arrearages;

8. economic issues in dissolution proceedings, in-
cluding but not limited to: evaluating the reduced
earning capacity of homemakers; evaluating a
spouse’s contribution to the appreciation in value of
the other spouse’s separate property; equitable val-
uation of assets; consideration of the family’s stan-
dard of living; adequacy of attorneys’ fees awards;
adequacy of discovery; and the equity of settlement
agreements;

9. the need for and feasibility of collecting infor-
mation and data in the following areas: domestic
violence recidivism; uniformity of domestic violence
contempt proceedings; child support enforcement;
economic factors in dissolutions; the efficacy of
counseling in spousal abuse cases; and disparate
sentencing between male and female offenders for
both adults and juveniles;

10. the adequacy of judicial education programs
for family law judges and an examination of proce-
dures for assignment to family law departments.

The council further recommended that the advi-
sory committee be authorized to consult with other
professionals in the justice system; to conduct public
hearings, regional meetings, and surveys; to collect
statistical information; and to perform any other
tasks consistent with the Judicial Council’s authority
and the committee’s charge.
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Chapter 5

TELEVISED ARRAIGNMENT PROJECTS

In 1986 the Judicial Council approved the first of
the annual reports to the Legislature required by
Penal Code section 977.2. That section creates an
exception to Penal Code section 977 to permit
specified counties to conduct the arraignment of
accused felons via two way audio-video communica-
tion between the court and the jail as part of an
experimental project of four years’ duration. The
statute requires the Judicial Council to repert annu-
ally on policy issues raised by the project; the
Legislative Analyst is to report on fiscal conse-
quences.

The first annual report provided an historical
perspective of the experiment, discussing the his-
tory of the statute, and the use of similar technology
in courts of other states. It surveyed each county
eligible to participate in the project to determine
the project’s status. In September 1986, only two
counties were participating in the project, the San

ernardino County Municipal Court, Central and

Valley Divisions, and Los Angeles County’s Glendale
Municipal Court. Courts in two other counties,
Riverside and San Diego, were arraigning only
misdemeanor defendants via television. The follow-
ing counties, included within the experiment, had
not begun the use of televised arraignments: Shasta,
Orange, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara.

The comments of project participants, based on
staff interviews, were included in the report, which
concluded that no policy issues had yet arisen to be
brought to the attention of the Legislature. It noted
that in San Bernardino, the project of longest dura-
tion, no attorneys appeared at arraignments, a cus-
tom unchanged by the television project, and that in
Glendale, where both defense and prosecution at-
torneys appeared, the experiment was too new for
any policy issues to have been raised. The report
concluded that, as experience with the project is
gained, policy issues are likely to be raised that
should be addressed by the Legislature.
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Chapter 6

TEMPORARY COURT COMMISSIONERS

I. INTRODUCTION

This report is prepared pursuant to Government
Code section 73362.1 (f), which requires the Judicial
Council to report to the Legislature on the use of
temporary court commissioners in the Contra Costa
County municipal courts.

The need for trained and experienced municipal
court bench officers to perform “subordinate judi-
cial duties™ has long been recognized by the Judi-
cial Council.2

The council’s recognition of the need for subordi-
nate judicial officers to aid in the efficient and
economical administration of justice in traffic cases
has, however, been balanced, historically, by con-
cerns that persons of suitable expertise be appointed
to fill authorized positions, and that bench officers
not engage in the private practice of law.?

In a 1984 report to the Legislature on the use of
commissioners and referees in superior court, the
council voiced concern over the expanded perma-
nent use of commissioners and referees as tempo-
rary judges?! and the council has traditionally fa-
vored the creation of full-time, paid judicial and
subordinate judicial positions.’ The preference for
full-time service is based partially upon a recogni-
tion that expertise is attained through experience.®
It is further supported by the desire to avoid con-

flicts or the appearance of impropriety created
when an individual practices law before the same
court in which he or she sits in a judicial role.”

Senate Bill No. 1752 (Boatwright, Stats. 1984, ch.
1147; effective January 1, 1985), authorized the use
of temporary court commissioners in Contra Costa
County, subject to the conditions set forth in Gov-
ernment Code section 73362.1.% That section autho-
rizes “one position of temporary court commis-
sioner” to serve each municipal court district in
Contra Costa County. Section 73362.1(f) directs the
clerks of each court to which a temporary commis-
sioner is appointed to:

[Rleport any complaints regarding the use of the
temporary commissioner to the Judicial Council, and
the Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or
before January 1, 1987, as to whether it has received any
evidence that the part-time nature of the employment
of temporary commissioners has affected their accep-
tance by lawyers and litigants.

This report describes the Contra Costa County
temporary commissioner program and addresses
whether the Judicial Council has received any evi-
dence that the part-time nature of the employment
of temporary commissioners has affected their ac-
ceptance by lawyers and litigants.

II. DISCUSSION

1. Method of inquiry

In March 1985 the Administrative Office of the
Courts notified the clerk-administrator of each
Contra Costa County municipal court that a study of
the temporary commissioner program would be
conducted, and regquested that any written or oral
complaints regarding the use of the temporary
commissioners be noted and either filed or referred
directly to this office. In April 1985, after discussion
with each court administrator, the courts were asked
to maintain records or compile data to reflect the
following:

a. The nature and scope of the use of temporary
commissioners including the number of temporary
commissioners appointed and the type and approxi-
mate number of hearings conducted by each;

b. The number of transfers/reassignments requested
as to each temporary commissioner, including whether
transfer or reassignment was requested by a lawyer or
litigant;

¢. The number of disqualifications as to each tempo-
rary commissioner;

d. The number and nature of complaints regarding
the use of each temporary commissioner, Written com-
plaints were to be filed and copies transmitted to the
Administrative Office of the Courts upon request and

.the date and “nature” of oral complaints were to be
noted. The “nature” of the complaints was to include
whether the complaint was lodged by a lawyer or
litigant.

Sample forms designed by the Clerk-
Administrator of the Walnut Creek-Danville Munic-
ipal Court were distributed to each court for record-
keeping purposes.

Staff visited Contra Costa County Courts during
1985 and 19856 to interview court administrators,
collect data, and observe hearings conducted by
temporary commissioners. Telephone interviews
were conducted periodically throughout the project.
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In September 19886, court administrators and tem-
porary cominissioners were asked to respond to
questionnaires on the temporary commissioner pro-
gram and comments on the program were invited
from the judges and regular commissioners of each
court.

2. Description of the Contra Costa County
program :

There are four municipal court districts in Contra
Costa County.® Prior to January 1, 1986, two full-time
commissioners served two courts each under author-
ity of Government Code section 73362. Section 73362
was amended effective January 1, 1986, to authorize
“four court commissioners for all districts in total.”

a. Walnut Creek-Danville

The Walnut Creek-Danville Municipal Court be-
gan the use of temporary commissioners in March
1985. Announcements soliciting applications were
circulated through the Bar Newsletter and posted at
several public locations. Applications were screened
by the judges of the court and individual interviews
were conducted. Successful candidates were placed
on a list and subsequent selections were made
through a process of nomination by judges to sup-
plement the original list as needed.

In August 1985 the 11 temporary commissioners
on the Walnut Creek list averaged 16 years admis-
sion to the practice of law, with a low of 6 years and
a high of 30 years. As the court gained experience
with the temporary commissioner program, the list
was reduced from 11 to 7.

The majority of those selected received up to one
half day of orientation by the presiding judge and
the court administrator, and several sessions of
“hands on” instruction by the court commissioner
during actual court hearings.

Assignments were to those tasks normally handled
by the court commissioner: traffic arraignments
(moving and parking), criminal infraction arraign-
ments (animal and sign ordinances, etc.) and trials
in traffic, criminal infraction and small claims cases.

Temporary commissioners were used on a rotat-
ing basis to fill in during the absence of the full-time
comrnissioner or upon assignment of the full-time
commissioner to a judge’s calendar. Approximately
450 hours of courtroom time were provided by
temporary commissioners between March 1985 and
September 1986.

b. Mt Diablo

The Mt. Diablo Municipal Court began the use of
temporary comrmissioners in March 1985, Both the
screening and training of the Mt. Diablo commis-
sioners were conducted by the Walnut Creek court
and the Walnut Creek list was adopted by the judges
of the Mt. Diablo court.

Temporary commissioners were assigned on a
rotating basis to hear traffic arraignments, traffic
and small claims trials, civil law and motion matters

and unlawful detainers and served when the regular
commissioner was absent or assigned to a judge’s
calendar. Approximately 400 hours of service were
provided between March 1985 and September 1986.

¢. Bay

The Bay Municipal Court began the use of tem-
porary commissioners in April 1985.

Advertisements for the position were mailed to all
attorneys in the Bay Judicial District inviting re-
sumes from those persons not practicing in the
district or retired from active practice. Applications
were reviewed by the judges of the court and a list
of approved candidates was created. In August 1985,
the eight temporary commissioners on the Bay list
represented an average of 16 years admission to the
practice of law, with a low of 7 years and a high of 31
years.

Training consisted of approximately four hours of
orientation given by the presiding judge or thé
regular court commissioner, two or three days of
in-court observation, and printed materials includ-
ing copies of the bail schedule and a memorandum
on special procedures.

Temporary commissioners were assigned to traffic
arraignments and small claims and traffic trials on a
rotating basis and used primarily when the court’s
full-time commissioner was assigned to “back-up” a
judge. Approximately 1100 hours were provided by
temporary coramissioners between April 1985 and
September 1986.

d. Delta

Delta Municipal Court began the use of tempo-
rary commissioners in August 1985.

The court solicited applications from local bar
associations and retired public defenders and district
attorneys, and resumes were submitted to the
judges for approval,

Approved applicants attended training sessions
given by the Walnut Creek-Danville Court, and
received in-court training from the court’s full-time
commissioner and a packet of information on local
forms and procedures.

Temporary commissioners heard walk-in traffic
arraignments, traffic and small claims trials and
orders of examination and served when the regular
comrmissioner was absent or assigned to a judge’s
calendar. Approximately 200 hours were provided
between August 1985 and August 1986.

All four courts recruited some highly qualified
candidates in terms of experience and professional
achievement. There was also considerable overlap
in the four lists and some individuals served more
than one court on a regular basis.

3. Summary of data collected

a. Disqualifications/transfers

Government Code section 73362.1(d) requires
that prior to the commencement of any action or
proceeding heard by a temporary commissioner, the
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court must provide notice to each party or attorney
of record of the entitlement to require reassignment
or transfer of the case to a judge, court commis-
sioner or referee. Under section 73362.1(b) tempo-
rary comrmissioners are also “subject to disqualifica-
tion as provided for judges.”

Responses from temporary commissioners to the
September 1986 survey indicate that notice of the
option to reassign or transfer was given in almost all
cases.

From March 1985 to September 1986 the four
municipal courts reported a total of 24 requests for
transfer or disqualification.

b. Court observation

Hearings conducted by four temporary commmis-
sioners on traffic arraignment, traffic trial, and small
claims calendars, were observed at random by staff
of the Administrative Office of the Courts. Staff
observed that each hearing was conducted in a
professional and efficient manner and staff did not
observe anything to indicate that temporary hearing
officers were “unacceptable” to lawyers or litigants.

c. Complaints

Between March 1985 and October 1986, four
complaints about temporary commissioners were
forwarded by the courts to the Administrative Of-
fice of the Courts.

One small claims litigant complained that a tem-
porary commissioner’s attitude was “arrogant and
demeaning™ and his decision a “lapse of profession-
alism”; another small claims litigant complained that
a temporary commissioner “hurried” her, acted in a
manner “both prejudiced and unprofessional,” al-
lowed the opposing side more time to present its
case and exhibited an intimidating demeanor; a
participant in a traffic proceeding reported being
humiliated by a temporary commissioner and stated
that the commissioner had to ask the clerk’s advice
on a technical matter; and one enforcement officer
complained that a temporary commissioner refused
to impose a mandatory sentence and reversed his
finding of guilty after being informed of the relevant
Vehicle Code sentencing provision by the officer.

d. September 1986 questionnaires

Response to the temporary commissioner pro-
gram by the clerk-administrators of the four Contra
Costa Municipal Courts was favorable. From the
administrators’ perspective, the program alleviated
case processing problems. No administrator indi-
cated that the part-time nature of the employment
of temporary commissioners affected their accep-
tance by lawyers or litigants.

Appeals from decisions made by temporary com-
missioners, as compared to those from decisions
made by other bench officers, were reported as
follows: “no noticeable difference”; “no recogniz-
able difference”; “only three appeals filed” from
decisions made by part-time commissioners; and
“dramatically low.”

19

The clerk-administrators’ overall assessments of
the program tend to reflect their concern with court
efficiency and calendar management:

Our conclusion is that the program is immensely
successful. The ability to summon temporary commis-
sioners in the absence of the full-time commissioner has
had an extremely beneficial impact on case processing.
Judges of the court do not have to reduce their depart-
ment operations to absorb traffic and small claims
activities. Backlog development in traffic and criminal
infraction cases is avoided since that department oper-
ates on a continuous basis. Because of the low, hourly
pay scale for temporary commissioners, expenses are
minimized and reflect considerable savings over the use
of assigned judges.

® % %

 Very good—crowded calendars are alleviated and

protracted preliminary hearing cases are handled more

effectively by having part-time commissioners handle
traffic/small claims matters.
L T

Being able to utilize per diem commissioners has
simplified coverage of vacations and sick leave—elim-
inating need for written stipulations. Having individ-
uals who have been familiarized with our automated
system has simplified courtroom operations and also
v -ovides exchange of information between courts when
same individuals sit in more than one court This
prograr: could help provide back-up relief for judicial
absences by having regular commissioner sit as pro tem
on juries, but cooperation is required from the prosecu-
tion and defense in obtaining stipulations.

L

We have been able to have the same person sitting for
several days at a time which provides continuity, and
are able to pay these attorneys instead of asking for free
assistance. Also, it is easier to cover these assignments
when there is a list of people available who are willing
to be on call,

Completed questionnaires were received from
twenty temporary commissioners. Their overall as-
sessment of the program was favorable and none
believed that the part-time nature of his or her
employment affected acceptance by lawyers or liti-
gants.

The commissioners commented generally that the
program appeared to be of benefit to the courts in
alleviating congested calendars. Many remarked
that the experience was personally rewarding. Sev-
eral suggested that more use should be made of
ternporary commissioners to give the courts more
flexibility. For example, it was observed that, assum-
ing the temporary commissioner is qualified to
handle misdemeanors or a general criminal arraign-
ments calendar, it would appear reasonable that
paid, sworn bench officers should handle any assign-
ment a volunteer, unpaid temporary bench officer
might be given.

Those commissioners who recommended im-
provements to the program pointed to a need for
greater uniformity of procedure between courts,
more instruction on practice and procedure in the
form of classes or printed material, clearer guide-
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lines on the usual range of fines and the use of traffic
violator school, better communication between
clerks and bailiffs for information, compensation
based upon hours spent in the courthouse rather
than hours sitting on the bench and more advance
notice as to dates of service.

One conmunissioner suggested that at the present
level of compensation (approximately $24/hour) the

program remains an essentially pro bono enterprise
and recommended that serious consideration be
given to raising the present salary.

Finally, the presiding judges of two courts assessed
the temporary comrmissioner program to be benefi-
cial to the effective operations of the court.!® Neither
judge reported complaints about the program.

III. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From March 1985 through September 1986, tem-
porary commissioners provided thousands of hours
of service on high-volume calendar assignments.
The four complaints received do not appear to raise
substantial questions about the quality of that ser-
vice, although they serve as a reminder that dili-
gence is required in selecting, training, and review-
ing the performance of temporary commissioners.

Two clerks and several temporary commissioners
did allude to problems that may arise when a large
rotating pool is used on a temporary basis. The
clerks refer to the continuity provided by having the
same person sit for several days at a time and the
benefit derived from the use of persons familiar with
the court’s automated system. And the need for
continuity and additional training and guidelines
was expressed by several part-time commissioners
who appear to have served the courts relatively
infrequently. These comments suggest that a pool of
part-time hearing officers should be limited so as not
to dilute the positive effects of continuity, training
and experience. °

In summary, however, the Contra Costa County
program appears to have achieved a successful
balance between efficient court administration and
high judicial standards where careful management
standards were observed and specific safeguards
were incorporated into the program. Those safe-
guards include provisions in the authorizing legisla-
tion that:

@ a temporary commissioner is required to possess
the same qualifications required of a municipal
court judge;

® a temporary comrmissioner cannot practice law

! See California Constitution, article VI, section 22.

before any court of the district to which he or she
is appointed;

@ a temporary commissioner is subject to disqualifi-
cation; and

o the parties to any proceeding before a temporary
commissioner are entitled to transfer or reassign-
ment.

In addition, training was provided for persons
selected as temporary commissioners and a perfor-
mance review process was established.

It appears that the success of any program utiliz-
ing temporary judicial officers will ultimately de-
pend upon the quality, experience and expertise of
the persons selected to fill authorized positions. It is
therefore recommended that any future programs
utilizing temporary bench officers incorporate an
on-going training program and regular performance
reviews, that a minimum amount of courtroom
experience be required of every temporary bench
officer prior to his or her service and that any pool
of temporary hearing officers used on a rotating
basis be small enough to ensure continuity of service
and the development of professional expertise.

Finally, the conclusions drawn from this study are
necessarily imited and narrowly focused in response
to specific legislation. They should not be construed
to favor the use of temporary judicial officers over
the creation of full-time paid judicial positions.

These conclusions do reinforce the council’s posi-
tion that qualified and experienced persons should
fill all authorized judicial positions and that the
highest professional standards are essential where
the rights of persons unrepresented by counsel are
adjudicated.

2 1n 1970, the Judicial Council recommended that legislation be enacted to authorize the appointment of traffic referees in municipal courts (See Judicial
Council of California Annual Report (1970) pp. 39-43; Gov. Code § 72400, added Stats. 1970). The council later recommended legislation which
expanded the scope of a traffic referee’s power in infraction cases. (See Judicial Council of California Annual Report (1975) pp. 29-34); Gov. Code
§ 72450 governing the appointment of traffic trial commissioners was sponsored by the Judicial Council and enacted in 1972 (see Judicial Council of
California Annual Report (1973) p. 157). In 1984, the council proposed legislation to amend Government Code § 72450 to eliminate the necessity to
obtain the approval of the Chairperson of the Judicial Council upon the appointment of a traffic trial commissioner (See Judicial Council of California

Annual Report (1984) pp. 45-46).

3 For example, traffic referees must be attorneys or former justice court judges with five years experience and must serve the court full-time or, if appointed
ta serve two or more courts, sufficient time with each to total full-time (Gov. Code, § 72400). Traffic trial commissioners must have the qualifications
of a judge of the municipal court, serve full-time (but may be appointed to serve two or more courts) and must not engage in the private practice

of law (Gov. Code, §72450).

4 See Judicial Council of California, Annual Report (1984) pp. 35-44: whether the creation of “*permanent” temporary judges would withstand constitutional
scrutiny where a commissioner or referee was without the minimum number of years admission to the State Bar required of regular judges, without
a specific duration of office or obligation to stand for election, not subject to investigation by the Commission on Judicial Performance, not required
to decide all matters within 90 days before receiving a salary and not guaranteed retirement benefits.

5 See Government Code Section 71042; 56 Ops. Atty. Gen. 315; Judicial Council of California Biennial Report (1953) p. 15; Judicial Council of California

Annual Report (1972) p. 21.
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6 See Final Report on the Summary Traffic Trial Project, March 1974 (funded by The California Office of Traffic Safety and The National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration): “A commissioner serving an extended period of time handling traffic cases will gain considerable expertise in the field.” (at
p. 25).

7 See Judicial Council of California Annual Report (1972) p. 21; also, justice court judges, some of whom serve the courts on a part-time basis, may not practice
law before any justice court in the county in which he or she resides. Government Code section 68083 (a).

8 Government Code section 73362.1 provides in part:
(b) A temporary court commissioner shall be appointed by the presiding judge of the court from a list of temporary court commissioners established
and approved by a majority of the judges of that court. The temporary commissioner shall possess the same qualifications the law requires of a
municipal court judie, and shall not engage in the private practice of law before any court of the municipal court district to which he or she is
appointed, and is subject to disqualification as provided for judges. .

(c) A temporary court commissioner shall receive, as sole compensation for such service, an hourly fee for each hour or fraction of an hour of service
which is equivalent to the hourly wage of the first step in the salary range for full-time official municipal court cornmissioners in Contra Costa
County, without any other benefit included in the compensation of any other municipal court officer or employee in Contra Costa County.

A temporary court commissioner shall perform those functions conferred by law and assigned by the presiding judge. Before any action or

roceeding is tried or heard by a temporary court commissioner, any party to, or any attorney appearing in, the action or proceeding shall,
Eowever, be entitled to require, by oral or written motion without notice, that the action or proceeding be reassigned or transferred, whereupon
the action or proceeding shall be reassigned or transferred as promptly as possible to a judge, court commissioner, or referee of the court. The
court shall, prior to the commencement of any such trial or hearing, provide notice to each party or attorney of record in the action or proceeding
of this entitlement to require reassignment or transfer.

9 Bay Judiclial Dci:striclg (Richmond); Delta Judicial District (Pittsburg); Mt. Diablo Judicial District (Concord); and Walnut Creek-Danville Judicial District
(Walnut Creek).

10 Letter of October 3, 1986, from Presiding Judge John C. Minney, Walnut Creek-Danville Municipal Court; letter of October 7, 1986, from Presiding Judge
John D. Hatzenbuhler, Mt. Diablo Municipal Court.

(d
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Chapter 7

DISCRETIONARY CHILD
SUPPORT SCHEDULE

Civil Code section 4724 (b), added by the Agnos
Child Support Standards Act (“Agnos Axt”), re-
quired that the Judicial Council adopt, by July 1,
1986, a schedule for setting child support above the
minimum level also mandated by the act. The
schedule is to be used by any court that has not
adopted its own schedule.!

The Federal Child Support Amendments of 1984
provide that each state must establish guidelines for
child support awards as a condition to approval of its
state plan under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act
(child support collection) and receipt of federal
funding for its AFDC (Tit. IV-A) and child support
collection programs. The guidelines may be estab-
lished either by statute, administrative action or
judicial action, and must be made available to judges
who determine child support. The guidelines need
not bze binding. They must be adopted by October 1,
1987.

These developments are part of a growing na-
tional trend towards greater standardization of child
and spousal support awards which seeks to use
schedules or guidelines as a means toward this goal.
(E.g., Civ. Code, § 4720 (b): “The current method of
setting child support awards has led to substantial
variation in these awards among families with simi-
lar circumstances and resources.”)

Pursuant to the requirements of section 4724 (b),
comments were solicited on what factors should be
considered in developing California’s schedule.
(Copies of the request were sent to the lay and legal

press.) In addition to suggesting factors to be con-
sidered, several of the comments received suggested
that the council should (1) consider initially adopt-
ing a schedule based on the existing county sched-
ules and (2) begin a two year study to evaluate the
council’s schedule and others in use. The study
would consider the following:

1. How well each schedule is accepted by the
bench, bar and litigants.

2. The reasons courts depart from the schedule
and the effect of the departures on the overall
amount of child support awarded.

3. Whether the schedule promotes the setting of
child support awards that meet the cost of raising
the child and that are actually paid.

4. Whether the schedule results either in more
agreement on the amount of child support or in
shorter contested hearings.

5. What factors are used by the various schedules.

6. Which factors used in setting child support are
considered most relevant by judges, attorneys and
litigants.

On March 3, 1986, a request for further comment
was circulated on the specific proposal that the
Judicial Council consider adopting one of the sched-
ules now in use, pending a full study of the effect of
child support schedules under the Agnos Act. The
proposal received much support. Many of those
responding suggested the adoption of specific exist-
ing schedules.

I. CURRENT SCHEDULES AND COMMENTS

The schedule most often recommended for coun-
cil adoption was the so-called “new Santa Clara
guidelines.” ®* It was recommended to the Santa
Clara Superior Court by the Family Law Section of
the Santa Clara County Bar Association based on a
study made by a committee to revise the old Santa
Clara County schedule.! The new Santa Clara guide-
lines have been adopted in a number of other
counties including Alameda, Contra Costa, Imperial,
Marin, Nevada, Placer, San Bernardino, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Cruz, Sonoma, Sutter
and Ventura.

The new Santa Clara guidelines were .supported
by a number of attorneys and judges who have

worked with them, although they are subject to
some criticism. Those supporting the guidelines
include two family law commissioners and seven
attorneys. The Standing Committee on Support—
North of the Family Law Section of the State Bar .
recommended the adoption of the new Santa Clara
guidelines.

Those who responded gave several reasons for
supporting the new Santa Clara guidelines, includ-
ing that its figures are reasonably close to the true
cost of child-rearing, that it promotes uniformity,
and that it aids on pro-rata sharing of transportation,
child care, and medical and dental expenses.
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Some of those responding criticized the new Santa
Clara guidelines as being too high, and urged the
council not to adopt these guidelines.

Lenore Weitzman, Professor of Sociology at
Stanford University and author of the book The
Divorce Revolution, criticized the amounts on the
Santa Clara schedule from another perspective. She
stated the total for child and spousal support is
adequate but that too often spousal support is either
not awarded or is awarded for too short a period.
This results in an award which is too low. She urged
the council to adopt a modification of the Santa
Clara guidelines specifying as child support the
guideline amount for spousal and child support
combined.

The other major schedule in use was first adopted
by the Sacramento Superior Court and is known as
the Sacramento Schedule. It applies the percentage

factor from the Agnos Act (18 percent for one child,
27 percent for two children, ete.) to the combined
income of both parents. If the resulting amount is
not above the current welfare minimum for that
number of children, that amount. of support is
allocated between the parents according to their
income. If the amount is greater than the welfare
minimum, the average of that amount and the
welfare minimum is allocated among the parties.

The Sacramento Schedule is used also in Tulare
and Yolo Counties. Its use was advocated by one
attorney who responded to the March 3 invitation to
comment.

The old Santa Clara guidelines are used by several
counties, including Fresno, Kern (in a modified
form), and Stanislaus. No response was received in
favor of or in opposition to this schedule.

II. CALIFORNIA COMMISSION ON CHILD SUPPORT

In April 1983, Governor George Deukmejian es-
tablished the Commission on Child Support Devel-
opment and Enforcement. The commission held a
number of meetings and, in January 1985, issued a
final report covering a variety of child support
issues, including schedules.

The commission recommended adoption of the
Minnesota schedule, which uses a percentage of only
the noncustodial parent’s net income in determin-
ing an amount to be paid. The commission urged the
adoption of this schedule because of five factors:

1. It is easy to understand and use.

2. The ability to pay is balanced against the needs

of the child.

3. It is effective and accepted in actual use.

4. Priority is placed on the first family.

5. It does not penalize the children of the custo-

dial parent for that parent’s decision to work:

The commission recognized the conflict between
its position and that taken by the then recently
passed Agnos Act, as follows:

The Commission acknowledges the recent passage of
the Agnos child support bill, AB 1527. This bill was
examined very thoroughly by the Subcommittee on
Uniform Schedule of Child Support. The Commission
recognizes the long, hard efforts it took to pass this bill,
and the intent of its author to bring some degree of
equity and sanity to the way in which support awards
are determined in this state.

Due to the Commission’s firm dedication to support
enforcement and the fact it was not limited to compro-
mises, the Commission strongly recommends its own
schedule of child support as a further step in the right
direction®

III. SCHEDULES IN OTHER STATES

A number of other schedules are in use in various
other states.® As discussed in one of the reports on
child support schedules,” there does not appear to be
one clearly correct schedule which works in all cases
and all locations. The task of creating a schedule
consists of weighing conflicting goals and demands
and attemnpting to forge a workable solution.

The Delaware Family Court uses a formula,
known as the Nelson formula, which allocates in-
come based on the following criteria:

1. Parents are entitled to keep sufficient income
for most basic needs and to facilitate continued
employrient.

2. Children are entitled to any amounts over that
amount until their basic needs are met.

3. When there is sufficient income to cover the
basic needs of parents and dependents, children are
entitled to share in the additional income.

Wisconsin uses a percentage of income standard
in determining child support. Support is set at a
specified percent of the noncustodial parent’s gross
income (17 percent for one child; 25 percent for
two; 29 percent for three; 31 percent for four; and 34
percent for five or more).

Washington has a set of guidelines based on the
net income of the parents and the number and ages
of the children. The guidelines also consider split
custody arrangements and child care expenses.

Colorado has adopted a schedule based on the
so-called Income Shares Model under which the
child should receive the same proportion of parental
income that he or she would have received if the
parents lived together. The schedule comes with
several worksheets as well as instructions.
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IV. FACTORS CONSIDERED BY SCHEDULES

Based on the comments received, it would appear
that, among the variety of schedules in use today,
the new Santa Clara guidelines have the most
support among those who responded to the request
for comment. As shown by the comments, however,
there is souue fairly strong criticism of that schedule.
The Judicial Council’s adoption, on an interim basis,
of the formula used in the Santa Clara guidelines,
was taken with appropriate adjustments, based on
comments suggesting factors that should be consid-
ered in reaching a decision on a child support award.
The guideline can be found at the end of this
chapter.

It may be useful to distinguish between the vari-
ous factors that go into the formulation of the
scheduled amounts (e.g., income of the parties,
amount of custodial time), and the factors which
may, in appropriate cases, result in an adjustment of
the tentative formula amount (e.g., other children
and special needs of the child). The following
discussion examines these factors and the comments
that were received concerning them, discussing first
those used in formulating the schedule amount.
Following the discussion of each factor, the course of
action taken is noted and cross-referenced to the
guidelines where appropriate.

While all schedules use some of these factors,
there is debate as to how each should be used. There
is also disagreement on the specific effect each
factor should have. In many cases, a schedule may
note that a judge might wish to consider the effect of
a particular factor, although it is not reflected in the
scheduled formula.

Income of parties

All schedules consider the income of one or both
of the parents in setting a child support figure.
There are many differences in what income is
considered, and these differences are reflected in
the comments received on how income should be
handled.

One commissioner suggested that earning capac-
ity rather than income should be considered. The
new Santa Clara guidelines do permit ignoring
elective decreases of income in modification re-
quests. A comment was added to the guideline that
earning capacity should be considered in appropri-
ate cases. (See guideline, section 6.c.(2).)

Some schedules 8 consider only the income of the
noncustodial parent in determining the amount of
child support. This view was urged by the California
Child Support Commission and supported by one
attorney. Proponents of this view suggest that the
custodial parent (and the children) should not be
penalized with a lower support award becauses the
custodial parent is working. Whatever the merits of
this view, it would appear to be contrary to the
philosophy of the Agnos Act which states that it is

the obligation of both parents to support a child and
both parents’ income should be considered. (See
guideline, section 3.)

Child care expenses have also been considered.
One attorney urged that the guideline permit a full
deduction from the custodial parent’s net income of
the costs of child care or that the child care costs be
allocated between the parents in proportion to
income. This is the position taken by the new Santa
Clara guidelines. (See guideline, section 8.a.)

Several of the schedules use the gross income of
the parties rather than their net income. Both the
Agnos Act and the new Santa Clara guidelines use
the net income of the parties in determining the
amount of support. The Agnos Act specifies a lim-
ited number of deductions and states these are the
only deductions allowed. Other deductions, e.g.,
child care, are permitted by the new Santa Clara
guidelines. The adopted guideline uses net income
with specified deductions. (See guideline, section 6.)

One attorney suggests that the net income figure
for each parent reflect a deduction for taxes only in
the amount that parent must actually pay rather
than the more typical situation of permitting each
parent a deduction for taxes based on filing status
and number of legitimate exemptions. In most cases
the actual net income is reflected by filing status and
number of exemptions although in cases of self-
employed persons and persons with either substan-
tial tax shelters or tax exempt income an adjustment
would appear appropriate. (See guideline, section
7.)

Several attorneys suggested that an increase be
made to the income of self-employed individuals to
reflect such company-paid benefits as insurance,
vehicles, and meals. These factors are noted in the
guidelines and are expanded to include such bene-
fits whether provided to a self-employed individual
or an employvee. The full range of benefits included
is left to the discretion of the judge in the individual
case. (See guideline, section 6.c.(1).)

The final comment made on income involves
cases of seasonal employment which results in
widely fluctuating income. This is also treated in a
note to the guidelines, with the application left to
the discretion of the judge. (See guideline, section
12.)

Costs of raising a child

Many of the schedules state they base the amount
of support on the actual amounts spent on children
by parents’ This is the position taken by the
adopted guideline section 5, as derived from the
new Santa Clara guidelines. There have been many
studies done on the costs of raising children.”

Application of the various studies to child support
schedules has been criticized because the studies do
not take account of cost variations for split house-
holds:
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The allocation of the family’s resources among its
members is changed when the divorce occurs. There are
two households instead of one, and more of the family’s
income must be spent on two shelters than was previ-
ously spent on one. As a result, the money available for
the personal consumption of each of the individuals in
the family, including the children, is necessarily re-
duced.™
Another writer on this subject urges that the

courts must also consider the additional costs to the
custodial parent:

Account must be taken, for example, of the addi-
tional child care costs that are incurred when children
live with one adult. . . . [D]ay care expenses alone can
exhaust child support awards . . . [Clustodial parents
have two sources of increased service needs. First, chores
formerly performed by the noncustodial parent must
now be handled in some other fashion. Second, the
caretaker herself will have less time and energy to
devote to household tasks if she now works longer hours
outside the home.™

Three attorneys urged that any schedule consider
the costs of maintaining two households, and one
attorney urged against the consideration of this
factor. The attorney who designed the new Santa
Clara guidelines, reported that he accepts the view
that there is no good information on the cost of
two-home families, although some evidence suggests
that the amount spent on children remains the same
in most low- and middle-income families.

It would appear that presently there is insufficient
data to determine whether this factor should be
included in the schedule. The guidelines, therefore,
mention this factor and permit judges to take it into
account in appropriate cases. (See guideline, section
10.)

Time spent with each parent

The new Santa Clara guidelines use the time
spent with each parent as a factor in determining
the amount of child support paid. They allocate a
total figure for support based on the combined
income of both parents, with contribution from each
parent based on that parent’s net income. Child
support paid is allocated to each parent based on the
time the child spends with that parent. The sched-
ule amounts are based on a presumption that the
child spends 20 percent of his or her time with the
noncustodial parent and require adjustment if the
actual time varies from this by 10 percent in either
direction.”

The use of this factor in a guideline was specifi-
cally endorsed by several attorneys, and is incorpo-
rated in the adopted guideline (section 1).

Age of child

In 1984, the council, pursuant to a legislative
mandate, adopted an Age Increase Factor to be used
in child support awards. Discussion with many

family law practitioners and judges indicates that
the table is used infrequently.

The age of the child is not considered by any
support schedule in cornmon use in California al-
though it is used in some other states, notably
Washington.”® The data concerning age-related
changes in the cost of raising a child suffers from the
same deficiency as the other data on the cost of
raising a child, in that conclusions must be extrapo-
lated from studies of intact families.

Age as a factor in setting child support is one of
the factors most commented upon in the schedule.
One commissioner, seven attorneys, and a divorced
mother with custody of two children urged that an
age component be included in the guideline. The
Age Increase Factor table reflects a conclusion that,
generally speaking, child related expenses increase
as the child grows older. The adopted guideline
expressly urges consideration of the Age Increase
Factor (section 11),

New partners

The new Santa Clara Schedule provides that an
“elective increase” in the payor’s expenses will not
generally be considered as grounds for reduction of
support. Elective increases include “expenses in
connection with a new marriage or live-in compan-
ion.” ' On the other hand, “[tlhe income of a new
spouse or live-in companion will be considered to
the e)l(;:ent permitted by current statutes and case
law.”

The Agnos Act permits consideration of a new
partner’s income “to the extent that the obligated
parent’s basic living expenses are met by the spouse
or other person, thus increasing the parent’s dispos-
able income and therefore his or her ability to pay
more than the mandatory minimum child support
award established by this chapter.”

The general view, nationwide, is that while step-
parent income is not considered in establishing the
level of child support payments, “some states have
made provision for considering the effect of shared
expenses, thereby increasing the child support obli-
gation of the parent who has remarried or is cohab-
iting.” ¥ The consideration of income made avail-
able from new partners is generally supported in
California law,®

One attorney wrote that the community property
interest of the current spouse in the paying parent’s
net monthly income, and vice versa, should be
considered in any schedule along with the support
obligation to a current spouse. Another attorney
suggested that any schedule should have a consistent
method of handling the income of new spouses,
live-ins and similar arrangements.

The current treatment of the income of and
support obligation to new partners appears to be
highly variable. The new Santa Clara guidelines, in
modification cases, provide some broad overview of
how to handle this matter.? The adopted guidelines
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permit consideration of income and expense attrib-
utable to a new partner or child. (See guideline,
section 6.c.(3).) Refinement of this issue will await
further study of the practice under the schedules
which became effective on July 1, 1985.

New children

Some states have taken the position that creation
of new children is a voluntary act and therefore the
pre-existing children should take priority in estab-
lishing a support obligation.” This view is not gen-
erally held in California. The Agnos Act itself recog-
nizes the obligation to other children # and the new
Santa Clara guidelines recognize this as well.* Two
attorneys urged that any schedule at least note the
obligation of either parent to support other children.

There appears to be considerable debate about
how best to equalize the child support when chil-
dren or multiple relationships are involved. This
matter is currently a matter of both legislative and
judicial debate and would appear to be best solved
in those arenas. (See guideline, section 6.c.(3).)

Cost of living

The schedules currently in use in California were
designed for use in a particular county although at
least the new Santa Clara guidelines were presum-
ably based on nationwide data about the amount of
money spent on raising children. Seven attorneys
suggested that any schedule take account of the
difference in the cost of living between counties.
This view is supported by the Guideliner, a publi-
cation of the California Family Law Report, which
suggests that differences in cost of living can be
determined using tuctors such as income or housing
cost.

The view taken by the Guideliner is that cost of

living is normally reflected by per capita income. If
this is so, a schedule which based a child support
award on a percentage of the income of the parties
would accurately reflect the cost of living without
the need for adjustment from county to county so
long as the parents lived in the same county.

If the paying parent lives in a county where the
cost of living (and income) is lower than the county
in which the child lives, recognizing the child’s cost
of living by ordering the paying parent to pay a
greater percentage of his or her income than would
be the case if the paying parent lived in the same
county as the child can work a substantial hardship
on that parent. If the paying parent lives in a county
where the cost of living (and income) is higher than
the county in which the child lives, ordering the
paying parent to pay based on his or her higher
income can be viewed as either a windfall to the
child or permitting the child to share in the standard
of living of both parents. The question of the effect
of the cost of living on child support awards is a
complex issue which should be left to the discretion
of the judge in each case. There may be a discern-
able pattern which can be reduced to a rule based
on a future study of actions taken under the new
schedules.

Other factors

Some commentators suggested that other factors
be included in the guideline. The factor most often
mentioned is special need of the child, whether
medical, psychological, or educaticnal. (See guide-
line, section 9.) It was also suggested that the cost of
transportation for visitation should be included in
the guidelines and that the greater burden of such
transportation should be imposed upon any parent
moving from the local area.” (See guideline, section
8.(b).)

V. PROBLEMS WITH FULL COMPLIANCE WITH AGNOS ACT

The Agnos Act requires that the amount awarded
pursuant to a discretionary child support schedule
be not less than the minimum amount set by that
act.” This can best be accomplished by providing
that where the amount specified by the schedule is
lower than the amount specified by the Agnos Act,
the amount specified by the Agnos Act shall be
awarded. While the new Santa Clara guidelines
attempt to delineate areas where the amount of

support awarded is less than the amount of the
Agnos Act, this is not always possible because of the
difference in treatment of certain items of income
and expense. For example, the new Santa Clara
guidelines permit deduction of job-related expenses
from income in appropriate cases,” while the Agnos
Act does not permit this in determining minimum
support.

VI. FORMAT OF SCHEDULE

Several suggestions were made that the guideline
adopted by the council consist not of specific num-
bers but of a range for each set of income levels. The
advantage of having a range rather than a specific
number is that it allows a judge to adjust the various
individual factors involved in a particular case with-
out having to state reasons. While it is true that the

same result could be accomplished by setting a
specific figure at what would be the low end of the
range, this might result in an award which is too low
if a judge did not use an amount higher than the
scheduled amount in most cases. ‘

It would appear that stating a guideline in terms
of a range rather than a specific number would
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result in a fairer child support award without the
added burden on trial court judges requiring them
to state reasons whenever the award is on the lower
end of “average.” A fair range would appear to be 15
percent above or below the figure which would
otherwise be obtained using the new Santa Clara
guidelines. This would provide needed flexibility for
trial judges while preserving the relative certainty
of a guideline.

The new Santa Clara guidelines are generally
expressed as a number of tables showing an amount
for child support (and an amount for spousal sup-
port) for a variety of different income combinations
and number of children. The tables were derived
from a formula which itself was derived from the

raw data.

Many different sources are currently available
which display the actual amounts for child support
using the Santa Clara guidelines. Some of these
sources are either free or low cost (e.g., the Santa
Clara Superior Court rules and the Placer Superior
Court rules) while others are more expensive and
more extensive (e.g., the Guideliner). The council’s
guideline is available in the form of a mathematical
formula with appropriate cross-reference to the
Santa Clara guideline tables. (This cross reference
appears as section 3 of the adopted guideline.) In
addition, a booklet is available from the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts expressing the child sup-
port formula in tabular format.

VII. NEED FOR FURTHER STUDY

As mentioned in the introduction to this report,
the schedule adopted by the council should be
considered interim. Beginning July 1, 1986, all courts
are required to use either their own or the council’s
discretionary child support guidelines when setting
an amount for child support. Previcusly there was
no such requirement.

It would appear appropriate for the Judicial Coun-
cil to conduct a further study of the use of discre-
tionary schedules in setting child support. The study
might result in recommended changes in the child
support schedule.

Division VI is added to the Appendix to the
California Rules of Court, effective July 1, 1986, to
read:

DIVISION VI
DISCRETIONARY CHILD SURPORT, .
(Civil Code, § 4724 (b))

1. [Formula] Pursuant to Civil Code section
4724 (b), a guideline for discretionary child support
awards above the mandatory minimum of the Agnos
Child Support Standards Act may be determined as
follows:

CS = TCS #= .15 (TCS)
TCS = K (HN—(H%) (TN))
9. [Definitions]
(a) The components of the formula are:

CS = child support range

TCS = tentative child support

K = adjustment factor for different lev-
els of income

H% = percentage of time high earner has
children (use decimal, e.g,
20% = .20)

HN = high earner’s net monthly income

TN = total net monthly income of parties

(b) To compute net income, see subdivisions 6
and 7.

(c) “K” changes as combined income increases as
follows:

Total Net

Income Per Month
$0-1,667
$1,668-4,999

=
io

6
+ 100/TN

ARRR
|

2

$5,000-10,000 16 + 300/TN
Over $10,000 12 4+ 700/TN
(d) If the child support range is negative, the

custodial parent pays.
(e) For more than one child, multiply TCS by:

2 children 1.5

3 children 2

4 children 2.95
5 children 2.5

6 children 2.625
7 children 2.75

3. [Santa Clara guidelines] Any schedule based on
the child support guidelines in effect in Santa Clara
County on July 1, 1986, should yield the same
tentative child support obtained by the formula.

4. [Use of Agnos minimum] In the event the
amount of support calculated by this formula is less
than the minimum amount mandated by the Agnos
Child Support Standards Act, the amount mandated
by that act shall be used.

5. [Factors considered] The formula is based on
studies of the costs of raising children. The factors
considered are the combined net income of the
parties, the amount required to support the child,
and the time the child spends with each parent.

6. [Net income defined] Net monthly income is
determined by making appropriate deductions and
adjustments to gross income, as follows:

(a) The following deductions shall be made:

(1) Social Security (FICA) and State Disabil-
ity Insurance (SDI) actually deducted
from salary or paid by a self-employed
person; these deductions should be aver-
aged on an annual basis.

(2) Federal and state income tax withhold-
ing, or estimated tax payments, to the
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extent they represent actual or potential
income tax liability.

(3) Mandatory retirement contributions in
lieu of Social Security.

(b) The following deductions are within the
court’s discretion:

(1) Mandatory retirement contributions in
addition to Social Security. (Voluntary
retirement contributions should not nor-
mally be deducted from gross income.)

(2) Job-related expenses, if allowed by the
court after consideration of whether the
expenses are necessary, the benefit to the
employee, and any other relevant facts.

(c) The following adjustments to gross income
are within the court’s discretion:

(1) Employee benefits or self-employment
benefits maybe included in net income,
taking into consideration the benefit to
the employee, any corresponding reduc-
tion in living expenses, and other rele-
vant facts.

(2) Earning capacity may be considered in
place of actual income.

(3) The court may consider, to the extent
permitted by law, the income earned by
new partners of either parent and the
expenses related to the new partner or
to other children of that parent.

7. [Income tax consequences] The formula does
not consider that support payments can, and often
do, result in changes in income taxes paid. The court
may consider these and any other factors reflecting
the true tax status of either party.

1 Civil Code section 4724 (a) reads in part: “In setting a higher level of child support, the court shall be guided by the criteria set forthin . .
." Section 4724(d) provides: “In setting a level of child support below the applicable level in the discretionary guideline in use in a

guidelines. . .

8. [Additional support amounts: expenses related
to child support]

(a) Child care costs related to employment or
reasonable necessary education or training for em-
ployment skills should be shared in accordance with
the net income of the parties.

(b) Travel expense for visitation should be shared
in accordance with the net income of the
parties, unless this creates an unreasonable
hardship on one parent.

(c) Health care and health insurance costs for
children should be shared in accordance with
the net income of the parties, or, when
appropriate, may be credited to the payor’s
obligation for child support.

9. [Special needs] The court may order additional
support amounts subject to the paying parent’s
ability to pay, for the special educational, medical, or
other needs of a child.

10. [Additional costs] When appropriate, the court
should consider the added cost of maintaining two
households. The court should also consider the
added cost on the custodial parent resulting from
having work done by a paid third party that is
normally done by the parents in a two-parent
househoid.

11. [Age increase factor] The court should con-
sider the age of the child in relation to the amount
of support awarded (see the Age Increase Factor
Table (California Rules of Court, Appendix, Division
V)).
12. [Seasonal or fluctuating income] The court
may adjust the child support award as appropriate to
accommodate seasonal or fluctuating income of
either parent.

. state and local

county the court shall state its reasons, on the record, citing the documentation of any underlying facts and circumstances for the award.”
2 Public Law 98-378 amending Title IV-D of the Social Security Act. The applicable statutory requirement may be found in section 467 of the act and

implementing regulations in 45 C.F.R. section 302.56.

3 The Santa Clara Superior Court has also adopted some informal guides for the use of the new Santa Clara guidelines, called “Rules of Thumb.”

4 The original charge of that committee was to consider the issues of shared custody and maintaining second houses.

5 Report of the California Commission on Child Support Development and Enforcement, p. 65,

6 Several good overviews of the schedules of other states exist. See, e.g., Thompson and Paikin, Formulas and Guidelines for Support, (1985) 36 Juv. and Fam,

Wil
Management (hereafter Williams, Guidelines).
7 Williams, Guidelines, passim, esp. pp. 100-104,

8 E.g., Minnesota and Wisconsin,

CL{. 33; Williams, Child Support and the Costs of Rearing Children: Using Formulas to Set Adequate Awards, (1985) 36 Juv. and Fam. Ct. J. 41; and
iams, Development % Guidelines crfor Establishing and Updating Child Support Ordess: Interim Report, June 7, 1985, Institute for Court

9 See, e.g., Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17, Appendix A: “The Schedule is based on studies done on the costs of raising children (percentage of net

income),”

LU bibliogra%hy of much of the literature prior to the late 1970's can be found in Eden, Estimating Child and Spousal Support, (1977) Western Book Journal

Press. T

literature is analyzed in Williams, Guidelines, supra.

11 Bden, op. cit. supra at pp. 4-5.

e classic later stud{l_is Espenshade, Investing in Children: New Estimates of Parental Expenditures, (1984) Urban Institute Press. The later
i

12 Bruch, Developing Standards for Child Support Payments: A Critique of Current Practices, (1982) 16 U.C. Davis L.Rev. 49, 54-55,

13 See Santa Clara “Rules of Thumb,” rule 3.
14 gee Division V of the Appendix to the California Rules of Court,

15 Washington divides children into three age groups, below 6 years, 7-15 years, and over 15 years,

16 Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17 (1) (6) (b).

17 Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17(I) (6) (d). See also “Rules of Thumb,” rule la.

18 Civ. Code, § 4720(e).
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19 Williams, Guidelines, supra, pp. 4647

20 See discussion in Bruch, op. cit. supra at p. 60.

21 Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17(I) (6) (d). See also “Rules of Thumb,” rule 1, for original award and modification cases.
22 Williams, Guidelines, p. 43.

23 The Act permits deduction from gross income of child support actually being paid (Civ. Code, § 4721 (¢) (5)) and permits consideration for a “hardship”
deduction of the costs of other dependents of the parent (Civ. Code, § 4725(b)).
24 Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17(I) (6) (b) (1) and (2).

25 See Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17(I) (4) (b) {b) providing for proration of the amount, travel expenses and “Rules of Thumb,” rule 6.
26 Civil Code section 4724.
27 Santa Clara Superior Court rule 17(I) (2) (d).

o
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Chapter 8

SENTENCING PRACTICES
ANNUAL REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

California’s determinate sentencing law, in Penal
Code section 1170.6, requires the Judicial Council to
“continually study and review the statutory sen-
tences and the operation of existing criminal penal-
tHes” and report its findings to the Governor and
Legislature. It also requires reports on proposed
legislation affecting felony sentences.

Reports on bills affecting felony sentences are

forwarded to the Governor and Legislature during
each legislative session by the Administrative Direc-
tor of the Courts under authority delegated by the
Judicial Council.

Summaries of the determinate sentencing law
(Stats. 1976, ch. 1139, as amended) and of the
Judicial Council’s responsibilities under it have ap-
peared in previous annual reports.

II. IMPACT OF THE LAW ON JUDICIAL SYSTEM
AND SENTENCING PROCESS

In previous reports, it was noted that coinciden-
tally with the July 1, 1977 operative date of the
determinate sentencing law, dispositions by trial
began to decrease and guilty pleas increased relative
to total dispositions in superior courts, and it was
suggested that the change might be related to the
new law. Data for 1985-86 show that guilty pleas
increased an additional 2 percentage points, to 87
percent of total dispositions. Trials declined another
1 percent to 7 percent of total dispositions. Trials,
therefore, are now about 10 percentage points lower
than the 17 percent of total dispositions before
determinate sentencing.

There were only 6,148 jury and court trials com-
bined, almost the same as the previous year’s total of
6,112, despite an increase of 13,193 in total disposi-
tions. Even more siriking, in the 10 years since
1975-76, felony trials have decreased 2,340 (—28
percent) while guilty pleas increased 41,055 (+117

percent) and total dispositions increased 37,677
{+75 percent).

The substantial reduction in felony trials in favor
of guilty pleas continues to reduce the average time
for disposition of criminal cases in superior courts,
even after allowing for an increase in the time for
sentencing proceedings under the determinate sen-
tencing law.

Superior court time savings are offset, to a signif-
icant degree, by increased appellate workload. A
recent study indicated that sentencing errors are
the greatest single cause for reversals on appeal.

While the trend toward more dispositions by
guilty plea is reviewed here in terms of decreased
superior court workload (and increased appeals),
this significant decrease in dispositions by trial has
policy implications going to the nature of the crim-
inal adjudication process.

III. LENGTH OF SENTENCES

The 1986 Annual Report included the most recent
data available on sentence length.

Consistent with a pattern noted previously by the
Board of Prison Terms, it appears that courts rou-

tinely impose sentence enhancements that are
charged and proven by the prosecution; but that
factually supportable enhancements are frequently
not charged, or are dropped without being proven:'

Charged Imposed
Factually and (% of charged
Supportable proven and proven)
Use of firearm
Pen. Code §12022.5. .. .. o it i i 2,384 1,509-63.3%  1,258-83.4%
Infliction of great bodily injury Pen. Code §12022.7.......... 1,746 550-31.5% 405-73.6%
Served prior nonviolent prison term ....... ... ... ioiiiei 5,031 1,102-21.9% 779-70.7%

! Data on the number of cases in which these enhancements were factually supportable, charged and proven, and imposed, courtesy of the Board of Prison
Terms, for persons received in prison in fiscal 1983-84.
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CRIMINAL CASE DISPOSITIONS IN SUPERIOR COURTS

Pretrial
Fiscal Total Total Guilty Other Total
Year Dispositions * Pretrial Pleas Pretrial Trials
NUMBER
1976-77 49,102 41,007 35,089 5,918 8,095
1977-78 49,003 41,510 35,787 5,723 7,493
1978-79 ..corvrne 49,264 42,499 36,586 5,913 6,765
51,281 44,924 38,690 6,234 6,357
58,314 51,826 45,082 6,744 6,488
60,998 53,860 47,664 6,196 7,138
67,261 59,461 52,933 6,528 7,800
" 66,535 159,825 R 54,217 85,608 6,710
% 74,591 68,479 163,121 15,358 "g,112
87,784 81,636 76,013 5,623 6,148
PERCENT

100 84 72 12 16
100 85 73 12 15
100 86 74 12 14
100 88 75 12 12
100 89 77 12 11
100 88 78 10 12
100 88 79 10 12
100 90 81 8 10
100 92 84.6 7 8
100 93 86.6 6 7

* Includes cases resulting in acquittal or dismissal or misdemeanor convictions.
R Revi:
evised.
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Chapter 9

TRIAL COURT COSTS AND
REVENUE ESTIMATES

This report estimates California trial court costs
and revenues for fiscal year 1986-87 and features
assorted financing data concerning the state judicial

system. The procedures followed in developing the
1986-87 estimates are essentially the same as those in
last year’s report.

I. DEFINITION OF TRIAL COURT COSTS

Trial court costs include costs designated in
county budgets for superior, municipal and justice
courts, the county clerk’s office and bailiffing per-
sonnel. Some budget categories have required fur-
ther determination. For example, grand juries and
pretrial release programs are excluded from trial
court costs. However, budget programs for court
appointed private counsel are included in trial court
costs.

Countywide indirect costs attributable to court
budget activities are then calculated and applied.
Indirect costs include county government functions,
such as a personnel or purchasing office, whose costs
are attributed to the courts by local prorated esti-
mates.

Also included within total cost is the state’s con-
tribution to the trial courts in the form of superior
court judges’ salaries and judges’ retiremes® Coun-
ties receive state block grants and reimbursement
for specific legislative mandates as subvention pay-
ments.

Therefore, these costs represent the total opera-
tional costs of the trial courts. The only category of
costs not included is capital outlay expenditures for
such purposes as site acquisition and construction of
new court facilities.

The trial courts, of course, are only one part of
justice system costs at the county level. Other
activities that interact with the courts but are not
included in this definition of court costs are public
defender, district attorney and probation services.

Eight-County Cost Survey

Local trial court cost estimates are based on a
survey of current court costs in eight counties. The
results are extrapolated into statewide totals. The
counties surveyed are Alameda, Fresno, Los
Angeles, Orange, Sacramento, San Mateo, Santa
Clara, and Ventura. Current budgets (1985-86) from
those counties were obtained and carefully re-
viewed along with supplemental data supplied by

county budget, personnel, and auditor offices.

The superior courts in the eight survey counties
have 476 authorized judicial positions comprising
60.9 percent of the total superior court judicial
positions in the state for 1985-86. Local 1985-86 costs
in these eight counties for superior courts including
county clerks, bailiffs and indirect costs totaled
$227.0 million. When this amount is extrapolated
statewide and added to state assistance the result is
1.08 percent below the 1985-86 estimate published
last year. The effect of the 1.08 percent decrease on
last year’s 1985-86 superior court estimates are set
forth on attachment A-2 entitled Revised 1985-86
Trial Court Cost Estimates.

There were 41 municipal courts in the eight
survey counties with 399 authorized judicial posi-
tions comprising 62.0 percent of the total judicial
positions in all municipal courts. The sum total of
local 1985-86 municipal court expenditure estimates
in these eight counties totaled $216.7 million. When
this amount is extrapolated statewide and added to
state assistance the result is 1.75 percent below last
year’s 1985-86 cost projection. The effect of the 1.75
percent decrease on last year’s 1985-86 municipal
court estimates are set forth on attachment A-2
entitled Revised 1985-86 Trial Court Cost Estimates.

1986-87 Cost Adjustment

The 1986-87 estimated trial court costs are pre-
sented on attachment A-1. Total 1986-87 trial court
costs are 12.04 percent above the revised 1985-86
estimates on attachment A-2. The county share of
trial court costs is 11.51 percent above the 1985-86
revised estimates. The 11.51 percent adjustment
represents the average annual increase of trial court
expenditures in the eight survey counties over a ten
year period, 1975-76 through 1984-85, as reported in
the State Controller’s Report of Financial Transac-
tions. The state share of estimated trial court costs is
from the 1986-87 Governor’s Budget and can be
examined in more detail on attachment A-5.

»
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II. COST PER JUDICIAL POSITION

Trial court cost data is arranged so that total trial
court costs are apportioned among total judicial
positions for municipal and superior courts (see
attachments A-1 through A-4). Total judicial posi-
tions includes judges, referees, and commissioners.
Therefore, each judicial position represents an equal
share of total trial court costs.

The cost per judicial position includes not only the
salary and benefits for the judicial position itself but
also a proportionate share of all costs of nonjudicial
positions, services and supplies and countywide in-
direct costs attributable to the courts. Finally, the
cost of a bailiff and a court reporter position are
added to the above to provide the total costs assign-
able to each judicial position.

The division of trial court costs into annual costs
per judicial position allows for a further breakdown
into costs per judicial case related minute, hour and
day as illustrated in attachment A-3 and A-4. This is

possible because of data accumulated by the Judicial
Council weighted caseload studies, such as the min-
utes per year and days per year that are available for
case related work for the average judicial position.
This type of detail is very useful when estimating the
additional court costs that may be required by a
legislative proposal that would add minutes or hours
of time to a judicial proceeding or impose a new
judicial duty.

Justice court costs are not presented in the same
detail as superior and municipal court costs because
they account for onl; a small portion of the
workload of the trial courts. Also, nearly all justice
court judges are part-time and a cost per judicial
position would not be applicable. Therefore, justice
court costs are presented as a lump sum amount,
approximately equivalent to their share of the lower
courts workload.

III. COST COMPONENTS

Trial court cost data has been segregated into six
cost categories: judicial salaries and benefits;
nonjudicial salaries and benefits; services and sup-
plies; indirect costs; costs for court reporters; and
costs for baliliffs. A brief description of these court
cost components follows.

1. Judicial Salaries and Benefits

Judicial salaries are the annual statutory salaries
for municipal and superior court judges as of the
latest authorized adjustment. The state share of
superior court jdages salaries is included, currently
ranging from $72,005 to $76,005 depending on the
size of the county.

Salaries for full-time court commissioners and
referees are calculated at 25 percent below the
salary of a judge in municipal courts and 15 percent
below the salary of a judge in superior courts.
Compensation figures for these quasi-judicial per-
sonnel are included in this category because these
court officers are available to handle matters other-
wise requiring an equivalent number of judges.

Health and retirement benefit rates are calculated
to be 22.8 percent for superior court judges and 22.5
percent for municipal court judges.

Superior court judge benefits include approxi-
mately 3.1 percent of salary for health insurance and
an employer retirement contribution rate of 8 per-
cent plus a pro rata share of the annual state budget
appropriation to the retirement fund equivalent to
an additional 11.7 percent of salary.

Municipal court judge benefits include 3.4 percent
of salary for health insurance and employer retire-
ment contribution rates, a percentage identical to
that for superior court judges, i.e., 8 percent plus
11.1 percent of the pro rata share of the annual

budget appropriation to the retirement fund. Ben-
efits for commissioners and referees are calculated
on the same basis as for nonjudicial employees
generally,

2. Nonjudicial Salaries and Benefits

Nonjudicial personnel includes all positions that
provide support to the judicial function. For the
superior court it includes court related positions in
the county clerk’s budget as well as those positions
budgeted directly in the superior court. A partial list
of support personnel includes court administrators,
jury commissioners, secretaries, stenographers,
courtroom clerks, calendar clerks, data processing
and microfilming personinel, deputy clerks, clerk
typists, accountants, cashiers and counter clerks.

The positions of court reporter and bailiff are
costed separately to distinguish them from other
nonjudicial position costs. Costs of these positions
are discussed below.

Benefits for trial court nonjudicial personnel are
estimated to be approximately 25 percent. This is in
keeping with county employee benefit rates gener-
ally throughout the state.

3. Services and Supplies

The “services and supplies” category of trial court
expenditures includes traditional operating ex-
penses such as office supplies, printing, postage,
telephone, and travel. Other costs unique to court
operations include jury expenses, expert witness fees
and professional services of court appointed counsel
and doctors. Within “services and supplies” most
counties include direct charges for some central
service costs such as data processing, vehicle use,
and sometimes building rent, including costs for
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security and maintenance. Other countywide cen-
tral service costs are considered indirect costs and
are discussed as a separate cost component below.

Also included within the cost component of ser-
vices and supplies are expenditures for office equip-
ment and furnishings. These costs are categorized as
“fixed assets” in most county budgets and are iden-
tified separately from services and supplies. How-
ever, because these amounts are a minor part of
total annual expenditures and tend to fluctuate from
year to year, we have elected to include these costs
within the larger category of services and supplies.
As noted previously, however, major capital cutlay
expenditures for such purposes as courthouse con-
struction and site acquisition are not included in
trial court costs.

4. Indirect Costs

This expenditure category allows for a share of
centralized county services used by the courts to be
included in the total operational costs of the courts.
Although counties directly charge some countywide
central service costs, as noted above, often these
costs are incorporated into a countywide cost allo-
cation plan and charged to the courts as indirect
costs.

The countywide central service plans, as applied
to the courts, may include such costs as purchasing,
stores, personnel, auditing, disbursements, payroll,
budget preparation and execution, messenger ser-
vice, grant coordination, office machine mainte-
nance, communications, parking lot maintenance,
records retention, liability and bonding insurance,
and rent, security and maintenance of court facili-
ties.

It must be noted, however, that there are signifi-
cant variations among counties as to which items are
considered indirect costs and which items are con-
sidered direct charges and thus appear as budgeted
expenditures.

An indirect cost rate is developed by obtaining the
latest actual indirect annual costs charged to the

courts, including the county clerk function and any
other court related budget units, by the county
auditor. The actual indirect cost amounts related to
all municipal and superior courts are totaled and the
percentage or rate of total court expenditures is
determined.

Normally, this overhead rate is derived by using
salaries and wages as the base. However, for ease of
calculation, an equivalent rate based on total court
expenditures has been developed. The rate, based
on 1985-86 data from surveyed courts, is 9.8 percent
for superior courts and for municipal courts 12.7
percent.

5. Court Reporters

The annual cost of a court reporter in the superior
courts is based on the average salaries and benefits
of fuli-time reporters in the superior courts sur-
veyed. Costs are based on a ratio of one full-time
court reporter for each judicial position in the
superior court.

For municipal courts, an equivalent annual salary
was computed. Past studies conducted by the Judi-
cial Council have indicated that court reporters
were involved in approximately 40% of the daily
activities of municipal courts.

The benefit rate for court reporters was calculated
the same as for other nonjudicial employees.

6. Bailiffs

Bailiffing costs are computed on a ratio of one
bailiff for each judicial position for both municipal
and superior courts. It is recognized that coverage
for vacations, illnesses and other time off would
require an increase in the ratio. However, some
courts are operating without bailiffs in attendance at
all sessions or utilize “court attendants” at a lesser
salary. Consideration of these offsetting factors jus-
tifies maintaining the ratio of one bailiff per judge
for cost purposes.

Average salaries and benefits for bailiffs were
based on telephone inquiries to survey counties.

IV. STATE JUDICIAL BUDGET

Attachment A-5 is a summary of the various
program categories that comprise the state judicial
budget as included in the Governor’s Annual Bud-
get. Those categories are grouped into state opera-
tions and local assistance.

State judicial operations include the Supreme
Court, Courts of Appeal, Judicial Council and Com-
mission on Judicial Performance.

Local assistance comprises the state’s contribution

to trial court costs. This includes the major portion of
superior court judges’ salaries, annual block grants
for superior court judgeships created after January 1,
1973, contributions to the Judges’ Retirement Fund
and funding for specific programs mandated to the
trial courts by the state.

The local assistance amounts are included within
the total estimated trial court costs for 1986-87 as
presented on attachment A-1.

V. TRIAL COURT REVENUES

Attachment A-6 contains 1986-87 estimates of trial
court revenues. The estimates are based on 1984-85
actual amounts. The 1984-85 “actuals” are from two

sources. The revenue to counties and cities is from
the State Controller’s Annual Report of Financial
Transactions. Revenues to the state are from the
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Governor’s Budget as reported in various penalty
assessment funds and the Judges’ Retirement Fund.
A minor amount in fines is received by the state as
miscellaneous revenue and an estimate is included
for this item.

Court revenues to counties and cities are pro-
jected from 1984-85 to 1986-87 based on the average
annual increase of actual trial court revenues to
counties and cities for the ten preceding years,
1975-76 through 1984-85, as reported in the State
Controller’s Annual Report of Financial Transac-
tions. However, the ten year average increase of
court revenue to counties includes two years when
the increase was about double the normal amount
due largely to legislation authorizing increases in
filing fees. To provide a more representative annual
average, these two years (exceeding a 20 percent
increase each year) were deleted when calculating
the average annual increase in court revenue to the
counties. The resultant average annual increase for
counties is 10.41 percent. The average annual in-
crease of court revenue to cities for the ten preced-

ing years is 9.58 percent.

The revenue amounts distributed to the state for
1986-87 are from the Governor’s Budget with the
miscellaneous revenue from court fines estimated
independently.

Court Financing Summary

The Court Financing Summary includes total
California court costs including state judicial opera-
tions, state assistance to trial courts, and local trial
court costs. Also presented are calculations of court
costs as a percent of budget expenditures for various
levels of government.

Other portions summarize trial court costs by
level of court and the degree of state and local
funding for each level of court; trial court costs
apportioned to each judgeship in superior and mu-
nicipal courts and the state and county shares for
each additional position; and trial court revenues by
type and amounts distributed to counties, cities and
state.
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ATTACHMENT A-1

1986-87
SUMMARY OF TOTAL ESTIMATED TRIAL COURT COSTS °
Estimated
Average Estimated
Annual Cost Total
Per Judicial Judicial Trial Court
Position Positions Costs
Superior Courts
Judicial Position ($81,505 + 22.8%) .c.eeevceivrmmrererirneernessnsnsnionees $100,088
Nonjudicial Personnel.....eiennisiinnenmseeros 167,885
Services and Supplies ... SOOI RIRTOTOTOOIUBTIRIOON 192,460
Subtotal..... ereeesisebebeebens b bt e s e bbb ars bR areobentsretsaesanrans $460,433
Indirect Costs (9.8%) ..ccorveivvrvenens . 45,122
Total Costs Excluding Court Reporter and Bailiff ............ $505,555
Total Costs Including Court Reporter and Bailiff.............. $590,758 825 jud. pos. $487,375,000
(725 judges)
Municipal Courts
Judicial Position ($74,432 + 22.5% ) ccvvervenminererermmssrnssesesensasesees $ 91,179
Nonjudicial Personnel......ccocovcvrrenrecnnnee. 220,787
Services and SUPPLES «.c.coervvirercermesinierserasrersressens 160,471
Subtotal $472.437
Indirect Costs (12.7%) 59,999
Total Costs Excluding Court Reporter and Bailiff ............ $532,436
Total Costs Including Court Reporter and Bailiff.............. $591,802 677 jud. pos. $400,650,000
(564 judges)
Justice Courts ....cvirerevcerennans rerresneresnsasaerane 82 pt jud. pos. $ 28,770,000
Total All Trial COUTES .covvvecervrrerrnnisnsesssnsesisssersisssersessssorssses $916,795,000 ®

* 1986-87 total trial court costs are 12.04% above the revised 1985-86 total on Attachment A-2, County costs were adjusted 11.51% for 1986-87. State costs are
based on the 1986-87 Governor's Budget. Judges’ salaries are included at the July 1, 1986 level.
b Included in this amount is the state’s contribution to the trial courts of $111,6 million. See Attachment A-5 of this appendix for detail of state’s share of costs.




38 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

ATTACHMENT A-2
REVISED 1985-86
SUMMARY OF TOTAL ESTIMATED TRIAL COURT COSTS °

Estimated
Average Estimated
Annual Cost Total
Per Judicial Judicial Trial Court
Position Positions Costs
Superior Courts
Judicial Position ($77,624 4 25.8% ) ...ccovvenvrnevensiriresecsnnicnenns $ 97,651
Nonjudicial Personnel.........ccu.... . 153,408
Services and SUPPLEs ...covvcrnrvrneirerenennnns . 175,856
SUbLOtal....oorricercrerrre e $496,915
Indirect Costs (11.8%) rreeerensaesetsresaerin 41,838
Total Costs Excluding Court Reporter and Bailiff ...... $468,753
Total Costs Including Court Reporter and Bailiff........ $553,956 781 jud. pos. $432,640,600
(687 judges)
Municipal Courts
Judicial Position ($70,888 + 25.5%) $ 88,964
Nonjudicial Personnel 203,683
Services and Supplies 148,520
Subtotal........covereviirrinisinens $441,167
Indirect Costs (12.7%) 56,028
Total Costs Excluding Court Reporter and Bailiff ...... $497,195
Total Costs Including Court Reporter and Bailiff........ $556,561 644 jud. pos. $358,425,000
(542 judges)
Justice Courts . veetrestsrsaensnsenareaese 82 pt jud. pos. $ 27,140,000
Total All Trial Courts $818,205,000

" Revised 1985-86 total trial court cost estimates were reduced 1.25% based on final 1985-86 county budgets and other updated supplemental state and county
data. Superior courts were reduced 1.08% and municipal courts were reduced 1.75%.
b Included in this amount is the state’s contribution to the trial courts.
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ATTACHMENT A-3

198687 '
SUPERIOR COURTS TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS PER JUDICIAL POSITION

Estimated Average Average Average
Average Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per

Annual Cost Case Case Case
Per Judicial Related Related Related

Cost Category Position Minute* Hour* Day*
Judicial Position (7-1-86 $81,505 4 22.8%) $100,088 $1.3286 $ 79.72 $ 457

Nonjudicial Personnel 167,885 2.2284 133.71 767
Services and Supplies 192,460 2.5547 153.27 878
SUDLOLAL ..ot ensne s sesesesssanssasnssasassassasatsens $460,433 $6.1117 $366.70 $2,102
TRAHIECt COSES (9:8% ) wevvrererseesssememmemseseresseresssssemsomesesesessosesessmamesssessssssssins 45,192 0.5990 35.94 206

Total Cost Apportioned to Each judicial Position (court reporter
and bailiff exclided) .....vieverncinnnicsreesinisisnsessssssssnassss $505,555 $6.7107 $402.64 $2.308

Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position (court reporter
and bailiff NCIEAET) ..o ieviecinicrrnesersisinecrisisrssessesssssssssssins $590,758 $7.8416 $470.50 $2,698

Y An estimated 219 days per year or 75,336 minutes per year is available for case-related activity for each judicial position in the superior courts.

ATTACHMENT A-4

1986-87
MUNICIPAL COURTS TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS PER JUDICIAL POSITION

Estimated Average Average Average
Average Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per

Annual Cost Case Case Case

Per Judicial Related Related Related
Cost Category Position Minute * Hour* Day*
Judicial Position (7-1-86 $74,432 -+ 22.5%) $ 91,179 $1.2222 $ 73.33 $ 422

Nonjudicial Personnel 220,787 - 2.9596 177.58 1,022
Services and Supplies 160,471 2.1511 129.07 743
SUbLOtal ..c.vvereerreeirinerseresese e esene 472,437 6.3329 379.98 2,187
Indirect Costs (12.778) cvricrerermiincinisnsenninisesiesesieseassssienssssssasassens 59,999 0.8043 48.26 278
Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position (court reporter
and bailiff excluded ) ... $532,436 $7.1372 $428.24 $2,465
Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position (court reporter .
and bailiff ineluded ) .........civrcrnnnincrsense s $591,802 $7.9330 $475.98 $2,740

4 An estimated 216 days per year or 74,600 minutes per year (78,000 Los Angeles) is available for case-related activity for each judicial position in the municipal
courts,
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ATTACHMENT A-5

1986-87
PROPOSED STATE JUDICIAL BUDGET
(Million $)

SUPTEINIE COUTL 1.vviviriisisiestioreissinnesssinnsisies s ses s sssssasssssssesossesmstsessesnssssssasensssssossessosns
Courts of APpeal...... i
Judicial Council.......ccvnrrereniincennseinicseensessnnns
Commission on Judicial Performance ..........ov......
Judges’ Retirement Fund (Appellate Courts)

Total State Judicial OPEIations .....iviinsieciriiesesissnscrssesnsessssossasssssssesssssosssssssens

State Mandates—ILocal Assistance

Superior Court Judges’ Salary ..........
Superior Court BloCK GIants......mmicessssssesssssesisssessssssssssssssssosssssesssssssessses
Judges’ Retirement Fund

Superior Courts, estimated $12.6

Municipal Courts, estimated 9.0 vcccernimmennsercessismsnnensssssssnssssessvsssnens 21.6

$83.6

111.6*
$195.2 million

" These items, totaling $111.6 million, are the state's contribution to the funding of the trial courts, This amount is included within the total estimated trial

court costs for 1986-87 as displayed on Attachment A-1 of this appendix.
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ATTACHMENT A-6
TRIAL COURT REVENUES
ACTUAL 1984-85
ESTIMATED 1986-87 *

1984-85 1986-87
TO COUNTIES® Actual Estimated
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties
Vehicle Code Fines ..... reeetrrensbanenasvaraesesearanas terveerersenseterersateris $121.365,657 $147,950,000 ©
Other Court Fines .......... certeere et et s e s s e e ses 72,447,552 88,300,000
Forfeitures and Penalties ......iesciiisisiscssesssssssssssssessesssaesess 49,804,218 60,700,000
Charges for Current Services .
Civil Process SEIVICES . iissssssssssssssesosssessss pevsstssnassinenses 14,489,476 17,700,000
Court Fees and COSES ..vuiireiieieisisssrsisssssessiessssssssssisssesrsssssssssssssisness 114,408,173 139,500,000
TOTAL ireererrrreniieninrecesiesssseseressessssessesssasstssssssrarsesaesssssssesassessossoressosssssoneransesssss $372,515,076 $454,150,000
TO CITIES®
Fines and Penalties :
Vehitle 00 TFINES ittt sitssssssssesssbsssssssssrscssssssssnsasssssssssases $129,727,575 $155,800,000 ¢
Other Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties _ 54,487,082 __ 65,400,000
TOTAL oot erenssssessssssssssssesssaesssssnsessans $184,214,657 $221,200,000
TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA® .
ASSESSINIEIIES O FAIIES...ccvsieiiininireiiersiresissesessisresessessissssesessessasssrssassessanesssasssonsossnessonsvsans $118,315,000 $134,947,000 ¢
Court Fees (Judges’ Retitement FUnd) .......cocceiemeenineniencsseeemsosseens 4,272,000 4,257,000
Court Fines (estimates of state share of specified violations of Bus. & Prof. Code
and Health & Safety Code) .....crenvvnnccrenneicesesn etreerrerereanrenorebstenrase 3,000,000 3,000,000
TOTAL .oovvreerrrerernienrerensseseassssssssessnsssens ceveresres s s sbtan R re s b eretaes $125,587,000 $142,204,000
SUMMARY
$372,515,076 $454,150,000
184,214,657 221,200,000
125,587,600 142,204,000
$682,316,733 $817,554,000

* Revenue to counties has been adjusted 10.41% per year for 1985-86 and 1986-87. That is based on the average annual increase of trial court revenues to
the counties for the ten preceding years excepting two years when increases exceeded 20% due largely to legislation authorizing filing fee adjustments.
Revenue to cities has been adjusted 9.58% per year for 1985-86 and 1986-87 based on the average annual increase of trial court revenues to cities for
the ten preceding years. Revenue to the state is from the 1986-87 Governor’s Budget, except for court fines which have been estimated independently.

2 Source: State Controller’s Reports—Financial Transactions Concerning Counties and Cities. (Adjustment made to reflect San Francisco County under
“Counties” instead of “Cities.”)

b Governor’s Budget and Judicial Council estimates.

¢50% Vehicle Code Fines restricted as to use per Vehicle Code § 42201.

d All Vehicle Code Fines restricted as to use per Vehicle Code § 42200.

¢ Fine assessments are designated by statute for specific purposes. The 1986-87 distribuiion and amournts are as follows:

Peace Officers Training Fund $ 37,448,000
Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund \ 40,119,000
Fish and Game Training Fund 513,000
Indemnity (Restitution) Fund 30,315,000
Corrections and Probation Training Fund 12,307,000
Local Public Prosecutors and Public Defender Training Fund 750,000
Victim Witness Assistance Fund 13,495,000

$134,947,000
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1986-87
COURT FINANCING SUMMARY

Total Court Costs by Funding Source (State and Local)
State Judicial OPErationS® ......icverrenreemmnnisiicsiiieiretssssersasessrsmssrsesaessessenssesssssssiassssens
. State Assistance to Trial Courts®

Total State Costs...ccerverrriremsurermransesesnnns
County Costs {Trial Courts)

Total Court Costs (est.) ...

Total Court Costs as Percent of Total Budget Expenditures
State’s Share of Total Court Costs as Percent of Total State General Budget®©........
Total Court Costs as Percent of Total State General Budget ? ......cccvevrvrvrieninsrcnnins
Total Court Costs as Percent of Total Estimated State and Local Budget
EXDENAIUIES ® coiiversieenceessecsercreesasessisssessssenssiisissestsstossesissestsssseasessssssesssssssssssssesssssssrisssssns

Trial Court Costs by Level of Court
SUPETIOT COUTES couutrercreirsiriicieneerissiscnincss et isesirstssssasststse s sebsesass et ssac st sbassassnsssnsassans
Municipal Courts
Justice Courts

Total Trial Court Costs (ESE.) ..ottt sisessasssessasssaasssssesnnassnns

Trial Court Costs by Fi undmg Source (State and Local)
Superior Courts »
COURLY 0SS cecvereinrenrerennsrinscsesssssssesescessaossesiassseetssssssssssassorsisssnrasessesssesssosesssnossassssssssssssosans
SEALE ASSISEANICE Foovvverieecrnersesinierseenesinssassssesiesssssssesssssmesssessssssssssassssnsnisssesessasstssssastesssones

Total Superior Court COoStS (E5h.) ocvmmrcrrcnrsmmmrmmesesesisnisisimissessssstirsansesessesssssesssss

Municipal Courts
County Costs ........
State Assistance 5..........cemeeisisienens

Justice Courts A
County Costs ............
State Assistance

Total Justice Court Costs (est.)

Total All Trial Courts

County COosts .ccovcrvereeesecaracrsnraene reeeebetens s e st e s sesratetsus e s sestsnat s sE e e s s sneres
State AsSISLANCE .....cervervcrernervansens cestbererenerereans
Total Trial Court CTOSES (B5L.) .cvvvvrrerniieneresrsmenssrsssssssasresesssstessressmsessossssossssessassassen
Costs Per Additional Superior Court Judgeship
County Costs ...onerranene Jestessinasbere e et b s s er s s e e ae bRt ey s e RS e R e snanan b -
State AssiStance M.......ovineccnnenninnin ettt r st b s e as b s rrnniees
Cost Per Judgeship (est.) ccvverenrenne reresensresanrens erververseretstsrssenasses
Costs Per Additional Mumcxpa] Court ]udgesbzp
COUNLY {OSES orirrrersernierrnsssersassssressssmessssssseriassasosstsssessssssssassessisossrsassnarsssssrsessssnsssrsses
. State ASSIStANCE ' ..ecevicerorrnnneneserreenssesesennns . .
Cost Per JUAZEShID (E56) wvveviniriierinesnnnnsissimensisssssssienmeressasssesessesesssssessasessssssesase

Trial Court Revenue by Type
Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties ... wiioiieimssesssisissssssriones
Assessments on Fines
Civil Filing Fees and Costs
Civil Process Services ......ouvennen.

Total Revenue (€5t.) i S

$83.6mill.

1116

$195.2mill,
805.2

$1,000.4mill.

$487.4mill.

400.6
28.8

$916.8mill.

$385.0mill.

102.4

$487.4mill.

$391.4mill.

9.2

$400.6mill.

$28.8mill.

$28.8mill,

$805.2mill.
111.6

$916.8mill.

$410,666

180,092

$590,758

$575,518

16,284

$591,802

$521.2mill.

134.9
143.8
17.7

$817.6mill.

8.4%
11.1
19.5%
80.5

100.0%

0.5%
2.8%

17%

53.2%
43.7

100.0%

79.0%
21.0

100.0%

97.7%
2.3

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

87.8%
12.2

100.0%
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Distribution of Trial Court Revenue

To Counties ....... . $454.2mill.

To Cities 221.2

To State......... 142.2
Total REVENUE (€5h.) e esnicsssenersisinescnessassssssssbesssasinssosasissans . $817.6mill.

¥ State judicial operations include the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, Judicial Council, and Commission on Judicial Performance,

b State assistance to the trial courts includes contributions to the Judges® Retirement Fund, a major portion of superior court judges’ salaries, 2 $60,000 annual
block grant towards the support cost for all but seven new superior court judgeships created since January 1973, and reimbursements for legislative
mandates.

¢ State’s share of total court costs is $195.2 million. State general budget is $36.2 billion. Thus, $195.2 million/$36.2 billion = 0.5%

dTotal court expenditures are $1.0004 billion. State general budget is $36.2 billion. Thus, $1.0004 billion/$36.2 billion = 2.8%

¢ The Controller’s Office reports the following local government expenditures:

1984-85 county expenditures exclusive of enterprise and bond funds $12.020 billion
198485 city expenditures exclusive of enterprise and bond funds 9.336
1984-85 special district expenditures non-enterprise activities only 2.741
1984-85 school district expenditures 16.738

Total local expenditures $40.835 billion
Application of 10.2% per year average increase for 85-86 and 86-87 $49.590 billion
Add state budget less local assistance 10.610

Total state and local expenditures $60.200 billion
Thus, $1.0004 billion/$60.200 billion = 1.7%

fState assistance to superior courts includes:
(1) Contribution to judges’ salary $52.9 million
(2) Block grants {$60,000) 13.6
(3) Judges’ Retirement Fund (8% of salary plus additional appropriation to meet liabilities) 12.6
(4) Legislative Mandates ' 23.5
$102.4 million

8 State assistance to municipal courts is largely limited to the Judges’ Retirement Fund contribution of 8% of salary plus an additional appropriation to meet
liabilities of the fund. Total contribution for this purpose is $9.0 million for 1986-87. An additional $0.2 million is provided to reimburse counties for
municipal court judges’ salaries while serving on assignment. Total assistance is $9.2 million.

The calculation of state assistance for each new superior court judgeship is as follows:

(1) 8% of salary to Judges’ Retirement Fund ($81,505 @ 8% = $6,520) plus a pro rata share of the budget act appropriation made each year to meet
liabilities of the fund ($10,879) plus 3.11% of salary for health and welfare ($2,535) for a total of $19,934.

(2) State pays salary except for fixed county share of $9,500 for counties over 250,000 population, $7,500 for counties between 40,001~-249,999 population,
and $5,500 for counties 40,000 population or under. The calculation here is based on the larger sized county. Thus, the current annual salary of $81,505
less $9,500 = $72,005 as the state share.

(3} Annual block grant of $60,000 for support costs.

(4) Pro rata share of legislative mandates @ $28,153.

In summary, total assistance per new superior court judgeship as calculated here includes $19,934 retirement and health, plus $72,005 salary, plus $60,000
annual block grant, plus $28,153 legislative mandates for a total of $180,092 per judgeship.

{The calculation of state assistance for each new municipal court judgeship consists of contributions to the Judges' Retirement Fund of 8% of salary ($74,432
@ 8% = $5,955) plus a pro rata share of the budget act appropriation made each year to meet liabilities of the fund ($9,970) for a total of $15,925 per
judgeship for retirement. An additional $359 per judicial position is provided to reimburse counties for municipal court judges’ salaries while serving on
assignment. Thus, the calculation for total state assistance per new judgeship is $16,284 ($15,925 + $359).




PART IT

ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICE REPORT




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE STAFF

RALPH J. GAMPELL, Director
BURTON W. OLIVER, Chief Deputy Director

SAN FRANCISCO
State Building, Room 3154
350 McAllister Street, 94102

LEGAL
DONALD B. DAY, Assistant Director, Legal

Legal Research

MiIcHAEL A. FISCHER, Atiorney
Davip J. HALPERIN, Attorney
PERMELIA A. HULSE, Atforney
BEN McCLINTON, Attorney
DIANE W. NUNN, A#torney
KATHLEEN A. SIKORA, Attorney
JouN A. TOKER, Attorney
CARA L. VONK, Attorney
BossiE L. WELLING, Atforney

PERSONNEL
CINDY A. PARMA, Personnel Officer
WANDA CHINN, Court
Management Analyst
GLORIA L. FRANKLIN, Court
Management Analyst

Records Management

Lors CounT, Court
Management Analyst

Clerical Support
Cart TEMPLETON, Office Supervisor

AOC Automstion Group

THOMAS BREZNY, Data
Processing Supervisor

COURT CONSULTATIVE SERVICES
JERRY L. SHORT, Manager
TaMMY P. GLATHE, Assistant
Manager

JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS

BETH MULLEN, Judicial
Assignments Supervisor
KiM MACALUSO, Assignments
Specialist
JOAN PALMER, Assignments
Specialist

PUBLIC INFORMATION

LyNN HoLTON, Public
Information Officer

STATISTICS
JOE DOYLE, Chief
TroMAS H. SASAKI, Senior
Statistician
HELEN M, CARRILLO, Senior
Statistician
FRIEDERIKE E. DROEGEMUELLER,
Associate Statistician

FISCAL AND BUSINESS SERVICES

Budget Office and Business Services

ARTHUR TROYER, Budget Officer

DianNA D. DoORSEY, Capital
Outlay Coordinator

DAvip GREEN, Court
Management Analyst

DAvID N. SEWARD, Court
Management Analyst

JAMES BETHEIL, Business
Services Officer

Appellate Court Automation Group
Vicror C. ROWLEY, Senior Attorney

Accounting Office

NEIL A. GAETZ, Accounting Manager
ANITA ANDAYA, Accounting Supervisor
TERRY GAVENDA, Accounting Specialist

DATA PROCESSING
Doucras K. BAILEY, Manager

Support Services

EpwaRrD K. SATO, Senior
Data Processing Analyst

Supreme Court Planning
and Research Group

RoNALD R. TrTUs, Data
Processing Supervisor

Data Processing Projects and Research
PEGGY A. CIFONELLI, Coordinator

47




48 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

LEGISLATION CENTER FOR JUDICIAL
EDUCATION AND RESEARCH
100 Library and Courts Building,
Sacramento 95814 1947 Center Street, Berkeley 94704
Joun W. DAVIES, Assistant Director, PAuL M. L1, Director
Legislation WinsLow O. SMALL, Associate Director
STEPHEN C. BIRDLEBOUGH, Atforney MARVIN B. HAIKEN, Assistant Director
DANIEL I‘ CLARK, Cou,rt Management MICHAEL W- BUNNER, ASSi&tani' Di?‘@CtOT
Analyst JAMES M. VESPER, Assistant Director

ELLEN MATTHEWS, Atforney

BONNIE ]. POLLARD, Aftorney

JEANNIE PETERSEN, Program Coordinator
NaNcyY N. YORK, Program Coordinator
CHRISTINE E. HOFFMAN, Office Supervisor




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 49

Chapter 1

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

A. Administrative Office of the Courts

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is
the staff agency serving the Judicial Council, the
chief administrative agency of the California court
system (Cal. Const., art. 6, § 6). The office carries out
the official actions and policies of the Judicial Coun-
cil under the direction of the Administrative Direc-
tor of the Courts, also provided for by the state
Constitution.

The AOC was organized by a Judicial Council
resolution delegating authority to the Administra-
tive Director of the Courts. The resolution was
adopted in 1962 in accordance with an amendment
to the Constitution, and in 1970 became a part of the
California Rules of Court (rules 990-992).

The AOC consists of several units, including a

Legal Section, Legislative Office, Statistics Section,
Court Consultative Services Unit, Judicial Assign-
ments Section and Public Information Office. Three
other units also provide services to the Supreme
Court, the Courts of Appeal and the Commission on
Judicial Performance, as well as to the AOC. These
are the Personnel Office, the Data Processing Unit
and the Business and Fiscal Services Office.

In addition, the Center for Judicial Education and
Research, jointly sponsored by the Judicial Council
and the California Judges Association, directs a
comprehensive education program for state judges.

Following is a summary of the major functions and
activities of the AOC.

LEGAL SECTION

The Legal Section prepares agenda materials for
Judicial Council meetings, keeps records of all coun-
cil action, and monitors necessary implementation
activity after each meeting. It also performs staff
counsel and legal research functions.

The AOC receives numerous inquiries and sug-
gestions from judges, attorneys, administrators,
court clerks, and others regarding court practice,
procedure and administration. Most of the sugges-
tions involve changes in court rules or forms; some
involve proposed legislation. When a suggestion is
received the legal staff prepares an “invitation to
comment” which is circulated widely to interested
persons and organizations. The staff receives the
comments, researches any legal questions, and gath-
ers data needed to present the proposal to a com-
mittee of the Judicial Council. This usually involves
drafting the text of a proposed rule change, which
the council may then approve “for publication.”

Publication of the text of proposed rule changes in
the AOC Newsletter and in major legal newspapers
provides an opportunity for all attorneys, judges and
other interested persons tc submit detailed com-
ments on the proposed wording before the amend-
ment is formally adopted by the council.

New rules and forms are normally adopted effec-
tive January 1 and July 1 of each year. The text of
each new rule, and camera-ready copies of each new
form, are distributed to the courts and to legal
publishers following each council meeting.

The Legal Section provides staff for a number of
programs and advisory committees, including the
council’s legal forms program, coordination of civil
actions having common issues (rules 1501-1550),
sentencing practices (Pen. Code, § 1170.3), criminal
changes of venue (rules 840-844) and special
projects and studies.

Recent examples of special projects are the
“pleading forms” and “form interrogatories”
projects, the development of uniform law and mo-
tion rules, measures to improve the accessibility of
local court rules, and an experiment in the use of
court forms produced by word processors.

Recent studies include a report on the eight-
member jury experiment in Los Angeles County, an
analysis of a proposal to modify the procedure on
appeal from juvenile court, a report to the Legisla-
ture on the experience under the simplified child
support modification statute, and a survey concern-
ing local court policies on smoking in jury areas.
Most of these projects are described in greater detail
in this and earlier annual reports.

The Legal Section has provided staff to assist the
appellate courts in establishing various programs
and procedures to improve the quality of represen-
tation of indigents in criminal appeals. For example,
contracts have been negotiated through local bar
associations and others to provide efficient adminis-
trative procedures for selecting private counsel to
handle criminal appeals for indigent defendants.
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In coordination with the Legislative Office of the
AOC, the Legal Section monitors and analyzes all
legislative bills that may affect court practice, pro-

cedure, or administration and all bills affecting
felony sentencing.

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

The Legislative Office in Sacramento serves two
primary functions. The first is to present the legis-
lative recommendations of the Judicial Council on
the administration of justice; the second is to func-
tion as an administrative arm of the Supreme Court
Clerk’s Office.

The Legislative Office represents the Judicial
Council before Senate and Assembly committees. It
monitors legislative proceedings and reports on the
progress of bills affecting the court system. The
office also tracks bills of interest for the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts and prepares a legislative
summary for the AOC Newsletter, distributed to
judges and others interested in new laws.

The office coordinates legislative matters with
executive branch agencies, and provides informa-
tion to the Legislative Analyst, Department of Fi-
nance, and individual legislators and committee
staff.

The office assists legislators by providing specific
information on proposed or pending legislation,
reviewing individual legislator’s bills, and respond-
ing to constituent inquiries on the judicial system, its
structure, and relationship with other government
agencies.

The office’s legislative function includes distribu-
tion of judgeship needs reports and felony sentenc-
ing analyses prepared in the San Francisco office,
and financial reports prepared in cooperation with
the San Francisco staff on the fiscal impact of certain

legislative proposals.

The Sacramento office prepares analyses of some
bills, and identifies and distributes to the San
Francisco office other bills for information and
analysis. In the process, the Sacramento office re-
views every bill introduced in the Legislature, and
each of its amended forms. The office reviewed
approximately 3,300 bills and measures last year.

In 1986 the office prepared its fifth annual court
cost and revenue estimates for California trial courts
for use in estimating the fiscal impact of court-
related legislation, including additional trial court
judgeships. The 1986-87 study showed that the
estimated average annual cost per superior court
judicial position was $590,758; the comparable mu-
nicipal court figure was $591,802.

In addition, judgeship needs studies were for-
warded to legislative authors and to appropriate
committees upon introduction of a bill or amend-
ment adding judicial positions.

The Sacramento staff also monitors the budget
process, including conference committee action,
and provides staff services to other court-related
officers when working in Sacramento.

As an arm of the Supreme Court Clerk’s Office,
the Sacramento office receives official court docu-
ments. In 1986, approximately 1,700 transactions
were filed or lodged. These filings were forwarded
to the Supreme Court Clerk’s Office in San
Francisco on a daily basis.

STATISTICS SECTION

The Statistics Section operates reporting systems
that collect information from all courts and assists
the Judicial Council in discharging its constitutional
duty to survey judicial business. The information is
used to compile 130 statistical tables and graphs for
the Judicial Council Annual Report and to prepare
judgeship needs studies for superior and municipal
courts seeking additional judges.

The section also operates a sentencing practices
reporting system. The section maintains records of
court organization changes and provides statistical
support to other units of the Administrative Office
of the Courts and to Judicial Council committees.

Operation of Reporting Systems

Almost a third of the Statistics Section’s time is
spent operating reporting systems. The staff logs in
reports and contacts courts about delinquent re-
ports, answers reporting questions and conducts
statistical reporting workshops for court personnel.

About 6 percent of the section’s time is spent

monitoring the accuracy of reported data. A six-
month computer summary of reports on filings and
dispositions is sent to each superior and municipal
court to be reviewed for accuracy. If an error is
detected, the staff works with court personnel to
correct it.

Computer-drawn graphs of filings and dispositions
are also sent to superior and municipal courts to
help identify abnormal shifts in reporting over time
that could be due to a reporting error.

Annual Report

The single largest project of the Statistics Section
is work on the Judicial Council Annual Report.
There are 50 appendix tables that display data by
court and type of proceeding for the two most
recent fiscal years. The section also prepares about
80 tables and graphs for the “Judicial Statistics”
chapter, in addition to narrative material that dis-
cusses trends and the impact of legislation on supe-
rior and lower courts. Material is also presented on
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assistance provided to courts by the assignment of
judges by the Chief Justice and assistance given to
the courts by referees, commissioners and attorneys
acting as temporary judges.

Judgeship Needs Studies

Upon the request of a presiding judge or the
introduction of a judgeship bill, the Statistics Section
prepares reports on the judgeship needs of superior
or municipal courts. These studies use a weighted
caseload system to estimate the judicial positions
needed. The “weights” in the system are statewide
average times used to dispose of different types of
cases and are determined from surveys of the courts.
Other information shown in the studies is a history
of judicial staffing and manpower at work in the
courts, cases pending, and weighted filings and
dispositions of other courts of a similar size.

A presiding judge may comment on the study,
augment it, or perform an independent analysis of
judgeship needs. This becomes a part of the study
and if a bill is subsequently introduced to increase
the number of judges in the court, a copy of the
complete study is sent to the appropriate legislative
committees. A total of 38 judgeship needs reports
were prepared in 1986; 18 for superior courts and 20
for municipal courts.

Sentencing Practices Report
In 1983, the Statistics Section was given responsi-

bility for operating a sentencing practices reporting
system. Individual case reports for each convicted
defendant charged with a felony form the basis of
this system. Sentences of the 80,000 convicted de-
fendants a year are analyzed by type of offense.

Publication of the Sentencing Practices Quarterly
was resumed in 1985 after a suspension of several
years.

Other Activities

The section also maintains records of court orga-
nization changes and prepares and updates this
information for internal use.

The Statistics Section produces and distributes a
Five-Year Trend Report annually to each superior or
municipal court. The report is on a calendar-year
basis and is used by judges and court administrators
in budget preparation and justification and in set-
ting and reviewing management goals and objec-
tives.

Justice court judges’ salaries are compiled into a
report each year following a survey of county audi-
tors. The report is sent to justice court judges who
use it in their salary negotiations.

The section also responds to numerous inquiries
from the courts and other government agencies and
provides statistical assistance to other AOC units and
committees of the Judicial Council.

COURT CONSULTATIVE SERVICES

The Court Consultative Services unit provides
technical assistance to California’s courts, upon re-
quest. The unit provides service in three primary
areas: court consulting, research and development,
and special projects. There is no charge to the courts
for the unit’s services.

The unit is staffed by analysts with varied back-
grounds, such as state and federal court administra-
tion, systems analysis, court management and con-
sulting, personnel administration, legal research,
budget and fiscal management, county administra-
tion, and family counseling and research. Since 1973,
the unit has conducted studies in 54 of the 58
counties in California, working in over 150 different
courts.

Court Consulting

The unit provides three specific types of consult-
ing assistance to trial courts upon their request:
management training, consultation, and court stud-
ies. Services may be obtained through a written
request to the unit.

The goal of the management training service is to
increase managers’ and supervisors’ awareness of
problems and to sharpen their analytical skills, al-
lowing them to conduct their own manugement
studies.

When management training is requested, unit

analysts conduct a training session at the court using
sample forms, sample problems and solutions, and
guidelines for analyzing court operations. Manage-
ment training is limited to the areas of facilities
management, fiscal management, records manage-
ment, exhibits management, personnel manage-
ment, nonjudicial staffing, and workflow analysis.

The court consulting service is purely informa-
tional. The unit visits approximately 25 to 30 courts
each year, and maintains information on new sys-
tems in use. When a court requests information
regarding systems and procedures used by other
state courts, the unit will visit the court to discuss
various alternatives without recommending a par-
ticular system. Examples of this assistance include
discussions of available automated systems, types of
facilities and facilities usage plans, types of calendar-
ing systems, and workflow organizations.

Court studies are initiated by a written request
from a court for assistance with a particular man-
agement problem. Analysts are then sent to the
court to document and analyze operations. Follow-
ing completion of the study, a written report is sent
to the court for whatever action the presiding judge,
county clerk, or court administrator deems appro-
priate.

The unit is also available to assist in implementing
its recommendations. Study areas include calendar
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management, workflow and document processing,
exhibits management, records management, jury
management, fiscal management, personnel man-
agement, facilities management, equipment needs
assessment, and court organizational structure.

During 1986, the court study area was expanded to
include requests for management studies from fam-
ily court service directors.

Research and Development

Research and development projects may cover
any aspect of court operations and generally involve
designing model systems or testing new technolo-
gies. The goal of these projects is to improve court
operations statewide. During 1986, staff spent sub-
stantial time developing a new automated system
for statewide data collection, STATSCAN. This
project is discussed in Chapter 2.

Special Projects

This service area is made up of three components.
These include gathering and disseminating informa-
tion on a statewide level, providing technical exper-
tise in areas of statewide concern, and developing

training programs for trial courts. Many of these
projects are long-term and involve court personnel
and other AOC units.

Among the training components is an annual
conference focusing on court management issues,
including court management and supervision, the
roles and relationships of presiding judges and court
administrators, court operations, and new legisla-
tion. During 1986, the unit sponsored the first Justice
Court Conference for judges and clerks. The confer-
ence focused on management concerns of these
groups and featured new developments in auto-
mated systems applicable to justice courts.

The unit also began revising the Basic In-Service
Training manuals (BIST) for trial court personnel
during 1986. The manuals contain valuable informa-
tion for both new and experienced clerks. Once
revisions are complete, the new manuals will be
distributed to the trial courts.

During 1986, the unit implemented the Family
Court Services Project, in accordance with Civil
Code sections 5180 and 5183. The project encom-
passes a variety of areas and is designed to assist
counties with providing improved mediation ser-
vices. This project is discussed in Chapter 1.

PERSONNEL OFFICE

The Personnel Office provides a full range of
personnel services to judicial branch agencies. Al-
though the Administrative Office of the Courts
traditionally performed personnel transactions and
services, it was not until 1980 that a personnel unit
was officially established. This unit provides man-
agement and technical staff assistance to the judicial
branch in the following areas.

Recruiting

Recruiting assistance is provided to the Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts and, upon request, to the
Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal and Commission
on Judicial Performance.

Position Classification
and Salary Administration

The Personnel Office completes salary and classi-
fication projects throughout the judicial branch to
determine whether positions are established at the
appropriate levels. All proposed personnel actions in
the Administrative Office of the Courts are devel-
oped by the Personnel Office, and personnel actions
requested by the Courts of Appeal are reviewed and
appropriate action recommended.

A comprehensive review of all positions in the
Courts of Appeal was previously completed. Position
descriptions for all classifications in the Courts of
Appeal were developed and finalized. The class
specifications include the overall definition of the
position, description of duties and responsibilities,
and specific minimum qualifications. The position

descriptions are used throughout the judicial branch
in recruitment, classification and employee promo-
tion matters.

In 1985 a similar classification project was under-
taken with regard to all positions which exist in the
Administrative Office of the Courts. That project
has been completed.

Policies and Procedures

The Personnel Office develops, recommends and
implements personnel policies and procedures used
throughout the judicial branch.

Personnel policy and procedure manuals have
been developed. The manuals will be used in the
administrative structure and will be distributed to
other judicial branch agencies. The manuals will
serve as organizational guides and will form the
basis for sound personnel decisions. The personnel
policies and procedures manual also will inform
employees of the processes which affect their em-
ployment status.

A Personnel Office operating manual has also
been developed. The document contains detailed
procedures of the internal operations of the Person-
nel Office and is intended for the use of Personnel
Office staff members.

Personnel Transactions

The Personnel Office functions as liaison between
the judicial branch and the State Controller’s Office
for all personnel transactions. The AOC Personnel
Office prepares all personnel-related paperwork
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required by the State Controller for the Supreme
Court, Courts of Appeal, Commission on Judicial
Performance, and the administrative structure.

Position status reports for the Courts of Appeal are
distributed to the courts on a monthly basis. The
documents outline the reporting and organizational
structure of the courts and are a valuable resource in
the position control function.

The payroll transaction section has been auto-
mated. The Personnel Office now has data process-
ing access to the payroll system in Sacramento, and
by use of satellite computer terminals, Personnel
Office employees are able to make payroll-related
changes much more quickly than was possible with
the previous manual system.

Training

A training needs assessment was recently com-
pleted for employees of the Administrative Office of
the Courts. Information from the training needs
assessment will assist in the development of training
programs to meet the needs of the staff. A training
request form was also developed and implemented,
which will enable the Personnel Office to gather
more information on training activities.

An employee performance system is in the pro-
cess of being developed. The appraisal system will
be helpful to supervisors in the employee assess-
ment and training process. The program will also
provide direction and guidance to employees in job
performance and career development.

An employee handbook was developed for
branchwide use and is updated periodically. The
document contains an overall description of the
judicial branch, its agencies and their respective
functions; general personnel policy statements; and
an outline of judicial branch benefits.

Personnel Office Automation Project

In the coming year, the AOC personnel function
will become fully automated. Efforts are underway
to computerize many of the tasks which are now
manually performed.

The automated personnel program will store em-
ployee personnel files, salary and promotion data,
education and skill levels, affirmative action and
work force analyses, applicant statistics and analyses,
salary savings, sick leave and wvacation accruals,
position control data, and turnover statistics.

DATA PROCESSING UNIT

The Data Processing Unit was organized in 1982 to
develop and maintain automated systems for the
Courts of Appeal and Administrative Office of the
Courts. The three groups within the unit are the
Appellate Support Systems Group (PROMIS), the
Appellate Automation Project Group, and the AOC
Automation Group.

Appellate Support Systems Group

This group is responsible for the development and
installation of automated systems used by the clerks’
offices in the Supreme Court and the Courts of
Appeal. The principal system being installed is
PROMIS, for appellate case management.

The PROMIS projects for the Supreme Court and
Courts of Appeal were combined under this group
in 1986. The group provides support services to the
eight Court of Appeal sites already using PROMIS,
as well as continuing develcpment for implement-
ing PROMIS in the Supreme Court and remaining
appellate site without an automated case manage-
ment system. Following completion of this develop-
ment work, both the Supreme Court and the last
appellate site began use of PROMIS in February of
1987. Installation of PROMIS in these sites brings
automated case management systems to all state
appellate courts.

The group has begun to develop systems require-
ments for the next generation of automated appel-
late case management systems. Once the analysis
and formal requirements document are complete,
an analysis of development options will begin.

Finally, a contract was signed in 1986 with the
Bancroft-Whitney Company for publication of the
Official Reports of California. For the first time, the
contract included language describing the means by
which appellate opinions will be transmitted from
the courts directly to the publisher. Also included
was language which requires a reduction in Official
Reports subscribers’ costs when the transmission of
opinions over a telecommunications network has
been successfully implemented. Initial testing of this
system began in a pilot site early in 1987.

Appellate Automation Project Group

This group is responsible for the development and
installation of automated systems used directly by
appellate justices and their staff. The project began
in 1984 with the formation of a steering committee
made up of representatives from each appellate
division. Full implementation of the project began
in 1986.

The system was successfully installed in the Su-
preme Court and the initial appellate court site in
1986. Installation included development and instal-
lation of custom local area networks to connect work
stations and printers to minicomputers centrally
located in each court. The systems will initially be
used for word processing, but additional functions,
such as access to case management data in the
clerk’s office, access to legal research systems
through minicomputers, and access to an issue-
tracking system, will be added as development work
is completed.
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Work is also continuing on implementation of a
statewide telecommunications network for the ap-
pellate courts. The network will link the separate
geographic sites of the appellate courts, using the
clerks’ office systems as primary nodes in the net-
work. This will initially be a point-to-point dial-up
network used for transmission of opinions to the
publisher of the Official Reports, inter-district elec-
tronic mail, and support services from data process-
ing staff. (Data processing services include remote
diagnostics, programming support functions, and
software distribution services.) As the network is
deployed, traffic will be analyzed to determine the
economic feasibility of network alternatives, such as
leased lines for value-added networks.

AQOC Automation Group

This group is responsible for development and
installation of automated systems used by the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts. The major accom-
plishments of 1986 were integration and enhance-
ment of existing systems, as well as deployment of
several minor support systems.

The first major system developed by the group
was the Accounting System. This was written en-
tirely in-house and brought on-line in only two
years. It has continued to function well and flexibly,
and enhancements added over the past two years
have served to improve its functioning, ease of use,
and internal efficiency. It now provides detailed,
timely budget information to the courts and agency
management, much of which was previously un-
available.

Begun in 1982, the Judicial Information System
was designed to centralize the separate manual
systems used in the AOC to collect and disseminate
infor:nation about state judges and judicial officers.
After four years of systems development, the group
is nearing its goal of entering all court-related
information into a single system only one time and
subsequently making it available to agency person-
nel.

For example, early in 1986, an earlier version of

the Judicial Infcrmation System (essentially a collec-
tion of biographical information about judges) was
combined with a mailing list system to produce one
system for entering and maintaining this informa-
tion. This eliminated inconsistencies that often arose
between the two earlier systems. Most of the work
on the Judicial Information System in 1986 was
related to developing system outputs, including the
automation of notice of change reports, Judicial
Directory and Judicial Roster reports.

Several other AOC systems were also developed
in 1986. Most of these were inventory systems of
various types. Principal among them as an equip-
ment and supplies inventory system, developed as
an adjunct to the Accounting System for the Fiscal
and Business Services Cffice. Also developed was an
inventory system which collects, maintains, and
relates information from the AOC Library, Central
Files, and the Records Management programs. In
addition, a tracking system was implemented for the
Clerical Services Unit, to assist in monitoring work
in progress and to provide management statistics on
workload.

Finally, a system for collecting and reporting
information on court-appointed appellate counsel
fees was implemented in 1986. This system provides
not only fiscal monitoring, but also a variety of
management reports.

Future Projects

The focus of the Data Processing Unit in 1987 will

be:

® To install a statewide telecommunications net-
work for the appellate courts, including pilot
testing of direct transmission of appellate opinions
to publishers;

¢ To install the Appellate Automation System in all
remaining appellate sites;

# To complete specifications for the next generation
of appellate case management software;

e To begin using a fourth-generation systems devel-
opment tool for agency data processing projects.

FISCAL AND BUSINESS SERVICES OFFICE

The Fiscal and Business Services Office provides
administrative services in accounting, budget and
business affairs, and performs related management
studies as needed for the Supreme Court, the Courts
of Appeal, the Administrative Office of the Courts
and the Commission on Judicial Performance.

Accounting Office

The Accounting Office maintains the financial
records for state appellate courts and judicial agen-
cies, including payment of authorized expenditures,
accounting for those expenditures in conformance
with the State Accounting System, production of

management and accounting reports, and reconcil-
iation of accounts with state fiscal control agencies.

The unit’s automated accounting system, which
became fully operational in December 1985, was
refined during 1986. Currently in progress is the
development of an automated audit system for the
court-appointed counsel program, and an expanded
special projects reporting function.

Plans for 1987 include further enhancements to
the system, including computation and payment of
assigned judges’ compensation, computation and
printing of travel expense claims, and automation of
additional financial reports and reconciliations.
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Budget Office

The Budget Office prepares the annual operating
and capital outlay budgets for state appellate courts
and judicial agencies, and administers appropria-
tions once the budget is enacted. Other responsibil-
ities include fiscal planning and expenditure analy-
sis, operational studies, and basic management
support to judicial branch operations.

During 1986, the office created special planning
and expenditure tracking budgets for a number of
projects, including the Appellate Automation
Project, STATSCAN, family law-related activities
and assorted legislation. The office also completed
an operational analysis for the Commission on Judi-
cial Performance, which will be used to request
additional staff for that agency for the 1987-88 fiscal
year.

Business Services Unit

The Business Services Unit is responsible for
procurement, contracting, and facilities planning for
state appellate courts and judicial agencies. The unit
also inventories assets and prepares annual replace-
ment schedules for equipment.

During 1986, the unit continued active involve-
ment in site preparation, procurement, and inven-
tory activities for the Appellate Automation Project.
The unit also continued extensive involvement in
several major capital outlay projects, including
planned work in the San Francisco State Building,
the planned construction of a new Los Angeles State
Building and the completion of work in the Fresno
State Building.

PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICE

The Public Information Office serves as a press
office for the California Supreme Court, the Judicial
Council, and the Commission on Judicial Appoint-
ments. The office also produces various publications
for the state judicial branch. These include the
Judicial Council Annual Report and the AOC News-
letter, and special publications such as the Supreme
Court’s practices and procedures booklet and a
pamphlet entitled “The California Judicial System.”

News Media and Public Inquiries

The Public Information Office handles numerous
telephone inquiries from the public and press on a
wide range of topics concerning the state courts.

Press calls on the state Supreme Court are the
most numerous. Others involve actions taken by the
Judicial Council, caseload statistics published in the
annual report, assignment of judges, and AOC pro-
grams, such as coordination of cases and change of
venue. Calls are also received on the council’s
weighted caseload and judgeship needs studies, and
the council’s annual report on trial court costs and
revenue estimates.

Supreme Court News Media Program

The Public Information Office has served as a
press office for the California Supreme Court for
almost two decades. Legal affairs reporters regularly
call the office to determine if the court will issue
filings on either Monday or Thursday, the court’s
two regular filing days.

An opinion issued at any other time constitutes a
“special filing” and reporters who cover the court
on a daily basis are automatically notified by the
Public Information Office.

The office also notifies the press of major actions
taken by the Supreme Court, at the request of the
media.

The office distributes various materials to the
news media, including a weekly summary of Su-
preme Court cases accepted for review, a monthly
calendar with case summaries, and the court’s offi-
cial photograph. The office arranges press seating, as
necessary, during sessions of the Supreme Court and
meetings of the Commission on Judicial Appoint-
ments.

News Releases

News releases are issued regularly to more than
250 recipients, including major metropolitan news-
papers, the legal press, court personnel and law
schools. Subjects covered include actions taken by
the council and announcements by the California
Supreme Court and the Commission on Judicial
Appointments. About 70 news releases are issued
per year. A weekly sammary of cases accepted for
review by the Supreme Court is issued to a smaller,
separate list, also composed of the press, court
personnel and others.

AOC Newsletter

A bimonthly AOC Newsletter is mailed to almost
3,000 judges, court officials, legislators, and others
interested in court administration. Each issue re-
ports on actions taken by the council, current AOC
projects, recent judicial appointments, and new
court officials. Once a year, a special supplement is
devoted to new legislation affecting the courts.

The newsletter’s format has been modernized in
recent years with the addition of a new nameplate,
a more readable three-column format, and larger
headlines. The content has expanded and distribu-
tion widened to include all chief justices and state
court administrators throughout the United States.
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Annual Report

The most comprehensive publication issued by
the agency is the Judicial Council Annual Report.
Distributed to the same national mailing list as the
newsletter, the annual report is submitted to the
Governor and Legislature as required by article VI,
section 6 of the state Constitution.

Part I of the report contains major recommenda-
tions on court administration approved by the coun-
cil. Part I summarizes the work of the AOC and
includes a detailed statistical overview of the
workload of state courts. Almost 90 pages of statisti-
cal tables appear at the end of the publication and
serve as a valuable data resource throughout the
year.

Format changes were made in 1983 to improve

design and readability. The content was also ex-
panded to include more comprehensive summaries
of legislation and AOC projects, and a summary of
the administrative office in the “AOC Director’s
Report.”

Other Publication Services

The Public Information Office prepares a sum-
mary of the courts entitled “The California Judicial
System” that is distributed to the news media,
private citizens and visitors to the United States
seeking general information on state courts.

The office assists the state appellate courts with
producing publications, at their request. Assistance
is also given to publishers in updating national and
state directories on the California court system.

JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS UNIT

Under the direction of the Chief Justice, the
Judicial Assignments Unit is responsible for provid-
ing both trial and appellate courts with judicial
assistance on a daily basis. Each year, over 5,000
requests for assistance are received from presiding
judges and justices for a variety of reasons, including
vacancies, illnesses, disqualifications, and calendar
congestion. Assignments also may be issued to pro-
vide assistance while a new judge attends orienta-
tion classes or to permit a judge who has been
elevated to complete matters he or she began in
another court.

To meet the staffing needs of the courts, both
active and retired judges are called on to provide
assistance for periods ranging from one day to two
months or longer. Many active judges volunteer to
assist other courts in their own or neighboring
counties when their calendars permit. Retired
judges who retain their eligibility for assignment are
a valuable source of judicial assistance, as are the
many justice court judges who provide help
throughout the state.

In addition to its daily operations and functions,
the Judicial Assignments Unit is responsible for
several annual projects. These include the prepara-
tion of blanket and reciprocal assignments and
superior court appellate department designations.

Blanket and reciprocal assignments provide the

courts with more flexibility at the local level. Under
a blanket assignment, the Chief Justice delegates
authority to the presiding judges of two or more
courts within the same county to assist each other’s
courts as the need arises. When the courts involved
are located in different counties, these delegations
of authority are referred to as reciprocal assign-
ments. Approximately 200 blanket assignments and
60 reciprocal assignments are issued on an annual
basis and updated as needed during the year to
reflect changes in the membership of the bench.

Pursuant to provisions of the Code of Civil Proce-
dure, the Chief Justice is responsible for designating
the members of the appellate department in each
superior court throughout the state. Each appellate
department is composed of at least three judges—a
presiding judge and two other members. The Chief
Justice may, when necessary, designate a fourth
judge to serve as a member. At the direction of the
Chief Justice, the Judicial Assignments Unit assists in
this important function by assuring that telephone
contacts are made and designations are prepared,
distributed and updated.

The Judicial Assignments Unit is comprised of four
staff members: a judiciul assignments supervisor,
two judicial assignments specialists, and one judicial
secretary.

CENTER FOR JUDICIAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

The Center for Judicial Education and Research
(CJER) provides a comprehensive educational sys-
tem for California judges. Formed in 1973 as a joint
enterprise of the Judicial Council and the California
Judges Association, CJER conducts continuing edu-
cation programs for the judiciary and orientation
programs for new judges. It also prepares judges’
benchbooks and other educational materials.

As of July 1986, CJER has conducted 178 educa-
tional programs for 11,508 participants, including: 14

annual two-week Judicial Colleges (1,755 partici-
pants), 68 three-day continuing education institutes
(8,085 participants), 95 monthly one-week orienta-
tion programs for new judges (1,145 participants),
and 10 semi-annual week-long Continuing Judicial
Studies Programs for experienced judges (915 par-
ticipants).

Annual attendance has risen from 435 judges and
commissioners in the first year to some 1,175 in fiscal
year 1985-86. California now has more than 1,350
judges and 200 commissioners and referees.
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Orientation Programs for New Judges

CJER’s education system for new trial judges is
composed of five programs totaling five to six weeks
of orientation and training during the new judge’s
first year of judicial service.

The Advisor Judge (Mentor) Orientation Pro-
gram arranges for an experienced judge to assist
each new trial judge in making the transition from
law practice to the bench. A Guide for Advisor
Judges outlines the steps the advisor judge should
follow to orient the new judge to his or her judicial
duties. Since 1974, 793 new judges, or over one-half
of the California judiciary, have participated in this
program.

The Judicial Clinic Court Program is a one-week
in-residence educational program designed espe-
cially for new judges who have had limited court-
room experience. It provides them with actual
“bands-on” training in handling their first court
proceedings. This program began in late 1982 and is
conducted whenever a new judge requests the
training.

The New Trial Judges Orientation Program is a
one-week, in-residence program that provides new
trial judges and commissioners with basic training in
judicial roles, tasks, and skills, at the time of or
shortly after taking the bench. The program consists
of 10 courses (35 hours) that deal with judicial
techniques and procedures for handling common
court proceedings. This program is conducted six
times a year for new superior court judges and
commissioners. It also is conducted, with different
course content and instructors, six times a year for
new municipal and justice court judges and commis-
sioners. One hundred eleven new judges and com-
missioners took part in the fiscal 1985-86 series of
programs. A total of 1,145 have taken part since the
program began in 1977.

In addition, 26 municipal and superior court
judges attended a Phase II orientation session in
April 1986. CJER held its first New Appellate Judges
Orientation Program in March 1983. Program topics
included: California rules on appeal; civil issues and
criminal issues frequently raised on appeal, and
their disposition; extraordinary writs; impact of
Proposition 8; the decisional process; clarity of writ-
ing; precedent; office management; and jurispru-
dence and legal philosophy. Thirty-eight new Court
of Appeal judges participated in this program.

The second orientation program for new appel-
late judges was held in June 1986 and attended by 18
new judges. The California Judicial College is an
annual two-week in-residence program that pro-
vides comprehensive education for all new trial
judges and commissioners appointed during the
year. Established in 1967, this nationally recognized
program provides judges and commissioners with
soine 65 hours of problem-solving classes and 20
hours of small group seminars. One hundred twenty-

five new judges and commissioners attended the
1985 college, and a total of 1,755 have aitended since
1967.

The Judicial Visitation Program will begin in 1987
and will .provide judges with tours of state correc-
tional institutions. The tours are designed to ac-
quaint judges with the various institutions to which
they may commit criminal defendants and juveniles,
and to assist them in making appropriate sentencing
choices.

Continuing Education Programs for all Judges

CJER’s continuing education programs consist of
seven annual institutes and three one-week Califor-
nia Continuing Judicial Studies Programs.

To assist the California judiciary in keeping up to
date with recent developments in the law and in
solving current court problems, the center conducts
seven continuing education institutes each year. The
programs are designed, respectively, for appellate
court judges, civil trial judges, criminal court judges,
family court judges, juvenile court judges, municipal
and justice court judges, and rural “cow county”
superior court judges. A total of 758 judges and
comimissioners attended seven 1985-86 institutes,
and 8,085 judges and commissioners have attended
since 1973.

The Continuing Judicial Studies Program is a
one-week, in-residence program designed to meet
the educational needs of experienced judges, partic-
ularly those who are changing their court assign-
ments.

General programs for all judges are held semi-
annually and a special program for incoming presid-
ing judges of metropolitan superior and municipal
courts was initiated in November 1986,

The curriculum of the semi-annual general pro-
grams consists of numerous courses that range from
one to five and one-half days in length, each of
which covers a particular type of trial court duty.
The courses are divided into: (1) three week-long
specialized schools for superior court judges, cover-
ing civil, criminal, and family proceedings; (2) two
week-long courses for municipal and justice court
judges, on civil and criminal proceedings; (3) one
week-long program on judicial fact-finding and
decision-making for all trial court judges; and (4)
two schools on jurisprudence and the humanities for
both trial and appellate court judges. Additional
general courses deal with courtroom fairness, com-
munication skills, and judicial stress.

The continuing Judicial Studies Program is the
first “graduate level” program of its kind in the
United States and features modern adult educa-
tional techniques and learning aids. A total of 287
judges and commissioners attended the two 1985-86
programs, and 915 have attended since this program
began in 1981.

The new one-week, special court management
program for presiding judges will be held each year
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in November to assist new presiding judges before
they assume office. The curriculum focuses on crim-
inal and civil caseflow management, internal man-
agement problems, successful settlement tech-
niques, and development of effective working
relationships with court executives.

~ Judicial Publications

CJER has prepared numerous benchbooks and
other educational materiais for California judges. It
also publishes the quarterly CJER Journal, that
serves as a forum for the exchange of information,
ideas, and successful working techniques among the
California judiciary. A complete description of

CIER’s judicial publications is found in 7 CJER
Journal 1 (Cal. CJER Winter Issue 1986). CJER also
publishes a California Judges Directory to Unpub-
lished Judicial Materials, that gives judges informa-
tion about virtually everything authored by judges
for court or educational use.

Audiotape and Videotape Programs

CJER publishes a series of audiocassette tape and
videotape programs that cover selected areas of
judicial practice and procedure and are designed for
both new and experienced trial judges. A complete
list of some 100 taped programs is contained in 7
CJER Journal 1. (Cal. CTER Winter Issue 1986).
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B. Summary of 1986 Legislation

The Legislature enacted a number of trial court
efficiency-related proposals during the second year
of the 1985-86 Regular Legislative Session. Eight of
the enactments were first proposed by former Chief
Justice Bird.

These program enactments included a 1986-87
Budget Act appropriation of $1.2 million for instal-
lation of a pilot project to speed data collection and
improve court management information using bar-
coded labels and optical scanners in conjunction
with personal computers (STATSCAN); statutory
authorization that the Judicial Council may specify
use of electronic data collection methods in carrying
out its constitutional mandate to survey court busi-
ness (AB 2661 (Harris), Ch. 387, Stats. of 1986); and
a statewide compilation of civil case characteristics
to facilitate assessment of the most effective settle-
ment procedures (SB 2341 (Lockyer), Ch. 1207,
Stats. of 1986; also see AB 3357 (Papan), Ch. 1326,
Stats. of 1986).

Also enacted was a program promoting voluntary
dispute resolution for non-courtroom disposition of
cases (SB 2064 (Garamendi), Ch. 1313, Stats. of
1986); mandatory use of computer-aided transcrip-
tion in capital cases to speed trial court record
preparation (AB 2661 (Harris), Ch. 387, Stats. of
1986); a pilot project in selected superior court
departments to use magnetic audio and video tape
recordings in lieu of stenographic reporting for
preparation of the verbatim transcript of court
proceedings; and the establishment of a state policy
of providing courthouse waiting room facilities for
victim-witnesses and child witnesses (AB 3941
(Condit), Ch. 976, Stats. of 1986).

New court procedures include eliminating the
filing fees for restraining orders against domestic
violence when there is no pending proceeding (AB
2661 (Harris), Ch. 387, Stats. of 1986); waiver of fees
related to certain juvenile case appeals (AB 3483
(Harris), Ch. 823, Stats. of 1986); and a requirement

for attorneys in criminal matters to give the court
calendar clerk notice of which hearing was set first
when conflicting court appearances are scheduled
(SB 1923 (McCorquodale), Ch. 1172, Stats. of 1986).

Also, SB 1561 (Beverly), Ch. 1561, Stats. of 1986,
reinstates an eight-person civil jury study in Los
Angeles municipal courts to assess community rep-
resentation, verdicts, consistency, and costs in com-
parison to 12-person juries.

The Judicial Council opposed legislation enacted
to provide a jury with written instructions upon
request, and to advise the jury of its right to request
written instructions (AB 2748 (Stirling), Ch. 1045,
Stats. of 1986).

Another major proposal was AB 3300 (W. Brown)
Ch. 1335, Stats. of 1986, sponsored by Attorney
General John K. Van de Kamp, which enacted the
Trial Court Delay Reduction Act. The principles of
the bill were supported by the council.

The bill in part requires the council to adopt
standards for the timely trial court disposition of
cases. New statistics are to be collected and pub-
lished relating to the time from filing to disposition
in civil cases and from arrest and first superior court
appearance to disposition in superior court.

Nine superior courts will participate in the three-
year project to expedite case processing. They are
statutorily identified based on a per judge ratio of
civil cases awaiting trial for over one year from the
date of at-issue memorandum.

Other measures sponsored by the council and
enacted in 1986 include AB 3484 (Harris), Ch. 1398,
Stats. of 1986, further clarifying the status of certain
holidays to further the purposes of 1985 council-
sponsored legislation establishing a uniform holiday
schedule for all courts in the state, and SB 2345
(Lockyer), Ch. 246, Stats. of 1986, requiring opposi-
tion papers to a motion to be filed and served on
each party at least five court days before the hearing
date.

MEASURES ENACTED

Mediation, Conciliatien

Senate Bill 2064, introduced by Senator John
Garamendi, establishes a Dispute Resolution Advi-
sory Council to set guidelines for dispute resolution
programs and to evaluate the feasibility of a state-
wide system of grants to local dispute resolution
programs. The bill also authorizes couuties to estab-
lish programs, with up to 50 percent of the cost
funded by a fee of no more than $3, to be included

in civil filing fees. The bill was enacted as chapter
1313.

Procedures for Discipline

Senate Bill 1543, introduced by Senator Robert
Presley, provides for the initial hearing of certain
State Bar disciplinary matters by retired judges as
referees. The bill also requires the State Bar Board
of Governors to establish a complainants’ grievance
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panel, and provides for appointment of a discipline
monitor by the Attorney General. The bill was
enacted as chapter 1114.

Judicial Holidays

Assembly Bill 3484, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Elihu Harris, operative January 1, 1989, excludes
September 9, known as Admission Day, from the list
of judicial holidays and adds Saturdays and the day
after Thanksgiving to the list. Enacted as chapter
1398, the bill also permits courts to conduct arraign-
ments on judicial holidays.

Eight-Person Civil Jury Study

Senate Bill 1561, introduced by Senator Robert
Beverly, establishes a project in Los Angeles County
beginning July 1, 1987, and ending July 1, 1989, to
evaluate use of eight-person juries in municipal
court civil cases. The performance of eight- and
twelve-person juries will be compared as to repre-
sentation of the community, verdicts, consistency,
and costs. The bill was enacted as chapter 1337.

Electronic Recording: Superior Courts

Assembly Bill 825, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Harris, provides for a county option project to
determine whether electronic video or audio re-
cording is a practical alternative to the verbatim
record prepared by court reporters in superior
courts. The project may include up to 11 depart-
ments allocated among Los Angeles, Orange, River-
side, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties. The
bill was enacted as chapter 373.

Court Administration

Assembly Bill 2661, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Harris, eliminates filing fees for protective or-
ders to restrain threats of domestic violence. The bill
specifically authorizes the council to prescribe
methods for electronic collection of data related to
court administration, practice, and procedure. It also
requires proceedings in death penalty cases to be
reported using computer-aided transcription equip-
ment. The bill was enacted as chapter 387.

Written Instructions to Jury

Assembly Bill 2748, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Larry Stirling, requires the court to provide
written instructions to the jury in civil and criminal
cases if the jury so requests. The bill was enacted as
chapter 1045.

Unlawful Detainer;: Unnamed Tenants

Senate Bill 2076, introduced by Senator Paul Car-
penter, prescribes a new procedure and form
whereby residents not named in an unlawful
detainer judgment may claim a right of possession.
The bill requires the court to prearrange dates for

hearings on such claims, the levying officer to serve
claim forms and accept the completed forms from
occupants. It also requires the court, when filing fees
or in forma pauperis forms have been received, and
the hearing date is confirmed, to serve these claims
by mail on the parties. The bill was enacted as
chapter 1220.

Opposition to Motion: Five-Day Service

Senate Bill 2345, introduced by Senator Bill
Lockyer, requires papers opposing a motion to be
filed with the court and served on each party at least
five court days before the time appointed for hear-
ing. The bill was enacted as chapter 246.

Litigation Casts; Rules

Senate Bill 654, introduced by Senator Ralph Dills,
consolidates and simplifies the provisions setting
forth court costs which may be recovered by the
prevailing party. The bill directs the council to
prescribe the procedure for recovery of costs. The
bill was enacted as chapter 377.

Discovery Law Revision

Assembly Bill 169, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Harris, enacts new comprehensive revision of
civil discovery laws, permits parties to vary discov-
ery requirements by stipulation, authorizes sanc-
tions for abuse, and authorizes depositions to be
recorded by audic or video simultaneously with
stenographic means. The bill also limits the number
of depositions, interrogatories, and requests for ad-
mission without an affidavit of cause. The bill was
enacted as chapter 1334.

Disclosure of Experts; Discovery Revision

Assembly Bill 1334, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Harris, establishes new procedures for the ex-
change of expert trial witness information, expert
depositions, and discovery for physical and mental
examinations. The bill was enacted as chapter 1336.

Retired Judges: Oaths

Senate Bill 2204, introduced by Senator Alan
Robbins, and Senate Bill 1789, introduced by Senator
Ed Davis, authorize former judges to administer
oaths upon certification by the Commission on
Judicial Performance, and retired judges to admin-
ister oaths generally.

Senate Bill 2204 authorizes judges to elect an
actuarially-reduced retirement allowance with pay-
ment of the remaining contributions to his or her
designated beneficiary. The surviving spouse would
receive an allowance equal to one-half of the allow-
ance.

Senate Bill 1789 revises court staffing provisions
for various courts. The bills were enacted as chap-
ters 1417 and 1418, respectively.
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Temporary Orders for Support

Assembly Bill 4284, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Kathy Wright, provides that orders for child
support entered during the pendency of a proceed-
ing remain in force until revoked or terminated. It
also provides that a petition for separation or disso-
lution may not be dismissed if an order for child
support has been issued and not revoked or termi-
nated. The bill was enacted as chapter 366.

Visitation Violations

Assembly Bill 4380, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Teresa Hughes, authorizes the court to order
financial compensation for periods when a parent
fails to assume the caretaker responsibility or when
a parent has been thwarted by the other parent
when attempting to exercise visitation or custody
rights. The bill authorizes the court to order the
recipient of child support to give notice when a
contingency occurs relieving the parent of future
child support liabilities. The bill was enacted as
chapter 945.

Tax Return: Confidentiality

Assembly Bill 3782, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Dominic Cortese, provides that in any proceed-
ing involving child support or spousal support no
party may refuse to submit copies of state and
federal income tax returns to the court. If retained,
the tax return shall be sealed and maintained as a
confidential court record. The bill was enacted as
chapter 707.

Newspaper Authenticated by Presumption

Assembly Bill 2632, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Jack O’Connell, creates a rebuttable presump-
tion that printed materials purporting to be a news-
paper are that newspaper, for purposes of
introduction as evidence. The bill was enacted as
chapter 330.

Paternity Presumption

Assembly Bill 3326, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Gwyn Moore, establishes a rebuttable presump-
tion of paternity when the paternity index is 100 or
greater. The presumption may only be rebutted by
preponderance of the evidence. The bill was en-
acted as chapter 629.

Appellate Review: Rehearing

Senate Bill 2321, introduced by Senator Nicholas
Petris, requires the Supreme Court, Courts of Ap-
peal, and appellate departments of the superior
courts, to request supplemental briefing if a decision
is based on an issue not briefed by any party. If the
court fails to do so, rehearing shall be ordered on
petition of any party. The bill was enacted as
chapter 1098.

Judicial Council: Data Records

Senate Bill 2341, introduced by Senator Lockyer,
requires the council to gather data relating to civil
cases in superior court including time from filing of
the action to settlement, type of seitlement proce-
dure, amount of settlement or judgment, damages
prayed for, collateral sources, and case categories.
The bill was enacted as chapter 1207.

Trial Court Delay Reduction Act

Assembly Bill 3300, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Willie Brown, establishes a three-year civil case
exemplary delay reduction program in specified
courts, to commence January 1, 1988. The bill also
requires the Judicial Council to adopt standards of
timely disposition for the processing and resolution
of civil and criminal actions. Enacted as chapter
1335, the bill requires the council to collect, main-
tain, and publish statistics, report the results of the
program with recommendations, and provide train-
ing and assistance.

State Funding: Fines

Assembly Bills 3786 and 3309, introduced by As-
sembly Member Stirling, exempt civil penalties
awarded in environmental, antitrust, or consumer
protection cases from the definiticn of “fines™ for
the purpose of the Trial Court Funding Act of 1985.
The bills modify the definition of court operations to
include necessary deputy marshals. Enacted as
chapter 1268 and chapter 1269, respectively, the bills
include process servers’ fees in the definition of
filing fees. .

Tort Data

Assembly Bill 3357, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Steve Papan, requires the Insurance Commis-
sioner to contract with the council to provide re-
ports analyzing specified types of tort cases. The bill
was enacted as chapter 1326.

Absence of Defendant

Senate Bill 2558, introduced by Senator Robbins,
authorizes the court to permit a felony defendant to
be absent during the pronouncement of judgment.
The bill was enacted as chapter 1222.

Gross Vehicular Manslaughter

Assembily Bill 2558, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Jean Duffy, establishes the crime of gross vehic-
ular manslaughter punishable by four, six, or ten
years in state prison. The bill was enacted as chapter
1106.

Pornography Definition

Senate Bill 139, intreduced by Senator Wadie
Deddeh, changes the definition of obscene matter to
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replace the requirement that obscene matter, taken
as a whole, be utterly without redeeming social
importance, with a requirement that the matter,
token as a whole, lacks significant literary, artistic,
political, educational, or scientific value. The bill also
conforms the codes to existing judicial decisions by
specifying that contemporary statewide standards
are to be applied with respect to harmful matter.
The bill was enacted as chapter 51.

Prostitution: Agreement

Senate Bill 2169, introduced by Senator David
Roberti, makes an agreement together with some
act in furtherance of the agreement to engage in an
act of prostitution disorderly conduct. The bill was
enacted as chapter 1276.

Dismissal of Prior Felony

Assembly Bill 2049, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Richard Katz, deletes court discretion to strike a
prior serious felony conviction when imposing a
sentence for a serious felony if a five-year enhance-
ment is required for a prior conviction of a serious
felony. Enacted as chapter 85, the bill abrogates
People v. Fritz, 40 Cal.3d 227.

Consecutive Term in Sex Cases

Assembily Bill 2295, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Lucy Killea, authorizes the imposition of con-
secutive terms for crimes if the defendant had a
reasonable opportunity to reflect on and neverthe-
less resumed sexually assaultive behavior. Enacted
as chapter 1431, the bill abrogates People v. Craft, 41
Cal.3d 554.

Victim and Witness Rights

Assembly Bill 2779, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Charles Calderon, gives a victim or witness the
right to be notified as soon as feasible that a court
proceeding to which he or she has been subpoenaed
will not proceed as scheduled. The bill gives a victim
or witness the right to an expeditious disposition of
the criminal action, and to be informed of the final
disposition upon request. It also directs the Victims’
Legal Resource Center to distribute materials de-
scribing the rights of victims and witnesses through
local law enforcement agencies. The bill was en-
acted as chapter 1427.

Victim’s Family Attendance at Preliminary

Senate Bill 1797, introduced by Senator Edward
Royce, requires the court to grant the prosecutor’s
motion, subject to hearing, to allow attendance of
the victim’s family during the defendant’s testimony
unless family members are potential witnesses. The
court must admonish members not to discuss the
testimony. The bill was enacted as chapter 868.

Children’s Representative

Assembly Bill 3941, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Gary Condit, authorizes counties to establish a
three-year pilot project for appointment by the
court of a children’s representative for minors under
the age of fourteen in any criminal action in which
child abuse or molestation by an immediate family
member is alleged. Counties participating in the
program shall report to the Legislature before De-
cember 31, 1988, oy the interim results, and submit
a final report by Sey exnber 30, 1990. This measure
requires counties tG provide children’s waiting
rooms for witnesses when remodeling court struc-
tures, and encourages the provision of such facilities
in existing space. The bill was enacted as chapter
976.

Child Witnesses

Assembly Bill 3319, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Sunny Mojonnier, authorizes judges to allow
other witnesses in a child sexual abuse proceeding to
be examined when a child witness is temporarily
away from the preliminary hearing.

Assembly Bill 3849, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Burt Margolin, requires courts to take special
care that questions addressed to children are in a
form appropriate to the witness” age, and permits an
objection to a question not reasonably likely to be
understood by the witness. The bill also authorizes
limiting the hours of a child’s testimony during the
preliminary hearing to the time when the child
would normally be in school, and specifies an in-
struction to the jury that although the child may
perform differently from an adult as a witness, that
in itself does not mean the child is any more or less
credible as a witness. The bills were enacted as
chapter 273 and chapter 1051, respectively.

Preliminary Hearing Evidence

Senate Bill 1661, introduced by Senator Presley,
provides that the best evidence rule does not apply
at a preliminary examination. The bill was enacted
as chapter 992.

Closed-Circuit Television: Cost

Assembly Bill 4396, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Mojonnier, provides that the cost of examination
by two-way closed-circuit television of minor wit-
nesses in sexual offense proceedings be borne by the
court. The bill was enacted as chapter 774.

Discussions with Jurors

Senate Bill 1936, introduced by Senator James
Ellis, requires the judge in a criminal action to
inform jurors of their right to discuss or not to
discuss the deliberation and to inform them as to
other matters. Unreasonable efforts to interview
jurors without consent shall be reported to the trial
judge and may be subject to sanctions. The bill was
enacted as chapter 710.
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Precedence: Elderly Witness

Assembly Bill 3644, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Stirling, requires criminal actions in which a
dependent adult or a person over 69 years of age is
a material witness or victim be given precedence.
The bill was enacted as chapter 588.

Continuances: Notice of Conflicts

Senate Bill 1923, introduced by Senator Dan Mc-
Corquodale, revises the procedure for continuance
of a criminal action to require that attorneys notify
the calendar clerk of each court indicating which
hearing was set first when conflicting court appear-
ances exist. The bill also authorizes superior and
municipal courts of each county to adopt consistent
local rules relating to this notice or waiver of notice
when a continuance is sought because of a conflict
between scheduled appearances in the courts of that
county. The bill was enacted as chapter 1172.

Jury Instructions

Assembly Constitutional Resolution 148, intro-
duced by Assembly Member Stirling, requests the
Comunittee on Jury Instructions of the Los Angeles
Superior Court to study alternatives to the definition
of reasonable doubt set forth in Section 1096 of the
Penal Code, and report to the Legislature on or
before March 1, 1987. The bill was enacted as
chapter 127.

Victim’s Right to Attend Trial

Senate Bill 1816, introduced by Senator Davis,
permits a victim or up to two members of the
victim’s family to be present at trial for a criminal
offense unless the victim’s presence would influence
the content of testimony, the victim is disruptive, or
the prosecution requests the removal of the victim.
Upon the objection of the defendant, the victim may
be required to testify first. The bill was enacted as
chapter 1273.

Home Detention

Senate Bill 2469, introduced by Senator Ruben
Avyala, authorizes San Bernardino and at least one
other county to participate in a three-year pilot
project whereby a judge may sentence persons
convicted of a misdemeanor to home detention in
lieu of county jail. The Board of Corrections is to
monitor the project. Participating counties are to
establish procedures for imposition of fees on per-
sons sentenced to home detention to cover costs.
The bill requires the Board of Corrections to report
by December 31, 1988, regarding the pilot program.
The bill was enacted as chapter 1500.

Appeals by the People

Assembly Bill 2287, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Steve Peace, allows a prosecutor to appeal the
imposition of an illegal sentence, and provides that
the people may seek appellate review of a grant of
probation by a petition for a writ of mandate or
prohibition. The bill was enacted as chapter 59.

Felony Bail Hearing

Assembly Bill 3521, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Papan, requires a hearing before any person
arrested for a violent felony may be released on own
recognizance, and requires the judge to state in the
court’s minutes the reasons for any grant or denial of
a release for such a person. The bill was enacted as
chapter 543.

Videotaped Testimony

Assembly Bill 3229, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Bruce Bronzan, authorizes videotaping of testi-
mony at preliminary hearings of developmentally
disabled sex crime victims, for use at trial in certain
circumstances. The bill was enacted as chapter 681.

Disposal of Exhibits

Assembly Bill 2715, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Robert Frazee, revises procedures for disposal
or destruction of exhibits in criminal actions. The bill
was enacted as chapter 734.

Study of Assessments

Senate Constitutional Resolution 53, introduced
by Senator Dills, requests the Legislative Analyst to
study use of penalty assessments on traffic and other
violations, and to report by December 31, 1987. The
bill was enacted as chapter 120.

Motions to Suppress Evidence

Assembily Bill 2328, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Stirling, provides that if a search and seizure
motion to suppress evidence in felony cases was
made at the preliminary hearing, a de novo superior
court special hearing is generally limited to evi-
dence presented in the preliminary hearing tran-
script, and to evidence which could not reasonably
have been presented at the preliminary hearing.
Findings of the magistrate are binding on the supe-
rior court as to evidence not affected by evidence
presented at the special hearing. The bill states
intent that these changes are procedural only. The
bill was enacted as chapter 52.

Judicial Education on Child Sex Abuse

Assembly Bill 1985, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Norman Waters, establishes an ongoing Judicial
Council program to provide judicial training relat-
ing to the handling of child sexual abuse. The bill
was enacted as chapter 792.
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Child Witness Protection Act

Senate Bill 2530, introduced by Senator Petris,
establishes the Child Victim-Witness Judicial Advi-
sory Committee to study methods of establishing
pilot projects and to report by October 1, 1988. The
Attorney General chairs the 19-person advisory
committee; four trial judges are to be appointed by
the council. The study is to review dependency
proceedings and the coordination of judicial and
investigative processes, including law enforcement
and child welfare service investigations. The bill was
enacted as chapter 1282.

Trust Law: Revision

Assembly Bill 2652, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Alister McAlister, enacts the Law Revision Com-
mission recodification of certain decisional law and
the reorganization and revision of the statutes gov-
erning trusts. The bill deletes provisions  which
classify trusts as voluntary and involuntary, modifies
the definition of the term “trust,” and substitutes
the term “settlor” for “trustor.” The biil was enacted
as chapter 820.

Court Investigator

Assembly Bill 3327, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Lloyd Connelly, requires a court investigator,
probation officer, or domestic relations investigator
to make a report and recommendation concerning
each proposed guardianship, unless waived by the
court. The report must be reflected in the minutes.
This measure requires the county to assess the
expense of the investigation to persons charged with
support of the proposed ward, the guardian, or the
estate of the proposed ward. The bill was enacted as
chapter 1017.

Parking Penalties

Assembly Bill 942, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Frazee, revises and recasts procedures for park-
ing case administration, notices, and filing of com-
plaints and substitutes “parking penalties” for “bail
forfeitures.” Enacted as chapter 939, the bill also
authorizes the courts, issuing agencies and private
vendors to process parking penalties.

Parking Offense Plea

Senate Bill 2042, introduced by Senator Diane
Watson, permits a person who has received a notice
of parking violation to plead not guilty in writing.
The bill was enacted as chapter 631.

Dependency Review

Senate Bill 1195, introduced by Senator Presley,
revises and recasts the procedures under which a
minor may be declared a dependent child of the
juvenile court. The bill also establishes as a separate
basis for an order of dependency severe physical
abuse of a child under the age of three, obviating the
necessity of providing reunification services in such
cases, and revises the grounds for detention of a
minor. Enacted as chapter 1122, the bill establishes a
Senate study commission to review child depen-
dency issues relating to the judicial process.

Commissioner Orders for Child Support

Assembly Bill 3974, introduced by Assembly Mem-
ber Wright, requires most petitions for child support
filed by the district attorney to be referred to a
commissioner or referee for hearing. Exemptions
from this requirement may be given by the State
Department of Social Services. The bill also autho-
rizes referees to enter default orders when hearing
child support matters, specifies time limits for entry
of support orders, limits continuances, and requires
the clerk to mail copies of orders to the parties
immediately. Enacted as chapter 1263, the bill
makes the district attorney’s office the public
agency responsible for administering wage with-
holding for purposes of federal law.

Information on Support Collection

Senate Bill 918, introduced by Senator Watson,
requires the State Department of Social Services to
publish a booklet describing the proper procedures
for collection and payment of child and spousal
support and to expand the information provided by
its toll-free hotline. The bill also requires the district
attorney to continue enforcement of support after a
family ceases to receive AFDC benefits. The bill was
enacted as chapter 1089.

MEASURES NOT ENACTED

Trial Court Funding Act Appropriation

Assembly Bill 19 (The Trial Court Funding Act of
1985), introduced by Assembly Member Bichard
Robinson, is effective but not operative pending a
budget appropriation for its purposes. (Ch. 1607,
Stats. of 1985)

A budget request for full funding of the act
resulted in a $15 million scheduled appropriation

being included in the 1986-87 Budget for a phase-in
of the program. The appropriation, however, was
line-item vetoed by Governor Deukmejian who
sought certain court reform measures as a condition
of state funding. (See SB 2087 (Beverly), as
amended in Senate May 7, 1986, which contained
the Governor’s proposed reforms.)
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Contempt Powers in Commissioners New Appellate Court Justices

Assembly Bill 2975, introduced by Assembly Mem- Senate Bill 2257, introduced by Senator Ken
ber Wright, would have statutorily empowered mu- Maddy, proposed creation of 23 additional Court of
nicipal court commissioners to punish for contempt. Appeal judgeships based on workload statistics.

The Judicial Council opposed this measure after
consideration of the case law relating to the consti-
tutional restriction that commissioners may only
perform subordinate judicial duties.
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C. Changes in the California Rules of Court

During 1986 the Judicial Council adopted a num-
ber of amendments to the appellate and trial court
rules and the recommended standards of judicial
administration designed to improve court adminis-

tration and expedite court proceedings. The Su-
preme Court adopted amendments to rules regard-
ing review of State Bar proceedings and appearance
as counsel pro hac vice.

APPELLATE RULES

Clerk’s Time to Estimate Cost of Transcript
(Rule 5)

Rule 5(c) was amended to impose on the clerk a
30-day limit to prepare the cost estimate for the
clerk’s transcript.

Form of Transcripts on Appeal (Rule 9)

Rule 9(d) was amended to provide that indices to
the transcripts are to appear only in the first volume
of the clerk’s and reporter’s transcripts.

Augmentation of the Record (Rule 12)

Rule 12(a) was amended to permit a request for
augmentation to be accompanied by copies of the
documents to be added, and to permit the reviewing
court to augment by deeming the additional docu-
ments filed.

Finality of Decision; Modification (Rule 24)

Rule 24 was amended to provide that if the date of
finality falls on a holiday or other day when the
clerk’s office is closed, the time for granting a
rehearing or modification is extended to the close of
the next business day the clerk’s office is open. The
rule was also amended to require an order modify-
ing an opinion to specify whether it effects a change
in the judgment.

Award of Costs and Procedures for Claiming
Costs {(Rule 26)

Rule 26 (a) was amended to require the reviewing
court to specify the award or denial of costs if there

is more than one notice of appeal or if the judgment
of the trial court is reversed in whole or in part or is
modified. Subdivision (d) was added to specify
procedures for claiming costs on appeal. The proce-
dures were deleted from the Code of Civil Proce-
dure (Stats. 1986, ch. 377).

Transmittal of Record to Supreme Court (Rule
28) '

Rule 28(b) was amended to require the clerk of
the Court of Appeal to transmit the record on
appeal to the Supreme Court on receipt of a copy of
a petition for review or on request of the Supreme
Court Clerk, whichever comes first.

Procedure for Automatic Appeal in Steriliza-
tion Cases (Rule 39.8)

Rule 39.8 was adopted to meet the requirements
of legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 1012). It governs notice
of and procedure for automatic appeal from a
judgment or order appointing a limited conservator
authorized to consent to the sterilization of a devel-
opmentally disabled adult.

Costs of Appeal to the Superior Court (Rule
135)

Rule 135 was amended to provide procedures for
claiming costs on appeal to the superior court. The
procedures were deleted from the Code of Civil
Procedure (Stats. 1986, ch. 377). An additional
amendment clarifies that the rule applies to costs on
appeal from both municipal and justice courts.

TRIAL COURT RULES AND STANDARDS

Rules Relating to Costs (Rules 203, 503, 870,
870.2, and 870.4)

In response to legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 377),
several new rules relating to costs were adopted.
Rule 870 incorporates the procedures for claiming
and contesting prejudgment costs. Rule 870.2 recites

the procedure for claiming attorney fees under Civil
Code section 1717. Rule 870.4 specifies the proce-
dure for recovering supplemental costs in unlawful
detainer proceedings. Conforming technical amend-
ments were made to rules 203 and 503. Forms for the
memorandum of costs were also approved (see
section D, at p. 70).
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Uniform Bail Schedules (Ruie 850)

The advisory uniform bail schedules were revised
in response to recent legislation affecting bail
amounts, section numbers, and offenses. At the
request of the Public Utilities Commission, a Uni-
form Public Utilities Bail Schedule was added to the
rule,

Request for Secrecy of Filing Under The At-
tachment Law (Rule 855)

Rule 855 was adopted to require a plaintiff who
requests that a file not be made public under Code
of Civil Procedure section 482.050 of The Attach-
ment Law to file a declaration under oath that the
action is on a claim on which an attachment may
issue.

Inclusion of Interest in Judgment (Rule 875)

Rule 875 was adopted to direct the clerk to
include in the judgment any interest awarded by the
court and the interest accrued since the entry of the
verdict.

General Denial Form (Rule 982)

The mandatory General Denial form under rule
982(a) (13) was revised (see Chapter D, at p. 69).

Posting Notice and Waiver of Court Fees and
Costs (Rule 985)

Acting on a request from the State Bar Confer-
ence of Delegates, a new subdivision (k) was added
to rule 985 to require each trial court to post a notice
in a prominent location in the clerk’s office advising
litigants of their right to request a waiver of court
fees and costs. Subdivision (d) was amended to
permit the presiding judge to delegate to the court
clerk the power to approve an application in
nondiscretionary cases. Technical amendments
were made to subdivision (b).

Word-Processor Forms Experiment (Rule 1280)

Rule 1280(a) permitting the use of typewriter- or
word-processor-produced family law forms was
amended to preserve sufficient space for a court
filing stamp in the upper right corner of the first
page of a document.

Family Law Forms (Rules 1285.05, 1285.20,
1285.25, 1285.25(B), 1285.65, 1285.70, 1285.80,
1286.50, 1287.50, 1295.10, 1297.80, and 1297.82)

Several forms pertaining to family law were re-
vised and four new forms were adopted (see chap-
ter D, at p. 69). (Each family law form bears a rule
number.)

Juvenile Court (Rules 1309, 1311, 1332, 1334,
1336, 1337, 1362, 1363, 1364, 1366, 1376, 1377,
1378, 1379, 1391, and 1392)

A number of juvenile court rules, primarily in the
dependency area, were amended to incorporate
legislative changes. (Stats. 1986, chs. 640, 757, 1122.)
The legislation establishes a new category of depen-
dency cases under Welfare and Institutions Code
section 300(e) involving severe abuse of a child
under age three. In response to legislation (Stats.
1986, ch. 386), a dependency court information sheet
was approved for distribution by county officials to
parents of children taken into protective custody.

Judicial Arbitration—Arbitrator Fees (Rule
1608)

Rule 1608 (b) was amended to authorize payment
of fees to arbitrators who by affidavit establish that
they devoted substantial time to cases that were
settled without an arbitration hearing. The trial
court must review each fee claim and exercise
discretion in whether to award a fee.

Gender Bias (Standards of Judicial Administra-
tion, Sections 1, 1.2, and 1.3)

Three sections dealing with gender bias in the
court system were added to the Standards of Judicial
Administration. Section 1 sets forth a judge’s duty to
refrain from and prevent conduct exhibiting gender
or other bias in the courtroom. Section 1.2 urges
courts to ensure the use of gender neutral language
in local rules, forms, and other documents as they
are modified or amended for other reasons. Section
1.3 urges courts to provide waiting rooms for chil-
dren on court premises. These additions to the
standards were adopted on the recommendations of
the Judicial Council Committee on Gender Bias in
the Court System. Its recommendations are dis-
cussed in detail in chapter 4, at page 13.

Adjudication of Traffic Cases (Standards of
Judicial Administration, Sections 10.6 and 10.7)

Sections 10.6 and 10.7 were added to the Standards
of Judicial Administration. The new sections recom-
mend that municipal and justice courts mail cour-
tesy notices in traffic cases and hold periodic round-
table discussions with representatives from local law
enforcement agencies, the prosecution and defense
bars, and other interested groups to adopt and
review procedures governing the scheduling of traf-
fic infraction trials. The goal of both standards is to
minimize appearance time and costs for defendants,
witnesses, and law enforcement officers in traffic
proceedings.
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Computer-Aided Transcription in Capital Cases
(Standards of Judicial Administration, Section
11.7, repealed)

Section 11.7 of the Standards of Judicial Adminis-
tration was repealed because it has been superseded
by legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 387, amending Pen.
Code § 180.9).

Discretionary Child Support (Appendix to the
California Rules of Court, Division VI)

In response to the requirements of the Agnos
Child Support Standards Act of 1984 (Stats. 1984, ch.
1605; Civ. Code, § 4724(b)), a schedule for discre-
tionary child support awards above the mandatory
minimum was adopted as division VI of the appen-
dix to the rules. The schedule is to be used by
counties that do not have their own in setting child
support above the minimum level required by the act.

OTHER RULES

Review of State Bar Proceedings (Rule 952)

The Supreme Court adopted an amendment to
rule 952(c) to establish procedural requirements for
a petition for review of actions by the chief execu-
tive officer of the State Bar.

Counsel Pro Hac Vice (Rule 983)

The Supreme Court amended rule 983 to require
an applicant seeking permission to appear as counsel
pro hac vice to pay to the State Bar a reasonable fee
not exceeding $50 to be set by the Board of Governors.
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D. Judicial Council Legal Forms

The Judicial Council approved 36 new and revised
forms for statewide use in the courts during 1986.
The forms were prepared and recommended for
Judicial Council approval by the Judicial Council
Advisory Committee on Legal Forms, a statewide
committee with representation from the State Bar,
the judiciary, and the court clerks’ offices.

Camera-ready masters of the new and revised
forms were sent to the trial courts so that each court
could reproduce the forms for local use. Several
legal publishers reproduce and supply the forms.

An explanation of the new forms and background
on the changes in existing forms follows.

GENERAL LEGAL FORMS (Rule 982)

1. General Denial Form

The information box on the General Denial form
(rule 982(a) (13)) was revised in response to legis-
lation. (Stats. 1986, ch. 281.) Amended section 431.20
of the Code of Civil Procedure establishes special
pleading requirements if the cause of action is on a
claim assigned to a third party for collection. The
revised instructions also clarify optional and manda-
tory use of the General Denial form in cases under
the Economic Litigation for Municipal and Justice

Courts Act (Code Civ. Proc., §§ 90-100) and in other
cases (Code Civ. Proc., § 431.40).

2. In Forma Pauperis Forms

The Information Sheet on Waiver of Court Fees
and Costs (rule 982(a) (A)) was revised to reflect
the new poverty income guideline figures published
by the United States Secretary of Health and Human
Services.

FAMILY LAW FORMS

1. General Family Law Forms (Rule 1280 et
seq.)

Several family law forms were revised and two
new forms were adopted for mandatory use. The
Temporary Restraining Orders (rule 1285.05) was
revised to provide for several commonly requested
orders relating to debts and insurance policies and
for a temporary custody order.

In response to legislation amending Civil Code
section 4701 (Stats. 1986, ch. 1409), several forms
relating to child support were revised. The Applica-
tion for Order and Supporting Declaration (rule
1285.20) was revised to permit request of the new
orders and also to request issuance of an ex parte
wage assignment if the payment of child support
becomes delinquent in an amount equal to one
month’s payment. Technical changes were made to
the Ex Parte Application for Wage Assignment for
Support (rule 1285.65) and the Order Assigning
Salary or Wages (rule 1285.70) in response to the
legislation.

The Minimum Child Support Worksheet (rule
1285.25) and Appendix A of the Minimum Child
Support Information Booklet (rule 1285.25(B))
were revised to reflect changes in the AFDC mini-
mum basic standard of care established by the state
Department of Social Services.

Recent legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 946) permits
creation of a lien with an abstract of a support
judgment in lLieu of using a certified copy of the
judgment (Code Civ. Proc., § 697.320). A new form,
Abstract of Support Judgment (rule 1285.80), was
adopted for that use.

The Declaration for Default or Uncontested Dis-
solution or Legal Separation (rule 1286.50) was
revised to permit use of the affidavit in obtaining a
legal separation. (Stats. 1986, ch. 143, amending Civ.
Code, § 4511.) The declaration formerly was used
only for dissolutions.

Another new form, Ex Parte Application for Res-
toration of Former Name After Entry of Judgment
and Order (rule 1287.50), will assist women in
restoring their former names, as permitted by Civil
Code section 4362.

2. Summary Dissolution Forms

The mandatory form, Joint Petition for Surnmary
Dissolution of Marriage (rule 1295.10), was revised
to adjust the dollar amount of community property
assets couples may have and still be eligible to use
the summary dissolution procedure. Judicial Council
review of these amounts is required biennially by
Civil Code section 4550.
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3. Child Support Forms

Two new mandatory forms were adopted to im-
plement new Code of Civil Procedure section 640.1
(Stats. 1986, ch. 1263) which prescribes a procedure
to be used in determining child support in cases
brought by the district attorney under Title IV-D of
the Social Security Act. The procedure is mandated
by federal regulations for those counties not granted

an exemption.

The Notice of Review Hearing Regarding Child
Support and Recommendation of Commissioner or
Referee (CCP § 640.1) (rule 1297.80) will serve as
the notice of hearing and as the recommended
order to the court. A judge will make the Order
After Review Hearing (CCP § 640.1) (rule 1297.82)
based on the recommendation.

CIVIL HARASSMENT FORMS

All the civil harassment forms were revised in the
first comprehensive review of the forms since they
were approved for optional use in 1979. The statute
creating the injunction procedure requires the
council to promulgate forms and instructions. (Code
Civ. Proc., § 527.6) The language and format of the
forms and instructions have been simplified to assist
persons without attorneys. The revised forms are
Petition for Injunction Prohibiting Harassment, Re-
sponse to Petition for Injunction Prohibiting Harass-

ment, Order to Show Cause (Harassment) and
Temporary Restraining Order, Order After Hearing
on Petition for Injunction Prohibiting Harassment,
and Instructions for Lawsuits to Prohibit Harass-
ment.

A new Proof of Service: by Mail form was created
for service of the defendant’s completed response.
The revised Proof of Personal Service form is to be
used for service of most documnents.

PROBATE FORMS

In response to 1986 legislation, the Petition for
Probate (for deaths after December 31, 1984) was
revised to add a reference to personal property the
decedert acquired from a predeceased spouse, en-
suring that notice will be given to all possible heirs.
(Stats. 1986, ch. 873, amending Prob. Code, § 6402.5.)
The Petition for Appointment of Conservator was
also revised in response to legislation that requires a
reference to several new classes of relatives who
may have to receive a notice of hearing. (Stats. 1986,

ch. 243, amending Prob. Code, §1821(b).) Both
petitions were approved for optional use, although
local court rules may make them mandatory.

A recent appellate case requires the Declaration
Under Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction Act form
to be filed in all probate guardianships of the person
of a minor. (See Guardianship of Donaldson (198%)
178 Cal.App.3d 477, 489 (fn.6).) The declaration was
revised so that it may be used in both family law and
probate proceedings.

SMALL CLAIMS FORMS

The information portions of several mandatory
small claims forms were revised to clarify misleading
language. The council authorized use of existing
supplies of the current versions of these small claims
forms until December 31, 1987.

In accordance with Code of Civil Procedure sec-
tion 117.41, the Information for the Plaintiff form
was modified to indicate that only a corporation or
other entity that is not a natural person may be
represented in the small claims court by an officer,
director, or employee who is not employed solely to
appear in court.

The information portion of the Notice of Entry of
Judgment was revised to indicate that the notice is
either mailed or handed to the parties at the time of
the hearing. This change clarifies the beginning of
the period allotted for appealing a small claims
judgment. Corresponding information sections were
also revised to comurm to this change. These mod-
ified information sections are on the following
forms: Plaintiff's Claim and Order to Defendant,
Plaintiff’s Claim and Order to Defendant (Unlawful
Detainer), and Information After Judgment.

MISCELLANEOUS FORMS

1. Memorandum of Costs

A Memorandum of Costs (Summary) form and a
Memorandum of Costs (Worksheet) form were
approved for optional use. These new forms high-
light the items designated as allowable costs in new
section 1033.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure. (Stats.
1986, ch. 377.) The format of the forms is designed to
assist the court and litigants with the procedural
requirements to recover costs. (See also Cal. Rules
of Court, rules 26, 135, 870, 870.2, 870.4, 875, discussed
in chapter C, at p. 66-67.)

2. Enforcement of Judgment Forms

In response to legislation (Stats. 1986, ch. 1220,
amending Code Civ. Proc., §715.010(b)), the op-
tional Writ of Possession forrn was revised. (The
form is also known as the Writ of Execution.) The
legislation establishes a new procedure in unlawful
detainer proceedings for tenants who are not named
in the writ to object to the enforcement of the
judgment against them. (See Arietta v. Mahon
(1982) 31 Cal.3d 381.)
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3. Additional Page Form and Declaration
Forms

An Additional Page form was approved for op-
tional use. It can be attached to any Judicial Council
form or to any other paper filed with the court. An
optional, general use Declaration form was also
approved. It includes the required language for a
declaration under penalty of perjury. (Code Civ.
Proc., § 2015.5.) On the reverse of the form is an
Attached Declaration form which may be attached
to any form or other paper filed with the court.

4., Crime Victims’ Compensation Pamphlet

The information statement on crime victims’ com-
pensation was revised to reflect legislative changes
made to California’s victim compensation program.
(Stats. 1985, chs. 713, 1130, 1527.) The Judicial Coun-
cil is required by Penal Cpde section 1191.2 to
prepare the information painphlet for probation
officers to distribute to crime victims.
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E. Coordination of Multicourt Civil Actions

Petitions Received in 1986

As of December 31, 1986, the Chairperson of the
Judicial Council had received a total of 2,070 peti-
tions for the coordination of civil actions since the
inception of the coordination statute in 1974. One
hundred eleven petitions were received by the
Chairperson during 1986.

Characteristics of the 1986 Petitions

The 111 petitions received during 1986 maybe
characterized as follows:

1. Included actions

The 111 petitions included 745 individual actions.
Of the 745 actions, 703 were pending in the superior
court and 42 were municipal court actions. None of
the included actions was pending in a justice court.
Sixty petitions involved only two pending actions.
Twenty-one petitions included three actions, and
thirty petitions included more than three actions.

2. Subject matter

The 111 petitions involved the following subject
areas:

Personal injury .................c.... 37
(auto 24; other 13)
Commercial ....................co0. 23
Real property. ...l 17
(unlawful detainer 2; other 15)
Construction. .......covviinneennnn.. 15
Publiclaw............coiviiiiinniin, 3
Fire.....ovivini i 1
Familylaw ......... ... .. ..ol 3
Other.......coiiiiv i 12
TOTAL 111

3. Dispositions

Of the 111 petitions, 62 were granted, 13 were
denied, 3 were withdrawn, and 2 were moot or
dismissed., Thirty-one petitions were still pending as
of December 31, 1986.

Statistical History

The coordination statute has been in operation for
13 years, The number of petitions filed in each
calendar year since the statute’s January 1, 1974,
effective date are as follows:

No. of No. of
Year Petitions Year Petitions
1974, ........... 67 1981............... 285
1975.......... .. 95 1982.............. 270
1976............ 118 1983.............. 100
1977............ 131 1984.............. 89
1978. . .......... 183 1985.............. 102
1979............ 229 1986.............. 111
1980............ 290

The sharp decline in petitions which occurred in
1983 was due to implementation of a simpler supe-
rior court procedure in actions pending in different
courts of the same county. Effective January 1, 1983,
Code of Civil Procedure section 404 and rule 1520
were amended to permit any party to request
transfer and consolidation of intracounty actions
pending in different courts and sharing common
questions of fact or law. Transfer and consolidation is
accomplished by noticed motion in the superior
court. Accordingly, submission of a petition to the
Chairperson is no longer necessary in these actions.

Increased Complexity of Proceedings

1986 marks a dramatic increase in the number of
actions included in petitions received during the
year. This increase may be due to receipt of several
complex petitions involving many actions and attor-
neys. Some of the more complex proceedings com-
menced in 1986 include:

“Technical Equities Cases”

(Jud. Co. No. 1991);

“Technical Equities Cases II”

(Jud. Co. No. 1992);

“Harbor Lawn Cremation Cases”

(Jud. Co. No. 2020); and

“Sunvalley Air Crash Cases”

(Jud. Co. No. 2026).

Other proceedings, commenced in prior years,
have also evidenced increases in the number of
coordinated actions as a result of the granting of
petitions to add new actions under California Rules
of Court, rule 1544. Examples of these more complex
pending proceedings are:

“Neptune Society Cases”

(Jud. Co. No. 1814);

“Neptune Society Cases II”

(Jud. Co. No. 1817); and
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“Jalisco Cheese Cases”™

(Jud. Co. No. 1931).

The changes in the numbers of included actions
since January 1, 1974, are reflected below:

No. of No. of
peti- included
Year tions actions
*1974-1975.. 162........... 515
1976....... 118........... 327
1977....... 131........... 284
1978....... I8........... 249
1979....... 229........... 676
1980....... 200........... 881
1981....... 285.. . ..., 825
1982....... 270 ........... 708
1983....... 00........... 329
1984....... 8........... 321
1985....... 1002........... 358
1986....... Imi........... 745

* for a two-year period

Description of Coordination Procedures

Coordination of civil actions is a procedural device
used to join separate actions for all purposes. The
actions must be pending in different courts and

must share common questions of fact or law. The
purpose of coordination is to avoid multiple trials
and inconsistent results and to promote the efficient
use of judicial resources. The coordination statute is
contained in Code of Civil Procedure sections 404
through 404.8 and is accompanied by California
Rules of Court, rules 1501 through 1550.

When a petition for coordination is received, the
Chairperson of the Judicial Council assigns a judge
to determine whether the included actions should
be joined according to standards specified in Code
of Civil Procedure section 404.1. If coordination is
granted, the Chairperson assigns a judge to hear and
determine the actions as required by Code of Civil
Procedure section 404.3(a) and rule 1540. In select-
ing a site for the coordination motion and trial
assignments, the convenience of parties, witnesses,
and counsel is balanced and the administrative
needs of the courts are considered.

Administrative Functions

As required by rule 1559, all necessary administra-
tive functions in coordination proceedings are per-
formed at the direction of the Chairperson of the
Judicial Council by a coordination attorney in the
Administrative Office of the Courts. An official file
for each coordination proceeding is maintained in
the Administrative Office of the Courts. The file
contains all documents required to be submitted to
the Chairperson of the Judicial Council under rule
1511.
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F. Change of Venue in Criminal Cases

In 1986, the Administrative Office of the Courts
provided administrative assistance to the trial courts
in 21 criminal cases in which a change of venue
motion was granted. Of the 21 cases, 18 were
felonies and 3 were misdemeanors.

The duty of the Administrative Office of the
Courts to provide assistance in change of venue
motions is set forth in California Rules of Court,
rules 840-844. The Judicial Council adopted the rules
in 1972 in compliance with Penal Code section 1038.

Rule 842 provides:

When the court in which the action is pending
determines that it should be transferred pursuant
to section 1033 or 1034 of the Penal Code, it shall
advise the Administrative Director of the Courts
of the pending transfer. Upon being advised the
Director shall, in order to expedite judicial busi-
ness and equalize the work of the judges, suggest
a court or courts that would not be unduly
burdened by the trial of the case. ...

Selection of the court to which venue is changed
ordinarily involves the following steps:

1. The motion to change venue is granted.

2. The judge who grants the motion advises the
Administrative Office of the Courts of the pending
transfer. The judge also relates the circumstances of
the case, explains the basis for the transfer, and
suggests possible appropriate sites for the trial of the
case.

3. The Administrative Office of the Courts con-
tacts presiding judges of suitable courts, including
any suggested by the judge who granted the motion,
to determine a court or courts which would not be
unduly burdened by the trial of the case. A discus-
sion is conducted regarding the circumstances of the
case, the trial’s probable length, any special security
problems, and any other factors which might appro-
priately be considered. The relative workload of the
courts and the opinion of the presiding judge re-
garding the ability of the court to conduct the trial
are also considered.

4. The judge who granted the motion is advised of
one or more courts that would not be unduly
burdened by the trial of the case.

5. The judge who granted the motion conducts a
hearing as required by McGowan v. Superior Court
(1977) 75 Cal.App.3d 648, and determines the
proper court for the trial of the case.

6. The Administrative Office of the Courts is
notified of the choice and advises each of the courts
previously contacted.

Although no statute or rule requires the Adminis-
trative Office of the Courts to assist the trial courts
in civil cases when a change of venue motion is
granted, assistance will be provided upon the re-
quest of the judge granting the motion or the
presiding judge.
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G. Judicial Redistricting

Since 1975 there have been major changes in the
composition of municipal and justice court districts
in California. Consolidations have eliminated 110
judicial districts and reduced the total number of
judicial districts to 169. One hundred sixteen justice
court districts were eliminated, while the number of
municipal court districts rose by 10 to 90 and then
was reduced to 86 when a number of districts were
consolidated.

TABLE A—
CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
As of June 30, 1953 to June 30, 1986

Total No. of No. of
judicial Justice municipal
Year districts courts courts
1953........ 400 349 51
1954........ 400 348 52
1955........ 395 342 53
3956........ 395 341 54
1957........ 393 335 58
1958........ 390 329 61
1959........ 374 312 62
1960........ 374 307 67
1961........ 371 302 64
1962........ 370 298 72
1963........ 365 293 72
1964........ 361 288 73
1965........ 349 276 73
1966........ 339 268 71
1967 ........ 336 263 73
1968........ 326 253 73
1969........ 319 245 74
1970........ 319 244 75
1I971........ 309 232 77
1972........ 303 226 Virh
1973........ 297 221 76
1974........ 291 214 77
1975........ 279 199 80
1976........ 259 175 84
1977........ 200 111 89
1978........ 197 107 90
1979........ 191 102 89
1980........ 183 100 83
1981....... 178 94 84
1982........ 179 95 84
1983........ 174 89 85
1084........ 169 84 85
1985........ 168 83 85
1986........ 169 83 86

In fiscal year 1985-86, there was no net change in
the total number of justice courts. However, effec-
tive Octcoer 1, 1985, the Borden Justice Court
District was established by a resolution adopted by
thc Madera County Board of Supervisors. This in-
creased the total number of judicial districts by one.
Effective December 26, 1985, the Hanford Justice
Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court
District thereby increasing the number of municipal
courts by one to 86.

The number of districts served by justice courts
has steadily decreased since the lower court reorga-
nization of 1953 due to (1) redistricting by local
boards of supervisors resulting in the consolidation
of justice court districts into municipal courts or to
form larger justice court districts, and (2) the cre-
ation of municipal courts as district populations
increased to levels in excess of the 40,000 constitu- -
tional limit for justice courts.

Table A and the graph below show the number of
judicial districts as of June 30, 1986, and for each year
since lower court reorganization took effect.

CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
June 30, 1953 to June 30, 1986
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H. Justice Court Oral Examinations

Judicial vacancies in justice courts may be filled by
appointment by the board of supervisors or by
special election, at the option of the board of
supervisors of the county in which the court is
situated.! Only attorneys are eligible to be justice
court judges? When more than three qualified
candidates seek appointment to a justice court
judgeship, oral examinations are required. The
Chairperson of the Judicial Council designates a
superior court judge as chairperson of an oral exam-
ining board, who, in turn, appoints two residents of

1 Gov. Code, § 71180.3.
2 Gov. Code, § 71601
3 Gov. Code, § 71601.3; Cal, Rules of Court, rules 765-770.

the county to serve as additional board members.
The board interviews and ranks each candidate and
submits the names of the three highest ranked
candidates to the board of supervisors.®

During 1986, oral examining boards were ap-
pointed to interview candidates for the office of
judge in the Tahoe Justice Court, Placer County; the
Anderson Justice Court, Shasta County; the Grass
%alley Justice Court, Nevada County; and the
Dunsmuir-Mt. Shasta Justice Court, Siskiyou County.
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Chapter 2

JUDICIAL STATISTICS

A. Supreme Court

1. SUMMARY OF FILINGS AND BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Supreme Court filings during fiscal year 1985-86
totalled 4,827, 10 percent above the last year’s record
high of 4,370.

The court had fewer civil filings (1,999 or 41
percent) than those arising out of criminal or quasi-
criminal matters (2,828 or 59 percent). There were
19 death penalty cases automatically appealed di-
rectly to the Supreme Court.!

The largest numerical component of the court’s
filings is petitions for review ’—requests that the
Supreme Court review matters already decided by
the Courts of Appeal. These totalled 3,834 in
1985-86, an increase of 370 (+11 percent) over
1984-85. In addition to the filings shown in Table
T-1, the Supreme Court also received and acted on
18 executive clemency applications,® as well as nu-
merous motions and petitions for rehearing.

In disposing of its workload, the Supreme Court
decided 144 cases on the merits by written opinion,
of which 104 were appeals and 40 were original
proceedings. In 1985-86, the court transacted a total
of 8,228 items of business, a decrease of 1,668,

A major factor in the decrease was the reduced
number of transfers (-988); they had been at an
abnormally high level due to transfers between
Courts of Appeal and their divisions necessitated by
the creation of a new Court of Appeal and two new
divisions. The 1985-86 total is within the normal
range. The reduction in transfers does not represent
a significant decline in the Supreme Court’s
workload, as the transfers between Courts of Appeal

and divisions do not require a substantial amount of
court time.

“Routine and miscellaneous” orders declined
1,194 (—28 percent). These orders, which are part of
the administrative workload of the court, involve
such diverse matters as time extensions and appoint-
ment of counsel. Many of these orders are necessi-
tated by the court’s administrative duties relating to
death penalty appeals.

For the second consecutive year, the Supreme
Court’s workload included a record number of
disciplinary proceedings against attorneys. The 22
State Bar recommendations of disbarment, the max-
imum discipline possible, were an increase of 10
over last year. [Table T-3].

A large percentage of the attorneys subject to
disciplinary proceedings did not seck review ? of the
State Bar’s recommendations and, as noted in Table
T-3, a number resigned while proceedings were
pending. Even if the attorney involved does not
challenge the bar’s recommendation, however, the
Supreme Court reviews the record and makes an
independent determination of the appropriate dis-
ciplinary sanction.

Should the court’s preliminary review indicate a
possible sanction more severe than that recom-
mended by the State Bar, the attorney is permitted
to file a response if one was not previously submit-
ted. The court ordered disbarment in two matters
filed in 1985-86 with State Bar recommendations of
suspension or probation.

2. PETITIONS FOR BREVIEW 5

There were 3,834 petitions filed seeking review of
matters previously decided by the Courts of Appeal,
an increase of 370 (+4-11 percent) over the previous
year. Petitions for review in appeals (2,488) ac-
counted for 65 percent of all petitions for review.

As Table T-3A indicates, petitions for review in
appeals remained below 30 percent of the total
numbey of appeals decided by the Courts of Appeal
for a fifth consecutive year (27 percent in 1983-84,
and 28 percent in 1985-86, 1984-85, 1982-83 and
1981-82).

The Supreme Court agreed to review 278 cases
which had previously been before the Courts of
Appeal.

Historically, this number is closer to years previ-
ous to each of the two preceding years. The 1985-86
figure constitutes 7 percent of the total number of
petitions for review brought before the court.

It should be noted, however, that some of the
cases that the Supreme Court accepts for review do
not result in written opinions by the court. Each
year, for example, there ars a number of matters in
which review is granted and the cases are held until
an opinion is issued in a “lead” case involving the
same issue. At that time, the court typically will
transfer the “grant and hold” matters to the Courts
of Appeal for decision in light of the Supreme
Court’s opinion in the “lead” case. A large propor-
tion of these cases are in the criminal field.
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TABLE T-1—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS '

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

Petitions for review in cases
previously decided by Courts of Appeal*

Original Original
Fiscal Total Appeals proceedings Direct proceedings
year filings Total* Civil Criminal Civil  Criminal  appeals Civil  Criminal
NUMBER
1976-T7 weevvrcivnnn 3,665 2,927 1,230 1,033 341 323 27 235 476
3,881 3,140 1,186 1,170 382 402 3 272 466
3,612 3,006 812 1,100 615 479 15 213 378
1979-80 ..evverereerenne 3,858 »3,183 944 1,100 700 439 22 215 438
198081 .ocovvrirrerrens 3,864 3,179 925 1,132 657 465 27 195 463
198182 ..cvvcevceirncns 4,056 ©3,338 921 1,148 678 591 43 204 471
3,856 3,205 942 1,050 633 580 34 206 411
4,025 3,244 1,100 1,071 623 450 34 209 538
4,370 3,464 1,020 1,203 717 524 24 167 715
4,827 3,834 1,044 1,444 786 560 19 169 805
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
1976-TT ouevivnvnaee -1 1 —<1 —4 9 20 29 19 —20
197778 eeevveerenene 6 7 —4 13 12 24 —89 16 ~2
197879 oovireverrnnne -7 —4 —32 —6 61 19 400 —22 ~19
1979-80 .o 7 6 16 0 14 -8 47 1 16
1980-81 ..cccvvvrumenns <1 —<1 —2 3 -6 6 23 -9 6
198182 .vvivrireirren 5 5 —<1 1 3 27 37 5 2
1982-83 ..vervevnrrrenne -5 —~4 2 -9 -7 -2 —21 1 —13
4 1 17 2 -2 —22 - 1 31
9 7 -7 12 15 16 —29 —20 33
i0 11 2 20 10 7 —21 1 13
PERCENT 4

100 80 34 28 9 9 1 6 13
100 81 31 30 10 10 <1 7 12
100 83 22 30 17 13 <1 6 10
100 83 24 29 18 11 1 6 1
100 82 24 29 17 12 1 5 12
100 82 23 28 17 15 1 5 12
100 83 24 7 16 15 1 5 11
100 81 27 217 15 11 1 5 13
100 79 23 28 16 12 1 4 16
100 79 22 30 16 12 <1 4 17

# A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 3¢, which took effect
on May 6, 1985. Prior to 1978-79, a change in the method of counting petitions for hearing inadvertently introduced a change in definition. Petitions for
hearing in 1978-79 and subsequent years are correct. Data reported for prior years may not, therefore, be fully comparable to the data for 1978-79 and
subsequent years.

" Three petitions were withdrawn after filing.

© Since 1981-82, based on a count of petitions filed. Count in prior years was based on the record of those disposed of during the fiscal year because of the
short time between filing and action upon a petition (see Cal. Rules of Court, rule 28(a) and (e)).

Parts may not add to total because of raunding.

f
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FIGURE 1—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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TABLE T-2—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86 °

Orders®
Alternative
Original writsor  Routine  Executive
Tolal Total Appeals proceedings© Petitions Motions® Transfers ~ orders and  clemency
business written  Writlen ~ Without  Written  Without for reviewd denied or Rehearings and toshow  miscel  applica-
Year transacted  opinion  opinion opinionl®  opinion  opinion  Cranted  Denied granted  Granted ~Denied  retranslers® . cause laneous  tons
NUMBER
1976-T7 .cvueirrnen 6,063 144 85 6 59 550 231 2,696 113 0 69 258 59 - 1,885 54
197778 . 6,168 130 88 2 42 595 213 2867 118 1 61 213 8 1,770 51
1978-79 6,423 187 123 1 64 525 216 2,790 148 3 82 185 59 2109 118
1979-80 . 6,637 140 100 32 40 503 217 2,968 179 0 72 220 4 2950 17
1980-81 7,208 114 86 4 28 523 267 2912 264 0 62 171 40 2821 20
1981-82 7,135 123 77 6 46 514 280 3,086 40 0 57 426 53 3,132 18
1982-83 9,464 133 97 1 36 427 286 2,980 47 2 55 ‘1,719 61 3688 65
1983-84 10,420 126 93 9 33 585 318 3,003 51 1 43 1,933 60 4,221 70
1984-85 . 9,896 125 78 3 47 716 318 2,966 56 0 28 1,286 49 4270 79
1985-86 - 8,228 144 104 11 40 789 2718 3450 73 4 41 298 46 3,076 18
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR

1976-77 <l -2 -2 -5 -5 1 1 -9 - -7 2 -3 14 42
1977-18 . 2 -10 4 J.— —29 8 18 6 4 I —12 -~17 47 -6 -6
1978-79 . 4 44 40 - 52 -12 —21 -3 25 j‘— 34 -13 -32 19 131
1979-80 . 3 -25 -19 - -38 —4 <1 6 a1 = —12 18 —25 7 —86
1980-81 9 ~19 -14 —56 -30 4 23 -2 47 L —~14 -29 -9 25 -
1981-82 ...cocvvrrens 7 8 —10 i 64 -2 5 6 -85 i -8 149 32 1 -
1982-83 . 29 8 26 i —22 -17 2 -3 18 f— —4 304 15 18 .
1983-84 . 10 -5 ~4 i -8 37 11 1 9 - —22 12 -2 14 8
1984-85 , -5 -1 —16 i 42 22 0 -1 10 f— -35 —33 —18 1 13
1985-86 ~-17 15 33 L. -15 10 —13 16 30 = 46 -T77 —6 -28 -7

* See note a, Table T-1, concerning a possible discontinuity in the data.

b £ g., by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, “transfer after hold.” “Transfer after hold” cases involve an issue the Supreme Court decided
in another “lead” case, After the “lead” case is decided, cases involving the same issue are frequently transferred to the Courts of Appeal for decision
in light of the “lead” case. The number of such cases was unusually large in 1979-80 because of the large number of cases involving the same issue as
that in People v. Sage (1980) 26 Cal.3d 498, modified 27 Cal.3d 144a.

¢ Includes those filed initially in the Supreme Court, and those previously decided by the Courts of Appeal but transferred to the Supreme Court on petition
for hearing or on its own motion.

d A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 32, which took effect
on May 6, 1985,

¢ Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.

Not reported elsewhere.

& “Transfers and retransfers” include: transfers, which are orders transferring pending causes from one Court of Appeal district to another or between two
divisions of the same district {usually issued to balance workload), and orders transferring original proceedings filed in the Supreme Court to the Court
of Appeal; and retransfers, which are orders issued at the time hearing is granted returning the cause to the Court of Appeal for a new decision by that
court.

?‘Cal. Const., art. V, § 8.

' The increase in 1982-83 was due primarily to the transfer of cases filed in the newly created but dormant Sixth Appellate District to the First Appellate District
and the transfer from existing divisions to the newly created divisions in the First, Second and Fourth Appellate Districts, Transfers began decreasing
with the appointment of judges in the Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984.

i Percentage was not computed where.base figure was less than 25.
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3. ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS

Filings of original proceedings concerning crimi-
nal matters increased by 90 (413 percent) in
1985-86 while those concerning civil matters were
almost unchanged (+2 or 1 percent).

Original writs impose a substantial workload on
the court, since each matter filed must be evaluated
to determine if it presents a question of substantial
merit. A significant number are found to be suffi-
ciently meritorious to require a full hearing, which
the Supreme Court may direct to be held in a lower
court.®

Unlike the Courts of Appeal, the Supreme Court
classifies original proceedings according to the na-
ture of the underlying controversy. Thus, a proceed-
ing dealing with a criminal case as a “criminal
original proceeding” even though the issue is raised
by mandamus or prohibition, historically considered
civil writs. Similarly, a proceeding in which criminal
law principles are applicable to a juvenile case also
would be counted as “criminal.”

1 Direct appeals to the Supreme Court are reciuired in those criminal cases in which the in which the judgment of death has been ﬁ;ronounced. (Cal. Const.,

art. VI, § 11.) In all such cases, the appeal
appeal is received in the Supreme Court,

comes to the court automatically. (Pen. Code, § 1239, subd. (b).) The appeal is “fi

ed” when the record on

2 A “petition for review” in the Supreme Court was previously called a “petition for hearing,” The name was changed to reflect legal changes made by
Proposition 32, a constitutional amendment approved by the voters in the November 1984 general election. Proposition 32 took effect May 6, 1985.

3 These applications originate with the Board of Prison Terms or the Governor when clemency is recommended for a person with two or more felony

convictions. (Cal. Const., art. V, § 8; Pen. Code, § 4851.)

4 When an attorney files a petition for a writ of review in the Supreme Court, the disciplinary matter is docketed as a civil original proceeding, and the case
is reflected both in the summary of filings table and, when decided, in the business transacted table.

5 See footnote 2 above.

6 See Table T-2, “Transfers and retransfers” and “Alternative writs or orders to show cause.”
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TABLE T-3—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY
PROCEEDINGS FILED

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985~86

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1961-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86

Record of conviction of crime filed
—Suspension ordered because offense in-

volved moral turpitude ........ccocoveinaee. 24 6
—Referred to State Bar for determination

whether offenses involved moral tur-

30 14 30 10 32 28 32 33

PHUAE ettt csseeesnee 8 3 15 8 10 6 12 14 28 38
State Bar recommendations of suspension

or probation ... bt ene 55 15 27 34 57 60 38 52 74 70
State Bar recommendations of disbar-

INENL oerrirerrriveseereniresessnnaeresssssssenssesssnene 4 9 3 4 10 7 8 6 12 22
State Bar filing without specific recom-

mMendation ... 1 14 7 10 9 8 11 8 10 4
Resignation while disciplinary proceed-

ings Pending ... 10 12 7 10 7 16 12 8 24 30
Petitions for reinstatement..... 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 2
Accusation filings® ......ccoevernenes wo 1 1 o0 _6 _0 _0 _0 _0o _0 _0

Total AlNgS...covoverrirseinersenmineeesesenenens 104 61 90 88 124 108 113 118 181 199

* Or recommendation not noted on docket.

Accusations seeking independent review by the Supreme Court without a prior recommendation now filed as disciplinary proceedings.




82 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE T-4—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PETITIONS
FOR REVIEW IN APPEALS AND
APPEALS DECIDED BY OPINION IN
COURTS OF APPEAL

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

Appeals decided
by written
opinion Petitions for

in Courts review in

of Appeal appeals*® Percent
197677 oo 5,626 9,263 40
197778 e 5,686 2,356 41
1978-T9 ..cvvvrerenn 5,750 1,912 33
1979-80 .covvernrrecrnnne 6,175 2,044 33
1980-81 ...ccovcuvrreinne 6,633 2,057 31
198182 .cvicrervirnne 7,280 2,069 28
1982-83 ....covvvenne. 7,232 1,992 28
1983-84 ....covvreeenee 7,954 2,171 27
1984-85 ..ccovrvrverene 8,051 2,223 28
198586 ...ovoverenirens 8,814 2,488 28

“ A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition
for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 32, which
took effect on May 6, 1985. See notes a and c, Table T-1, concerning a
possible discontinuity in the data and the source of “Petitions for Re-
view in Appeals.”

TABLE T-5—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
PETITIONS FOR REVIEW IN SUPREME COURT—NUMBER
DECIDED, GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED °

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86 *
1976~ 1977~ 1978~ 1979~ 1980~ 1981~ 1982 1983 1984~ 1985-

77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86
Total decided ............... 2,927 3,140 3,006 °3,183 3,179 3,366 3,266 3,321 3,284 3,728
Granted ....ococovnucerennerenne 231 273 216 217 267 280 286 318 318 278
Percent granted............ 8 9 7 7 8 8 9 10 10 7

* A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing, The name was legally changed by Proposition 32, which took effect
on May 6, 1985.

b See note a, Table T-1, concerning a possible discontinuity in the data.

¢ Three petitions were withdrawn.

TABLE T-6—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
PETITIONS FOR REVIEW GRANTED AND DENIED
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING °

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985~86

1984-85 1985-86
Total Granted Total Granted

Type of Proceeding Decided  No. % Denied Decided  No. % Denied

TOLAl orrresrtecrerrenesesennnssseasenesssseiesaes 3,284 318 10 2,966 3,728 278 7 3,450
Civil appeals ....cccrevcevcinnnesinenennenscrnnens 955 90 9 865 991 69 7 922
Criminal appeals 1,127 104 9 1,023 1,346 99 7 1,247
Civil original proceedings ......coorervreecennns 710 63 9 647 876 69 8 807
Criminal original proceedings ........cueurne 492 61 12 431 515 41 8 474

* A petition for review in the Sup:eme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The nume was legally changed by Proposition 32, which took effect
on May 6, 1985.
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B. Courts of Appeal

1. FILINGS
Summary peals decreased (—286), so that the total number of
In fiscal 1985-86, a total of 16,269 contested mat- appeals in 19_85-86 decreased by 217. Criminal orig-
ters! were filed in the Courts of Appeal, 79 more inal proceedings increased by 234 (+11 percent);
than last year’s record number. civil original proceedings increased by 62 (42 per-
Civil appeals increased (469) and criminal ap- cent).

TABLE T-7—~CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
SUMMARY OF FILINGS (INCLUDING TRANSFERS FROM SUPREME COURT)

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86 Motions
Contested matters to dismiss
Total on clerk’s
Total contested Appeals Original proceedings certificate
Year filings matters Total Civil  Criminal  Total Civil  Criminal  Civil Criminal
NUMBER
11,939 11,460 7,323 3,283 4,040 4137 3,211 926 476 3
13,018 12,337 7,465 3,518 3,947 4,872 3,830 1,042 680 1
13,278 12,853 7,941 3,652 4,279 4912 3,831 1,081 420 5
14,757 14,374 8,835 4,249 4,586 5,539 4,260 1,279 383 -
15,446 14,972 9,196 4,466 4,730 5,776 4,520 1,256 471 3
1981-82 .ovvvrrrnverirensens 15,050 14,699 8,960 4,152 4,808 5,739 4,492 1,247 351 -
16,353 15,735 10,140 5,003 5,137 5,595 4,300 1,295 618 -
16,461 15,956 10,118 4,720 5,398 5,838 4,050 1,788 497 8
16,727 16,190 10,252 4,997 5,255 5,938 3,732 2,206 509 28
16,792 16,269 10,035 5,066 4,969 6,234 3,794 2,440 522 1
PERCENT*
100 64 29 35 36 28 8
100 60 29 32 39 31 8
100 62 28 33 38 30 8
100 61 30 32 39 30 9
100 61 30 32 39 30 8
100 61 28 33 39 31 8
100 64 32 33 36 2 8
100 63 30 34 a7 25 11
100 63 31 32 37 23 14
100 62 31 31 38 23 15
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
11 11 13 3 23 13 8 -2 b
9 8 2 7 —2 18 19 13 43 b
2 4 6 4 8 1 <1 4 —38 b
11 1% 11 16 7 13 11 18 -9 b
5 4 4 5 3 4 6 -2 23 b
-2 -2 -3 -7 2 -1 -1 -1 —25 b
9 7 13 20 7 -3 —4 4 76 b
f 1 1 —<1 —6 5 4 -6 38 —20 b
‘ 2 1 1 6 -3 2 -8 23 2 b
<1 <l -2 1 ) 5 2 11 3 b

i 4 Because of rounding, parts may not add to total,
[‘ b Percentage change is not calculated when number is less than 25,
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FIGURE 2—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN ALL DISTRICTS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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SOURCE: TABLE T-7

FIGURE 3—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CiVIL AND CRIMINAL ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS FILED IN ALL DISTRICTS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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Appeals—Civil

The 5,066 civil appeals filed in 1985-86 set a new
record. They amounted to 15.8 percent of contested
superior court civil dispositions, the same percent-
age as last year’s civil appeals.

Appeais—Criminal

The 4,969 criminal appeals filed in 1985-86 were a
further decrease from 1983-84’s record high.

Superior court contested criminal dispositions to-
taled 4,827; convictions after contested trial equaled
3,948. The 4,969 criminal appeals thus equaled 102.9
percent of contested dispositions and 125.9 percent
of convictions after contested trial.2 (See Table T-8.)
As prior annual reports have explained, contested

trials are only one of the possible sources of appeals.
Appeals may also be taken from convictions follow-
ing uncontested trials and, as to sentencing and
certain other issues, from the judgment following a
guilty plea. (The prosecution also has a limited right
to appeal in some cases.)

Original Proceedings

Civil original proceedings consist primarily of
petitions for writs of mandamus and prohibition.
These writs are used to seek appellate review of trial
court decisions in both civil and criminal cases,
when an appeal is not permitted or would be an
inadequate remedy, as is often true of interlocutory
rulings.

TABLE T-8—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTESTED SUPERIOR COURT DISPOSITIONS
AND APPEALS FILED

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

CIVIL CRIMINAL
Superior Appeals
court per 10
Superior Courts Appeals Superior Courts Appeals convictions convictions
court of Appeal per 100 court of Appeal per 100 afler after
contested appeals contested contested appeals contested contested contested
Year dispositions filed dispositions dispositions fled dispositions*" trial® trial
NUMBER
23,657 3,283 139 6,133 4,040 65.9 5,025 80.4
24,776 3,518 14.2 5,823 3,947 67.8 4,681 84.3
25977 3,662 14.1 5,200 4,279 82.3 4,258 100.5
25,342 4,249 16.8 5,004 4,586 90.0 4,156 1104
26,698 4,464 16.7 5,241 4,730 90.2 4,290 1103
26,798 4,152 15.5 5,609 4,808 85.7 4,660 103.2
24,573 5,003 20.4 5,896 5,137 87.1 4,796 107.1
726,101 4,720 18.1 5,196 5,398 103.9 4271 126.4
R31,737 4,997 158 R 4.677 5,255 1124 R 3,790 1386
32,103 5,066 158 4,827 4,969 102.9 3,948 125.9
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR

2 3 21 23 18

5 7 =5 —2 -7

5 4 -1 8 -9

-2 16 ~2 7 -2

5 5 3 3 3

<1 -7 7 2 9

-8 20 5 7 8

6 —6 —-12 5 -1

22 6 —~10 -3 -1

1 1 3 -5 4

% Note that this does not necessarily reflect the precise percentage of appealable dispositions actually appealed, as the statistical system cannot track individual
cases. “Superior court contested dispositions” includes nonappealable acquittals and excludes convictions on pleas of guilty, a few of which are appealable.
The table is, therefore, presented only to show the general relationship between Court of Appeal workload and contested superior court dispositions.
The Court of Appeal criminal filings are not completely comparable with superior court criminal dispositions: superior courts count each defendant as
a separate disposition; appellate courts count the case as a single disposition, even if several defendants joined in the appeal. This theoretical problem
of comparability is not believed to have a significant effect on the percentages stated in the text, due to the predominance of single-defendant cases.

bSee Appendix Table A-26.

Revised.




86 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

Filings—Highlights by District

Distriect 1. The two longer lines in Figure 4,
below, depict filings of civil and criminal appeals in
this district.

Effective November 19, 1984, however, the com-
position of the district was significantly altered when
Santa Clara, Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito
Counties became the new Sixth Appellate District.
Those counties have been the source of some 30
percent of civil and criminal appeals in the First
Appellate District in recent years. Filings in fiscal
years 1984-85 and 1985-86 are, therefore, not com-
parable to filings in prior years.

To reflect the trend in filings within this district,
the shorter lines on Figure 4 show the civil and
criminal appeal filings from remaining counties in
the First Appellate District. These counties are
Alameda, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake,
Marin, Mendocino, Napa, San Fraucisco, San Mateo,
Solano and Sonoma. ‘

Figure 4 shows that after three years of decline,
civil appeals increased in 1984-85, and increased
sharply (+27 percent) in 1985-86. Criminal appeals
increased slightly from 1984-85, bringing their num-
ber close to the 1982-83 level.

FIGURE 4—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIViL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN FIRST DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
2,000 _ 2,000
CIViL APPEALS
\’ — - \El\\
"
[ T — - \
[ = -, I << N
1,000 | ] L <1 1,000

————— fre=s e P Ak b * it 00
900 CRIMINAL APPEALS \ -~ T~ =0
800 _| ,\ ” 800

’_’— /
700 _ ~ — } 700
600 _| CRIMINAL APPEALS WITHOUT CIVIL APPEALS WITHOUT 600
SIXTH DISTRICT COUNTIES SIXTH DISTRICT COUNTIES
500 _| . 500
400 _ 400
76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86
SOURCE TABLE A-3
[ The Sixth Appellate District began operating on November 19, 1984 and began to process cases from Wonterey,
San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties, which previously were handled by the First District,
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District 2. Civil appeals increased slightly (+41) reflecting other factors rather than long-term
while criminal appeals fell by 255. Both categories trends.
appear to be at plateaus, with year-to-year changes

FIGURE 5—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN SECOND DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

3,000 3,000
2,000 _| CRIMINAL APPEALS 2,000
— ——___.’/// —"'"'~§___._~

1,000 _| ] CIVIL APPEALS | 1,000
900 | 900
800 _] | 800
700 _| 700
600 _| | 600
500 _| | 500

76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80~81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86

SOURCE: TABLE A-3

{1 Effective November 18, 1982 San Luis Obispo County was added to the Second District and removed from
the Fifth District.
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District 3. Civil appeals rose 64 (+12 percent) to increased by 15 cases (+2 percent), consistent with
609, short of 1982-83’s record 645. Criminal appeals a moderate long-term rise.

FIGURE 6—-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIVIL. AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN THIRD DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

700 , . 790
CIVIL APPEALS o]
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300 _| L. 300

CRIMINAL APPEALS
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76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 8586

SOURCE: TABLE A-3
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District 4. Civil appeals stayed almost constant record 1047, and well below the steady trend of

(—8) for the third consecutive year. Criminal ap- increases of 6 to 10 percent depicted in Figure 7.
peals increased by 18 to 892, short of the 1983-84

FIGURE 7—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN FOURTH DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
1,500 1,500
1,000 _ CIVIL APPEALS J I | 1,000
900 _| /’J\\///’ S~ 900
800 | ‘ / k=] 800
700 _/ et 700
-
600 _F~mae . —" CRIMINAL APPEALS | 600
500 _| , | 500
400 _| | 400
300 _|] | 300
200 200
76-77  77-78  78-79  79-80  80-81 81-82  82-83  83-84  84-85  85-86
SOURCE: TABLE A-3
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District 5. Civil appeals decreased by 64 (—19
percent). Criminal appeals dropped by 30 (-5

percent).
FIGURE 8-—-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
ClviL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN FIFTH DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
800
700 _) e ™ [
600 _| CRIMINAL APPEALS __ """ T
/’//
500 —1 ) 4"’”
/’,/“" \\\\/,‘«-"/ 0]
400 _////’T
P

IVIL APPEALS ~——_ /

(o}

300 _| /
200 */

100
76-77 77~-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86
SOURCE: TABLE A-3
(i Effective November 18, 1982 San Luis Obispo County was romoved from the Fifth District and added to the Second District.
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District 6. This district began operation on No-
vember 19, 1984. The most recent six years’ appeal
filings from the counties that now constitute the
Sixth District are shown in Figure 9 and the follow-
ing table:

TABLE T-8A—CALIFORNIA
COURTS OF APPEAL
APPEALS FILED FROM
SIXTH APPELLATE DISTRICT COUNTIES

Fiscal Year 1980-81 through 1985-86

Civil  Criminal
appeals appeals
Year filed filed
1980-8L ..ctemmrrrermreesreseeninesneens 404 361
198182 ..ocerrrrrrireescensemrirensnsensaniracsssnees 348 332
198283 u.euerrrrrrnreessrisresiensensensenes 318 342
1983-84 ...t 353 453
1984-85 rerrete sttt a s ssestas 361 37
198586 ...uceecrreariressnneseinrsseiaanassssesses 404 346

While the data on criminal appeals are ambiguous,
those for civil appeals strongly suggest an upward
trend in filings.

FIGURE 9—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED
IN COUNTIES WHICH NOW COMPRISE
THE SIXTH DISTRICT
Fiscal Years 1980-81 through 1985-86

600 . 600

500 _| CRIMINAL APPEALS 500

400 _|i Pl 400
o~ ——tb .—--—'/ ——1
300 _| \/

300
CIVIL. APPEALS
a
200 _| . 200
100 100

80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 B84-85 85-86
SOURCE TABLE: T-8A

{3} The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating from November
19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey San Benito, Santa Clara and
Santa Cruz Counties, previously part of the First Appellate District.

2. BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Summary

In fiscal year 1985-86, the Courts of Appeal dis-
posed of 9,428 contested matters® on the merits by
written opinion, another new high (4829, or 10
percent over 1984-85).

Dispositions by written opinion included 3,839
civil appeals (+11 percent), 4,975 criminal appeals
(+8 percent), (8,814 total appeals), and 614 original
proceedings (+12 percent).

A total of 3,305 civil appeals and 875 criminal
appeals were disposed of without opinion. In most
cases, appeals disposed of without written opinion
constitute little burden on the court because they
are abandoned or dismissed as a result of a settle-
ment before any judicial action. In a court with an
active preargument settlement conference pro-
gram, however, many of these settlements may be
the result of judicial efforts which require substan-
tial judicial resources.

All original proceedings, whether or not resulting
in written opinions, require judicial review to deter-
mine whether they have merit. Written opinions in
original proceedings rose above last year (466 or

+12 percent) and those disposed of without opinion
increased by 524 (49 percent), indicating signifi-
cantly increased judicial workload attributable to
these matters. In 1975, the Judicial Council con-
cluded that “in evaluating the need for Court of
Appeal justices . . . current experience indicates
generally that one judge is required for each 95
written opinions. . . .”® Even allowing for the
assistance of retired judges and trial court judges
sitting on assignment, the Courts of Appeal are
exceeding this standard to maintain reasonable cur-
rency. The statewide average was 109 cases disposed
of by written opinion per judge-equivalent.

The Fourth Appellate District’s disposition of 121
cases per judge-equivalent by writien opinion re-
flects increased pressure on judicial worklead as well
as a need for additional judges, as does the high
number of written opinions per judge-equivalent in
the Third and Sixth Appellate Districts.

An experimental program of holding preargu-
ment settlement conferences in civil appeals, begun
in January 1975, has been formalized in a statewide
rule facilitating courts’ scheduling of these confer-
ences.?
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TABLE T-9—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
Original
Total Appeals proceedings
Total by By y Motions
business written written Without  written ~ Without denied or Rehearing Orders®©
Year transacted  opinion opinion  opinion* opinion  opinion granted” Granted Denied (miscellaneous)
NUMBER
1975-77 22,223 6,003 5,626 2,368 371 3,763 929 127 1,250 7,183
197778 ... 24,683 6,093 5,686 2,897 407 4,221 1,077 139 1,289 8,967
1978-79 ... 25,565 6,164 5,750 2917 414 4,358 1,262 184 1,265 5,415
1979-80 .... 28,011 6,659 6,175 3,505 484 4,841 1,322 136 1,363 10,185
1980-81 29,390 7,166 6,633 3,364 533 5,202 1,400 151 1,336 10,771
1981-82 ............ 31,045 7,786 7,280 3,309 506 4,716 1,539 142 1,404 12,199
v 35,707 7,705 7,232 3,364 473 5,204 1,038 125 1,319 16,862
39,458 8,509 7,954 3,044 555 5,363 743 95 1,384 20,320
40,431 8,599 8,051 5,335 548 5,545 1,017 118 1,363 18,454
1985-86 ............ 41,066 9,498 8,814 4,180 614 6,069 1,592 128 1411 18,258
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
1976-77 e 18 1 1 20 7 9 26 43 -2 43
1977-78 ............ 11 2 1 22 8 12 16 9 3 15
1978-79 ............ 4 1 1 1 2 3 17 32 -2 5
1979-80 ............ 10 8 7 20 17 11 5 —26 8 8
1980-81 ............ 5 8 7 —4 10 7 6 11 -2 6
1981-82 6 9 10 -2 -5 -9 10 —6 5 13
1982-83 .... 15 -1 -1 2 -7 12 --33 -12 —6 38
1983-84 .... 11 10 10 10 17 1 -8 —24 5 21
1984-85 .... 2 1 1 75 -1 3 37 24 -2 -9
1985-86 2 10 9 ~22 12 9 57 8 4 -1
“Includes cases disposed of where record was not filed.
b Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
€ Not reported elsewhere.
TABLE T-10—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
DISPOSITIONS BY WRITTEN OPINION PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
Orig.
proceedings Total appeals
Full-time Appeals disp. disp. by & orig. proc.
Judge-- by written " written by written Per judge-
equivalents® opinion opinion opinion equivalent
District 1984-85 198586  1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86
I 17.6 19.2 2,019 2,117 127 158 2,146 2,275 122 118
SO 32.5 32.0 2,660 2,910 121 135 2,781 3,045 86 95
)11 SR 8.0 79 808 863 50 53 858 916 107 116
v 154 15.8 1,660 1,731 200 176 1,760 1,907 114 121
V ovcimsnnservnsasssmnssanassens 7.3 8.1 805 822 40 49 845 871 116 108
\Y 22 3.5 199 371 10 43 209 414 95 118
State Total ©......ueervcrverernnenne 83.0 86.5 8,051 8,814 548 614 8,599 9,428 104 109

#“Full-time judge-equivalents” includes a court’s regular justices

assignments of the court’s regular members to another court and for extended absence.

b The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on Novembe:

previously part of the First Appellate District.
¢ May not agree with total of districts because of rounding,

plus the time reported for judges assigned to the court, minus the time reported for

r 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
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While there is little question that these confer-
ences result in a significant number of settlements,
saving the parties expense and uncertainty, it is
difficult to measure the results of the program
statistically, because historically a large number of
civil cases are settled or abandoned pending appeal.
During fiscal year 1985-86, the Courts of Appeal
reported the following number of cases settled as a
result of settlement conferences:

Two statistical measures include the results of
settlement conferences in a way not dependent on
subjective evaluations of their successes. Table T-11
shows, per judgetequivalent, the number of cases
disposed of, including civil appeals disposed of
without opinion (ie., settled or otherwise dis-
missed), so as to give equal weight to dispositions
achieved by settlement and dispositions by written
opinion. Table T-12 shows civil appeals dismissed as
a percentage of civil appeals filed.

Ci , . .
S ;Ztsle‘; Once again, the active settlement program in the
etilea Third District has resulted in a high number of cases
o through settled during the fiscal year (76). Table T-11 shows
District Conferences the Third District disposing of 141 cases per judge by
) 0 dismissal (civil cases only) and by written opinion
| S 33 combined, compared to a statewide average of 124
111 S 76 cases per judge. That court and the Fourth Appel-
IV, 38 late District, each with 141 dispositions per judge-
v ' ’ ’ 6 equivalent (including civil dismissals) led the state,
VL ] closely followed by the Sixth District, with 139.
TABLE T-11—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT INCLUDING
CIVIL APPEALS DISPOSED OF WITHOUT OPINION
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
Civil appeals Total dispositions
Total appeals without by written
Full-time & orig. proc. opinion® opinion plus
Judge- by written (settled, aban- civil appeals Per judge-
equivalents® opinion doned, dismissed) without opinion equivalent
District 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85  1985-86
17.6 19.2 2,146 2,975 188 247 ©92,334 2,522 °133 131
32.5 32.0 2,781 3,045 473 424 3,254 3,469 100 108
8.0 79 858 916 182 201 1,040 1,117 130 141
15.4 15.8 1,760 1,807 300 314 2,060 2,221 134 141
7.3 8.1 845 871 74 77 919 948 126 117
2.2 3.5 209 414 35 71 244 485 111 139
83.0 86.5 8,599 9,428 1,475 1,334 10,074 10,762 121 124

4 “Full-time judge-equivalents™ includes a court’s regular judges plus the time reported for judges assigned to the court, minus the time reported for
assignments of the court’s regular members to another court and for extended absence.

* Does not include dispositions where record on appeal was never filed. An appeal is not deeraed “filed” for statistical purposes until the record is filed.

¢ “Civil appeals disposed of without opinion” has been used to estimate the number of appeals dismissed, even though the total also includes other matters,
such as transfers, which are usually few in number. In 1984-85, however, 223 civil appeals were transferred from the First District to the Sixth District

when it began operating. This amount is excluded from the table figure.

4The Sixth District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties, previously

part of the First District.
¢ May not agree with total of districts because of rounding.

Qutcome of Criminal Appeals

A tabulation of the outcome of criminal appeals
(Table T-14) shows that relatively few defendants
are successful: 93 percent of their appeals were
affirmed in full or with modifications by Courts of
Appeal, and 72 percent of the 46 defendants’ appeals
reviewed by the Supreme Court were affirmed in
full or with modifications. In the great majority of
defendants’ appeals resulting in reversals, a new
trial was the expected outcome.

The prosecution has a limited right to appeal from
adverse trial court rulings, such as an order dismiss-
ing the prosecution, an order granting a new trial
after conviction, and an order reducing the sentence

originally imposed.” Although there are few appeals
by the prosecution each year, they enjoy a high rate
of success: in 1985-86 trial court rulings against the
prosecution were reversed in over half of the 45
prosecution appeals reviewed by the Courts of
Appeal; only 1 prosecution appeal reached the Su-
preme Court.

The low percentage of reversals in appeals by
defendants does not necessarily indicate that the
appeals were generally unmeritorious. Affirmances
include cases in which there was error deemed to be
harmless under all of the circumstances, and those in
which significant legal questions were decided ad-
versely to the appellant.
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TABLE T-12—CALIFORNIA COURTS CF APPEAL
CIVIL APPEALS DISPOSED OF WITHOUT OPINION AFTER RECORD FILED

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

District 1976-77 1977-78 197879 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1963-84 1984-85 1985-86
NUMBER
215 319 313 314 358 371 365 272 »188 247
323 248 263 376 346 372 414 510 473 494
138 gl 176 247 262 226 273 132 182 201
203 174 197 249 251 234 270 245 300 314
44 44 94 129 129 145 103 68 74 77
- - ~ - - - - - 35 71
SEALe wrovrrrcrrrnn 983 996 1043 1315 1,346 1348 1425 1297 1252 1,334
PERCENTAGE OF CIVIL APPEALS FILED
A 25 29 28 28 26 31 33 25 18 24
| A 34 25 26 30 30 33 23 32 30 26
... 34 46 40 43 45 37 42 24 33 33
V.o 32 23 26 28 26 25 22 20 26 27
|/ 24 18 30 33 34 47 37 21 29 28
2 R - - - - - ~ - - 1l 18
SEate wovveerrcrron 30 28 28 31 30 32 28 26 25 26

*The Sixth Appellate District which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
previously part of the First Appellate District.

b “Civil appeals disposed of without opinion” has been used ts estimate the number of appeals dismissed, even though the total also includes other matters,
such as transfers, which are usually few in number. In 1984-85 however, 223 civil appeals were transferred from the First District to the Sixth District
when it began operating. This amount is excluded from the table figure.

TABLE T-13—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
MAJORITY OPINIONS WRITTEN °

Fiscal Years 197677 through 1985-86

Majority opinions written 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84" 1984-85" 1985-86"
Total opinions ...eeiceerreeens 5,905 5,959 6,031 6,510 7,023 7,772 7,615 8,515 8,721 9,547
“By the Court” opinions ........... 1,792 1,707 1,130 1,390 1,317 1,328 1,143 630 550 563
Authored opinions.......c.eene 4,113 4,252 4,901 5,120 5,706 6,444 6,472 7,885 8,171 8,984
By Court of Appeal justices .. 3,675 3,716 4,558 4,476 5,048 5,492 5,939 7,315 7,507 8,306

By assigned judges ... 438 536 343 644 658 952 533 570 664 678

4 Up to 1983-84, majority opinions written were lower than cases disposed of by written opinion because two or more consolidated cases might be disposed
of by one opinion (Table T-10). However, since 1983-84, a small number of reporting inconsistencies have been encountered with the change-over to
computer processing for most of the districts. Generally cases, rather than opinions, were reported for this table. In addition, in some instances more
than one opinion was reported for the subsequent opinion in cases disposed of after a rehearing by a written opinion.
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TABLE T-14—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL
QUTCOME OF CRIMINAL APPEALS TERMINATED ° BY WRITTEN OPINION
Fiscal Year 1985-86

Appeals by defendants Appeals by prosecution ®
Supreme Courts of Supreme Courts of
Court Appeal Court Appeal
Number % Number % Number % Number %
TOAl CASES .vererrrreriererrrine e resessersastsrsesessenesons 46 100 4,869 100 1 100 45 100
Affirmed in full 9 20 4,013 82 1 100 15 33
Affirmed with modificatons.....cceveenevnnicenierencnns 24 52 532 11 0 0 2 4
Total affirmed ..o eereeeens 33 72 4 545 93 1 100 17 38
Reversed for expected retrial © 22 274 6 0 0 26 58
Reversed no retrial possible ..., 7 31 1 0 0 - -
DHSINISSEA.siverirereresresrrenenseriesearensesressmsnisearesesessesses 0 19 <1 0 0 2 4

# Percentages may not add to total because of rounding.

b Pen. Code, § 1238.

©In a case appealed by prosecution, there may not yet have been a trial (if the order appealed from was a dismissal); or a retrial may be unnecessary (e.g.,
if the order appealed from was a sentence reduction).

TABLE T-15—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
APPEALS PENDING
June 30, 1985 and june 30, 1986

June 30, 1985 June 30, 1956
Total Total

Courts of Appeal* pending Civil Criminal  pending Civil Criminal
State Total .o 10,073 4,994 5,079 9,365 4,845 4,320
District I—=Total ... 3,191 1,688 1,503 2,555 1,425 1,130
Division 1" 751 397 354 611 356 235
Division 2 593 313 280 505 304 201
Division 3" 655 339 316 502 266 236
Division 4" 727 382 345 596 323 273
Division 5 ¢ 485 257 208 341 176 165
District II—Total .....civnirirrcnicinnirecncesecnes 2,642 1,197 1,445 2,378 1,197 1,181
Division 1* 402 198 204 325 165 160
Division 2" 3717 171 206 330 168 162
Division 3" 402 196 206 407 217 190
Division 4* 335 158 177 302 137 145
Division 5" 390 173 217 372 206 166
Division 6° 457 180 277 372 158 214
Division 7°© 279 121 158 270 126 144
District TIT® i irerecrennecseesinrsiessenermscsseneses 1,011 468 543 1,107 562 545
District IVeTotal.....cvmiinennirinsiinenrnns 1,955 1,134 821 1,880 1,078 802
Division 1 757 428 329 682 315 367
Division 2" 421 172 249 459 221 238
Division 3" 777 534 243 739 542 197
DISLHCE V7 snrcsenesesensens 981 336 645 888 292 596
District VI*© 293 171 122 557 291 266

#The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
previously part of the First Appellate District.

b puthorized four judges.

¢ Authorized three judges.

d Authorized seven judges.

© Authorized six judges.

f Authorized eight judges.
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3. PENDING MATTERS

Total Appeals Pending

There were 9,365 appeals pending in the Courts of
Appeal on June 30, 1986, a decrease of 708 from the
number pending a year earlier. An appeal is treated
as “filed” for statistical purposes when the record on
appeal is transmitted to the Court of Appeal. It is not
ready for action by the court, however, until brief-
ing has been completed several months after the
appeal is filed. During the intervening period, a
significant number of appeals are dismissed as a
result of settlement or abandonment.

Accordingly, while total appeals pending indicate
the courts’ potential workload, only those in the
category “argued, calendared or ready for calendar”
represent appeals ready for judicial action.

Pending Appeals Argued, Calendared or Ready
for Calendar

An appeal is ready for judicial action when the last
brief has been filed, or the time for its filing has
passed. Of the total appeals pending on June 30,
1986, there were 4,039 ready for judicial action as
compared with 4,625 pending a year earlier, a
decrease of 586 (—13 percent). (See Table T-16.)

The significance of the number of ready appeals
may be measured by comparing that number with
the number of cases the court disposes of in a year.®

The “ready pending ratio” in Table T-17 is the
courts’ volume of ready appeals expressed as a
percentage of the preceding year’s dispositions by
written opinion. There is, of course, an irreducible
minimum number of cases that will be on hand. For
example, if one month were allowed for calendaring
and notice and one month for decision there would
be two months’ ready appeals or 16.7 percent of a
year’s cases.

Statewide, there are now over seven months’ civil
cases (61 percent of a year) ready, and ready
criminal cases amount to about 4 months’ workload
(34 percent of a year). However, the situation varies
widely from district to district.

The First Appellate District, which had a serious
problem, has reduced its ready pending civil cases
from about 15 months’ work to about 9 months, and
its criminal appeals from 7 months’ work to 4
months. In the Third District, ready civil cases
amount to 13 months’ work, an increase over last
year; criminal cases amounted to about 6 months’
workload. The Fourth District’s comparable figures
indicate about-8 months’ civil and 4 months’ crimi-
nal cases ready, in each case an improvement over
1985. In the Fifth Appellate District, ready civil cases
amounted to about 10 months’ workload, while
ready criminal cases equaled 7 months’ workload,
both figures about the same as last year’s. In the new
Sixth District, ready cases amounted to about 7
months’ civil and 7 months’ criminal cases.

Time to Decision

Viewing the ratios in the preceding table as
fractions of a year, they correspond closely to the
reported average times for decision of ready appeals
in the several districts. Criminal appeals receive
priority in consideration and are generally decided
promptly after briefing is completed. Criminal ap-
peals experienced significant delay in the First and
Third Districts (six or more months from ready).

Civil appeals in some districts, however, are to an
increasing degree pending for extended periods of
time after the last brief is filed. In evaluating Table
T-18, it should be noted that times are stated =, the
median number of months that a case was pending,
based on cases decided during the last quarter of the
fiscal year. The First District still had some civil case
delays in excess of 12 months, although the situation
is improved since last year. The Third District,
whose need for additional judges has been apparent
for some time, has lost ground, with the median civil
case taking nine months from ready to decision. The
Fifth District also had significant delay in its civil
cases. The overload situation in the Sixth District,
apparent from Table T-17, had not yet begun to be
reflected in the median time for decided cases.




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 97
TABLE T-16—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
APPEALS ARGUED, CALENDARED OR READY FOR CALENDAR
June 30, 1985 and June 30, 1986
June 30, 1955 June 30, 1986

Courts of Appeal * Total Civil Criminal Total Civil Criminal
State Total .....cocvevmevcrrvinrirecserrniererisennens 4,625 2,526 2,099 4,039 2,356 1,683
District I—Total ....cccoernncrirnrnnnsenesrnnnserenssersees 1,730 1,034 696 1,149 771 378
Division 1° 428 256 172 336 238 98
Division 2" 349 210 139 246 177 69
Division 3° 328 199 129 197 131 66
Division 4° 396 225 171 239 147 92
Division 5 © 229 144 85 131 78 53
Distriet T—Total ..c.ovvrveereererrereressresenenn, 773 392 381 658 349 309
DIVISION 1 P.uiierviiicrrrneeercessiensesissnsssenns 84 57 27 72 39 33
Division 2° 119 57 62 66 49 17
Division 3° 143 86 57 139 76 63
Division 4° 69 32 37 53 20 33
Division 5° 108 58 50 103 62 41
Division 6 ¢ 179 73 106 150 64 86
Division 7 ¢ 71 29 42 75 39 36
District IIT9 ...t 460 188 272 607 341 266
District IV-—Total ....cccvvverrerrrrreernrensennrenenens 970 606 364 877 581 296
Division 1° 386 237 149 280 149 131
Division 2° 151 73 78 160 88 72
Division 3° 433 296 137 437 344 93
DISEEICE V Tt ssssrsssesssssssinsnnns 572 204 368 533 194 339
District VI® ciicccciencnniencsensevssarcsesssnenes 120 102 18 215 120 95

* The Sixth Appellate District, with three authorized judges, began operating on November 19, 1984. It processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara

and Santa Cruz Counties, previously part of the First Appellate District.
b Authorized four judges.
¢ Authorized three judges.
4 Authorized seven judges.
¢ Authorized six judges.
f Authorized eight judges.

TABLE T-17—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
ANALYSIS OF PENDING READY APPEALS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Appeals disposed of Appeals argued, Ready-pending ratio Ready-pending ratio
by written opinion calendared or ready (June 30, 1956 (June 30, 1985
fiscal year 1985-86 June 30, 1986 percent figures) percent figures)
District® Total Civil  Criminal ~ Total Civil  Criminal Total  Civil Criminal Total  Civil Criminal
State Total......uucererrvermmmrenssresnnsees 8,814 3,839 4,975 4,039 2,356 1,683 46 61 34 57 73 46
I 2,117 967 1,150 1,149 771 378 54 80 33 86 128 57
II 2910 1,236 1,674 658 349 309 23 28 18 29 32 27
I 863 313 550 607 341 266 70 109 48 57 57 57
v 1,731 904 827 817 581 256 51 64 36 62 84 43
\% 822 218 604 533 194 339 65 89 56 71 88 64
Vi 371 201 170 215 120 95 58 60 56 60 75 29

“ The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,

previously part of the First Appellate District.
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4. OPINIONS PUBLISHED

~ Table T-19 indicates the percentage of majority late district, the percentage of opinions published
opinions of Courts of Appeal certified for publica- was similar to that in the previous year.’
tion during 1985-86. Statewide, and in each appel-

1 “Contested matters” means all appeals and original proceedings; it excludes motions to dismiss on clerk’s certificate, rehearings and miscellaneous orders,
which do not significantly add to the courts’ workload.

2 Court of Appeal criminal filings are not completely comparable with superior court criminal dispositions: superior courts count each defendant as a separate
disposition; appellate courts count the case as a single disposition, even if several defendants joined in the appeal. This theoretical problem of
comparability is not believed to have a significant effect on the percentages stated in the text, due to the predeminance of single-defendant cases.

3 See footnote 1 above.

4Includes cases disposed of either before or after record filed. When limited to cases disposed of after record filed (ie., cases reflected in the “filings”
statistics), dispositions without opinion were:

1985-86 1984-85 1985-84 1982-83 1981-82 1980-81
Civil Appeals.......... 1,334 1,475 1,227 1,425 1,348 1,346
Criminal Appeals. ..... 593 634 549 602 634 759

Other dispositions without opinion were, largely, dismissals of appeals filed in the superior court, with notice to the court of appeal, before preparation of
the record was completed.

51976 Annual Report, p. 34.

5Rule 19,5, Cal. Rules of Court, effective January 1, 1977.

7 Penal Code section 1238.

8 Dispositions by written opinion are used here because dismissals by stipulation and the like generally occur before cases are “ready.”

9 Publication rates in 1984-85 (state total) were: Total, 14 percent; civil appeals, 18 percent; criminal appeals, 9 percent; and original proceedings, 32 percent.

TABLE T-18 TABLE T-19
CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
TiME TC DECISION PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY
MEDIAN TIME IN MONTHS OPINIONS PUBLISHED
Quarter Ending june 30, 1986 Fiscal Year 1985-86
Notice of Ready for Civil  Criminal Original
appeal to calendar Courts of Appeal Total appeals  appeals proceedings
filing of to filing of State Total 14 19 8 34
Courts opinion opinion ate 101l e,
f A Th Civil  Criminal Civil  Criminal
S i rmimal v tmina District Lo 14 17 8 40
rict [ oo \,
Division 1° .... 25 20 13 7 Division 1... 14 20 8 37
Division 2° ... 36 20 22 6 Division 2... 14 21 4 44
Division 3° a1 20 7 7 Division 3... 12 15 6 44
Division 4 .... 22 19 11 7 Division 4 16 16 11 35
Division 5° 22 17 7 6 Division 5 15 16 8 42
District 1I District II... 1 24 6 4
Division 1 ........ 12 16 3 1 istrict > 3
o e b Division 1... " 13 21 2 50
Division 27 ............ 17 11 3 1 Divisi 1 4 38
Division 3 ® 15 15 4 9 ivision Dverrennisnenes 13 2
Division 4 b 9 14 2 1 Division 3....ccoeennnee. 15 28 2 39
Division 4......cccevenn. 14 17 7 59
Division 5° ..ene. 8 11 3 2
Division 6°.. 13 16 3 3 Division 5...coovvevnes 18 24 11 45
Division 7°¢ 14 1 4 3 Division 6...ccccererree, 13 20 7 37
Division 7...cccoveunen. 25 40 11 30
District ITL%..........ccon. 15 13 9 6
L District I ..ococovivvererans 11 16 6 21
District IV
Division 1 ... 15 12 s 5 DIStEICt IV v 13 16 8 o7
Divisionn 2° wvveeene 15 16 3 4 T
Division 3" ...couuve 20 16 1 9 Division L. 13 15 9 2
' Division 2... w13 20 7 26
District Voo 17 14 11 5 Division 3.......... oo 14 13 9 31
District VI" cvveevnireene 9 10 4 3 District Voo 15 20 11 29
3 The Sixth Appellate District, with three authorized judges, began operat- District VI*...ouiinene 13 15 8 32
ing on November 19, 1984. It processes cases from Monterey, San Be-
nito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties previously part of the First *The Sixth Appellate District which began operating on November 1984,
Appellate District. processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz
b Authorized four judges. Counties, previously part of the First Appellate District.

¢ Authorized three judges.
4 Authorized seven judges.
¢ Authorized six judges.

f Authorized eight judges.
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C. Superior Courts

1. JUDICIAL STAFFING

In fiscal year 1985-86, filings in superior courts
continued to increase at a greater rate than judicial
positions. Judicial positions® in the superior courts
increased by 13 positions, or under 2 percent, to a
total of 789 judicial positions (see Table T-20).
Filings increased by 5 percent.

The term “judicial positions™ refers to persons in
superior courts who perform duties generally re-
quired of judges. It includes judgeships authorized
by legislation (whether filed or not) and authorized
full-time court commissioners and juvenile court
referees. Commissioners and referees are included
since they relieve judges of routine functions and
also act as temporary judges with the consent of the
parties.

“Judicial positions” is generally used in conjunc-
tion with judicial staffing requirements, that is, a
court’s need for additional judges. By comparing the
number of judicial positions in a court with the
estimated number needed to carry the court’s
caseload, the number of additional judicial positions

required by a court is determined. “Judicial posi-
tions” is therefore used in association with filings
and other measures of potential work.

New judgeships created by past legislation ac-
counted for 10 new judicial positions and the autho-
rization of new court commissioners provided an
additional 3 positions. Referee positions, however,
remained unchanged.

During the 10-year period from 1976-77 to
1985-86, the number of judicial positions in the
superior courts increased by 142 positions, an aver-
age of 16 positions per year. Judgeships increased by
145 positions during the same 10-year period. Also,
during this period the combined number of full-time
commissioners and referees remained almost un-
changed. However, each registered different trends.
Commissioners rose by 8 positions while referees
decreased by 11 positions.

Judges occupied 87 percent of all judicial positions
in superior courts in 1985-86. In 1976-77, they
occupied 84 percent.

TABLE T-20—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
NUMBER OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS ©

Fiscal Years 197677 through 1985-86

Judicial
Judicial positions position
Total Judges equivalents
Change Change Percent Court commissioners Change
from from of total and referees from
Fiscal preceding preceding Judicial Court Total preceding
year Number year Number year positions Total  commissioners  Referees number year
1976-77 .......... 647 +28 542 +22 84 105 77 28 644 +22
1977-78 .......... 646 ~1 551 +9 85 95 69 - 26 663 +19
1978-79 659 +13 561 +10 85 98 71 27 667 +4
1979-80 . 705 +46 607 +46 86 a8 77 21 688 +21
1980-81 . 725 +20 628 +21 87 97 74 23 709 +21
1981-82 .......... 723 ~2 628 0 87 95 73 22 736 +27
1982-83 .......... 744 421 648 +20 87 96 76 20 745 +9
1983-84 .......... 748 +4 655 +7 87 93 78 15 760 +15
1984-85 .......... 776 +28 677 +22 87 99 82 17 778 +18
1985-86 .......... 789 +13 687 +10 87 102 85 17 829 +51

4 Data for 1984-85 and 1985-86 for the individual courts are listed in Appendix Table A-32. See text and glossary for definitions.
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FIGURE 10—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUDICIAL POSITIONS
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SOURCE: TABLE T~20




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 101

“Judicial position equivalent” is used to describe
the estimated number of persons who were avail-
able and present in the courts. That number is
determined by adjusting the authorized number of
judges to reflect vacancies (but not vacation or sick
time), assistance rendered to other courts, assistance
received from full-time and part-time comrmission-
ers and referees and from assigned and temporary
judges sitting by stipulation of the parties.

In 1985-86, the computation of the judicial posi-

tion equivalent figure showed that the equivalent of
829 judges, commissioners, and referees were avail-
able to superior courts. This was 51 positions more
than the judicial position equivalents in 1984-85. The
1985-86 total was 40 more than the number of
judicial positions authorized by statute (789).
During the 10-year period between 1976-77 and
1985-86, the annual growth in judicial position
equivalents maintained a steadier pattern than the
judicial positions themselves (see Figure 10).

2. FILINGS

Highlights

The 873,500 cases filed in superior court in fiscal
year 1985-86 established a new record high and was
about 44,800 cases or 5 percent above the previous
peak of 828,700 cases reached a year earlier.

In 1985-86, 9 of the 12 categories increased from
the year before. Filings in these 9 categories rose by
about 47,700 cases. For the third consecutive year,
personal injury cases showed the highest gain
{+17,900) of all proceedings filed in superior court.
The category with the next largest increase was
criminal cases (+12,200). Other large increases
were reported in other civil complaints (4-5,600),
juvenile delinquency (-4-4,600), other civil petitions

(+3,400) and juvenile dependency (+4-3,000).
Smaller gains were reported in eminent domain
(+800), mental health (+200) and habeas corpus
(-+100).

Decreases were reported in three categories: fam-
ily law (—2,100), probate and guardianship (—500)
and appeals from lower courts (—300).

The filings per judge index in 1985-86 rose for the
third consecutive year. Even though new judgeships
were added in 1985-86, filings increased at an even
greater rate. The increase in filings raised the value
of the index to 1271, its highest level in 7 years (see
Table 21).

TABLE T-21—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
TOTAL FILINGS AMD FILINGS PER JUDGESHIP

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

Fiscal
year

LGTE-TT ot bbbt

1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81

R Revised.

Filings Total
Change from filings
preceding year per
Total Amount Percent Jjudgeship
k713,881 R47,779 7 1,317
726,659 R12,778 2 1,319
740,933 14,274 2 1,321
713,476 —27,457 —4 1,175
735,219 21,743 3 1,171
738,363 3,144 1 1,176
R753,822 115,459 2 1,163 -
R 780,863 R 97,041 4 1,192
R 898,663 R 47,800 6 R 1,224
873,502 44,839 5 1,271
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TABLE T-22—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CIVIL FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86
Personal injury death & property

Total Probate damage
Fiscal eivil and Family Motor Eminent Other civil
year filings  guardianship law Total vehicle Other domain  Complaints  Petitions
NUMBER
1976-717...... 523,391 64,910 172,211 85,604 57,193 28,411 2,249 82,232 116,185
1977-18...... 534,686 63,774 175,160 86,729 58,822 21,907 2,125 88,349 117,949
1978-79...... 551,393 62,858 175,837 92,962 63,108 29,854 2,074 99,279 118,383
1979-80...... 521,068 64,408 176,279 83,271 53,733 29,538 2,509 89,300 105,301
1980-81...... 532,556 64,779 177,255 80,970 50,723 30,247 1,719 93,916 113,917
1981-82...... 532,190 64,965 167,902 80,495 50,180 30,315 1,498 104,384 112,946
1982-83...... 540,510 65,429 161,391 85,509 51,560 33,949 1,208 108,745 118,228
1983-84...... 561,916 65,712 164,565 96,731 55,297 41,434 1,138 111,802 121,968
1984-85...... R 593,120 R 56,786 165,613 R 112,335 R 63,929 R 48,406 R1,319 % 121,865 R 195,202
1985-86...... 618,124 66,289 163,534 130,206 82,258 47,948 2,075 127,436 128,584
. - PERCENT
1976-T1...... 100 12 33 16 11 5 <1 16 22
1977-18...... 100 12 33 i6 11 5 1 17 22
1978-79...... 100 11 32 17 11 5 <1 18 21
1979-80...... 100 12 34 16 10 6 <1 17 20
1980-81...... 100 12 33 15 10 6 <1 18 21
1981-82...... 109 12 32 15 9 6 <l 20 21
1982-83...... 100 12 30 16 10 6 <l 20 22
1983-84...... 100 12 29 17 10 7 <1 20 22
1984-85...... 100 11 28 19 11 8 <1 21 21
1985-86...... 100 11 26 21 13 8 <1 21 21
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
1976-77....... 10 3 2 7 9 2 -38 -3 52
1977-78...... 2 -2 2 1 3 —2 21 7 2
1978-79...... 3 -1 <1 7 7 7 —24 12 <1
1979-80...... —6 2 <1 -10 -15 -1 21 ~10 —11
1980-81...... 2 <1 <1 -3 -6 2 ~31 5 8
/
1981-82...... —xl1 <1 -5 -1 -1 <l -13 11 -1
1982-83...... 2 1 —4 6 3 12 -19 4 5
1983-84...... 4 <1 2 f13 7 22 —6 3 3
1984-85...... Rg i) | 16 R 16 17 16 9 "3
- 1985-86...... 4 ~1 -1 16 29 ~1 51 5 3
AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
1976-77...... 46,486 1,963 3,609 5,204 4,638 656 —1,368 —2,723 39,711
1977-78...... 11,295 —1,136 2,949 1,125 1,629 —504 476 6,117 1,764
1978-79...... 16,707 —916 677 6,233 4,286 1,947 —651 10,930 434
1979-80...... 30,325 1,550 442 —9,691 —9,375 —316 435 —9,979 —13,082
1980-81...... 11,482 371 976 —2,301 —3,010 709 —790 4,616 8,610
1981-82...... —366 186 -9,353 —475 —543 68 —221 10,468 —-971
1982-83...... 8,320 464 —~6,511 5,014 1,380 3,634 —250 4,361 5,282
1983-84...... 21,406 283 3,174 11,222 3,737 7,485 -70" 3,057 3,740
1984-35...... R 31,204 11,074 71,048 15,604 R 8,632 R 6,972 R 181 710,062 R 3,234
1985-86...... 25,004 —497 -2,079 17,871 18,329 —458 756 5,571 3,382

R Revised.
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FIGURE 11—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CIVIL FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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SOURCE: TABLE T-22

[J Lower court jurisdiction of civil cases raised from a maximum of $5,000 to $15,000 on July 1, 1979.
[2 Lower court jurisdiction of civil cases raised from $15,000 to $25,000 on Jan. 1, 1986.
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TABLE T-23—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUVENILE FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86
DELINQUENCY DEPENDENCY?
Fiscal Wi 601 _ Walene®
Year Total Original ~ Subsequent  Total Original ~ Subsequent ~ Total Original ~ Subsequent  Tota! Original ~ Subsequent
NUMBER
1976-77 93,171 58,142 35,029 6,801 4887 1914 86,370 539255 33,115 14615 13,840 75
1977-78 87,703 55806 31,897 9,313 1,868 445 85,390 53938 31452 1752 16672 852
1978-79 86,205 55519 30,776 1,741 1,503 238 84,554 54,016 30538 18205 17,368 907
1979-80 .. 89,887 52,346 30541 1,315 1,152 163 81,572 51,94 30378 19,651 18475 1,176
1980-81 81,241 49660 31,581 1,706 1,384 322 79,535 48276 31259 922,679 21163 1516
1981-82 79,591 49821 29770 1,105 851 254 78,486 48970 29516 23,045 21843 1,202
1982-83 Rr7764 48338 R29426 P01l F1506 505  P75753  F46832  Rosgal  Faoses7  Rogo2r R1,930
1983-84 76,033 46,433 29,600 1,049 873 176 74,984 45560 29494 29064 27958 1,806
1984-85 R70688  %48727 R30,961 920 783 137 R78768  T47944 PF30824 M33808 32054 PB1754
1985-86 84,334 51,760 32,574 949 739 210 83,385 51,021 32,364 36818 34785 2,033
PERCENT
1976-77 100 62 a8 7 5 2 93 57 36 100 9% 5
197778 100 64 36 3 2 1 97 62 36 100 95 5
1978-79 100 64 36 9 p) <1 ] 63 35 100 95 5
1979-80 100 63 37 2 1 <1 ] 62 37 100 94 6
1980-81 100 61 39 2 2 <1 98 59 a8 100 93 7
1981-82 100 63 a7 1 1 <1 9 62 37 100 95 5
1982-83 .. 100 69 38 3 2 1 97 60 a7 100 95 5
1983-84 100 61 39 1 1 <1 99 80 39 100 94 6
1984-85 160 61 39 1 1 <1 99 60 39 100 95 5
1985-86 100 61 39 1 1 <1 90 60 38 100 94 6
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRICR YEAR
1976-TT oo -1 2 -5 —47 —49 -39 6 13 -2 4 5 -18
1977-78 .. -6 ~4 -9 —66 ~62 ~77 -1 1 -5 20 20 10
1978-79 -9 -1 —4 —95 20 —46 ~1 <1 -3 4 4 9
1979-80 .......... —4 -6 <1 —24 —23 32 —4 -5 -1 7 6 o7
1980-81 -2 -5 3 30 20 9 -3 -6 3 15 15 29
1981-82 -2 <1 -6 35 -39 —21 ~1 1 -6 2 3 91
1982-83 R_g -3 -9 82 il 9 R_3 —4 -2 1 Ry 2
1983-84 -2 —4 1 48 —49 —65 -1 R_3 2 % 24 47
1984-85 . 5 5 5 —12 —~10 R_99 5 5 5 16 Ri8 -3
1985-86 6 6 5 3 -8 53 6 6 5 9 9 16
AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
1976-77 —809 LI99  —-2008 —6005 —4788 1217 5,196 5,987 —791 523 689  —166
1977-78 . —5468  —2,336 —3,132 —4488 3019 1469 —980 683  —1,663 2,909 9,832 7
1978-79 . —1,408 -9287  —1,191 —572 —365 ~-207 —836 yi —914 M 696 75
1979-80 . 3408 3173 —235 —426 —351 ~75  -2982  —928% —160 1,356 1,107 249
1980-81 ~1646  —2686 1,040 391 9232 159 2,037 —2918 881 3,028 9,688 340
1981-82 —1,650 161 —1811 —601 —533 —-68  —1,049 694 —1,743 366 680 314
1982-83 , —1,827 PF_1483 M_344 R 906 R gs5 251 R_g733 R_2138 R_505 Roia R 184 Rog
1983-84 . R *-1905 174 Ro.gez  F_633 -329 R_7eg F_1970 Rs03  R5807  F5231  Pa76
1984-85 . 73,655 R 904 1,361 ~129 —-90 -39 R 3,784 2,384 1,400 4,744 4796 P52
1983-86 4,646 3,033 1,613 29 —44 7 4,617 3,077 1,540 3,010 92,731 279

L Welf. & Inst. Code, § 601: Minors habitually refusing to obey parents; habitual truants.
2 Welf. & Inst. Code, § 602: Minors violating laws defining crime. !
3 Welf. & Inst. Code, § 300: Minors in need of effective parental care; destitute; physically dangerous to public; with unfit home,

R Revised
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FIGURE 12—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUVENILE FILINGS
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JUVENILE DEPENDENCY
/ | ORIGINAL FILINGS
10,000 _| | 10,000
9,000 _| | 9,000
8,000 _| | 8,000
7,000 _| | 7,000
6,000 _| | 6,000
5,000 _| | 5,000
4,000 _| | 4,000
3,000 _| | 3,000
@
2,000 _| \\ | 2,000
JUVENILE DEL!®
W&I 601-TOTAL
1,000 _| \ L 1,000
900 _| L ———1_900
800 800

76-77 77-78

78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83

SOURCE: TABLE T-23

¥ January 1977 change in juvenile law prohibits prosecution of juveniles for activities for which adults cannot be prosecuted.
Runaway minors no longer charged under W&l 601.

83~-84 84-85 85-86
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Fiscal
year

1976-77 ...
1977-78.............
197819 ............
1979-80............
1980-81 ............

1981-82.............
1982-83 ............
1983-84.............
1984-85............
1985-86.............

1976-77 ............
1977-78............
1978-19 ...
1979-80 ...
1980-81

1981-82............
1982-83............
1983-84 ...
1984-85...
1985-86

1976-77
1977-78.....
1978-79 ....
1979-80 ....
1980-81

1981-82......c.
1982-83 ............
1983-84 ............
1984-85 ...........
1985-86 ............

1976-TT ..o
1977-78 .o
1978-79 ...
1979-80 ..o
1980-81 ............

1981-82 ...
1982-83 ...

R Revised.
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TABLE T-24—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

FILINGS OF OTHER PROCEEDINGS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985--86

Habeas corpus

Total Appeals from lower
other Mental courts
proceedings  Criminal health Total Civil Criminal
NUMBER
R 89,704 R 54,653 5,451 R 12,741 #10,233 2,508
86,746 55,369 4,055 14,601 11,893 2,708
84,950 53,955 3,573 14,414 12,065 2,349
89,870 58,004 3,593 14,885 12,389 2,496
98,743 64,993 3,786 15,035 12,513 2,522
103,537 67,411 4,085 16,759 14,138 2,621
112,291 72,390 4,106 21,733 18,635 3,098
? 113,850 R 74,567 4,749 21,313 17,681 3,632
R 199,047 R 82,621 16,843 R 19,765 R 16,377 3,388
134,226 94,779 7,033 19,457 16,169 3,288
PERCENT
100 66 7 15 12 3
100 64 5 17 14 3
1060 64 4 17 14 3
100 65 4 17 14 3
100 66 4 15 13 3
100 65 4 16 14 3
160 64 4 19 17 3
100 65 4 19 16 3
100 68 6 16 13 3
100 71 5 14 12 2
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
R9 <1 —10 . 10 13 -1
5 1 —26 15 16 8
-2 -3 —12 ~1 1 -13
6 8 <1 3 3 6
10 12 5 1 1 1
5 4 8 11 13 4
8 7 1 30 32 18
1 3 16 -2 -5 17
7 11 4 R_7 BT -7
10 15 3 2 1 3
AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR

F 1,579 R 161 R _615 81,129 R 1,145 -16
R 4,042 R716 ~1,396 % 1,860 R 1,660 200
—1,796 ~1,414 —482 -187 172 —359
4,920 4,049 20 471 324 147
8,873 6,989 193 150 124 26
4,794 2,418 299 1,724 1,625 99
R 8,754 " 4979 21 4974 4,497 477
1,559 ®9,177 643 —420 —954 534
18,197 18,054 ®9,004 R 1,548 R 1,804 ~244
12,179 12,158 190 308 208 100

Total

9,859
12,701
13,008
13,388
14,929

15,282
14,062
13,221
R 12818
12,957

904
2,862

380
1,541

353
—1,220
—841

R —403
139

Criminal Other
4,019 5,840
3,975 8,746
3,541 9,467
3,766 9,622
3,599 11,330
3,682 11,600
3,723 10,339
4,801 8,420

R 4801 R7.927
5,021 7,936
5 7

5 10

4 11

4 11

4 1

4 11

3 9

4 7

4 Rg

4 6

] 28
-1 50
—11 8
6 2

—4 18

2 2

1 -1

29 -19
Rg ~6

3 <l
—359 1,263
—44 2,906
—434 721
295 155
~167 1,708
83 270

41 —1,261
1,078 -1,919
Rgp R _.493
130 9
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FIGURE 13—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS OF OTHER PROCEEDINGS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 198586

100,000 100,000
90,000 _| |- 90,000
80,000 _| T | 80,000
70,000 _| CRIMINAL _—T—" | 70,000

i
60,000 _| ] | 60,000
50,000 _ _ 50,000
40,000 _| L 40,000
30,000 _] | 30,000
20,000 _ @ ‘ 20000
APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS
/\
— ]
HABEAS CORPUS
10,000 ~/ 10,000
9,000 _] 9,000
8,000 _| | 8,000
7,000 _| 1 7.000
6,000 _| _ 6,000

5,000 _\ | 5,000

4
4,000 _| \ | 4,000

3,000 _| MENTAL HEALTH . 3,000

2,000 _; L 2,000
1,000 1,000

76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80~-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86
SOURCE: TABLE T~24
) Small claims jurisdictional maximum increased from $750 to $1,500, January 1982,
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Civil Filings

In 1985-86, total civil filings rose by 25,000 cases or
4 percent over 1684-85 (see Table T-22). Civil filings
accounted for over half of the gross annual increase
in superior court filings. All civil categories except
family law and probate and guardianship increased.

The 17,900 (416 percent) filings increase in per-
sonal injury cases was the largest of all categories.
This increase occurred despite the raised jurisdic-
tional limit for claimed damages in the lower courts
from $15,000 to $25,000 on January 1, 1986. (Assem-
bly Bill No. 82 (1985-86 Reg. Sess.).) This category
increase accounted for 40 percent of all filing in-
creases and established a new record high for per-
sonal injury filings. Growth in this category is of
particular importance in assessing caseloads since
personal injury cases produce time-consuming trials.

The motor vehicle group accounted for the gain
in personal injury filings, an increase of 18,300. Some
counties reporting large increases in motor vehicle
personal injury cases were Los Angeles (+12,351),
Orange (+1,346), San Diego (+1,023), San
Bernardino (+4454), Santa Clara (4418), Alameda
(+391), Riverside (+379) and San Francisco
(+372).

Complaints not involving motor vehicles de-
creased by 400 cases (a 1 percent drop). This
decrease follows a 17 percent increase the prior year
and may be a reflection of the civil jurisdictional
increase in 1986. Los Angeles showed the only large
decrease (—4,052). Most other counties showed
increases. Some counties reporting increases in per-
sonal injury cases not involving motor vehicles were
Orange (4-5851), Sacramento (4-506) and San
Francisco (+417).

The 127,400 other civil complaints filed in 1985-86
were 5,600 cases (+5 percent) more than the total
in 1984-85. (Note comments under personal injury
filings regarding increase in monetary jurisdiction
for superior court civil cases.) The increase was the
third highest of all categories. Among counties re-
porting large increases in other civil complaints
between 1984-85 and 1985-86 were San Diego
(+1,265), Fresno (+941), Riverside (+600) and
Santa Clara (4436). The largest decreases were in
Sonoma (—369), Napa (—251) and Butte (—249).

Other civil petitions rose by 3,400 cases (+3
percent) to 128,600, a record high for this case
category. Counties with the largest increases were
Los Angeles (+42,662), Santa Barbara (+1,277),
Contra Costa (+881) and Ventura (+519). The
largest declines were in Orange (—782), Humboldt
(—676), Fresno (—447), San Mateo (—424) and
Santa Clara (—417).

Eminent domain rose by 800 cases, a 57 percent
increase over 1984-85. The largest increases were in
Los Angeles (+381) and Kern (+109). The largest
decline was in Santa Barbara (—112).

The remaining two civil categories showed de-
creases. The 66,300 probate and guardianship cases
filed in 1985-86 were 500 cases, or 1 percent, fewer
than tihe number filed in 1984-85. The number of
filings has changed very little during the past 10
years. The 1985-86 level was only 2 percent above
that for 1976-77.

The 163,500 family law cases, the largest category
of all filings, had 2,100, or about 1 percent, fewer
cases than the preceding year. Compared to 10 years
ago, the current level decreased 5 percent.

Total civil cases filed in 1985-86 were 18 percent
more than the number filed 10 years before. Indi-
vidual civil categories, however, reflected varied
changes. Categories with high percentage increases
over figures 10 years ago include other civil com-
plaints (455 percent) and personal injuries (-+52
percent). Other civil petitions showed a moderate
rise (+11 percent) 4< stated above, probate and
guardianship filings rose slightly (42 percent), but
family law cases decreased 5 percent and eminent
domain filings declined 8 percent.

Juvenile Filings

The 84,300 juvenile delinquency cases in 1985-86
increased for the second time in 10 years (see Table
T-23). About 4,600 or 6 percent more cases were
filed in 1985-86 than 1984-85. This increase was the
fourth largest of all categories. The increase oc-
curred in both original proceedings, which repre-
sents minors making initial contact with the court,
and subsequent filings, which represent minors who
are already wards of the court. The largest increases
were in Los Angeles (43,214), San Bernardino
(+620), Fresno (+831) and Contra Costa (+407).
Among the courts reporting fewer juvenile delin-
quency filings, Alameda showed the largest decrease
(—~1,322) while other courts showed much smaller
declines.

Juvenile delinquency cases are filed under Wel-
fare & Institutions Code section 602 (see Glossary on
“Juvenile Delinquency”). In 1985-86, about 83,400
or 99 percent of the total were filed under section
602. This was 4,600 or 6 percent more than 1984-85
and the second increase since 1977-78. The 950
juvenile cases filed under Welfare & Institutions
Code section 601 were almost the same (a gain of
only 29 cases) as the preceding year. These juveniles
are persons who are beyond the control of their
parents or guardians and have not violated any law.
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Juvenile dependency cases filed in 1985-86 under
Welfare & Institutions Code section 300 rose by
3,000 cases or 9 percent over 1984-85. The percent-
age increase was the fourth highest of all categories,
surpassed by eminent domain, personal injury and
criminal filings. Juvenile dependency filings rose in
more than half of the courts, and 3 courts accounted
for over half of the increase: San Diego (+684), Los
Angeles (4-608) and San Francisco (4549).

Compared to 10 years earlier, juvenile delin-
guency filings in 1985-86 were lower (—9 percent)
but juvenile dependency filings more than doubled
{4152 percent).

Criminal Filings

The 94,800 criminal cases filed in 1985-86 again set
a new record high, exceeding the previous year by
12,200 cases, a 15 percent increase (see Table T-24).
This increase was not only the second highest of all
proceedings but also the largest for the criminal
category in 10 years.

Forty-five of the 58 courts reported increases.
Some of the counties with large gains between
1984-85 and 1985-86 were Los Angeles (46,287),
San Diego (+4897), Orange (+841), San Francisco

(+728) and Santa Clara (+663). Criminal filings
rose 73 percent compared to cases reported 10 years
ago.

Other Filings

Filing changes in the remaining categories were
small. The 19,500 appeals from lower courts ! filed in
superior courts in 1985-86 decreased for the third
consecutive year from the record number filed in
1982-83. The decrease, however, was only 300 cases
(—2 percent) below 1984-85.

The two remaining categories showed small in-
creases. The 7,000 mental health filings in 1985-86
rose by only 200 cases or 3 percent. The 13,000
habeas corpus filings rose only 100 cases.

Filings in Weighted Units

The number of cases filed provides only a rough
measure of the potential work of judges since each
filing is considered no different from any other for
statistical purposes, and no recognition is given to
the wide variance in judicial time spent on cases. To
provide a more accurate measure of the potential
judicial work reflected by filings, a system known as
weighted caseload was developed.

TABLE T-25-——CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS, WEIGHTED FILINGS AND REQUIRED JUDICIAL POSITIONS
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Filings Weighted filings Required
Type of Percent Percent Judicial
proceeding Number of total! Weight Number? of total! positions *
1) @) (3) (4) (5 (€)
Probate and guardianship 66,289 8 35 2,876,943 3 31
Family JaW ..o snsssnsresssssssssnensissnses 163,534 19 61 12,369,712 13 131
P.L, death and prop. damage 130,206 15 81 13,077,891 14 139
Eminent domain 2,075 <1 120 308,760 <1 3
Other civil:
Complaints 127,436 15 117 18,488415 20 196
Petitions 128,584 15 13 2,072,774 b 2%
Mental health......cccovrieecrminmsesniine 7,033 1 13 113,372 <l 1
Juvenile;
Delinquency 84,334 10 58 6,065,301 6 64
Dependency 36,818 4 88 4,017,580 4 43
Criminal 94,779 11 287 33,729,951 36 358
Appeals from lower courts 19,457 2 49 1,182,207 1 13
Habeas corpus .. 12,957 1 23 369,534 <l 4
Total 873,502 100 —_ 94,672,440 100 1,005

t Parts may not add to total because of rounding.

2 Current weights were approved by the Judicial Council in Spring 1985 and apply to all superior courts. These weights reflect average judicial time spent
only on case-related activities and do not include time required for noncase-related activities.

3 Weighted filings estimate the total time required by judges in disposing of the caseload and include both case-related and noncase-related activities. Figures
for each category were computed by multiplying filings (column 1) by the weight (column 3) and increasing the product by 24 percent to include time
required for noncase-related activities (see text).

4 Figures represent judicial positions required to dispose of the weighted caseload and were computed by dividing weighted filings (column 4) by the Judicial
Service Value of 94,170, the average number of minutes a year a judge spends on case-related and noncase-related activities.
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FIGURE 14—-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
COMPARISON OF PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FILINGS AND
WEIGHTED FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDINGS
Fiscal Year 1985-86

Percent of total
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The current weighted caseload system was re-
vised, updated and adopted by the Judicial Council
in April 1985. Under this system, a survey is con-
ducted among the courts to determine (1) the
average judicial time in minutes required to dispose
of each type of case; (2) the average judicial time
required for non-case-related activities such as ad-
niinistration, research and participation on justice
system comumittees; and (3) the average total time a
judge spends working during a year on case-related
and non-case-related activities called the “judicial
service value.”

The case-related weights, the non-case-related
time and the judicial service value are shown on
Table T-25. Under the current system one set of
weights and one judicial service value apply to all
superior courts.

Weighted filings are computed by (1) multiplying
the number of filings in a case category by the
weight, i.e., the average case-related judicial time
required to dispose of a filing in that category, and
(2) adding to the resulting total an increment of 24
percent to account for the judicial time required for
non-case-related activities.

The number of judicial positions required to dis-
pose of the weighted caseload can be estimated by
dividing the total weighted units by the judicial
service value of 94,170, that is, the number of work
minutes in a judge-year. Weighted filings are used
primarily to estimate the judgeship needs of a court.

Application of the weighting system to the filings
reported in 1985-86 produced a caseload of 94.7
million weighted filings for the superior courts. This
weighted caseload, when divided by the judicial
service value for superior courts, indicates that the
state’s workload requires 1,005 judicial positions (see
Table T-25). In comparison, the number of judicial
positions actually authorized in the superior courts
in 1985-86 was 789. This total is 216 positions (—21
percent) less than the estimated number required
to dispose of the caseload filed in 1985-86.

Table T-25 also displays the number of judicial
positions required to dispose of the weighted units

in each major case category. In addition, it compares
each major category as a percentage of total
weighted units with each major category as a per-
centage of total filings. The comparison is shown
graphically as Figure 14.

Table T-25 shows that the four categories with the
largest weighted caseloads were criminal, other civil
complaints, personal injuries and family law. These
categories together accounted for over 80 percent of
the weighted caseload filed in the superior courts in
1985-86, and indicated a need for 824 of the 1,005
total judicial positions required to process the cases
filed in superior courts.

Although criminal filings were only 11 percent of
total filings, they accounted for over one-third of the
total weighted units in the superior courts. Applica-
tion of the judicial service value to the weighted
criminal caseload indicated that 358 judicial posi-
tions were needed to process these filings.

The other civil complaints category (for filings not
elsewhere classified) had the next largest weighted
caseload. Its weighted units were one-fifth of the
total and reflected work for 196 judicial positions.

The personal injury category was the third highest
with 14 percent of the total weighted units and
reflected a requirement for 139 judicial positions. In
contrast to the two preceding categories, its share of
filings was comparable; personal injury cases com-
prised 15 percent of total superior court filings.

The family law category was the fourth highest
with 13 percent of the total weighted units. Its
caseload reflected work for 131 judicial positions.
This category, however, accounted for one-fifth of
the total cases filed in superior court and had more
filings in 1985-86 than any other group.

The remaining eight categories, including juve-
nile delinquency and dependency, probate and
guardianship, other civil petitions, appeals from
lower courts, eminent domain, mental health and
habeas corpus accounted for over 40 percent of the
total superior court filings but only 17 percent of the
total weighted units. The weighted units in this
group provided a caseload for 181 judicial positions.

3. DISPOSITIONS

Highlights

In fiscal year 1985-86, the superior courts disposed
of 683,800 cases, exclusive of civil matters dismissed
for lack of prosecution.® This was an increase of
45,600 cases or 7 percent above 1984-85. The per-
centage increase was the largest in 10 years.

The average number of cases disposed of per
judicial position equivalent?® (825) was higher than
the year before (820) and reflected an increases for
the fourth year in a row. For the past 10 years, the
average ranged from 791 dispositions in 1981-82 to
902 dispositions in 1976-77.

The disposition rate provides a rough index of
judicial output. It reflects judicial effort, but also is
affected by factors over which courts have little or
no control, such as changes in the types of cases
filed, the rate at which cases are filed, the manner in
which cases are disposed of, and the effect of
changes in statutory and case law.

In 1985-86 44,500 (14 percent) more cases were
disposed of without trial than in 1984-85. The rise in
dispositions before trial is attributed primarily to
disposition of criminal, family law and personal
injury cases. Together, about 35,800 more of these
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cases were disposed of before trial. Of these, about
13,200 were criminal. An increase in guilty pleas
accounted for the rise in criminal dispositions. About
12,400 more family law cases were disposed of
without trial in 1985-86. The family law increase
reflected gains in summary dissolutions and dissolu-
tions involving affidavits in lieu of testimony.

Trial dispositions in 1985-86 totalled about 328,100
or only 1,100 (a fraction of one percent) more
dispositions than in 1984-85.

Trials of uncontested matters increased by 2,700
cases or 1 percent, reflecting gains primarily in 2

categories: other civil petitions and juvenile delin-
quency. Uncontested matters are generally less
time-consuming since they are terminated before
evidence is introduced by both parties.

Trials of contested matters decreased by 1,600
cases. Contested matters are generally more time-
consuming, since they are terminated after evi-
dence is introduced by both parties. Most of the
decline in contested dispositions were either appeals
from lower courts or other civil petitions.

About 500 (7 percent) more jury trials were held
in 1985-86 than in 1984-85.

TABLE T-26—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

NUMBER OF JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS, DISPOSITIONS
(EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES DISMISSED FOR DELAY IN PROSECUTION)
AND DISPOSITIONS PER jJUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENT

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

Dispositions
(less civil dismissals for
delay in prosecution)

Number of
judicial
position
equivalents
Increases
from
preceding
Total year
644 22,
663 19
667 4
688 21
709 21
736 o7
745 9
760 15
778 18
829 51

R Revised.

Total Dispositions

Criminal dispositions, rising 18 percent above the
1984-85 figure, showed the largest increase of all
disposition categories. The 13,200 gain approximated
the 12,200 increase in criminal filings. The family law
category showed the second highest increase with
12,000 cases (8 percent), although family law filings
decreased. The third and fourth highest disposition
increases were registered in personal injury
(+11,100) and juvenile delinquency (+45,900) cate-
gories. Filings in these categories rose by 17,900 and
4,600 cases, respectively, above the preceding year.

The disposition increases in the other categories
were smaller. Juvenile dependency cases rose by

Dispositions
Change from per judicial
preceding year position

Total Amount Percent equivalent
581,037 28,928 5 902
589,921 8,884 24 890
588,015 —1,906 —<1 882
563,530 —924,485 —4 819
584,316 20,786 4 824
581,922 —2,394 —<1 791
1 509,969 R 18,047 3 805
617,225 117,956 3 812
R 638,227 ® 21,002 3 R 820
683,839 45,612 7 825

2,700 dispositions, consistent with the increase in
filings (+3,000). Other civil complaints dispositions
rose by 2,300 cases but its 5,600 filings increase was
the third highest of all categories. Other categories
showing small gains were probate and guardianship,
eminent domain and mental health.

Three categories showed disposition declines in
1985-86 compared to 1984-85. The appeals from
lower courts category registered the largest de-
crease (—3,000) while totalling the smallest de-
crease in filings (—300) among the categories.
Other disposition decreases were in other civil
petitions (—1,800) and habeas corpus (—200)
proceedings.
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TABLE T-27—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING
(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR DELAY IN PROSECUTION)

Fiscal Years 1976-77, 1984-85 and 1985-86

Change in dispositions from

Dispositions 1984-85 1976-77
Type of proceeding 1985-86 1984-85 1976-77  Amount  Percent Amount Percent
Total ..o 683,839 R 638,227 581,049 45,612 7 102,790 18
Probate and guardianship ........ 64,700 R 62,832 62,078 1,868 3 2,622 4
Family law ....ccocecvvrnicnicnninccnnceian 160,146 R 148,137 147,530 12,009 8 12,616 9
P.1, death and prop. dam......... 80,599 769,520 60,213 11,079 16 20,386 34
Motor vehicles ....civeivireinnns 45,882 R 41,247 40,484 4,635 11 5,398 13
OtheT ..o 34,717 % 98,273 19,729 6,444 23 14,988 76
Eminent domain 1,206 ® 598 2,218 608 102 —1,012 —46
Other Civilioveeeeierinene 150,393 R 149,851 134,553 542 <1 15,840 12
Complaints 68,453 66,159 49,381 2,294 3 19,072 39
Petitions ....eeinnnes 81,940 % 83,692 85,172 —1,752 -2 —3,232 —4
Mental health ....coveverieeririnnns 7,148 R 6,290 4,925 858 14 2,223 45
Juvenile: ......ovvviverieiieeiencinnnns 102,782 R 04,175 99,951 8,607 9 2,831 3
Delinquency 77,018 R71,143 86,845 5,875 8 —9,827 —11
Original.....c.coceeeeneee 47,790 R 44,520 55,497 3,270 7 —7,707 —14
Subsequent 29,298 % 96,623 31,348 2,605 10 —92,120 -7
Dependency 25,764 ® 93,032 13,106 2,732 12 12,658 97
Original.....c.coveevvnennae 22,059 R 90,482 12,339 1,577 8 9,720 79
Subsequent 3,705 k9,550 767 1,155 45 2,938 383
Criminal ......cocveerevvvinneiierenrennens 87,784 R74 591 49,111 13,193 18 38,673 79
Appeals from lower court ........ 18,453 791,435 11,323 —2,982 —~14 7,130 63
GVl 15,364 718,146 9,056 —2,782 —15 6,308 70
Criminal .....oovveieirenieerrernenrenne 3,089 3,289 2,267 —200 —6 822 36
Habeas corpus....cceeerrerivconiecene 10,628 10,798 9,147 —170 —2 1,481 16
Criminal .....cocovevevrreans 3,920 3,829 3,861 91 2 59 2
OtheT i eesrererrcinens 6,708 6,969 5,286 —261 —4 1,422 27
R Revised.

Cases Disposed of Before Trial

About 355,800 or 52 percent of superior court cases
were disposed of without trial in 1985-86. This total
was 44,500 or 14 percent above the number disposed
of before trial in 1984-85 (see Table T-28). Disposi-
tions without trial include dismissals before trial
(but exclude civil dismisgals for lack of prosecution),
transfers, summary judgments, pleas of guilty, and
other judgments before trial. All categories except
other civil complaints and habeas corpus showed
increases in dispositions before trial.

The increase in criminal cases disposed of without
trial was the largest of all categories for the second
consecutive year. About 13,200 or 19 percent more
criminal cases were disposed of in 1985-86 without
trial, of which most were by guilty pleas. Some
courts with large increases in criminal dispositions
without trial were Los Angeles (+6,618), San Diego

(+1,078), Alameda (+849), Fresno (+4791), Sacra-
mento (-655), Orange (-+621), and Santa Clara
(+450).

The second highest 1985-86 increase in disposi-
tions before trial was in the family law category, also
for the second consecutive year. The continued rise
in this category resulted primarily from summary
dissolutions and from uncontested dissolutions with-
out court appearance (where affidavits were used in
lieu of testimony) . Courts recording large family law
increases in dispositions before trial were Los
Angeles (+8,515), Santa Clara (42,383) and Fresno
(+1,950)"

The personal injury category recordsad the third
highest increase in dispositions without trial
(+10,300). The increases in the other categories
were much lower. The fourth largest gain was in
other civil petitions disposed of before trial
(+4,700). It was followed by an increase of 2,100
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juvenile delinquency cases and 1,100 juvenile de-
pendency matters disposed of before trial. Other
categories recorded gains of 700 cases or less. The
habeas corpus category decreased by 600 cases,
while the other civil complaints group had about the
same number of cases disposed of before trial in
1985-86 as in the preceding year.

Cases Disposed of After Trial

About 328,100 cases or 48 percent of superior court
cases required trial for disposition in 1985-86 (see
Table T-28 and Figure 15). This volume was 1,100
cases (less than 1 percent) more than the previous
year’s total and contrasts with the 1984-85 decrease
of 2,300 cases. In 1985-86 uncontested matters in-
creased while contested dispositions declined.

Seven of the twelve major categories reflected
increases in tria: dispositions. The largest gains were
in juvenile delinquency (+3,800), other civil com-

plaints (4-2,300), juvenile dependency (+1,700)
and probate and guardianship (+1,200). Smaller
increases occurred in the personal injury, mental
health and habeas corpus categories. Some of the
courts reporting larger increases in juvenile delin-
quency trial dispositions were Los Angeles (+785),
Alameda (+-744) and Contra Costa (+698). In other
civil complaints the largest gains were recorded by
Fresno (+1,534)° Los Angeles (+1,041) and Sacra-
mento (4460).

Fewer cases were disposed of by trial or hearing,
however, in three categories: other civil petitions
(—6,400), appeals from lower courts (—3,100) and
family law (—400). The large disposition declines in
other civil petition hearings occurred primarily in
Los Angeles County (—7,308). This figure was offset
in part by a slight rise in the remainder of the state.
Eminent domain and criminal trial dispositions re-
mained about the same as in the preceding year.

TABLE T-28-—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BEFORE AND AFTER TRIAL BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING
(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR DELAY IN PROSECUTION)

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions before trial

Dispositions after trial

Change from Change from
1984-85 1984-85

Type of proceeding 1985-86 1984-85 Amount  Percent 1985-86 1984-85 Amount Percent
TOAl vuevmsrerreorrsaresssssrenses 353,757 R 311,215 44,549 14 328,082 R 397,012 1,070 <1
Probate and guardianship.. 6,669 R 5960 709 12 58,031 R 56,872 1,159 9
Family law .oocvnecrnnersrnne 66,618 154,247 12,371 23 93,528 793,890 —362 —<1
P.L, death & prop. dam.... 76,468 R 66,201 10,267 16 4,131 "3,319 812 24
Motor vehicles 43,776 739,598 4,178 11 2,106 R1,649 457 28
L6 ]1:7:) OO 32,602 196,603 6,089 23 2,005 11,670 355 21
Eminent domain 1,117 R 430 687 160 89 168 —79 —47
Other civil: ............. 97,336 " 92,686 4,650 5 53,057 157,165 —4,108 -7
Complaints .. 50,190 150,200 -10 —<1 18,263 R 15,959 2,304 14
Petitions 47,146 R 49,486 4,660 11 34,794 R 41,206 —6,412 —16
Mental health 801 R705 96 14 6,347 R 5,585 762 14
Juvenile: ..o 16,993 13,844 3,149 23 85,789 780,331 5,458 7
Delinquency ... 10,957 8,860 2,097 24 66,061 162,283 3,778 6
Original .....vrreenrerrsarnnne 7,172 5,853 1,319 23 40,618 R 38,667 1,951 5
Subsequent ......ciiereense 3,785 3,007 778 26 25,443 193,616 1,827 8
Dependency ..., 6,036 4984 1,052 21 19,728 k18,048 1,680 9
Original ....vvvconerennnenne 4,644 4,692 22 <1 17415 115,860 1,555 10
Subsequent ... 1,392 362 1,030 285 2,313 %9,188 125 6
Criminal 81,636 R 68,479 13,157 19 6,148 k6,112 36 1
Appeals fr. lower court:...... 2,004 2,019 75 4 16,359 k10,416 —3,057 —16
CHVIL worvvrconrsrnsenmmassssoniserenns 918 931 ~13 -1 14,446 Ri7215 2,769 —16
Criminal . 1,176 1,088 88 8 1,913 2,201 288 —13
Habeas corpus ..o 6,025 6,644 —619 -9 4,603 4,154 449 11
Criminal......comroeessnsrnn: 2,794 2,993 —269 -9 1,196 836 360 43
OLher .emircnsrerssmnsessinen 3,301 3,651 —350 -10 3,407 3,318 89 3

R Revised.
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FIGURE 15—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MANNER OF DISPOSITION BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING?®
(Excluding Civii Dismissals For Delay In Prosecution)
Fiscal Year 1985-86
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d Jury trials are shown here separately but are also included as part of dispositions after uncontested and contested trial.
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Criminal Convictions

Tables T-29 and T-30 show the number and per-
centage of criminal defendants convicted or acquit-
ted at each stage of the trial process in 1985-86, and
the level of crime of which defendants were con-
victed.,

Nearly 81,000 defendants, or 92 percent of all
1985-86 criminal dispositions in superior courts were
the result of convictions. The number of convictions

TABLE T-29
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT
CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS CONVICTED,
ACQUITTED, DISMISSED OR TRANSFERRED

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Criminal
defendants

_ disposed of

Type of disposition Number Percent

Total defendants disposed of.............. 87,784 100
Defendants convicted: .......cevvirerveenne 80,970 _92¢
Pleas of guilty before trial .............. 76,013 87
Convicted after court trial.............. 1,532 2
Convicted after jury trial............... 3,425 4
Defendants acquitted, dismissed or
transferred: ... 6,814 _ 8
Dismissed or transferred before
[ 571 NSO OO 5,623 6
Acquitted or dismissed after court
159 £: | OO OO SOOI 414 <1
Acquitted or dismissed after jury
[ 5 4721 OOV UR 777 1

* Parts do not add to total because of rounding.

A large proportion of criminal dispositions pro-
cessed through the superior courts are generally
disposed of before trial by pleas of guilty. In 1985-86,
of the 87,800 dispositions in superior courts, 76,000
were by pleas of guilty. These pleas were 87 percent
of all criminal dispositions. The proportion has risen
steadily during each of the past 10 years, from 71
percent in 1976-77, to 85 percent in 1984-85 and 87
percent in 1985-86. Guilty pleas assist in timely
disposition, as trials in criminal cases can become
lengthy.

Only 6 percent of total superior court dispositions
in 1985-86 were convictions after trial. Four percent
were dispositions by jury trials and 2 percent by
court trials, i.e., without the use of juries. Although
the proportion of criminal cases proceeding to trial
is relatively small, these trials account for a substan-
tial part of judicial time spent on criminal matters.

in 1985-86 was 12,900 more than in 1984-85 (see
Appendix Table A-27). The increase primarily re-
flects defendants convicted after pleading guilty.
The number of defendants convicted after trial
remained almost the same as in the preceding year.
Some courts reporting large increases in convictions
were Los Angeles (46,807), San Diego (-+1,023),
Alameda (+863), Fresno (+710)% Sacramento
(4665), Orange (+611) and Santa Clara (+4-572).

TABLE T-30
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT
CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS CONVICTED OF
FELONY AND MISDEMEANOR CRIMES

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Criminal
defendants
convicted
Type of conviction Number Percent
Total defendants convicted............... 80,970 100
Felony erimes: .....cecneneccsmeenreerenions 78,910 97+
Pleas of guilty before trial................ 74,285 92
Convicted after court trial ............. 1,401 2
Convicted after jury trial ... 3,224 4
Misdemeanor Crimes: ........cccuereeerenenes 2,060 _ 3
Pleas of guilty before trial................ 1,728 2
Convicted after court trial ............. 131 <1
Convicted after jury trial ...ceenn 201 <1

# Parts do not add to total because of rounding.

The proportion disposed of after trial (including
defendants convicted and not convicted) declined
steadily from 16 percent in 1976-77 to 11 percent in
1980-81, remained at the 12 percent level until
1982-83, then declined to the decade low of 6
percent in 1985-86. This was opposite to the trend
for dispositions by pleas of guilty.

Of 1985-86 superior court convictions, 97 percent
were at the felony level, largely a result of guilty
pleas (see Table T-30). Only 3 percent were misde-
meanor convictions. Compared to the preceding
year, felony convictions rose by 13,100 defendants
(+20 percent) but misdemeanor convictions de-
clined 100 defendants (—5 percent). (See Table
A-27.) The proportion convicted of misdemeanors
has declined steadily for 8 years, from 7 percent in
197778 to 3 percent in 1985-86.



1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 117

Contested Matters

Contested matters are cases disposed of after trial
or hearing where both parties have introduced
evidence. They are generally the most
time-consuming dispositions. Among contested pro-
ceedings, however, habeas corpus hearings—which
by definition are considered contested—generally
take less time to dispose of than contested matters in
other categories.

The 73,400 contested matters disposed of in

disposed of 2,600 fewer contested appeals from
lower courts and recorded the same decrease in the
disposition of contested other civil petitions. The
remainder of the state only showed 400 fewer
contested appeals from lower courts but accounted
for 1,200 additional contested other civil petition
dispositions.

Changes in the contested matters among the
remaining categories were small. The other cate-
gory with a decrease in contested matters was family

1985-86 declined 1,600 cases or 2 percent from the
1984-85 total (see Table T-31). The larger decreases
occurred in the categories of appeals from lower
courts (—3,100) and other civil petitions (—1,400).
Some offsetting increases in contested dispositions
were registered in other civil complaints (4-1,500),
juvenile dependency (+4-500) and habeas corpus
(-+400) proceedings. The Los Angeles court alone

law (—200). Increases were noted in the categories
of probate and guardianship (4-300), criminal
(+150), and personal injury (4100). In the follow-
ing categories, the number of contested cases dis-
posed of after trial remained virtually unchanged:
eminent domain, mental health and juvenile delin-
quency.

TABLE T-31—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Years 1976-77, 1984-85 and 1985-86

Change in contested dispositions from

Contested dispositions 1984-85 1976-77
Type of preceeding 1985-86 1984-85 1976-77  Amount Percent Amount  Percent
Total 73,408 R75,010 58,909 ~1,602 -2 14,499 25
Probate and guardianship 3,481 3,159 2,724 322 10 757 28
Family law 12,931 R 13,097 11,008 —166 -1 1,923 17
P.IL, death & prop. dam. 1,801 R1,659 2,631 142 9 —830 —-32
Motor vehicles 769 654 1,349 115 18 —580 —43
Other 1,032 71,005 1,282 27 3 —250 —20
Eminent domain 54 85 164 —31 —36 —110 —67
Other civil 13,836 R13,737 7,130 9 1 6,706 94
Complaints 6,525 R 4981 5,043 1,544 31 1,482 29
Petitions . 7311 8,756 2,087 —1,445 -17 5,294 250
Mental health 1,170 R1,150 324 20 2 846 261
Juvenile 14,346 713,876 14,979 470 3 —633 —4
Delinquency 10,121 R10,110 13,336 11 <l -3,215 —24
Original 5,710 15,907 8,461 -197 -3 ~2,751 -33
Subsequent 4411 R 4,903 4,875 208 5 ~464 -10
Dependency 4,295 R 3,766 1,643 459 12 2,582 157
Original 3,324 R 3147 1,505 177 6 1,819 121
Subsequent 901 619 138 282 46 763 553
Criminal 4,827 R 4,677 6,133 150 3 —1,306 -21
Appeals from lower court 16,359 ® 19,416 10,347 —3,057 -16 6,012 58
Civil 14,446 R17,215 8,601 —2,769 -16 5,845 68
Criminal 1,913 2,201 1,746 —288 -13 167 10
Habeas corpus 4,603 4,154 3,469 449 11 1,134 33
Criminal 1,196 836 660 360 43 536 81
Other 3,407 3,318 2,809 89 3 598 21

R Revised.




118 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

Table T-32 shows the number of contested mat-
ters disposed of each year since 1976-77 in four
selected categories that require substantial judicial
effort. These categories accounted for over 27,500
contested matters or 37 percent of all contested

matters disposed of in 1985-86. This total was 2,300
cases or 9 percent higher than 1984-85 but 4 percent
below the peak of 28,800 contested matters disposed
of in the selected categories in 1976-77.

TABLE T-32—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
SELECTED CONTESTED MATTERS AS PERCENT OF DISPOSITIONS ©

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

Total Other civil
contested matters Personal injury complaints Criminal Juvenile

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Fiscal year Number® dispositions®  Number  dispositions®  Number  dispositions®  Number  dispositions Number dispositions
58,906 10 2,631 4 5,043 10 6,133 12 14,979 15
62,359 11 2,377 4 5,085 10 5,810 12 14,365 14
64,065 11 2,220 3 5,293 10 5,200 11 14,274 15
63,388 11 2,048 3 4,965 9 5,094 10 14913 16
65,013 11 1911 3 5,533 10 5,241 9 14,539 16
65,451 11 2,006 3 5,405 9 5,609 9 14,382 15
66,077 11 2,062 3 5,506 9 5,896 9 12,872 14
68,950 11 1814 Ra 5,105 8 5,196 8 13,274 15
R75,010 12 R 1,659 2 R 4,981 8 "4 677 6 R 13,876 15
73,408 11 1,801 2 6,525 10 4,827 5 14,346 14

4 Excluding civil dismissals for delay in prosecution.
E’,Total of all proceedings; total for selected proceedings is not listed.
“ Revised.

4. JURY TRIALS

The number of jury trials is another measure of
judicial activity in superior courts. Table T-33 shows
the number of juries sworn and jury trials held since
1976-77 for all cases and for two selected categories:
personal injury and criminal.

In 1985-86, jury trials in superior courts disposed
of about 7,400 cases. About 5,700 cases or 77 percent
of these trials were for personal injury and criminal
matters. Although cases disposed of by jury trial
represent only about 1 percent of all dispositions,
they include the most time-consuming cases.

Total jury trials in 1985-86 rose 500 or 7 percent
above the 1984-85 figure. Categories other than
criminal or personal injury, ie., the other civil
categories, accounted for about two-thirds of the
increase. Jury trials held in criminal proceedings in
1985-86 increased by 1 percent (40 trials) and in
personal injury cases by 11 percent (145 trials) from
the preceding year. Civil categories other than
personal injuries showed a combined increase of 22
percent or 308 cases from 1984-83.

TABLE T-33—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN AND JURY TRIALS AS PERCENTAGE OF DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 197677 through 1985-86

All proceedings* Personal injury Criminal
Jury trials Jury trials Jury trials
As a percent As a percent As a percent
Juries of Juries of Juries of
Fiscal year ~ sworn Number  dispositions® sworn Number  dispositions® sworn Number dispositions ®
8,368 8912 1 2,357 2,203 4 5,556 5,179 10
8,471 7,892 1 2,193 2,042 3 5,194 4,914 10
7911 7,309 1 2,024 1,810 3 4,752 4,473 9
7816 7,393 1 1,724 1,910 3 5,003 4,439 9
7,913 7,469 1 1,687 1,783 3 5,048 4,544 8
8,381 8,001 1 1,690 1,707 2 5,978 4,900 8
8,956 1,775 1 1,845 1,593 2 5,288 4,810 7
8971 7,520 1 2,147 1,561 2 4,782 4,404 7
g 112 R6,807 1 R 9,033 1,365 9 R 4,600 4,162 6
9,520 7,390 1 1,916 1,510 2 4,858 4,202 5

¥ Total for all proceedings; total of selected proceedings is not listed.
Excluding civil dismissals for delay in prosecution.
R Revised.
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5. CONDITION OF CIVIL CALENDARS—
METROPOLITAN COURTS

Civil calendars in superior courts having six or
more judges improved in 1985-86, with a decline in
the number of civil cases awaiting trial, even though
civil filings increased. The improvement in 1985-86
was the fifth in the last six years.

The two indices the Judicial Council uses to
describe the condition of civil calendars are the
number of civil cases awaiting trial and the elapsed
time to trial measured from the filing of the at-issue
memorandum. These indices are closely related and
a change in the number of cases awaiting trial often
forecasts a similar change in elapsed time to trial.

The following discussion of civil calendar condi-
tions is based on the 21 superior courts with 6 or
more judges.” Together, these courts account for
about 90 percent of the civil filings statewide and for
a corresponding proportion of both case inventory
and jury trials. Also, court congestion and lengthy
waiting time to trial generally are most severe in

these larger courts. Although the courts are often
discussed as a group, each calendar is unique and
conditions may differ from court to court.

Number of Civil Cases Awaiting Trial

The inventory of civil cases awaiting trial (cases
on the civil active list as the result of filing an
at-issue memorandum) as of June 30, 1977, through
June 30, 1986, is shown in Table T-34 and Figure 16.
The total 72,200 civil cases that awaited trial in the 21
courts as of June 30, 1986, was the lowest in 10 years.
After a slight increase in 1985, the first in five years,
cases pending trial continued the decline begun in
1981. The 1986 total decreased by 4,000 cases or 5
percent from 1985, and by 54,700 cases or 43 percent
from the record high established in 1980. In compar-
ison, civil filings increased by 25,000 cases or about 4
percent between 1984-85 and 1985-86.

TABLE T-34—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SiX OR MORE
JUDGES *—NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
AS OF JUNE 30, 1977 THROUGH 1986

Number of civil cases awaiting trial as of June 30

Court 1977 1978 1979 1580 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Alameda...cevoiiennes 5,970 5,482 3,939 3,920 3,940 3,236 3,734 3,873 4,476 4716
Contra Costa....e.coeecee. 2,376 2,626 2,926 2,697 2,435 2,694 1,937 2,005 1,456 982
Fresno 1,287 1,745 1,819 1,688 1,346 1,154 783 704 698 592
Kern oueenenne. 914 1,124 1,218 1,046 958 1,020 1,233 977 1,101 971
Los Angeles 55,150 63,433 TL179 72,072 61,715 36,678 34,886 34,840 38524 36,757
Marin ..oeecessssenees 1,101 1,087 1,205 764 456 636 584 670 712 677
Monterey..... 513 360 289 290 339 345 333 365 300 247
Orange......... 8,151 10,942 12,940 10,649 10,483 10,450 9,795 9,113 6,350 5,951
Riverside ......... 1,952 2,457 2,422 1,993 2,068 1,888 2,058 2,020 1,682 1,257
Sacramento 3,173 2,822 2,949 2,683 2,017 1,531 1,844 1,879 2,766 2,878
San Bernardino ........ 2,667 2,771 3,030 4,419 3,247 2,440 1,543 1,505 1,474 1,695
San Diego ....... 7,105 7,121 7,694 7,747 8,090 7,159 5,696 4,760 3,635 6,107
San Francisco. 4,968 4,654 4,130 56,093 4,661 4,287 5316 6,061 4,533 2,967
San Joaquin 1,303 1,345 1,510 1,797 2,188 2,043 805 707 498 594
San Mateo .....cciuens 1,470 1,310 1,068 915 874 750 939 929 1,045 1,042
Santa Barbara........ 746 984 719 774 806 593 607 512 482 529
Santa Clara .cvecee 2,776 3,750 2,721 3,610 2,082 2,701 2,329 2,272 2,342 2,133
S0NOMA .ovvevreesrserins 1,480 1,572 1,387 636 526 544 604 539 576 475
Stanislaus .....ccoisivenns 411 594 1,109 1,115 1,265 1,080 802 743 585 611
Tulare .o evcverennsersssenns 602 356 354 267 305 241 267 236 258 247
Ventura ...essses 1,258 1,356 1,748 1,719 1,692 1,020 889 799 693 801
o]} S— 105,373 117,891 126,392 126,894 117,493 82470 76984 75509 76,186 72,229
Total excluding
Los Angeles .. 50,223 54,458 55,213 54,822 49,778 45,792 42,008 40,669 37,662 35472
Total civil jury
cases awaiting
(3 T:1 S 62,245 70,163 75,622 77,031 70,993 49,461 46,691 47,538 47,767 44,720

* As of June 30, 1986,
b Prior to 1980 the Sen Francisco court did not count at-issue memoranda until a certificate of readiness was filed at the invitation of the court.
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FIGURE 16— CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES
Civil Cases Awaiting Trial as of June 30, 1977-1986
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Excluding the Los Angeles court, the total civil
pending cases declined 2,200 cases or 6 percent from
1985. The decline in the group without Los Angeles
was the seventh consecutive since the peak level
reached in 1979.

Civil jury cases awaiting trial are the critical
component of the inventory. After two years of
increase their volume fell to a 10-year low. The June
30, 1986, jury list of 44,700 cases was 3,000 cases or 6
percent below the previous year’s figure.

It is important to note that only a small percent-
age of the inventory of “cases awaiting trial” are
actually disposed of by trial. Most civil cases on the
pending list are disposed of prior to trial either by
settlement or dismissal. For example, consider the
two categories of personal injury and other civil
complaints which are heavily represented on the

civil pending list. In 1985-86 only 2 percent of the
personal injury dispositions and 10 percent of the
other civil complaints dispositions were contested
matters disposed of after trial. (See Figure 15 in the
preceding section on superior court dispositions.)
Contested court and jury trials, although a small
proportion of total dispositions, require the most
judicial time of all types of dispositions within each
case category.

Twelve superior courts improved their civil cal-
endar by reducing the number of civil cases await-
ing trial between June 30, 1985, and June 30, 1986.
The largest reduction (—1,767) was reported by the
Los Angeles court, followed by San Francisco
(—1,566) and Contra Costa (--474). Each of the
remaining 9 courts had reduced its pending list by
fewer than 500 cases.

TABLE T-35—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES °

AS OF JUNE 30, 1986

NUMBER OF CIVIL JURY CASES AWAITING TRIAL

Cases in which at-issue
memoranda were

Percent of cases

Total civil filed over one year in which at-issue
Jjury cases as of June 30, 1986 mernoranda were filed
awaiting Percent over one year as of

Court trial Number of total June 30, 1985
AlAIEda ..ot 3,875 349 9 13
718 122 17 24
327 0 0 0
650 172 26 35
L05 ANZEIES (oo sssieesesece s 22,972 12,782 56 49
MATIN cooiirirereree et srnssessinssasseressssesses 299 19 6 9
Monterey 122 0 0 0
Orange ......oevveeennees 3,350 265 8 13
Riverside 569 113 20 34
SACTAINENILO....covevrereinrerereriereteieserersssersressesessens 1,968 226 11 6
San Bernardinio cewensesnesseneens 729 91 12 12
San Diego...vvinnen 3,266 1,302 40 32
San Francisco 2,561 605 24 16
San Joaquin ............. 236 1 <1 1
San MAateo....vrerrrerenecirnienresesenressinesessans 586 0 0 0
Santa Barbara ... 278 18 6 3
Santa Clara . 0 0 0
Sonoma ....ovevereereenns 14 6 9
Stanislaus..........cveevene. 0 0 0
Tulare .vveeencencees 0 0 0
Ventura ..o, 20 _ 5 7
TOtAL e nse e beeeees 16,099 36 33
Total excluding Los Angeles 3,317 15 15

* As of June 30, 1986.
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By reducing the number of cases awaiting trial in
1985-86, the following superior courts reported their
lowest total in 10 years: Contra Costa, Fresno,
Monterey, Orange, Riverside, San Francisco, and
Sonoma. Other courts having a low pending total,
although not a decade low, were Kern, San Joaquin,
Santa Barbara, Santa Clara and Tulare.

The reductions were offset, in part, by gains
reported in 8 of the 21 superior courts with 6 or
more judges. One court showed no change between
1985 and 1986. Most increases were small, with the
San Diego court reporting the largest increase
(+472). This was the second increase since San
Diego reported its 10-year low 2 years ago. The gains
in the other courts were all below 250 cases.

Civil Jury Cases Awaiting Trial Over One Year

An indicator of older pending cases is the number
of civil jury cases awaiting trial over one year.
Although Table T-35 shows the total number of cases
awaiting trial over one year, the figures basically
represent jury cases. Statewide, about 36 of every
100 civil jury cases on the civil active list had been
awaiting trial over one year in 1986. Excluding Los
Angeles’ calendar, the proportion drops to 15 per-

cent. Los Angeles has a large proportion of cases
awaiting trial that are over a year old (see below).

Eight courts reduced their proportion of older
cases awaiting trial between 1985 and 1986. Five
courts, however, reported increases in this propor-
tion of older cases. The largest increases were
reported in Los Angeles, San Diego and San
Francisco.

In 1986 only 2 courts reported a large proportion
of older cases (i.e., 30 percent or more) on the civil
jury pending list: Los Angeles (56 percent) and San
Diego (40 percent). Thirteen courts reported 10
percent or fewer cases were pending over one year.

Civil Cases Awaiting Trial
Per Authorized Judge

Table T-36 was developed to adjust for the effect
of court size on pending caseloads. This table shows
the number of civil cases awaiting trial per autho-
rized judge as of June 30, from 1977 through 1986.
On June 30, 1986, 13 courts (2 courts more than in
1985) had 75 or fewer cases pending per judge. The
3 courts having 50 or fewer pending civil cases per
authorized judge were Monterey (31), Fresno (39)
and Tulare (41).

TABLE T-36—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE
JUDGES ~—~NUMBER OF CiVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE* AS OF JUNE 30, 1977 THROUGH 1986

Number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judge as of June 30

Court 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Alameda 206 183 131 126 127 104 120 125 144 152
Contra Costa .oemsivrssssesensirsns 198 219 244 193 174 192 129 134 97 65
Fresno 129 145 142 130 104 89 60 50 47 39
Kern 114 141 152 131 96 102 123 75 85 75
Los Angeles ..erinnescnsininnas 323 371 416 368 329 178 169 169 180 164
Marin 184 181 201 197 76 106 97 112 119 113
MONBLETEY woovverrrmmrarsenssessrerarermisens 73 51 41 41 48 49 49 46 38 31
Orange 220 274 324 254 228 227 192 179 125 117
Riverside 150 189 151 117 122 111 121 119 89 66
S2CTamento ..ocmniersersnsones 159 128 134 117 75 57 68 70 102 107
San Bernardino .......eeeemesreonnne 148 154 168 221 155 116 70 68 61 71
San DHEgO uirrrecsssserssssresmssrans 203 203 192 189 197 175 132 111 115 195
San Francisco ... 191 179 159 296 173 159 190 216 162 106
$an Joaquin ..meescsrsresssssersons 186 192 216 225 274 255 80 64 45 54
San Mateo ..emimeimcsssnssersss 105 94 76 65 62 54 67 66 75 74
Santa Barbara ... 107 141 103 111 115 85 67 51 48 53
Santa Clara.....wensmmnn 96 129 94 109 63 82 71 69 71 65
Sonoma 247 262 231 106 88 91 86 77 72 59
Stanislaus ...reeeenseersrsssssssieon: 69 99 185 186 211 177 100 93 73 76
Tulare 150 71 71 4 51 40 4 39 43 41
Ventura 140 151 194 156 154 93 68 61 _ 88 62

Average cases awaiting trial

per authorized judge:
Total for the above courts.. 229 244 257 237 211 148 133 130 126 118
Total excluding Los Angeles 166 175 172 161 142 130 113 108 97 91

# As of June 30, 1986.

b Note that comparisons relate to the total number of judges authorized as of June 30 of each fiscal year and are not adjusted to reflect the number actually

available to dispose of civil pending cases.
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The 3 courts, one less than last year, with the
highest number of cases pending per judge (i.e., 125
cases or more) were Los Angeles (164), Alameda
(152) and San Diego (125). San Francisco, which
had 162 cases per judge in 1985, reduced its figure to
a 10-year low of 106 in 1986.

In addition to San Francisco, one other court
showed a large year-to-year decline in the number
of cases pending per judge. The Contra Costa court,
with 65 cases pending per judge in 1986, reported a
decline of 32 cases.

Elapsed Time to Trial

The term “delay” can be misleading when used to
describe some of the various time elements in court
proceedings terminating in trial. Therefore, the
Judicial Council has adopted a term “elapsed time to
trial,” which more accurately describes the time
from the point of filing various documents (e.g.,
complaint, at-issue memorandum, certificate of
readiness) to the start of trial. This interval not only
includes time that courts require to bring a ready
case to trial, but also the time attorneys regularly
require to prepare cases for trial. To label such
composites of time periods as “court delay” may be
misleading, for it implies that the time being mea-
sured results exclusively from conditions within the
court.

Table T-37 displays the median elapsed time to

trial in months from filing of the at-issue memoran-
dum for civil cases tried from June 1977 through
June 1986 in the 21 metropolitan courts.

The median interval from at-issue memorandum
to trial for civil cases tried in June 1986 decreased in
eight courts, increased in ten courts and did not
change in three courts from the June 1985 interval.
Courts with the largest increases in median time to
trial were Alameda (4-23 months to 39), Sacramento
(+13 months to 24) and Sonoma (49 months to 18).
Courts with the largest decreases in median time to
trial were Los Angeles (—10 months to 26), Orange
(—6 months to 13), San Francisco (—4 months to
17) and Fresno (—4 months to 6).

Five courts, one more than a year ago, reported
medians of six months or less: Fresno, Monterey, San
Joaquin, San Mateo and Stanislaus. The five courts
with medians of more than six months to one year
were Marin, San Bernardino, Santa Clara, Tulare
and Ventura. Most of the foregoing courts also
reported low (e.g., 75 or less) pending cases per
judge. The 8 courts with medians of more than one
year to two years were Contra Costa, Orange,
Riverside, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco,
Santa Barbara and Sonoma. Three courts had me-
dian times to trial exceeding two years: Alameda,
Kern and Los Angeles. In Alameda the median
interval exceeded two years for the first time in
eight years.

TABLE T-37—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SiX OR MORE JUDGES °—
MEDIAN INTERVAL TO TRIAL FROM AT-ISSUE MEMO FOR CIVIL JURY CASES TRIED IN
JUNE 1977 THROUGH 1986

Median interval in months from at-issue memo to trial for cases tried in June |, .,

Court 1977 1978 1979 1950 1981 1982 1953 1984 1985 1986
Alameda ...t 245 24 18 13 21 12 16 15 16 39
Contra Costa 29 20 29 32 30 30 26 28 19 16
FLesno .ennsimrsimnssssesnesenes 14 15 15 19 16 14 15 4 10 6
Kern.. - 14 16 18 10 16 25 - 32 32
L.05 ADZEles .cvvrvrerverecreirnrerenieenenes 24 31 32 36 40 42 34 34 36 26
MATIN e sieeserenes 20 26 15 15 4 6 8 7 14 12
Monterey 11 4 4 5 4 4 6 6 4 5
Orange.......ooveerseersesnnesesssens 20 22 30 25 33 27 25 22 19 13
Riverside 21 27 23 23 29 35 23 27 19 22
SaCTAMENLO .cvcvvereerirrnrereererarrereseeranes 15 12 12 11 11 10 6 9 11 24
Sant Bernardino . 32 35 15 16 29 19 7 6 8 10
San Diego ....... 21 31 24 30 40 26 23 15 16 18
San Francisco............ 20 23 29 29 18 20 16 21 21 17
San Joaguin.....cwesrmsecrneerrarenns 22 25 36 26 14 46 29 18 6 5
San Mateo .....couevvernrereevernesnnneraeninns 9 7 5 5 6 6 7 9 5 5
Santa Barbara.....c.eevevnveseinenens 9 18 21 14 21 9 10 9 9 13
Santa Clara 6 6 7 11 4 8 6 7 7 9
SONOMA .eouvvrevrreiirrriierecernrens 23 27 42 o7 16 15 11 13 9 18
Stanislaus.......cevvverecnvieereenns 5 7 16 9 8 10 9 4 3 4
Tulare. ..o, 16 12 8 7 10 9 7 9 10 7
VENIUTA coveerrcrrerericveerireenssesmreseresssions 21 17 18 36 25 22 38 23 10 10

* As of June 30, 1986.
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6. CONDITION OF CRIMINAL CALENDARS—
METROPOLITAN COURTS

Data for 1986 submitted by the metropolitan
superior courts® showed a slight decrease in the
number of criminal cases set for trial. The criminal
cases set for trial decreased by 2 percent from 8,852
cases set on June 30, 1985, to 8,670 cases set on June
30, 1986. The number of criminal cases set for trial
during the past 7 years has changed little, ranging
between 8,600 and 9,000 cases. The 1981 total of
almost 9,000 was the highest in the past 10 years.
Excluding Los Angeles, criminal cases set for trial
decreased 6 percent from 5,187 cases set in 1985 to
4,889 set in 1986.

Criminal ealendar conditions are discussed for the
same 21 courts used to discuss civil calendars. These
larger courts together accounted for over 90 percent
of the criminal cases calendared for trial as of June
30, 1986. Although the courts are described as a

group, each court’s calendar is unique and condi-
tions may differ from one court to another. The Los
Angeles court is discussed separately because of its
large size.

Cases Calendared For Trial

Except for good cause, a superior court generally
must dismiss a criminal case if the defendant has not
been brought to trial within 60 days of the indict-
ment or information, unless the defendant waives
the right to trial within this time.® Although many
defendants demand a trial and waive time, the
60-day requirement tends to limit the time cases
remain awaiting trial and, in contrast to civil calen-
dars, limits the number of cases in the inventory of
criminal cases awaiting trial.

TABLE T-38—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES ©
NUMBER OF CRIMINAL CASES CALENDARED FOR TRIAL
AS OF JUNE 3¢, 1977 THROUGH 1986

Criminal cases awaiting trial as of June 30

Court 1977 1978 1979 1950 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1956
539 581 530 755 549 646 649 768 454
202 212 321 183 93 371 361 367 244
161 123 146 169 146 93 114 150 204
141 148 184 167 281 342 143 386 184
3,545 3,009 3,719 3,547 4,029 3,882 4,152 3,665 3,181
1Y ) |+ U 64 62 26 52 52 52 29 68 49 28
Monterey . 72 4 70 54 61 90 114 69 72 69
Orange......... 274 336 365 423 393 360 310 375 350 470
Riverside ..... 176 242 221 223 212 158 135 144 106 105
Sacramento ......oeenviveons 182 272 194 251 283 325 259 278 329 312
San Bernardino ............ 165 217 278 343 301 409 259 294 244 334
San Diego ....... 392 479 657 928 331 379 456 445 492 520
San Francisc 191 234 205 260 348 192 189 239 245 202
San Joaquin. 131 165 148 192 235 209 110 153 157 196
San Mateo .eoeeriensrnns 104 125 105 108 282 192 248 256 280 234
Santa Barbara......c.uee 47 92 97 113 124 98 89 109 78 80
Santa Clara 443 628 689 555 1,105 856 652 641 705 728
Sonoma ....... 125 82 97 49 101 116 136 91 125 198
Stanislaus ..... 104 115 106 136 129 126 109 73 74 76
TUlare...ovnreeessvemsconsannssenes 58 66 60 62 118 84 87 109 118 135
Ventura w...eeeesnssenns 122 74 124 153 98 9% 79 118 92 116
Total 7871 7,515 8,802 8,994 8,834 8,596 8,881 8,852 8,670
Total excluding
Los Angeles ..o 3,405 4,326 4,506 5,083 5,447 4,805 4,714 4,729 5,187 4,889

* As of June 30, 1986.
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Table T-38 lists the number of criminal cases
calendared for trial as of June 30, 1977, through June
30, 1986, for the courts under consideration.® It
shows that 12 of the 21 courts had increases from the
previous year in criminal cases set for trial while 9 of
the courts showed decreases. The total for 20 courts,
excluding Los Angeles, declined 6 percent. The
decrease occurred at a time when criminal filings in
these 20 courts increased 15 percent during the year.

As with civil trial inventories, criminal inventories
overstate the number of cases that will actually
reach trial. Many criminal cases calendared for trial
are disposed of without trial. In many of these cases
the defendant ultimately pleads guilty. That is, a
defendant first pleads not guilty and demands a jury
trial but subsequently enters a guilty plea. In
1985-86 pleas of guilty (including certification of
pleas of guilty from lower courts) accounted for 88

TABLE T-39
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES°
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND
JURY TRIALS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Criminal Ratio of
Jury Jury trials
Court Filings trials  per 100 filings
Alameda .....ccvvvevreisenee. 4,363 127 3
(Contra Costa .. 1,475 154 10
Fresno .......... 2,358 137 6
Kern...venn. 2,210 155 7
Los Angeles ....cuvencenns 35,644 1,273 4
Marin oo 350 38 11
MoOnterey .......coueisenne 1,310 73 6
QOrange 3,956 167 4
Riverside .....ccrrrervereannns 2,366 89 4
Sacramento......oweeenene 3,349 174 5
San Bernardino ........... 2,919 135 5
San Diego ... 8,033 243 3
San Francisco. 3,481 144 4
San Joaquin..... “ 1,267 63 5
San Mateo....ccrmeerinenns 1,515 64 4
Santa Barbara ........... 909 73 8
Santa Clara 7,163 168 2
Sonoma ... 780 44 6
Stanislaus......... 938 89 9
Tulare .....cceeee 938 67 7
Ventura ... 1,043 78 _ T
Total..cerenriressrarirsennns 86,367 3,555 4
Total excluding
Los Angeles ........ 50,723 2,982 4

# As of June 30, 1986.

percent or 39,484 of the 45,791 total cases disposed of
in the 20 superior courts, excluding Los Angeles.

Criminal Cases Tried by Jury

Relatively few of the total criminal filings are
actually disposed of by trial!! In 1985-86 about 5
percent or 2,282 criminal cases were disposed of
after jury trial in the 20 metropolitan courts exclud-
ing Los Angeles. On average, one case was tried by
jury for every 20 criminal dispositions and for every
22 criminal filings in those courts (see Table T-39
and Appendix Table A-24). In the preceding year
one jury trial was held for every 17 criminal dispo-
sitions and for every 20 criminal filings. During the
past few years, the proportions represented by jury
trials of total criminal dispositions and filings for the
group have been decreasing.

TABLE T-40
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES "—FELONY
FILINGS IN LOWER COURTS AND
IN SUPERIOR COURTS AND ESTIMATED
NUMBER DISPOSED OF
BY LOWER COURTS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Estimated
Felony filings number

Municipal disposed of by
and municipal and
justice  Superior  justice courts®

Court courts courts  Number Percent
Alameda.....cccorreers 9,347 4,363 4,984 53
Contra Costa. 3,270 1,475 1,795 55
Fresno ... 6,631 2,358 4,273 64
Kern ...evvereescssenes 4,175 2,210 1,965 47
Los Angeles .......... 54,790 35,644 19,146 35
Marin .oeeeneenes 917 350 567 62
Monterey.....c.coeuune 2,278 1,310 968 42
Orange .....covueeecenens 6,441 3,956 2,485 39
Riverside ....ccouveee 5,984 2,366 3,618 60
Sacramento ... 6,767 3,349 3,418 51
San Bernardino .... 5,551 2,919 2,632 47
San Diego ..... 12,969 8,033 4,936 38
San Francisco......... 7,412 3,481 3,931 53
San Joaquin ... 4,039 1,267 2,772 69
San Mateo ...cccceeeeee 2,656 1,515 1,141 43
Santa Barbara........ 1,244 909 1,335 26
Santa Clara ....c.o.... 11,251 7,163 4,088 36
S0N0MAa ..vveererrcenrens 1,627 780 847 52
Stanislaus .. 2,711 938 1,773 65
Tulare.... . 2,413 938 1,475 61
Ventura ... 1,443 1,043 400 28
Total covverrrrereeensennsns 153,916 86,367 68,549 45

Total excluding

Los Angeles .. 99,126 50,723 48,403 49

* As of June 30, 1986.

b The estimated number is the difference between the felony filings report-
ed by municipal and justice courts and the felony filings reported by
superior courts,
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In 1985-86, 11 of the 21 metropolitan couris
showed a ratio of 5 or fewer jury trials per 100
criminal filings, and 9 showed a ratio of 6 to 10 jury
trials per 100 filings. Only one court disposed of 11 or
more criminat cases by jury trial per 100 filings.

Felony Dispositions by Lower Courts

Many offenses charged as felonies in the munici-
pal and justice courts are disposed of either by
dismissal or by sentencing as a misdemeanor under
the provisions of Section 17(b) of the Penal Code.
Table T-40 estimates the number of felony disposi-
tions by municipal and justice courts in the 21
metropolitan counties.

In 1985-86, municipal and justice courts in the 20
metropolitan counties, excluding Los Angeles, dis-
posed of about 49 percent of these felony filings. In
other years, municipal and justice courts in the
metropolitan counties as a whole disposed of about
50-55 percent of the felony filings. The proportion

TABLE T-41
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES °
FELONY CONVICTIONS AND MISDE-
MEANOR CONVICTIONS UNDER
SECTION 17b OF THE PENAL CODE AND
OTHER STATUTORY PROVISIONS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Total Misde- Percent
defendants Felony meanor misdemeanor
Court convicted  conviclions convictions convictons
Alameda ..ovcvvveinneens 3,846 3,771 75 2
Contra Costa .......... 973 955 18 2
Fresno 1,400 1,392 8 1
Kern. e - 2046 1,979 67 3
Los Angeles 32,440 31,64 796 92
Marin.ceumenesessmonans 287 287 0 0
Monterey ... - 1,084 1,026 58 5
Orange ....... 3,526 3,467 59 2
Riverside..... 2,015 2,005 10 <1
Sacramento 2907 2.865 42 1
San Bernardino...... 2,359 2,274 85 4
San Diego.. cuiurusne. 7,299 6,943 356 5
San Francisco 2,598 2,539 59 2
San Joaquin 422 416 6 1
San Mateo ...... w1279 1,279 0 0
Santa Barbara ........ 759 750 9 1
Santa Clara...... .. 6868 6,737 131 2
Sonoma....... . 351 341 10 3
Stanislaus ... 673 666 7 1
Tulare ........ 801 759 42 5
Ventura.. 648 630 18 3
11| R— 74,581 72,7%5 1,856 2
Total excluding
Los Angeles... 42,141 41,081 1,060 3

® As of June 30, 1986.

disposed of by the individual municipal and justice
courts in the 20 larger counties in 1985-86 ranged
from a low of 26 percent in Santa Barbara to a high
of 69 percent in San Joaquin. In half of the 20
metropolitan counties the lower courts disposed of
51 percent or more of the felony filings. It should be
noted that in some cases defendants were held to
answer in the lower court, but the prosecuting
officer did not file any information in the superior
court.

Misdemeanor Convictions

Only a small proportion of felony filings in supe-
rior courts were disposed of by misdemeanor sen-
tences (see Table 41). Only 3 percent of defendants
charged with felonies were convicted of misde-
meanor crimes in the 20 metropolitan courts, ex-
cluding Los Angeles. The highest proportion con-
victed of misdemeanor crimes by any single court
was 5 percent.

TABLE T-42
CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES °
NUMBER OF CRIMINAL JURIES SWORN
MORE THAN 60 DAYS FROM
INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Juries sworn

more than
60 days from
indictment
Total or information
criminal juries Percent
Court sworn Number of total
AlAMEAA 1vvvuverrcririnensasierssnssnsarninss 171 100 58
Contra Costa ...ccvmmvsceississrsccssurnsns 184 135 73
Fresno 158 104 66
Kern 182 76 42
Los ADeles .ouoemmonssisisssns 1,207 448 37
Marin 41 23 56
MORBLETEY cvvsnrcesssmsvmsmismnsseerssisnne 71 29 41
Orange 206 0 0
RIVETside..ommvieenermensiressonsrersasssesss 134 45 34
52Cramento ...cevrresiessesmmsminarsies 235 145 62
San Bernardino ... 222 188 85
San Diego ... 318 218 69
San Francisco . 209 73 35
San Joaquin ..cmmemsssimisnssisss 77 69 90
San Mateo 71 41 58
Santa Barbara .....eenmmicens 61 45 74
Santa Clara ..o 210 172 82
Sonoma 58 34 59
Stanislaus ....ecemissrsierenssene 121 74 61
Tulare 95 0 0
Ventura 102 92 _%
Total 4,133 9,111 51
Total excluding
Los Angeles .......ummwsmmsmmsenes 2,926 1,663 57

* As of June 30, 1986.
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Elapsed Time To Trial

Except for good cause, or unless a defendant
waives the right to a speedy trial, criminal cases
must be brought to trial within 60 days of filing of
the indictment or information in the superior court
as previously mentioned.!* The majority of defen-
dants initially plead not guilty at arraignment. After
this, many demand a jury trial and waive their right
to a speedy trial.

In 1985-86, the 20 metropolitan courts, excluding
Los Angeles, reported that jury trials began more
than 60 days after the filing of an indictment or
information in 1,663 cases or 57 percent of the 2,926
cases in which juries were sworn (see Table T-42).
This was an increase of 21 percent compared to the
number in 1984-85. The overall proportion of those
cases also increased from 53 percent in 1984-85 to 57
percent in 1985-86. Since 1976-77, the overall pro-
portion has ranged from 51 percent to 62 percent.

The proportion of criminal juries in 1985-86 sworn
more than 60 days from filing ranged from 34
percent in Riverside to 90 percent in the San
Joaquin and Ventura courts. In the Tulare and
Orange courts, no juries were sworn after 60 days
from filing. Of the 20 metropolitan courts, excluding
Los Angeles, 14 reported that half or more of their
criminal jury cases were tried after the 60-day limit.
In 4 courts, 75 percent or more of the criminal jury
cases tried exceeded the 60-day limit.

Los Angeles Superior Court

The Los Angeles Superior Court has been consid-
ered separately in discussing criminal proceedings
since inclusion of its criminal filings, presently 38
percerit’of the state total, tends to obscuré trends in
other courts.

Felony filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court
have risen each year since 1979-80. In 1985-86
criminal filings increased 21 percent over the pre-
ceding year. This rate is almost double the 12
percent growth in criminal filings in the 20 other
metropolitan courts in 1985-86.

The number of criminal cases calendared for trial

in Los Angeles fluctuated between 3,000 and 4,000
cases during the past decade. In June 1986 almost
3,800 criminal cases, 3 percent more than June 1985,
were calendared for trial in the Los Angeles court.
Criminal cases set for trial in the 20 other metropol-
itan courts, in contrast, decreased 6 percent.

The Los Angeles Superior Court also disposed of a
slightly higher proportion of its criminal cases by
pleas of guilty than the 20 other metropolitan courts.
In 1985-86, Los Angeles disposed of 31,070 or 90
percent of the criminal cases by guilty pleas. During
the same period, the 20 other metropolitan superior
courts disposed of 86 percent of their total criminal
cases by guilty pleas.

In 1985-86, the lower courts in Los Angeles
County disposed of 35 percent of their felony filings.
This proportion was among the lowest of the 21
courts with six or more judges. Only two counties,
Santa Barbara and Ventura, showed lower ratios
(see Table T-40). Even though Los Angeles munic-
ipal and justice courts disposed of a low proportion
of felony filings, the proportion of criminal cases
disposed of as misdemeanors in superior court was
not high.

In 1985-86, the Los Angeles Superior Court dis-
posed of 2 percent of its total felony cases as
misdemeanors under section 17(b) of the Penal
Code and other statutory provisions. This percent-
age was slightly less than the 3 percent rate in the
preceding year and the 3 percent average for the 20
other metropolitan courts. Table T-41 indicates the
percentage of misdemeanor convictions in the supe-
rior courts under section 17(b) of the Penal Code
and other statutory provisions.

The Los Angeles Superior Court had a lower
percentage of juries sworn after 60 days from the
filing of an indictment or information than the
combined 20 other large superior courts. In the Los
Angeles court, 37 percent of the total criminal juries
were sworn for trials starting more than €5 days
after filing, but in the combined 20 other metropol-
itan courts 57 percent of the total criminal juries
were sworn after 60 days from the filing of an
indictment or information (see Table T-42).

! Superior courts reported that 14,780 civil appeals from the lower courts were filed in the trial departments in 1985-86, and 14,735 cases in 1984-85.

2 Under the Code of Civil Procedure commencing with section 583.110 courts may dismiss old cases for delay in prosecution, From time to time individual
courts fpurge their records by making such “housekeeping” dismissals. In 1885-65, these dismissals totaled 20,388, which was 41 percent below the 1984-85

total o

34,532. Dispositions, excluding civil cases dismissed for delay in prosecution, indicate more accurately than total dispositions the number of cases

disposed by judicial effort. In some instances, however, dismissals for delay in prosecution may reflect vigorous attempts by courts to control their
calendar, In the followinﬁ discussion, disposition figures do not include civil dismissals for del}z)\f' in prosecution unless otherwise noted, Civil dismissals
e

for delay in prosecution,

owever, are included in the disposition totals shown in Appendix Ta

s A-12 through A-19, thus there is a difference between

the disposition figures shown in the text tables and those shown in the appendix tables.

3 Judicial position equivalents estimate the judicial persons present to perform court business and include authorized judgeships adjusted to reflect judicial
vacancies and assistance given to other courts, plus assistance received from full-time and part-time referees and commissioners, assigned judges and

temporary judges serving by stipulation of the parties.

4 Part of the increase in family law dispositions before trial in the Fresno court was due to improved reporting.

5 Part of the increase in other civil complaint dispositions after trial in the Fresno court was due to improved reporting.

6 Part of the increase in criminal convictions in the Fresno court was due to improved reporting.

7 Superior cpurts of Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Marin, Monterey, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San
Francisco , San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare and Ventura Counties.

8See footnote 7 above.
9 Penal Code section 1382(2).

Wsince the great majority of trial demands are for a jury trial, the figures in Table T-38 represent jury trial calendars for all practical purposes.

1 Unless otherwise indicated, “trial” excludes cases disposed of on the transcript of the preliminary hearing. Also, in previous years juries sworn were used
to indicate the volume of jury activity in the trial process. In the current report, jury trials are used as the indicator.

128ee footnote 9 above.
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D. Lower Courts

1. FILINGS

Total Filings

The historical 10-year trend data presented in this
section and summarized in Tables T-43 and T-44 has
been combined for the municipal and justice courts
as lower court information.! This permits a clear
view of the effects of changes in legislation or the
reporting of filings and dispositions without the
complication of adjusting data for justice courts that
have become municipal courts.

At the close of fiscal year 1985-86, there were 169
lower courts (86 municipal courts and 83 justice
courts). Over 18.1 million cases were filed in these
courts during the year, 1 percent more than the
previous fiscal year. Slightly more than 17 million
cases were criminal offenses and about 1.1 million
cases were civil matters. Criminal filings rose 1
percent, while civil filings increased 5 percent. The
increase in criminal filings was the third in as many
years, but the rate of increase has gradually de-
clined. The civil filings increase was the second
consecutive rise and the largest in six years. Overall
criminal filings since 1976-77 increased by 14 per-
cent while civil filings rose 42 percent.

Criminal Filings

Of the approximately 17 million criminal filings
during 1985-86, parking violations (9 million) ac-
counted for 53 percent. Traffic misdemeanors and
infractions (7 million) made up another 41 percent,
and the remainder were nontraffic violations
(830,900) and felony offenses (174,500).

Parking violations are generally not considered in
analyzing the lower court’s workload, since parking
matters are usually handled administratively. The
proportion of parking filings to total criminal filings
has declined from 63 to 53 since 1979-80, when
selected cities began assuming the responsibility for
processing uncontested parking citations.

The highest percent change in criminal filings
during 1985-86 was the 12 percent increase
(+18,700) in felony filings, the ninth consecutive
increase and the fourth substantial increase since
1976-77. In that period, felony filings rose 70 percent
(+71,700), with 43 percent (+431,050) of the in-
crease in the last 2 years.

During 1985-86, 63 of the 86 municipal courts had
increases in felony filings totaling 20,800, The Los
Angeles Municipal Court, with the largest increase
(+6,087), accounted for 29 percent of all municipal
court felony filing increases. Other municipal courts
with large increases include Central Orange County
(+961), Santa Clara County (+772), San Francisco
(+762), Compton (+4741), Stockton (+734) and
San Diego (+703).

Since 1983-84, a continual rise in felony drug law
violations has been reported. This expansion of drug
law enforcement may be responsible for the signif-
icant increase in felony filings during the past two
years.

Of the nontraffic criminal filings, Group A misde-
meanors ? continued to rise, while Group B misde-
meanors,’ and infractions abruptly declined. The
decrease in infraction cases, following 5 years of
substantial growth, is significant.

Group A filings rose 6 percent (427,900) to
511,900. Group A misdemeanors have consistently
and gradually increased. Over the 10-year period,
Group A filings have increased 42 percent. Fifty-four
municipal courts had increases in Group A filings
during 1965:-3G. Among those courts, the rates of
increase were uniformly distributed, with 40 courts
reporting increases of 20 percent or less, and 22
courts reporting increases of 10 percent or less.

Group B filings, after rising 2 years, declined 4
percent (—7,500) to 188,650. Despite the successive
increases in 1983-84 and 1984-85, Group B filings
have declined overall during the 10-year period.

Municipal courts with substantial Group B filing
decreases during 1985-86 were Sacramento
(—1,947), South Bay in Los Angeles County
(—1,558), Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville (—1,281),
Santa Clara County (—1,153), Southeast (—1,147),
Inglewood (—1,124), and San Leandro-Hayward
(—1,001). Group B filing increases were reported in
Los Angeles (+2,771) and San Diego (+2,236).

Nontraffic infraction filings declined 5 percent
(—7,000) to 130,300, the first reduction since 1979-80
and the second in 10 years. Over the period from
1979-80 to 1985-86, nontraffic infraction filings more
than doubled, from 57,200 to 137,300.
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The decline in nontraffic infraction cases during
1985-86 was partially due to a large reduction
(—12,700) in the San Francisco Municipal Court’s
workload. The decrease in nontraffic infraction fil-
ings in that court represented 55 percent of the total
decline in municipal court nontraffic infraction fil-
ings. During 1984-85, San Francisco Municipal Court
had the largest overall increase (+420,800) in
nontraffic infraction filings. This variation in
nontraffic infraction filings in San Francisco during
the last two years was due to a shift in the district
attorney’s charging policies and practices.

Traffic criminal filings varied during the year. The
number of Group C misdemeanors,! after stablizing

for a year, continued to decline. Group D misde-
meanors ® decreased slightly, following five consec-
utive substantial increases. The number of traffic
infraction filings increased slightly.

Group C misdemeanor filings declined 4 percent
(—14,400) to 330,800, the second reduction in three
years. In the 5-year period prior to the amendment
of drunk driving laws (Veh. Code, §23152) in
1981-82, Group C misdemeanors rose 21 percent, yet
in the 4 years since, they have declined overall.
Increased public awareness regarding the severe
penalties governing alcohol-related driving offenses
may be a factor in the downward trend in Group C
filings.

TABLE T-43—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURY
TOTAL, CRIMINAL AND CIVIL FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

Fiscal Total
Year Filings
197617 15,793,811
1977-78 ... 16,545,405
1978-79 .... 17,415,830
1979-80 .... 18,074,479
1980-81 17,477,656
1981-82 17,480,809
1982-83 .... 17,166,536
1983-84 17,583,294
1984-85 ... R 17,990,272
1985-86 18,144,179
1a76-77 100
1977-78 100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
4
5
5
4
—3
<1
—2
2
2
1

Civil Filings
Criminal Small
Filings Total Claims Other
NUMBER
15,022,423 771,388 427,224 344,164
15,716,734 828,671 453,727 374,944
16,506,478 909,352 496,999 412,353
17,030,828 1,043,651 544,161 499,490
16,394,374 1,083,282 561,908 521,374
16,374,824 1,105,985 598,165 507,820
16,106,602 1,059,934 565,738 494,196
16,567,069 1,016,225 512,804 503,421
116,949,983 1,040,289 R 591,766 R 518,523
17,052,644 1,091,535 538,403 553,132
PERCENT *

95 5 3 2
95 5 3 2
95 5 3 2
94 6 3 3
94 6 3 3
94 6 3 3
94 6 3 3
94 6 3 3
94 6 3 3
9% 6 3 3

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR
4 1 -2 4
5 7 6 9
5 10 10 10
3 15 9 21
—4 4 3 4
— <1 2 6 -3
—2 —4 -5 -3
3 —4 -9 2
2 2 2 3
1 5 3 7

* Components may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Revised.
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Group D filings decreased slightly (—1 percent)
to 656,900; prior to 1985-86, Group D misdemeanors
consistently and substantially increased. Group D
filings nearly tripled in the previous nine years, and
more than doubled between 1979-80 and 1984-85.

In 1984-85, 14 municipal courts reported Group D
filing decreases totaling 3,500. During 1985-86, 38
municipal courts had Group D filing decreases
totaling 47,600. Municipal courts with substantial
decreases include Los Angeles (-—13,900), Sonoma
County (—6,200), San Diego (—4,300), North
County (—2,700), West Kern (—2,600), and South
Bay of San Diego County (—2,100). Santa Clara
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County Municipal Court had the largest increase
(+7,900) in Group D filings.

Traffic infraction filings rose less than 1 percent to
over 6 million. The largest rates of increase occurred
in the Sacramento Municipal Court (4123 percent)
and the Yolo County Municipal Court (486 per-
cent). The additional traffic infraction caseload in
these courts was due to termination of the Traffic
Adjudication Board project on July 1, 1985. The
program commenced October 1, 1980, to adjudicate
traffic infraction cases and operated solely in the two
counties.

TABLE T-44—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURTS
CRIMINAL FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDINGS

e ey

Fiscal Years 1976~7

7 through 1985-86

- Nontraffic Traffic
Fiscal Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Illegal
Year Total Felonies Group A Group B Infractions Group C Group D Infractions Parking
NUMBER
1976-77 15,022,493 102,849 361,272 236,719 49,363 276,111 235,450 4,802,472 8,058,187
1977-78.... 15,716,734 105,465 366,387 211,476 53,453 275,441 263,881 4,871,788 9,568,843
1978-79.... 16,506,478 106,061 378,946 205,301 58,378 284,363 280,811 5,008,804 10,183,814
1979-80.... 17,030,828 115,849 393,384 201,591 57,177 302,687 279,409 4,910,528 10,770,203
1980-81 16,394,374 128,350 417644 214,648 79775 334,461 315,849 5,272,515 9,637,632
1981-82 16,374,894 134,277 436,013 196,721 95,826 342,740 416,737 5,606,418 9,146,092
1982-83.... 16,106,602 137,302 452,719 185,093 110,422 347,405 471,144 5,668,486 8,734,031
1983-84.... 16,567,069 143,480 470,652 192,180 113,918 344,186 550,462 6,025,383 8,726,808
1984-85.... R16940,983 155875 484,005 F196165 137276 F345218 R664,941 5991817  "8974.686
1985-86 17,052,644 174,530 511,938 188,650 130,284 330,780 656,852 6,019,722 9,039,888
PERCENT *
1976-77 100 1 2 2 <1 2 2 39 L 60
1977-78.... 100 1 2 1 <o 9 2 31 * ’61
1978-79.... 100 1 2 1 <1 2 2 30 62
1979-80.... 1060 1 2 1 <1 2 2 29 63
1980-81 100 1 3 1 <1 2 2 32 59
1981-82 100 1 3 1 1 2 3 34 56
1982-83.... 100 1 3 1 1 2 3 35 54
1933-84.... 100 1 3 1 1 2 3 36 53
1984-85.... 100 1 3 1 1 2 4 35 53
1985-86 100 1 3 1 1 2 4 35 53
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR

1976-77 4 -2 3 1 68 -1 25 4 3
1977-78.... 5 3 1 -1 8 —<1 12 1 7
1978-79.... 5 1 3 -3 9 3 6 3 6
1979-80.... 3 9 4 ) -2 6 —<1 -9 6
1980-81 —4 11 6 6 o7 10 13 7 -11
1981-82...rvvirmnee —<l1 4 4 -8 32 2 32 6 -5
1982-83.... -2 2 4 ~6 15 1 13 1 ~5
1983-84.... 3 4 4 4 3 —1 17 6 —<«1
1984-85.... 2 9 3 [ Roy <1 21 ~1 3
1985-86....errernrene 1 12 6 —4 -5 —4 -1 <1 1

* Components may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
R Revised. :
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Civil Filings

Small claims filings rose moderately for the second
consecutive year. In the last two years, small claims
cases increased 5 percent from 512,800 to 538,400.
The increases followed reductions of 5 percent and
9 percent, respectively, during 1982-83 and 1983-84.
For the second year, the courts observed no change
in the type of claimants but only an increase in
submitted claims. Two factors may be responsible
for this trend—economic conditions and increased
publicity regarding small claims proceedings.

Other civil filings rose 7 percent (+34,600) to
553,100, the third consecutive increase and the most
significant in the 3 years. On January 1, 1986, the
jurisdictional limit for other civil cases changed from
$15,000 to $25,000 (Stats. 1985, ch. 1383). The large

increase in other civil filings during 1985-86 may
indicate that the impact of the jurisdiction change
has commenced. For example, in the 6 month
period following the jurisdiction change, 70 of 86
municipal courts reported increases in other civil
filings totaling 20,200, while 16 municipal courts
reported filing decreases totaling just 1,300. Among
the 70 municipal courts, filing increases were evenly
distributed with 63 courts registering increases of 20
percent of less, and 42 courts registering increases of
10 percent or less. The last substantial increase (421
percent) in other civil filings occurred during
1979-80 after the other civil jurisdiction changed on
July 1, 1979, from $5,000 to $15,000 (Stats. 1978, ch.
146).

TABLE T-45—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Percent change

Percent from
Number distribution * prior year
Type of proceeding Filings Dispaositions Filings Dispositions Filings Dispositions
Total all proceedings............. 18,144,179 14,812,295 100 100 1 -5
Felonies..vmncverenneenenenas 174,530 125,333 1 1 12 14
Felonies reduced to mis-
demeanors ... - 19,716 - <1 - 4

Nontraffic

Group A misdemeanors .... 511,938 431,643 3 3 6 5

Group B misdemeanors .... 188,650 171,146 1 1 —4 -3

Infractions ... 130,284 99,621 1 1 -5 8
Traffic

Group C misdemeanors-.... 330,780 284,100 2 2 —4 -2

Group D misdemeanors .... 656,852 518,277 4 3 -1 6

Infractons ... 6,019,722 5,627,666 33 38 <1 3

Parking ......ccoevvveivrrenernennns 9,039,888 6,725,217 50 45 1 —-13
Small claims ...cccovvviceiiienans 538,403 390,129 3 3 3 <1
Other civil ..o 553,132 419,447 3 3 7 <1

* Components may not add to total due to rounding.

2. DISPOSITIONS

The lower courts disposed of 14.8 million cases in
1985-86, 5 percent less than the previous year.
Forty-five percent, or 6.7 million dispositions, were
for parking violations and the remaining 8.1 million
were either for nonparking criminal offenses or civil
matters. Parking dispositions declined 13 percent,
while nonparking dispositions rose 3 percent.
Nonparking dispositions, by type, are summarized
for the past 10 fiscal years in Table T-46 and Figure
18.

Ninety-two percent of the nonparking cases were
disposed of before trial had commenced.® Forty
percent of the before-trial dispositions were bail
forfeitures (3 million). Another 56 percent were
divided between cases either dismissed or trans-
ferred (2.2 million) and cases ending in conviction
or bound over after a guilty plea (1.9 million). The
remaining 234,700 before-trial dispositions included
summary judgments, judgments by clerks, and other
civil judgments before trial.
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Bail forfeitures declined 4 percent, the fifth reduc-
tion in 10 years. Over the 10-year period, bail
forfeitures as a proportion of all nonparking dispo-
sitions dropped from 49 to 37. About 2.8 of the 3
million nonparking bail forfeitures during 1985-86
were for traffic infraction cases. Traffic infraction
bail forfeitures decreased 4 percent (—118,100)
since 1984-85, accounting for 90 percent of the total
reduction in nonparking bail forfeitures. With a
large proportion of nonparking bail forfeitures oc-

curring in the traffic infraction category, any sub-
stantial change in traffic infraction bail forfeitures
will result in a corresponding change in total
nonparking bail forfeitures. Other case categories
with large reductions in bail forfeitures during
1985-86 include Group D traffic misdemeanors
(—9,800), Group A nontraffic misdemeanors
(—2,800) and Group B nontraffic misdemeanors
(~—2,300).

TABLE T-46—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT NONPARKING DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86

Before trial After trial
Convicted
Dismissals or bound
Fiscal Bail and over after All Juvenile
year Total forfeitures transfers guilty plea others  Uncontested Contested orders
NUMBER
1976-77 6,150,091 3,023,114 089,964 1,451,680 125,226 274,224 242,079 43,796
1977-T8 cveeeenne 6,215,574 2,985,621 1,101,687 1,421,046 133,093 284,296 241,887 47,944
1978-79 .... 6,392,554 3,028,047 1,168,718 1,451,403 145,567 303,873 247,264 47,682
1979-80 ... 6,208,898 2,777,894 1,232,724 1,403,728 172,128 336,490 245,914 40,020
1980-81 6,726,010 2,905,751 1,501,623 1,488,112 189,358 352,254 248,944 39,968
1981-82 7,216,360 9,986,495 1,756,884 1,597,003 193,563 366,694 280,871 34,850
1982-83 .... 7,446,990 2,954,153 1,906,471 1,680,206 196,837 370,906 307,376 31,041
1983-84 .... 7,692,356 3,165,772 1,862,920 1,784,114 206,361 347,337 298,194 27,658
1984-85 ... R7 867,452 R’ 3,192,852 1 9,022,606 R 1,823,244 R 935,264 R 339,883 R 300,902 22,701
1985-86 8,087,078 2,990,950 2,235,298 1,943,170 234,670 353,869 308,314 20,807
PERCENT *
1976-77 .....cee... 100 49 16 24 2 4 4 1
197778 ............ 100 48 18 23 2 5 4 1
1978-79 ............ 160 47 18 23 2 5 4 1
1979-80............. 100 45 20 23 3 5 4 1
1980-81 ............ 100 43 22 22 3 5 4 1
1981-82............. 100 4] 24 22 3 5 4 <1
1982-83 ............ 100 40 26 23 3 5 4 <1
1983-84 ............ 100 41 24 23 3 S 4 <1
1984-85 ............ 100 40 26 23 3 4 4 <1
1985-86............. 100 37 28 24 3 4 4 <1
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR

1976-7T7 ..o 3 2 5 6 4 -5 2 14
1977-78 ..o 1 -1 11 -2 6 4 —-<l 9
1978-79............. 3 1 6 2 9 7 2 -1
1979-80 ............ -3 -8 5 -3 18 11 -1 —16
1980-81 ........c.u. 8 5 22 6 10 5 1 —<1
1981-82............ 7 3 17 7 2 4 13 -13
1982-83 ....cenuee 3 -1 9 5 2 1 9 -11
1983-84............. 3 7 -2 6 5 —6 -3 -11
1984-85 ............ 2 -1 9 2 14 -2 1 —18
1985-86............. 3 —4 11 7 —-<1 4 P -8

* Components may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
R Revised.




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 135
FIGURE 18— CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS NONPARKING DISPOSITIONS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURTS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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Cases dismissed or transferred to another court
before trial rose 11 percent, the highest percent
change of all types of dispositions. Before-trial dis-
missals and transfers increased in seven nonparking
case categories. The largest percent increases in
1985-86 were for traffic infraction cases (413 per-
cent) and Group D traffic misdemeanor cases (412
percent). Only nontraffic infractions and small
claims cases had decreases in the number of dismiss-
als and transfers (—8 percent and —4 percent,
respectively). Except for a 2 percent reduction
during 1983-84, cases dismissed or transferred have
substantially increased every year. Over the 10-year
period, before-trial dismissals and transfers more
than doubled, from 990,000 to over 2.2 million. Over
the same period, the percentage of nonparking cases
ending in dismissals or transfers increased from 16 to
28.

Before-trial convictions or cases bound over after
a plea of guilty rose 7 percent to almost 2 million.
This was the sixth consecutive increase and the
eighth in 10 years. In 1985-86, all but two nonpark-
ing case categories had substantial increases in the
number of convictions or cases bound over. The
largest increases were in nontraffic infraction cases
(38 percent) and felony cases (-+19 percent). The
two categories with reductions in before-trial con-
victions or cases bound over were in Group B
nontraffic misdemeanors (—3 percent) and Group
C traffic misdemeanors (—2 percent).

All other before-trial dispositions {civil judg-
ments), after rising 14 percent (+428,900) the pre-
vious year, declined by 600. This was the first
decrease in summary judgments and other civil
pre-trial judgments in 10 years. During the 9 years
prior to 1985-86, civil judgments nearly doubled,
with increases of 18 percent and 10 percent, respec-
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tively, in 1979-80 and 1980-81. The large increases
during that period followed the civil jurisdictional
limit change in July 1979.

Only 8 percent (683,000) of all nonparking cases
were disposed of after trial, with nearly half occur-
ring in small claims courts. Uncontested trials
(353,900) accounted for 52 percent of the after-trial
dispositions; contested trials (308,300) comprised
another 45 percent. The remaining after-trial dispo-
sitions (20,800) were juvenile orders.

Uncontested nonparking trials rose 4 percent to
353,900, following reductions of 6 percent and 2
percent in 1983-84 and 1984-85, respectively.
Uncontested trials increased in six of the nine
nonparking categories. The largest increases in
1985-86 were registered in traffic infraction cases
(+8,300) and felony cases (+3,800), accounting for
87 percent of the total increase (+14,000) in
uncontested nonparking cases. The other categories
with increases in uncontested nonparking trials
were Group A nontraffic misdemeanors (4700),
nontraffic infractions (-4400), small claims cases
(+900) and other civil cases (+800).

Contested nonparking trials rose 2 percent to
308,300. Contested trials have increased gradually
over the 10-year period, except for large increases of
13 percent and 9 percent in 1981-82 and 1982-83,
respectively. Of all categories, the most notable
increase in 1985-86 was the 16 percent rise in felony
contested trials from 8,800 to 10,300. Four other
nonparking categories had a combined increase of
about 12 percent: nontraffic infractions (45 per-
cent), traffic infractions (44 percent), small claims
cases (-2 percent), and other civil cases (41 per-
cent). Contested trials for all traffic and nontraffic
misdemeanor cases declined 32 percent.

TABLE T-47—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
NUMBER OF COURTS AND JUDGES

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

Municipal courts

Justice courts

Number Judicial Number

Fiscal of Authorized  Judicial position of

year courts Jjudgeships positions  equivalents * courts Judges
89 447 511 511 111 112
90 455 5927 534 107 108
89 465 539 545 102 103
83 472 544 555 100 101
84 487 567 564 o4 94
84 406 578 586 95 95
85 508 601 617 89 89
85 518 620 646 84 84
85 529 642 659 83 83
86 547 668 676 83 83

* Judicial position equivalents are defined as authorized judgeships when adjusted to reflect judge vacancies, assistance rendered to other courts by municipal
court judges and assistance received by municipal courts frein full-time and part-time commissioners and referees, from assigned judges or from temporary

judges serving by stipulation of the parties.
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The number of juvenile orders declined 8 percent,
the eighth consecutive decrease and the sixth sub-
stantial drop in 10 years. The method of processing
juvenile orders is usually determined by the supe-
rior courts, with municipal and justice courts pro-
cessing these orders in some counties. Since 1977-78,
juvenile orders have decreased by more than half,
from 47,900 to 20,800. In 1985-86, 81 percent (16,800)
of the juvenile orders were processed in 10 munici-
pal courts within the counties of Contra Cost, Kern,
Orange, and San Joaquin.

Table T-47 presents the number of lower courts
and judicial positions in those courts over the last 10
years. At the close of fiscal year 1985-86, there were
189 lower courts—86 municipal courts with a total of

547 judges and 83 justice courts with 83 judges. Since
1976-77, the number of lower courts declined from
200 to the present level. In the same period, judicial
positions in the lower courts increased from 623 to
751. Starting in 1983-84, the number of municipal
courts has gradually surpassed the number of justice
courts, due to the consolidation of municipal courts,
the assimilation of justice courts into municipal
courts and justice court consolidations. Over the
seven-year period prior to 1983-84, nonparking fil-
ings and dispositions have both risen about two
times faster than judicial positions. This may, in part,
reflect the elimination of justice court positions
when lower courts were consolidated.

TABLE T-48—CALIFORN!A LOWER COURTS
DISPOSITIONS PER 100 FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86

Criminal Civil
Felony Nontraffic Traffic
Fiscal Prelimi- Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Hllegal Small
Year naries Group A Group B Infractions Group C Group D* Infractions Parking Claims Other
1976-77 86 93 95 81 82 157 89 87 75 6
197718 87 93 93 82 81 152 88 85 76 75
1978-79 86 92 93 77 83 143 88 78 75 71
1979-80 84 90 91 75 80 106 87 73 73 68
1980-81.... 84 89 87 77 78 94 88 85 73 72
82 87 91 75 79 79 90 86 74 78
83 87 93 68 81 82 92 g7 7 79
83 85 89 67 81 83 90 91 78 78
83 85 90 67 84 73 91 86 75 81
83 84 91 76 86 79 93 74 72 76

* The uncharacteristic ratios during the period from 1976-77 to 1979-80 were due to reporting errors. The lower courte had been incorrectly reporting warrants

for ‘failure to appear and/or pay’ as dispositions.

Table T-48 shows the number of dispositions per
100 filings for all types of proceedings during the last
10 fiscal years. Dispositions per 100 filings indicates
the percentage of cases filed that reach a judicial
disposition.

For criminal offenses, the percentages of disposi-
tions during 1985-86 were higher, overall, than those
for civil offenses. Nonparking criminal dispositions
per 100 filings generally increased, while the ratio
for civil matters declined.

The most notable change in the nonparking crim-
inal dispositions per 100 filings was the abrupt and
substantial increase in the nontraffic infraction ratio.
Nontraffic infraction dispositions per 100 filings,
after declining the previous 4 years, rose from 67 to
76. This increase coincides with the 5 percent reduc-
tion in nontraffic infraction filings during 1985-86.
Prior to 1985-86, nontraffic infraction cases had
increased over a 5-year period. This sudden reduc-

tion in the nontraffic infraction caseload was in part
responsible for the increase in the percentage of
nontraffic infraction cases disposed of during
1985-86.

Group D traffic misdemeanor dispositions per 100
filings rose from 73 to 79. The 79 dispositions per 100
filings was comparable to the Group D dispositions-
to-filings ratios from 1981-82 to 1983-84. During the
1985-86, in the municipal courts, Group D filings
increases totalled 39,800 while Group D disposition
increases totalled 58,200. In comparison, in 1984-85
the municipal courts’ Group D filing increases to-
talled 117,000, yet the increase in Group D disposi-
tions totalled 67,200. This large increase in Group D
misdemeanor workload during 1984-85 was respon-
sible for the lower dispositions-to-filings ratio (73). It
indicates that Group D cases were entering the
system faster than the courts could handle them that
year.
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The uncharacteristic Group D dispositions-to-
filings ratios from 1976-77 to 1979-80 reflects report-
ing problems resulting from a change in definition
for the traffic category. In July 1975, Vehicle Code
violations defined under the other traffic category
were divided into the Group D misdemeanor and
infraction categories. Many courts incorrectly re-
ported Vehicle Code section 40508 violations and
other failures to appear as dispositions. Monitoring
the courts’ reporting corrected this problem and the
Group D dispositions-to-filings ratio gradually de-
clined toward a more characteristic level.

For the other nonparking criminal cases, the
dispositions-to-filings ratios changed little. Felony
dispositions per 100 filings remained at 83 and varied
little over the 10-year period. Traffic infractions,
with 93 dispositions per 100 filings, had the highest
nonparking dispositions-to-filings ratio for the third
consecutive year, followed by Group B misdemean-
ors (91). The dispositions-to-filings ratio for Group A
misdemeanors declined slightly from 85 to 84, con-
tinuing a gradual 10-year decline from a high of 93.
Group C dispositions per 100 filings, with the
1985-86 increase from 84 to 86, has risen each year in
the four and half years following drunk driving
legislation enacted in January 1982.

The most significant decrease in dispositions-to-
filings ratios during 1985-86 was the reduction in
illegal parking dispositions per 100 filings from 86 to
74. The illegal parking ratio has declined for three
years but the 1985-86 decrease was the largest in the
ten-year period. The 1985-86 reduction in the illegal
parking ratio was due to a significant decline in

parking dispositions in the Los Angeles Municipal
Court, from 1,835,500 to 932,500, The court reported
the decrease was the result of contracting with a
firm in December 1985 to handle illegal parking
citations. The reduction in illegal parking disposi-
tions in the Los Angeles court amounted to 69
percent of the total decrease in municipal court
illegal parking dispositions. In addition, the court’s
1985-86 illegal parking filings accounted for 22 per-
cent of all municipal court illegal parking filings.
Without the Los Angeles figures, the statewide
dispositions-to-filings ratio for 1985-86 increased
from 74 to 82, and the 1984-85 ratio decreased from
86 to 81. By excluding the Los Angeles figures, there
is a less significant change in the statewide
dispositions-to-filings ratio during the 1985-86, from
81 to 82.

The proportion of civil cases disposed of during
1985-86 decreased substantially. Small claims dispo-
sitions per 100 filings declined for the second year.
In 2 years, small claims dispositions per 100 filings
decreased from 78 to 72. The 72 dispositions per 100
filings was the lowest ratio for small claims cases in
the 10-year period and the lowest ratio of all case
categories during 1985-86. Other civil dispositions
per 100 filings, after increasing the previous year,
declined from 81 to 76. Other civil filings in 1985-86
increased 7 percent, while dispositions increased by
less than 1 percent. The increase in the civil
caseload, possibly resulting from the change in the
civil jurisdictional limit in January 1986, is probably
responsible for the reduction in the other civil
dispositions-to-filings ratio.

TABLE T-49—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
DISPOSITION MATTERS PER JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENT “

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985~86

Nonparking
Fiscal Illegal Total Before After Uncontested Contested Jury
year parking nonparking trial trial trials® trials trials
R (T i N 14,841 10,928 9,939 989 496 427 19
19TT=T8.ooverveericirvirrireens 14,949 10,766 9,774 992 500 417 17
1978-TG . eeeerrenresnrenees 14,462 10,849 9,834 1,015 523 417 16
1979-80.....commvvivirnrerirerne 14,038 10,400 9,364 1,036 568 406 15
1980-81...cccvvreeirrnnirnes 14,377 11,123 10,058 1,065 593 411 14
1981-82...covrrvirrerenrneninne 13,286 11,432 10,345 1,087 592 446 i3
1982-83...eeeeerecrererrrenes 13,568 11,224 10,150 1,074 570 464 13
1983-84....vveverreeriineen 12,231 11,095 10,123 972 505 432 13
1984-85 ..ccvervreriereerrrensens 11,607 k11,155 10,211 943 490 426 12
1985-86....cccuvverrverraninnee 9,901 11,252 10,297 955 501 428 10

% Judicial position equivalents are defined as authorized judgeships when adjusted to reflect judge vacancies, assistance rendered to other courts by municipal
court judges and assistance received by municipal courts from full-time and part-time commissioners and referees, from assigned judges or from temporary
judges serving by stipulation of the parties.

b Excludes juvenile orders.

R Revised.
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Table T-49 presents the type and number of
dispositions per judicial position equivalent in the
municipal courts over a 10-year period. Justice
courts are omitted because many of the small justice
courts have less than a full workload and their
inclusion would distort the figures. Dispositions per
judicial position equivalent is an indicator of judicial
output or productivity.

The most significant change in dispositions per
judicial position equivalent was for illegal parking
matters. An average of 9,900 parking cases were
disposed of per judicial position equivalent, 1,700
cases less than the previous year. The decrease was
due to the large reduction in the Los Angeles
Municipal Court’s illegal parking dispositions. The
Los Angeles court, with 903,000 fewer illegal parking
dispositions in 1985-86, accounted for 1,300 of the
1,700 fewer parking cases per judicial position equiv-
alent. Overall, the number of illegal! parking cases
per judicial position equivalent has declined from
14,500 to the present level of 9,900 since cities began
processing uncontested parking citations in 1979-80.

Dispositions per judicial position equivalent in-
creased slightly for all types of nonparking disposi-
tion matters. Before-trial dispositions per judicial
position equivalent increased for the second consec-
utive year. Over the 10 years, the number of before-
trial dispositions per judicial position equivalent has
slowly risen from 9,900 to the current level of 10,300.

After-trial dispositions per judicial position equiv-
alent, after declining the last 3 years, rose from 943
to 955. Although the increase was the seventh in 10
years, the average number of after-trial dispositions
per judicial position equivalent has fluctuated be-
tween 1,087 and 943. Of after-trial dispositions dur-
ing 1985-86, uncontested trials per judicial position
equivalent rose from 490 to 501, while the ratio for
contested trials per judicial position equivalent in-
creased by only 2 cases. The increase in uncontested
trials per judicial position equivalent reverses a
downward trend begun in 1981-82, and may be the
result of the sudden rise in contested trials during
1985-86. For 2 years prior to 1985-86, contested trials
had decreased by 8 percent. The number of jury
trials per judicial position equivalent continues to
decline. Over the 10-year period, the average num-
ber of jury trials per judicial position equivalent
decreased by almost half, from 19 to 10.

Dispositions by Type of Proceeding

Figure 19 depicts the methods of disposition for
lower court felony violations and felony complaints
reduced to misdemeanors. About half of the felony
charges were disposed of before preliminary hear-
ings; 20 percent ended in dismissals and 29 percent
were certified to superior courts after guilty pleas.
Forty-three percent of felony preliminary hearings
were uncontested while eight percent were con-
tested. Of felony complaints reduced to misdemean-
ors, nearly all (97 percent) ended in guilty pleas.

Dispositions for criminal nontraffic and traffic
offenses are shown in Figures 20 and 21, respec-
tively. In any category, at least 97 percent of the
nontraffic and traffic offenses were disposed of
without trials. Most cases ended in either guilty
pleas or forfeitures of bail. The percentage of dispo-
sitions by bail forfeitures and guilty pleas varied
significantly among the categories. As offenses are
ranked from most to least serious, the percentages of
bail forfeitures rises, while the percentages of guilty
pleas declines. For example, in the nontraffic cate-
gory, the proportions of bail forfeitures ranged from
about 3 for Group A cases to 22 for Group B cases to
46 for infractions, while the proportions of guilty
pleas ranged from 76 for Group A to 60 for Group B
to 30 for infractions. For traffic violations, a statutory
provision (Veh. Code, § 13103) requires a bail
forfeiture to be considered equivalent to a guilty
plea for most purposes. The significant difference in
the effects of these methods of disposition is the
judicial time involved in the guilty plea.

The types of disposition for civil matters are
presented in Figure 22. Over three-fourths (79
percent) of small claims cases were adjudicated
after trial, with 43 percent ending after uncontested
trials and 36 percent ending after contested trials. In
comparison, 79 percent of the other civil cases were
resolved without trial, and 56 percent were disposed
of by summary judgments or other civil pre-trial
judgments, including default judgments. The re-
maining other civil cases (23 percent) disposed of
before trial ended in dismissals. This before-trial
dismissal rate was approximately the same for small
claims cases. Twenty-one percent of the other civil
cases went to trial, with the majority (13 percent)
ending in uncontested trials.
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FIGURE 19—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS

MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT FELONY DISPOSITIONS*

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Dismissals
Before Hearing

Pleas of - Contested
Guilty Hearings

Percent
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Dismissals
Before Hearing

2%

1%

2%

* Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Cases transferred to another court are included with dismissals.

FELONIES
n = 125,333

Excludes felonies
reduced to
misdemeanor

FELONIES
REDUCED TO
MISDEMEANORS
through 17(b}(5} PC.

n = 14,105

OTHER FELONIES
REDUCED TO
MISDEMEANORS

n = 561
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Bail
Forfeitures

Dismissals
Before Trial

FIGURE 20-—-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT NONTRAFFIC CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS*

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Pleas of
Guilty

- After Trial

Percent

3%

Bail
Forfeitures

22%

Bail Forfeitures !46%]

GROUP A
MISDEMEANORS

n = 431,643

Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code
and other state statutes except intox-
ication and Fish and Game

Examples:

Battery 242 PC

Disturbing Peace 415 PC

Disorderly Conduct 647 PC

Joy Ride 499b PC

Trespass 602 PC

GROUP B
MISDEMEANCRS

n = 171,146

Nontraffic misdemeanor violations of
city and county ordinances and intox-
ication and Fish and Game violations

NONTRAFFIC
INFRACTIONS

n = 99,621

Violations of city and county
ordinances specified as infractions

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Cases transferred to another court are included with dismissals.
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Bail
Forfeitures

Dismissals
Before Trial

FIGURE 21-—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT TRAFFIC DISPOSITIONS*

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Percent

2%

Bail Forfeitures

Bail Forfeitures

GROUP C TRAFFIC
MISDEMEANORS

n = 284,500

Includes Only:

Hit and Run

Reckless Driving—Injury
Driving Under Influence of
Aicohol or Drugs

GROUP D TRAFFIC
NMISDEMEANDRS

n = 518,277

Examples:

Speed contests

Driving without valid licenses

Violation of truck weight limit

Reckless driving without injury

TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS
n = 5,627,666

Examples:

Speeding

Improper operation
Faulty equipment
Improper registration

ILLEGAL PARKING
n = 6,725,217

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Cases transferred to another court are included with dismissals.
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MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT CIVIL DISPOSITIONS*

Dismissals

Before Trial

Judgments by Clerks
and Summary Judgments

FIGURE 22—-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Uncontested
Trials

Contested
Trials

Percent

Dismissals
Before Trial

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Dismissals
Before Trial

* Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.

SMALL
CLAIMS

n = 390,129

CiviL
n = 419,447
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Criminal Convictions

The number of dispositions with or without trial
and the percentage of total convictions and after-
trial convictions are presented in Table T-50 for all
types of criminal proceedings. Table T-50 previously
presenting only after-trial convictions, has been
expanded to include each type of disposition.

A large proportion of criminal dispositions in
lower courts result in convictions. Most defendants
are convicted before trial by pleading guilty or
forfeiting bail. During 1985-86 three-fourths (10.5
million) of all criminal dispositions were convictions,
with 10.3 million defendants pleading guilty or
forfeiting bail, Traffic infraction and illegal parking
cases generally account for most lower court crimi-
nal dispositions. Of the 10.5 million criminal convic-
tions during 1985-86, 9.1 million were for traffic
infraction and illegal parking violations. Although
traffic infractions accounted for a large portion of
criminal convictions, they recorded the lowest con-
viction rate (67 percent) of all criminal proceedings.

Of the other nonparking traffic offenses, the more
serious the charge, the higher the conviction rate.
Defendants charged with Group D misdemeanors
kad a conviction rate of 80 percent, while the rate
for Group C misdemeanor defendants was 95 per-
cent. Illegal parking offenses, representing another
sizable part of total criminal convictions, had a
conviction rate of 79 percent. The most notable
conviction rates of all criminal proceedings were for
felony offenses. Seventy-four percent of felony de-

fendants were bound over to superior court. Ninety-
nine percent of felony charges reduced to misde-
meanors resulted in convictions with nearly all
defendants pleading guilty. Of nontraffic proceed-
ings, the conviction rates varied slightly, ranging
from 84 percent for Group B misdemeanors to 80
percent for Group A misdemeanors to 78 percent for
infractions.

During 1985-86, approximately 285,000 or 2 per-
cent of all criminal dispositions occurred after trials
or hearings. Although few criminal defendants go to
trial, criminal trials make up a substantial part of
judicial time spent processing criminal matters. Fel-
ony violations were the most time-consuming cases,
with preliminary hearings held for half of the felony
cases and 87 percent of cases bound over to superior
courts. In comparison, 3 percent of felonies reduced
to misdemeanors went to trial with 66 percent of the
trials ending in convictions. Of the other criminal
proceedings, after-trial conviction rates were higher
overall for traffic offenses than for nontraffic of-
fenses. For nontraffic cases, the after-trial conviction
rate substantially decreases as violations are classi-
fied from least to most serious. Infractions had an
after-trial conviction rate of 68 percent, followed by
61 percent for Group B misdemeanors and 55 per-
cent for Group A misdemeanors. In contrast, for
traffic cases, the most serious violations (Group C
misdemeanors) had the highest after-trial convic-
tion rate (71 percent). The after-trial conviction
rate was 67 percent for Group D misdemeanors, and
68 percent for traffic infractions.

TABLE T-50—CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS
CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS CONVICTED, ACQUITTED, DISMISSED OR TRANSFERRED
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1985~86

Type of Criminal Dispositions

Type of Criminal Disposition Total*
Total Criminal DiSpositions .......c..eceesseessennnens 13,981,891
Felonies © 195,333
Felonies reduced by 17(b) (5) PC....c.coevureerrcennnns 14,105
Other reduced felonies 5,611
Nontraffic
Group A misdemeanors ... 431,589
Group B misdemeanors ... 171,100
Infractions 99,584
Traffic
Group C misdemeanors 984,018
Group D misdemeanors 515,241
Infractions....... 5,610,114
Parking 6,725,196

* Excludes juvenile orders.
Includes bail forfeitures.

Before Trial After Trial Conviction
Dismissed Pleas Acquitted  Convicted Rates

or of or or Bound After
Transferred Guilty® Dismissed Over Total®  Trial®

3,436,872 10,259,969 80,520 204,530 75 72

24,744 36,634 8,373 55,582 74 87

- 13,667 136 302 99 69

- 5,437 73 101 99 58

82,483 340,964 3,649 4,493 80 55

26,527 142,201 916 1,456 84 61

20,752 75,837 955 2,040 78 68

12,134 266,234 1,642 4,008 95 71

100,136 407,686 2,460 4,959 80 67

1,789,493 3,645,400 56,223 118,938 67 68

1,380,603 5,325,849 6,093 12,651 79 67

”

¢ Number of defendants convicted (includes pleas of guilty and bail forfeitures) divided by dispositions times 100.
4 Number of defendants convicted or bound over divided by the number of cases tried times 100.
¢ Preliminary hesrings held on felony complaints including felonies charged under Vehicle Code, where sufficient evidence was found to hold the defendant

to answer in Superior Court.




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 145

Weighted Filings

In 1966, a weighted caseload system was devel-
oped to estimate the need for additional municipal
court judges. Weights were established for seven
categories of cases. A weight was later established
for illegal parking cases. The weights represent the
average number of judicial minutes required to
dispose of a filing. A judge-year value represents the
average number of minutes per judge available,
within a year, for case-related work. The value is
used on conjuction with the weights to estimate the
number of judges needed to dispose of a given
caseload.

The weight for each case category is multiplied by
filings in that category. The total weighted filings for
all categories are then divided by the judge-year
value to obtain the required number of judges.

In 1971 and 1973, a consultant firm conducted a
6-week survey in 22 and 21 municipal courts, respec-
tively, to determine case weights. In 1975, the
number of case categories was expanded to 10. In

1977, the Administrative Office of the Courts con-
ducted a 56-court, two-month survey to determine
new weights for 10 categories of cases. The courts
participating in this survey accounted for 73 percent
of nonparking filings during 1977-78.

In 1978, the Judicial Council approved the weights
and judge-year values derived from the survey, for
use in municipal court judgeship needs studies.
These weights and judge-year values are shown in
Table T-51. Justice courts were omitted because
judgeship needs studies are not conducted for these
courts. Two sets of weights have been approved—
one for the Los Angeles Municipal Court and the
other for all other municipal courts.

In Table T-51, filings for fiscal year 1985-86 have
been multiplied by the appropriate weight for each
category to obtain weighted filings. The weighted
filings for each category are divided by a judge-year
value to estimate the number of judges needed to
dispose of that category’s filings.

TABLE T-51—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
WEIGHTED FILINGS ° AND REQUIRED JUDICIAL POSITIONS ®
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1985-86

State Total State less Los Angeles Los Angeles Court
Required Required Required
Weighted  judicial Weighted  judicial Weighted  judicial
Type of proceeding filings positions Weight filings positions Weight filings positions
Total ° ......... 56,684,861 754 - 47,183,673 632 - 9,501,189 122
Felony preliminary ......oeevverensimssseeneans 12,630,831 167 73 9,955,959 133 97 2,674,872 34
Nontraffic
Group A misdemeanors 15,299,696 204 31 12,838,402 172 34 2,461,204 32
Group B misdemeanors.... 1,026,591 14 6 934,782 13 9 91,809 1
Nontraffic infractions ... 499,140 7 4 492,188 7 4 6,952 <1
Traffic
Group C misdemeanors 9,535,827 127 31 8,413,617 113 30 1,122,210 14
Group D misdemeanors.... .. 2,667,952 35 4 9,023,744 A 6 644,208 8
Traffic infractions ... 4,936,142 66 0.9 4,474,992 60 0.7 461,151 6
Parking 269,924 4 0.03 210,299 3 0.03 59,625 ¢ 1
Civil
Small claims 4,015,632 54 8 3,502,000 47 7 513,632 7
Other civil 5,803,126 77 10 4,337,690 58 14 1,465,436 19

* Weight times filings, an estimate of judicial minutes of case-related time to dispose of filings.

An estimate of the number of judicial positions needed to dispose of a given amount of filings. Required judicial positions are calculated by dividing weighted
filings by the judge-year standard of 78,000 weighted units for Los Angeles Municipal Court and 74,600 weighted units for the remainder of the state.
The 78,000 weighted units is the approved standard for courts with 11 or more judicial positions. The 74,600 weighted units is the average of the approved
set of judge-year standards considering the number of judicial positions in each judge-year group as computed below:

Judicial positions
multiplied by

Court size in Judge-year Judicial positions Jjudge-year
judicial positions standard in group standard
1-2 71,500 X 28 2,002,000
3-10 72,000 X 291 20,952,000
11 or more 78,000 X 247 (excluding L.A.) 19,266,000
566 42,290,000 + 566 =

74,594 rounded to 74,600
¢ Components may not add to totals due to rounding.
9 The 1985-86 filings include estimated figures, reported by the court for the period January-June 1986.
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Type of
Proceeding

Nontraffic
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Preliminaries

Traffic
Group C

Civil

Traffic
Infractions
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Traffic
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Nontraffic
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Nontraffic
Infractions

Hlegal
Parking

* Components may not total 100% due to rounding.

FIGURE 23—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION* OF FILINGS AND WEIGHTED FILINGS

Fiscal Year 198586

Percent
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Weighted Filings

Filings
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Under the weighted caseload system, an esti-
mated 754 judicial positions were needed to dispose
of the more than 17.5 million cases filed in the
municipal courts during 1985-86 without increasing
the backlog. When compared to the 668 judicial
positions in municipal courts during 1985-86 (See
Table T-47), the new figure represents a shortage of
86 positions. Group A nontraffic misdemeanors re-
quired the most judicial positions (204) to dispose of
cases. Felony preliminary hearings required 167
judicial positions and Group C traffic misdemeanors
needed 127 judicial positions.

These three case categories, combined, required
two-thirds of the total judicial positions. Another 131
judicial positions were needed to dispose of civil
matters, 54 judicial positions for small claims cases
and 77 for other civil cases. The remaining 126
judicial positions were required for the following 5
case categories: traffic infractions (66), Group D
traffic misdemeanors (35), Group B nontraffic mis-
demeanors (14), nontraffic infractions (7) and ille-
gal parking (4). Also, for the first time in four years,
the felony preliminary category required the most
judicial positions to dispose of cases in the Los
Angeles Municipal Court. During the prior three
years, the court’s Group A nontraffic misdemeanor
cases required the most judicial positions. The
change is due to the 28 percent increase in the Los
Angeles Municipal Court’s felony caseload during
1985-86.

Figure 23 compares the percent distribution of
filings, by type of case, with the percent distribution
of judicial time (weighted filings) needed to dispose
of each type of case. lllegal parking accounted for 51
percent of total municipal court filings but required
less than 1 percent of judicial time, as most illegal
parking cases were disposed of without trials.

Traffic infractions, another sizable portion of the
municipal court caseload, comprised 32 percent of
the total filings, yet required 9 percent of judicial
time, with only 3 percent of the cases resolved by
trials.

The other 8 proceedings, combined, required
about 91 percent of total judicial time but none
exceeded 3 percent of the total filings. Felony
complaints were the most time-consuming cases.
They comprised only 1 percent of total filings, yet
required 22 percent of available judicial time.
Nontraffic Group A misdemeanors needed 27 per-
cent of the judicial time and made up 3 percent of
total filings. The remaining nontraffic offenses
(Group B misdemeanors and infractions), with 2
percent of total filings, required only 3 percent of
the judicial time. Traffic Group C and Group D
misdemeanors, accounting for 5 percent of total
filings, required 22 percent of the judicial time. Civil
matters represented 6 percent of total filings and
needed 17 percent of the judicial time.

3. CONDITION OF CIVIL CALENDARS

An indicator used by the Judicial Council to
measure the condition of court calendars is the
number of caseds set for future trial, and cases with
memorandum-to-set filed where no trial date is
assigned. This measure—cases awaiting trial--pro-
vides one way to study calendar congestion.

Table T-52 and Figure 24 outline the number of
civil cases awaiting trial in municipal courts having 6
or more judges as of June 30, 1977, through June 30,
1986. With the addition of 1986 data, this section
presents for the first time the full 10-year historical
data of civil cases awaiting trial. Data was limited to
the period beginning with 1977 because of the large
number of municipal court consolidations prior to
1977.

The calendar condition of civil cases is summa-
rized for courts with six or more judges, since
calendar congestion is more likely to occur in those

courts. Although the larger courts are summarized
as a group, the civil calendar for each court is
different and conditions probably will vary from
court to court.

As of June 30, 1986, 29 of the 86 municipal courts
had 6 or more judges. These larger courts accounted
for 75 percent of statewide municipal court civil
filings during 1985-86, and 78 percent of the civil
cases calendared for trial as of June 30, 1986 (sece
Table A-48 for cases awaiting trial in all municipal
courts).

The condition of civil calendars in the 29 larger
municipal courts improved substantially for the
third consecutive year. A total of 17,400 civil cases
awaited trial as of June 30, 1986. This was 14 percent
(—2,900) below the 1985 figure, and 37 percent
(—~10,100) below the 1983 figure.
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TABLE T-52—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE
JUDGES “—NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
AS OF JUNE 30, 1977 THROUGH 1986

County and judicial Number of civil cases awaiting trial as of June 30
district 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Alameda:
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryvil-
le 358 343 255 309 455 477 445 400 352 201
San Leandro-Hayward .......... 142 102 115 157 165 155 114 136 100 116
Fresno:

Consolidated Fresno ........... 100 59 bgl 192 192 198 173 163 211 199
Kern:

West KEeIn ....ovvessenrscccsssanens 163 146 147 225 192 295 317 213 210 261
Los Angeles:

Citrus 77 73 108 179 203 218 108 178 226 205

Compton 65 83 106 131 215 265 124 118 147 153

Inglewood ....veereccreorcrnrnnennes 250 126 159 224 264 264 323 264 317 261

Long Beach .... 245 403 318 570 587 588 600 624 579 395

Los Angeles .... 938 1,361 3,376 7,724 13,728 16,969 17,364 14,575 12,262 9,945

South Bay .ccevmirennionsnrensns 122 129 148 285 314 276 286 405 287 198

Monterey:

Monterey County (Con-

solidated) ...ceeeerrcerssnseenes 87 90 80 b 154 105 174 124 115 129 126
Orange:
Central Orange County ........ 277 403 638 570 745 858 728 588 671 635
North Orange County............ 614 625 618 631 627 695 640 498 412 411
Orange County Harbor ........ 119 155 135 158 217 238 255 241 213 272
West Orange County ... 163 231 257 254 405 387 366 297 335 245
Riverside:

Riverside 60 46 94 157 261 260 298 202 189 181
Sacramento:

SaCTAMENO .eoveevrremserrvareeranseses 227 219 198 433 810 893 614 541 327 385
San Bernardino: R

San Bernardino County ........ 235 398 236 352 447 475 425 - 513 623 507
San Diego:
El Cajon covvvrvcnasmeinennerarens 188 89 48 140 162 139 80 147 120 123
North County 80 78 121 195 112 165 119 248 130 169
San Diego....... 269 306 379 577 857 404 528 360 482 540
South Bay ....coeerceneniioniiarens 53 35 75 64 78 74 71 65 81 - 66
San Francisco:

San Francisco ... 303 281 319 734 1,391 1,194 1,338 775 661 331
San Joaquin:

SEOCKEON vevvrernsnirenrsensennssancenarseres 153 99 100 196 228 345 302 127 137 93
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .....ecveureens 265 212 281 344 374 392 2992 b o4y 208 260
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ... 418 398 219 b 561 882 971 1,067 889 572 550
Sonoma:

Sonoma County ... 86 84 102 235 120 143 166 84 63 233
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus ....veeeeveevesse pesesereranans 144 82 59 91 201 218 122 150 120 90
Ventura:

Ventura County .. 83 79 136 144 181 170 151 233 144 168
Total 6,284 6,735 8,908 15,986 24,548 27,900 27,470 23,390 20,308 17,409
Total excluding Los Ange-
les Municipal Court............ 5,346 5,374 5,532 8,262 10,820 10,931 10,106 8,815 8,046 7,464
Total civil jury cases

awaiting trial .....cviienne 1,307 1,366 1,893 2,848 6,261 8,101 8,019 6,515 5,160 4,669

* As of June 30, 1986,
b Due to a consolidation of municipal courts during the fiscal year, their data has been combined for the prior years to simulate the existence of the consolidated
court. Figures are not adjusted retroactively for justice courts which consolidated irnto municipal courts because justice courts report no calendar data.
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FIGURE 24—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES
Civii Cases Awaiting Trial As of June 30, 1977-1986

30,000 30,000
20,000 _| \m\~ 20,000
TOTAL CIVIL CASES
AWAITING TRIAL
10,000 _| > | 10,000
9,000 _| | 9,000
8,000 _| | 8,000
7,000 _| | 7,000
6,000 ~// | 6,000
5,000 _| @\_ 5,000
4,000 _| | 4,000
3,000 _| . 3,000
3]
2,000 _] | 2,000
CIVIL JURY CASES
AWAITING TRIAL
| ]
1,000 1,000
77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86

SOURCE: TABLE T-52

[ Civil jurisdiction limit increased from $5,000 to $15,000, July 1, 1879.
@) Civil jurisdiction limit increased from $15,000 to $25,000, January 1, 1986.
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Eighteen of the larger municipal courts had civil
calendar decreases, 11 courts had reductions of at
least 15 percent and 6 courts had reductions of at
least 25 percent. The 6 municipal courts with the
largest reduction rates were San Francisco (—S50
percent), Long Beach (—32 percent), Stockton
(—32 percent), South Bay in Los Angeles County
(—31 percent), West Orange County (—27 per-
cent) and Stanislaus County (—25 percent). Com-
bined, these courts comprised nearly a fourth of the
larger municipal courts’ total decreases (~—3,400) in
civil cases calendared. The Los Angeles Municipal
Court, with 2,300 or 19 percent fewer cases set for
trial accounted for over two-thirds of the larger
courts’ civil calendar decreases.

The number of civil cases set for trial increased in
11 of the larger municipal courts. However, only the
Sonoma County Municipal Court had a substantial
increase, with 170 more civil cases awaiting trial
than in 1985. The other 10 courts had a combined
increase of 366 civil cases awaiting trial.

Table T-52 includes a summary of civil cases
calendared for trial for the larger municipal courts,
excluding the Los Angeles Municipal Court. The
inclusion of the Los Angeles court’s civil calendar,
accounting for 57 percent of the 29 larger municipal
courts’ total civil calendar, tends to obscure trends in
the other 28 larger courts. Civil cases awaiting trial,
excluding the Los Angeles court, declined 7 percent
(—600) from 1985. Over the last 3 years, civil cases
awaiting trial in the 28 larger courts declined 26

percent from 10,100 to 7,500. During the same
period, civil filings in these courts increased 10
percent (—28,200).

Civil jury cases awaiting trial is an important
element in the civil calendar, as jury trials consume
more court time than other types of dispositions.
The 29 larger municipal courts accounted for two-
thirds of all municipal court civil jury trials during
1985-86. As of June 30, 1986, there were nearly 4,700
civil jury cases calendared for trial in the larger
courts, 10 percent less (—500) than the previous
year, Since 1982, the number of civil jury cases
awaiting trial declined 42 percent, from 8,100 to,
currently, 4,700, Few civil jury cases calendared for
trial were actually disposed of by trial. As of June 30,
1985, in the 29 larger municipal courts, 5,200 civil
jury cases awaited trial, and during 1985-86 approx-
imately 300 civil jury cases set for trial were disposed
of by trial.

The impact of the jurisdictional increase in civil
cases from $5,000 to $15,000 on July 1, 1979, is shown
in Figure 24. Total civil cases set for trial in the
larger courts between June 30, 1979, and June 30,
1982, more than tripled. Civil cases set for trial in the
Los Angeles Municipal Court increased about five
times. During the same three-year period, civil jury
cases awaiting trial increased about four times. The
recent increase in civil jurisdiction from $15,000 to
$25,000 in lower courts (effective January 1986) has
apparently not yet had a noticeable effect on civil
cases awaiting trial.

! Legislation giving the justice courts the same jurisdiction as municipal couris became effective January 1, 1977. The 1977-78 fiscal year was the first full year

the change was in effect.

2 Group A misdemeanors include violations of Penal Code and other state statutes, excluding Fish & Game and Intoxication.

3 Group B misdemeanors include Fish & Game violations, intoxication complaints and violations of city and county ordinances.
4 Group C traffic misdemeanors include violations of the Vehicle Code 20002 (hit and run with é;roperty damage), Vehicle Code 23104 (reckless driving with

injury), Vehicle Code 23152 (driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs), and Vehicle

ode felonies filed as misdemeanors under Penal Code 17 (b)4.

3 Group D traffic misdemeanors are all traffic misdemeanor offenses that are not specified in the Grou% C misdemeanor category. Examples of Group D
i

misdemeanors are speed contest, driving without a valid driver's license, violation of truck weight

mit, and reckless driving without injury.

8 A court trial has commenced once an opening statement is made or evidence has been introduced by either side. A jury trial has commenced once jury

selection begins.
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E. Judicial Assignments and Assistance

1. SUMMARY--NUMBER OF DAYS OF ASSIGNED ASSISTANCE

The California Constitution directs the Chief Jus-
tice to seek to expedite judicial business and to
equalize the work of judges, and it authorizes him to
assigrll judges to assist in courts other than their
own.'

At the request of presiding judges of both trial and
appellate courts, the Chief Justice issues assignments
for reasons such as vacancies, illnesses, disqualifica-
tions and calendar congestion. In fiscal year 1985-86,
assignments totaling 15,763 days were made to ap-
pellate, superior, municipal and justice courts.

Assigned judges do not necessarily serve for the
full period of their assignment, however, due to
changing workload needs. The days of assistance
actually received by the trial and appellate courts
are reflected in Table T-54 and Figure 26. The total
for 1985-86 was 17,720 days, a decrease of 876 from
the figure for the previous year.

The term “day of assistance received” was rede-
fined in 1983 to increase the precision of these
statistics. Days are now divided into quarters instead
of halves. Under the new definition, when an as-
signed judge works more than six hours, a full day is

reported. Four hours through six hours is counted as
three-fourths of a day, two hours through four hours
as a half day, and two hours or less as a quarter day.
Prior to the change, if an assigned judge worked
three hours or less, a half day was reported. More
than three hours of work was reported as a full day.
(In contrast, “days assigned” are always reported as
full days.)

Blanket (within county) and reciprocal (between
counties) assignments are issued each year by the
Chief Justice to permit a judge of one court to sit as
a judge of another court, either within his or her
county or in a neighboring county. This type of
assignment enables the respective presiding judges
(or sole judges) to arrange the assignments them-
selves without having to contact the Chief Justice’s
office for a separate authorization each time judicial
assistance is given or received. Blanket and recipro-
cal assignments therefore are not included in the
category of days assigned but are included in the
category of days received. That is why in 1985-86 the
total number of days of assistance received exceeded
the total number of days assigned.

2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR COURTS BY ASSIGNED JUDGES

Courts of Appeal

In 1985-86, 3,243 days of assistance were assigned
to the Courts of Appeal and 2,977 days were re-
ceived. These figures represent increases of one and
two percent, respectively, from those of the prior
fiscal year. The assistance came from superior court
judges (54 percent), municipal court judges (35
percent), other Court of Appeal Justices (3 percent)
and retired judges (9 percent).

Superior Courts

In 1985-86, 7,055 days were assigned to superior
courts and 7,256 days were received. These figures
represent a decrease of four and nine percent from
those of the prior fiscal year. The assistance came
from retired judges (61 percent), other superior
court judges (22 percent), municipal court judges
(12 percent) and justice court judges (4 percent).

Municipal Courts

In 1985-86, 5,084 days were assigned to municipal
courts and 5,745 days were received. These statistics
reflect decreases of 17 percent and 2 percent, re-

spectively, from those of the previous fiscal year.
The assistance came from justice court judges (56
percent), retired judges (39 percent), other munic-
ipal court judges (2 percent) and superior court
judges (4 percent).

Justice Courts

In 1985-86, 295 days were assigned to justice
courts and 1,745 days were received. The assistance
came from other justice court judges (80 percent),
retired judges (13 percent), municipal court judges
(3 percent) and superior court judges (3 percent).

Days of Assistance Received and Rendered by
Courts through Assignments

Tables T-55 and T-36 display days of assistance
received and rendered by the superior courts and
the municipal courts, respectively, for fiscal years
1984-85 and 1985-86 on a court-by-court basis. The
last column under each fiscal year indicates net days
of assistance. A minus sign indicates the court gave
more days of assistance than it received.
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3. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS, REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

In addition to judges assigned by the Chief Justice,
- some superior and municipal courts receive assis-
tance from commissioners, referees and attorneys
acting as temporary judges. In 1985-86, such assis-
tance amounted to the equivalent of 325 full-time
judges as shown in Table T-57 and T-58. This type of
assistance should be considered when analyzing the
workload or productivity of these courts.

Superior Courts

In 1985-86, 33,996 days of assistance by commis-
sioners, referees and attorneys acting as temporary
judges were received by the superior courts. This
represents a 19 percent increase over the previous
fiscal year. Commissioners provided 57 percent of
the assistance; referees, 34 percent; and attorneys
acting as temporary judges, 9 percent.

Table T-57 lists for each court the days of assis-
tance by commissioners, referees and attorneys act-
ing as temporary judges. Ten courts received 90
percent of all the assistance: Los Angeles (59 per-
cent), and Contra Costa, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, Santa Clara,
San Mateo and Kern (32 percent combined). In
almest all cases, commissioners perform functions
which otherwise would require a judge. In some
courts they hear matters by stipulation and sign
orders as temporary judges, while in other courts

! Cal. Const,, article VI, section 6.

they do not sign orders but prepare them for a
judge’s signature.

The assistance provided to superior courts by
commissioners, referees and attorneys acting as
temporary judges amounted to the equivalent of 157
full-time judges in 1985-86.

Municipal Courts

The municipal courts received a total of 36,186
days of assistance from commissioners, referees, and
attorneys acting as temporary judges in 1985-86.
Table T-58 lists these days for individual municipal
courts. Commissioners provided 70 percent of the
assistance; attorneys acting as temporary judges, 24
percent; and referees, 6 percent.

The large metropolitan courts made the greatest
use of this type of help. For example, the 24
municipal courts in Los Angeles County accounted
for 56 percent of the total, with the Los Angeles
Municipal Court alone utilizing 8,125 days of assis-
tance (22 percent). Of the 86 municipal courts
throughout the state, 33 of them used 81 percent of
the total amount of assistance, each receiving 400 or
more days.

The 1985-86 total of 36,186 days of assistance is 6
percent greater than the amount for the previous
fiscal year and represents the equivalent of 168
additional full-time municipal court judges.
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TABLE T-53—CALIFORNIA COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS GIVEN TO
COURTS OF APPEAL AND TRIAL COURTS

Fiscal Years 1976~77 through 1985-86
Days given by judge source:

Courts Superior Municipal Justice

Year Total Retired of Appeal courts courts courts
NUMBER *

8,350 98 1,798 758 6,400

7,521 26 2,934 2,384 6,245

6,077 28 ** 2,909 2,686 6,404

5,366 1 3,990 3,350 6,095

5,319 39 4,275 2,848 6,198

6,104 68 3,746 3,669 6,766

.6,318 148 3,229 2,874 5,405

7,258 106 3,302 2,360 5,083

7,904 374 3,224 2,210 4,880

7,117 106 3,472 2,119 4,906
PERCENT *

48 1 10 4 37

39 <1 15 12 33

34 <1 16 15 35

29 <1 21 18 32

28 <1 23 15 33

30 <1 18 18 33

35 1 18 16 30

40 1 18 13 28

43 2 17 12 26

40 1 20 12 28

* Components may not add to total due to rounding.

** Estimate.
TABLE T-54—CALIFORNIA COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS,
BY TYPE OF COURT RECEIVING ASSISTANCE
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
Percent distribution ® of assistance received by:
Total Courts of Superior Municipal Justice
all courts Appeal courts courts courts
Assistance given by: 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
g {¢] 1 RN 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Retired judges.,....conmerermnnrnnne 40 43 9 4 61 63 39 42 13 14
Court of Appeal justices.......... 1 2 3 13 <1 <1 0 0 0 0
Superior Court judges............. 20 17 54 59 22 16 4 3 3 2
Municipal Court judges .......... 12 12 35 24 12 15 2 4 3 5
Justice Court judges ..o 28 26 0 0 4 5 56 51 80 78
Total days *...ccumrcrmmrsieensee 17,720 18,596 2977 2,925 7,256 7,935 5,745 5,867 1,745 1,869
Percent change.........covuies -5 +1 -9 -2 -7

4 Components may not add to total due to rounding.
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FIGURE 25— CALIFORNIA COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS
Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1985-86
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(i1 Day of assistance redefined in 1983 —Quarter days v. half days—see text.
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FIGURE 2&—CALIFORNIA COURTS

ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND GIVEN THROUGH ASSIGMMENTS
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TABLE T-55-—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 19385-86

1985-86 1984-85
Net days Net days...
received received
{or rendered) * (or rendered) *
Asa Asa
percent percent
of net of net
Days Days Days Judge Days Days Days Judge
County assigned® received rendered  Number days®  assigned® received rendered  Number days©
State Total ¢ v, 7,055 7,256 3,472 3,784 2 7,326 7,935 3,224 4,711 3
425 390 34 356 5 581 592 84 418 3
15 1 118 -117 —47 0 1 116 —115 —46
69 133 0 133 3 93 177 42 135 54
155 182 18 164 22 101 154 24 130 17
126 122 60 62 25 9% 129 34 95 52
3 2 48 =25 -10 7 29 49 —-20 -8
58 66 52 14 <1 62 67 51 16 <1
Del Norte ... 47 18 13 5 2 22 16 18 -2 -1
El Dorado nveeienennssonnes 91 171 21 150 20 79 142 72 70 9
Fresno 84 78 103 —25 -1 196 148 70 78 2
Glenn ...ccvvvonmernsrermsisssssoseens 5 41 27 14 6 12 64 35 29 12
79 54 6 48 6 53 . 36 14 20 3
Imperial o, 16 56 10 46 6 6 20 0 20 3
Inyo 21 50 14 36 14 11 24 6 18 7
| 1 o LN 290 217 20 257 8 224 147 17 130 4
Kings.ueecmsseresesmennssnssenssens 4 1 43 9 45 131 1 130 38
Lake ...... 58 53 5 1 74 74 84 -10 -2
Lassen.... 47 26 21 8 13 28 13 15 6
Los Angeles.. 1,029 757 272 <1 1,121 961 869 92 <l
Madera 101 7 94 20 109 108 0 108 28
Marin ..o, 124 131 0 131 9 133 96 0 95 6
Mariposa.... 4 20 16 4 2 13 16 1 15 6
Mendocino 240 295 35 190 38 46 91 12 79 16
Merced....... 11 14 7 7 1 25 4 4 0 0
MOAOC crueeserrercrnsessmesensssnnns 15 30 90 —60 —-24 0 10 57 —47 -19
17 61 T OO 89 100 14 86 34 66 90 0 90 70
Monterey .. 33 32 134 —-102 -5 62 42 12 30 2
Napa ...... 53 59 12 47 6 107 102 2 160 17
Nevada .. 99 111 28 83 17 127 150 8 142 29
Orange ...cvemmnnessisinessnrenns 906 512 244 268 2 762 494 186 308 3
Placer .vonnsnnne rerrvsssensssnastins 50 64 64 0 0 46 63 10 33 6
Plumas 1 49 50 -1 —<1 % 74 32 42 17
Riverside ... . 24 231 68 163 4 272 412 73 339 8
Sacramento ... 554 609 162 447 7 445 402 124 278 4
San Benito 12 6 8 -2 -1 4 2 3 -1 -<1
San Bernarding .......... pessssns 239 18 228 -210 —4 206 203 166 37 1
San Diego ......... w190 848 132 716 6 239 956 184 772 7
San Francisco . 66 30 10 20 <1 108 120 32 88 1
San Joaquin,,....... 58 41 4 37 1 115 46 34 12 <1
San Luis ODispo .ocuemiserrnenens 19 28 2 26 3 61 21 0 21 2
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TABLE T-55—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS—Continued
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

1985-86 1984-85
Net days Net days
received received
(or rendered) * (or rendered) *
Asa Asa
percent percent

of net of net

Days Days Days Jjudge Days Days Days Judge

County assigned®  received rendered  Number days®© assigned®  received rendered  Number days®
San Mateo ...c.eemsnnssssmenens 171 115 1 114 3 34 28 38 ~10 -<l
Santa Barbara 10 37 : 119 - 82 -3 12 b 102 -75 -3
Santa Clara ... 45 33 150 117 -1 241 199 69 130 2
Santa Cruz.. 68 88 9 79 8 126 183 0 183 23
Shasta ...... 52 99 12 87 12 16 82 30 52 7
35751 1 ¢ SR 3 17 55 —38 —-15 5 7 68 ~61 ~27
Siskiyou 25 49 10 39 16 21 59 21 38 15
Solano....... 4 1 1 0 0 7 6 11 -5 —-<l
Sonoma.... 17 kil 13 64 3 298 193 7 186 11
Stanislaus 13 10 44 -34 -2 14 4 25 21 -1
SULLET eerrererecnreirraarsisnissrerennes 18 32 8 24 5 47 50 58 -8 -2
Tehama ... 1 48 44 4 1 22 144 59 85 25
THNLY coverierennrmsiscsisssisinesnae 15 i 24 —-17 -7 23 35 40 -5 -2
Tulare...... 51 22 54 -32 —~2 0 12 32 ~20 -1
TUOIMNE .voevvrcerrermirnsesseenns 86 96 22 74 30 109 17 1 116 47
Ventura e 438 380 177 203 6 520 299 98 201 6
Yolo 5 13 14 -1 —<1 105 116 11 105 18
Yuba crsnirseinensinsnanne 35 31 18 13 3 36 22 14 8 2

% Minus sign (~) indicates the court rendered more days of assigned assistance than it received during the year.

b Does not include days from reciprocal or blanket assignments. Numerous blanket (within county) and reciprocal (between counties) assignments are issued
each year by the Chief Justice to permit a judge of one court to sit as a judge of another court, either within his or her own county or in a neighboring
county, whenever the presiding or sole judges of the courts involved agree. In courts which utilize the blanket and reciprocal procedure, a separate
assignment need not be issued by the Chief Justice each time judicial assistance is given or received.

¢ Net judge days are the number of days the court is open for business times the number of judge positions in the court which are not vacant.

Components may not add to total due to rounding.
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TABLE T-56—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS

THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS ©
Fiscal Years 1985-36 and 1984-85

1985-86 1984-85
Net days Net days
received received
{or rendered) * {or rendered) *
Asa Asa
percent percent
of net of net
County and Days Days Days Judge Days Days Days Jjudge
Jjudicial district assigned®  received rendered  Number days®  assigned® received rendered Number days®
State Total ¢ .vveeresserenes 5,084 5,745 2,121 3,624 3 6,116 5,867 2210 3,657 3
Alameda
Alameda 17 16 - 16 6 - - - - -
Berkeley-Albany . 83 96 24 72 8 56 60 88 -28 -3
Fremont-Newark-Union
City e et ssassreeanesess 68 65 - 65 6 73 63 - 63 8
Livermore-Pleasanton .......... 25 24 - 24 5 33 31 - 31 6
Oakland-Piedmont-
Emeryville.mmseersne 231 206 5 202 6 310 309 36 273 8
San Leandro-Hayward. .......... - 10 - 10 1 139 124 30 94 6
Butte
(03147 J 45 40 - 40 16 119 100 4 96 39
Contra Costa
Bay 155 145 145 13 82 88 - 83 7
Delta 3 2 2 <l 1 1 - 1 <1
Mt. Diablo ...cccorncerrerne . - - - - - 34 M - M 3
Walnut Creek-Danville ........ 98 90 - 9% 14 41 37 2 35 5
Fresno
Consolidated Fresno.....c.ue... 230 276 4 273 12 239 188 1 187 9
Humboldt
Eureka ...oeemmucssmeenssssnimnsens - 17 2 16 3 3 25 5 20 4
Imperial
Imperial County .....ccuuees 4 7 18 ~12 -1 - 4 14 -10 ~1
Kemn
East Kern 15 22 10 12 2 62 66 22 44 10
West Kern 50 50 49 1 <l 38 56 26 30 1
Kings
Hanford ©.....commmimsessssermsonns 20 63 - 63 51 - - - - -
Los Angeles
Ahambra...esssesssssenes - - - - - 6 10 - 10 1
Antelope ..... 21 16 20 —4 -1 8 14 14 2
Beverly Hills.... 47 49 47 -5 -1 42 41 41 6
Burbank....... 15 5 - 5 1 - 1 - 1 <l
CHYUS sorveinseernsersmssmsnrssessessssnnens 68 58 - 58 4 47 23 - 23 2
Complon ....cvvummessimessecsinmsssses 212 209 1 208 15 54 31 31 2
Culver ..... . 139 143 - 143 34 5 5 - 5 1
Downey ... 1 2 2 - - 70 76 - 76 7
East Los Angeles " 80 86 3 83 9 12 12 11 1 <l
Glendale ..oovmmmmimsnsssesnns 20 - - - - - 2 - 2 <1
Inglewood ...evomsevusssemmmscrssnsescses - - 15 —15 -1 - 8 13 -5 <~1
Long Beach 178 166 - 166 10 296 246 62 184 11
351 398 329 69 <l 716 590 360 230 1
10 - - - - 2 - - - -
11 9 - 9 4 15 21 - 21 8
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TABLE T-56—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS °©

Fiscal Years 1985-86 and 1984-85

1985-86 1984-85
Net days Net days
received received
(or rendered) * {or rendered) *
Asa Asa
percent percent
of net of net
County and Days Days Days Judge Days Days Days Jjudge
Judicial district assigned®  received  rendered  Number days®  assigned® received rendered Number days ¢
Los Angeles (Cont.)
Newhall ..vreveecscnsccrcerecssisinns 25 21 - 21 3 21 20 - 20 3
Pasadena ... 69 57 - 57 6 1 - - - -
Pomona ..... 15 13 5 8 1 21 14 5 8 1
Rio Hondo. . 2 2 1 1 <1 50 42 45 -3 <=1
Santa ANta .oevcermecsseissennesnns 9 6 - 6 2 105 100 - 100 62
Santa Monica ... 114 100 i 23 3 123 122 25 97 13
South Bay ... 106 109 45 64 5 33 33 - 33 2
Southeast ... . 9 9 - 9 1 1 10 - 10 1
WRILHET «.voverresssessesesssssrsssassnsons - - - - - - - - - -
Marin
Central .oeecireerssnercesessssssenciees 92 95 22 73 7 189 183 5 178 18
Merced
Merced County ... 81 79 64 15 2 48 47 - 47 6
Monterey
Monterey County (Con-
solidated) .. wmermesmermissesses 2 37 - 31 2 103 198 5 123 6
Napa
Napa County ....eeemsceene 68 46 8 38 5 4 62 9 53 11
Orange
Central Orange County........ 79 82 10 72 2 74 41 5 36 1
North Orange County ......... 138 121 - 121 4 15 10 - 10 <1
Orange County Harbor ........ 14 9 9 - - 29 19 43 —24 -1
South Orange County . 69 65 - 65 7 91 82 - 82 8
West Orange County ............ 35 35 - 35 2 78 59 21 38 2
Placer
2 ETTS SO 51 53 - 53 7 29 22 - 22 3
Riverside
L000)10): T: SRR - - - - - - - - - -
Desert 132 125 7 118 10 7 60 23 37 3
Mt. San Jacinto 15 15 8 7 1 139 143 1 142 29
Riverside ... : 61 4 50 —6 <~1 93 66 140 —74 -5
Three Lakes ......oecrisseeees - - - - - 16 14 - 14 3
Sacramento
Sacramento ........cuumweee . 197 197 124 72 2 367 344 57 287 8
South Sacramento
COUNLY vevvorrrmnrsnssssssermmmsssins 3 6 - 6 2 7 10 2 8 3
San Bernardino
San Bernardino County........ 386 518 66 451 9 445 508 25 482 10
San Diego
El Cajon sonevsseeessesmissessnsnnes 72 44 Fag4 —280 —14 9 - To64 —264 -13
North County... 59 47 42 6 <1 - - 96 96 —4
San Diego ... . 41 37 T365 —328 —6 20 20 379 359 —6
SOuth BaY coovererismsrseescesssnsess 5 - 64 —64 -4 - - o1 —-1a1 -7

San Francisco
San Francisco .. 136 128 6 122 3 68 62 19 43 1
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TABLE T-56—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS ©

Fiscal Years 1985-86 and 1984--85

1985-86 1984-85
Net days Net days
received received
{or rendered) * {or rendered) *
Asa Asa
percent percent
of net of net
County and Days Days Days Judge Days Days Days Judge
Jjudicial district assigned®  received rendered  Number days®  assigned® received rendered  Number days®
San Joaquin
Lodi 26 31 5 26 5 12 8 10 -2 <1
Manteca-Ripon-
Escalon-Tracy .. 25 24 4 20 4 35 41 - 41 8
SEOCKEOTL vovvvuvusmsammssssnsssaseesse 28 29 - 29 2 113 112 13 99 7
San Luis Obispo
San Luis Obispo County 65 60 4 56 6 81 67 1 66 7
San Mateo
San Mateo County.......uw.. 26 16 - 16 1 12 10 1 9 <l
Santa Barbara
LOmpoc ..oermsnsissisnensens 5 12 20 -1 -3 - 26 10 15 6
Santa Maria ... 16 62 44 18 4 8 4 2 2 <1
South Coast..cmermessssensons - 10 <l 10 1 40 49 54 -5 -1
Santa Clara
Santa Clara County.......... 17 82 43 38 1 323 90 42 48 1
Santa Cruz
Santa Cruz County ... 69 123 - 123 14 56 56 - 56 6
Shasta
Redding ouveonnsssinscsens 70 312 2 309 124 32 288 -~ 288 116
Solano
Northern Solano......vuens 74 98 2 96 12 22 31 - 31 4
Vallejo-Benicia ......oreveeenee 10 10 - 10 1 10 10 0.5 10 2
Sonoma
Sonoma County ... 107 105 1 104 8 119 103 14 89 8
Stanislaus
Stanislaus County....oe. 39 36 43 -7 <—1 159 168 15 153 9
Sutter
Sutter County ... 10 15 12 3 1 6 8 7 2 1
Tulare
Porterville v 16 102 3 100 40 30 33 3 30 12
Tulare-Pixley . 6 62 1 61 24 34 43 2 42 17
ViSAHA 1vveermaneressmnrsnssosessonsenees 21 43 4 38 8 122 156 2 154 39
Ventura
Ventura County ... 89 79 94 -15 -1 56 41 71 =30 -1
Yolo
Yolo County ...vvieseee. 56 62 - 62 8 42 35 - 35 5
Yuba
Yuba County .. - 7 10 —4 -1 2 2 8 -6 -1

4 Minus sign (—) indicates the court rendered more days of assistance than it received during the year through assignments by the Chief Justice under section
6 of article VI of the state Constitution. Days of assistance are rounded to whole numbers.

b Does not include days from reciprocal or blanket assignments. Numerous blanket (within county) and reciprocal (between counties) assignments are issued
each year by the Chief Justice to permit a judge of one court to sit as a judge of another court, either within his or her own county or in a neighboring
county, whenever the presiding or sole judges of the courts involved agree. In courts which utilize the blanket and reciprocal procedure, a separate
assignment need not be issued by the Chief Justice each time judicial assistance is given or received.

¢ Net judge days are the number of days the court is open for business times the number of judge positions in the court which are not vacant.

Components may not add te total due to rounding.
¢ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985,
PThe size of these figures is attributable to the extensive use of municipal court-superior court blanket assignments in San Diego County.
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TABLE T-57—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE® GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

Fiscal Year 1985-1986

Lawyers
as

County and temporary
Jjudicial district Total days"® Commissioners Referees Jjudges
StAte TOtal Puureeesviecerercricriies s seass e resssasaaes 33,996 19,487 11,482 3,027
177 - 177 -
7 - - 7
691 239 431 21
Del Norte - - - -
El Dorado - - - -
Fresno 270 - 240 30
16 - - 16
536 237 249 58
2 - - 2
19,947 13,002 6,732 213
8 - - 8
MATIIL creeieiiiricrinineeresnirseesere s sseressessessesresasssransersssressensss 280 248 - 32
Mariposa - - - -
Mendocino 35 - - 35
7 - - 7
8 - - 8
2,280 1,954 186 140
. 26 - - 26
Plumas .......... rreveeseerrenneraerars - - - -
RIVETSIAE .oovivercrernreirirenireiesrenresrennsseseesssnssesssnsnses 762 685 - 77
Sacramento 507 - 278 229
San Benito... treravserarereeneresenteaerasasan <1 - <1 <1
San Bernardino ... 935 593 85 257
San Diego ...cvcverererenens 1,098 1 616 481
San Francisco 3,046 2,038 975 33
San Joaguin ..., . - - - -
San Luis ODbiSPO..covveccrersiercrnenessenissinssssisnsmnssersess - 221 84 86 51
SN MALEO .ot sssnrerierastsssssbsssssssssensessrssans 665 - 176 214 276
Santa Barbara 100 - - 100
Santa Clara .....cooenne. 753 42 211 500
Santa Cruz ... 114 - 114 -

Shasta ..cveeevenirerennsevisninsresenesierersessassans v - - - - -
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County and
Judicial district

353 o - L
Siskiyou ...,
Solano.......e....
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TABLE T-57—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS—Continued

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

Fiscal Year 1985~1986

.......................................

“ Rounded to whole days.

Components may not add to total due to rounding,

Total days®

<1

85
200
480

2
2
254

384
97
2

Comimissioners

189

[ I A B

I

Referees’

<1
56
11
480

Lawyers
as
temporary
Jjudges

I | oI o
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TABLE T-58—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES®

Fiscal Year 1985--86

County and judicial district Total days
State TOtAl Y .ot sesss s st ensanees 36,186
Alameda
AlAINEAA. e e i sse st esass 224
Berkeley-Albany 257
Fremont-Newark-Union City 623
Livermore-Pleasanton ............o.. 258
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ................ 752
San Leandro-Hayward rereveesessesretanaes 220
Butte
Chico 8
Contra Costa
BAY ciincnensenissesssissenies 190
DEIEA ..o rsares st e nsa st ssssesstsnssbebeserenes 169
Mt. Diablo 204
Walnut Creek-Danville 198
Fresno
Consolidated Fresno 470
Humboldt
Eureka ........ 21
Imperial
Imperial County 167
Kern
East Kern ....... 1
West Kern....... 496
Kings
Hanford © 6
Los Angeles
AJNAINDTA. oo ssssbssssasseressssasssssssssanes 271
Antelope ..... 20
Beverly Hills..... 787
Burbank ... 270
Citrus .... 467
TOMPLON coeerirnnencnersnersesssesnsesssnineens 1,177
Culver 292
Downey 239
East Los Angeles...... 700
Glendale ......... 540
Inglewood 913
Long Beach 870
Los Angeles 8,125
Los Cerritos 452
Malibu .. 272
Newhall ...... 34

Commissioners ©
25,321

157
161
162
181

%~

221

259
251

453
930
233
206

480
471

650
5,447

Referees
2,200

bt ot
[N I A R |

[= I I |

g

82

P

163

Lawyers
as
temporary
Jjudges
8,665

21

46
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TABLE T-58—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES®
Fiscal Year 1985~-86
County and judicial district Total days Commissioners ° Referees ¢
Los Angeles (Cont.)
Pasadena .....vvinniersnennnenniresenenene . 580 448 -
POMOBA cecvvirereniieaniiniissessiinssnsossseeasesssassssnaons 472 455 -
Ri0 HONAO.....iecvciarenniersnnisninrersossisenmrssssssssesssserssssssssans 602 516 -
Santa ANILA ....cccveinininncniirsiieeanesssisesrssronsesesessaenes 493 458 -
Santa MONICA ..cvirrereisismnnnsscnnrmsssssmecssssosssesssaes 458 229 -
South Bay 664 460 -
Southeast...... 1,126 865 -
WHILHET ..oovevereriecarniesrerennrensnrsressssssrniensnessssnrersens 453 444 -
Marin
Marin COUnLY .....cervinirrrnrenmisnrcserensirmnmsssssissssiarassssissessses 562 490 -
Merced
Merced COULY ..covvvrririsecnnisssensmmrosessssssssessererssssssans 437 - 414
Monterey
Monterey County (Consolidated) .....ccovnecrvnrsennns 234 181 2
Napa
Napa CoUunty ... 81 - -
Orange
Central Orange County.......cviinsncciniones 22 - -
North QOrange County ............. 862 406 -
Orange County Harbor 556 362 -
South Orange County ............. 216 197 -
West Orange COUNLY ...vciincivreirimmnesissrsssesnsnsissnsesasenes 504 436 -
Placer
Placer ..o nesrsss st s sen et st sanes 74 - -
Riverside
COTONA cerrerrremirirrreerisnieessssssssssssessresssssssessstsrirssssassssassassesess 5 - -
150 117 -
374 - 296
432 281 134
72 - 46
Sacramento
SACTAMERTO «ucviiviiercrneariresernanrnusessresesessssssssssssssssassssssssssans 773 514 -
South Sacramento County ...t - - -
San Bernardino
San Bernardino County ... 465 323 90
San Diego
El Cajon.ucnninciscineisieniesnssssessissssssssnsssnsssssssssessses 119 - -
North County 278 224 -
San Diego ....oeeenn. 978 918 -
SOULh BAY ccvcvvrccririnreresnenrennniesneseecsissnensssisressssssssossrossasses - - -
San Francisco .
San FrancisCo ..o - - -
San Joaquin
LoQi vvireriereerniriisinsnmsesssirmsssenssssassimssserennsnssnsensansisans L 2 - -
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 9 -7 4
SEOCKEON o1 esreerietnsisensisnesieisnnnses st ssseserensssasssasesssencens 242 182 -

Lawyers
as

temporary
Jjudges

51

81

456
194
20

52

119
61

Buro
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TABLE T-58—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPGRARY JUDGES®

Fiscal Year 1985-86

County and judicial district

San Luis Obispo

San Luis Obispo County ... fesaraseernsiseneass

San Mateo
San Mateo County

Santa Barbara

Lompoc .....
Santa Maria...........

South Coast...........

..................................

Santa Clara

Santa Clara County

Santa Cruz

Santa Cruz County

Shasta
Redding

.....

........................

..........................

Solano

Northern Solano ...

Vallejo-Benicia

..........................................

....................

Sonoma
Sonoma County

Stanislaus
Stanislaus County

Sutter
Sutter County

Tulare
Porterville ..

Tulare-Pixley

Visalia

Ventura

Ventura County

Yoio
Yolo County

Yuba
Yuba County

2 Rounded to whole days.

b Components may not add ta total due to rounding.
¢ Includes traffic commissioners and excludes jury commissioners.
d Includes days of assistance given by traffic referees.

© Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipat Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

Total days

62

800

413

1,128

270

198

370

249

Commissioners ©

707

249

857

218

62
82

Referees?

62

51

249

165

Lawyers
as

Jjudges

temporary
92

270
161

29

168

147

O L3
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TABLE A-1-—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT SUMMARY OF FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Type of filing 1985-86 1984-85
Total filings ......ccrvremvennerrinnns et et et a st st e e e nas et e s res 4,827 4,370
Appeals:
CAVIL cerrrereeeneriierenerensinsssissessssesssssessssssssnenssonsassessarssssssssassssnssssesssasetsessssssosssssessssssnss frersierenesenanaesssoriaes 0 0
CIIUIIAL covcrvcirrcrecetiessessneresesires s as st sessssssessarasesssssssessrsssansassesstsentensesssnsassarsssensransastessansasn 19 24
Original proceedings:
CHVIL rrveeererriererserennnesiesecerenesssssesssesrssssnassesssesssessessesssnsesatsnssonesessossrsesssssssssssanssnsesssnsesesesessrssansssassnes 169 167
Criminal reetererererebesat et e e R b Ao R s e e SRR st takSes 4 enRaa b s sa e R e b ek AR Shea TR e R e e n bR r At rerane 805 715
Motions to dismiss on clerk’s certificate:
CHVIL aovvetreinrrsierentsnssestnisnssssinntesssesetssssssenessossassssssssnassststassarossis sessosssssostonesessonsassesssbesssrsssnsssesenssonns 0 0
CIIIAL co.vcverencsercinries st s irnses e s ssssssseresssss st sretsesssssssresssssessssassassesssnsssastoressssesenssesssssasts 0 0
Petitions for review of cases previously decided by the Courts of Appeal: * .......ccoorurrvnnes 3,834 3,464
Appeals:
Civil e eeesh et esetemeeese S At es et et sttt 1,044 1,020
CTEININAL weroevereneee s seee e s seeesessessessesssseosesssessasmsesessssssrasssmassaressssssstssesssesssesseseesseseseessessssereessssesee 1,444 1,203
Original proceedings:
CHVIL ccnerreectesnsrsnneeseisssnsstsiensesststrenessssssssssssasstesssssssaressessserassssssesesassasesssssnssensssssssesasssnsesssesesssanate 786 717
CrIMUNAL coiieeceincieiiisnnneessssssieses s b ssss e besssts e s bes e s besasbesssassaabesssbsssnensstesssnarasinssssonsess 560 ' 524

¢ A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 32 on May 6, 1985,
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TABLE A-2—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86 1984-85
Total business transaCted ... vuiicniiiniesiiieisinisssresesrestsesassssressssnsisesssssssssssserssssses 8,228 9,896
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CIVIL et e sss et s sa e e be st sba e e sa e e e n b bt st st b enes ekt bsnabesas 57 46
CrMINAL oot res e et resstase s s e e eess e b bt sna s sssesneanesassates 47 32
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.):
Civil 7 2
Criminal 4 1
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
BY WIIEEEIL OPIMIOM. cucuciiniccerirrerisrinisienneressnsnssssessinsssssssmsssesssesesssssssssssssssssssarerssarsssessassssssasersse 40 47
WHLROUL OPINION civvvereriiriciierireieenssnesessioserieessssssesesesssesssessssassesessseseesssesssessesstsessrsssssassssssssenssne 789 716
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:*
By written opinion........niniin, s st aens 0 0
WHhOUE OPINIOM c.cucniiiericsieiiit e csisesesscsssesete s essessesriese et as s seetsessastaesssressaratsssosassnassssssases 73 56
Pelitions for Review®
GIANEEA. v crererervesirerrererssararesssessessnmssensiesssssssrssssesssnsssesssasesssssssssesesssssesesaresesasssasrassssssssssesssssssssasnes 278 318
DIEIEEA ..ot s obes s st ab e bR bR R e b s Rt e e b e b e R ke b s bR e b eRbensas R e e Rt b et eneansens 3,450 2,966
Rehearings:
Granted 4 0
Denied 41 28
Orders:
Transfers and TEITANSIETS e eressa s s e sasebabs s st sasassnes saasessssssabosen 298 1,286
Alternative writs or orders to show cause... . 46 49
MISCEIIANIEOUS .vcvervecriieeriirsirnae e e e ss s ssesss e ressbssesnossasssssassesorersriostrsasstrassessasassesereas 3,076 4,270
Executive clemency apphCations Y......ernemirrmismsssssersmssmssoisssorssmiosrss 18 79

* Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.

b A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 32 on May 6, 1985,

¢ Not reported elsewhere.

d Cal. Const., art. V, § 8,

¢ The increase started in 1982-83, was due primarily to the transfer of cases filed in the newly created but dormant Sixth Appellate District to the First Appellate
District and the transfer from existing divisions to the newly created divisions in the First, Second and Fourth Appellate Districts. Transfers began
decreasing with the appointment of judges in the Sixth Appellate District which began operating on November 19, 1984.
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TABLE A-3—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL FILINGS AND TRANSFERS
FROM SUPREME COURT

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Total
All Courts First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth
of Appeal District District District Listrict District District®

1985-86  1984-85 198586 1984-85 1955-56 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85
Total filings and transfers from

Supreme Court w.mmmmmmmismimne 16,192 16727 3359 3724 5575 5726 1770 1,697 3494 3331 1404 1430 1,190 819
Appeals:
Civil 5066 4997 1018 P1061 1600 1559 609 545 1,159 1,167 276 340 404 325
Criminal oo 4969 5255 903 1071 1,585 1840 616 601 892 874 627 657 346 212
Original proceedings:
Civil 3,194 3732 695 9681 1,486 1,443 405 390 786 86 151 166 271 196
Criminal v 2440 2206 525 €661 730 674 139 159 589 394 322 253 135 65

Motions to dismiss on clerk’s
CETHACALE wvnrerverirvrrmersnreressaees 523 537 218 250 174 210 1 2 68 40 28 14 34 21

¢ The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
previously part of the First Appellate District. Cases filed before and after that date were transferred to and included with filings of the First Appellate
District if the ‘notice of appeal’ was dated earlier than November 19, 1984. In 1984-85 some 223 civil appeals, however, were transferred back to the Sixth
Appellate District and are included in the figures reported.

b Givil filings without the Sixth Appellate District counties would have been 802 in 1984-85 or 24 percent less than reported. Data for 1985-86 represents an
increase of 216 (27 percent) from the adjusted 1984-85 figure.

¢ Criminal filings without the Sixth Appellate District counties would have been 848 in 1984-85 or 21 percent less than reported. Data for 1985-86 represents
an increase of 55 (6 percent) from the adjusted 1984-85 figure.

4 Civil original proceeding filings without the Sixth Appeliate District counties would have been 582 in 1984-85 or 15 percent less than reported. Data for
1985-86 represents an increase of 113 (19 percent) from the adjusted 1984-85 figure.

¢ Criminal original proceeding filings without the Sixth Appellate District counties would have been 549 in 1984-85 or 17 percent less than reported. Data
for 1985-86 represents a decrease of 24 (4 percent) from the adjusted 1984-85 figure.
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TABLE A-4—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Petitions Executive
Original for clemency
Supreme Court and Totals Appeals proceedings Motions® review" Rehearings Orders© applications®
Courts of Appeal 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-65 1985-66 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
Total, Supreme
Court and
Courts of
Appeal........ 49,294 50,327 13,109 13467 7512 6856 1,665 1,073 3,728 3284 1,584 1509 21,678 24,059 18 79
Supreme Court...... 8,228 9,896 115 81 829 763 73 56 3,728 3,284 45 28 3420 5,605 18 79
Courts of Appeal,
total .creecrcrnirenns 41,066 40,431 12994 13386 6,683 6,093 1592 1,017 - - 1539 1481 18,258 18,454 - -
First District v 9,992 10,005 2922 2947 1454 1,342 62 85 - - 472 457 5,082 5,174 - -
Second District...... 11,301 13,360 4,209 5284 2338 2250 481 2711 - - 525 489 3,748 5,066 - -
Third District ........ 4332 3,926 1,202 1,126 571 583 517 319 - - 149 153 1,893 1,685 - -
Fourth District ...... 9275 8,178 2799 2562 1424 1293 445 252 - - 253 262 4,354 3,809 - -
Fifth District ... 3,741 3937 LITs 1,132 494 431 13 15 - - 74 98 1,985 2,261 - -
Sixth District °........ 2425 1,025 687 335 402 194 74 15 - - 66 22 1,196 459 - -

2 Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.

b A petition for review in the Supreme Court was formerly called a petition for hearing. The name was legally changed by Proposition 32 on May 6, 1985.

¢ Not reported elsewhere.

4 Cal. Const., art. V, §8.

¢ The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
previously part of the First Appellate District.
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TABLE A-5—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86
Total BUsINEss ETANSACLEA ..uvvcvievrrvririirisereerresesrrerssiesesatsneseesorssssessiassersssssenssnssonsrrssassses 41,066
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CRVIL c1rireevereriernennsacssusnsnsssessssssssssssesssssssssasrosssssesssessssasieesesseanissasaisssnastostsnssens 3,839
CITHNAL covvrrienrerirecreenseeriesiaessesssssssseecssasessisstsessesssssesasiessesessrssrsasssesstessossonssassssisetsssnssasssssssss 4975
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.):
CHVIL wevvoovsveeeeesesssemssesseesesesssessssssssessemseseseessesssssssssesssssessees cereesseeeesesse s as e 3,305
CIINENAL <ovverrrriererrresassssesninsnessnssesesessesssssssissesssssssssssssssssseasessestmsastiesioserasssssessesssssoisssssssssseas 875
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By WItten OPINHOI ..ottt sssessssststsesssassesssesssstsssasasssssstssssssessssssssssens 614
Without opifion ... 6,069
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:*
By written opinion ........... bbb eSS T ses bbb e RS a e snas 0
Without opinion .... cetvers et th et A st e e et s s SR AR b eSS e et s e Rt nehe 1,592
Rehearings:
Granted .......covoevererersennessenne retereeste s ta e e st et s et e R e R ShE e o R beR R R e e R RE e R sa et aerees 128
Denied.... Heeerarerererass et st L bbb e b L b e SR eSS e SRS sber e bR SRR SRS e R e e R b SR e e R s e e bR sE b 1,411
Orders (MISCEIIANEOUS) Y ...ovviirirerrecreiinierniier et csssisesses s ssssssassssessassssssessasssssssesssssssssasses 18,258

% Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
b Not reported elsewhere.

19564-85
40,431

3,461
4,590

4,477
858

548
5,545

1,008

118
1,363

18,454

179
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TABLE A-6—FIRST APPELLATE (SAN FRANCISCO) DISTRICT °
(Five Divisions—19 Judges)

BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86 1984-85
Total business ransaCted ..ot sensssesssssssssssssesarstessssssssssessasessones 9,992 10,005
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CVIL strtierererersceserienienseists s sorseese s snasssstsrasssssssesstsessesssasessesssassseastseshesssssansssssssssassssessossossnaseseses 967 807
CLIIMUIIAL 1ottt s st ssaas i esssesasseasarssssses e s satesssesssra bt ssssassasesssbonsansasassassssoss 1,150 1,212
669 752
136 176
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By written opinion 158 127
Without opinion ... 1,296 1,215
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: ®
By written CoInion i s s s enes 0 0
WHThOUE ODINIOTL ccucvvnreieserrmernrisieicrestrseiasee e siseeneseasecsessnassserss ossssssssssssessasatesssesnisssansssress 62 85
Rehearings:
GIaNLEd ..ottt s st s b s s b e bR bR s es bt e bt bbb st s 47 49
DIEMHEA .ecreiriireiireisrssee st e st aststas s s ettt e s AR et R SRt et b et st nee 425 408
Orders (IMISCEIANIEOUS) Cuurreririiiicietneeinsenee et tsesesessees s sessssebstasssasessstmsissesensassass 5,082 5,174

4'The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,
previously part of the First Appellate District.

b Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.

¢ Not reported elsewhere.
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TABLE A-7-—SECOND APPELLATE (LOS ANGELES) DISTRICT
(Seven Divisions—26 Judges)

BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86 1984-85
Total business ansacted .t ssssssssessssssessssassssssssssessassesas 11,301 13,360
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CAVIL 1ottt sttt ens bbb b st ars e a4 bt st bt b ek bR st 1,236 1,236
Criminal 1,674 1,424
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.)
VAL enrrreerrerensestonesieescssestsesosetssnsssssssssssssessssssssssesssessssesatant st sesssessesasessesassassasssessasionsssarasssssons 1,045 2,369
Criminal 254 255
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By written opinion 135 121
WHROUL OPITHOI c..cvvreirisserntieneneseesseieresssssssrsssesesstsesseesstsersssessssssssessssasssssossssassecsssessssassnsonsananes 2,203 2,129
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:*
By Written OPINIONL ..ciceviriieiiniennnn it sestssssee st sssssasbosssssassssssssesssssssesssens 0 0
WIROUL OPIIHON ctitteeriririrereisicrini ettt s ssasase e s ssasestssast s ane s seasasasesesatscsses 481 271
Rehearings:
GIANEEA .oiverervrvrrceeesreninaseiessesessenseeesesssssesssssetessssssssestirsarassesesssossassaressssssassssssassssesssasassssssssasson 32 26
DIEIHEA ccovvveiiirinererenrrniriensscsstss it s srasstsebinsasessstsesersrsasssessressisesisasensasssasnsasstessorsassanbesssssssses 493 463
Orders (MISCEIIATIEOUS) ......ovvvviriririrnaer s ssissssersssnssssasbossssasssssssstsssssssossssssiesssssassesssessasen 3,748 5,066

" Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
b Not reported elsewhere.
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TABLE A-8—THIRD APPELLATE (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT

(One Division-—7 Judges)

BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86
Total Business tranSaACLEd ...iveeiieverereerriiinneienrssncsesisisistetonressasssssessssssesessssssserssesersasassssessrnsesess 4,332
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CiAVILoucrererecrrrrrcccisnenniensensensensasesesenes 313
Criminal ..ooniiiiiiainsssenmisesstssiiessiessssrssssssssses 550
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.)
CHVILousereereesnicnentis e atsesssssssessasssssssstersrssesssesssessssssesensassossssensassosse ssessesssasssssessssasessesars 272
Criminal .....oceeieiniisisiniennsmennmssesiossaresssmnasssssses 67
Original proceedmgs (including habeas corpus):
By WIIttEN OPINIOI ciccirinieniiiiiccesneesnessiesssesss s sissssssssssesssssasssnsssnsisssassassssasasssssasnss 53
WithOUL OPINIOIL covcriicntiicrescnrsenserssessssssssscssssassessensessssossssssssmsrissssssessssesssssess 518
Motions (miscellanecus) denied or granted: *
By written OPINHOI ..ociiiiiiccnneninsnnsirnnssnsessentsesisasesssorsssesssssssasseseseneans 0
WEROUE OPIIHON coeveinieisecnseninirieiesisscnisnssistssssassssssesssnsssessssssnsansssssssssnsasssssesarsrsrssossesssasssssesasasses 517
Rehearings:
GIATEEA ...veverre sttt innnrstinsensssnsssssssessssssbstsssssssassssorssebararssssasassssenssessasssssessansintesarsssessssrases 25
DEnEd ....ccovrerrrerririanisiisiiseisnirersemienissssssseissessse st sirsaeassssssnsassaraneses 124
Orders (MiSCEllANEOUS) ... ...t sesisssssbsnssbssssstssssssessassassssssssssssessssssssassanes 1,893

* Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.

Not reported elsewhere.

198485
3,926

330
478

247
71

1,685
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TABLE A-9—FOURTH APPELLATE (SAN DIEGO, SAN BERNARDINO AND ORANGE) DISTRICT
(Three Divisions—14 Judges)
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86 1984-85
Total bUsiness tranSaCted ........ccccviririerererssnreessesinisssisssrssssastossasssssssssssssssrersessssessssssssssssnes 9,275 8,178
Appeals:
By written opinion:
Civil 904 721
Criminal . 827 839
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.)
Civi 847 798
Criminal 221 204
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By written opinion 176 200
Without OPIRIOI ..cccvvevververrererinennnsneeressesensens 1,248 1,093
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:* -
By Written OPINION ..oericrcrercrsisenisnmnioenmesesiessssssrmmseseesssssssserssassss 0 0
WIthOUL OPIIOIL o siriiinsisssiniibssnsiisisisis e sisses e s sesssiestssbasmiesssssssssssssariesasesersesssesenionses 445 252
Rehearings:
Granted ...ttt sttt st b et 19 13
Denied dereeseisreas ettt ek se s b bere s s eaerabestasanss 234 249
Orders (TSCEHANEOUS) P ...t essesesseseeseesesesmstensesserasssssssstssassessrsssssonsisssses 4,354 3,809

# Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not reported elsewhere.
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TABLE A-10—FIFTH APPELLATE (FRESNO) DISTRICT
(One Division—8 Judges)
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86
Total business tranSaCEd ...ttt ssesasessessasesasssassssssassesesass . 3,741
Appeals:
By written opinion:
CHVILuvretrrcinrcetteccnreesennsiecsressissessssnsssssesinesensasssessessasesene 218
Criminal ... 604
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.):
GVl ctererrreeronereseoresntsiersassasesesansssasseses s sssssssensseneasssabssaasessararasssseussenssessssssssssssssessnssssonss 214
CrMINAL ...t sasses e estss s te st ssbssssessasss st st s msnssssarapas nsassessaseassants . 139
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By Written OPINHON ... sasssssssbssssesnsssssssapsssisssses 49
WiHtROUL OPINION covvvevecrieerirnaesmenessrnenssessssaerssssssssssersesessssssssssesssons . . 445
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: ®
By written OpInion ... onesseenienns .- 0
WItHOUL OPITHOI couvvviererisirnneresesirnriessssniiantestiessststonnessrsssnsssasssnsssssesasesmessasscsssnssesssesansorssssssssorssncsses 13
Rehearings:
GTANTEA .ot stst sttt st se st st e s bbb bR SR b0 3
DIEIUEA ...oovereerrriesrseareseeressreneosssssrssssessssssossetsessassessensesessisssesssssissssssesesssssssesssssessasssnsensssesassessssinsns 71
Orders (MISCEIIANEOUS) P...uirrvricrinicraseronrnesernmscisinesssssostsessassisssasiossssassssssmasssssnsesssassesssessssssses 1,985

* Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
b Not reported elsewhere.

1984-85
3,937

231
574

203
124

40
391

2,261
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TABLE A-11—SIXTH APPELLATE (SAN JOSE) DISTRICT °
(One Divisien—3 Judges)

BUSINESS TRANSACYED
Fiscal Year 1984-85 and 1985-86

Business transacted 1985-86
Total business TANSACLEM ....covviceevirniesiiiccmreieiersieseresirsssssssessasssssesssssssssssae. ssostssassssssassonssssssesssssasos 2,425
Appeals:
By written opinion:
Civil freretestestecenae ereae st e a e R e RS d e R e Rt s e s RO RSB e R SR eSE oA A Re AR P AS SO e R e RO R E RSB es RS E O ROt bR s bt nrsens 201
CTIIINAL c.vvererrenesreesessnmasssassssessiaseccssassssseasssnisessssasesasessssssesessns sorassssanssess e sasssoratins e o sransssosssess roast sressans 170
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motlon etc. ):
{05151 TN ceterereetreree et e e s e e ar ek e a e e bR PR bt et e e RS e RO R s e AR e e s e s e rneeees 258
CIIMINAL cooviriiccccesreisiensssrssrsnsrstsssecsnsserastetsssessesaretersssasssenssssesssnsassosssstarenssssststsossssssssassrarasasnsassesassnns 58
Original proceedings (inrluding habeas corpus):
BY WIEN OPIMION . ccviiiiicnniisennsesinercesiersisisisiis e neesssssssssessesssssssssresesassstacssssssasassssesessensastsssssaens 43
WILhOUL ODIIOML et ssaes s s s sbs st sesss s bbb s s e s b st sobs b b 359
Motions {miscellaneous) denied or granted:®
BY WILEEI OPDINIOM vttt sersie st st saesstsessesess s s st s s e sas st s et asaotast st asserasssesenses 0
Without opinion ... ettt ue s b A et e s s R s e e Ry ek e e et nee S a RO R R e et et e e e et beReEees 74
Rehearings:
Granted.... 2
Denied 64
Orders (IMISCEHANEOUS) ..ot st e st e st bbb asass bt sns 1,196

185

1954-85
1,025

136

108

10
184

459

*The Sixth Appellate District, which began operating on November 19, 1984, processes cases from Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties,

previously part of the First Appellate District.
b Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
° Not reported elsewhere.
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TABLE A-12—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985--86

Number of Total Total Dispositions Dispositions after trial

m%i% ﬁﬁm dispositions before trial Uncontested mafters Contested malters

County 1 1 95985 ’MLWJ 1 THE 1S T08L85 I8 1
State total 687 677 873502 828,663 704,227 RE72759 376,145 T345747 254,674 952,002 73408  R75,010
Alameda o 31 31 36468 37532 29212 21355 11912 10409 14570 14,106 2630 2,840
Alping....... 1 1 66 56 54 35 45 31 4 4 5 0
Amador 1 1 865 77 431 407 122 1 255 239 54 64
3 3 5,249 5,390 3,709 3,888 1,960 2,077 1,372 1,399 377 412
1 ! 895 908 488 648 244 951 173 284 7 113
1 1 387 384 3927 280 126 103 178 148 23 29
15 157 22449 20470 16978 14,239 8568 6,303 6,470 6112 1940 1,824
1 1 859 789 664 628 350 387 962 187 52 54
3 3 3,259 3,336 2,966 9,431 1,189 1,317 872 902 205 219
515 22705 20613 15069 10,008 6840 2771 5,331 5585 2,88 1,652
1 I 7 624 457 381 158 136 249 201 57 44
3 3 o087 4021 P13l 9,701 b 419 866 b 695 1,538 bao7 297
3 5 2,924 2,601 2,376 2,006 1,575 1,334 613 471 188 195
1 1 796 673 1,383 486 343 186 461 160 579 140
13 13 15887 15534 19377 12,511 4,969 4601 6,298 6866 1110 954
p) p) 3177 3003 2438 9,645 1,264 1449 764 614 410 589
9 2 1595 1,482 1,201 R1313 598 X756 480 409 193 148
1 1 829 793 860 759 490 330 79 299 91 130
©994 214 989,299 960444 957750 240,148 148712 128989 81,825 81,037 27213 30,112
2 2 27159 9,595 1875 2,020 599 454 984 1,161 362 405
6 6 7616 7414 5385 5,552 3311 2,933 1,690 2,170 318 449
1 1 396 335 354 259 234 152 101 83 19 17
9 2 3,186 2,673 9,465 2,007 88l 841 1,398 1,041 256 125
3 3 5,150 4777 3,450 3,090 2,465 1,839 848 1,028 137 293
1 1 279 305 231 21 74 77 124 112 33 3
Mono ... 1 1 414 351 978 88 294 63 26 9 28 16
Monterey 8 8 10,695 9,846 8,397 8,153 3,034 3,088 4579 4 791 T79
Napa.... 3 3 3,459 3,467 2,601 2916 903 6 1,326 1,141 372 369
Nevada 2 2 9,170 1,943 1,496 1.656 963 1,116 297 974 236 266
Orange...... 51 51 64,624 63,108 49981 63,953 27567 4312 17501 16493 4,213 4,448
Placer 4 4 4,588 4,445 3,395 3,748 1,988 9,104 902 1,187 505 457
Plumnas .. 1 1 604 610 433 488 83 95 248 998 102 95
Riverside 19 19 26647 94,875 21,736 aL,112 10,289 9,884 9,333 9,198 2114 2,030
Sacramento. 97 21 31392 30,735 22,449 21,483 9,557 8474 11543 1L67T1 1,349 1,338
San Benito......... 1 1 915 847 587 544 265 278 175 104 147 162
San Bernardino 94 94 34804 32448 21216 T20609 12586  R11,696 6,525 Re405 2105 M9508
San Diego ..... 49 49 61,003 56,619 48,159 44285 96,353 24576 14,596 13218 7903 6,431
San Francisco... 98 98 3L674  RogTIT 23135  RonT4T 14999 13,868 6,915 6,568 1998 9,311
San Joaquin ... 11 11 13459 13.967 9,327 9,798 3438 4170 4,909 4,103 1,680 1,523
San Luis Obispo . 4 4 5,596 5,205 4914 4,064 1,561 1,341 2917 9,348 436 375
San Mateo ....... 4 14 17040 17476 14,847 13919 7916 7,186 6,421 5316 1210 817
Santa Barbara... 10 10 11,253 10,000 8431 7416 4,944 3814 9,643 2,877 844 925
Santa Clara ... 3 33 45261 43909 38444 31874 25569 17155 11411 12414 1464 2,305
Santa Cruz .. 4 4 6,744 6,560 5,378 5,507 3,150 2,999 1,918 2,197 310 381
Shasta.... 3 3 5,696 R5915 3,508 3,455 1545 1472 1,488 1,494 475 489
Sierra .. 1 1 131 9 62 64 27 34 25 % 10 6
Siskiyou 1 1 1,980 1,304 1,093 1,034 486 417 535 538 7 79
SOJANO0 . ursvrrsssmmssssensoeeres 5 5 10311  R10041 7.479 R7072 3,987 %3330 3,028 R3088 1,164 654
Sonoma .. 8 8 10374 10,643 8,630 8,108 4,543 4,387 3,462 3,999 625 499
Stanislaus ... 8 8 10338  R10379 7028 R 6794 9,460 1’839 3,652 3,821 916 1,134
Sutter ... 2 9 2,142 2,952 1,965 1,018 600 504 543 457 122 57
Tehama 2 2 1,362 1618 945 937 210 935 575 551 160 151
THDHLY coonnrvcimesrosmsssesns 1 1 421 433 273 460 185 %5 3 139 56 76
Tulare ... 6 6 8,891 8,574 7,509 5,576 92,400 1,507 4,379 3,466 737 603
Tuolumne ..... 1 1 1,648 1,452 1,399 1,149 603 455 686 599 110 95
13 138 19532 18891 13792 13377 6,091 4,449 5,504 6738 2,107 2,197
3 3 3,816 3,716 2,883 2,969 1,506 1,627 1,081 1,089 296 253
2 2 2,245 2,917 1,443 L7175 846 930 504 724 3 121

u Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiscal year. See Table A-32 for total judicial positions.
b Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
°Ten additional judgeships became effective July 12, 1985 upon adction of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.

R Revised.
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TABLE A-13—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

187

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions betore trial matters matlers
County E s TR T | 1

State total 66,289 R 66,786 64,951 R 63,114 6,920 16,949 54550  F53,713 3,481 3,159
Alameda 3,168 3,332 3,860 3971 16 34 3,768 3,856 76 81
Alpine 1 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
Amador 61 72 72 51 0 0 71 51 1 0
Butte 541 492 531 442 64 0 464 436 3 6
Calaveras 78 60 34 61 12 11 29 38 0 12
Colusa 53 55 57 63 2 5 54 57 i 1
Contra Costa 1,817 1,916 1,744 2,065 265 196 1,344 1,844 135 25
Del Norte 64 66 60 59 7 33 52 26 1 0
El Dorado 333 305 308 279 2 3 305 276 1 0
Fresno 1,303 1,275 1,865 2,524 66 47 1,700 2313 9 164
Glenn % 94 11 48 1 5 10 41 0 2
Humboldt #9248 498 07 459 465 156 * 135 291 7 12
Imperial 202 202 323 256 58 23 265 230 0 3
Inyo 51 34 86 Y 24 5 25 17 37 12
Kera 1,011 986 926 1,041 0 v 911 1,025 15 16
Kings 202 240 188 136 43 i 131 23 14 2
Lake 159 167 145 145 0 3 138 129 7 13
Lassen 63 70 66 59 4 1 53 53 9 5
Los Angeles 19,834 19,457 18,946 17,066 1,796 1499 16,128 14,904 1,021 663
Madera 154 193 141 164 1 1 139 162 1 1
Marin 815 861 678 829 5 11 672 815 1 3
Mariposa 37 40 44 29 23 23 21 6 0 0
Mendocino 286 270 264 255 2 5 258 243 4 7
Merced 355 328 269 332 134 9 132 308 3 15
Modoc 45 40 55 44 9 3 45 39 1 2
Mono 19 16 11 2 11 2 0 0 0 0
Monterey 869 814 929 749 44 2 873 718 5 8
Napa 398 391 373 313 6 3 362 306 5 4
Nevada 206 195 197 175 72 85 124 90 1 0
Orange 3,217 3,628 2,660 2,963 10 5 2,612 2,904 33 54
Placer 308 296 248 332 19 7 229 319 0 6
Plumas...... 78 76 46 45 1 0 44 44 1 1
Riverside 2,146 2,194 2,588 2,501 139 59 2,496 2,418 23 %
Sacramento 2,127 2,236 1,953 1,839 121 155 1,795 1,650 37 3
San Benito 72 86 45 45 0 0 6 0 39 45
San Bernardino c.......eesmsemmmmessesmssreseenns 1,653 Ry775 1,678 71,929 1,677 k1019 ] 5 1 5
San Diego 4,608 4594 5,339 4,530 411 469 3,951 3,138 il 923
San Francisco 4,837 4,319 4,298 4,382 853 634 2,772 3,023 603 7%
San Joaquin 1,335 1,320 1219 1,282 195 259 983 992 41 31
San Luis ObiSPo ....meccrvermnessisssssssnes 457 557 413 459 7 7 400 449 6 3
San Mateo 1,963 2,090 2,713 2,166 3 7 2,705 2,157 5 2
Santa Barbara ..o, 899 963 587 832 20 10 542 796 25 26
Santa Clara 3,161 3,184 2,565 2,367 3 234 2,176 2,095 12 38
Santa Cruz 672 681 624 694 ] 0 597 643 27 51
Shasta 478 474 315 412 16 11 268 340 31 61
Sierra 11 8 9 11 1 5 6 6 2 0
Siskiyou 159 180 153 136 4 6 148 129 1 1
Solano 743 735 843 Reol 128 Rog 674 " 589 41 6
Sonoma 1,143 1,272 931 993 57 65 857 918 17 10
Stanislaus 824 714 697 " 685 40 Rt 649 650 8 18
Sutter 159 185 117 92 2 3 109 87 6 2
Tehama 170 158 116 102 2 1 9% 100 15 1
Trinity 51 45 10 38 5 14 4 21 1 3
Tulare 673 700 646 465 3 1 634 461 9 3
Tuolumne 131 125 118 93 3 0 115 93 0 0
Ventura 1,308 1,230 1,201 1,074 28 7 1,144 1,049 29 18
Yolo 330 303 423 272 65 12 320 249 38 11
Yuba 109 128 83 101 1 10 82 91 0 0

" Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986,
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-14--CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FAMILY LAW FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
County T985-86 198485 198556 TOR85 5 I I 19

State total 163534 M165613 164320 148567 707792 54677 80597 R80,793 12931 R13097
Alameda 7,534 7,725 6,194 6,308 998 1,118 4,573 4,555 623 635
Alpine 5 10 17 8 17 8 0 0 0 0
Amador 160 167 138 124 6 1 113 114 19 9
Butte 1,156 1,003 893 989 578 702 201 200 114 87
Calaveras 150 172 122 193 37 13 78 156 7 2%
Colusa 63 9 59 49 14 12 39 32 6 5
Contra Costa ermeesiseerrssrvorssessasenss o0 4,708 4,753 3,976 3,615 2,443 2,038 1,092 1,209 441 368
Del Norte 141 165 144 163 104 143 37 12 3 8
El Dorado 762 775 569 587 465 483 82 84 22 20
Fresno 3,667 3,728 2,594 746 2,050 100 398 503 146 143
Glenn 167 155 131 107 13 8 89 85 29 14
Humboldt " 444 762 4356 799 424 63 *309 697 423 39
Imperial 360 389 200 189 192 180 5 4 3 5
Inyo 117 149 257 11 132 48 16 23 109 40
Kern 3,683 3,677 2,505 2,544 587 695 1,756 1,590 162 259
Kings 539 544 537 959 354 522 64 46 119 391
e 291 326 231 300 201 258 20 24 10 18
Lassen 128 182 151 182 8 21 129 123 14 38
Los Angeles 43,359 43,318 65,962 54,436 21,029 12,514 39,333 36,951 5,600 4,971
Madera 471 403 206 252 7 10 143 158 56 84
Marin 1,466 1,458 1,079 1,246 940 995 103 197 36 54
Mariposa 91 86 87 78 52 38 32 39 3 1
Mendocino 551 539 438 494 391 400 22 71 25 23
Merced 880 915 748 767 699 644 40 111 9 12
Modoc 65 56 39 35 7 5 28 28 4 2
Mono 53 28 35 8 29 6 6 2 0 0
Monterey 2,202 2,095 1,855 1,922 159 378 1,592 1,446 104 ]
Napa 651 645 601 497 22 22 503 404 76 71
Nevada 523 503 478 483 430 440 i1 29 37 21
Orange 13,606 14,139 15,188 12,193 9,179 7,220 4,457 4,065 952 908
Placer 973 296 841 1,100 599 718 129 211 113 111
Plumas 160 137 135 142 9 3 118 131 8 8
Riverside 5,819 5,557 4,283 4,405 1,244 1,615 2,644 2,598 395 192
Sacramento 6,685 6,987 5,610 5,485 520 406 4,884 4,803 206 276
San Benito 147 1 91 96 8 7 22 0 61 89
San Bernardino........ 8,360 R7.864 4,749 R4730 1,392 R1118 3,113 Raaag 244 Ro74
San Diego 13,339 13,839 11,270 12,014 8,902 9,513 1,359 1,377 1,009 1,124
San FrancisCo .....mmssnsmonmae ,081 3,634 3,113 R 9,994 2,326 R 1,961 729 822 58 141
San Joagquin 2,132 2,935 1,677 2,141 447 638 848 1,139 382 364
San Lui§s ObiSPO v.veereemermsssssmsmsessennss 1,211 L7 1,086 945 55 42 979 867 52 36
San Mateo 3,350 3,610 2,436 2,646 1,662 1,851 720 753 54 42
Santa Barbara ... 2,049 2,018 1816 1,587 1,286 1,029 413 427 117 131
Santa Clara 9,410 9,521 7,067 6,868 3,992 1,609 2,806 4,563 269 696
Santa Cruz 1,343 1,399 1,146 1,193 981 959 132 179 33 55
Shasta 1,243 1,341 819 711 64 3 479 431 276 267
Sierra 34 28 i 7 1 2 10 5 0 0
Siskiyou 284 309 250 241 60 11 186 221 4 9
Solano 2,294 2,900 1,777 1,811 1,033 1,059 552 584 192 168
Sonoma 2,239 2974 2,056 1,948 1,704 1,696 249 154 103 98
Stanislaus 9,456 79,369 1,844 R 1,660 206 ®105 1,374 1,259 264 296
Sutter 439 489 353 243 236 178 80 46 37 19
Tehama 289 308 249 232 25 4 198 157 26 61
Trinity 90 94 77 124 65 52 4 59 8 13
Tulare 1,845 1,817 1,663 917 69 58 1,528 804 65 55
Tuolumne 390 369 334 304 53 48 266 249 15 7
Ventura 4,116 3,867 2,839 2,49 1,617 173 1,086 2,170 136 153
Yolo 729 807 589 739 351 500 208 193 30 46
Yuba 504 448 349 414 118 94 210 302 21 18

2 Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-15—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MOTOR VEHICLE PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

189

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matlers matters
County T s W w TEE 1 W5 18585 1955 19855

State total 82,258 R 63,929 49,291 R 47011 47,115 R 45,362 1,337  Rogs 769 654
Alameda 2,880 2,489 1,595 1,513 1,524 1,464 17 29 54 20
Alpine 4 1 2 3 1 3 0 0 1 0
Amador 33 28 10 12 9 10 1 0 0 2
Butte 297 254 168 150 163 145 2 2 3 3
Calaveras 27 37 25 13 23 12 1 0 1 1
Colusa 19 27 15 16 15 15 0 1 0 0
Contra Costa 1,588 1,454 1,997 1,040 1,165 976 49 48 13 16
Del Norte 17 24 17 21 13 15 2 2 2 4
El Dorado 259 261 101 103 93 91 3 6 5 6
Fresno 1,095 904 620 504 613 486 0 1 7 17
Glenn 14 15 5 8 5 7 0 1 0 0
Humboldt *48 99 *26 63 195 59 *1 1 0 3
Imperial 81 89 39 45 39 45 0 0 0 0
Inyo 9 10 5 11 4 10 0 0 1 1
Kern 878 784 530 516 503 501 9 3 18 12
Kings 105 93 48 58 48 55 0 0 0 3
Lake 37 41 22 R19 16 R18 4 0 2 1
Lassen 26 38 37 31 34 30 0 0 3 1
Los Angeles 38,451 26,100 23,826 22,664 23,477 22,435 64 56 285 173
Madera 81 97 42 65 38 63 0 0 4 2
Marin 607 472 350 337 345 333 3 1 2 3
Mariposa 23 2 17 12 16 11 1 0 0 1
Mendocino 104 96 76 53 75 52 0 1 1 0
Merced 239 186 129 116 124 112 2 2 3 2
Modoe i 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mono 18 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1
Monterey 557 380 261 235 248 224 7 4 6 7
Napa 225 169 93 135 89 122 0 0 4 13
Nevada 90 51 54 57 43 45 2 ] 9 6
Orange 8,817 7471 4,285 6,655 3,813 6,220 420 378 52 57
Placer 221 210 128 113 125 105 1 1 2 7
Plumas 15 17 13 21 9 17 0 3 4 1
Riverside 2,002 1,623 1,447 915 1,416 893 12 7 19 15
Sacramento 2,595 2,523 1,344 1,078 1,202 1,058 42 9 10 11
San Benito 44 34 21 18 20 18 0 0 1 0
San Bernardino 2,331 R1,877 1,194 R 896 1,150 R g1 2% R17 19 18
San Diego 4,499 3,476 2,618 1,806 2,219 1,640 353 127 46 39
San Francisco 2,606 2,234 1,901 1,582 1,711 1451 141 81 49 50
San Joaquin 705 646 371 369 350 346 0 1 21 22
San Luis Obispo 342 275 172 156 155 140 7 11 10 5
San Mateo 1,343 1,322 710 849 720 805 44 33 6 11
Santa Barbara 629 517 289 291 276 272 2 1 11 18
Santa Clara 3893 3475 2,426 2,005 2,371 2,036 32 24 23 35
Santa Cruz 473 384 217 214 258 189 16 20 3 5
Shasta 253 217 117 136 116 101 1 32 0 3
Sierra 5 2 3 4 3 4 0 0 0 0
Siskiyou 57 71 43 46 36 40 1 1 6 5
Solano 414 447 313 225 296 216 3 1 14 8
Sonoma 830 718 532 315 503 298 22 11 7 6
SEAMISIAUS vvvvvvsvreessennnsnsessrressensvesmssssssssssrssssess 650 604 391 Ros4 347 Rosq 38 16 6 4
Sutter 129 119 74 49 3 48 1 1 0 0
Tehama 73 71 33 26 30 22 0 1 3 3
Trinity 7 11 10 14 10 12 0 1 0 1
Tulare 221 166 159 94 150 86 2 2 7 6
Tuolumne 74 67 56 48 50 42 4 6 2 0
Ventura 967 904 778 791 765 726 b 45 11 20
Yalo 133 130 76 83 69 79 0 1 7 3
Yuba 111 84 37 66 33 63 0 0 4 3

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-16—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
County 195586 198485 198558 193485 1 1 198586 I9%3%s 1

State total 47948 R48406 36459 B31550 34,434 £ 99,880 993 "e65 1,032 R 1,005
Alameda 2,474 2,151 1,882 1,489 1,824 1,360 22 7 36 52
Alpine 9 16 5 4 4 4 0 0 1 0
Amador 20 14 4 6 2 8 0 0 2 0
Butte 198 182 126 104 101 96 3 0 22 8
Calaveras A 31 14 30 13 29 1 0 0 1
Colusa 15 13 11 11 10 11 0 0 1 0
Contra Costa 1,024 885 769 696 723 663 34 20 12 13
Del Norte 14 13 16 15 4 12 1 1 1 2
El Dorado 183 162 93 8 83 71 2 0 8 8
Fresno 469 421 287 254 260 237 2 0 25 17
Glenn g e 14 10 7 8 2 0 5 2
Humboldt “66 98 139 40 499 32 *5 2 '5 6
Imperial 82 54 16 30 16 21 0 1 0 2
Inyo 20 18 1 8 0 5 0 0 1 3
Kern 598 526 256 108 234 106 13 1 9 1
Kings 47 38 31 34 30 32 1 0 0 2
Lake 39 17 17 25 15 22 1 1 1 2
Lassen 5 10 4 7 4 7 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles 19,194 23,246 18,612 14,447 18,144 14,037 86 82 382 328
Madera 57 31 14 13 12 13 0 0 2 0
1% £:1 ¢ 1 OO O 378 382 276 239 261 229 4 8 11 2
Mariposa 15 16 7 7 7 7 0 0 0 0
Mendocino ... ... cirsesneniressisessssassrasnis T 81 25 35 23 33 1 0 1 2
Merced 113 92 70 80 69 66 0 1 1 13
Modoc 3 1 1 3 0 2 0 0 1 1
Mono 26 10 7 3 7 3 0 0 0 0
Mc.iterey 508 398 220 200 195 184 8 9 17 7
Napa 150 109 28 a3 25 30 2 0 1 3
Nevada 49 30 15 25 11 24 2 1 2 0
Orange 5,207 4,656 2,556 3,961 2,259 3,658 190 168 107 135
Placer 189 181 141 115 134 112 4 1 3 9
Plumas 16 21 8 13 3 10 0 1 5 2
Riverside 1,307 1,021 715 688 753 653 7 6 15 29
Sacramento 2,236 1,730 977 784 847 754 92 8 38 22
San Benito 16 7 15 16 14 16 0 0 1 0
San Bernardino ......seassssmesreseon 1,161 R1,160 671 R743 637 R710 12 Ry 29 Rog
San Diego 2,038 1,678 2,181 1,679 1,842 1,516 Tt 99 62 64
San Francisco 3,198 2,781 1,945 1,662 1,764 1,541 101 57 80 64
San Joaquin 460 324 323 342 289 317 6 0 28 25
San Luis Obispo.... 243 224 136 115 118 102 11 1 7 12
San Mateo 812 808 612 623 567 576 35 31 10 16
Santa Barbara 455 412 212 249 197 231 6 0 9 18
Santa Clara 1,697 1,670 1.225 991 1.183 955 15 8 27 2
Santa Cruz 271 298 150 119 127 104 15 10 8 5
Shasta 258 182 96 115 85 106 7 2 4 7
Sierra 4 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2
Siskiyou 59 39 21 30 17 24 0 1 4 5
Solano 474 306 150 131 145 117 1 3 4 11
Sonoma 598 499 306 195 295 182 3 5 8 8
Stanislaus 258 242 358 Ro56 332 Roid 18 20 8 29
Sutter 53 72 47 26 47 25 0 0 0 1
Tehama 32 59 9 11 6 10 0 0 3 1
Trinity 11 11 11 7 9 6 1 0 1 1
Tulare 173 167 162 103 151 95 1 2 10 6
Tuolumne 57 47 36 24 36 20 0 1 0 3
Ventura 557 579 412 421 392 380 0 31 20 10
Yolo 104 9 43 46 41 43 1 1 1 2
Yuba 119 73 20 42 20 41 0 0 0 1

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-17—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Total Total
Alings dispositions
County 9855 198485 T98558 195485
State total ...uwmeressesnenns 2,075 R1,319 1,928 R34
Alameda ..o 21 13 39 12
Alpine 3 0 0 1
Amador 32 0 2 2
Butte 1 3 1 4
Calaveras ... 15 18 8 7
Colusa 0 1 0 0
Contra Costa .vvrsmmiconrrensssssrens 48 26 36 31
Del Norte.... 0 0 0 1
El Dorado......cceeee 8 0 0 3
Fresno 76 33 20 28
Glenn 0 V] 0 0
Humboldt .... ‘3 0 40 2
Imperial .o 5 0 1 4
Inyo 1 0 0 3
Kern 144 35 o7 3
Kings 0 1 5 2
Lake 45 5 2 0
Lassen 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles 729 341 756 129
Madera 2 0 0 2
Marin 7 9 5 0
MariPOSA coivercrvinssseersesrisssonsnionssoress 0 17 22 1
Mendocing .....mees oo 9 5 0 0
Merced 0 1 0 0
Modoc (] 0 0 0
Moeno 3 0 0 0
MONEELEY wvvsvrssrsmmssrsnsessecasscerss 32 21 6 4
Napa 0 1 5 12
Nevada 4 3 0 0
Orange 73 82 13 18
Placer 7 13 6 3
Plumas 0 0 2
RIVEISIAE....oouirivsssernsmsicsssssmnsnsaeses 309 220 62 13
Sacramento 6 21 9 1
San Benito ....... 3 5 0
San Bernardino ... 76 Ri5 14
San Diego ... 129 97 50 7
San Francisco . 0 1 0
San Joaquin ... 11 11 1
San Luis Obispo . 3 4 4
San Mateo 19 25 1 1
Santa Barbara ..o 67 179 7 1
Santa Clara 81 40 11
Santa Cruz 42 8 6
Shasta 19 7 8
Sierra 0 0 0
Siskiyou 0 0 0
Solano 1 7 0 R0
Sonoma 13 19 10 19
SEATISIAUS vovsvvrmeensessmessicesssssses 0 0 1 T30
Sutter 0 0 0 0
Tehama 0 1 0 0
Trinity 2 1 2 1
Tulare 5 2 1 2
Tuolumne .....emevvenssser prrerinemsernae 25 17 3 13
Ventura 3 11 11 16
Yolo 0 0 1 0
Yuba 0 0 0 0

4 Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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Dispositions afler trial
Dispositions Uncontested Contested
before trial matters matters
I 1 T 195586 I98485
1,139 R 466 35 83 54 85
32 6 3 5 3
1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 1
7 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
3 20 2 1 9
1 0 0 0
3 0 0 0
1 4 0 8 24
0 0 0
a 2 # 0 i 0
3 1 0
2 0 1
2 2 1 0
2 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
74 119 2 1 8
1 1 0
0 0 0
2 1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0
2 2
12 0
0 0
1 1 0
3 0
0 1
5 123 13
11 1
0 0
5
6
0
3
2
8
2
2
0
0
0
0
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-18—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
_ﬁﬂdﬁllﬁm dispositions before trial matfers malters
Counly )} T I 1R85 IO I % I

State total 127436 121865 77317 89313 59054  Re63s4 11,738 0978 6525 4981
Alameda 6,891 6,818 2,661 2,692 2,197 1,908 274 478 190 306
Alpine 23 20 17 13 15 10 1 3 1 0
Amador 163 263 39 58 15 13 13 26 11 19
Butte 683 932 310 420 319 366 34 30 17 24
Calaveras 206 209 94 124 64 73 9 35 21 16
Colusa 44 44 19 10 19 10 0 0 0 0
Contra Costa 3,057 2,730 1,869 1,433 1,513 1,054 264 954 92 125
Del Norte 207 178 108 83 66 71 32 7 10 5
El Dorado 495 522 219 281 163 201 25 40 31 40
Fresno 6,100 5,159 3,449 964 1,628 677 188 123 1,633 164
Glenn 72 72 39 37 33 31 0 2 6 4
Humboldt 4193 381 *111 205 “81 158 *14 17 16 30
Imperial 320 230 139 78 106 56 26 8 7 14
Inyo 227 100 324 35 79 21 41 9 204 5
Kern 1,108 1,172 643 536 424 395 150 98 69 43
Kings 162 136 73 44 47 37 14 3 12 4
Lake 219 198 105 197 85 177 14 8 6 12
Lassen 105 91 113 78 90 51 10 17 13 10
Los Angeles. 33,574 33,649 29,328 31,483 24,886 28,082 2,884 2,344 1,558 1,057
Madera 155 136 66 82 42 49 8 5 16 28
Marin 1,470 1,328 799 836 533 594 212 168 54 4
Mariposa 99 47 72 25 59 22 7 2 6 1
Mendocino 1,117 813 384 239 188 163 170 59 26 17
Merced 319 3179 187 171 160 142 7 14 20 15
Modoc 32 28 15 14 7 6 5 4 3 4
Mono 113 112 95 19 82 13 0 0 13 6
Monterey 1,160 992 699 709 433 386 197 250 69 73
Napa 324 575 349 235 305 193 9 22 35 20
Nevada 674 477 384 463 262 354 59 32 63 7
Orange 12,497 12,299 7,382 14,008 5,017 11,766 2,119 1,783 246 459
Placer 1,165 914 810 572 563 356 63 115 184 101
Plumas 126 112 54 83 24 34 4 11 26 38
Riverside 4,931 4,331 3,401 3,251 2,791 2,689 477 380 133 182
Sacramento 3,686 3,331 2,298 1,526 1,577 1,265 614 148 107 113
San Benito 86 71 40 37 33 34 2 2 5 1
San Bernardino 2,942 Ko 633 1,059 R)040 900 Rgs0 109 Ro1 50 Rgg
San Diego 12,885 11,620 4,436 4,446 3,691 3,197 314 6717 431 572
San Francisco 6,147 5,773 2,533 2,952 1911 2,266 393 389 229 297
San Joaquin 1,564 1415 1,043 989 460 500 499 388 84 101
San Luis Obispo 1,035 1,079 565 792 357 351 146 398 62 43
San Mateo 3,162 2,176 1,351 1,440 923 1,089 355 302 73 49
Santa Barbara 1,002 1,049 677 617 592 508 41 43 44 66
Santa Clara 6,581 6,145 3,280 3,186 2,539 2,197 562 759 179 230
Santa Cruz 867 806 480 501 376 366 50 83 54 52
Shasta 1,024 872 219 231 181 175 18 27 20 29
Sierra 30 21 9 12 9 10 0 1 0 1
Siskiyou 128 146 86 5 70 58 i 16 9 19
Solano 1,685 1,523 661 R790 567 R714 58 36 36 40
Sonoma 1,289 1,658 1,347 1,217 548 746 723 402 76 69
Stanislaus 1,432 1,608 512 K786 289 k993 144 508 79 55
Sutter 168 167 92 85 82 65 4 10 6 9
Tehama 106 174 63 78 14 20 36 47 13 11
Trinity 86 33 43 48 39 24 1 7 3 17
Tulare 911 946 527 402 298 207 178 151 51 44
Tuolumne 146 133 108 76 73 52 20 12 15 12
Ventura 2,031 1,882 1,217 1,296 1,088 1,102 108 120 81 74
Yolo 296 279 149 153 109 132 20 11 20 10
Yuba 116 78 45 42 32 34 6 3 7 5

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986,
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TABLE A-19—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86 *

R Revised.

Dispositions after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions 'ﬁ%@% matters malters
County 1985-86 108155 198555 195485 1 JI 1 1 98586 198485
State total 128,584 R 195,202 83,936 R99.981 49,142 R51,075 27483 R 32,450 7311 8,756
Alameda 2,260 2,463 1,861 2,256 286 718 1,430 1,473 145 65
Alpine 6 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Amador 32 28 4 9 3 4 0 4 1 1
Butte 959 1,021 504 512 433 445 64 64 7 3
Calaveras 161 134 32 47 22 21 4 15 6 11
Colusa 38 32 23 18 20 16 3 1 0 1
Contra Costa 3,402 2,521 1,480 1,071 577 274 673 574 230 223
Del Norte 136 100 55 37 28 26 26 11 1 0
El Dorado 435 549 244 382 73 163 163 200 8 10
Fresno 92,764 3211 743 635 293 260 303 268 147 107
Glenn 207 149 42 37 14 14 25 19 3 4
Humboldt 643 1,319 1185 415 “118 237 *64 163 “3 15
Imperial 897 841 625 567 517 525 103 42 5 0
Inyo 116 61 18 11 8 4 1 6 11 1
Kern 1,981 2,291 1,535 1,792 362 413 1,106 1,359 67 20
Kings 1,096 920 588 436 324 421 221 9 43 6
Lake 349 312 255 215 109 116 138 85 8 14
Lassen 250 95 222 71 191 33 31 34 0 4
Los Angeles 40,843 38,181 27,593 34,009 17,217 16,325 6,590 11,299 3,786 6,385
Madera 693 656 354 442 141 77 1431 291 102 74
Marin 1,125 1,114 649 579 464 240 181 33l 4 8
Mariposa 66 45 48 26 42 18 5 8 1 0
Mendocino 64 81 44 20 3 2 40 15 1 3
Merced 1,845 1,736 809 553 779 448 28 60 2 45
Modoce 41 66 34 38 29 33 3 3 2 2
Mono 79 75 71 9 66 9 0 0 5 0
Monterey 2,139 2,072 1,312 1,378 357 442 852 906 103 30
Napa 663 587 210 128 133 71 68 48 9 9
Nevada 263 194 119 128 84 94 25 15 10 19
Orange 7,049 7,831 4,459 11,709 2,672 9,823 1,753 1,790 34 96
Placer 541 685 259 382 156 234 71 114 32 34
Plumas 54 98 34 67 13 14 17 46 4 7
Riverside 2,902 2,907 1,741 2,095 1,120 1,204 553 741 68 150
Sacramento 5,501 5,330 2,094 2,452 546 582 1,448 1,788 100 82
San Benito 226 274 85 142 78 128 5 9 2 5
San Bernardino 9,358 R 9,070 3,619 R3518 3,237 ®3189 382 R314 0 15
San Diego 6,661 6,253 6,180 4,908 629 703 3,680 3,245 1871 960
San Francisco 3,644 3,194 3,240 R 3634 2,351 R 9,967 872 652 17 15
San Joaquin 1,917 2,320 585 1,082 378 736 164 296 43 50
San Luis ObiSPo .ocevevsscsrmenerssssrnnorens 315 34 190 199 65 36 105 151 20 12
San Mateo 1,814 2,238 1,866 2,152 1455 1,942 398 503 13 7
Santa Barbara 3,025 1,748 1878 1,039 1,517 787 307 216 54 36
Santa Clara 7147 7,564 9,454 4,541 7,404 3,020 2,017 1,438 33 83
Santa Cruz 1,275 1,123 1,086 1,139 596 627 467 492 23 20
Shasta 703 667 320 384 268 314 4 68 8 2
Sierra 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siskiyou 315 353 265 295 144 169 119 125 2 1
Solano 592 926 261 210 74 96 186 105 11 9
Sonoma 1,676 1,426 1,003 939 502 444 455 481 46 14
, Stanislaus 1,356 1,744 829 R1,185 346 Ra3g 452 814 R)! 32
Sutter 672 754 263 273 82 76 163 195 18 2
Tehama 213 444 119 173 70 117 47 54 2 2
Trinity 45 128 22 119 18 92 1 23 3 4
Tulare 1471 1,370 1,354 993 509 351 812 640 33 2
Tuolumne 380 286 315 201 236 153 76 45 3 3
Ventura 4,234 3,715 1,744 1,225 1,322 818 338 383 84 24
Yolo 1,249 942 642 649 378 394 298 233 36 22
Yuba 692 747 359 454 284 270 65 1m 10 7
“ Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-20—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MENTAL HEALTH FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings ____dispositions before hearin matters matters
County 195586 198485 198556 195485 1. 1 95586 198485 18585 198485

State total 7,033 R 6,843 7,148 6,290 801 R (15 5177 R4435 LI70  BLIs0
Alameda 634 651 306 265 269 249 17 2 20 14
Alpine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 4 6 5 6 1 0 3 3 1 3
Butte 6 2 7 1 1 0 5 1 1 0
Calaveras 1 3 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 0
Colusa 19 12 30 14 6 9 22 8 2 4
Contra COSta rvermmmmsesrensssasecosansaseress . 21 M 30 21 4 2 3 7 23 12
Del Norte 6 10 5 6 3 1 2 5 0 0
El Dorade 4 2 5 1 1 0 3 1 1 0
Fresno 645 457 506 480 72 0 521 465 3 15
Glenn 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Humboldt *10 o7 47 19 *0 0 “3 8 ! 11
Imperial 59 42 43 45 2 5 39 39 2 1
Inyo ] 3 18 2 0 2 13 0 5 0
Kern 434 339 380 345 3 2 310 295 67 48
Kings 15 36 30 44 6 1 14 32 10 11
Lake 10 12 13 9 2 0 10 7 1 2
Lassen 6 4 10 9 3 2 6 4 1 3
Los Angeles 596 533 533 564 30 41 394 417 109 106
Madera 52 44 45 18 0 1 3 10 6 7
Marin 26 9 12 6 0 0 4 1 8 5
Mariposa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mendocino 3 4 27 8 3 0 23 8 1 0
Merced 22 36 o7 11 2 6 21 4 4 1
Modoc 4 7 4 8 0 0 1 3 3 5
Mono 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey 111 112 131 90 73 54 30 18 28 18
Napa 9 14 10 7 0 1 0 1 10 5
Nevada 9 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Orange. 500 213 430 210 10 0 353 195 67 15
Placer 4 32 38 30 1 1 3 20 4 9
Plumas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Riverside 87 74 107 79 22 13 60 45 25 21
Sacramento 86 138 94 132 § 27 72 67 14 38
San Benito 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino .....csmiemosssermonsees 427 Rs05 969 R769 73 0 369 R 380 527 R 389
San Diego 356 382 388 386 0 1 364 368 24 17
San Francisco 129 100 136 Rag 5 9 114 Rs 17 15
San Joaquin 81 78 101 80 18 11 61 51 29 18
San Luis ODiSPO wvmencromsnisressersaes 92 79 64 64 9 4 48 60 7 0
San Mateo 235 190 206 185 40 82 148 64 18 39
Santa Barbara ...t 33 40 79 50 1 12 38 19 25 19
Santa Clar .o, weorismmsmniesmn 215 251 197 237 10 13 183 219 4 5
Santa Cruz 10 18 10 20 0 1 7 13 3 6
Shasta 10 16 103 34 26 12 66 19 11 3
Sierra 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siskiyou 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0
Solano 67 R120 57 P16t 12 a9 39 R110 6 12
Sonoma 194 239 378 363 35 60 309 287 34 16
Stanislaus 217 116 179 51 12 0 160 51 7 0
Sutter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tehama 17 16 9 13 2 2 7 9 0 2
Trinity 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tulare 88 76 48 48 0 7 45 35 3 6
Tuolumne 35 34 33 33 4 0 24 38 5 1
Ventura 1,347 1,678 1,186 1,202 25 34 1,132 931 29 7
Yolo 27 27 26 25 3 2 22 20 1 3
Yuba 22 18 32 29 4 & 21 15 7 8

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-21—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after hearing
—_— gfling.;r o i Total bl;ispo;:‘ﬁons Uncontested Contested
0of; rigil ubsequent jspositions efore hearin matters malters
County B THEE TS 1 TR % [ s 0055 10 Tl 0%

State total .uummeserensoseemmsssnses 84,334 79,688 51,760 R48727 32,574 B30961 7,018 B71,143 10957 8860 55940 F52173 10121 R10,110
Alameda 3599 4921 29244 2394 1355 9527 3827 3073 140 130 3340 2683 347 260
Alpine 8 P 8 1 0 1 9 1 6 1 3 0 0 0
Amador 74 51 48 43 26 8 7 49 14 5 49 30 12 14
Butte 500 520 268 232 254 27 452 444 58 24 367 372 27 48
Calaveras 96 61 95 60 1 1 64 54 3 5 45 19 16 30
Colusa 60 39 42 35 18 4 57 30 2 2 50 24 5 4
CORETR COStAvvvemmrrornmerescrecsssmsssomee 3670 3263 1,743 1,683 1927 1580 3115 1869 549 1 2366 1694 200 174
Del Norte 75 70 49 44 9% 2% 62 72 5 a1 50 49 7 9
El Dorado 314 312 158 172 156 141 200 303 928 47 245 9299 17 o7
Fresno 2920 2008 1211 1007 1718 1,091 2478 2213 242 197 9010 1687 29 399
Glenn 42 47 34 39 8 8 88 46 4 6 8 37 2 3
Humboldt a99 233 *71 139 “98 94 100 27 *15 61 "8 153 45 13
Imperial 494 367 296 967 198 100 439 362 289 991 86 9y 64 72
Inyo 137 168 195 146 12 99 31T W7 % 9 964 66 89 32
Kern 2452 2,103 1,253 1,191 1,099 912 2101 2205 343 277 1615 1842 143 86
Kings 432 416 988 246 144 170 474 435 119 96 968 357 87 52
Lake 122 104 73 70 49 34 115 18 2 3 ue 12 3 3
Lassen 45 71 45 T 0 0 62 64 9 12 35 46 18 6
L0S ADZEES corvrerssrsrsmssmsnssrsssnsins 95861 92,647 15971 13998 9890 8719 22368 19812 4293 3220 14024 12628 4,051 3,964
Madera 527 483 951 964 9716 219 508 530 4 46 47T 456 27 28
Marin 786 743 344 335 442 410 520 535 80 16 434 506 15 13
Mariposa 31 %5 29 % 2 1 29 o 9 7 2 20 1 0
Mendocino 445 390 9254 230 191 160 724 586 0 0 613 555 11l 31
Merced 632 507 388 375 9244 132 587 5% 46 30 518 439 23 51
Modoc 2 35 17 32 7 3 33 29 3 2 27 15 3 5
Mono 38 28 38 o7 0 1 24 18 7 1 17 6 0 0
Monterey 1053 1,030 726 641 327 389 959 939 5 40 85 738 119 161
Napa 468 436 243 275 295 161 - 386 345 7 8 308 29 41 41
Nevada 70 105 57 100 13 5 57 66 19 8 35 53 3 5
Orange 5693 5485 3759 3580 1934 1905 5251 5149 172 214 4469 4256 610 679
Placer 506 524 9712 988 934 236 463 588 147 236 306 341 10 11
Plumas 70 ) 68 59 P 13 61 66 0 0 32 45 99 a1
Riverside 2360 2302 1704 1666 656 636 2594 2622 113 247 1993 1,863 488 512
SACTAMENLO <oovurrcarscssssesssrsssemssessn 2604 2985 1501 1728 1193 1957 92804 3376 864 1013 1922 2940 108 123
San Benito 94 70 2 67 2 3190 112 3 2 87 81 30 11
San Bernardino 2744 Ro194 1,948 R1619 796 %505 2302 Ro,174 490 255 1689 Pi479 213 440
San Diego 3830 3685 2450 2302 1,380 1,383 3789 4047 389 387 2853 3002 547 658
San Francisco 1981 1982 1618 1533 363 449 1459 1498 210 189 1028 1,004 921 235
San Joaquin 1596 1611 1057 982 539 629 1875 1413 178 181 1313 932 . 384 300
San Luis Obi 460 347 337 262 123 8 455 38 2l 4 405 3% 29 29
San Mateo 2006 1953 1209 1,199 707 754 1,85 1357 180 928 1324 1991 321 108
Santa Barbara smscmrecssensesseon 1597 1521 870 824 77 697 1461 1346 192 198 1112 9711 157 177
Santa ClAra wvvemescomecsssmssssmessosmssons 3703 3473 9557 92354 1,146 1,119 39298 3089 467 363 2598 2452 163 974
Santa Cruz 815 818 664 75 151 163 68 56 143 89 53l 623 11 44
Shasta 678 605 314 278 364 3 569 505 74 89 439 3N 56 46
Sierra 16 12 14 9 p) 3 7 12 0 3 6 8 1 1
Siskiyou 56 37 56 37 0 0 53 35 3 3 46 29 4 3
Solano 1684 1938 917 1,047 767 891 1,697 1692 238 186 1,247 1386 142 120
Sonoma 995 1093 539 621 456 472 982 1071 214 215 680 836 88 20
Stanislaus 1514 1410 1010 913 504 497 896 770 112 81 64l 439 143 9250
Sutter 189 140 114 103 7 37 140 87 p) 1 199 80 9 6
Tehama 187 172 123 131 64 4 I I 0 0 198 146 49 29
Trinity 31 95 24 20 7 5 20 29 3 7 14 1 3 8
Tulare 1712 L757 823 966 889 79l 1384 1342 269 115 &7 1,030 258 197
Tuolumne 163 132 134 102 29 30 186 145 i 3 151 134 5 8
Ventura 1598 1476 83 831 675 645 1662 1,790 69 223 1266 1254 397 313
Yolo 233 413 175 314 58 99 9282 383 40 73 200 988 42 22
Yuba 164 181 99 108 65 73 120 124 16 0 95 113 11 11

% Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.

R Revised.
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TABLE A-22-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS BY TYPE
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1925-84

601 W& I 62 W&Ib
Total Original Subsequent Total Original Subsequent

County TR 1 S | T TEE S T B T

State total 949 90 739 783 210 137 83385 F78768 51,021 "4794 32,364 730,824
Alameda 6 16 6 15 0 1 3,593 4,905 2,238 2,379 1,355 2,526
Alpine 1 2 1 1 0 1 7 0 7 0 0 0
Amador 2 1 2 1 0 0 72 50 46 49 26 8
Butte 0 0 0 0 0 0 592 529 268 232 254 297
Calaveras 0 8 0 8 0 0 96 53 95 52 1 1
Colusa ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 60 39 42 35 18 4
Contra Costa 13 13 13 13 0 0 3,657 3,250 1,730 1,670 1,927 1,580
Del Norte 7 8 6 8 1 0 68 62 43 36 25 26
El Dorado 0 0 0 0 0 0 314 313 158 172 156 141
Fresno 124 83 69 53 55 30 2,805 2,015 1,142 954 1,663 1,061
Glenn 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 47 34 39 8 8
Humboldt ‘1 3 °1 1 €0 2 €98 230 €70 138 ©98 92
Imperial 0 0 0 0 0 0 494 367 296 267 128 100
Inyo 11 23 11 21 0 92 126 145 114 125 12 20
Kern 1 0 1 0 0 0 2451 2,103 1,252 1,191 1,199 912
Kings 89 21 89 21 0 0 343 395 199 295 144 170
Lake 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 104 73 70 49 34
Lassen 3 3 3 3 0 0 42 68 42 68 0 0
Los Angeles 142 233 123 203 19 30 25,719 22414 15848 13,725 9,871 8,689
Madera 32 22 27 21 5 1 495 461 224 243 271 218
Marin 22 11 16 10 6 1 764 732 328 323 436 409
Mariposa 2 5 2 4 0 1 29 20 27 20 2 0
Mendocino 1 35 1 21 0 14 444 355 253 209 191 146
Merced 2 16 2 1 0 15 630 491 386 374 244 117
Modoe 1 4 1 4 0 0 23 31 16 28 7 3
Mono 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 28 38 27 0 1
Monterey 1 0 1 0 0 0 1,052 1,030 725 641 327 389
Napa 21 3 10 3 11 ] 447 433 233 272 214 161
Nevada 2 3 1 3 1 0 68 102 56 97 12 5
Orange 0 1 0 1 0 0 5,693 5,484 3,759 3,579 1,934 1,905
Placer 0 0 0 0 0 0 506 524 272 288 234 236
Plumas 6 11 6 10 0 1 64 61 62 49 2 12
Riverside 1 3 1 2 0 1 2,359 2,299 1,703 1,664 656 635
Sacramento 24 45 20 39 4 6 2,670 2,940 1,481 1,689 1,189 1,251
San Benito 2 0 2 0 0 0 92 70 90 67 2 3
San Bernarding ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 9744 9194 1,948  R1619 796 R505
San Diego 0 7 0 7 0 0 3,830 3,678 2,450 2,295 1,380 1,383
§an FranciSCo .u.mmmeermsssrismmmsinns 75 16 19 15 56 1 1,906 1,966 1,599 1,518 307 448
San Joaquin 115 89 104 80 11 9 1,481 1,522 953 902 528 620
San Luis Obispo 5 9 5 9 0 0 455 338 332 253 123 85
San Mateo 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,006 1,953 1,299 1,199 707 754
Santa Barbara 16 9 14 5 2 4 1,581 1,512 856 819 725 693
Santa Clara 9 8 9 7 0 1 3,694 3,465 2,548 2,347 1,146 1,118
Santa Cruz 1 0 1 0 0 0 814 878 663 715 151 163
Shasta 6 11 6 9 0 2 672 594 308 269 364 325
Sierra 5 4 5 4 0 0 11 8 9 5 2 3
Siskiyou 0 1 0 i 0 0 56 36 56 36 0 0
Solano a7 44 34 43 3 1 1,647 1,894 883 1,004 764 890
Sonoma 1 0 1 0 0 0 994 1,003 538 621 456 472
Stanislaus 0 1 0 1 0 0 1,514 1,409 1,010 912 504 497
Sutter 0 0 0 0 0 0 189 140 114 103 75 37
Tehama 18 25 18 25 0 0 169 147 105 106 64 41
Trinity 3 0 2 0 1 0 28 25 29 20 6 5
Tulare 104 98 78 86 26 12 1,608 1,659 745 880 863 779
Tuolumne 10 7 9 7 1 0 153 125 125 95 28 30
Ventura 5 0 5 0 0 0 1,523 1,476 848 831 675 645
Yolo 6 18 4 17 2 1 227 395 171 297 56 98
Yuba 16 0 10 0 6 0 148 181 89 108 59 73

"W & I 601 secks to make a minor a ward of the court.
bW & 1 692 alleges a violation of & criminal statute.
¢ Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-23—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

197

Dispositions after hearing
— élm Sgl . i Total %po;;tzons Uncontested Contested
ota rigin ubsequent lispositions efore hearin, matters matters

County o mgm TR R s iz

State total 36,818 R33,808 34,785 " 32,054 2033 R1,754 95764 F93032 6,036 4984 15503 B 14,282 4,295 3166
Alameda 1,308 1,093 1284 1,052 24 4] 1,689 1,049 503 95 1,098 878 87 76
Alpine 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
Amador 12 12 12 10 0 2 8 15 3 4 5 3 0 8
Butte 337 364 232 216 105 88 272 352 7 12 228 287 37 53
Calaveras 39 47 39 47 0 0 20 32 7 6 8 4 5 12
Colusa 22 35 19 35 3 0 17 36 4 6 10 24 3 6
Contra Costa 858 810 772 790 86 20 815 469 167 0 599 317 49 92
Del Norte 52 50 47 47 5 3 58 i 0 3 58 73 0 1
El Dorado 61 70 54 67 7 3 49 67 3 10 37 53 9 4
Fresno 666 542 467 451 199 91 521 504 152 90 203 25 166 189
Gienn 31 B3 13 0 0 38 21 3 4 3 12 2 5
Humboldt “ 87 134 *46 107 21 o7 * 54 114 ‘4 25 *37 66 *13 23
Imperial 180 103 180 103 0 0 152 149 42 58 62 48 48 43
Inyo 18 46 18 44 0 2 37 40 4 16 24 16 9 8
Kern 905 964 663 818 242 146 712 938 206 227 410 620 96 91
Kings 130 93 120 93 10 0 87 159 1! 0 51 133 22 26
Lake 60 60 60 60 0 [y 52 50 4 0 44 43 4 7
Lassen 20 36 20 36 0 0 16 25 0 4 15 20 1 1
Los Angeles 14414 13806 14384 13,663 30 143 5343 5334 2,038 2126 1956 1991 1,349 1217
Madera 57 74 56 74 1 0 67 84 0 8 64 72 2 4
Marin 135 173 120 159 15 14 114 144 23 6 74 119 17 19
Mariposa 12 14 11 4 1 0 9 11 2 1 7 8 0 2
Mendocino 160 64 157 60 3 4 207 85 7 0 177 82 23 3
Merced 127 110 1% 110 2 0 118 95 36 27 82 66 0 2
Modoc 18 19 18 18 0 1 21 a1 5 5 13 15 3 1
Mono 12 8 12 6 0 2 5 2 2 1 3 1 0 0
Monterey 249 185 242 179 7 6 212 197 0 3 170 152 42 42
Napa 112 85 7 71 35 14 % 82 10 0 61 61 19 21
Nevada 37 60 37 57 0 3 25 45 4 4 20 26 1 15
Orange 1,555 1,639 1500 1523 85 116 1392 1137 162 147 1,102 905 128 85
Placer 107 18 95 126 12 2 96 163 32 92 61 64 3 7
Plumas 22 18 22 18 0 0 28 11 0 0 14 8 14 3
Riverside 1,486 1493 1478 1433 8 60 1455 1408 179 183 1,133 1,125 143 100
Sacramento 1,183 19253 915  L,107 208 146 951 1257 286 322 613 894 52 41
San Benito 41 14 41 14 0 0 61 27 0 7 53 12 8 8
San Bernardino. 1,608 R1391 1,691 1318 7 "3 1,393 R1219 395 957 78 R7I7 210 R4
San Diego 2439 1755 2439 L7155 0 0 2238 1,762 312 221 1376 1,142 550 399
San Francisco 1614 1,065 1,197 789 417 2716 1,032 500 168 102 751 422 113 66
San Joaquin 715 662 642 611 73 51 660 613 229 281 323 264 108 68
San Luis Obispo 196 140 185 128 11 12 164 121 17 1 112 75 35 45
San Mateo 540 431 470 316 70 55 1,082 350 14 37 691 249 A7 64
Santa Barbara 231 306 208 249 23 57 233 254 41 30 148 194 44 30
Santa Clara 1,346 1289 1,346 1,289 0 o L1837 L1399 173 122 927 815 37 202
Santa Cruz 203 128 203 128 0 0 170 108 64 44 101 54 5 10
Shasfa 248 249, 200 200 48 42 202 295 34 39 159 181 9 5
Sierra... 2 8 2 8 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0
Siskiyou 57 37 57 37 0 0 47 32 16 12 27 12 4 8
Solano 664 512 585 465 79 47 530 413 147 92 260 261 123 60
Sonoma 237 194 228 182 9 12 229 ivid 67 51 146 113 16 13
Stamslaus 34 294 344 293 0 1 219 183 28 27 150 59 41 97
Sutter 104 69 82 52 22 17 70 49 1 0 56 37 13 12
Tehama 103 78 91 69 12 9 91 64 0 0 60 37 a1 27
Trinity 19 31 18 30 1 1 11 25 0 4 7 14 4 7
Tulare 721 655 676 613 45 42 597 4.4 181 52 307 329 109 93
Tuolumne RY: 21 31 20 3 1 35 23 1 1 29 2 5 1
Ventura 566 653 466 559 100 94 620 805 37 66 461 677 122 62
Yolo 176 167 161 151 15 16 179 161 70 53 73 88 36 20
Yuba 66 65 47 51 19 14 33 40 2 0 25 23 6 17

u Does-r:ot include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-24—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions before trial “Uncontested Confested
filin dispositions Total Guilly pleas Other maiters matters
County 195556 18455 1983# 198455 [08586 195455 T T

State total weenensmriosenne 94,779 R82621 87,784 R74591 81,636 F68479 76013 63,021 5623 F5358 1321 %1435 4827 R4677
Alameda .. 4,363 4,143 4,218 3370 3,955 3,106 3,665 2,764 290 342 128 72 138 192
Alpine .. 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador ..... 61 64 66 65 64 64 61 61 3 3 0 1 2 0
Butte 364 343 269 308 292 255 201 230 21 25 4 7 43 46
Calaveras ..o 73 127 61 80 54 70 39 58 15 12 4 5 3 5
Colusa .. 46 30 33 30 31 23 25 19 6 4 0 1 2 6
Contra Costa 1,208 1,256 1,013 994 825 834 188 160 43 83 152 179
Del Norte..... 118 72 104 59 59 38 45 21 2 1 12 12
El Dorado. 259 228 231 197 172 156 59 41 7 4 21 27
FIesnio cmenreseessorensansessensssessees 1,608 834 1,452 661 1271 536 181 125 5 0 151 178
Glenn 79 58 74 51 71 47 3 4 1 4 4 3
Humboldt ......cecrcenrennirennerienionee *80 191 “20 29 49 0 11 29 47 140 “13 22
Imperial .. 351 210 308 187 272 111 36 76 27 5 16 18
Inyo 247 92 65 54 60 46 5 8 71 23 105 15
KXern 2,243 2,076 2,075 1,885 1912 1,757 163 128 18 32 150 159
Kings 307 265 241 221 201 175 40 46 0 11 66 33
Lake 157 149 130 133 118 17 12 16 1 0 26 16
1123 (OO 114 105 97 85 Kirh 70 20 15 0 2 17 18
Los Angeles T 34,684 27991 32826 26208 31,070 24,353 1,756 1,855 363 363 1,495 1,420
Madera ......... 333 243 283 180 244 152 35 28 3 6 L 57
Marin 311 242, 266 173 250 154 16 19 3 24 42 4H
Mariposa ... 14 32 11 22 10 18 1 4 0 0 3 10
Mendocino ... 290 260 223 211 177 176 153 163 24 13 24 1 29 28
468 421 471 410 412 353 403 349 9 4 18 23 41 34
31 41 P 29 12 20 10 17 2 3 2 5 7 4
28 31 21 17 20 15 19 15 1 0 0 0 1 2
MOnterey . 1,310 1,215 1,297 1,290 1,153 L7 973 945 180 172 5 45 139 128
Napa 257 284 253 221 199 169 160 157 39 12 13 3 41 49
Nevada .... 195 234 99 107 29 23 10 1 19 2 16 29 54 55
3,956 3,115 3,632 3,059 3,437 2,816 3,356 2,117 81 99 17 32 178 211
322 249 203 179 189 161 180 138 9 23 4 1 10 17
81 58 51 39 24 17 23 16 1 1 19 9 8 13
Riverside...mrmniscessnsersns 2,366 2,205 2,271 2,122 2,130 1,997 1,914 1,796 216 201 28 14 113 111
Sacramento . 3,349 2,898 3,262 2,582 3,032 2,371 2,700 2,075 332 302 61 64 169 141
San Benito 157 92 109 50 109 48 109 48 0 0 0 0 0 2
San Bernardin v 9919 Regsl 9517 P2519 9352 PFe309 9207 Rogy 45 fa 32  Rs8 133 Rig5
San Diego........ 8,033 7,136 7,638 6,492 7,299 6,221 7,020 6,049 279 172 66 59 273 212
San Francisco . 3481 Po753 2888 Ro68s 2716 Rodr0 2454 2946 262 Roo4 14 43 158 172
San Joaquin ..... 1,267 1,065 483 620 404 510 354 453 50 57 12 40 67 70
San Luis Obispo 530 362 297 196 269 170 247 149 22 21 3 7 25 19
San Mateo. 1,516 1428 1,422 1,289 1,350 1,207 1214 1,061 136 146 1 1 71 81
Santa Barbara .....eseinions 909 79 805 710 714 639 681 607 33 32 18 10 3 61
Santa Clara 7,163 6,500 7117 6,591 6,844 6,394 6,607 6,121 237 213 95 41 178 156
Santa Cruz 565 616 571 583 545 553 466 463 79 90 2 10 24 20
Shasta 677 R 436 652 532 619 492 532 445 87 47 7 24 26 16
Sierra 25 12 292 11 12 10 12 10 0 0 3 9 7 1
SiSKIYOU crrvverrrsssssssssenssaacsressrsssas 134 110 132 97 113 85 109 66 4 19 1 1 18 11
Solano .. 817 839 654 665 567 558 535 533 32 25 8 13 79 94
Sonoma .... 780 752 513 492 437 421 288 301 149 120 18 14 58 57
Stanislaus 938 899 786 587 669 496 574 451 95 45 25 5 92 86
Sutter 219 241 84 109 74 106 70 102 4 4 1 1 9 2
Tehama ..cnrieemroesiossorsion 145 94 68 58 59 49 41 32 18 17 0 0 9 9
Trinity .. 46 41 36 40 N 32 22 9 5 5 0 0 9 8
Tulare ...... 938 761 &37 586 747 509 720 488 a7 21 8 12 82 65
TUOIUMNE cuverierecrrirroarssenarersessens 138 129 125 108 117 104 98 86 19 18 1 0 7 4
VentUra rrnssneesssesssisrrees 1,043 942 735 654 565 488 499 428 65 60 57 5 113 91
Yolo 445 422 382 336 361 309 319 252 42 57 9 5 12 22
Yuba 320 368 346 424 330 400 321 390 9 10 0 0 16 24

* Does not include reports for the months January through June 1986.
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TABLE A-25—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AFTER UNCONTESTED TRIAL

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
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TD: 'Z"atzl Disposed o}l; A!(l;er Uncontested lT)'rial . A équitted or Dismissed Convicted
efendants y Court ur ourt By Jun By Court By Jurj

County T 1T T T T [T I T s [T s IR

State total ...cumerceririranrene 1321 Rid3s 972 R1047 349 388 250 Ros6 62 69 722 791 287 319
Alameda 128 72 147 54 11 18 54 8 3 3 63 46 8 15
Alpine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 1
Butte 4 7 3 3 1 4 0 1 0 1 3 2 1 3
Calaveras 4 5 2 4 2 1 0 0 0 1] 2 4 2 1
Colusa 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Contra Costa .urseesrssranene 43 83 29 65 14 18 13 18 3 2 16 47 11 16
Del Norte 2 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 [1] 0 0 1 1
El Dorado 7 4 3 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 4
Fresno 5 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 1} 1 1]
Glenn 1 4 0 4 1 [ 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0
Humboldt 47 140 47 140 49 0 | 0 0 0 146 140 0 0
Imperial 27 5 26 0 1 5 26 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
Inyo il 23 kil 19 0 4 1 0 0 0 76 19 0 4
Kern 18 32 7 T 11 25 4 6 1 6 3 1 10 19
Kings 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0
Lake 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Lassen 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Los Aneles ..ommmercrinsionsns 363 363 199 217 164 146 74 100 45 39 125 117 119 107
Madera 3 6 3 6 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marin 3 24 3 24 0 0 1 2 0 1] 2 22 0 0
Mariposa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mendocino 24 7 19 7 5 4] 2 0 0 0 17 7 5 0
Merced 18 23 11 4 7 19 1 0 1 1 10 4 6 18
Modoc b 5 2 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 1
Mono 0 0 0 (1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey 5 45 5 43 0 2 2 3 0 0 3 40 0 2
Napa 13 3 9 1 4 2 5 1 0 1 4 0 4 1
Nevada 16 29 10 19 6 10 1 1 0 1 9 18 6 9
Orange 17 32 17 32 0 0 1 2 0 0 16 30 0 0
Placer 4 1 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1
Plumas 19 9 19 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 9 0 0
Riverside 2 14 27 13 1 1 20 6 1 0 7 7 0 1
Sacramento 61 64 37 40 24 24 1 9 1 0 .36 31 23 2%
San Benito 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino ......eennenn: 32 Rsg 13 R49 19 9 13 R49 0 0 0 0 19 9
San Diego 66 59 55 48 11 11 7 6 2 0 48 42 9 11
San Francisco......cevrinn 14 43 9 19 5 24 2 13 1 6 7 6 4 18
San Joaguin 12 40 12 39 0 1 0 3 0 0 12 36 0 1
San Luis Obispo ... 3 7 2 3 1 4 0 1 0 0 2 9 1 4
San Mateo 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 [1] 0
Santa Barbara ... 18 10 8 8 10 2 1 0 0 0 7 8 10 2
Santa Clara 95 4] 84 37 11 4 1 3 0 0 83 M 11 4
Santa Cruz 2 10 2 6 0 4 0 0 0 1 2 6 0 3
Shasta 7 24 3 13 4 11 0 0 G 0 3 13 4 11
Sierra 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Siskiyou 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 [1] 0 0 1 1 0 0
Solano 8 13 3 10 5 3 2 3 0 2 1 7 5 1
Sonoma 18 14 18 12 0 2 2 3 0 1 16 g 0 1
Stanislaus 25 5 18 2 7 3 4 1 0 1 14 1 7 2
Sutter 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Tehama 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trinity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tulare 8 12 6 9 2 3 0 8 0 0 6 1 2 3
Tuolumne 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ventura 57 75 51 63 6 12 5 3 1 1 46 60 5 il
Yolo 9 5 4 2 5 3 0 0 1 0 4 2 4 3
Yuba 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i}

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.

Revised.
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TABLE A-26—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AFTER CONTESTED TRIAL

Total Disposed of After Contested Trial

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Acquitted or Dismissed

Convicted

All Defendants "By Court By Jur] By Courf By Jur) By Courf ur,

County 1 T B R T @%ﬂm mf%%z:as ﬁﬁm e

State 08l eoveensreeesrenerecsssiocren 4891 P46 914 903 3853 R3774 810 711 3138 R3079
Alameda 135 19219 49 116 150 4 13 21 a1 1B 99 95 129
Alpine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 p) 0
Butte 43 46 3 4 40 49 0 0 9 8 3 4 31 34
Calaveras 3 5 0 3 3 p) 0 0 1 1 0 3 2 1
Colusa p) 6 0 1 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 p) 5
CONLEA COSER voereermeersssvsssoeesissssens 152 1M 12 40 140 39 9 6 29 23 10 34 111 116
Del Norte 12 12 0 0 12 12 0 0 3 3 0 0 9 9
El Dorado 2l 97 2 3 19 94 0 0 4 3 9 3 15 2l
Fresno 151 173 15 24 136 149 0 2 2% 17T 15 922 110 132
Glenn 4 3 0 0 4 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 3
Humboldt 413 22 95 7 a8 15 %0 0 01 3 5 7 a7 12
Imperial 16 18 0 0 16 18 0 0 5 7 0 0 11 11
Inyo 105 15 102 15 3 0 1 1 1 0 100 14 2 0
Kern 150 159 6 3 144 156 1 1 28 %A 5 2 116 132
Kings 66 33 3 p) 58 31 3 0 11 2 5 2 47 29
Lake 2 16 7 0 19 16 0 0 5 2 7 0 14 14
Lassen 17 18 0 2 17 16 0 0 0 0 0 2 17 16
105 ADEELES wvvvvrrrorrrnrmsninssssronons 1495 1420 386 408 1,109 1012 95 192 9274 242 291 286 835 770
Madera 47 57 6 5 41 52 6 5 1 18 0 0 30 34
Marin . 4 45 4 6 38 39 0 9 710 4 4 31 29
Mariposa 3 10 0 0 3 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 10
MENAOCITD <evvrsveesrmeecesssessersetsesn. 2 28 5 3 17 %5 1 0 1 4 4 3 16 2l
Merced 41 34 2 8 39 26 0 1 1 6 2 7 38 2
Modoc 7 4 0 1 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 3
Mono 1 P) 0 0 1 p) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 p)
Monterey 139 128 66 79 73 49 12 9 19 13 5 7 54 36
Napa 41 49 1 4 30 45 2 1 4 12 9 3 % 33
Nevada 54 55 20 7 34 48 1 0 3 719 7 31 41
Orange 178 211 1 29 167 189 6 6 18 37 5 16 149 152
Placer 10 17 2 5 8 12 0 0 0 1 p) 5 8 11
Plumas 8 13 2 1 6 12 0 0 0 0 2 1 6 12
Riverside 113 11 % 6 83 105 3 0 16 18 2 6 72 87
SACTAMENEO savrrssesseerversersemsrssosessoe 169 4119 9 150 132 2 1 19 28 17 8 131 104
San Benito 0 2 0 2 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 9 0 0
San Bernardino 133 Rigs 17 29 116 *123 0 1 0 8 17 116 P
San Diego 273 212 41 o7 232 185 11 8 40 30 3 19 192 155
San FranciSeo ..o cmmsmsssomisen 158 2 19 13 139 159 9 198 3 1T 12 116 123
San Joaquin 67 70 4 4 63 66 0 0 11 15 4 4 52 51
San Luis OblSpO 25 19 4 2 21 17 0 0 5 0 4 2 16 17
San Mateo 7 81 7 6 64 75 1 1 5 6 6 5 59 69
Santa Barbara....memeeseressoesson 73 6L 10 8 63 53 1 0 1 7 9 8 59 46
Santa Clara ... w178 156 2l 2 157 136 1 2 10 17 2 18 147 119
Santa Cruz 24 20 8 2 16 18 0 0 5 ) 8 2 11 16
Shasta 26 16 4 5 2 11 0 1 1 1 4 4 21 10
Sierra 7 1 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1
Siskiyou 18 11 i 4 17 7 0 1 4 1 1 3 13 6
Solano 79 94 12 8 67 86 4 2 28 % 8 6 39 65
Sonoma 58 57 4 8 44 49 0 g 11 10 6 33 39
Stanislaus 99 8 10 17 82 69 2 1 1B 5 8 16 70 64
Sutter 9 2 0 0 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9
Tehama 9 9 0 0 9 9 0 0 9 2 0 0 7 7
Trinity 9 8 1 0 3 8 1 0 1 p) 0 0 1 6
Tulare 82 65 17 12 65 53 0 1 9 717 1 56 46
Tuolumne 7 4 2 0 5 4 0 0 1 0 2 0 4 4
Ventura 113 91 4l 31 7 60 2 1 13 9 39 30 59 51
Yolo . 12 920 1 1 11 91 0 0 2 3 1 1 9 18
Yuba 16 24 9 1 14 23 0 0 3 3 p) i 11 20

“ Poes not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.

R Revised,




County
State total ..

Del Norte ....
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Los Angeles....
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San Joaquin ...
San Luis

Obispo ...

San Mateo ......
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Sierra .o
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TABLE A-27—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
LEVEL OF CONVICTION OF CRIMINAL DEFENDARNTS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
Convicted Before Trial

Total Defendants Convicted of

on Plea of Guilty

Convicted After
Court Trial of

Convicted After

Jury Trial of

201

All Types Felon Misdemeanor Felon Misdemeanor Felon Misdemeanor Felon Misdemeanor
RS T R T 10006 0% [95 TPR 9%506 10955 [9B500 10055 195500 Togh 35 (98550 0035 90555 985

“ Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.

R Revised.

8970 Res021 78910 65853 2060 Roi68 74285 T61964 1728 g7 1400 1394 181 108 3224 R3i%5 901 203
3846 2983 37T 2949 5 34 3607 9143 88 91 8 61 15 8 101 139 9 5
1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
63 62 57 51 6 11 55 51 6 10 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1
939 73 238 279, 1 1 0 9230 0 0 6 6 0 0 3 36 1 1
£ 67 38 47 7 2 3 38 7 %0 9 7 0 ] 4 9 0 9
27 % 27 % 0 9 9% 18 0 1 0 1 0 0 9 5 0 1
93 1M7 95 1,043 18 4 816 831 9 3 A 8l 9 0 15 131 7 1
69 48 63 41 6 1 55 38 4 0 0 0 0 0 8 9 ) 1
196 184195 184 1 0 Im 156 0 0 4 3 1 0 19 25 0 0
1 690 1399 684 8 6 1966 536 5 ¢ I 16 3 6 W 12 0 0
54 74 53 1 1 70 46 1 1 0 4 0 0 4 3 0 0

159 66 154 U1 5 "8 0 1 0 °51 142 U0 5 U7 12 0 0

195 976 191 7 4 %5 107 7 4 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 0

8 83 5 0 55 46 5 0 1T 33 0 0 9 4 0 0

206 1911 1979 1810 67 101 1846 1650 66 91 8 3 0 0 15 M7 1 4
953 ar %0 917 3 0 18 175 3 0 5 13 0 0 4 2 0 0
140 11 138 199 9 9 18 17 0 0 7 0 0 0 1B 12 9 9
9 90 % 8 0 2 i 69 9 1 0 ) 0 0 I 17 0 1
39440 95633 81644 94772 796 861 30477 23666 593 687 347 339 69 64 80 76T 1M 10
27 184 9 2 4 152 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 32 9 9

27 209 0 0 250 154 0 0 6 % 0 0 3l 2% 0 0

13 % 0 0 10 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 10 0 0

113 4 8 110 7 6 & w0 2 7 0 3 9 14 9 7

08 459 304 0 4 403 345 0 4 12 1 0 0 4 38 0 0

18 % 1 2 9 15 1 9 2 5 0 0 7 4 0 0

2% 17 18 14 ) 3 17 12 9 3 0 0 0 0 1 ) 0 0
1084 1093  102% 1055 58 R ) | 012 5 33 51 105 6 5 54 28 0 0
23 194 195 186 8 8§ 155 153 5 4 1 3 9 0 % 30 1 4
75 (i 75 76 0 0 10 1 0 0 B 0B 0 0 50 0 0
35% 2915 3467 2855 59 60 3305 2662 51 5 19 4 2 I 43 M 6 4
194 155 188 133 ] 2% 1Y 118 6 2 3 5 0 0 1 10 0 2
50 38 50 38 0 0 23 16 0 0 a 10 0 0 6 12 0 0
2015 1897 2005 188 10 9 1908 1,789 6 79 13 9 0 86 2 )
9907 9949 285 2184 42 58 9662 202 038 55 5 3% 3 3 18 1% 1 )
109 5 109 50 0 0 109 48 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
9359 Toaro 22714 Foj & Rs0 g1 Raimm & Ru0 17 921 0 0 135 Py 0 0
7999 6276 6943 5880 356 36 6673 5670 M1 I 00T 56 6 5 198 15 3 M
9598 Ro405 2539  T2385 59 40 2408 Fools 46 A 16 3 2 0 IR 10 8
499 545 416 536 6 9 39 449 5 4 15 38 1 2 49 0 3
270 174 %0 167 10 7 40 148 7 1 5 3 1 1 15 16 2 5
129 L% 1219 LI 0 0 1214 1,068 0 0 8 5 0 0 59 69 0 0
759 6711 750 666 9 5 61 603 9 4 16 15 0 1 & 48 0 0
6868 6996 6737 6122 1 174 6488 5951 119 110 98 52 5 0 11 19 7 4
487 40 474 47 13 14 454 51 12 12 9 7 1 1 1 18 0 1
564 483 51 %7 13 16 519 #1013 n 7 17 0 0 % 19 0 )
2 1 92, 9 0 9 12 8 0 9 3 0 0 0 7 1 0 0
194 7% 123 74 1 2 108 6 1 1 ) 4 0 0 13 5 0 1
588 612 574 5 M 15 5% 501 12 12 9 12 0 1 & 64 P) 9
351 36 341 3B 10 1 %5 301 3 0 % 15 4 0 39 3 1
6713 53 666 597 7 7 B3 448 2 3 2 17 0 0 m 62 5 4
80 105 78 103 P) ) 69 100 1 9 0 0 1 0 9 3 0 0
48 39 43 34 5 5 36 97 5 5 0 0 0 0 7 7 0 0
2 3 27 % 9 g 91 20 1 7 0 0 0 0 6 4 1 2
801 549 759 58 4 31 681 $9 3 29 9 12 9 0 5 47 1 9
104 %0 102 9% 9 0 97 86 1 0 9 0 0 0 3 4 1 0
648 560 630 5 18 7 486 495 13 3 08 9 2 0 6l 58 3 4
337 2% 337 279 0 4 39 248 0 4 5 3 0 0 13 9l 0 0
334 41 33 411 1 0 3% 390 1 0 9 1 0 0 1 2 0 0
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TABLE A-28-—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after hearing

w Total Total Dispositions Questions Trials
g e L e 0 g fo oy
County 1. 1. 1. 5 I I 88 195485  T95%6 1055
State total 19457 R 19,765 18,453 Ro1435 2,094 2,019 2,650 3,011 13,709 R 16,405
Alameda 920 1,011 817 931 47 21 128 102 642 808
Alpine 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Amador 7 10 4 6 1 0 1 1 2 5
Butte 106 108 65 85 8 2 26 31 31 52
Calaveras 20 6 9 92 0 1 0 0 9 1
Colusa 7 5 5 3 3 1 1 1 1 1
Contra Costa 563 584 598 550 64 7 99 135 435 408
Del Norte 12 19 11 11 0 0 0 2 11 9
El Dorado 94 69 85 74 12 17 16 8 57 49
Fresno 322 323 220 249, 0 0 31 41 189 201
Glenn 18 9 8 9 3 2 0 0 5 7
Humboldt 432 79 “29 50 14 10 *23 40 49 0
Imperial 15 1 49 32 1 0 3 0 38 32
Inyo 9 20 11 29 5 8 0 0 6 21
Kern 290 236 295 223 30 15 93 74 172 134
Kings 56 56 35 40 9 0 9 4 17 36
Lake 43 34 44 40 1 0 9 14 34 26
Lassen 14 27 15 28 1 1 0 0 14 27
Los Angeles 6,665 6,984 7,306 9,885 702 639 782 780 5,822 8,466
Madera 40 28 29 29 1 0 10 10 18 19
Marin 180 229 313 274 220 78 0 17 93 179
Mariposa 2 4 5 4 0 2 3 0 2 2
Mendocino 66 67 45 21 8 10 31 11 6 0
Merced 76 58 2% 30 0 0 4 4 22 26
Modoc 9 6 7 4 1 0 1 0 5 4
Mono %4 32 6 7 0 0 0 0 6 7
Monterey 155 178 135 148 12 1 39 4 84 93
Napa 47 48 47 a3 3 3 4 16 40 14
Nevada 38 55 57 76 4 10 0 3 53 63
Orange 1,836 1,944 1,694 1,767 161 281 207 174 1,326 1,312
Placer 137 120 90 96 5 0 8 10 77 86
Plumas 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Riverside 628 683 599 138 43 61 55 484 501
Sacramento 544 460 411 46 63 81 52 333 296
San Benito 22 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
San Bernardino R744 687 Rers 73 66 82 107 532 R502
San Diego 1,602 1,435 1,617 298 351 201 414 1,006 852
San Francisco 706 465 661 53 166 175 165 237 330
San Joaquin 247 280 242 53 1 33 58 194 183
San Luis ObiSPO ...rccrrrsesissmsesssssssssennans 134 113 118 102 19 17 33 28 66 57
San Mateo 364 458 351 398 29 57 66 104 256 237
Santa Barbara 260 307 256 305 4 6 65 81 187 218
Santa Clara 588 518 483 501 24 14 92 145 367 342
Santa Cruz 123 125 89 82 2 0 19 7 68 75
Shasta 70 107 39 55 9 12 1 10 29 33
Sierra 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siskiyou 15 11 17 16 2 1 3 0 12 15
Solano 148 128 104 103 0 1 23 21 81 81
Sonoma 180 211 137 146 15 13 13 30 109 103
Stanislaus 188 178 131 127 5 4 21 47 105 76
Sutter 7 14 21 4 1 1 5 3 15 0
Tehama 21 41 7 5 0 0 0 1 7 4
Trinity 19 10 21 11 3 1 0 8 18 2
Tulare 121 135 113 128 9 11 43 33 61 84
Tuolumne %4 25 17 13 7 3 2 1 8 9
Ventura 506 439 408 402 60 59 89 96 259 247
Yolo 66 82 64 73 6 7 8 5 50 61
Yuba 15 16 12 29 2 3 4 18 6 8§
2 Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986,
R Revised.
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TABLE A-29—CALIFORNIA SUYERIOR COURTS
HABEAS CORPUS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions
after hearing
Total Total Dispositions contested
e il

County J J) b} 1 w558 I8
State total 12,957 712818 10,628 10,798 6,025 6,644 4,603 4,154
Alameda 416 722 263 496 121 200 142 226
Alpine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 6 2 4 4 2 2 2 2
Butte 79 67 51 i 5 a7 46 50
Calaveras 2 4 4 3 1 3 3 0
Colusa 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Contra Costa 218 157 111 123 53 78 58 45
Del Norte 7 17 10 11 6 2 4 9
El Dorado 49 41 44 38 35 25 9 13
Fresno 311 448 68 80 1 12 67 68
Glenn 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 0
Humboldt " 146 160 127 117 34 34 93 83
Imperial 5 8 6 9 5 4 1 5
Inyo 4 7 2 3 0 2 2 i
Kemn 193 203 224 184 175 173 49 11
Kings 49 64 35 33 24 4 11 19
Lake 43 46 43 46 31 26 12 20
Lassen 49 84 50 100 49 83 1 17
Los Angeles 3,065 2,825 2,493 2,328 1,533 1,754 960 574
Madera 69 66 70 ] 0 5 70 91
Marin 270 285 270 285 237 258 33 27
Mariposa 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mendocino 4 ‘ 3 8 0 4 0 4 0
Merced 74 8 9 5 4 2 5 3
Modoc 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
Mono 1 2 1 2 0 2 1 0
Monterey 350 354 388 292 352 294 36 68
Napa 155 173 156 175 69 T2 87 103
Nevada 12 36 8 31 5 29 3 2

Orange 618 606 339 424 74 161 265 b
Placer 68 a7 72 75 14 19 58 56
Plumas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Riverside 327 320 329 290 185 165 144 125
Sacramento 570 559 503 549 410 441 93 108
San Benito 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino 359 439 274 396 202 147 72 249
San Diego 524 502 590 526 391 331 199 195
San Francisco 203 175 195 148 154 112 4] 36
San Joaquin 713 633 709 622 436 389 273 233
San Luis Obispo 578 524 550 551 466 465 84 86
San Mateo 219 147 212 154 142 97 70 57
Santa Barbara 97 141 61 124 29 80 32 44
Santa Clara 276 279 254 260 174 196 80 64
Santa Cruz 85 96 84 97 52 67 32 30
Shasta 37 49 49 55 48 48 1 7
Sierra 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Siskiyou 26 8 26 10 a1 8 5 2
Solano 798 360 492 240 80 216 412 24
Sonoma 200 288 206 233 157 182 49 51
Stanislaus 163 Ry41 185 220 74 70 111 150
Sutter 3 2 4 1 0 0 4 1
Tehama 6 2 4 0 2 0 2 0
Trinity 13 5 10 4 4 0 6 4
Tulare 12 22 18 22 14 14 4 8
Tuolumne 51 67 63 62 20 16 43 46
Ventura 1,326 1,515 919 1,205 113 357 806 848
Yolo 28 45 27 49 12 23 15 26
Yuba 7 11 5 10 4 9 1 1

* Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.
Revised.
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TABLE A-30—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BY JURY TRIAL

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Personal injury,
death and All other
Total roperty damage Criminal roceedings
County 1 s e e s
State total 7,390 R 6,897 1510 1,365 4,202 Rg160 1,678 1,370
Alameda 295 324 40 57 127 168 128 99
Alpine 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 5 10 2 2 2 1 1 7
Butte 59 54 10 4 4] 46 8 4
Calaveras 8 13 i PA 5 3 2 8
Colusa 3 6 1 0 6 0 0
Contra Costa 183 205 18 22 154 157 11 26
Del Norte 17 17 2 4 14 13 1 0
El Dorado 43 52 12 16 23 28 8 8
Fresno 226 237 18 30 137 149 71 58
Glenn 10 6 3 0 5 3 2 3
Humboldt *12 34 49 2 48 15 ] 17
Imperial 28 29 0 0 17 2 11 6
Inyo 7 6 1 0 3 4 3 2
Kern 198 199 26 9 155 181 17 9
Kings 58 36 0 1 58 31 0 4
Lake 25 20 3 3 20 16 2 1
Lassen 21 22 1 1 17 18 3 3
Los Angeles 2,589 1,975 638 478 1,273 1,158 678 339
Madera 50 59 3 1 41 52 6 6
Marin 65 67 15 7 38 39 12 a1l
Mariposa 3 11 0 1 3 10 0 0
Mendocino 37 31 1 1 22 25 14 5
Merced 61 108 2 13 46 45 13 50
Modoce 9 6 1 1 7 4 1 1
Mono 3 3 2 1 1 2 0 0
Monterey 105 74 21 12 73 51 11 11
Napa 49 56 5 3 34 47 10 6
Nevada 74 89 7 3 40 58 2 28
Orange 403 446 147 168 167 189 89 89
Placer 22 23 5 2 11 13 6 8
Plumas 9 16 2 2 6 12 1 2
Riverside 144 170 25 20 89 106 30 4
Sacramento 243 208 41 28 174 156 28 24
San Benito 4 2 2 0 0 0 2 2
San Bernardino 206 R189 37 32 135 Ryag 34 25
San Diego 417 397 75 1 243 196 99 124
San Francisco 341 332 102 87 144 183 95 62
San Joaquin 115 116 31 34 63 67 21 15
San Luis Obispo 47 46 9 1 22 21 16 14
San Mateo 92 120 16 24 64 76 12 2
Santa Barbara 100 Qe 18 32 73 55 9 1
Santa Clara 217 26 49 58 168 140 60 66
Santa Cruz 35 45 6 9 16 22 13 14
Shasta 41 36 10 11 26 22 5 3
Sierra 7 2 0 1 7 1 0 0
Siskiyou 25 21 7 8 17 7 1 6
Solano 95 113 16 15 72 89 7 9
Sonoma 80 96 11 14 4 51 25 31
Stanislaus 104 96 7 10 89 72 8 14
Sutter 42 7 0 1 9 3 33 3
Tehamna 15 15 4 3 9 9 2 3
Trinity 13 10 1 1 8 8 4 1
Tulare 94 84 15 9 67 56 12 19
Tuolumne 9 10 3 3 5 4 1 3
Ventura 118 118 % 24 8 72 16 22
Yolo 29 41 i 4 16 24 6 13
27 3 3 14 23 1 1

Yuba 18

4 Does not include reports for the months of January through June 1986.

R Revised,
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TABLE A-31—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL

AS OF JUNE 30, 1985 AND JUNE 30, 1986

205

Number Total cases
of judicial Cases awaiting trial at end of month® per judicial
sitions Total Civil Criminal® sition

County 57307% 6730785 30 6730785 6730785 373077% 630785

State total 789 ik 87,412 Rg0,801 71,832 R 81,061 9580 F9740 111 117
Alameda a3 33 5,170 5,244 4,716 4,476 454 768 157 159
Alpine 1 1 5 12 5 12 0 0 5 12
Amador 1 1 100 117 73 84 aq 33 100 117
Butte 3 3 301 266 253 213 48 53 100 89
Calaveras 1 1 INA INA INA INA INA INA INA INA
Colusa 1 1 71 42 59 39 12 3 71 42
Contra Costa 18 18 1,226 1,823 982 1,456 244 367 68 101
Del Norte 1 1 19 25 11 16 8 9 19 25
El Dorado. 3 3 257 223 223 186 34 37 86 74
Fresne 18 18 796 848 592 698 204 150 4 47
Glenn 1 1 17 30 16 26 1 4 17 30
Humboldt 3 3 242 191 194 161 48 30 81 64
Imperial 3 3 94 82 94 82 0 0 31 27
Inyo 1 1 488 58 dgg8 56 40 2 488 58
Kern 15 15 1,185 1,487 971 1,101 184 386 il 9
Kings 2 2 158 157 102 93 56 64 79 79
Lake 2 2 75 59 58 44 17 15 38 30
LLASSEI vcvrerrvarescrsmmrnmnasersssssscsnssosssssons st svees 1 1 60 45 44 32 16 13 60 45
Los Angeles 278 269 40,538 42,189 36,757 38,524 3,781 3,665 146 157
Madera ...... 2 2 101 113 68 79 33 34 51 37
Marin 7 7 705 761 677 712 28 49 101 109
Mariposa 1 1 30 41 27 39 3 2 30 41
Mendocino 2 2 231 184 154 149 ki 35 116 92
Merced 3 3 144 189 124 153 20 36 48 63
Modoc 1 1 7 8 3 4 4 4 7 8
Mono 1 1 84 69 83 65 1 4 84 69
Monterey 8 8 316 372 247 300 69 72 40 47
Napa 3 4 181 219 160 178 21 41 60 55
Nevada 2 2 208 249 163 197 45 52 104 125
Orange 59 59 6,421 6,700 5,951 6,350 470 350 109 114
Placer 4 4 417 348 368 298 49 50 104 87
Plumas 1 1 76 67 60 67 16 2 76 67
Riverside 22 22 1,362 1,788 1,257 1,682 105 106 62 81
Sacramento 28 28 3,190 3,095 2,878 2,766 312 329 114 111
San Benito 1 1 46 24 38 20 8 4 46 24
San Bernardino 28 28 2,029 1,718 1,695 1,474 334 244 72 61
San Diego 52 52 6,627 6,127 6,107 5,635 520 492 127 118
San Francisco 38 34 3,169 4778 2,967 4,333 202 245 83 141
San Joaquin 11 11 790 655 594 498 196 157 72 60
San Luis ODbiSPO .cvvereenonsermsssssrssimmsesses 5 5 1,139 758 1,110 693 29 65 228 152
San Mateo 16 16 1,276 1,325 1,042 1,045 234 280 80 83
Santa Barbara 10 10 609 560 529 482 80 78 61 56
Santa Clara 34 34 2861 3,047 2,133 2,342 728 705 84 90
Santa Cruz 4 4 577 524 518 450 59 74 144 131
Shasta 3 3 618 537 509 465 109 72 206 179
Sierra 1 1 7 6 7 6 0 0 7 6
Siskiyou 1 1 67 50 64 43 3 7 67 50
Solano 5 3 425 422 364 369 61 53 85 84
Sonoma 9 9 673 701 475 576 198 125 75 78
Stanislaus 10 10 687 659 611 585 76 74 69 66
Sutter 2 2 132 168 123 160 10 8 67 84
Tehama 2 9 97 90 84 85 13 5 49 45
Trinity 1 1 28 52 28 44 0 8 28 52
Tulare 7 7 382 376 247 258 135 118 55 54
Tuolumne 1 1 121 123 96 108 25 15 121 123
Ventura 13 13 917 785 801 693 116 92 71 60
Yolo 3 3 255 170 198 136 57 34 85 57
Yuba 2 2 34 45 34 23 0 2 17 23

“Judicial positions include full-time court commissioners and referees in addition to the number of judges authorized for the court. For a list of judgeships,

court commissioners and referees, see Table A-32.

Cases awaiting trial include criminal and civil cases set for future trial and civil cases in which at-issue memoranda have been filed but no trial dates assigned.
¢ Criminal cases set for trial.
4 Data as of March 31, 1986.

R Revised.

INA - Information Not Available.
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TABLE A-32—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

1985-66 1984-85

Judicial positions Judicial _Judicial positions Judicial
Comnis- position Commis- positior

County Total Judges stoners  Referees equivalents”  Total Judges  sioners  Referees equivalents®
State total 789 687 85 17 829.0 776 677 82 17 771.6
Alameda 33 31 0 2 33.1 33 31 0 2 333
Alpine 1 1 0 0 5 1 1 0 0 3
Amador 1 1 0 0 15 1 1 0 0 15
Butte 3 3 0 0 37 3 3 0 0 35
Calaveras 1 1 0 0 12 1 1 0 0 11
Colusa 1 1 0 0 9 1 1 0 0 9
Contra Costa 18 15 1 2 178 18 15 1 2 175
Del Norte 1 1 0 0 10 1 1 0 0 1.0
El Dorado 3 3 0 0 3.6 3 3 0 0 33
Fresno 18 15 0 3 15.8 18 15 0 3 16.6
Glenn 1 1 0 0 L1 1 1 0 0 11
Humboldt 3 3 0 0 32 3 3 0 0 3.1
Imperial 3 3 0 0 32 3 3 0 0 32
Inyo 1 1 0 0 11 1 1 0 0 11
Kern 15 13 1 1 16.2 15 13 1 1 156
Kings 2 2 0 0 2.2 2 2 0 0 19
Lake 2 2 0 0 2.0 2 2 0 0 20
Lassen 1 1 0 0 1.1 1 1 0 0 11
Los Angeles 218 b994 54 ] 301.0 269 214 54 1 267.8
Madera 2 2 0 0 2.2 2 2 0 0 2.0
Marin 7 6 1 0 76 7 6 1 0 7.5
Mariposa 1 1 0 0 1.0 1 1 0 0 11
Mendocino 2 2 0 0 29 2 2 0 0 24
Merced 3 3 0 0 3.1 3 3 0 0 3.0
Modoc 1 1 0 0 8 1 1 0 0 8
Mono 1 1 0 0 1.3 1 1 0 0 9
Monterey 8 8 0 0 78 8 8 0 0 80
Napa 3 3 0 0 3.2 3 3 0 0 2.8
Nevada 2 2 0 0 2.3 2 2 0 0 26
Orange 59 51 8 0 60.0 59 51 8 0 57.9
Placer 4 4 0 0 41 4 4 0 0 41
Plumas 1 1 0 0 1.0 1 1 0 0 12
Riverside 22 19 3 0 22.3 22 19 3 0 22.1
Sacramento 28 27 0 1 307 28 27 0 1 28.0
San Benito 1 1 0 0 1.0 1 1 0 0 1.0
San Bernardino 28 24 4 0 26.2 28 24 4 0 25.7
San Diego 52 49 0 3 550 52 49 0 3 509
San Francisco 38 28 410 0 39.8 Y 28 6 0 354
San Joaquin 11 11 0 0 112 11 11 0 0 10.8
San Luis Obispo 5 4 1 0 5.0 5 4 1 0 44
San Mateo 16 14 1 1 171 16 14 2 0 167
Santa Barbara 10 10 G 0 10.1 10 10 0 0 9.9
Santa Clara 34 33 0 1 354 34 33 0 1 36.0
Santa Cruz 4 4 0 0 46 4 4 0 0 44
Shasta 3 3 0 0 34 3 3 0 0 32
Sierra 1 1 0 0 8 1 1 0 [} N
Siskiyou 1 1 0 0 12 1 1 0 0 12
Solano 5 5 0 ] 5.3 5 5 0 0 5.3
Sonoma 9 8 1 0 89 9 8 1 0 8.6
Stanislaus 10 8 0 2 9.8 10 8 0 2 9.2
Sutter 2 2 0 0 2.1 2 2 0 0 2.0
Tehama 2 2 0 0 20 2 2 0 0 17
Trinity 1 1 0 0 9 1 1 0 0 1.0
Tulare 7 6 0 1 68 7 6 0 1 6.9
Tuolumne 1 1 0 0 1.3 1 1 0 0 1.6
Ventura 13 13 0 0 153 13 13 0 ¢ 150
Yolo 3 3 0 0 34 3 3 0 0 34
Yuba 2 2 0 0 2.1 2 2 0 0 20

4 Judicial positions are counted as of the end of the year and are comprised of authorized judges and full-time court commissioners and referees. Judicial position
equivalents are defined as authorized judgeships with adjustments to reflect judicial vacancies, assistance rendered to other courts and assistance received
from commissioners, referees and assigned and temporary judges.

b Ten additional judgeships became effective on 7/12/85 upon adoption of specified resolution by the Board of Supervisors and the referee position was vacated.

¢ Revised. Referee position was a part-time position rather than a full-time position.

9 Commissioner positions increased to 10 from 6. The court determined the current commissioners were performing duties required of judges.
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TABLE A-33-——CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL (EXCLUDES PARKING) AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Number Dispositions after hearing
of Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
County and Jjudgeships ® filings dispositions before hearing matters matters orders
Judicial district 198586 1984-85 1985-86 198485  1685-86 1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 198586 1984-85 198586 198485 1985-86 1954-85
State 1Ot v BT 520 8543960 P8495988 706581 7350884 6960817 6709268 330011 P32632 989,659 280759 17,094 18295

Alameda:

i 1 28279 25845 23,234 23,040 21,593 21,603 608 682 1,033 756 0 0

Berkeley-Albany 4 4  3BA5 30,087 34,363 3,184 30,177 27969 1,678 1,661 2504 2,551 4 3
Fremont-Newark-Union
CY vevemmsrsnsesroscsssseseiss 4 4 4646 T6E5T 62459 55840 55372 49322 3732 3555 3355 2,960 0 3
Livermore-Pleasanton ... 2 2 53388 45739 45803 41397 42507 38889 1,807 1435 1,489 1,073 0 0
Oakland-Piedmont-
Emeryville..mmmmn 14 14 198945 212291 177,716 169,743 165941 155988 4,513 6213 7262 7542 0 0
San Leandro-Hayward........... 8 8 125201 124013 104,702 102,958 96,896 94,709 3,861 4468 3938 3,781 7 0
Butte:
ChiCO sermerramemcessmesssssssssssamsss 1 1 19964 21,158 18,702 19251 16,937 17,586 812 803 953 862 0 0
Contra Costa:

5 5 71,120 63256 61,727 50,461 49,858 40245 5547 5048 2954 3,152 3368 2016
2 2 39,903 35,083 35932 31,084 31542 0201 1312 1347 3045 174 973 Ti6
.. 4 4 71782 73256 68,089 61,947 61,083 54065 2,145 1806 3,636 4118 12% 1868
Walnut Creek-Danville ........ 3 3 69,03 65820 56318 55,756 50,070 49461 1,539 1496 3375 3112 1334 1,687
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ... °10 9 120836 F115500 111,986 101,909 102,269 03,105 5,541 5008 4,176 3,769 0 bl
Humboldt:
2 2 13,827 12516 13672 11,095 12,376 9,903 677 581 619 599 0 12
Imperial:
Imperial County ..omumummmmiree 4 4 51449 50999 41,443 38529 230496 36820 1012 959 935 750 0 0
Kern:
East Kern 2 2 210 28971 23,201 25615 21,203 23,431 534 596 753 730 621 838
West Kern 9 9 81982 87,152 79,059 75,061 70,771 67,536 5,640 4938 2644 2,587 4 0
Kings:
Hanford .o 1 - T80 - 153 % i) -4 -0 - 0 -
Les Angeles:
Alhambra 3 3 60,339 56,733 60,627 55,688 56,610 52051 1,998 1812 2019 18%5 0 0
Antelope ... 3 3 43576 42532 40,901 40,009 38214 31563 1518 1353 1,169 1,113 0 0
Beverly Hills... 3 3 48850 50,138 43,649 45990 39491 41543 2109 2627 2,9 1,820 0 0
Burbank 2 2 3023 29,702 27,596 26808 25,216 24548 1,428 1311 952 1,034 0 0
CILTUS covmermersssmmsessmmssssssssssssen 6 6 193414 M1179292 111918 112,348 103,640 102,464 4,395 5987 3881 3,896 2 1
Compton °8 6 135939 136,648 112,091 114509 100,906 103896 8,455 284 274 3,321 16 8
Culver .. 2 2 48838 49911 4472 40407 41,396 36808 1,862 2298 1465 137 0 0
Downey 5 5 63123 63009 55364 BR4R% 50813 50,798 2431 34711 2)%0 2,188 0 5
East Los Angeles . 4 4 68306 66377 61,993 36473 57512 52,180 3,196 el 1985 1,272 0 0
Glendale ........ " 3 3 5144 Bs5905 46720 48540 49,834 4990 2134 2,142 1,51 2,108 1 0
Inglewood .. w 6 6 91,39 82,177 17490 69,774 70,094 63422 4391 3534 3,005 2818 0 0
Long Beach .uweummmsnerorns 8 8 150,331 155,087 138464 137471 126,769 126215 7,275 7000 442 4,157 0 0
Los AngeleS..mmmmcmsmmismmrs g0 74 1093518 1,005,022 995846 1,003,623 915409 923515 4L110 41,266 39327 38,842 0 0
Los Cerritos ... . 3 3 65618 61,833 60,637 56,221 55994 51,603 1977 2098 2,666 2,520 0 0
Malibu ..., i I 38840 31058 39,233 38201 31T 36,870 520 466 990 871 0 4
Newhall 3 3 62800 61,925 48955 47,057 46,961 45279 813 702 LI81 1,076 0 0
Pasadent ... 4 4 63265 68,117 58,008 63454 52,022 58358 3,198 2544 2788 2,552 0 0
Pomona ... 3 3 56,627 60,005  5L1L 58,622 45,586 53,082 2935 3255 2,589 2,285 1 0
Rio Hondo.. 4 4 62732 59439 52435 49,329 48222 45584 2,18 1,197 2031 1,948 0 0
Santa Anita 1 1 40556 39950 42,209 36361 39365 33,658 1,210 1204 1510 1499 4 0
Santa MONICa wumvvevcomsrmsremmemnine 3 3 58801 41596 51,852 37424 48316 33,619 1,256 1725 2,280 2,080 0 0
South Bay .. 6 6 124,651 133,934 118,302 121,936 107,355 109478 6,579 7249 4,369 5,208 8 1
Southeast ... 3 5 7564 81817 61,638 71,846 56405 66551 2,521 9,702 2712 2,593 0 0
Whittier 4 4 57,061 62951 50,069 54802 44933 49788 2,540 2459 2,596 2575 0 0
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TABLE A-33—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS .
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL (EXCLUDES PARKING) AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Number Dispositions after hearing
of Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
County and _judgeships* filings dispositions before hearing matters malters orders
Judicial district 1985-86 19485 198586 198485 1985-86 198485 198586 198465 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
Marin:
Marin County e 4 4 85900 89,238 81,547 8,115 76,027 7888 1,627 1242 3814 2,966 79 19
Merced:
Merced County w...omeerssrnios 3 3 68215 70935 58,165 59,05 55037 55963 1,701 1755 1497 1,201 0 %
Monterey:
Monterey County  (Con-
SOBAALEA) oecomsrncrsssosssssansans 9 9 126427 129572 128917 120809 120,399 111,398 4441 4593 4077 4818 0 0
Napa:
Napa County mmmmmmmmiinn 3 3 29395 31,883 26547 25806 23967 244 1,02 1478 1538 1,226 19 &8
Orange:
Central Orange County....... 13 13 160,070 154202 123,770 126017 109,691 113314 8100 7218 5979 5,462 0 8
North Orange County ... 12 12 190,179 184,361 165,008 166,755 154,228 156675 4,120 3908 6,660 6,172 0 0
Orange County Harbor .. °8 T 133,606 130,775 133,015 121,003 1202397 107607 2359 2608 4,298 4207 5961 6581
South Orange County e 4 4 69954 71,346 60,391 65,140 54,965 59348 2074 2211 3552 3,581 0 0
West Orange County . 10 10 151,062 147,609 132,648 130544 119511 118771 6,557 3634 6408 6,032 172 107
Placer:
| ZETVT RN 3 3 48364 50,765 46,896 46325 42,619 42785 1813 1354 2464 2,186 0 0
2 2 24976 U205 291 21,895 21,469 20,424 785 731 m 740 0 0
5 5 98968 98815 82,953 50,205 78171 85281 2151 2507 2,631 2,507 0 0
Mt. San Jacinto... or'! 3 69945 70579 56,744 62,020 54,368 39,523 L141 1324 1207 1,165 0 8
Riverside w..... 6 6 95,184 89,162 79,705 80927 71,652 4144 4877 3836 3,176 2,94 0 3
Three Lakes 2 2 U504 22,191 20,291 20386 18521 18,815 633 582 L137 989 0 0
Sacramento:
SACrAMENTO ovsrrsrussersesrrsssens h16 15 227,909 162,744 179,616 120200 157937 102552 14566 12424  T)I3 5,044 0 0
South Sacramento County ... 1 1 11,329 13,800 9,118 12,218 8858 11,462 229 299 698 587 0 0
San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County wuuee 2 2 306345 R3I7192 279,79 280739 257,055 259479 12,793 12304 9,862 8953 16 3
San Diego: )
El Cajon ‘9 8 132478 142,940 124,849 127531 115763 118716 5230 5165 3856 3,650 0 0
North County 10 10 155256 153,660 146513 144385 134,858 132,814 6,387 6028 5268 5,543 0 0
San Diego ... 2 2% 381,183 394726 350,116 304823 327284 300567 9374 10,132 13458 1404 0 0
South Bay 7 T 80,29 86244 69,887 Ti4d51 63543 71,086 2,104 2145 4240 4,000 0 0
San Francisco;
San Francisoo o 20 20 212913 263437 216,576 184034 167246 144508 43313 33600 6012 5915 5 11
San Joaquin:
Lodi 2 2 550 20,026 23452 M074 20,449 18,217 583 644 789 638 61 575
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-

2 2 38156 38734 35048 33540 31,599 30,188 1,061 1,050 1218 1267 L170  1,035
6 6 76,657 8943 6725 65702 58824 58222 4112 3712 2929 2546 1360 1162

San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County ...... 5 4 12572 11945 61,445 64209 57528 60,359 1,938 1,917 1,961 1,931 18 2
San Mateo:

San Mateo Couitymmmmmmmmmmes 9 9 218608 210,532 195,229 185402 180,572 172019 708 6328 7,628 7,052 1 3

“ Santa Barbara:

LOMPOC sonmmsmsmissmnssmssssmsnsin 1 1 8,969 8,631 8,136 7,976 7,449 7,405 349 269 338 302 0 0
Santa Maria... 2 2 33954 20710 24270 25841 21905 23,742 1,081 975 1,34 1,124 0 0
South Coast 4 4 5107 57061 53,145 55206 48116 49393 3331 3784 1698 2,049 0 0
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TABLE A-33—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL (EXCLUDES PARKING) AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 198586

Number Dispositions affer hearing
of Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile

County and judgeships* - filings dispositions before hearing matfers matfers orders®
Judicial district 198586 1984-85 1985-86 198485 198586 198485 198586 198485 198586 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County.....rems % 2% 343373 488931 471,821 438948 446648 414845 11,280 10215 13884 13,888 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County .uvmevnmne 4 4 6918 68822 53,462 50,006 48999 45657 9165 2246 2295 2,037 7 66
Shasta:

Redding wousemmmememimissis 1 1 211 2514 19810 20,178 17334 17911 1,362 1118 1Lli4 1,081 0 2
Solano:

Northern Solano .. 4 3 64964 0201 64252 60,072 61,558 56958 1,056 93 1,638 2,151 0 0

Vallejo-Benicia 3 3 271398 27,637 22793 24,001 20,484 21,928 977 884 13% 1215 0 0
Sonoma:

Sonoma County ..emmemsecsersn 6 6 117848 13991 99526 97506 93,802 91,581 9,452 2383 3,668 3,590 4 2
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County 7 7 100450 R95584 89,160  Fs4lls 81954 76937 3093  F3or4 413 Ragul 0 3
Sutter:

Sutter Connty .mmmmmsmsmicrns 1 1 15016 14483 12903 12435 11818 11,364 584 492 499 579 2 0
Tulare:

Porterville 1 1 16,103 14,762 13,025 12,384 12,051 11,492 402 401 572 491 0 0

Tulare-Pixley. 1 1 29086 W46 18224 20408 17,308 19,431 411 435 505 537 0 0

Visalia °3 2 42219 38688 29771 30828 27,254 28403 1,24 1,035 1288 1,39 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County o 1 11 194669 T190.626 181,066 172547 170052 161074 5415 546 559 5,927 0 0
Yolo:

Yolo County °4 3 43864 32,980 35389 25530 32,549 0743 1,492 1205 1347 980 1 5%
Yuba:

Yuba County..mmmmmmssmenes 2 2 14607 16,101 12,342 13952 11,261 12,847 625 576 440 524 16 5

4 Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiscal year (June 30).

b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

¢ Statute provided for increase effective January 1, 1986.

9 Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

¢ Additional judgeships became effective February 18, 1986 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors and upon two commissioner positions

being vacated and abolished.

f Additional judgeships became effective December 17, 1985 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.

& Additicnal judgeship became effective April 15, 1986 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.

h Additional judgeship became effective May 6, 1986 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.

! Additional judgeship became effective January 1, 1986 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.

’nAdditionaI judgeship became effective January 7, 1986 upon adoption of a resolution by the Board of Supervisors.
Revised.
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TABLE A-34—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FELONY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 end 1985-86

. Dispositions after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before hearing matters matters
County and judicial district 1985-86  1984-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
State total 163,959 R145164 136,533 120,228 75421 64,635 52,298 48274 8884 7319
Alameda:
Alameda 337 311 2929 239 178 209 0 0 44 30
Berkeley-Albany 1317 1,294 1,261 1,249 715 698 526 414 20 137
Fremont-Newark-Union City......evrrernneernens 1,262 1,018 770 739 573 617 185 81 12 41
Livermore-Pleasanton 359 276 256 209 121 116 41 17 94 76
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ......ccceurvunnn. 4,207 4182 3,723 3,350 2555 2,131 771 879 397 340
San Leandro-Hayward 1,865 1,751 1,645 1383 1485 1,154 122 221 38 8
Butte:
Chico 0 0 4 6 4 6 0 0 0 0
Contra Costa:
Bay 1,387 1,236 1,161 1,261 524 523 508 650 129 88
Delta 720 598 602 538 245 267 337 243 20 28
Mt. Diablo 829 782 464 539 217 282 216 219 31 38
Walnut Creek-Danville ........c.ovimvnecnsivnnerens 334 348 261 293 120 121 87 61 54 41
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno 5,298 4,605 5,460 4440 3791 2919 1475 1346 194 175
Humboldt:
Eureka . 702 577 616 524 486 425 101 82 29 17
Imperial:
Imperial County 783 795 644 669 480 452 163 195 1 22
Kern:
East Kern 389 499 331 320 216 197 3 2 119 94
West Kern 2,897 3,124 2,746 2,732 1,723 1551 991 1,138 32 43
Kings:
Hanford * 240 - 298 - 52 - 103 - 73 -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 649 637 535 456 130 126 358 324 41 6
Antelope 541 530 316 374 190 176 124 188 2 10
Beverly Hills 943 814 556 694 235 153 311 540 10 1
Burbank 331 258 351 234 85 33 254 198 12 3
Citrus 1,775 1,599 1,100 629 314 180 472 283 314 166
Compton 5,245 4,504 3,858 3571 1,147 892 2711 2,594 0 85
Culver 321 306 239 966 84 62 148 193 7 11
Downey 866 1,034 490 655 82 155 404 478 4 2
East Los Angeles 1,210 1,033 873 838 200 133 645 685 19 20
Glendale 529 542 502 468 133 179 351 976 18 13
Inglewood 2,330 1,996 1,765 2,118 273 962 1,433 1,094 59 62
Long Beach 2,308 1912 1,831 1,492 302 352 1406 1001 123 139
Los Angeles ...... 91,576 21,489 23,854 17985 9576 6,587 12,620 10,307 1,658 1,091
Los Cerritos 684 843 565 663 95 155 451 495 19 13
Malibu 318 279 216 132 132 54 Vi 58 7 20
Newhall 484 401 302 267 131 93 170 167 1 7
Pasadena 1912 1,348 1,742 1,006 636 299 1,106 703 0 4
Pomona 1,294 1,037 935 865 491 414 430 443 14 8
Rio Hondo 1,321 864 919 501 350 135 555 347 14 19

Santa Anita 330 343 362 312 87 49 274 243 i 20
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TABLE A-34—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FELONY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-——Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
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Dispositions after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before hearing matters matters
County and judicial district 1985-86  1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 195586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85

Los Angeles—continued

Santa Monica 364 258 296 238 79 62 201 169 16 7

South Bay 1,563 1,258 1,332 1,034 643 389 675 645 12 0

Southeast 1177 1,686 966 1,432 196 441 755 981 15 10

‘Whittier 697 847 522 731 147 258 373 471 0 2
Marin:

Marin County 917 1,050 755 592 550 353 159 185 46 54
Merced:

Merced County 1,028 1,038 731 776 419 349 296 395 16 32
Monterey:

Monterey County (Consolidated) ....... 2,278 2,330 1,626 1,642 627 736 998 906 1 0
Napa:

Napa County an 453 283 358 184 161 52 67 47 130
Orange:

Central Orange County...... 2,643 1,682 2,247 1,255 1,216 622 711 249 320 384

North Orange County ........ 1,713 1,043 1417 923 965 512 378 364 74 47

Orange County Harbor ...... 452 546 526 519 308 267 196 206 22 46

South Orange County ... 355 326 290 270 114 S8 139 164 37 48

West Orange County ......cmemmisossenee 1278 929 1,151 970 685 560 415 348 51 62
Placer:

Placer 1,146 919 1,033 347 656 170 57 39 320 138
Riverside:

Corona 429 453 373 393 311 328 59 65 3 0

Desert 2,162 1,541 1,054 1,051 770 736 250 303 34 12

Mt. San Jacinto 687 500 457 416 176 189 133 227 148 0

Riverside 2,341 1,979 1,417 1,511 974 1,076 129 139 314 296

Three Lakes 365 376 362 364 225 240 58 59 79 65
Sacramento:

Sacramento 6,767 6,197 5,804 5539 4,372 4,023 1,432 1,516 0 0

South Sacramento County ........cereeese 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ..o 5,408 k5,419 5,129 4602 3,463 3029 1348 1482 318 181
San Diego:

El Cajon 2,096 2,082 1,797 1,703 1,362 1,254 371 385 58 64

North County 1,908 1,698 1,676 1,589 1,04 1,122 622 465 10 2

San Diego 7,467 6,764 7,247 6,585 5,598 4627 1,639 1,904 10 54

South Bay 1,498 1,373 1,332 1,316 782 839 548 472 2 5
San Francisco:

San Francisco. 7,412 6,650 6,464 5282 2346 2,026 1871 1,253 2,247 2,003
San Joaquin:

Lodi 332 276 255 193 185 100 90 90 0 3

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .......c..... 691 721 608 542 414 354 139 154 55 34

Stockton 3,016 2,282 2,454 1976 1,830 1,263 563 637 61 76
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County ... 1,041 789 795 597 506 346 249 207 40 44
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County and judicial district
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .......ccceeenn.

Santa Barbara:
Lompoc
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TABLE A-34—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FELONY FILINGS AND DiSPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Santa Maria.......eemencrne
South Coast...mviirnensssinsene

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County........cccceunen.

Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ......cccceeene

Shasta:

Solano:
Northern Solano
Vallejo-Benicia

Sonoma:

Sonoma County ..o,

Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County ..o

Sutter:

Sutter County......cuiroscsnas

Tulare: -

Porterville ............ eeersssussesasrenes
Tulare-Pixley ......coomessessonces

Visalia

Ventura:

Ventura County.......ccomnecnans

Yolo:

Yolo County .....comemmcermcenns

Yuba:

Yuba County......coumuiraniraner

Dispositions after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before hearing matters matters

1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586  1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
2,636 2,379 1,807 2,107 708 935 805 1,130 294 42
161 152 154 119 83 78 71 41 0 0
325 302 323 308 179 146 101 143 43 19
712 528 691 546 167 171 524 375 0 0

11,251 10,479 8,873 8747 6,584 6,438

1,798 1,850 1,404 1437 1,082 948
1,438 1,152 1,209 831 829 540
1,124 1,034 1,001 1,001 821 771

801 751 656 808 382 644
1,627 2,006 1,195 1,264 785 n7

2,711 2,625 2,439 2213 1,896 1,605

439 485 446 431 292 360
333 476 485 405 393 293
561 436 390 253 267 184
868 745 541 529 338 309
1,443 1,330 1,001 893 241 190
1,244 1,162 989 863 741 623
772 706 735 690 387 336

* Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

R Revised.

2,169 2,244 120 65

305 471 17 18
7 266 33 25
146 173 34 57
224 118 50 46
455 517 3 30
532 604 11 4
153 66 1 5
68 76 24 36
119 65 4 4
110 T3 93 147
765 661 & 42
163 200 85 40
328 312 20 42
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TABLE A-35—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DISPOSITIONS OF FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS

County and judicial district
State total .....mmersorernee

Alameda;

Alameda .o

Berkeley-Albany

Fremont-Newark-
Union Gty .ovoene

Livermore-Pleasanton ..

Qakland-Piedmont-
Emeryville ....coverceenne

San Leandro-Hayward..

Butte:
(01117 O

Contra Costa:

Walnut Creek-Danville

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ....

Humboldt:
Eureka ovcmnneersrsnnees

Imperial:
Imperial County ....coueece.

Kern:
East Kern ..erinionnnes
West Kern

Kings:
Hanford" ...

Los Angeles:
Alhambra ...
Antelope ...
Beverly Hills ..

Compton.
Culver ...
Downey

East Los Angeles..con....
Glendale .....
Inglewcod...
Long Beach ...cienin

Los Angeles ...
Los Cerritos ...
Malibu .........

Rio Hondo .
Santa Anita.......memee

Santa Monica ....c..eeerreens
South Bay ...
Southeast.
WHhItHEr coovvvveveenesssensrassoens

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

213

Before hearing After hearing
Pleas of guilty Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over
Dismissals Beduced to Reduced to Reduced to
and transfers Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors

1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984.-85 1985.86 198485 198586 1954-85 [985-86 1984-85 1985-86 196485
22,742 20,789 35461 27483 17,218 16,363 7,957 6,460 162 181 52,669 48,606 324 346
70 41 32 37 76 131 0 0 0 0 44 30 0 0
206 146 316 347 193 205 148 158 1 2 391 391 6 0
249 278 195 166 129 173 1 1 1 2 192 116 3 3
74 79 34 34 13 3 12 0 0 0 123 92 0 1
826 738 1,278 948 451 445 0 0 2 0 1,165 1,218 1 1
518 486 469 493 498 175 8 7 0 1 151 221 1 0
3 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
125 153 210 186 189 184 88 76 0 0 549 656 0 6
147 114 6 28 92 125 13 8 0 0 343 263 1 0
107 108 53 71 57 103 21 6 2 0 217 248 i 3
37 35 35 29 48 57 3 1 0 1 138 100 0 0
740 534 1,681 960 1,370 1,425 774 662 4 12 887 842 4 5
296 222 119 108 71 95 10 5 0 1] 120 93 0 1
144 154 194 92 142 206 38 48 0 5 125 163 1 1
T2 47 48 39 96 111 3 9 1 3 111 98 0 13
515 558 T3 660 435 333 98 88 0 0 925 1,091 0 2
0 - 0 - 52 - 57 - 19 - 160 - 0 -
78 98 25 3 27 2% 4 2 0 0 401 328 0 0
69 71 10 0 111 105 i 6 1 2 114 175 4 15
124 22 48 18 63 113 35 102 1 8 285 429 0 2
41 21 10 5 M 7 44 29 3 0 219 172 0 1]
281 173 15 4 18 3 37 41 2 5 743 396 4 7
1 4 1,007 668 139 2020 1,146 958 0 0 1565 1,721 0 0
45 44 30 13 9 5 10 g 0 1 145 194 0 0
28 48 43 33 11 4 16 23 1 3 388 472 3 2
85 47 69 14 55 72 44 35 2 4 618 640 0 26
53 63 64 64 16 52 13 7 [t} 0 356 282 0 0
160 881 59 12 54 69 363 27 8 12 1065 876 56 41
69 33 222 315 11 4 67 78 2 0 1455 1,062 5 0
2,548 2,149 6,387 3,801 641 637 1324 929 2 3 12918 10,410 4 56
50 72 37 36 8 47 4 3 0 0 466 505 0 0
95 31 19 12 18 11 2 3 0 1 82 73 0 1
34 41 12 8 85 4 2 0 0 0 169 173 0 1
220 142 351 103 65 54 32 28 0 2 1,073 674 1 3
457 382 26 21 8 11 17 7 0 0 427 444 0 0
330 120 11 3 9 12 18 3 2 3 539 354 10 6
57 24 14 3 16 22 10 12 1 0 264 251 0 0
20 22 56 34 3 6 9 11 0 0 207 165 1 0
239 188 328 149 78 52 A 0 4 1 648 640 8 4
163 345 18 31 15 65 59 37 0 0 709 953 2 1
79 135 59 72 9 51 25 64 0 1 350 407 0 1
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TABLE A-35—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
DISPOSITIONS OF FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS—Continued

County and judicial district

Merced:
Merced County

Monterey:
Monterey County (Consolidated) ..........

Napa:
Napa County

Orange:
Central Orange County ...
North Orange County....
Orange County Harbor
South Orange County ... .
West Orange County........ rersensssseisssssrrens

Placer:
Placer

Riverside:
Corona
Desert
Mt. San Jacinto
Riverside
Three Lakes

Sacramento;
Sacramento
South Sacramento County ...

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County ...

San Diego:
El Cajon
North County
San Diego
South Bay

San Francisco:
San Francisco

San Joaquin:
Lodi
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ..
Stocktomn

San Luis Obispo:
San Luis Obispo County ..

San Mateo:
San Mateo County .....wmmmmwsnsssisseiens

Santa Barbara:
Lompoc
Santa Maria
South Coast

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Before hearing After hearing
Pleas of guilty Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over
Dismissals Reduced to Reduced to Reduced to
and transfers Felonies misdemeanors Felonies  misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors

241

215

192

241

109
268
41
346
19

1,633

1,249

408
177
1,192
143

90
133
588

156

405

71
35
5

184

227

221

59

304
126
36
20
120

55

128
217

99
247

1,076

36
141
432

150

90

260

145

506
675
192
440

69

362

1,432

544
481
3,406
458

1,563

17
38
374

249

189

101

10

397

76

135
162
297

27
118

311

618

1274

1,007

552
606
2,512
447

1,400

S

188

293

8&o

159

114

175

198
130
39

135

346

140

62
166
117

1,131

782

410
386
1,000
181

740

58
868

101

114

12

86

68

112

118

183
103
49
10
143

82
148
31
211
140

1,362

856

337
357
916

504

38
185
631

70

189

14
39
71

6

185

12
46

59

11

17
71

1

35

120

41

59
52

< b

134

10

155

1,405

12
31

40

30

oo

0

OO OO [~} SO e D

oo

38

[= Y ]

OO D

OO

0

ogmco [ DO

(=)

WO O e

20

DO O

oo

197

299

802

1,020
450
212
175
440

326

279
142
443

78

1411

1,504

409
595
1,549
541

2,023

186
569

267

1,073

70
127
447

228

380

785

188

622
406
251

399

153

274
93
353
72

436

1,802

1,830

87
176
682

198

1,141

41
137
375

2

cogoo ] DO O O

oD

[ ]

13

DO

1985-86 1984-85 196566 1984-85 198556 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85 1965-86 1984-85 1985-85 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
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TABLE A-35—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DISPOSITIONS OF FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS—Continued
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
Before hearing After hearing
Pleas of puilty Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over

Dismissals Reduced to Reduced to Reduced to

and transfers Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors

County and judicial district
Santa Clara:
Santa Clara County ...

Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County ...

Shasta:
Redding.

Solano:
Northern Solano
Vallgjo-Benicia ...cuwsecsemsmeermssenne

Sonoma:
Sonoma County.....eesesneens

Stanislaus:
Stanislaus County ...

Sutter:
Sutter County ....ooessmsssssrons

Tulare:
Porterville ....cccoovveen. ressresseessinessassriee
Tulare-Pixley ..o
Visalia

Ventura:
Ventura County ...

"Yolo:

Y0lo County ovvevrrrsessseasssssssrsssennss

Yuba:
Yuba County ..o

* Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

938

412

234

394
157

559

549

131

103
91
147

130

327

135

1,048

321

151

411
155

492

456

154

102
69

10
0.

122

246

93

4,877

226

326

179
182

70

498

37

28

104

287

4,514

221

224

17
212

92

118

R

59

36

769

444

269

106

849

124

186
132
184

127

243

876

406

165

189
217

133

749

124
125

148

607

203

16

38

17

gcne

36

26

137

73

—
o DO

19

43

12

1

30

2,070

306

374

167

459

503

135

89
105
173

814

322

2,170

413

284

215
156

472

525

S8}

2

311

4

198586 198465 198566 1954-85 1985865 1954-85 1985-86 1954-85 1965-86 1984-65 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85

1

—

P -
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TABLE A-36—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
(Excludes felonies reduced to misdemeanors)

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders*
County and judicial district 198586  1954-85 198586 198485 198586  I9BLSE5 198586 195485 1935-86 1954-85 1985-86 195485
State total 777316 17597763 656,743 628,004 645,001 616876 4,450 3596 7,230 7478 62 54
Alameda:

Alameda 2,932 1527 1,860 808 1,820 806 9 1 31 1
Berkeley-Albany 4,660 4,607 4,355 5824 4,964 5,643 32 49 56 130
Fremont-Newark-Union City v 6649 R5952 5513 4825 5,361 4,709 52 37 100 78

Livermore-Pleasanton ............
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville

3,151 2,740 2,759 2,771 2,639 2,702 76 53 4 16
16,574 19846 15845 15438 15,723 15,329 26 9 96 100

OO WO
DO O

San Leandro-Hayward ......covmervmsirnsnennes 5,518 6,705 5,496 6,796 5,342 6,698 94 35 54 63
Butte:
Chico 2,210 2,107 2,110 2,418 2,071 2,352 0 19 39 41 0 0

Contra Costa:

Bay 7,197 6,029 6,040 4,864 5,556 4111 351 578 133 175 0 0
Delta 5,201 4,093 4,722 3,188 4,599 3,644 31 67 77 62 15 15
Mt. Diablo 4451 4,278 3,934 3,683 3,899 3,652 6 4 28 27 1 0
Walnut Creek-Danville ......coeevcrrvisnnnnnne 2,355 2,295 1,995 2,100 1,929 2,061 7 6 53 31 6 2
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ..o 10,725 10,074 7,398 7,322 7,305 7,202 5 9 88 111 0 0
Humboldt:
Eureka 1,488 1,154 1,380 1,057 1,362 1,041 0 0 18 16 0 0
Imperial:
Imperial County 3,693 3,427 2,554 2,246 2,522 2218 5 10 7 18 0 6
Kern:
East Kern 2,603 2,159 1,928 1,944 1,850 1,802 4 6 29 35 5 11
West Kern 12,235 11,874 10,390 10522 10275 10,449 9 1 106 72 0 0
Kings:
Hanford ? 501 - 612 - 610 - 0 - 2 - 0 -
Los Angeles: .
Alhambra 3,108 2,737 2,765 2,646 2,744 2,580 2 A 19 39 0 0
Antelope 2,760 2,935 3,364 3,119 3,329 3,085 3 1 32 33 0 0
Beverly Hills 2,597 3,105 2,365 2,741 2,997 2,678 10 11 58 52 0 0
Burbank 2,114 2,286 1,886 2,045 1,869 2,035 4 2 13 8 0 0
Citrus 11,370 10,443 8,192 7,843 7,965 7,565 147 134 79 144 1 0
Compton 11,798 11,726 9,994 7,673 9,122 7581 824 50 44 41 4 1
Culver 1,878 1,886 1,579 1,889 1,554 1,869 1 2 24 18 0 0
Downey 5,126 4,631 3,722 3,401 3,670 3,257 5 104 47 39 0 1
East Los Angeles 5,995 6,451 5,004 5,693 4,975 5,659 6 7 23 27 0 0
Glendale 4,499 4,566 4,303 4,055 4270 4,014 2 3 31 38 0 0
Inglewood 7,759 9,046 7,832 7,762 7,686 7,720 63 9 83 33 0 0
Long Beach 18,772 17730 17243 16416 17,166 16,300 7 18 70 98 0 0
Los Angeles 84,330 75802 15,377 67410 74,652 66,614 121 185 604 611 0 0
Los Cerritos 4,665 4,246 4,032 3412 3976 3,360 6 0 50 52 0 0
Malibu 3,326 2,339 2,654 2,158 2,633 2,143 2 2 19 13 0 0
Newhall 3971 3,127 2,652 2,745 2599 2,700 4 3 49 42 0 0
Pasadena 5,968 5,778 4,653 4,650 4,594 4,587 30 48 29 55 0 0
Pomona 4,673 5,342 3,988 4,453 3,923 4,397 12 6 53 50 0 0
Rio Hondo 6,268 6,853 6,164 6,085 6,112 6,009 16 7 36 69 0 0
Santa Anita 2,339 2,364 2,052 2,216 2,006 2,158 1 2 42 56 3 0
Santa Monica 7440 7,447 6,734 4,788 6,664 4774 13 3 57 41 0 0
South Bay 14,909 16,687 13,335 13,026 13,129 12,893 86 19 119 14 1 0
Southeast 9,376 11,848 8,189 9,702 8,097 9,604 0 3 92 95 0 0
Whittier 4,171 4,774 3,083 3,703 2,986 3,640 0 0 97 63 0 0
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TABLE A-36-—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS—Confinued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
(Excludes felonies reduced to misdemeanors)
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Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 198586  1964-85  1985-86 1954-85 198586  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-66 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County 4,560 4,568 4,190 3,964 4,144 3,894 u 16 35 54 0 0
Merced:

Merced County 4,947 5,387 3,678 3,697 3,639 3,629 0 0 39 68 0 0
Monterey: ’

Monterey County (Consolidated) ........ 12,002 10,981 10,358 9,862 9973 9,543 74 34 311 285 0 0
Napa:

Napa County 3,325 4212 4,734 2,554 4,403 2,325 197 162 133 67 1 0
Orange:

Central Orange County. 16,643 16,675 12,654 13,068 12,599 12,958 3 40 52 70 0 0

North Orange County ... 17,838 17518 15,845 16,188 15,777 16,108 1 16 67 64 0 0

Orange County Harbor. 14,724 16,091 13,591 15,048 13481 14,952 20 28 90 68 0 0

South Orange County ... . 8,062 7,757 6,379 6,438 6,328 6,361 3 b 48 72 0 0

West Orange County ...mmesensssoses 16,132 15,221 14,000 13,082 13,902 13,021 11 14 87 47 0 0
Placer:

Placer 3,748 3,511 5,085 2,998 4,859 9,731 91 117 135 150 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 3,610 2,715 2,960 2,748 2,937 2,720 0 2 23 26 0 0

Desert 10,627 8,949 7,005 7,553 7,051 7,506 5 )3l 39 36 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto 3,667 3,764 3,353 3,268 3,328 3,205 8 28 17 35 0 0

Riverside 10,442 9,895 8,403 8,888 8,360 8,843 1 0 42 44 0 1

Three Lakes 4,796 5,072 4,010 4372 3,980 4,342 13 4 17 26 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento 17,782 14484 15,289 12944 15185 12,821 28 41 76 82 0 0

South Sacramento County ..o 1,195 1,819 711 1,510 686 1,488 0 11 25 11 0 0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ...memmesscrens 27400 T999286 22810 22,292 22180 21,684 448 351 181 257 1 0
San Diego:

El Cajon 7,225 6,868 6,125 5,661 5,971 5,514 72 58 82 89 0 0

North County 11,848 10,827 10,643 10,025 10334 9,650 83 74 206 301 0 0

San Diego 54,423 51,740 40,400 39,667 39,608 38,781 48 68 744 818 0 0

South Bay 15,877 12,431 9,081 9,247 9,428 8,876 0 0 553 371 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco 32,886 4718 24788 24,027 23,722 23,266 997 647 65 107 4 7
San Joaquin:

Lodi 1,648 1,685 1,623 1,710 1,614 1,689 0 1 9 20 0 0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ... 3,131 2,962 2,455 2,458 2,407 2,421 16 2 24 35 8 0

Stockton 14,028 12,137 9,858 8,750 9,819 8,120 1 0 36 23 2 7
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo COUnty ... 6,663 6367 5997 5945 598 5870 0 3 49 7% 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .....uccsmsmonies 10,505 8,658 9,259 8,432 9,028 8,289 83 17 148 124 0 2
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 844 902 837 1,001 823 983 1 0 13 18 0 0

Santa Maria 3,045 2,155 2218 2,188 2,173 2,155 4 2 4] 31 0 0

South Coast 11,356 11,199 8,860 9,398 8,765 9,216 34 131 61 51 0 0
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TABLE A-36—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS-—Continued
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

County and judicial district

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County

Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County

Shasta;

{Excludes felonies reduced te misdemeanors)

Redding

Solano:
Northern Solano

Vallgjo-Benicia

Scnoma:
Sonoma County

Stanislaus:
Stanislaus County

Sutter:
Sutter County

Tulare:
Porterville

Tulare-Pixley
Visalia

Ventura:
Ventura County

Yolo:
Yolo County

Yuba:
Yuba County

4 Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursnant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
b Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

R Revised.

1,468

Dispositions after trial

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile

filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders*
198586 195485 198586 198485 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
37,352 35,137 32,849 30,540 32546 30,138 10 24 293 378 0 0
13,919 10,191 8,904 7419 8826 7,342 14 14 64 63 0 0
2,824 2,321 2,001 2,028 2,051 1,997 9 12 31 19 0 0
4,309 3,696 3,539 3224 3482 3,151 4 8 53 65 0 0
3,115 2,890 2,134 2430 2,606 2,987 9 30 119 113 0 0
8,900 9668 7,966 8096 7939 8,042 8 18 o 34 1 2
6,805 6,035 6507 5617 6401 5476 13 13 93 128 0 0
1,616 1,424 1,330 1,235 1,308 1,210 11 3 11 22 0 0
1,762 181 1761 1,908 1,729 1,884 5 3 o1 21 0 0
1,376 1,365 1,810 1489 1,77 1,473 i 5 32 i1 0 0
1,926 2,085 1,829 1,932 178 1,908 1 ¢ 33 % 0 0
11,629 11,644 10,056 9,197 9,869 8,965 15 17 172 215 0 0
5,064 5545 5,664 6236 5603 6,170 29 a3 39 3l 0 2
1,663 1,851 1,488 1,593 1,571 3 3 17 19 0 0
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TABLE A-37—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANCOCR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °
Fiscol Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matfers orders®
County and judicial district 1985-66 1954-85 198586 198485  1985-86  1984.85 198586 198185 1985.86 1984-85 198586 1984-85
State total 486,533 M455731 410710 386,635 403577 380,052 2440 1746 4663 4815 30 2
Alameda: .
Alameda 1,091 716 935 475 927 479 3 0 5 0

Berkeley-Albany .....omomoemsne 3,314 3,483 3,240 3,424 3,201 3,347 11 34 2% 41
Fremont-Newark-Union City.. 3,811 R 3,600 4,003 3,353 3,946 3,301 15 5 42 46
Livermore-Pleasanton .......... 1,974 1,249 1,686 1,204 1,628 1,178 36 13 22 13
QOakland-Piedmont-Emeryville 7,942 8,390 8,219 7,652 8,166 7,596 10 8 43 48

MO DO WD
COO=OD

San Leandro-Hayward......wersessnrenee 3,767 3,309 3,468 3,585 3377 3,557 54 0 32 18
Butte:
Chico 1,102 901 018 50 896 696 0 16 292 38 0 0
Contra Costa:
Bay 3,134 3,054 2,568 2,575 2,236 2,204 292 236 110 135 0 0
Delta 2,080 1,802 1,844 1,694 1,808 1,620 8 50 27 22 1 2
Mt. Diablo 2,816 2,920 2,516 2,444 2,490 2,419 5 3 20 22 1 0
Walnut Creek-Danville ........overenecneeens 1,265 1,278 1,038 1,124 990 1,097 3 5 41 21 4 1
Fresno:
Consolidated FTesno ... 8,175 7,849 6,204 6,189 6,173 6,140 1 6 30 4 0
Humboldt:
Eureka 1,040 850 907 782 897 711 0 0 10 1 0 0
Imperial:
Imperial County .....vmmmscssecmssisssanses 1,721 1,515 1,151 893 1,142 885 3 1 6 7 0 0
Kern:
East Kern 925 980 906 917 888 903 3 1 14 13 1 0
West Kern 8,843 8,244 7,276 7,469 7,194 7411 4 0 78 58 0 0
Kings:
Hanford © 410 - 493 - 491 - 0 - 2 - 0 -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 2,365 2,414 2,041 2,947 2,021 2,187 1 o7 19 33 0 0
Antelope 2,054 1,880 2,393 2,001 2,361 2,058 2 1 30 32 0 0
Beverly Hills 2,057 2,738 1,932 2,470 1,871 2,412 9 9 59 49 0 0
Burbank 1471 1,542 1,131 1,181 1,127 1,177 0 1 4 3 0 0
Citrus 9,819 8,787 6,672 6,084 6,486 5,866 114 94 71 124 1 0
Compton 8,952 8,930 6,787 5,256 6,078 5,187 676 46 3l 22 2 1
Culver 1,516 1,547 1,195 1,462 1,174 1,449 0 2 21 11 0 0
Downey 3,441 3,291 2,542 2,471 2,500 2,363 5 72 37 35 0 1
East Log Angeles. 4,779 4,801 3,966 4,187 3,942 4155 3 7 21 25 0 0
Glendale 3,635 3,156 2815 92,638 2,787 2,598 2 3 26 37 0 0
Inglewood 5,693 5,697 4,820 4,782 4,692 4,747 61 8 67 27 0 0
Long Beach 11,487 10,171 9,654 8,610 9,588 8,507 5 18 61 85 0 0
Los Angeles 72,391 66,373 60,872 54,588 60,246 53,938 101 142 525 508 0 0
Los Cerritos 3,730 3,486 3,173 2,741 3,14 2,692 6 0 43 49 0 0
Malibu 1,208 903 908 899 896 887 1 2 11 10 0 0
Newhall 1,909 2,206 1,264 1,501 1,233 1,485 3 1 28 15 0 0
Pasadena 3,845 4,173 3271 3,551 3,228 3,462 22 46 21 43 0 0
Pomona 3,476 4,390 3,293 3,922 3,243 3879 8 6 42 44 0 0
Rio Hondo 4,606 5,148 4,726 4,892 4,682 4,822 15 6 29 64 0 0
Santa Anita 1,972 1,826 1,715 1,732 1,670 1,678 1 2 41 52 3 0
Santa Monica 2,581 2,764 3,820 3,229 3,779 3,196 11 3 30 30 0 0
South Bay 6,508 5,937 4,058 3,829 3,924 3,734 66 11 68 84 0 0
Southeast 6,569 7874 5,629 6,482 5,553 6,425 0 3 76 54 0 0
Whittier 3,581 3651 2,689 2471 2,594 2413 0 0 95 58 0 0
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TABLE A-37—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °——Continued
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
flings disposttions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 1954-85 198586  1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 1985-85 1984-85 1985-86 1964-85 1985-65 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County ... 1,963 1978 2,298 2,281 2,209 2,235 5 i3 4 33 0 0
Merced:

Merced County .....esmmmsmsssssmassonns 2,658 2,676 1,746 1,675 1,723 1,638 0 0 23 37 0 0
Monterey: _

Monterey County (Consolidated) ... 7,338 6,713 6,286 6,185 6,096 5,963 22 18 168 204 0 0
Napa:

Napa County 1,716 2,068 1,116 1,097 836 995 174 63 106 39 1] 0
Orange:

Central Orange County 11,063 11,679 9,128 9,388 9,079 9,300 0 23 49 65 0 0

North Orange County ... 11,363 11,309 10,064 10,080 10,002 10,004 1 14 61 62 0 0

Orange County Harbor, 7,506 8,035 6,838 7,197 6,770 7,144 5 16 63 37 0 0

South Orange County ... . 4,449 4,333 3,246 3,417 3,208 3,354 3 3 35 60 0 0

West Orange County...ueoereersseeene 10,577 9,616 8,856 8,000 8,788 7,946 19 13 58 41 0 0
Placer:

Placer 2,284 2,081 3,026 1,717 2,880 1,501 75 90 71 126 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 1,557 1,088 886 922 878 912 0 1 8 9 0 0

Desert 6,104 5,147 3,874 4,164 3,838 4,125 4 6 32 33 0 0

M. San JacInto ....ocrrremveenisrsersessrenne 1,888 1,852 1,854 1,781 1,846 1,759 0 3 8 19 0 0

Riverside 5,804 5,141 5,001 4,640 4,960 4,600 1 0 40 40 0 0

Three Lakes 1,243 1,242 955 1,052 945 1,038 3 4 7 10 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento 14,489 9,244 12,205 9,793 12,116 9,704 26 26 63 63 0 0

South Sacramento County ... 550 443 214 268 206 261 0 7 0 0 0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ... 14,603 R14,858 14,230 12,377 13,727 11,936 389 267 1i4 174 0 0
San Diego:

El Cajon 5971 5572 4,795 4,559 4,704 4483 34 27 57 49 0 0

North County ... 7,388 6,678 6,648 5,908 6,490 5,117 26 23 132 168 0 0

San Diego 29,576 30,090 23007 24370 22486 23,938 33 36 488 386 0 0

South Bay 4,986 5777 3846 5786 3678 5644 0 0 168 149 0 0
San Francisco:

Sar Francisco 10,216 9,482 7,187 7,004 7,069 6,904 20 11 64 82 4 7
San Joaquin:

Lodi 1,434 1,186 1,425 1,396 1,418 1,377 0 1 7 18 0 0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ........... 2,121 1,770 1,716 1,640 1,683 1,616 9 2 15 22 4 0

Stockton 8,181 6855 7316 5634 7202 5613 1 0 23 17 0 4
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County ... 3,638 3,268 3815 3,687 3,772 3,639 0 3 43 45 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .......... S 7,804 5,677 6,732 6,247 6,633 6,160 31 10 68 76 0 1
Santa Barbara: :

Lompoc 584 599 605 602 597 592 1 0 7 10 0 0

Santa Maria 1,368 1,321 1,336 1,453 1,307 1431 0 2 29 20 0 6

South Coast 7,009 6,095 5,320 4844 5,266 4,760 11 60 43 2% 0 0
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TABLE A-37—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DiSPOSITIONS °—Ceontinued
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
Alings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 198586 198485 196586 1954-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984.-85

Santa Clara;

Santa Clara County .......coeevnserssssarsens 25,321 22,059 19,914 17,585 19,750 17,394 5 20 159 111 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County...cumrssesnness 6,572 4,864 5,033 4,121 4,989 4,066 7 9 37 46 0 0
Shasta:

Redding 1,813 1,299 1,217 1,175 1,195 1,162 5 6 17 7 1] 0
Solano:

Northern Solano ... 3,201 2,760 2,585 2,187 2,549 2,129 9 8 34 50 0 0

Vallejo-Benicia 2,429 1,954 2,017 1511 1,951 1,438 5 17 61 56 0 0
Sonoma:

Sonoma County.....cwememmsssismnsees 5,668 5,799 5,022 4,591 4,993 4,550 5 9 23 30 1 2
Stanistaus:

Stanislaus County ..........csnmescessaonns 4,941 4,385 5,180 4,540 5,093 4436 8 6 79 98 0 0
Sutter:

Sutter COounty ... 955 879 831 706 821 692 2 1 8 13 0 0
Tulare:

Porterville 703 711 646 716 628 701 4 3 4 12 0 0

Tulare-Pixley 930 819 1,254 965 1,233 952 1 2 20 11 0 0

Visalia 1,399 1,378 1,350 1,308 1,318 1,286 1 0 31 22 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County .cceemmmmssessoneriens 6,873 7,360 7,541 6,541 7,422 6,406 12 11 107 124 0 0
Yolo:

Yolo County 2,635 2,210 2,619 2,358 2,602 2,337 8 13 9 8 0 0
Yuba: W x A SR

Yuba County 1,427 1,536 1,292 1,317 1277 1,300 1 1 14 16 0 0

* Group A Misdemeanors are: Misdemeanor viclations of Penal Code and other state statutes except intoxication and Fish and Game.
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
‘;‘ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

Revised.
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TABLE A-38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

County and judicial district
State total

Alameda:
Alameda
Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Union City ...
Livermore-Pleasanton .............
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .. .
San Leandro-Hayward ...

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Bay
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Walnut Creek-Danville......conmmrocanerin

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ...

Humboldt:
Eureka

Imperial:
Imperial County

Kern:
East Kern
West Kern

Kings:
Hanford ©

Los Angeles:
Alhambra
Antelope
Beverly Hills
Burbank

Citrus
Compton
Culver
Downey

East Los ANgeles .wnmmscrmermmmsmiosseens
Glendale
Inglewood
Long Beach

Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu
Newhall

Pasadena
Pomona
Rio Hondo
Santa Anita

Santa Monica
South Bay
Southeast
Whittier

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial malters malters orders
1985-86 1984-85 198586 198485 198586 198485 1985-861984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85
165998 M172,996 151203 154979 149445 152,808 515 726 1,223 1,497 20 18
723 802 446 287 433 286 2 0 11 1 0 0
392 471 334 416 325 415 1 1 8 0 0 0
1,981 R1,314 744 628 723 615 7 9 14 4 0 0
261 509 224 257 211 339 8 18 3 0 0 [t}
2,868 4,149 2,135 3,003 2,718 2,994 4 0 13 9 0 0
698 1,699 1,096 1,843 1,067 1,805 18 11 10 27 1 0
411 481 310 425 297 415 0 2 13 8 0 0
935 1,010 718 800 629 641 75 133 14 26 0 0
1,244 813 1,296 862 1,258 817 7 11 2% 29 7 5
546 274 547 356 542 352 1 0 4 4 0 0
160 204 189 198 181 196 2 0 6 2 0 0
289 544 186 283 179 276 3 1 4 6 0 0
363 261 412 262 408 257 ] 0 4 5 0 0
1,836 1,834 1,227 1,162 1,206 1,150 2 7 19 5 0 0
817 1,140 863 993 844 964 0 5 15 16 4 8
2,058 1,808 1,933 1,756 1,927 1,755 0 0 6 1 0 0
40 Y g - 74 -0 - 0 - 0 -
336 179 384 294 384 294 0 0 0 0 0 0
706 1,055 971 1,028 968 1,027 1 0 2 1 1} 0
315 367 304 236 297 231 1 2 6 3 0 0
531 619 585 713 580 710 2 1 3 2 0 0
1,062 935 929 1,061 902 1,022 19 19 8 20 0 0
1,870 2,796 2,974 2,417 2,197 2,394 74 4 3 19 0 0
315 310 348 397 345 392 1 0 2 3 0 0
1,685 1,340 1,180 97 1170 882 0 32 10 3 0 0
844 1,273 925 1,366 920 1,364 3 0 2 2 0 0
817 1,301 1,454 1,402 1,450 1401 0 0 4 1 0 0
966 2,090 1,778 2,170 1,760 2,165 2 0 16 5 0 0
6,589 6,679 6,839 7,007 6,829 6,994 2 0 8 13 0 0
10,201 7,430 10,727 11,043 10,652 10,946 15 33 60 64 0 0
935 760 859 671 852 668 0 0 7 3 0 0
2,112 1,422 1,743 1,254 1,734 1,251 1 0 8 3 0 0
1,828 1,072 1,229 892 1,207 866 1 2 21 24 0 0
2,123 1,605 1,382 1,139 1,366 1,125 8 2 8 12 0 0
1,075 933 654 463 641 460 4 0 9 3 0 0
1,662 1,705 1,434 1,180 1,426 1,174 1 1 7 5 0 0
363 484 312 447 311 444 0 0 1 3 0 0
1,139 1,153 1,293 710 1,284 705 0 7 5 0 0
7,439 8,997 8,250 8,554 8,196 8,519 14 8 39 27 1 0
2,783 3,930 2,543 3,204 2,527 3,179 1} 0 16 25 0 0
345 266 210 446 208 441 0 0 2 5 0 0
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TABLE A-38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Disposttions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters malters orders®
County and judicial distriet 198586 1984-85 198566 198485 198586  I9%485 198586 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-65

Marin:

Marin County 1,229 866 836 811 822 792 1 3 13 16 0 0
Merced:

Merced County 2,283 2,660 1,930 1,995 1,914 1,964 0 0 16 31 0 0
Monterey:

Monterey County (Consolidated) .......... 3,291 2,732 2,914 2,363 2,863 2,290 7 11 44 62 0 0
Napa:

Napa County 1,413 1,376 2,843 1,176 2,803 1,065 21 92 19 19 0 0
Orange:

Central Orange County ... 4,838 4,449 3,401 3,455 3,395 3,433 3 17 3 5 0 0

North Orange County..... . 4,508 5,115 4374 4,998 4,368 4,994 0 2 6 2 0 0

Orange County Harbor . 4,491 4,820 4,505 5,426 4471 5,395 14 11 20 20 0 0

South Orange County ..... . 3,022 2,945 2,844 2,730 2,831 2,716 0 2 13 12 0 0

West Orange County.......mescmnrense 4,015 3,844 3,445 3,358 3,426 3,354 1 1 18 3 0 0
Placer:

Placer LIT1 920 1,684 869 1,623 827 1 19 50 2 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 900 778 1,050 836 1,035 818 0 1 15 17 0 0

Desert 3,806 3,168 2,742 2,764 2,735 2,756 1 5 6 3 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto 1,151 1,179 853 865 849 860 0 0 4 5 0 0

Riverside 2,993 2,691 1,979 92,194 1977 2,191 0 0 2 3 0 0

Three Lakes 3,136 3,449 2,723 2,942 2,705 2,926 9 0 9 16 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento 3,293 5,240 3,084 3,151 3,069 3,117 9 15 13 19 0 0

South Sacramento County ... 645 1,167 497 1,028 480 1,013 0 4 17 11 0 0
San Bernardino:

San bernardino County ... 5,500 R 5863 3,690 4,367 3,576 4,211 54 82 59 74 1 0
San Diego:

El Cajon 621 730 694 619 663 604 15 4 16 11 0 0

North County 573 680 955 1,104 934 1,084 6 4 15 16 0 0

San Diego 11,367 9,131 8,394 7,571 8,244 7333 13 25 137 213 0 0

South Bay 310 339 341 372 326 357 0 0 15 15 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco 672 559 246 397 245 392 0 0 1 5 0 0
San Joaquin:

Lodi 165 286 159 203 158 202 0 0 1 1 0 0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ... 969 1,096 714 805 696 795 5 0 9 10 4 0

Stockton 3,525 3,405 1,870 1,837 1,858 1,831 0 0 10 3 2 3
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County....ccommmnn. 2,405 2,506 1,757 1,967 1,751 1,942 0 0 ] 25 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .omecsreemsssscsssinsns 1,364 2,991 1,417 1,691 1,399 1,649 4 2 14 40 0 0
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 118 168 123 172 118 169 0 0 5 3 0 0

Santa Maria 741 544 538 494 531 485 0 0 7 9 0 0

South Coast 3,574 3,930 2,870 3,484 2,829 338 23 11 18 27 0 0




224 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985--86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 1954-85 198586 195485  1985-86  1984-85 198586198485 198586 198485 1985-86 1984-85
- Santa Clara:
Santa Clara County ..o 9,461 10,614 9,470 10,293 9,421 10,168 2 4 47 121 0 0
Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County .o 1,997 2,428 1,841 1811 1,829 1,798 3 2 9 11 0 0
Shasta:
Redding. 578 620 552 624 547 620 1 0 4 q 0 0
Solano:
Northern Solano 692 705 781 878 760 865 2 4] 19 13 0 0
Vallejo-Benicia 297 398 354 403 317 363 2 7 35 33 0 0
Sonoma:
Sonoma County 1,860 2,859 2,334 2,900 2,328 2,891 3 6 3 3 0 0
Stanislaus: .
Stanislaus COUnty .mmmmmcsimerrssisnsns 1,164 1,166 895 685 884 666 4 4 7 15 0 0
Sutter:
Sutter County 604 476 461 454 449 444 9 2 3 8 0 0
Tulare:
Porterville 704 850 714 842 709 835 0 0 5 7 0 0
Tulare-Pixley 235 335 332 306 322 304 0 2 10 0 0 1}
Visalia . 485 573 422 493 420 491 -0 0 2 2 0 0
Ventura:
Ventura County 3,491 3,532 2,448 2,607 2,399 2,528 3 5 46 74 0 0
Yolo:
Yolo County 2391 3,304 3,027 3,846 2,983 3,803 14 20 30 21 0 2
Yuba: [
Yuba County 187 182 159 151 155 150 1 1 3 0 0 0

4 Group B Misdemeanors include Fish and Game violations, intoxication complaints and violations of city and county ordinances.
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
;Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

Revised.




County and judicial district
State total

Alameda:
Alameda
Berkeley-Albany.... i
Fremont-Newark-Union City ...
Livermore-Pleasanton ...
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville..........
San Leandro-Hayward w...eccmnn

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Bay
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Walnut Creek-Danville .........ccoumrreens

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ...

Humboldt:
FEureka

Imperial:
Imperial County ..o

Kern:
East Kern
West Kern

Kings:
Hanford ©

Los Angeles:
Alhambra
Antelope
Beverly Hills
Burbank

Citrus
Compton
Culver
Downey

East Los Angeles .o -
Glendale

Inglewood
Long Beach

Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu
Newhall

Pasadena
Pomona

Rio Hondo
Santa Anita

Santa MOnICA .cuviensvmecseniserssrssasenerns
South Bay
Southeast
Whittier
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TABLE A-39—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NONTRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile

flings dispositions before trial matters matters orders ®
198586 198485  1985-86 198485  1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85 198586 198485
124,785  13L,106 94,830 86,390 91979 84,016 1495 1,124 1344 1236 12 14
418 2 479 42 460 41 4 1 15 0 0 0
954 653 781 1,984 738 1,881 20 H A 89 0 0
857 1,018 766 844 692 793 30 2 44 28 0 0
916 982 849 1210 800 1,185 32 22 17 3 0 0
5,764 7307 4,801 4,783 4,839 4,739 12 1 40 43 0 ]
1,053 1,697 932 1,368 898 1,336 22 14 12 18 0 0
697 725 882 1,243 878 1,241 (1 1 4 1 0 0
3,128 1,965 2,754 1,489 2,691 1,266 54 209 9 14 0 0
1,897 1,478 1,582 1,232 1,533 1,207 16 6 26 11 7 8
1,089 1,084 871 883 867 881 0 1 4 1 0 0
930 743 768 778 758 768 2 1 6 8 2 1
2,261 1,681 1,008 850 953 786 1 2 54 62 0 0
85 43 61 13 57 13 0 0 4 0 0 0
136 78 176 191 174 183 0 2 2 6 0 0
261 39 159 34 158 25 1 0 0 6 0 3
1,334 1,822 1,181 1,297 1,154 1,283 5 1 22 13 0 0
51 - 45 - 45 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
407 144 340 105 339 99 1 0 0 6 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
295 0 129 35 129 35 0 0 0 0 0 0
112 195 170 151 162 148 2 0 6 3 0 0
489 721 591 698 577 677 14 21 0 0 0 0
976 0 933 0 847 0 74 0 10 0 2 0
47 29 36 30 35 28 ] 0 1 2 0 0
0 0 0 i3 0 12 0 0 0 1 ] 0
372 377 113 140 113 140 0 0 0 0 0 0
47 109 34 15 33 15 0 0 1 0 0 0
1,100 1,259 1,234 810 1,234 808 0 1 0 1 0 0
696 880 750 799 749 799 0 0 1 0 0 0
1,738 1,999 3,718 1,779 3754 1,730 5 10 19 39 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 14 3 5 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
234 449 159 352 159 349 0 0 0 3 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
122 19 41 68 39 65 0 0 2 3 0 0
0 0 4 13 4 13 0 0 ] 0 0 ]
4 54 25 37 25 36 0 0 0 1 ] ¢
3,720 3,530 1,621 849 1,601 843 0 0 20 6 0 0
962 1,753 1,027 643 1,009 640 6 0 12 3 0 0
24 44 17 16 17 ] 0 0 0 16 0 0
U5 857 184 786 184 786 0 0 0 0 0 0
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TABLE A-39—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NONTRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matlers matters orders
County and judicial district 198566 198465 198586 198485  1985-86 198485 1985-66 . 1984-85 198586 1954-85 198556 190LR5

Mariu:

Marin County w.cmmmcsrsmsmsnenssisnee 1,368 1,724 1,126 872 1,113 867 5 0 8 5 ] ]
Merced:

Merced COunty .....mmmmmmsreses 6 51 2 27 2 27 0 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey:

Monterey County (Consolidated).... 1,373 1,536 1,158 1,314 1,014 1,290 45 5 9 19 0 0
Napa:

Napa County 196 768 715 281 764 265 2 7 8 9 1 0
Orange:

Central Orange COUILY .cvoorrerveserrennnes 742 547 125 295 125 225 0 0 0 0 0 0

North Orange County ....... 1,467 1,094 1,407 1,110 1,407 1,110 0 0 0 0 0 0

Orange County Harbor ..... 2,7%1 3,236 2,248 2,425 2,240 2,413 1 1 1 11 0 0

South Orange County ... 591 479 289 291 289 291 0 0 0 0 0 0

West Orange County .........oovevmmmesenens 1,540 1,761 1,699 1,724 1,688 1,721 0 0 1 3 0 0
Placer:

Placer 293 510 375 412 356 403 5 8 14 1 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 1,153 849 1,024 950 1,024 990 0 0 0 0 0 0

Desert 717 634 479 625 478 625 0 0 1 0 0 0

Mt San JaCintO e messisrereonsressesnns 628 733 646 622 633 586 8 25 5 11 0 0

Riverside 1,555 2,063 1,423 2,054 1,423 2,052 0 0 0 1 0 1

Three Lakes 417 381 332 378 330 378 1 ] 1 0 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Sacramento County 0 209 0 214 0 214 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino: B

San Bernardino County .......coirne. 7,299 R g 565 4,890 5,548 4,877 5,537 5 P 8 9 0 0
San Diego:

El Cajon 633 566 636 483 604 427 23 27 9 29 0 0

North COunLY «.uommmmmmsmemesrensrassossnas 3,887 3,469 3,040 3,013 2,910 2,849 51 47 79 17 0 0

San Diego 13,480 12,519 8,999 7,726 8,878 7,510 2 7 119 209 0 0

South Bay 10,581 6,315 5,794 3,089 5,424 2,875 0 0 3710 214 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco ..memensssssssisnn 21,998 34,737 17,385 16,626 16,408 15,970 977 636 0 20 0 0
San Joaquin:

Lodi 49 113 39 111 38 110 0 0 1 1 0 0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .......... 41 96 25 13 23 10 2 0 0 3 0 0

Stockton 2,322 1,877 672 1,279 669 1,276 0 0 3 3 0 0
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County .......ener 620 593 405 291 405 289 0 0 0 2 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County...ummmnrenseens 1,337 754 1,110 494 996 480 48 5 66 8 0 1
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 142 135 109 227 108 2922 0 0 1 5 0 0

Santa Maria 436 290 344 241 335 239 4 0 5 2 0 0

South Coast 773 1,174 670 1,070 670 1,070 0 0 0 0 0 0
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TABLE A-39—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NONTRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °—Continved

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders ®
County and judicial district 198586  1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 198586 198485 198586 198485 1985-86 198465 198586 1984-85

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ....omcrrsenions 2,570 2,464 3,465 2,662 3375 2,576 3 0 87 86 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County .. eeerinnees 5,350 2,899 2,030 1,487 2,008 1,478 4 3 18 6 0 0
Shasta:

Redding 433 402 322 229 309 215 3 6 10 8 0 0
Solano:

Northern Solano......cesesrne 326 231 173 159 173 157 0 0 0 2 0 0

Vallgjo-Benicia w..smmerscssssmsessmserssnss 389 538 363 516 338 486 2 6 23 2% 0 0
Sonoma:

S0n0mMa COUNLY ..cortereersrmmsesesesesseermsense 1,272 1,010 610 605 609 601 0 3 1 1 0 0
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County....ucmimmm 700 484 432 392 424 374 1 3 7 15 0 0
Sutter:

Sutter County mmemeerceesssssessssessssresses 57 69 38 75 38 74 0 0 0 1 0 0
Tulare:

Porterville 355 290 401 350 392 348 1 0 8 2 0 0

Tulare-Pixley 211 211 224 218 2992, 217 0 1 2 0 0 0

Visalia 42 134 50 131 50 131 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 1,265 752 67 49 48 3l 0 1 19 17 0 0
Yolo:

Yolo County 38 3l 18 32 18 30 0 0 0 2 0 0
Yuba: s Iet e

Yuba County 49 133 37 125 36 121 1 1 0 3 0 0

* Nontraffic infractions are city and county ordinances specified as infractions.

b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

¢ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.
Revised.
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County and judicial district
State total cimmimmen

Alameda:

Alameda ..., rerenmssssssnssasiects

Berkeley-Albany

Fremont-Newark-Union
CHEY sourenarssnemsesemsesnasisssissisesnes

Livermore-Pleasanton ...,

Oakland-Piedmont-Emery-

ville
San Leandro-Hayward........

Butte:
ChICO vuvvnrveremssserrrsssnsesssssariannns

Contra Costa:
Bay
013 7 SR
Mt Diablo.c oo
Walnut Creek-Danville........

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ...........

Humboldt:

Imperial:
Imperial County ...cioecenieuns

Kern:
East Kern
West Kern

Kings:
Hanford” s

Los Angeles:
Alhambra .o,
Antelope .......
Beverly Hills ..ovevnsirmemiones
Burbank

CHTUS o cvrerrscaressessnnissssionsares ;
Compton...
Culver .......
DOWREY ..orivcirresrmssssrasienss

East Los Angeles.....conn
Glendale ...
Inglewood.....
Long Beach vmisisicrnes

Los Angeles ..o
Los Cerritos . .
Malibu ....... .
Newhall...vnimimserinnnienn

Pasadena ...ocniersisnsinnnnns
Pomona......
Rio Hondo ... .
Santa Anitd.....oemnenn

Santa Monica oo
South Bay .....
Southeast... .
WhItHET c.vveveerreenssiemeerersssnsisnns
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TABLE A-40—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS

Fisca! Years 1984--85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile

filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
1985-86 1984-85 1965-86 1954-85 1985-86 198485  1985-86 1984-85 198586 198485 198586 1984-85
6,553,118 16,524,861 6,035,609 5,820,186 5,840,833 5645708 67,833 58,980 110,001 106327 17,032 18171
24,022 22,207 19,580 20,126 18,809 19,530 235 254 536 342 0 0
24,732 19,990 25,231 21,613 23,402 19,938 338 403 1,490 1,271 1 1
59,331 R 48,946 49,415 44,182 46,804 41,928 771 816 1,840 1,436 0 2
46,720 39,862 39,316 35,541 38,237 34,844 676 472 403 295 0 0
154,907 162,062 138,439 128712 135,225 125,967 281 159 2933 2,586 0 0
106,610 104,076 89,863 85,011 86,544 81,945 1,602 1,341 1,716 1,725 1 0
14,746 16,272 14,101 14,533 13,635 14,071 107 121 359 341 0 0
55,499 48708 48,881 38539 41017 99,849 3272 2975 1294 1399 3368 2016
29,098 26,419 27,393 23,811 25,171 21,882 221 387 1,043 841 958 701
65,313 61,486 58,105 52,334 54,345 47,466 468 343 2,068 2,657 1224 1,868
59,913 57,011 49,027 48,431 45,382 44,698 216 167 2,101 1,881 1,328 1,685
82,601 R 80,703 82,356 74,700 81,364 73,788 74 112 918 713 0 29
9,661 8,797 9,910 8,037 9,602 7372 123 63 185 190 0 i2
44,444 43,866 36,209 33,560 35,558 33,035 187 164 464 361 0 0
22,630 24,576 19,560 22,009 18,645 20,807 46 71 253 284 616 847
52,170 59,451 54,584 51,932 53,416 50,341 219 284 945 1,107 4 0
5,918 - 5,961 - 5,842 - 6 - 113 - 0 -
51,130 47,722 53,153 48,593 52,300 47,896 39 10 814 687 0 0
35,381 35,137 33,782 33,378 33,548 33,127 8 20 226 231 i} 0
37,056 37,981 35,708 36,975 34,488 35,507 721 986 493 482 0 0
23,696 23,206 22,318 21,703 21,888 21,259 169 138 261 306 0 0
95,182 91,022 93,235 93,202 91,624 90,580 69 1,090 1,541 1,531 1 1
104,904 107,327 89,451 94,916 87,800 92,676 985 1,086 654 1,147 12 7
41,771 36,121 39,385 34,922 37,982 33,350 655 930 748 642 0 0
49,452 50,231 45,841 47,194 44981 45,567 2 807 858 816 0 4
54,254 52,554 51,724 45,927 51,016 45,297 595 341 113 289 0 0
39,979 144,540 37,126 39,103 36,461 38,202 157 162 507 738 1 0
64,418 55,980 57,572 50,453 56,867 49,750 8 33 697 670 0 0
106,762 112,775 103,908 105,246 101,788 103,011 1,003 1,180 1,117 1,055 0 0
803,562 825,087 744,194 759,498 733,642 747,837 3% 528 10,227 11,133 0 0
54,136 50,786 51,797 47,901 50,222 46,571 4 0 1571 1,330 0 0
32,944 32,283 35,206 34,605 34,555 34,126 53 20 598 455 0 4
55,354 55,243 43,954 42,197 43,446 41,629 31 78 477 490 0 0
43,455 50,276 42,741 50,006 41,727 49,478 295 230 719 298 0 0
40,866 44,835 39,967 46,641 38,854 45,683 16 35 1,096 923 1 0
46,925 43,377 38,723 35,740 37,850 35,083 220 65 613 592 0 0
33,563 32,869 36,756 30,840 35,965 30,051 0 4 790 785 1 0
45,705 28,260 41,396 27,609 40,053 26,870 8 3 1,335 736 0 0
91,634 99,773 91,282 96,147 88,390 91,838 1311 2,125 1,576 2,183 5 1
56,539 60,049 46,684 54,958 45,488 53,953 139 0 1,057 1,005 0 0
44,700 49,981 41,005 44918 39,883 43,766 0 0 L122 1,152 0 0
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TABLE A-40—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders*
County and judicial district 1985-86 1934 85 198586 198485 1985-86 1984-85  1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County ..o 73,963 77538 71,532 72,719 68,001 70,235 771 474 2,591 1,991 79 19
Merced:

Merced County ..oueecusssmusssnnss 57,859 60,470 50,736 51,666 49,579 50,639 519 415 645 586 0 26
Monterey:

Monterey  County  (Con-

solidated) .risennieremeonss 100,560 105,455 107,941 99,531 105,442 96,523 309 244 2,190 2,764 0 0

Napa:

Napa County .o 29,587 24,374 19,228 20,896 18,089 18795 231 734 890 519 18 848
Orange:

Central Orange County ......... 112,832 109,377 89,944 93,423 87,867 91,943 94 79 1,983 1,378 0 23

North Orange County.... 147,141 143,992 131,761 134,581 129,184 132,418 11 25 2,566 2,138 0 0

Orange County Harbor.. 104,731 100,853 109,844 96,254 101,493 87310 309 472 2,081 1,891 5961 6581

South Orange County ... 51,965 54,726 46,965 51,952 45,265 50,203 4 2 1,696 1,747 0 0

West Orange County....oen 112,390 111,035 99,954 99,353 96,789 97,538 117 6 2176 1,702 172 107
Placer:

Placer convernrinssssssreerssssresmmsstossie 39,421 49,864 37,442 39,903 35,869 38,551 509 261 1,064 1,091 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 18,174 18,393 17,668 16,845 17,515 16,681 0 0 153 164 0 0

DESET svvenreeresessmsssnsriosnsseseraronssns. 75,852 78,384 67,456 74,628 66,697 73,760 81 213 678 655 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto ... 61,902 63,361 50,448 55,638 49,943 55,064 163 202 342 364 0 8

Riverside .......... .. 69,590 64,944 59,661 61,289 59,429 61,050 2 11 230 206 0 2

Three Lakes ..o 15,970 13,811 13,526 13,535 13,299 13,371 0 2 227 162 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento © ... nmrenmesinen 156,599 102,089 134,288 75912 131,979 74892  BI6 223 1,733 797 0 0

South Sacramento County ...... 9,284 11,178 8,410 10,183 7,937 9,756 0 31 473 396 0 0

EI R

San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ......... 255501 249030 225,009 228,668 219,972 224021 1,855 1844 3,167 2,800 15 3
San Diego:

El Cajon .ovecrscorsesmssssserssnens 108,915 121,235 106,447 110,582 103,351 107,319 2,420 2,507 676 756 0 0

North County . 124,396 125,720 121,717 121,131 118,544 117,801 1,209 1,109 1,964 2,131 0 0

San Diego ... . 276,990 205061 269,369 245,718 263,484 239,051 45 520 5,840 6,147 0 0

South Bay ...ceerrinenerimersens 54,205 63,800 51,846 60,251 49,911 58,118 5 1 190 2132 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco... s 141,168 180,451 165,370 132,842 129442 106,427 35869 26,338 58 73 1 4
San Joaquin:

Lodi 21,073 17,957 19,576 16,314 18,488 15,375 79 9% 378 274 631 575

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 30,783 32,202 29,501 28,297 27,659 26,426 141 162 629 674 1,162 1,035

SEOCKEON cvvesuerrenrmssessenesssrcosnssrssnee 46,846 48,444 44,871 45,710 42,372 43,557 227 134 94 864 1,358 1155
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County.......... 57,326 63,502 49,608 52,962 48,782 52,098 108 171 700 711 18 2
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .o 188,202 182,578 171,375 161,941 163,508 155,270 3,727 2,758 4,139 3912 1 1
Santa Barbara:

LOMPOC coovrsrsnssveamserisiansspsssionanas 6,680 6,458 6216 6,041 6,082 5,941 27 15 107 85 0 0

Santa Maria . 26,747 23,847 18,897 20,862 18,244 20,268 5 17 648 577 0 0

South Coast 31,744 38,145 37,858 39,379 36,995 38,048 470 609 393 729 0 0
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SUMMARY OF NONPARKING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS—Continued
Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985.86 195485 1965-66 1954-85 1985-86 195485 1985-86 1984-85

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ....eeceeenss 443,940 395,704 394,043 364,097 386,127 356,230 61 21 7855 7,846 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County....cuwmes 46,640 49,856 38,118 36,101 36,835 34,994 413 344 797 697 73 66
Shasta:

Redding ....immsssscsssssssiarenss 13,783 15,226 13,233 14,237 12,793 13,860 37 39 403 306 0 2
Solano:

Northern Solano ... 54,909 60,442 56,263 51,365 55,255 50,045 296 182 712 1,138 0 0

Vallgjo-Benicia........ummmmssreenr 19,058 19,945 16,222 17,573 15,716 17,143 92 58 414 372 0 0
Sonoma:

Sonoma County......cceeccsenns 95,709 117,238 82,618 80,584 80,417 78,490 278 274 1,920 1,820 3 0
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus COunty ... 71454 R74,581 70,476 67,013 67,803 64,183 703 699 1,970 2,128 0 3
Sutter:

Sutter County .......eecsmmarins 10915 10,625 9,496 9,271 9,241 9,019 83 47 170 205 2 0
Tulare:

Porterville ..o 11,854 10472 9,154 8,462 8,942 8,275 14 20 198 167 0 0

Tulare-Pixley ... 25,838 24,932 15,075 17,558 14,817 17,252 13 25 245 281 0 0

Visalia 35,516 32,096 24,460 25,538 23,909 25,017 10 7 541 514 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 160,533 PR155976 153,204 146442 150,361 143,590 81 128 9852 2,724 G 0
Yolo:

Yolo County ®..reerresressesmonee 33,377 22,436 25,530 15,544 24,732 14,558 155 99 642 357 1 530
Yuba:

Yuba County .....emmurmmsmrsserss 10,660 12,126 9,024 10,632 8,735 10,315 53 64 220 248 16 5

% Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

b Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.
¢ A pilot program, the Traffic Adjudication Board, was operating in this jurisdiction. The program expired on January 1, 1985.

Revised.
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County and judicial district
State total
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Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
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Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial malters matters orders®
1985-66 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 198485  1985-86 1984-85 1965-86 198485 1985-86 1954-65
308814 F320001 265573 269245 260819 263,813 720 944 3970 4,423 64 65
951 1,099 723 804 721 798 1 1 1 5 0 0
867 823 855 822 839 802 7 5 9 15 0 0
2,788 2,721 2,497 2,453 2,461 2,412 6 5 a0 36 0 0
1,185 960 950 919 944 902 2 5 4 12 0 0
2,139 2,896 2,616 3,530 2,554 3,405 6 15 56 110 0 0
3,863 4,521 4,003 4233 3,847 4,164 108 30 48 39 0 0
785 860 920 775 894 758 0 2 26 15 0 0
2,394 1,980 1,783 1,47 1,545 1,338 160 254 78 154 0 1
1,228 1,048 976 852 955 797 5 35 16 20 0 0
2,439 2,015 2,171 2,124 2,102 2,038 6 9 63 i [t} 0
2,014 1,838 1,741 1,670 1,674 1,589 5 7 62 74 0 0
5,480 R4 769 4,131 3,726 4,100 3,688 0 3 31 35 0 0
893 919 714 709 697 688 1 3 16 18 0 0
2,425 2,456 1,971 1,417 1,969 1410 2 6 0 1 0 0
973 1,245 980 1,088 965 1,069 7 0 8 17 0 2
4,652 4,696 4,776 4,160 4,697 4,061 0 0 79 99 0 0
494 - 769 - 754 - 3 - 12 - 0 -
1,805 1,728 1,862 2,146 1834 2,102 0 8 28 36 0 0
1,698 1,663 1,557 1,435 1,529 1417 0 3 28 15 0 0
1,131 1,404 936 1,088 916 1,020 3 25 17 43 0 0
786 819 707 782 695 776 1 0 11 6 0 0
5,643 5,482 4,820 4,536 4,721 4,421 14 14 85 101 0 0
4,749 5,355 3,884 3,732 3,729 3,671 120 22 32 39 3 0
540 682 546 641 532 635 0 0 14 8 0 0
2,189 2,205 1,840 2,174 1,793 2,112 2 14 45 48 0 0
3,588 3,475 3,071 2,879 3,050 2,852 2 4 19 23 0 0
1,862 1,993 1,743 1,842 1,700 1,774 2 4 41 64 0 0
2,301 2,073 1,583 1,827 1,568 1,787 2 1 13 39 0 0
4,714 5,577 3,735 4,287 3,675 4,236 4 10 56 41 0 0
31,407 37,498 30,326 29,068 380,050 28,792 29 91 247 185 1] 0
3,231 2,986 3,048 2,831 3,005 2,771 4 0 39 60 0 0
1,096 1,311 794 876 781 854 1 2 12 20 0 0
1,991 2,425 1,290 1,680 1,253 1,629 1 2 36 49 0 0
2,259 2,519 1,262 1,590 1,226 1,532 8 3 28 55 0 0
2,140 2,184 2,209 3,508 2,160 3,455 2 3 47 50 0 0
2,961 3,545 3,104 3,363 3,040 3,268 4 30 60 65 1] 0
1,034 1,070 845 917 826 858 0 3 19 26 0 0
1,328 1,330 823 1,125 808 1,105 2 2 13 18 0 0
5,953 6580 4698 4809 4698 4798 8 1 80 80 2 0
3,194 4,716 3,204 4,726 3,186 4,696 0 0 38 30 0 0
3,175 3,069 2,716 2,723 2,641 2,669 0 0 75 54 0 0
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TABLE A-41—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP C TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matlers orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485 198586 198485 198566 198485 1985-85 1984-85 198586 198485 1985-86 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County ..cmmemssssnss 3,137 3,585 3,047 3,751 2,943 3,604 5 13 9 134 0 0
Merced:

Merced County .o 3,526 4,090 2,346 2,599 2,325 2,565 0 0 21 34 0 0
Monterey:

Monterey County (Consolidat-

ed) 7,104 6,776 7,667 7,537 7,562 7,402 2 2 103 133 0 0

Napa:

Napa County ..o 1,366 2,015 1,345 1,316 1,262 1,255 4 3 79 52 0 6
Orange:

Central Orange County ........... 4,717 5,530 4,686 4,129 4,637 4,092 1 3 48 34 0 0

North Orange County ... . 5,831 6,365 5,386 5,845 5,342 5,806 ] 0 44 39 0 0

Orange County Harbor . 4478 4,902 4,054 5,089 3,975 5,039 0 2 79 48 0 0

South Orange County..... " 2,982 2,184 1,776 1,787 1,729 1,746 0 1 47 40 0 0

West Orange County ... 5,488 5,463 4,284 4,480 4,236 4,419 8 4 49 57 0 0
Placer:

Placer 1,732 2,167 1,971 1,922 1,951 1,857 4 5 16 60 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 1,078 1,066 829 771 814 768 0 0 15 3 0 0

Desert 4,179 4,904 3,836 3,722 3,786 3,699 2 1 48 22 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto 1,891 1,954 1,415 1,395 1,406 1,394 0 0 9 1 0 0

Riverside . 5315 5,443 4,500 3814 4,457 3,787 2 1 41 26 0 0

Three Lakes 1,190 981 808 677 803 673 0 0 5 4 0 0
Sacramento:

8aCramento wvrvmsennsssencnnnnes 9,694 12,380 11,946 10,946 11,842 10,823 30 23 74 100 0 0

South Sacramento County........ 584 806 608 675 548 670 0 0 60 0 0
San Bernardino: o

San Bernardino County ............ 16,241 R14018 11,368 10,669 11,127 10,234 67 190 173 245 1 0
San Diego:

El Cajon cuvenmmmmmsmssereessersssmssens 5,341 5,752 2,712 3,618 2,731 3,555 2 2 39 61 0 0

North County . " 6,139 6,686 5,230 5,721 5,052 5,525 5 5 173 191 0 0

San Diego ... . 11,524 12,281 7,247 7,663 7,003 7,364 8 16 236 283 0 0

South Bay..ueewrescessmnsrsisermssens 3,448 3,594 2,553 2,880 2,472 2,781 0 0 81 9 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco .. 4,320 5,056 2,989 3,340 2,931 3,309 4 9 53 25 1 4
San Joaquin:

Lodi 737 820 721 744 714 733 0 3 7 8 0 0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 1,320 1,322 1,144 1,047 1,113 1,025 5 1 9 13 17 8

SOCKEON worvernnvsmsinersmesrsssmmsnnns - 3475 3,071 3,339 3,144 3,274 3,080 0 2 26 30 39 32
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County .......... 3,207 3,546 2,601 2,688 2,572 2,649 0 0 29 39 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County ....ovmicererenns 6,696 7,068 5,525 5,856 5,408 5,760 9 3 108 92 0 1
Santa Barbara:

LOMPOC corversurcceemseseasmmsonsassans 560 720 560 635 557 631 0 0 3 4 0 0

Santa Maria . . 1,831 1,433 1,206 1,392 1,188 1,371 0 0 18 21 0 0

South Coast wvmmmersensnsssseorasserss 3,218 3,375 3,075 3,004 3,032 3,070 0 2 43 29 0 0
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TABLE A-41—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP C TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITION “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial maters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485  1985-86 1984-85  1985-86 198485 198586 198485 1985-86 1984-85 198555 1984-85

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ... 16,336 15,810 14,208 13,777 14,053 13,611 2 11 143 155 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ..o 3,189 3,588 2,398 2,895 2,380 2,858 2 3 16 34 0 0
Shasta:

Redding 799 789 613 672 606 657 0 2 7 13 0 0
Solano:

Northern 80lano .osesren 1,685 1,612 1,290 1473 1,262 1,409 3 1 25 63 0 0

Vallejo-Benicia ...umwmernssresimressonens 575 558 565 482 541 461 3 2 21 19 0 0
Sonoma:

Sonoma County...msmosemn 4,693 5,449 4,422 5,107 4,396 5,078 4 7 21 22 1 0
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County .........ouemrisssinns 4,198 4,020 3,973 3,688 3,859 3,571 3 0 1 117 0 0
Sutter:

Sutter COUNLY wvrimrocmmmesesesessrasne 780 720 711 697 701 679 0 0 10 18 0 0
Tulare:

Porterville 667 538 674 560 661 549 2 2 11 9 0 0

Tulare-Pixley wrmmimmrecsisssasnsns 751 824 687 687 666 679 1 0 20 8 0 0

Visalia 1,118 1,186 926 1,039 905 1,021 1 0 20 18 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 6,740 7,099 7,912 6,822 7,801 6,719 4 6 107 97 0 0
Yolo:

Yolo County 1,860 2,084 2,403 1,925 2,383 1,884 7 3 13 pr) 0 i1
Yuba: vm

Yuba COunty ....commmmserisssssssrss 839 938 758 861 739 842 2 1 17 18 0 0

* Group C traffic misdemeanor violations of the Vehicle Code are hit and run with property dmage, reckless driving with injury, and driving under the
influence of aleohol or drugs.
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
;Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985,
Revised.
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TABLE A-42—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP D TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °©

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matlers maifers orders®
County and judicial district 198586 198485 198586 198485  1985-86 198485 198585 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
State total 613,304 T620,250 480,634 449,546 472,003 441,210 2213 2382 3927 3744 2491 2210
Alameda:
Alameda 817 605 932 1,786 895 1,782 26 2 11 2 0 0
Berkeley-Albany 2,332 1,871 2,170 2,229 2,146 2,200 8 12 16 17 0 0
Fremont-Newark-Union City.....coooens 6,547 R4.043 4,333 2,982 4,199 2,904 51 23 83 55 0 0
Livermore-Pleasanton ... 2,653 2,425 2,080 2,805 2,011 2,714 50 82 19 9 0 0
Oakland-Piedmont-Emery-
ville 12,485 12,447 12,115 9,668 12,033 9,647 11 2 71 19 0 0
San Leandro-Hayward........cscecesmmmmmsens 5,749 5,420 5,459 4,361 5,336 4,310 91 23 32 28 0
Butte:
Chico 1,263 1,520 1,157 1,182 1,125 1,147 3 10 29 25 0 0
Contra Costa:
Bay 3,951 3,017 4,008 2,405 2,842 1,993 229 167 165 28 712 27
Delta 2,609 2,001 2,680 2,837 2,469 2,639 10 17 19 38 182 143
Mt. Diablo 5,774 5,315 4,574 4,062 4,466 3,944 1 1 13 6 94 i1l
Walnut Creek-Danville ... 3,446 3,587 3,369 3,682 3,226 3,523 8 5 50 48 8 106
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno.....mmrnn 3,608 3,641 3,754 4,472 3,731 4,446 2 10 21 16 0 0
Humboldt:
Eureka 1,192 1,088 1954 1,032 1,224 1,003 10 8 20 20 0 1
Imperial:
Imperial County 1,596 1,860 1,593 1,226 1,536 1,199 2 13 55 14 0 0
Kern:
East Kern 1,058 1,127 854 1,038 790 896 4 1 9 17 51 124
West Kern 5,906 8,492 7402 5,906 7,335 5,875 21 0 46 31 0 0
Kings:
Hanford © 846 - 933 - 927 - 0 - 6 - ¢ -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 5545 5012 11,154 885 11046 8850 2 0 6 8 0 0
Antelope 1,976 1,590 1,721 1,003 1718 998 0 0 3 5 0 0
Beverly Hills 675 259 563 370 559 - 365 1 2 3 3 0 0
Burbank 2,175 1,973 1,690 1,572 1,682 1,549 2 1 6 22 0 0
Citrus 9,506 9267, 6482 10651 6350 10,062 55 487 ™ 101 0 1
Compton 11,052 11,539 8,900 8,315 8,853 8,246 28 14 13 48 6 7
Culver 1,515 1,912 1,407 1,322 1,369 1,300 16 9 2 13 0 0
Downey 2,857 3,103 1,996 1,949 1,989 1,889 0 57 7 3 0 0
East Los Angeles 5,303 3,269 2,977 2,354 2,945 2,327 12 5 20 29 0 0
Glendale 2,548 2,612 1,983 1,849 1,979 1,845 1 0 2 4 1 0
Inglewood 7,674 5,304 4739 13974 4730 13,971 3 2 6 1 0 0
Long Beach 13,354 14420 10,629 7930 10615 7.907 2 i1 12 12 0 0
Los Angeles 107,368 121276 58651 46110 58468 45871 a8 ¥ 145 200 0 0
Los Cerritos 2,533 2,958 1811 2,085 1,803 2,082 0 0 8 3 0 0
Malibu 1,530 1,265 427 461 4926 460 0 1 1 0 0 0
Newhall 3,807 4,352 12,962 3,320 2,888 3,269 0 1 74 50 0 0
Pasadena 2,143 2,130 1,241 1,087 1,225 1,064 5 1 11 22 0 0
Pomona 5,896 6,345 3,637 3,925 3,571 3,874 4 9 56 42 0 0
Rio Hondo 3,876 3,494 1,595 1472 1,588 1,467 4 1 3 4 0 0
Santa Anita 2,202 2,575 1,967 1,674 1,953 1,642 0 1 13 31 1 0
Santa Monica 2,560 2,845 1,906 2,879 1,897 2,873 4 5 5 0 0
South Bay 4,413 5,459 7586 - 4,949 7,453 4,910 91 18 42 21 0 0
Southeast 3,377 1,600 1,646 1,128 1,489 1,120 139 0 18 9 0 0
Whittier 3,492 2,801 2,781 2,050 2,138 2,005 0 0 43 45 0 0
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TABLE A-42—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP D TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86
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Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86  1984-85  1985-86  198%4-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County 5,193 4,596 3,010 3,209 2,952 3,162 4 12 42 35 2 0
Merced:

Merced County 5,163 5,428 2,897 2,705 2,848 2,663 14 3 35 39 0 [1]
Monterey:

Monterey County (Consolidated) .......... 11,656 12,264 14,162 11,805 13,921 11,590 28 20 213 195 0 0
Napa:

Napa County 4,367 2,317 2,189 1,886 2,101 1,532 24 167 64 31 0 156
Orange:

Central Orange County ....csesmnsese 11,773 12,196 5,621 5,602 5,501 5,596 6 6 24 0 0 0

North Orange County ..... . 7,848 7814 5,146 5,447 5,059 5,409 0 0 87 38 0 0

Orange County Harbor... 6,851 6,694 4,524 3,987 4513 3970 2 6 9 11 0 0

South Orange County ..... . 2,326 1,896 1,133 1,140 1,125 1,131 1 0 7 9 0 0

West Orange COUnLY ....umsmsccssrssosnssase 7,320 7,878 4818 4,828 4,769 4,780 0 2 49 46 0 0
Placer:

Placer 3,541 3,182 3,543 3,931 3,498 3,847 31 36 14 48 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 1417 1,266 1,060 1,132 1,058 1,126 0 ) 2 6 0 0

Desert 6,714 5,721 3,786 3,654 3,774 3,644 0 1 12 9 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto 6,564 71611 4,601 5,453 4,579 5,382 7 48 15 23 0 0

Riverside 8,205 6,927 5,551 6,663 5,540 6,661 0 0 11 2 0 0

Three Lakes 1,017 1,198 1,016 1,177 1,012 1,163 0 1 4 13 0 0
Sacramento:

Sacramento 25,422 27,186 20,605 19373 20541 19,284 17 43 47 41 0 0

South Sacramento COunty ... 878 648 700 472 659 471 0 0 41 1 0 0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ... 20490 R29972 28230 22591 27,710 92205 217 193 243 193 0 0
San Diego:

El Cajon 12,849 14726 11,881 1,720 11,752 11,561 92 116 37 43 0 0

North County 11,751 14,451 10,732 11,220 10,620 11,104 45 43 67 73 0 0

San Diego 19213 23,511 18459 20,086 18285 19,947 12 13 162 126 0 0

South Bay 7,205 9,293 7,015 8,826 6,903 8,107 1 0 111 119 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco 517 435 658 1,050 655 1,046 0 2 3 2 0 0
San Joaquin:

Lodi 1,742 1313 3,173 2,884 2,977 2,649 1 8 5 26 190 201

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .......eee.r 3,280 3,279 3,641 3,123 3,300 3,422 8 16 21 26 312 259

Stockton 6,241 5,716 5,196 4,162 4,384 4,050 4 7 17 28 791 677
San Luis Opispo:

San Luis Obispo County ... 6,540 5,524 4,973 3,550 4,950 3,564 0 1 23 25 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .ovivernnesae irascassaressensans 9,742 8602 10,774 8506 10,015 7,846 449 358 310 302 0 0
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 692 632 448 593 442 587 1 1 ] 5 0 0

Santa Maria 5,318 2,546 1,614 1,528 1,583 1,483 0 1 3l 4 0 0

South Coast 1,232 1,493 1,696 1779 1,669 1,759 14 12 13 8 0 0
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TABLE A-42-—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
GROUP D TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS °—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485 198586  1984-85 198566  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-85 1984-85

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County .. 42,851 34984 31504 27516 31254 27,249 11 6 239 261 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz COUntY wmmmmomimsmms 5,330 6,947 4,298 3,983 4,281 3,960 0 2 14 18 3 3
Shasta:

Redding 1,861 1,550 1,390 1,211 1,350 1,204 5 0 35 7 0 0
Solano:

Northern Solano . 3,227 3,474 6,834 4112 6,731 3,953 26 18 il 141 0 0

Vallejo-Benicia 2,067 1,685 1,450 1,498 1,423 1,469 9 7 18 29 0 9
Sonoma:

Sonoma County 8,770 14974 9,257 10,334 9,081 10,119 90 93 85 122 1 0
Stanislaus;

Stanislaus COUNty ..uvecemrmmmsssssmsossarens 11,053  ®10,383 8,357 7,486 8,119 7,181 58 63 180 240 0 2
Sutter:

Sutter County 1,145 1,307 1,070 1,386 1.058 1,345 2 4 10 37 0 0
Tulare:

Porterville 2,607 1,937 1,470 990 1,453 960 1 1 16 29 0 0

Tulare-Pixley 4,684 4,220 1,666 1,674 1,623 1,648 4 4 39 22 0 0

Visalia 5,381 4,699 2,359 2,570 2,307 2,490 1 1 51 79 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County 18,213 16,750 14,911 14275 14737 14,127 7 8 167 140 0 0
Yolo:

Yolo County 2,145 3,047 2,158 2,641 2,736 2,410 17 18 5 11 0 202
Yuba:

Yuba County 1,643 1,906 1,340 1,589 1,334 1,586 0 0 6 3 0 0

2 Group D traffic misdemeanors are all traffic misdemeanor offenses that are not specified in Group C. Examples of Group D misdemeanors are speed contests,
driving without a valid driver’s license, violation of weight limit for trucks, reckless driving without injury and driving with a suspended or revoked license.
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
¢ Hanforccll Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.
Revised.
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TABLE A-43—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

NONPARKING TRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS ©
Fiscal Years 1984--85 and 1985-86

County and judicial district
State total ....coevevveee ISV

Alameda:
Alameda
Berkeley-Albany ...
Fremont-Newark-Union City'.....

Livermore-Pleasanton ...
Oakland-Piedmont-

Contra Costa:
Bay
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Walnut Creek-Danville ...conrennn.

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ...

Humboldt:
Eureka

Imperial:
Imperial County ..o

Kern:
East Kern
West Kern

Kings:
Hanford ©

Los Angeles:
Alhambra ..o
Antelope
Beverly Hills oo
Burbank

Citrus
Compton
Culver
Downey

East Los Angeles......rimmermssess
Glendale
Inglewood...c.rermmsssesinssirisnsins
Long Beach .

Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu
Newhall

Pasadena
Pomona
Rio Hondo .veeensvscrenniasissesesenesmesnes
Santa Anita ..o

Santa MOMICA ouenvemrieesesssssassense
South Bay
Southeast
Whittier

237

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®
1985-66 1954-65 1985-86 198485 198586  1984-85 198586 1954-85 1985-86 19%4-85 1985-86 198485

5631000 R5582500 5280492 5110395 5108011 4,940,685

22,254
21,533
49,996
42,882

139,683
96,998

12,698

49,077
25,261
57,100
54,453

73,513
7,576
40,423

20,598
41,612

4,578

437780
31,707
35,250
20,735

80,033
89,103
39,716
44,406

45,363
35,569
54,443
88,634

658,787
48,372
30,318
49,556

39,053
32,830
40,088
30,327

41,817
81,968
49,968
38,033

20,503
17,296
41,982
36477

146,719
94,135

13,892

43,701
23,370
54,156
51,586

72,300

6,790

39,550

22,904
46,263

40,922
31,884
36,325
20414

76,273
90,433
33,527
44,923

45,810
R 39,935
48,603
92,778

666,313
44,842
29,707
48,466

45,607
36,306
36,338
99,924

24,085
87,125
53,733
4,111

17,925
99,206
49,585
36,086

123,708
80,401

12,024

43,090
923,737
51360
43917

74471

7,942

32,645

17,726
42,406

4,259

40,137
30,504
34,209
19,921

81,033
76,667
37,432
49,005

45,676
33,400
51,250
89,544

655,217
46,938
33,985
39,702

40,238
34,121
34,04
33,944

38,667
78,998
41,814
35,508

17,536
18,362
38,747
31,817

115,514
76,417

12,576

34,387
20,192
46,148
43,079

66,502

6,296

30,917

19,883
41,866

37,591
30,940
35,517
19,349

78,015
82,869
32,959
43071

40,694
35412
34,652
93,029

684,320
42,985
33,268
37,197

47,399
39,208
30,905
28,949

23,605
86,389
49,103
40,145

17,193
20,417
40,144
35,982

120,638
77,361

11,616

36,630
21,747
41,771
40,482

73,533
7,681
32,053

16,890
41,384

4,161

39,320
30,301
33,013
19511

80,553
75,218
36,081
41,199

45,001
32,782
50,569
87,498

645,194
45,414
33,348
39,305

39,276
33,117
33,262
33,186

37,348
76,309
40,813
34,504

16,950
16,936
36,612
31,208

112,915
73471
12,166

29518
18,446
41,484
39,586

65,654

6,081

30,426

" 18842

40,605

36,944
30,712
34,199
18,934

76,097
80,759
31415
41,566

40,118
34,583
33,992
90,368

673,174
41718
32,812
36,731

46,882
38,354
30,348
27,521

22,892
82,200
48,137
39,092

64900 55654 102,104 98160 14477 15896

208
323
714
624
264
1403
104

2,883
206
461
203

72

112

183

35
198

37

723
166

581
154

997
258

251
386
788
385
142
1,288
109

1854

333

52

145

736

332
159

1,159
398

17
75

226

524
1,465
1727

380

2,806
1,636

304

981
1,008
1,992
1,989

149
409

236
820

95

780
195
473

1379
609
712
806

14
464
678

1,049

9,835
1,524

367

680
993
550
758

1317
1,474
1,001
1,004

335
1,239
1,345

204

2467
1,658

301

1217

783
2,574
1,759

722
152
346

250
577

645
211
436
278

1,329
1,060
623
765

244
670
630
1,002

10,748
1,267
435
391

221
831
523
728

713
2,082
966
1,053

OO D

D

2,596

716
1,130
1243

OO O DO OO SO O LI oo

oL

[oe i S g~

(==

1,798

558
1,757
1,579

27

11

OO D OO OO O O oo OO O O

OO O
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TABLE A-43—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NONPARKING TRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS *—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters malters orders

County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1954-85 1985-86 19%4-85 198586 198485
Marin:

Marin County ... 65,633 69,357 65,475 65,759 62,196 63,469 752 449 2450 1,822 71 19
Merced:
Merced County .......cocsrnns 49,170 50,952 45,493 46,362 44,399 45411 505 412 589 513 0 26
Monterey:
Monterey County (Con-
solidated) ....uerrcrsnnnse 81,800 86,415 86,112 80,189 83,959 71,531 279 222 1874 2,436 0 0
Napa:
Napa County.......cne 16,854 20,042 15,694 17,694 14,726 16,008 203 564 747 436 18 686
Orange:
Central Orange County.. 96,342 91,651 79,637 83,692 77,639 82,255 87 70 191 1,344 0 23
North Orange County ... 133,462 129813 121,229 123,289 118,783 121,203 11 25 2435 2,061 0 0
Orange County Harbor .. 93,402 89,257 101,266 87,178 93,005 78,301 307 464 1,993 1,832 5961 6,581
South Orange County ... 47,357 50,646 44,056 49,025 42,411 47,326 3 1 1,642 1,698 0 0
West Orange County ... 99,582 97,694 90,152 90,045 87,784 88,339 109 0 2087 1,599 172 107
Placer:
PIACET vvverereernnnerenserenssrserines 34,148 37,515 31,928 34,050 30,420 32,847 474 220 1,034 983 0 0
Riverside:
COTODA 1ovvrversssssrsserrsssnsnsrss 15,679 16,061 15,779 14,942 15,643 14,787 0 0 136 155 0 0
Desert. . 64,359 67,759 59,834 67,252 59,137 66,417 79 211 618 624 0 0
Mt. San Jacinto . 53,047 53,796 44,432 48,790 43,958 48,288 156 154 318 340 0 8
Riverside .....,.... . 55,980 52,574 49,610 50,812 49,432 50,602 0 10 178 198 0 2
Three Lakes .. 13,763 11,632 11,702 11,681 11,484 11,535 0 1 218 145 0 0
Sacramento:
Sacramento Y.uernvecrscinnne 121,483 62,523 101,737 45,593 99,596 44,785 529 152 1,612 656 0 0
South Sacramento Coun-
B ceomsesiosressnsesssssssansnmmeanas 7,822 9,719 7,102 9,036 6,730 8,615 0 31 372 390 0 0
San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County .. 209,770 204,140 185411 195,408 181,135 191,582 1511 1461 2751 2,362 14 3
San Diego:
El Cajon coruvecersenmmmresecsrssannes 90,725 100,757 91,794 95,244 88,868 92,203 2,326 2,389 600 652 0 0
North County .. 106,436 104,583 105,755 104,190 102,872 101,262 1,159 1,061 1,724 1,867 0 0
San Diego ... . 246,253 259,269 243,663 217969 238,196 211,740 25 491 5442 5,138 0 0
South Bay ..o 43,552 51,003 42,278 48,545 40,536 46,630 4 1 1738 1,914 0 0
San Francisco:
San Francisco ... 136,331 174,960 161,723 128452 125,856 102,072 35865 26,334 2 46 0 0
San Joaquin:
Lodi 18,594 15,824 15,682 12,686 14,797 11,993 78 79 366 240 441 374
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-
TEACY srrerrrrsrrssessaperasnssassonss 26,183 27,601 24,806 23,527 23,246 21,979 128 145 599 635 833 768
SEOCKEON covvsenereareniverssseer 37,130 39,651 36,336 37,804 34,714 36,427 223 125 871 806 528 446
San Luis Obispo:
San Luis Obispo County 47,579 54,432 42,034 46,704 41,260 45,885 108 170 648 647 18 2
San Mateo:
San Mateo County............ 171,764 166,908 155,076 147579 148,085 141664 3,269 2397 3721 3518 1 0
Santa Barbara;
LOMPOC cvevrerererssssnsersssessens 5428 5,106 5,208 4,813 5,083 4723 26 14 99 76 0 0
Santa Maria. . 19,598 19,868 16,077 17,942 15473 17414 5 16 599 512 0 0
South Coast.....cummmeermmmn 27,294 33,277 33,087 34,506 32,994 33,219 456 595 337 692 0 0




County and judicial district
Santa Clara:
Santa Clara County ...

Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County ..........

Shasta:
Redding ..ceoveemensssscrcrreesss

Solano:
Northern Solano.....cmene
Vallgjo-Benicia .....ovcuvmmmmeres

Sonoma:
Sonoma County ...

Stanislaus:
Stanislaus County.......uuus

Sutter:
Sutter County .....ccesssnes

Tulare:
Porterville .....cremenerions
Tulare-Pixley.
Visalia ecernrnnee sesssersssesens

Ventura:
Ventura County ...

Yolo:
Yolo County ¢ .....vceresens

Yuba:
Yuba County....c.couuenienecss
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TABLE A-43—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NONPARKING TRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trigl
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matlers orders®
1985-86 1964-85 1985-86 195485 198586 196485 198566 198485 198586 1984-85 198586 198485

384,753 344910 248,331 322,804 340,810 315,370 48 4 7473 7.430 0 0
38,121 39,321 31,422 29,223 30,174 28,176 411 339 767 645 70 63
11,123 12,887 11,230 12,354 10,837 12,029 32 37 361 286 0 2
49,997 55,356 48,139 45,780 47,262 44,683 267 163 610 934 0 0
16,456 17,702 14,207 15,593 13,752 15,213 80 49 375 331 0 ¢
82,246 96,815 68,939 65,143 66,940 63,293 184 174 1814 1,676 1 0
62,203 60,178 58,146 55,839 55,825 53,431 642 636 1,679 1,11 0 1
8,990 8,598 7,715 7,188 7,482 6,995 81 43 150 150 2 0
8,580 7,991 7,010 6,912 6,828 6,766 11 17 171 129 0 0
20,403 19,888 12,722 15,197 12,528 14,925 8 21 186 251 0 0
29,017 26,211 21,175 21,929 20,697 21,506 8 6 470 417 0 0
135,580 R32,127 130471 125345 127,823 192,744 70 114 2578 2,487 0 0
28,742 17,305 20,369 10,978 19,613 10,264 131 78 624 319 1 317
8,178 9,282 6,926 8,182 6,662 7,887 51 63 197 227 16 5

2 Examples of traffic infractions are running a stop sign, speeding, improper operation of vehicle, faulty equipment and improper registration.
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

¢ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985,

d A pilot program, the Traffic Adjudication Board, was operating in this jurisdiction. The program expired on January 1, 1985.

Revised.
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County and judicial district
State total reicerecenennrnrenens

Alameda:
Alameda v
Berkeley-Albany .......ccoccconnn.
Fremont-Newark-Union City..
Livermore-Pleasanton ...
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryvill-

e
San Leandro-Hayward..............

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Bay
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Walnut Creek-Danville ............

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ...

Humboldt:
Eureka

Imperiak:
Imperial County ... woreseeeeiseener

Kern:
East Kern wvvmnnnsivconiesnenns
West Kern ..o seressresersaresrens

Kings:
Hanford® cemmeeeseenereesssnnisen

Los Angeles:
Ahambra cececccessonrovinns
Antelope .......
Beverly Hills
Burbank

Citrus
COMPLO srecerersasrmmmssarssenersssssnssnne
Culver ...

East Los Angeles......conureins
Glendale ...........
Inglewood......
Long Beach

Los Angeles® ...
Los Cerritos .murmivsmmsersessiarens
Malibu
Newhall i

Rio Hondo
Santa At oveerevennnsensennnninns

Santa Monica ... srorarees
South Bay .....
Southeast....
WHItHET covvvvrreensnsrmreereesesnsenes
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TABLE A-44—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial matters matters orders®

1985-86 198485 1985-86 198485 198586 198485  1985-86 198485 I9B5-66 198485 1985-66 198455
8997457 R8915557 6,693,238 7,649,042 6675014 7,634,556 10,762 7460 7460 17,004 2 22

58,170 50,557 38,996 32605 38981 32,905 2 0 13 0 0 0
375,861 357,697 356,881 316,900 356,697 316,623 101 101 8 176 0 0
17,617 18,177 9,529 9,571 9,346 9,461 102 61 81 48 0 1
7,379 6,707 6,459 5,805 6,392 5,859 58 33 9 3 0 0
484,858 418263 264,639 273,874 264,522 273,738 41 42 76 94 0 0
22,893 31,182 18,799 16,323 18,637 16,248 97 58 65 17 0 0
2,256 26,758 1,484 23,707 1,384 23,674 23 B m 18 0 0
34,695 34,493 28,470 28813 27415 28546 1,034 266 21 1 0 0
9,324 7,922 7,942 6,273 7,821 6,185 45 1 76 87 0 0
42,887 43,179 35,410 36,311 35,358 36,273 5 T4 3 0 0
76,503 77,865 68,517 69,736 68,453 69,655 2 3 62 75 0 3
109,286 116,261 85,551 82,426 85510 82,377 1 2 40 47 0 0
30,596 36,326 28,828 33405 28,797 33,386 4 3 16 0 0
1,189 926 690 545 685 544 1 0 4 1 0 0
819 861 450 564 447 562 1 0 2 0 0 2
12,211 16,232 8,906 25,803 8,740 25,700 35 18 131 & 0 0
2,100 - 1,385 - 1,385 - 0 - 0 - 0 -
18,543 24,853 28,071 13,062 27,724 12,698 18 2 329 362 0 0
6,162 5,175 5,203 4,007 5,198 4,002 1 1 4 4 0 0
464,542 488,353 367,830 437,056 366,905 435,621 892 1,03t 33 404 0 0
80,534 75,322 68,363 64,801 68,165 64,790 179 10 19 1 0 0
22,065 24,296 18,738 17,545 18,540 17,299 0 148 198 98 0 0
41,378 23,994 10,274 8740 10,272 8,740 1 0 1 0 0 0
56,535 57,597 33,807 39294 33,660 39,164 114 12 33 18 0 0
53,560 46,185 36,782 35425 36,758 35,273 0 107 24 45 0 0
40,297 51,544 34,042 30,835 34,002 30,794 38 22 2 19 0 0
32,218 22,689 34,497 21,125 34,354 21,125 42 0 101 0 0 0
19,969 20,368 11,179 7,015 11,160 7,014 2 0 17 1 0 0
28,492 32,478 19,270 26,311 18,931 25,926 219 253 120 132 0 0
1987490 1,712,382 932,499 1,83550L 931,474 1,834,306 25 29 1,000 1166 0 0
15,546 18,669 6,552 11,527 6,477 11,445 0 6 75 82 0 0
16,545 15,648 11,350 10,771 11,337 10,748 12 5 1 18 0 0
5,608 5,627 3,487 3,493 3,464 3,458 0 9 2 26 0 0
83,996 105,719 81,726 102,086 81,721 102,080 1 0 4 6 0 0
11,232 10,262 10,636 9,666 10,510 9,555 2 0 124 111 0 0
22,421 12,278 10,032 9,272 10,016 9,265 12 2 4 5 0 0
4,493 5,930 3,747 4,116 3,624 3,987 0 0 123 129 0 0
326,533 375,199 290,359 262,920 289,524 262,344 0 0 83 576 0 0
6,280 6,108 5,512 7,366 5,003 6,870 259 236 250 260 0 0
19,046 23,077 18,610 18,958 18,552 18,926 0 0 58 32 0 0
31,209 30,687 28,573 24512 28514 24,408 0 0 59 104 0 0
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TABLE A-44—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-—Continved

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial malters matters orders®
County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86  1984-85  1985-86 198485  1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1954-85 1985-86 1984-85

Marin:

Marin County .. 1,080 1,531 4,087 6,624 4,009 6,549 22 7 56 68 0 0
Merced:

Merced County .reressonsns 5,068 16,054 6,733 16,557 6,721 16,580 0 1 6 6 0 0
Monterey:

Monterey County

(Consolidated) .cvesisscsenns 68,347 190,863 70,498 160,391 70461 160,371 ] 5 28 15 0 0

Napa:

Napa County wcmssmsmesmmenn 0 0 40 126 0 46 10 52 30 26 0 2
Orange:

Central Orange County .......... 100,751 75,694 57,749 56,854 57,397 56,754 0 6 352 92 0 2

North Orange County............ 213,797 199476 138,138 141,673 137,569 141,202 418 251 151 220 0 0

Orange County Harbor.. 184,948 196440 170,183 163,025 170,027 162,866 90 60 66 99 0 0

South Orange County .......... 30,875 34,150 292,732 22806 22,730 29,805 0 0 2 1 0 0

West Orange County....c.cooueunr 194,42) 190,766 142,697 155,810 142,486 155,572 6 0 205 238 0 0
Placer:

Placer 3,852 4,630 3,678 3,434 3,647 3,398 15 16 16 20 0 0
Riverside:

Corona 369 763 348 803 348 803 0 0 0 0 0 0

Desert 5,441 6,592 2,532 3,286 2,512 3,284 0 0 2 2 0 0

Mt. San Jacinto ... . 740 1,361 210 454 199 431 4 6 7 17 0 0

Riverside ... . 12,293 9,254 3,008 3,429 3,008 3,003 0 0 0 336 0 0

Three Lakes ... 768 688 849 708 848 704 0 2 1 2 0 0
Sacramento:

SaCrAMENT0.mmmcrersesessssssansonsense 286,547 301,241 246,496 285,660 246,347 285,517 68 8 81 64 0 0

South Sacramento County ...... 697 416 616 317 544 317 0 0 7 0 0 0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County ... 12,174 R 10,043 8,022 5,627 7,962 5,599 36 9 2% 19 0
San Diego:

El Cajon coevvccensisersesnissonssssaenns 354 198 336 225 207 155 76 37 53 32 0 1

North County " 835 7975 2,413 7,383 2,180 7,205 139 465 9 133 0 0

San Diego.... . 8,924 11,902 9,430 6,769 9,309 6,557 0 194 121 18 0 0

South Bay .o 7,292 6,680 6,731 9,117 6,584 8997 0 0 147 120 0 0
San Francisco:

San Francisco.....mmmmsns 2,557,783  2497,357 2239,859 2,109,528 2,235,122 2,106,594 4736 2,934 1 0 0 0
San Joaquin:

Lodi 11,165 6,465 11,273 6,122 11,265 6,106 3 2 5 7 0 7

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 2,790 3,594 2,256 2,505 2,215 2,500 0 2 39 2 2 1

Stockton ...ceewimne peossoseerssssasseressaies 1,129 44,837 13,808 39,992 13,482 39,990 321 0 5 2 0 0
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County ......... 24,413 40,057 16451 19390 16,449 19,099 0 286 2 5 0 0
San Mateo:

San Mateo County ... 310,592 279,966 216,218 188,033 214,806 187,167 1,135 687 217 179 0 0
Santa Barbara:

LOMPOC serprrriaremssssrssmsnserermasssans 2,687 1,881 2,069 1,493 2,046 1,482 3 3 2 8 0 0

Santa Maria ..., . 5,381 4,508 3,242 1,926 3,234 1,916 0 0 8 10 0 0

South COast ...ccmmmissmensserresesnanne 2,320 0 2,097 411 1,911 377 83 9 103 25 0 0
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TABLE A-44—CALIFORNIA MURNICIPAL COURTS
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions before trial niatters matters orders*
County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 198485 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-85 1955-86 1984-85

Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ......coemeeeene 0 0 9,031 6,898 8,407 6,399 18 0 606 499 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ... 138,324 Ro07,749 116,648 153,031 116,621 153,019 7 1 20 11 0 0
Shasta:

Redding..ccrmermninnresesssrssonsaseens 238 172 1,024 184 907 120 13 9 104 55 0 0
Solano:

Northern Solano ... 3,421 4,193 2,889 3,014 2,800 3,008 7 2 82 4 0 0

Vallejo-Benicia........eeverrerssssinns 14,032 9,708 8,513 8,976 8,492 8,958 5 3 16 15 0 0
Sonoma;

Sonoma County ... 29,253 34,341 31,608 31,929 31,492 31,898 35 14 81 17 0 0
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County .....cmienees 1,057 771 1,023 708 671 290 107 128 245 280 0 0
Sutter:

Sutter County .cnnereernsnnisnn. 301 130 207 130 180 126 24 2 3 2 0 0
Tulare:

Porterville.... o enmsrsssneesne 397 89 125 107 125 107 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tulare-Pixley ....corersssrssonons 401 780 303 540 303 540 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visalia 23 72 37 285 37 285 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 2,995 3,857 2,699 3,371 2,651 3,332 3 9 45 30 0 0
Yolo:

Y0lo CoUntY .weereemescsessesionsesnuer 66,514 70,448 80,167 50,874 80,152 50,841 0 13 15 17 0 3
Yuba:

Yuba County ... 0 19 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Order of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 257 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

b Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

¢ The court discontinued processing illegal parking cases, except for contested parking matters, effective December 1985. The court also reported estimated
filing figures for the period January-June, 1986.

R Revised.
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TABLE A-45—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485 198586 1984-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-66 1984-85
State total 511,126 492,104 369,054 367,330 75,026 78,817 161,021 159,069 133,007 ® 129,444
Alameda:
Alameda 879 1,051 857 813 235 209 307 326 315 218
Berkeley-Albany ..o 2,406 2,318 1,962 1,967 437 294 676 761 849 912
Fremont-Newark-Union City 3,304 3,456 2,758 2,761 422 472 1,206 1,181 1,130 1,108
Livermore-Pleasanton ... 1,819 1,589 1,701 1,360 360 262 607 505 734 593
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .......... 8,797 11,561 7,038 9494 1304 1447 2,992 4,847 2,742 3,200
San Leandro-Hayward ........ccooovmsserense 5,949 6,414 4,336 5,354 687 1,002 1917 2,702 1,732 1,650
Butte:
Chico 1,661 1,586 1412 1,298 301 217 615 596 496 425
Contra Costa:
Bay 3,205 3,295 2,767 2,920 520 448 1,075 1,332 1,172 1,140
Delta 2,120 2,070 1,691 1,519 310 287 733 613 648 619
Mt. Diablo 4214 4,154 3,309 3,149 668 666 1,289 1,196 1,352 1,287
Walnut Creek-Danville ..o 4,072 4,060 3,255 3273 1,003 985 1,190 1,218 1,062 1,070
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno.... i 11,026 9,920 8,084 7509 1517 1,59 3878 3,446 2,680 2467
Humboldt:
Eureka 1,069 988 1,073 806 414 137 376 389 283 280
Imperial:
Imperial County ....mmmresssisn 1,603 1,696 1,237 1,131 241 361 597 465 399 305
Kern:
East Kern . 1,462 1,339 1,012 1,017 303 263 402 460 307 294
West Kern 7,764 6,833 5,492 5,081 916 1,336 3,204 2,537 1372 1,208
Kings:
Hanford * 600 - 438 - 7 - 246 - 115 -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 2,848 2,881 2,089 2,078 396 378 839 864 854 836
Antelope 2,790 2,110 1,959 1,727 417 363 8§09 680 733 684
Beverly Hills 3,515 3,892 2,667 2,578 287 446 997 1,009 1,383 1,123
Burbank 2,141 2,105 1,612 1,577 403 413 638 569 571 595
Citrus 7,657 7,420 4,774 5198 1,027 937 2,033 2,406 1,714 1,855
Compton 6,666 6,101 4,147 3,545 472 321 2,346 1,843 1,329 1,381
Culver 2,164 2,166 1,473 1,602 362 339 506 613 605 650
Downey 3,974 3,816 2,935 2,960 602 504 1,298 1414 1,035 1,042
East Los Angeles......cummrimmene 4,665 4,515 3,308 3,331 595 729 1,770 1,838 943 764
Glendale 3,338 3,423 2,428 2,601 487 498 915 957 1,026 1,146
Inglewood 6,180 5,341 3,948 3,671 375 610 2,232 1,919 1,341 1,142
Long Beach 10,242 11,117 7,197 7457 1,196 1263 4,012 4325 1,989 1,869
Los Angeles 73,376 71,7107 53,272 57438 9,089 13,090 23181 23495 21002 20853
Los Cerritos 3,108 3,126 2,162 2,313 436 469 918 1,045 808 799
Malibu 1,214 1,229 737 791 90 93 316 351 331 347
Newhall 1,765 1,555 1,271 1,125 189 231 516 427 566 467
Pasadena 4,406 4,579 3,148 3,406 505 546 1,315 1,354 1,328 1,505
Pomona 4471 3,638 2,498 2,373 234 259 1,163 1,113 1,101 1,001
Rio Hondo 4,085 3,966 2,942 2,835 631 654 1,220 1,234 1,091 947

Santa Anita 2,268 2,359 1,580 1,521 392 435 591 574 597 512
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County and judicial district
Los Angeles—continued
Santa MoRiCa....c.cvemrersnesssnesisne
South Bay
Southeast
Whittier

Marin:
Marin County ...

Merced:
Merced County.....mmermseecsisses

Monterey:
Monterey County (Consolidat-
ed)

Napa:
Napa County ......cmeesmessiosisne

Orange:
Central Orange County ............
North Orange County......
Orange County Harbor ..
South Orange County......
West Orange County ...

Placer:
Placer

Riverside:
Corona
Desert
Mt. San Jacinto ....ceommmesiesnens
Riverside. .
Three Lakes...... e

Sacramento:
Sacramento ...
South Sacramento County ........

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County ............

San Diego:
El Cajon
North County ....ciceens.
San Diego
South Bay

San Francisco:
San Francisco ..o

San Joaquin:
Lodi.
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy..
Stockton

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-45-—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-36

Dispositions after trial

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
1985-86  1984-85 198586  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 198586  1984-85

2,824 3,042 1,951 2,329 394 558 740 890 817 881
8,709 8411 6,779 6,227 1998 1,502 2,561 2,388 2,220 2,337
4,068 3,848 2,584 2,657 409 394 1,110 1,192 1,065 1,071
3,907 3,939 2,963 2,848 581 578 1,320 1,260 1,062 1,010
2,750 2,701 2,450 2,314 870 1,049 566 471 1,014 794
2,409 2,227 1,741 1,748 296 354 866 913 579 481
6,452 5,048 4,730 5,192 824 802 2,623 2,881 1,283 1,509
1,407 1,599 1,142 1,174 201 173 521 505 420 496
14,971 14,556 10,126 10,119 2,181 2,271 4789 4,740 3,156 3,108
11,450 11,168 8,093 7827 1,638 1,579 3,376 3,189 3,079 3,059
7,094 7,199 4,969 5,005 1,460 1,331 1,592 1,702 1,917 1,972
5,346 4,859 3,911 3,576 810 T 1,465 1,270 1,636 1,535
11,379 11,313 10,526 9,940 3,855 3,459 3,556 3,324 3,115 3,157
2,279 2,079 1,801 1,751 379 418 683 683 739 650
1,489 1,502 1,149 1,082 240 223 465 420 444 439
5,951 5,945 3,884 4,121 730 747 1,514 1,719 1,640 1,655
2,121 2,001 1,592 1,551 298 249 659 646 635 656
6,807 6,382 5,449 4822 1,037 1,003 2,556 2,194 1,856 1,625
1,746 1,655 1,278 1,285 264 294 440 431 574 560
23,086 18,066 14,675 12804 2481 3,032 7,460 6,150 4,734 3,622
559 608 427 466 106 127 173 179 148 160
19,520 17,680 14,106 12,995 3,046 2,865 6,194 5,772 4,866 4,358
7,822 6,810 5,451 5274 1,114 1,229 2,061 1,883 2,276 2,162
9,950 9,335 6,994 7206 1,779 1,799 2,705 2,720 2,510 2,687
21,143 21,663 15,674 15453 3,502 3,049 6,343 6,309 5,829 6,095
4,987 5,168 3,484 3,854 604 843 1,429 1,562 1,451 1,449
13,170 13,328 9,012 9,090 1,684 1,705 3,918 4,132 3,410 3,253
1,194 1,030 958 879 240 192 384 405 334 282
1,895 1,511 1,290 1,303 219 264 647 611 424 4928
5,943 5,124 4,540 4319 1,046 1,085 2,190 2,060 1,304 1,174
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TABLE A-45—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continved

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
County and judicial district 198586  1984-85  1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 195485  1985-86  1984-85

San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County........... 4,382 4,639 3,061 2,872 812 712 1,259 1,256 990 904
San Mateo:

San Mateo County ... 8,703 8,508 6,278 6,120 1244 1,175 2,267 2,277 2,767 2,668
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 788 659 595 503 153 136 244 190 198 177

Santa Maria ... " 2,426 2,106 1,715 1,538 300 356 921 742 494 440

South Coast ...ccoevereenrvirirmrnnrensins 4,105 4,025 3,500 3,427 1,083 962 1,223 1,233 1,194 1,232
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ....ceenrrrennne 25,266 21,996 15,803 14375 2415 2,284 8,514 7,370 4,874 4,721
Santa Cruz: :

Santa Cruz County ... 3,782 3,762 2,697 2,624 561 561 959 938 L177 1,125
Shasta:

Redding 2,281 2,010 1,782 1,676 531 519 707 561 544 596
Solano:

Northern Solano .......c.cceemnreneen. 2,213 1,937 1,699 1,584 440 353 588 548 671 683

Vallejo-Benicia ....o.cevrveerenvenennee 2,046 2,053 1478 1.679 240 447 568 616 670 616
Sonoma:

Sonoma County .....renniesereees 5,202 5,302 3,878 3,650 857 744 1,546 1,416 1475 1,490
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County .........crerenrene 5,475 5,016 3,992 R 3,920 741 759 1,624 1,745 1,627 R1,416
Sutter:

Sutter County ......couvremreseeressernnns 912 934 786 788 239 213 291 310 256 265
Tulare:

Porterville ...memnnisiinerninnne 827 836 709 634 116 110 302 284 291 240

Tulare-Pixley ...covmrreerenniens 703 888 499 621 40 86 252 314 207 221

Visalia 2,915 1,967 1,548 1,425 157 128 896 734 495 563
Ventura:

Ventura County ...ceeesmnenns 12,021 13,039 8,869 92771 2,545 2318 4,192 4,503 2,202 2,456
Yolo:

Yolo County ...micsseesnaons 2,024 1,899 1,483 1,425 286 304 740 701 457 420
Yuba:

Yuba County ... 509 455 384 403 80 85 167 126 137 192

;Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.
Revised.
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County and judicial district
State total

Alameda:
Alameda

Fremont-Newark-Union City .....
Livermore-Pleasanton .............
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville....
San Leandro-Hayward ........o..c...

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Bay

Delta

Mt. Diablo

Walnut Creek-Danville ......c....

Fresno:

Consolidated Fresno ..o

Humboldt:
Eureka

Imperial:

Imperial County.....uemmisosins

Kern:
East Kern

West Kern

Kings:
Hanford *

Los Angeles:
Alhambra

Antelope

Beverly Hills ....oocconnriivneeriesesesennne

Burbank

Citrus

Compton
Culver

Downey

East Los Angeles .....ocnninirnnne.

Glendale

Inglewood

Long Beach
Los Angeles

Los Cerritos

Malibu

Newhall

Pasadena

Pomona

Rio Hondo

Santa Anita

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-46—CALIFORNIA MUNICIFAL COURTS
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Exciudes Small Claims)

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested LContested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters

1985-86 198485 198586  1984-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85
538443 F503,396 408552 7406,136 324,536 823,232 53479 %52713 30,537 R30,191
809 749 715 1,054 551 849 57 101 107 104
2,160 1,878 1,554 1,531 1,359 1,396 106 R 89 101
4,100 3,285 4,003 3,333 2,212 1,56 1518 1,440 273 297
1,339 1,265 1,861 1,516 1,150 965 497 388 214 163
14,460 14,570 12,671 12749 11,134 11,114 443 319 1,094 1,316
5,349 5,067 3,362 4414 2,838 3,910 126 169 398 335
1,347 1,193 1,075 996 926 880 90 67 59 49
3,909 -3,988 2,878 2,877 2,241 2,314 341 213 296 350
2,134 1,903 1,524 1,428 1,217 1,197 50 a7 257 194
2,975 2,556 2,271 2,242 1,954 1,999 166 134 157 109
2,362 2,176 1,780 1,729 1,636 1,596 39 44 105 89
11,186 10,198 8,688 7,938 8,292 7,600 109 95 287 243
907 1,000 693 671 512 528 7 47 104 96
926 1,215 799 923 695 754 60 125 44 4
543 468 370 325 239 272 79 30 52 23
6916 5,870 5,847 4,794 4,441 3,659 1,217 978 189 157
431 - 292 - 191 - 74 - 27 -
2,604 2,756 2,085 ‘1,915 1,040 1,071 760 587 285 257
2,104 1,820 1,480 1,431 730 812 574 464 176 155
4739 4,346 2,353 3,002 2,184 2,759 64 81 105 162
1,951 1,847 1,429 1334 971 808 363 404 95 122
7.430 16,808 4,617 5,476 2,710 3,202 1,674 2,074 233 200
7,326 6,990 4,641 4,804 2,365 2,426 1,589 1,711 687 667
2,704 2,432 2,047 1,728 1,414 1,188 552 490 81 50
3,705 3,297 2,376 2,252 1,478 1,315 722 668 176 269
2,382 1,824 1,084 684 717 362 180 150 187 172
3,079 2,834 2,361 2,313 1,483 1,397 709 743 169 173
10,706 9814 6,373 5,170 4,893 4,380 655 479 825 11
12,87 11,553 8,285 6,860 6,317 5,289 847 575 1,121 996
104,674 100937 99,149 101292 88450 89387 4,863 6,751 5,836 5,154
3,030 2,832 2,081 1,932 1,265 1,048 598 558 218 326
1,038 923 420 525 313 454 72 35 35 36
1,226 999 716 723 596 626 92 a7 88 70
7,524 6,136 5,724 4,347 4,560 3,448 452 209 712 690
5,323 5,153 3,723 4,290 2,084 2329 1314 1,658 325 303
4,133 4,409 3,687 4,168 3,239 3,703 171 144 art 321
2,056 2,015 1,459 1,472 915 965 404 381 140 126
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TABLE A-46—CALIFORNIA MUNIC!IPAL COURTS
CIVIL FiLINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Excludes Small Claims)—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

County and judicial district

Los Angeles—continued
Santa Monica
South Bay
Southeast
Whittier

Marin;
Marin County

Merced:
Merced County ...

Monterey:
Monterey County (Consolidated)

Napa:
Napa County

Orange:
Central Orange County.......evverrnnee
North Orange County ...
Orange County Harbor ..
South Orange County ...
West Orange County ....ccccevnvunnnen.

Placer:
Placer

Riverside:
Corona
Desert
Mt. San Jacint0..meeceesersescssssesnns
Riverside
Three Lakes

Sacramento:
Sacramento
South Sacramento County ...

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County......cc.coecvene,

San ‘Diego:
El Cajon
North County
San Diego
South Bay

San Francisco:
San Francisco

San Joaquin:
Lodi
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ...
Stockton

San Lais Obispo:
San Luis Obispo County ...

Dispositions after trial

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters

198586  1984-85  1955-86  1984-85  1984-85 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85
2,558 2,589 1,475 2,466 1,126 1,385 294 660 55 415
7,836 7,805 5,074 5,502 3,193 2856 1,946 2,072 435 574
4,464 4,386 3,215 3,097 2,215 2,159 517 526 483 412
3,586 3,410 2,496 2,622 1,336 1,546 845 728 315 348
3,710 3,381 2,620 2,526 2,372 2,357 120 96 128 73
1,972 1,813 1,279 1,148 1,111 992 20 32 148 124
5,135 4,858 4,262 4,582 3,533 3,794 437 528 292 260
1,635 1,245 1,160 914 1,090 890 22 10 48 14
12,981 11,912 8,79¢ 8,152 5,828 5,520 2,508 2,110 468 522
12,037 10,640 7,892 7,236 6,664 6,058 354 314 874 864
6,605 6,086 4,085 4177 3,655 3,747 242 200 188 230
4296 3,678 3,046 2,904 2,448 1,955 463 770 135 179
9,883 9,111 7,717 7,199 4,280 4,193 2458 1,942 979 1,064
1,770 1,392 1,535 1,326 856 915 473 254 206 157
1,274 1,152 821 827 466 472 261 244 94 111
4,376 3,996 3,464 2,942 2,923 2,532 301 261 240 149
1,568 1,353 894 1,147 621 816 178 221 95 110
7,004 5,962 4,775 4417 1,852 2172 2,189 1,512 734 733
1,627 1277 1,115 830 753 568 122 86 240 176
23,675 21,908 9,560 13,021 3,920 7,184 5,070 4,494 570 743
291 200 230 119 129 91 49 8 52 20
18,514 15,7717 12,672 12,092 8,394 7,880 2,948 2,855 1,330 1,357
6,420 5,945 5,029 4311 3,965 3,400 300 332 764 579
7,224 6,080 5,483 4,434 3,157 2,352 1,768 1,660 558 422
21,160 19498 17,426 17400 15092 15059 1,299 1,331 1,035 1,010
3,729 3,382 3,244 2,783 2,818 2,410 122 110 304 263
18,277 18230 10942 12,793 10,052 11,084 658 1,230 232 479
1,276 1,178 1,040 978 942 861 30 58 68 59
1,656 1,332 1,104 940 900 723 118 121 86 96
6,824 5,956 5,002 4,947 3,157 3597 L,131 941 614 409
3,160 2,648 2,004 1813 1,500 1,333 322 280 182 200
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TABLE A-46—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Excludes Small Claims)—Continued

Fiscal Years 1983-84 and 1984-85

Dispositions after trigl

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485  1985-86  1984-85  1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 1984-85

San Mateo:

San Mateo County ......emiimmmcn 8,542 8,409 6,510 6,802 6,084 6,350 146 148 280 306
Santa Barbara:

Lompoc 496 460 334 312 308 267 6 23 20 29

Santa Maria 1411 1,300 1,117 945 1,009 817 0 71 108 57

South Coast 3,290 3,164 2,236 2,476 1,106 996 1,080 1,436 50 44
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County....veemeesnrens 25,564 25,615 20,253 21,189 18976 19,755 535 556 742 878
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ... 3,044 3,163 9,339 2,425 1,695 1,812 474 479 170 134
Shasta:

Redding 1,848 1,805 1,495 1,406 1,130 1,031 262 240 103 135
Solano:

Northern Solano ... 2,409 3,092 1,750 2,898 1,560 2,638 22 52 168 208

Vallejo-Benicia ......coeeivvernverinressassncens 2,378 1,998 1,703 1,537 1,540 1,407 84 62 79 68
Sonoma:

Sonoma County .....eeersecsassnns 6,405 5,777 4,269 3,912 3,863 3,538 165 158 241 216
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County ...c.umisicsnn. 8,005 7327 5,746 R5.352 5,113 4914 221 Ro13 412 1995
Sutter:

Sutter County 1,134 1,015 845 710 738 562 46 66 61 82
Tulare:

Porterville 1,127 1,127 916 975 871 930 13 18 32 a7

Tulare-Pixley 608 525 450 482 407 436 26 26 17 20

Visalia 1,694 1,795 1,400 1,404 1,062 1,041 217 221 121 142
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 9,043 8,637 7,756 6,738 7,036 6,011 432 237 288 490
Yolo:

Yolo County 2,155 1,938 1,723 1,462 1,187 1,088 412 242, 124 132
Yuba:

Yuba County 1,003 963 711 634 591 540 74 71 46 23

“ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985,

R Revised.
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TABLE A-47—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURY DISPOSITIONS °

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Reduced Total Total Traffic Other
Total felonies nontraffic traffic selected® traffic Civil
County and judicial district 1985-86 198485 1985-861984-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586 195485 198586 198485 198586 1984-85 1985-86 198485
State total 7,083 7,582 56 81 3,064 3,071 3,494 3,827 3,223 3,524 271 303 469 603
Alameda:
Alameda .. vcirinscressernnesnesinnnes 1 6 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 4
Berkeley-Albany ... 46 65 0 0 24 34 15 8 11 13 4 5 7 13
Fremont-Newark-Union City .. 63 58 1 2 26 15 33 36 26 30 7 6 3 5
Livermore-Pleasanton.......... 10 20 0 0 4 9 6 10 3 9 3 1 0 1
Qakland-Piedmont-Emeryville 137 183 3 1 43 50 71 110 60 109 11 1 20 22
San Leandro-Hayward ...t 62 52 1 0 12 15 43 34 40 32 3 2 6 3
Butte:
Chico 31 31 0 0 11 13 20 18 18 12 2 6 0 0
Contra Costa:
Bay 128 138 0 0 70 65 58 70 58 65 0 5 0 3
Delta 24 34 0 0 9 12 14 21 14 18 0 3 1 1
Mt. Diablo ......... . il 85 0 0 16 12 61 73 60 70 1 3 0 0
Walnut Creek-Danville ............ 72 72 0 0 19 6 51 63 51 63 0 0 2 3
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ... 68 9 4 8 23 o7 33 49 31 37 2 12 8 7
Humboldt:
Eureka 15 32 0 1 2 7 12 23 12 20 0 3 1 i
Imperial:
Imperial County...mmmsissn 5 63 0 4 5 9 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 43
Kern:
East Kern 24 39 0 5 9 15 15 16 13 16 2 0 0 3
West KErn vovvvmnrensirnnnssninsonienns 161 157 0 0 82 58 79 98 79 95 0 3 0 1
Kings:
Hanford © .......verveeseronmsssnmssnrens 15 - 0 - 2 - 12 - 11 - 1 - 1 -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra ....eercmrmnaesissensns 45 77 1] 0 16 31 25 42 25 38 0 4 4 4
Antelope 58 48 0 0 30 33 28 15 26 15 2 0 0 0
Beverly Hills 52 75 0 0 27 26 19 35 19 32 0 3 6 14
Burbank ....ecvvrriessserennsssaiionrians 12 8 0 0 1 2 8 4 i 4 1 0 3 2
Citrus 108 140 1 10 29 48 75 81 68 72 7 9 3 1
Complon ..rmsmsossserssarermsesees 55 63 1} 0 26 2 29 40 29 38 0 2 0 1
Culver 45 10 0 0 7 5 9 5 g 5 0 0 29 0
DOWNEY ..ureinrirresssssossisasecsssssonsens 80 (6 2 3 33 30 45 40 45 40 0 0 0 2
East Los Angeles .. 35 42 0 0 15 2 18 19 17 19 1 0 2 3
Glendale........... - 66 97 0 0 24 28 40 64 39 61 1 3 2 5
Inglewood ... " 55 37 0 7 43 19 11 9 9 9 2 0 1 2
Long Beach.. 109 115 1 0 48 71 52 43 51 41 1 2 8 1
Los Angeles oimmsns 820 718 0 3 473 472 260 190 209 168 51 22 87 113
Los Cerritos..mmmemmmercmnes 7 83 0 0 40 35 H 44 34 44 0 0 3 4
Malibu 2 29 0 1 7 6 13 18 12 18 1 0 3 4
Newhall .. .conrisannrinnnes srepensese 51 59 0 0 18 16 29 42 29 41 0 1 4 1
Pasadena ... 44 70 0 2 13 21 25 46 21 42 4 4 6 1
Pomona 69 83 [1] 0 29 30 34 45 34 44 0 1 6 8
Rio HONAG ..uervernesceemenrmreeseraonorees 90 112 7 6 24 46 53 57 51 57 2 0 6 3
Santa Anita ... 52 64 0 0 19 32 19 19 15 19 4 0 14 13
Santa Monica 28 37 0 0 12 19 14 15 13 15 1 0 2 3
South Bay ... 90 93 6 0 46 48 a3 40 an 38 6 2 5 5
Southeast , . 105 56 2 1 87 30 30 24 29 2 1 3 16 1
Whithier ..o frisstssrantsresensante 111 73 0 0 56 24 53 47 53 40 2 7 0 2
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Counly and judicial district
Marin:
Marin County ....cresmmmmsnncins

Merced:
Merced County ..

Monterey:
Monterey County
(Consolidated) ............. P

Napa:
Napa County ..cummssemmmnner

Orange:
Central Orange County .............
North Orange County...... -
Orange County Harbor....
South Orange County .....
West Orange County ...

Placer:
Placer

Riverside:
Corona....
Desert
Mt. San Jacinto ....corcemmeseresnenne
Riverside
Three Lakes o

Sacramento:

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County ...

San Diego:
El Cajon
North COUNty ...coeccscercrrmmsersssrenes
San Diego ..
South Bay ..cmmsissemsmsmsssssssenes

San Francisco:
San Francisco....memsmien

San Joaquin:

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ...
Stockton

San Luis Obispo:
San Luis Obispo County ...

San Mateo:
San Mateo County ..o

Santa Barbara:
Lompoc
Santa Maria ...
South Coast ....vvremssmmscermsrisssssnsses

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-47—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURY DISPOSITIONS *—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Reduced Total Total Traffic Other
Total felonies nontraffic traffic selected® traffic Civil
198586 1984-85 1985-861984-85 1985-86 1984-85 198586 1984-85 198566 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-86 198485
89 139 0 0 5 18 83 120 81 113 2 7 1 1
16 30 0 0 7 13 9 15 7 15 2 0 0 2

145 172 1 0 68 70 69 100 64 94 5 6 7 2

100 92 0 0 49 56 34 28 32 27 2 1 17 8
110 104 0 0 57 58 46 38 42 37 4 1 7 8
89 65 0 0 28 12 59 46 58 43 1 3 2 .7
78 91 0 0 27 47 47 43 42 36 5 7 4 1
119 114 0 0 46 37 47 58 42 58 5 0 26 19
27 35 0 0 13 7 14 28 13 27 1 1 0 0
15 10 0 0 2 7 11 3 9 2 2 1 2 0
60 35 0 0 17 14 42 21 40 19 2 2 1 0
17 17 0 0 7 13 10 4 9 1 1 3 0 0
86 71 0 0 41 4 4 27 43 25 1 2 1 1
13 8 0 0 6 6 7 2 5 2 2 0 0 0
200 238 0 0 87 62 ‘113 110 100 98 13 12 0 65
7 4 0 0 1 1 6 3 5 3 1 0 0 0

301 439 6 4 124 172 170 253 158 242 12 11 1 10

63 88 0 3 2% 22 37 59 36 59 1 Y 1 4
267 2% 10 2 82 100 169 181 167 168 2 13 6 13
298 302 1 0 162 147 119 148 110 135 9 13 16 7
141 122 2 3 78 46 57 70 52 65 5 5 4 3

156 155 0 1 66 80 57 24 54 22 3 2 33 50

11 19 0 0 3 7 8 11 7 10 1 1 0 1
26 24 0 0 7 il 6 13 5 1 1 2 13 0
39 37 0 0 18 13 19 21 18 21 1 0 2 3

133 148 1 0 4 54 84 20 78 15 6 15 4 4

5 24 0 0 3 4 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 17
34 25 0 0 17 11 17 14 16 14 1 0 0 0
84 34 0 0 39 17 41 16 41 16 0 G 4 1




1987 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 251

TABLE A-47—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURY DIiSPOSITIONS “—Continued

Fiscal Years 1984--85 and 1985-86

Reduced Total Total Traffic Other
Total felonies nontraffic traffic selected® traffic Civil

County and judicial district 195586  1984.-85 1985-661964-85 1955-86 1964-85 198586 1984-85 1985-86 198485 1985-85 1984-85 1985-65 1984-85
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County ... 243 256 0 0 108 110 118 135 104 125 14 10 17 11
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ... 26 51 0 0 13 5 12 33 11 32 1 1 1 13
Shasta:

Redding 24 37 0 0 15 5 9 9 7 9 2 0 0 23
Solano:

Northern Solano .o 68 107 4 1 35 39 27 65 24 60 3 5 92 2

Vallgjo-Benicia.....mmcssssisisnnnss 52 43 0 0 3 27 17 16 14 14 3 2 1 0
Sonoma:

50noma County...wmmorccsenns 53 49 0 0 15 13 17 35 13 7 4 28 21 1
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus County ..uomcssssmorses 170 180 0 0 55 76 114 104 103 95 1 9 1 0
Sutter:

Sutter County ...eecemmmmmossinsinnns 15 34 0 0 5 6 10 26 10 18 0 8 0 2
Tulare:

Porterville 24 25 0 1 11 12 11 10 10 9 1 1 2 2

Tulare-Pixley ...ucsirisessssssersens 52 24 2 1 26 10 23 8 21 8 2 0 1 5

Visalia 48 46 0 2 26 2% 19 19 19 16 0 3 3 1
Ventura:

Ventura County ... 169 163 0 0 79 78 84 78 80 71 4 7 6 7
Yolo:

Yolo County .....v.euseesmmmsssssessinsieens 16 22 0 0 6 5 ] 16 9 15 0 1 1 1
Yuba:

Yuba County ....umersrersessmssesens 26 28 0 0 8 11 18 17 17 17 1 0 0 0

4 Cases disposed of by jury after trial has commenced. A jury trial has commenced once jury selection begins.
b Violations of Sections 20002, 23152, and 23104 of the Vehicle Code, and Vehicle Code felonies filed as misdemeanors under Penal Code Section 17 (b)4.
¢ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.
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County and judicial district
State total

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE A-48-—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
As of June 30, 1985 and June 30, 1986

Number Total cases
of judicial Cases awaiting trial at end of month*® per judicial
positions Total Civil Criminal position

6/30/86 6/30/85  6/30/86  6/30/85  6/30/86  6/30/85  6/30/86  6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85
668 R 641 94,234 89,850 22,313 25,488 71,921 64,362 141 140

Alameda:
Alameda 2 2 62 88 18 52 44 36 31 44
Berkeley-Albany ... 5 5 444 303 58 66 286 237 89 61
Fremont-Newark-Union City .......... 6 7 1,384 650 101 75 1,283 525 231 86
Livermore-Pleasanton.......vviinn. 3 3 443 80 51 29 392 58 148 27
Oakland-Piedmont-
Emeryville 17 15 2,796 1,283 291 352 2,505 931 164 86
San Leandro-Hayward ........cccourreneenne 9 9 1,395 1,035 116 100 1279 935 155 115
Butte:
Chico 1 1 105 97 10 A 95 76 105 a7
Contra Costa:
Bay 6 5 265 722 96 112 199 610 49 144
Delta 3 2 353 407 50 52 303 355 118 204
Mt. Diablo 5 4 964 1,124 56 88 908 1,036 193 281
Walnut Creek-Danville......covenrirnene 4 3 418 898 75 83 343 815 105 299
Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno ..., 12 11 1,951 2,137 199 211 1,752 1,926 163 194
Humboldt:
Eureka 2 9 145 389 18 32 127 357 73 195
Imperial:
Imperial County ......c.cvvvrrrecensnisnenses 4 4 348 478 54 66 294 412 87 120
Kern:
Fast Kern 92 2 101 84 16 13 85 71 51 49
West Kern 11 11 6717 552 261 210 416 342 62 50
Kings:
Hanford © 1 - 106 - 26 - 80 - 106 -
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 4 4 549 583 76 122 473 461 137 146
Antelope 3 3 200 275 62 63 138 212 67 92
Beverly Hills 4 4 628 828 509 674 119 154 157 207
Burbank 3 3 206 289 85 95 121 194 69 96
Citrus 8 8 526 956 205 226 321 730 66 120
Compton 10 10 1,512 3,343 153 147 1,359 3,196 151 334
Culver 3 2 328 335 157 176 171 159 109 168
Downey 6 6 744 979 199 164 545 815 124 . 163
East Los Angeles .........coeemrvecvaseinnns 6 6 590 287 71 65 519 222 98 48
Glendale 5 5 457 583 104 101 353 482 91 117
Inglewood 49 9 370 469 261 317 109 152 46 52
Long Beach 11 11 1,928 2,320 395 579 1,533 1,741 175 2l
Los Angeles 101 92 14,654 17,609 9,945 12,262 4,709 5,347 145 191
Los Cerritos 5 5 535 823 93 92 442 731 107 165
Malibu 2 2 300 357 Vi 88 223 269 150 179
Newhall 3 3 316 308 39 42 217 266 105 103
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TABLE A-43--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COQURTS
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL—Continued
As of June 30, 1985 and June 3G, 1986

Number Total cases
of judicial Cases awaiting trial at end of month* per judicial
positions Total Civil Criminal position "
County and judicial district 6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86  6/30/85
Los Angeles—continued
Pasadens ... enmreemenirionseenens 6 6 457 i1 154 257 303 354 76 102
Pomona 5 5 603 776 200 131 403 645 121 155
Rio Hondo .ccuveecnmeconincessensinens 6 6 744 957 124 138 620 819 124 160
Santa Anita 3 3 353 386 98 63 255 323 118 129
Santa Monica ...cueececinennne 4 4 2,007 1,726 116 164 1,891 1,562 502 432
South Bay 8 8 1,176 1,592 198 287 978 1,305 147 199
Southeast 9 9 1,158 1219 258 255 900 964 129 135
WRILHET .vvvervvrirereserivnransssersesnnes 6 6 956 1,173 126 89 830 1,084 159 196
Marin:
Marin County ........... revessesneraens 6 6 817 1,195 227 459 590 736 136 199
Merced:
Merced County.......cnecssrneenne 5 5 215 372 23 33 252 339 55. 74
Monterey:
Monterey County
(Consolidated) .....coverenn. 10 10 667 712 126 129 541 583 67 71
Napa:
Napa County ..o 3 3 97 121 47 18 50 103 32 40
Orange:
Central Orange County ........ 14 14 1,760 1,931 635 671 1,125 1,260 126 138
North Orange County............ 13 13 1,746 1,348 411 412 1,335 936 134 104
Orange County Harbor ........ 10 9 941 845 272 213 669 632 94 o7
South Orange County ..c..oveue. 5 5 908 863 166 158 742 705 182 173
West Orange County .........., 12 12 1,280 1,366 245 335 1,035 1,031 107 114
Placer:
Placer 3 3 251 206 62 63 189 143 84 69
Riverside:
Corona 2 2 218 265 45 43 173 299 109 133
Desert ...vrerenniennnn. 6 5 1,157 789 263 195 894 594 193 158
Mt. San Jacinto 4 3 202 77 79 47 123 30 51 26
Riverside.....vriee 8 8 336 527 181 189 155 338 42 66
Three Lakes......owvosenniiinnns 2 2 78 42 45 36 33 6 39 21
Sacramento:
Sacramento ..o 19 18 1,611 756 385 327 1,226 429 85 42
South Sacramento County ... 1 1 58 33 13 5 45 28 58 33
San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County ........ 24 24 4,006 3,869 507 623 3,499 3,246 167 161
San Diego:
El Cajon .veecerescinernessssssernene 9 8 1,898 1,849 123 120 1775 1,729 211 231
North County .. 11 11 896 812 169 130 7271 682 81 74
San Diego......... 27 Rot 4,923 3,368 540 489 4,383 2,886 182 7195
South Bay ....c.ooeneccenrencronnns 7 7 638 853 66 81 572 772 91 122

San Francisco:
San Francisco ..., 23 23 9,966 5,639 331 661 9,635 4,978 433 245
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TABLE A-48—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL—Continued
As of June 30, 1985 and June 30, 1986

Number Total cases
of judicial Cases awaiting trial at end of month*® per judicial
positions Total Civil Criminal _position®
County and judicial district 6/30/88 6/30/85  6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85 6/30/86 6/30/85  6/30/86 6/30/85
San Joaquin:
Lodi 2 2 100 91 24 31 76 60 50 46
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 2 2 207 229 57 66 150 163 104 115
Stockton 7 7 563 518 93 137 %] 381 80 74
San Luis Obispo:
San Luis Obispo County .......... 5 4 687 523 125 70 562 453 137 131
San Mateo:
San Mateo County ..cccevvneennens 12 12 3,116 3,397 260 208 2,856 3,189 260 283
Santa Barbara:
Lompoc 1 1 16 23 6 14 10 9 16 2
Santa Maria.......ceremcermserescesseans 2 2 712 1,066 73 66 639 1,000 356 533
Sotith Coast....ecvrrvecorrereeseranseas 6 6 562 475 80 43 482 432 94 79
Santa Clara:
Santa Clara County......ceerenens 30 30 4,980 2,952 550 579 4,439 1,680 166 75
Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County ....evenn 5 5 263 250 60 51 203 199 53 50
Shasta:
Redding 1 1 272 267 71 70 201 197 272 267
Solano:
Northern Solano 5 4 294 229 37 20 257 209 59 57
Vallejo-Benicia 3 3 182 169 40 69 142 100 61 56
Sonoma:
Sonoma County ....cceeereseres 8 7 956 780 233 63 723 717 120 111
Stanislaus:
Stanislaus County ....eeeereeersrnns 8 8 892 721 90 120 802 601 112 90
Sutter:
Sutter County...ememmonseanns 1 1 131 123 o7 27 104 96 131 123
Tulare:
Porterville 1 1 45 41 11 12 34 29 45 41
Tulare-Pixley ....ccormmmmonrinn 1 1 67 40 11 10 56 30 67 40
Visalia 3 92 126 157 73 52 53 105 42 79
Ventura:
Ventura County.......... veevrnesasntes 11 11 1,639 1,145 168 144 1,471 1,001 149 104
Yolo:
Yolo County ....creeereessevnessscrense 5 4 215 333 59 54 156 279 43 83
Yuba:
Yuba County....comeenmrcessseserses 2 g 187 122 3 7 184 115 94 61

! Cases awaiting trial include criminal and civil cases set for future trial and civil cases in which a memorandum to set has been filed but no trial date assigned.
Small claims cases are exciuded.

bJudicial positions include full-time court commissioners and referees in addition to the number of judges authorized for the court.

° Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

The court currently has six authorized judgeships and three court commissioners. The third commissioner was funded by the Board of Supervisors to replace

a judge while he serves in the capacity of the chairman of the Presiding Judge Association of Los Angeles County.

R Revised. The San Diego Municipal Court District was previously charged with five full-time commissioners and 23 authorized judgeships. The court reported
that the fifth commissioner position was never filled nor funded and that the position would be eliminated when the Board of Supervisors adopts a
resolution to support additional judgeship(s). In effect the court has four full-time commissioners and 23 authorized judgeships.
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State total

Alameda:
Alameda
Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Union City ....
Livermore-Pleasanton ..........,e...
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville
San Leandro-Hayward .......couvveee

..........................

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Bay
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Walnut Creek-Danville

Fresno:
Consolidated Fresno.....ccovnee.

Humboldt:
Eureka

Imperial:
Imperial County ......cweeensmmsceen.
Kern:
East Kern
West Xern

Kings:
Hanford ®

Los Angeles:
Alhambra
Antelope ...
Beverly Hills...covireeisminsasronne
Burbank

Citrus
Compton
Culver

..........................................

East Los Angeles
Glendale
Inglewood
Long Beach

..........................

.....................................

Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu ...
Newhall

..................................

..................................

Pasadena
Pomona

....................................
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TABLE A-49—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Judicial
Judicial Positions* Position
Total Judges Referces Commissioners Equivalents

1985.86 198485  1985-86 198485 1985-86 1984-85 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
668 Re41 547 529 9 11 112 Ri01 676.2 659.0
2 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 2.0 17
b 5 4 4 0 0 1 1 5.0 5.0
6 7 4 4 0 0 2 3 6.8 6.8
3 3 2 2 0 0 1 1 3.1 2.8
17 15 14 14 0 0 3 1 17.2 17.0
9 9 8 8 0 0 1 1 88 6.8
1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 12 14
6 5 5 5 0 0 1 0 6.0 6.2
3 2 2 2 0 0 1 0 2.7 2.5
5 4 4 4 0 0 1 0 48 4.9
4 3 3 3 0 0 1 0 3.8 3.6
12 11 10 9 1 1 1 1 12.2 113
2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.2 2.2
4 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 4.6 4.1
9 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.0 19
11 11 9 9 1 1 1 1 11.0 111
1 - 1 - 0 - 0 - 10.8 -
4 4 3 3 0 0 1 1 41 41
3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 3.1 2.8
4 4 3 3 0 0 1 1 6.0 6.1
3 3 2 2 0 0 1 1 3.1 3.1
8 8 6 6 0 0 2 2 7.6 8.0
10 10 8 6 0 0 2 4 11.0 106
3 2 2 2 0 0 1 0 34 2.9
6 6 5 b 0 0 1 1 6.0 5.5
6 6 4 4 0 0 2 2 6.7 6.0
5 5 3 3 0 0 2 2 5.1 5.1
°9 9 6 6 0 0 °3 3 9.6 9.3
11 11 8 8 0 0 3 3 11.0 10.5
101 92 80 74 0 0 21 18 108.2 103.2
5 5 3 3 0 0 2 2 48 49
2 2 1 1 0 0 i 1 2.1 2.2
3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 2.9 34
6 6 4 4 0 0 2 2 6.3 6.3
5 5 3 3 0 0 2 2 49 5.0
6 6 4 4 0 0 2 2 64 6.2
3 3 1 1 0 0 2 2 3.0 2.8
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TABLE A-49—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS—Continued

Fisca! Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Judicial
Judicial Positions " Position
Total Judges Referees Commissioners FEquivalents®

County and judicial district 1985-86 1984-85  1985-86 1984-85 198586 198485 1985-86  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
Los Angeles—continued

Santa Monica ... 4 4 3 3 0 0 1 1 49 5.2

South Bay 8 8 6 6 0 Y 2 2 86 8.5

Southeast 9 9 5 5 0 0 4 4 9.5 9.6

Whittier 6 6 4 4 0 0 2 g 5.8 59
Marin: ‘

Marin County...commemememoe 6 6 4 4 0 0 2 2 6.5 7.1
Merced:

Merced County ...immnmnesssnn. 5 5 3 3 2 2 0 0 48 5.0
Monterey:

Monterey County

(Consolidated) ......couremerermmierns 10 0 9 9 0 0 1 1 9.8 10.2

Napa:

Napa County ..o 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 3.4 2.5
Orange:

Central Orange County...c..c...... 4 14 13 13 0 0 1 1 13.2 12.5

North Qrange County ...... 13 13 12 12 0 0 1 1 15.0 14.1

Orange County Harbor ..., 10 9 8 7 0 0 2 2 9.6 9.2

South Orange County ...... 5 5 4 4 0 0 1 1 47 5.3

West Orange County .........eeeus 12 12 10 10 0 0 2 2 114 11.5
Placer:

Placer 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 3.5 3.8
Riverside:

Corona 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.0 2.0

Desert........ ] 5 5 5 0 0 1 0 5.6 5.2

Mt. San Jacinto.....eeemsarreesseerense 4 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 46 3.6

Riverside ............. 8 8 6 6 0 1 2 1 77 74

Three Lakes 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.3 2.3
Sacramento: ,

SACTamento ......ccerervcromerernssesseneenns 19 18 16 15 0 0 3 3 179 16.8

South Sacramento County ........ 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 1.0
San Bernardino:

San Bernardino County.........cc... 24 24 22 22 0 1 2 1 24.0 236
San Diego:

El Cajon 9 8 9 8 0 0 g 0 7.3 7.4

North County ....ccevmrommrrmseeresns 11 11 10 10 0 0 1 1 102 109

San Diego 27 RoT 23 23 0 0 4 R4 25.1 249

South Bay 7 7 7 7 0 0 0 0 6.7 6.6
San Francisco:

San Franciseo ... 23 23 20 20 3 3 0 0 197 21.0
San Joaquin:

Lodi ... 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.1 2.0

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .. 2 2 2 2 ] 0 0 0 2.1 22

SEOCKION coovncerirrrcriensscsnsstirinens 7 7 6 6 0 0 1 1 7.0 7.1
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TABLE A-49—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS—Continuved

Fiscal Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Judicial
Judicial Positions* Position
Total Judges Referees Commissioners Equivalents®

County and judicial district 1965-86  1984-85  1985-86 1984-85 1985-86 196485 198585  1984-85 1985-86 1984-85
San Luis Obispo:

San Luis Obispo County ............ 5 4 5 4 0 0 0 0 45 44
San Mateo:

San Mateo County .....ceeeeeenns 12 12 9 9 0 0 3 3 12.2 12.0
Santa Barbara:

Lompoe 1 1 1 1 0 9 ] 0 1.0 1.1

Santa Maria.......... et 9 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.1 2.0

South Coast 6 6 4 4 0 1 2 1 5.7 6.0
Santa Clara:

Santa Clara County.....cceeere. 30 30 26 26 0 0 4 4 30.2 29.3
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County ......... vosssesrerens 5 5 4 4 0 0 1 1 5.6 5.6
Shasta:

Redding 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 23 2.3
Solano:

Northern Solano 5 4 4 3 0 ] 1 1 48 42

Vallejo-Benicia .... 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 ] 3.0 2.1
Sonoma:

Sonoma County ... 8 7 6 6 1 0 i 1 6.6 6.4
Stanislaus:

Stanislaus COUnty ......mreresnnens 8 8 7 7 0 0 1 1 84 79
Sutter:

Sutter County....coomrmeresnescones 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.0
Tulare:

Porterville 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1.7 14

Tulare-Pixley ..o 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 15 15

Visalia 3 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 2.5 2.6
Ventura:

Ventura County....mmmrn. 11 11 11 11 0 0 0 0 112 11.0
Yolo:

Yolo County ..o rresvesserassiens 5 4 4 3 1 1 0 0 44 35
Yuba:

Yuba County....cmmmmemcne 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2.0 2.0

#Judicial positions include full-time court commissioners and referees in addition to the number of judges authorized for the court.

Judicial position equivalents are defined as authorized judgeships, when adjusted to reflect judge vacancies, assistance rendered to other courts by municipal
court judges and assistance received by municipal courts from assigned judges, full or part-time referees and commissioners or from temporary judges
serving by stipulation of the parties.

¢ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

4 Figure may understate present staffing because the court (or position) was operative only for part of the fiscal year.

€ A third commissioner was funded by the Board of Supervisors to replace a sixth judgeship position while the judge serves in the capacity of the chairman
of the Presiding Judge Association of Los Angeles County.

R Revised. The San Diego Municipal Court District was previously charged with five full-time commissioners and 23 authorized judgeships. The court reported
that the fifth commissioner position was never filled nor funded and that the position would be eliminated when the Board of Supervisors adopts a
resolution to support additional judgeship(s). In effect the court has four full-time commissioners and 23 authorized judgeships.
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TABLE A-50-—-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Year 1985-86

1985-86
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraffic Traffic Civil
filings Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Hlegal Small
County and judicial district 198585 193485  Felonies Group A® Group B® Infract® Croup C° Group D® Infract®  Parking  Claims  Other

State total ..o 561,214 F590208 10571 25414 22694 5499 21984 43580 389,490 42444 27287 14,695
Alpine:

Alpine 839 909 10 104 107 5 17 7 562 191 22 5
Amador:

Amador . 8,482 8,216 165 399 289 16 245 299 6,070 3,022 808 191
Butte:

Biggs 1,972 1,715 0 49 56 0 76 88 1,659 101 24 20

Gridley vvoeerccsrmsninsessssscasiasssenes 3,516 3,671 0 150 542 59 124 498 1,852 21 196 95

Oroville .... 11,416 11,816 806 939 503 115 280 808 6,147 746 557 661

Paradise .ermsmmiasssssssssesssisses 5,309 5,229 0 247 123 520 237 201 3,368 1,011 325 288
Calaveras:

Calaveras ...cwreensnieins prorerseres 9,919 8,314 208 757 382 64 251 584 6,884 160 486 303
Colusa:

Colusa-Wiliams .....eeerverseresicns 15,662 14,743 102 285 437 7 270 752 13,084 226 486 239
Del Norte:

Del Norte County 5......evveernene - 7917 - - - - - - - - - -
El Dorado:

Lake Valley ..corsmiciscrcrsisscans 19,109 13,856 457 882 463 217 584 704 14,201 1,607 729 872

Placerville ... 12,978 13,240 249 510 353 0 363 1,368 8,668 37 889 578

Ponderosa ... 11,851 13,747 164 377 224 29 340 935 8,641 63 889 252
Fresno:

[O10T111,7-: SR 12,681 13,944 112 290 280 41 469 1,165 9,882 565 369 73

Firebaugh LI 8,435 2,094 300 539 604 2 1,017 745 4,908 149 242 78

Firebaugh-Kerman - 8,221 - - - - - - - - - -

Fowler-Camthers..... 5,984 6,083 111 151 2 4 408 188 4,963 68 129 28

Kerman® ... 3378 942 116 286 223 39 299 267 1,915 201 174 59

Kingsburg-Riverdale ... 4,161 3,375 108 124 74 19 183 100 3,179 51 281 93

Parlier-Selma ..ov.ne 6,145 6,365 241 536 340 0 573 394 3,556 664 369 136

Reedley-Dunlap ....ccccvcrnnecnns 7,212 4,879 206 648 299 262 324 933 3,843 1,449 594 103

Sanger 5,075 6,062 139 533 605 126 491 564 2,177 457 327 113
Glenn:

Glenn County ........ccommnensnreres 12,204 14,627 207 391 263 20 396 486 9,869 301. 384 188
Humboldt:

Eel RIVET covceverriennnnsreninassonins 10,773 10,506 0 422 369 0 556 766 7,613 450 771 276

North Humboldt ....cccsrernernnisnss 9,978 10,469 0 754 355 246 453 871 6,138 1,776 758 403
Inyo:

Inyo County ....ccwmmmnssisssennns 11,961 10,989 162 283 402 80 451 511 9,444 315 360 202
Kern:

Arvin-Lamont ... 18,169 16,233 216 572 469 0 677 1,335 14,651 585 145 104

Delano-McFarland... 7,563 8,335 261 828 783 76 432 774 3,854 1,737 385 170

Maricopa-Taft ...... e 27466 23,789 133 635 227 174 518 1,705 23,470 1,554 283 321

Shafter-Wasco ...cemrvmmrenines 11,667 14,032 279 868 697 18 517 993 7,809 854 335 151
Kings:

AVENAL svnrsecrerisnssnrsressseisiassonns 4,337 4,727 105 108 30 23 174 340 3,414 78 104 39

Corcoran . e 1,900 4,901 94 255 54 16 116 337 758 138 143 127

Hanford ' . 6,430 13,513 251 437 13 48 496 634 3,657 1,595 515 379

Lemoore ..o 5,245 6,050 160 242 124 38 363 555 3,290 494 18 195
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TABLE A-50—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS—Confinved
Fiscel Year 1985-86
1985-86
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraffic Traffic Civil
filings Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Hegal Small
County and judicial district 198586 195485 Felonies Group A® Group B® Infract.® Group C° Group D® Infract.”  Parking  Claims  Other

Lake:

Northlake........nsrnsssnssenns 2,116 2,370 0 143 362 2 91 292 1,050 28 88 88

SOULhIAKE wevvvvvermerssscressonarrisensinas 7463 7,152 189 380 673 4 350 840 4274 128 436 317

Westlake 6,705 6,716 211 262 607 2 248 669 3,371 1,057 974 361
Lassen:

Lassen Consolidated ......ccconneer 7525 6,816 264 384 185 33 215 419 5,414 197 502 109
Los Angeles:

Cataling weoerecesrrccrmrssmororeseeses 903 875 19 13 406 0 6 267 105 931 73 14
Madera:

Borden? .renserssnssninmserens 907 - 0 22 65 0 72 78 648 55 10 12

Chowchilla 6,797 7,892 134 163 403 0 237 416 5,005 14 181 168

Madera ¥ eicsiesssmmrsesnns 3,156 14,592 173 205 46 85 289 409 1571 253 177 201

Sierra 4810 4,691 106 240 460 32 401 258 2,665 4 524 124
Mariposa:

Mariposa..... e, 2,914 2,723 43 271 163 14 i 187 1,849 189 194 122
Mendocino:

ANAEYSON 1evunrrernrrsresasersrossessssnsse 331 255 0 43 12 0 10 32 158 0 46 30

Arena 631 562 0 16 78 0 15 43 380 232 75 24

Little Lake ....coccrmomnmnrenssessrsenee 3,804 4,681 162 210 120 96 210 171 2,553 441 156 156

Long Valley ... 2,390 2,003 0 36 87 0 ) 142 20% 29 2 33

Round Valley . 481 471 0 63 69 2 25 65 216 0 31 10

Ten Mile vimcecnmsmreersssisscsonns 5,415 5,362 132 262 408 233 154 725 2,969 556 394 138

Ukiah 11,987 12,329 378 79 135 250 537 1,629 6,460 217 1,080 719
Modoc:

Medoce 3,984 4,055 81 131 108 2 110 281 2,753 38 445 T2
Mono:

Mono 7,208 7,155 119 321 286 259 110 367 5,157 678 376 213
Nevada: .

Grass Valley 7,282 7,933 196 364 184 0 310 709 4,666 1,854 455 398

Nevada City ... 5,171 5,557 229 304 214 0 193 422 3,092 5,392 485 239

TrUcKee wvvvverrisersrisonssssasnmaenes 15,628 16,191 86 189 112 148 301 1,606 12,534 676 376 276
Placer:

Tahoe 6,414 6,371 171 281 234 6 303 103 4,633 1,746 461 292
Plumas:

PlUmas cvveveemmrssenimmssssesssssesses 4,698 4,882 214 246 315 235 266 315 2,621 79 356 130

, San Benito:
San Benito County .....comuuuveee 12,707 11,943 336 629 861 0 543 1,386 7,722 407 830 400
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TABLE A-50—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS—Continved
Fiscal Year 1985-86

1985-66
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraffic Traffic Givil
filings Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Hlegal Small

County and judicial district 198585 I994-85  Felonies Group A* Group B® Infract® Group C° Group D® Infract®  Parking  Claims  Other
San Bernardino:

Bear Valley 8,634 8,890 104 210 463 25 321 1,110 5,506 323 574 321

Crest Forest .... 9,198 10,034 0 485 1,223 98 187 547 5,879 1,062 432 347

Needles-Calzona ... 12,941 13,388 39 291 247 111 202 1,648 10,179 96 82 52

Trona 825 959 0 22 5 50 22 45 506 0 142 33
Santa Barbara:

SolVANE ...cvuuninsesssasassersssssonsassres 8,356 9,708 46 204 330 ] 203 650 6,324 395 455 144
Shasta:

5,186 5,409 0 282 189 310 198 484 3,123 178 282 318

Burney 3,872 4,045 102 110 263 50 120 T 2,136 4 271 50

Central Valley ..o 12,985 12,750 0 556 490 6 173 1,343 9,982 47 258 177
Sierra:

Sierra County ....eeseesserscerees 1,194 1,577 56 106 86 33 67 83 715 19 23 25
Siskiyou:

Dorris-Tulelake ..ovvvvenercesmier 1,180 1,258 0 87 47 0 24 155 775 4 56 36

Dunsmuir-Mt. Shasta . 10,694 10,401 0 84 104 146 132 741 9,129 257 266 92

McCloud 351 343 0 6 37 8 4 20 231 1 34 11

Shasta Valley 6,416 6,130 0 280 48 253 100 382 5,052 368 239 62

WESEEIT wuvvrererssessesermersseersseraonses 10,065 10,765 259 387 154 71 307 185 8,039 145 432 231
Solano:

Ri0 Vistaucoeememmrsimssesnenssassrases 1,527 1,505 15 48 294 0 82 237 713 216 78 60
Tehama:

COININg ceessssirmarssmsecssssmssans 6,180 6,543 155 297 125 21 254 396 4,658 131 182 92

Red Bluff ....cvernrecrenerivenssnnians 13,512 13,727 337 645 380 121 504 1,092 9,551 872 562 320
Trinity:

Trinity COUNLY wumumsvmrimssonsianns 3,966 3,607 86 155 308 1 101 345 2,572 6 318 80
Tulare

17111 9,879 10,688 228 337 453 0 648 104 7,609 0 342 158

Exeter-Farmersville ... 3,528 3,855 151 182 55 55 245 355 2,106 237 243 136

Lindsay .cocmsmnsrer 3,373 Ro 618 3 52 151 3 309 164 2,463 55 141 87

Woodlake ..ovvenrienssimmsensenssnnner 1,714 R1,5%4 69 207 337 52 184 113 638 190 63 51
Tuolumne:

First 3,096 3,685 107 194 124 17 185 203 1,808 97 263 195

Second .o seserereseenns 928 1,025 35 55 101 96 60 58 444 85 35 44

Third 4,762 4,990 98 151 297 206 260 338 3,055 549 261 166

Fourth 719 R g3 14 108 82 54 22 24 340 66 49 26

Fifth 2,799 2,895 69 235 86 45 171 184 1,849 254 97 63

* Group A misdemeanors are: Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code and other state statutes except intoxication and Fish and Game. Examples: Battery 242
PC, Disorderly Conduct 647 PC, Disturbing Peace 415 PC, Joy Ride 499b PC, Trespass 602 PC.

b Group B misdemeanors include Fish and Game violations, intoxication complaints, and violations of city and county ordinances.

¢ Nontraffic infractions are city and couniy nrdinances specified as infractions.

4 Group C traffic misdemeanor violations i the Vehicle Code are hit and run with property damage, reckless driving with injury and driving under the
influence of aleohol or drugs.

¢ Group D traffic misdemeanors are all traffic misdemeanor offenses that are not specified in Group C. Examples of Group D traffic misdemeanors are speed
contests, driving without a valid driver’s license, violation of weight limit for trucks, reckless driving without injury and driving with a suspended or
revoked license.

f Examples of traffic infractions are running a stop sign, speeding, improper operation of vehicle, faulty equipment and improper registratiop.

& Filings for fiscal year 1985-86 are not available.

b Firebaugh-Kerman Justice Court District deconsolidated to become the Firebaugh and Kerman Court Districts, effective March 26, 1985,

{ Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985.

I The Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to establish the Borden Justice Court District, effective October 1, 1985. The court began operations on May
6, 1986.

¥ Includes filings for the July-September 1985 quarter only.

'Due to a key entry error, the April-June 1986 quarter filing figures were manually entered. The quarter figures, although included here are not reflected
within text tables T-43 through T-46 and T-50.

R Revised.
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TABLE A-51—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Year 1985-86

1955-86
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraffic Traffic Civil
dispositions Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Ilegal  Small
County and judicial district 108585 1984-85 Felonies Group A® Group B® Infract. Group C Group D® Infract.” Parking Chims  Other

State total 481,000 T516568 8508 20946 19,961 4791 18531 37682 338715 3198 21,058 10,898
Alpine:

Alpine 740 698 4 90 93 0 14 6 512 176 14 7
Amador:

Amador 7,969 9,907 103 353 367 14 231 332 5,162 1874 641 166
Butte:

Biggs 2,027 1,773 0 55 64 0 60 95 1,728 84 12 13

Gridley. 2,859 2,907 1 113 432 49 126 372 1,624 142 106 36

Oroville 8,591 9,715 468 1,202 438 84 318 611 4,612 172 375 483

Paradise 4,244 4,309 0 178 166 350 192 176 2,781 34 231 170
Calaveras:

Calaveras 8,076 6,853 165 692 485 53 279 705 4,963 166 515 219
Colusa:

Colusa-Williams 13,363 13,146 88 240 427 7 217 1,282 10,570 208 394 138
Del Norte:

Del Norte County & .o - Rg306 - - - - - - - - - -
El Dorado:

Lake Valley 15,059 13,666 310 491 388 270 604 379 11225 1,122 708 684

Placerville 10,954 10,883 200 324 244 0 297 1,655 7,423 0 522 289

Ponderosa 12,080 13,585 118 386 191 18 359 919 9,003 38 800 196
Fresno:

Coalinga 11,548 12,526 81 236 292 45 623 924 9,134 391 128 85

Firebaugh h 9,997 2,419 376 794 1,017 41 816 509 6,126 147 176 142

Firebaugh-Kerman ™ ......mummmmmcrsnens - 8,855 - - - - - - - - - -

Fowler-Caruthers 4,794 4,966 86 106 8 0 270 145 4,025 22 125 29

Kerman" 2,706 596 115 180 226 41 261 314 1,410 87 104 55

Kingsburg-Riverdale ........mmsssinere 3,146 3,251 63 75 74 57 151 162 2,298 19 205 61

Parlier-Selma 5,088 4,940 211 564 294 0 463 376 2,856 594 256 68

Reedley-Dunlap 5,487 3,994 183 261 190 230 27 342 3495 1,227 432 127

Sanger 5,676 6,720 156 487 584 153 391 765 2,785 444 261 94
Glenn:

Glenn County 9,994 12,078 112 245 140 19 423 554 8,103 134 339 59
Humboldt:

Eel River 8,957 7,955 0 387 300 1 490 549 6,249 158 749 232

North Humboldt 9,480 10,023 0 649 402 204 370 652 6324 1445 620 259
Inyo:

Inyo County 13,848 10367 179 207 378 84 339 401 9,685 711 404 i41
Kern;

Arvin-Lamont 13,862 13,456 213 688 194 0 526 2,038 9,953 434 168 82

Delano-McFarland .........cummssssreesss 7,742 7901 215 738 784 83 546 1240 3,527 929 434 175

Maricopa-Taft 23,074 22,788 63 378 228 24 539 2954 18432 834 251 205

Shafter-Wasco 10,290 11811 204 676 594 1 40 1,004 7,046 329 217 98
Kings:

Avenal 3,545 4,190 3 87 9 47 112 194 2,929 50 69 25

Corcoran 2323 3,436 98 297 a7 22 240 398 881 106 165 125

Hanford ! 4912 13458 144 7 0 43 n 360 3685 1,137 394 268

Lemoore 4,964 5,419 127 225 126 42 303 446 3,316 287 249 130
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TABLE A-51—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Year 1985-86

1985-86
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraftic Traffic Civil
dispositions Misdemeanors Misdemeanors Mlegal  Small

Ceunty and judicial district 196585 198485 Felonies Group A™ Group B® Infract. Group C° Group D° Infract.”  Parking  Claims  Other
Lake:

Northlake o 1,804 2,012 0 100 310 0 95 205 951 13 76 67

Southlake . . 6,005 6,302 140 347 413 7 204 562 3,745 210 240 257

Westlake........... 5,732 5,982 206 275 515 3 229 488 3,011 1,169 678 327
Lassen:

Lassen Consolidated ... . 6,676 5,836 232 264 168 15 216 308 5,093 200 306 74
Los Angeles:

L017:1 3T R 903 880 18 13 406 0 6 268 105 931 73 14
Madera:

Borden? . nienesnmssesessennns 410 - 0 3 26 5 33 29 306 2 4 4

Chowechilla.... . 5,652 5,949 110 173 338 0 194 162 4,376 103 158 141

Madera ..eenneeesenesooesssssenn 2,547 12,597 121 113 44 68 138 325 1,427 137 144 167

Sierra 3,254 5,281 66 129 268 24 309 108 2,046 39 268 36
Mariposa:

MaTIPOSA ccureeenssrissnsrrresssssssrseneees 2,899 2,870 37 178 128 15 101 241 1,957 187 158 84
Mendacino:

ADdEISOn ..uvvvmienenrsseesssseesssennns 272 227 0 25 11 0 4 14 156 0 37 25

Arena 444 456 0 3 ki 0 3 21 254 200 97 3l

Little Lake 3,104 3,530 153 199 104 81 184 188 1,946 452 115 134

Long Valley oo 2,060 1,945 0 48 58 0 40 124 1,733 22 29 35

Round Valley ..o 410 378 0 29 51 2 21 65 212 0 21 9

Ten Mile 3971 3,970 150 204 349 179 153 276 2,344 396 241 75

Ukiah 9,996 9411 469 530 30 203 547 884 5,778 700 826 729
Modoc:

Modoc 3,324 3,037 66 112 98 0 108 212 2,291 36 398 39
Mono:

Mono 6,405 7,284 83 318 315 217 97 449 4,516 589 262 148
Nevada:

Grass Valley.....ooimmne 6,316 6,587 199 428 182 0 269 599 4,003 2,518 363 213

Nevada City . 5,369 4475 194 272 156 0 184 387 3,609 4,324 326 241

TIUCKEE cevvvvvvrveresenvessnsasssssnssssssennns 11,866 16,537 12 113 141 232 227 1,898 8,947 601 203 93
Placer:

Tahoe 5,886 4,195 121 294 241 15 275 91 4,095 1,333 605 149
Plumas:

Plumas 3,294 3,806 87 126 200 153 136 191 2,048 76 250 33
San Benito:

San Benito County ....c.cuummerren 9479 10,170 194 402 758 1 425 1,250 5,766 105 212 471
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TABLE A-51—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING DISPOSITIONS—Centinued

Fiscal Year 1985-86

195586
Total Criminal
nonparking Nontraffic Traffic _ Civil
dispositions Misdemeanors Misdemeanors vngal  Small

County and judicial district 198566 198485  Felonies Group A® Group B Infract.® Croup C° Group D°  Infract’  Parking  Claiims  Other
San Bernardino:

Bear Valley ...cccvmmsscasinnssornans 6,161 8,984 147 119 429 13 297 706 3,660 189 495 302

Crest Forest...... 8,576 9,185 0 461 1,035 127 133 880 5,355 609 329 256

Needles-Calzona......oeermecsnnr 13,633 9,509 24 239 221 113 204 469 12,253 4 91 19

Trona 698 718 0 14 2 46 18 15 515 0 88 0
Santa Barbara:

Solvang 7,963 7,993 31 181 250 0 199 673 6,242 253 286 101
Shasta:

ATIGETSON covevrrssssesisrarsissessarasssnins 4,731 4,648 0 232 159 256 181 401 3,008 148 250 244

Burney 2,744 3,050 93 107 186 45 82 133 1,867 4 198 33

Central Valley....ocrunsrnisen 10,874 11,056 0 436 414 10 125 454 9,127 25 197 1i1
Sierra:

Sierra County ... 1,193 1,540 50 166 56 25 66 79 782 14 15 14
Siskiyou:

Dorris-Tulelake 934 1,035 0 80 54 0 12 69 644 4 63 12

Dunsmuir-Mt. Shasta........we. 8,033 7,449 0 20 58 69 73 429 7,193 231 160 31

McCloud 291 319 0 7 30 4 5 26 178 3 36 5

Shasta Valley 4,661 4,586 0 147 38 224 73 165 3,789 290 198 b1

Western 7,121 8,831 216 213 75 43 116 108 5979 113 282 89
Solano:

Rio Vista 897 656 5 25 166 0 26 84 495 135 107 59
Tehama:

(61] 71111 - SN 5,324 6,270 84 154 105 28 102 264 4,349 110 175 63

Red Bluff . renetseseots 11,883 11,865 216 615 384 109 403 811 8,520 506 486 279
Trinity:

Trinity County ..commcsmersnnns 3,865 3,428 109 173 316 1 118 448 2,452 2 182 68
Tulare:

Dinuba 9275 8,792 267 294 44 0 580 108 7,220 0 289 83

Exeter-Farmersville.........cons 3,101 3,463 106 181 41 74 268 368 1,700 217 232 131

Lindsay 2,987 R 1985 3 25 114 2 223 91 2,412 37 102 15

Woodlake .......vveemmmmresrermrasnasesanes 1522 R532 77 139 246 61 142 92 Yivi 191 34 14
Tuolumne:

First 3,145 3,249 65 190 153 3 162 173 1,932 82 262 205

Second 908 919 24 51 84 73 55 53 504 66 36 28

Third 4,080 3,510 53 309 184 183 201 296 2,586 238 206 132

Fourth 477 R508 11 7 80 32 18 15 193 38 32 19

Fifth 2,610 2,694 53 212 ki 38 125 138 1,846 260 80 41

* Group A misdemeanors are: Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code and other state statutes except intoxication and Fish and Game. Examples: Battery 242
PC, Disorderly Conduct 647 PC, Disturbing Peace 415 PC, Joy Ride 499b PC, Trespass 602 PC.

Y Group B misdemeanors include Fish and Game violations, intoxication complaints, and violations of city and county ordinances.

° Nontraffic infractions sre city and county ordinances specified as infractions.

4 Group C traffic misdemeanor violations of the Vehicle Code are hit and run with property damage, reckless driving with injury, and driving under the
influence of alechol or drugs.

¢ Group D traffic misdemeanors are all traffic misdemeanor offenses that are not specified in Group C. Examples of Group D traffic misdemeanors are speed
contests, driving without a valid driver’s license, violation of weight limit for trucks, reckless driving without injury and driving with a suspended or
revoked license.

f Examples of traffic infractions are running a stop sign, speeding, improper operation of vehicle, faulty equipment and improper registration.

& Dispositions for fiscal year 1985-86 are not available.

b Firebaugh-Kerman Justice Court District deconsolidated to become the Firebaugh and Kerman Justice Court Districts, effective March 26, 1985.

| Hanford Justice Court District became the Hanford Municipal Court District, effective December 26, 1985,

IThe Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to establish-the Borden Justice Court District, effective October 1, 1985. The court began operations on May
6, 1986.

k Includes dispositions for the July-September 1985 quarter only.

! Due to a key entry error, the April-June 1956 quarter disposition figures were manually entered. The quarter figures although included here are not reflected
within text tabley T-43 through T-46-and T-50.

R Revised,
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Superior Court Glossary

Appeals refer to civil and criminal appeals from mu-
nicipal and justice courts including appeals in small
claims matters.

Awaiting Trial cases refer to civil and criminal cases
calendared for trial. This category also includes civil
cases not yet calendared in which a party has indicat-
ed readiness for trial by filing an at-issue memoran-
dum.

Criminal is a count of defendants against whom an
indictment, information, or certification was filed. At
least one change against the defendant must be a
felony in order for the case to be filed in superior
court. A felony, however, can be disposed of as a
misdemeanor in superior court. (See Municipal and
Justice Court Glossaries for felonies.)

Disposition refers to completion of a proceeding
whether filed during the current or prior report peri-
od. Civil dispositions befere trial include transfers to
another trial court, dismissals, summary judgments
and other judgments before trial. Criminal disposi-
tions before trial include transfers to another trial
court, convictions after pleas of guilty or no contest,
and dismissals. Contested dispositions are trials in
which evidence was introduced by both sides. Un-
contested dispositions are trial matters in which evi-
dence was introduced by one side only.

Eminent Domain is a count of parcels in a proceed-
ing to take private property for public use and deter-
mine the amount of compensation due the owner.

Family Law is a proceeding in which a petition has
been filed for dissolving or voiding a marriage or for
legal separation.

Filings of civil matters is a count of civil cases initiat-
ed during the report period while filings of criminal
and juvenile matters is a count of defendants whose
cases are before the court. Filings for a report period
are counted even though they may not be disposed
of in that period.

Habeas Corpus is a count of petitions for writs of
habeas corpus and coram nobis, petitions seeking re-
lease from illegal restraints under Section 1473 of the
Penal Code, and petitions challenging involuntary
detention for treatment under the Lanterman-Pet-
ris-Short Act. Habeas corpus may challenge either
the legality of confinement or the conditions under
which a person is confined.

Judges are the number of positions authorized by
law, whether filled or vacant.

Judicial Positions are the number of judges author-
ized by law plus full-time referees and commission-
ers.

Judicial Position Equivalents are an estimate of
the number of judicial officers who were present and
available to perform court business. The numbers
include authorized judgeships, adjusted to reflect
judicial vacancies and assistance given to other
courts, plus assistance from full-time and part-time
referees and commissioners, and assistance received
from assigned and temporary judges.

Juvenile Delinquency petitions are petitions filed
under Welfare and Instituticns Code section 602 al-
leging violation of a criminal statute, Also reported in
this category are petitions filed under Welfare and
Institutions Code section 601 alleging a minor is
beyond the control of parents or guardians, but has
not violated any law. Prior to 1977 both sections were
referred to as delinquency.

Juvenile Dependency petitions are petitions filed
under Welfare and Institutions Code section 300,
seeking to make a minor a dependent child of the
court.

Median Time refers to the value with half the cases
above and half the cases below it in a listing where
time values are placed in order from shortest to long-
est.

Mental Health refers to selected proceedings to
detain a person under the Lanterman-Petris-Short
Act; proceedings to examine or detain a person as a
mentally retarded individual, a narcotic addict, a
mentally disordered prisoner at the time of his parole
or termination of parole, and as a mentally disord-
ered sex offender for a crime committed before Janu-
ary 1, 1982; and proceedings to determine the
present sanity of a criminal defendant.

Other Civil Complaints are cases not covered by
another civil category. If the prayer is for money, it
must be in excess of $25,000 to be filed in superior
court. (The upper monetary limit for filing in lower
courts was changed from $15,000 to $25,000 on Janu-
ary 1, 1986.)
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Other Civil Peiitions are petitions for adoption, for
change of name, to establish the fact of birth or death
(if not part of a pending probate proceeding), for
writs of review, mandate and prohibition, for con-
ciliation (when not part of a pending family law pro-
ceeding), and petiticns filed under the Reciprocal
Enforcement of Support Act and other special pro-
ceedings.

Personal Injury, Death and Property Damage is
a category that includes actions for damages in excess
of $25,000 for physical injury to persons and property,

and actions for wrongful death. (The upper mone-
tary limit for filing in lower courts was changed from
$15,000 to $25,000 on January 1, 1986.)

Probate and Guardianship is a category that in-
cludes all probate proceedings, will contests, guar-
dianship and  conservatorship  proceedings
(including conservatorship proceedings under the
Lanterman-Petris-Short Act), and petitions to com-
promise minors’ claims (when not part of a pending
action or proceeding).
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Municipal and Justice Court Glossary

Civil Cases Awaiting Trial include civil cases cal-
endared for trial, but exclude small claims cases. This
category also includes civil cases in which a memo-
randum to set has been filed but no trial date has
been assigned.

Disposition refers to completion of proceedings.
Civil dispositions is a count of cases. Civil dispositions
before trial include dismissals and transfers, sum-
mary judgments and other judgments before trial.
Criminal dispositions is a count of defendants. Crirmni-
nal dispositions before trial include bail forfeitures,
transfers to another triel court, actions after pleas of
guilty, and dismissals. Criminal dispositions after trial
include acquittals, dismissals, convictions and de-
fendants who are hound over. After trial dispositions
are divided into contested and uncontested trial cat-
egories. Contested dispositions are cases in which
evidence was introduced by both sides. Uncontested
dispositions are cases in which evidence was not in-
troduced by both sides, and traffic matters where the
officer’s written statement or citation is introduced
in lieu of the officer’s appearance.

Felonies refer to all offenses which are punishable
by imprisonment in a state prison or by death, in-
cluding certain crimes charged under the Vehicle
Code. Such complaints are filed in municipal and
justice courts for a preliminary hearing to determine
if there is sufficient evidence to adjudicate the of-
fense in superior court.

Filings in criminal matters, refer to the number of
defendants accused. In civil matters, they are the
number of cases for which an initiating complaint has
been filed.

Group A Misdemeanors include nontraffic misde-
meanor vioiations of the Penal Code and other state
statutes, but exclude fish and game violations and
intoxication complaints.

Group B Misdemeanors include nontraffic misde-
meanor violations of local city and county ordinances
and of the Fish and Game Code, and also include
intoxication complaints.

Group C Misdemeanors include violations of Vehi-
cle Code sections 20002 (hit and run, property dam-
age), 23104 (reckless driving, causing injury), and
23152 (driving under the influence of alcohol or
drugs).

Group D Misdemeanors include all traffic mis-
demeanors that are not included in the Group C
misdemeanor category.

Illegal Parking includes all violations of parking
regulations established by state statutes and local or-
dinances.

Judicial Positions include authorized judges and
full-time referees and commissioners.

Judicial Position Equivalents are estimates of the
number of judicial officers who were available to
conduct court business. The numbers include author-
ized judgeships, adjusted to reflect judge vacancies,
assistance rendered to other courts, and assistance
received from full-time and part-time commissioners
and referees, plus assistance received from assigned
judges or from temporary judges serving by stipula-
tion of the parties.

Juvenile Orders are issued by municipal court
judges acting as referees pursuant to designation by
the superior court.

Nontraffic Infractions include state statutes and
local city and county ordinances unrelated to traffic
and specified as infractions.

Other Civil includes all civil matters with a value of
$25,000 or less, except small claims matters. Prior to
January 1986 the value of civil matters was $15,000 or
less. ‘

Small Claims refers to all matters filed in small
claims court (value of $1,500 or less).

Traffic Infractions include all Vehicle Code viola-
tions specified as infractions, excluding parking viola-
tions.

Weighted Filings is an estimate of the case-related

judicial minutes needed to process an annual case-
load. It is determined by adding the products of fil-
ings and a corresponding filing weight in each case
category. When weighted filings are divided by the
appropriate judge year value, they yield an estimate
of the number of judicial positions required to dis-
pose of cases filed during the year.






