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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, to read:

Sec. 6. The Judicial Council consists of the Chief Justice as chairman and
one other judge of the Supreme Court, 3 judges of courts of appeal, 5 jndges
of superior courts, 3 judges of municipal courts, and 2 judges of justice courts,
each appointed by the chairman 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 membership terminates if a member ceases to hold the position that
qunalified him for appointment. A vacancy shall be filled by the appointing 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 its chairman,
other than adopting rules of court administration, practice and procedure,

To improve the administration of justice the council shall survey judicial busi-
ness and make recommendations to the courts, make recommendations annually
to the Governor and Legislature, adopt rules for court administration, practice
and procedure, not inconsistent with statute, and perform other functions pre-
seribed by statute,

The chairman shall seek to expedite judicial business and to equalize the work
of judges; he may provide for the assiznment of any judge to another court but
only with the judge's consent if the court is of lower jurisdietion. A retired
judge who consents may be assigned to any court.

Judges shall report to the chairman as he directs concerning the condition of
judicial business in their courts. They shall cooperate with the counecil and hold
court as assigned.

Gther constitutional provisions dealing with the Judicial Counecil or
its Chairman are found in Article VI, Sections 15 and 18(e), and in
Article XXTV, Section 4. There are also a number of statutory provi-
sions referring to the Judieial Council.* Rules of practice and pro-
cedure adopted by the Judicial Council are published commercially and
by the State Printer as the California Rules of Court.

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA'

Honw. DoNaLp R, WRIGHT
Chief Justice of C'alifornia
Chairman of the Judicial Counecil
State Building, San Francisco

Hox. RAYMOND L. SULLIVAN
Associate Justice, Supreme Court
State Building, San Franecisco

Hox. Gornon L., FiLES

Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal
Second Appellate Distriet, Division Four
State Building, Los Angeles

Hon. FreD R. PIERCE

Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal
Third Appellate District

Library & Courts Building, Sacramento

HoxN. JoSEPH A, RATTIGAN

Associate Justice, Court of Appeal
First Appellate District, Division Four
State Building, San Francisco

Honr. LEONARD M. GINSBURG
Judge of the Superior Court
Tulare County, Visalia

HoN. GEORGE A, LAZAR
Judge of the Superior Court
San Diego County, San Diego

Hon., WiLL1aM H, LEvVIT
Judge of the Superior Court
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles

Hor. JEAR MoroNy
Judge of the Superior Court
Butte County, Oroville

Hon. HoMER B. THOMPSON
Judge of the Superior Court
Santa Clara County, San Jose

HoN. ERIOH AUERBACH

Hox~. MarTIN N. Poricn ?
Judge of the Municipal Court
San Francisco Municipal

Court District, San Francisco

Hox. James W. Coox

Judge of the Municipal Court

North Orange County Muniepal
Court District, Anaheim

Hox. RoBerT J. DUGGAN
Judge of the Justice Court
El Cerrito-Kensington Justice
Court District, Bl Cerrito
Hox. RicHARD C. ELDRED
Judge of the Justice Court
Pacifie Grove Justice Court District,
Pacifie Grove
Hox. DoxyaLp L. GRUNSKY ®
Senator, 17th Distriet
Watsonville
Hox~. JaAMmEs A, HAYES ¢

Assemblyman, 39th District
Long Beach

MR. CLARENCE S, HUNT®
Attorney at Law
Long Beach

MR, MARCUS MATTSON ©
Attorney at Law.
Los Angeles

MR, GALEN MCKNIGHT S
Attorney at Law
Fresno

* Statutory provisions are found in: Civil Code §§ 3259, 4001, 4363: Code Civ. Proc,,
§§ 75, 77, 1173, 1171, 170, 170(¢5) (6), 170.6, 170.8, 201a, 204b, 204d, 394, 575, 583,
901, 911, 1034, 1089, 1178; KEvid. Code § 451: Gov, Code §§ 18004, 19141,
68070~72, 68110, 68150, 68500-12, 68540-48, 68551-52, 68701, 68841, 69508, 69752,
69796, 71042, 71180.4, 71601, 71601.3, 71610, 72274, 75002, 75003, 75028, 75060,6;
Pen, Code §§ 853.9, 1029, 1050, 1053, 1235, 1239, 1241, 1246, 1247k, 1432.1, 1468,
1471, 1506, 1567; Prob, Code §§ 303, 1232: Pub. CUtil. Code § 25051; Veh. Code
§§ 40513, 40600; Welf, & Inst. Code §§ 569, 570.

Judge of the Municipal Court MR, HARVEY C. MILLER®
Los Angeles Municipal Attorney at Law
Court District, Los Angeles San Jose

MR. Ravru N, KLEPS
Secretary of the Judicial Couneil
San Franecisco

! Except as otherwise indicated, appointed by the Chief Justice on February 1, 1969,
for a. two-year term expiring January 31, 1971,

? Appointed by the Chief Justice on May 4, 1970, for a term expiring January 31, 1971,
vice Hon, Donald B. Constine, whose membership terminated December 29, 1969
on his elevation to the Superior Court, San Francisco County.

8 Appointed by the Senate Rules Committee on January 12, 1970, pursuant to Section
6 of Article VI of the Constitution and Senate Rule 13 of the 1970 Regular
Session of the Legislature. .

¢ Appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly on January 7, 1970, pursuant to Section 6
of Article VI of the Constitution and subdivision (n) of Assembly Rule 26 of the
1970 Regular Session of the Legislature,

5 Appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar for a two-year term expiring
December 31, 1971.

¢ Appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar for a two-year term expiring
Decembeér 31, 1970.
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1971 REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL
OF CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCTION

The Judicial Council in the discharge of its constitutional duty is
required to survey the condition of business in the several courts and
to report and make appropriate recommendations to the Governor and
the Legislature at the commencement of each general. session. (Cal,
Const., Art. VI, See. 6.) This 1971 Judicial Council Report contains
the Council’s report and its recommendations to the 1971 General
Session of the Legislature for amendment of certain laws relating to
practice and procedure.

Continuing the practice commenced in the Nineteenth Biennial
Report, the Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the Courts,
which is the staff agency serving the Council, is also included. The
annual report containg summaries of the continuing activities of the
- Judicial Council and its staff. It also includes detailed statistical data

on the volume of business in all the courts for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970.

(8)
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CHAPTER 1

PROCEDURE FOR TRANSFER OF CRIMINAL CASES

Under the Penal Code when a criminal case is pending in a superior
court and the court finds that the defendant cannot obtain & fair and
impartial trial in the county, upon application of the defendant the
case must be transferred to ‘‘the proper court of some convenient
county free from a like objection.’’! A similar provision authorizes
the transfer of a case from a justice court to another judicial district®
These statutes implement constituticnal prineciples which have been
held to require a transfer from a trial court when there is a ‘‘reason-
able likelihood’’ that a fair and impartial trial cannot be held therein.?
Although there is no statutory provision of this kind relating to the
municipal courts, the constitwtional requirement undoubtedly applies,

The number of criminal cases being transferred to obtain a fair trial
and avoid the effects of prejudicial pretrial publicity has greatly in-
creased in recent years, undoubtedly as a result of the court decisions
of the last few years.* This increase has underscored the inadequacies
of the existing statutory procedures governing the transfer of eriminal
cases, oL

Perhaps the most signifieant problem is the failure of the California
statutes to provide an orderly system for determining where to trans-
fer a case. Present law does not require prior consultation with a court
before transferring a case to it, nor is there any regunirement that an
attempt be made to find a court that is not only free from prejudice
but also whose calendar is relatively uncongested. Although in most
cases as a matter of courtesy the transferring court has notified the
receiving court before ordering the transfer, there have been instances
where transfers were made to heavily congested courts without prior
notice when there were other courts that could have more easily ac-
cepted the burden. In such instances the Chairman of the Judicial
Council may thereafter receive urgent requests to provide judicial
assistance to the receiving court to prevent its calendar from being
completely disrupted.®
1Pen Code §§ 1033, 1035,

3 Pen. Code § 1431,

2 Pain v, Superior Court (1970) 2 Cal, 3d 46; Maine v. Superior Court (1968) 68

Cal, 2d 375, See Sheppard v, Mazwell (1966) 384 U.S, 333,
The Standards relating to Fair Trial and Free Presa adopted in 1968 hy the
American Bar Association recommend that a change of venue or continuance be
granted whenever it is determined that because of the dissemination of potentially
prejudicial material, there is a reasonable likelihcpd that a fair trial cannot be
had. (Standard No. 3,2).

¢ See cases cited n.3. See also People v. Tidwell (1870) 3 Cal, 3d 62; Smith v, Su-
perior Court (1969) 276 Cal. App. 2d 145,

5 As a temporary measire the Judicial Council at its May 1970 meeting approved the
publication in the 4.0.C. Newsletter of a recommended procedure to provide prior
notification pending enactment or adeption of transfer procedures. Following is
the procedure recommended in the Ncwsletter article:

“The Judiclal CTouncil recommends that before transferring a case a court
should contact the presiding or sole judge of the court to which it intends to
order a transfer and advise him of the impending transfer. If the judge so con-
tacted advises that there are special reasons why the transfer should not be
made, the transferring court should notify the Chairman of the Judicial Couneil,
This will give the Chairman an opportunity to suggest that the case be trans-
ferred to another court if that be advisable or to provide some assistance to the
receiving court during the period in which the tranaferred case is tried.

“Thegse procedures do not limit the discretion of the transferring court to de-
termine where to send the case, The Judicial Council suggests, however, that they

be followed as a matter of courtesy to other courts and as an aid to the efficient
administration of justice.” (11) .
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Present. statutes governing transfers of criminal cases are also in-

adequate in that they do not cover munieipal court transfers, Appar-
ently such trangfers have been made under the constitutional man-
date, but the failure of the law to set forth any procedures has left
a troublesome void.
. The existing provisions of law also appear to be deficient and unfair
m.sof.ar as the costs of trying a transferred case are concerned. When a
criminal case is transferred from a municipal or justice court in one
county to a court in another county the law makes no provision for
payment of costs by the county in which the case originated. As preé-
viously state.d‘ there is no legislation at all with regard to transfers
from a municipal court, and Section 1431 of the Penal Code govern-
ing transfers from a justice court is silent with regard to costs.

Section 1039 of the Penal Code provides that when a case is trans-
fe}‘red by a superior ecourt ‘‘the costs aceruing upon such removal and
tma@ are a charge against the county in which the indictment or infor-
mation was found.”” The trial ‘““costs’’ reimbursable under this pro-
vision, however, have been interpreted to include only such charges
as costs and fges of jurors and witnesses, reporters’ fees and expenses
of the transeript and fees of assigned counsel. Salaries of the judge
court officials and attaches and the public defender are not reimburs-’
able.® Moreover, if a judge is -assigned to aid the court to which a case
i trans.ferrec".i the ‘cost of the assigned judge must be paid by the
county in which the trial is held and not the county in which the case
originated. Thus, a substantial finaneial burden may be placed. on a
county to which such transfers are made.”

The lin}ited reimbursement provision of Section 1039 may be con-
trasted thh the broad provisions of Section 4700 of the Penal Code
which prqwdes for the reimbursement of all costs ineurred by a county
When an inmate of a state penal institution is tried for a erime com-
mitted in the institution or for an escape. These costs include a pro
rata share of the salaries of the judge and court attaches, costs of

legal representation and costs of maintaining and transporting the
defendant,

Proposed Transfer Procedures

It 1s proposed that these defects in existing transfer procedures be
remedied by the enactment of legislation and the adoption of court
rules as follows: _

(1) The Penal Code would be amended to provide for the transfer
of a eriminal case pending in any trial court when there is a rea-
sonable likelihood that a fair and impartial trial cannot be held
in that court.® .

(2) El'th‘er party'vyould be permitted te apply for a transfer. While
existing provisions of the Penal Code permit such application by
the defendant only, there may be occasions when pretrial pub-

"0 may be moted ther doad 1880
y be note a ode v. Proc. § 397 authorizing the t £ n
when a fair and Limpartial trial cannot be had in t}r':g coﬁrtr?nns\sﬁmric?lf t?-..ié'"ca%%s?g
{Jﬁggi:ugcﬁo?rt&llg?egg glx:gvl{glc;n fordrei?mursement of costs, It is probable, however,
T anda, N v
s ars pald by (o ors are ), of course, certain of the costs in a civil case
See_note 3, supra. The “reasonable likelihood" standard was adopted by the Cali-

fornia Supreme Court in Peonle v. Maine (1968) 68 Cal. 2d 37§ -
plicable to all cases tried after the Afaine d(ecisio)n became ﬁna:jl. » and made ap

e b e 3 e L
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licity or other causes prevent the state from obtaining a fair
trial.? The Standards adopted by the American Bar Association
provide that a change of venue may be granted on motion of
either the prosecution or the defense ‘‘except as federal or state
constitutional provisions otherwise require.’”” The quoted limita-
tion was included in the Standard because the constitutions of
some states contain a provision granting a right to trial by a
jury of the county or vicinage where the offense occurred.’® In
the states with such a constitutional provision the courts have
divided as to whether a change of venue may be permitted
without the defendant’s consent.!! The California Constitution
contains no such provision expressly requiring trial in the
county or the vicinage and despite an early California case to.
the contrary there appears to be no substantial question as to
the validity of the proposed statute permitting a transfer on the
request of the prosecution,!2

(8) The legislation would provide further that the Judicial Council
shall adopt rules prescribing the procedure for transferring
cases, This would permit a desirable flexibility of procedure and
follow the trend toward use of Judicial Council rules to imple-
ment a statutory framework, as for example in the new Family
Law.13

(4) The proposed legislation would also add language shailar to
that of Section 4700 of the Penai Code to provide for reimburse-
ment of all costs of the county to which a criminal case is trans-
ferred. Claim for such costs would be made on a form approved
by the Judicial Couneil.** In addition, Section 4700 of the Penal

- %See American Bar Assoclation, Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal Justice,

Standards Relating to Fair Trial and Free Press (1966) 124,

WId, at 119, 124.

U Ann, State’s Right to Change of Venue in Criminal Case, 161 AT.R. 949, (1946)
supplementing Ann. 80 A.L.R. 355 (1932); Note, 60. Colum. L.Rev. 349, f
n, 29 (1960); A.B.A,, supra n. 10 at 124; Commonwealth v. Reilly (1836) 324

Pa, 558, .

1In People v. Powell (1891) 87 Cal. 348, the Court held that a statute authorizing a
change of venue on application of the district attorney on the grounds that no
Jury could be obtained for the trial of the defendant in the county where the
action was pending was unconstitutional. It was the Court's view that Art. I,

7 of the State Constitution providing that the right to trial shall be secured
o all and remain inviolate included the right to a trial by jury chosen from the
county or vicinage of the offense. Although never expressly overruled by the
Supreme Court, the Powell case has been impliedly repudiated by various cases
permitting the trial of defendants in counties other than where the offense oc-
curred in accordance with legislation granting jurisdiction in such cases. (See
People. v, Richardson (1934) 138 Cal. App. 404, 406, citing People v. Prather
(19061) 134 Cal. 386 and Bradford v. Glenn (1822) 188 .Cal. 350; see also People
v, York (1962) 207 Cal. App. 2d 880). The Richardson and York cases upheld
the provision of the Penal Code (§ 4701, formerly § 787) granting jurisdiction to
any county in the state to try a defendant charged with escaping from a state
prison, In 1951 a provision very similar to that held unconstitutional in People v.
Powell and deleted by the Legislature in 1305 was added to the Penal Code as
Section 1033.5. Moreover, there is considerable authority. that under the common
law the prosecution had a right equal to that of the defendant to move for a
change of venue in order t¢ obtain an impartial trial (see n. 12, supra).

It also appears that the framers of the U.S. Constitution did not assume that
the right to jury trial included the right to a jury of the vicinage. A provision
granting a right to be tried by a jury of the vicinage was rejected in favor of
the present provision of the Sixth Amendment granting the defendant the right
to a trial by an impartial jury "of the state and district where the crime shall
have been committed” (sce Williams v. Florida (1970) 399 U.S. 78, 93-97).

1 Clv, Code § 4001.

% It is proposed that the form contain provisions governing its preparation (by the
court clerk), certification (by the judge) and submission to the auditor’ for
forwarding to the county in which the case originated. Incorporation of these
provisions in the form makes it unnecessary to include in the proposed legislation
all the statutory detall now found in Pen. Code § 1039.1 (as amended 1970
Stats., Ch. 193),
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Code and Section 15202 of the Government Code relating to re-
imbursement of costs by the state 1% would be amended to author-
ize reimbursement to the county which has been charged with
the costs when a case is transferred.16

(5) In accordance with the proposed legislation, rules would be
adopted by the Judicial Couneil governing such transfers. The
proposed rules would follow substantially the provisions of Sec-
tions 1034~-1038 of the Penal Code but would provide further
that when a trial court determines that a eriminal action must,
be transferred the court shall advise the Administrative Director
of the Courts of the pending transfer, Upon being so advised the
Director would suggest a court or courts which would not be
unduly burdened by the trial of the case.

By reason of the collection and compilation of court statistics, the
Administrative Director of the Courts is in a position to determine
which courts would be able to assume the burden of a transferred
case. His responsibility in the matter, however, would be strictly lim-
ited to suggesting a court which is not overly congested. He would
act pursuant to authority delegated to him by the Judieial Couneil in
order to expedite judicial business and equalize the workload of the

.

judges, and his suggestion of a court would not represent a determina-
tion on his part concerning the holding of a fair and impartial trial.
Occasionally it is possible that the transferring court will have reason
to believe that the case should not be transferred to the court named
by the Director, e.g., if it appears that similar prejudicial publicity
has occurred there. For this reason under the proposed rule the trial
court would retain full diseretion to determine where to transfer the
case and would not be limited to the court suggested by the Director.

It is proposed that the Administrative Director of the Courts rather
than the Chairman of the Judicial Couneil be given authority regard-
ing transfers since the Chairman is also Chief Justice and may at a
future time be required to hear an appeal or other proceeding in the
case and rule on issues relating to the transfer,

Recommendation

The following legislation and amendments to the California Rules
of Court would implement the recommendations::

Legislation

An act to amend Section 15202 of the Government Code and to amend
Sections 1431 and 4700 of, to add Chapter 6 {commencing with Sec-
tion 1023) to Title 6 of Part II of, and to repeal Chapter 6 (com-
mencing with Section 1033) of Title 6 of Part IT of, the Penal Code,
relating to change of venue in criminal cases.

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

SecTION 1. Section 15202 of the Government Code is amended to
read:

1 Section 15202 provides for relmbursement to a county for the costs of a homicide
trial when the costs are in excess of ten cents on the local tax rate.

In uddition, Section 1033.5 of the Penal Code authorizing the transfer of a superior
court case because of the exhaustion of all jury panels would be renumbered as
Sectlon 1034 and extended to cover cases in the municipal and justice courts,

E—
¥
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15202. A county in which is conducted a trial or trials of a person
for the offense of homicide or which s 7'espon_sible for the cost thereof
may apply to the Director of Finance for reimbursement of the costs
incurred by the county in excess of the amount of money derived by
the county from a tax of ten cents ($.10) on each one hpndred dollars
($100) on the property assessed for purposes of taxation within the

unty. . . .
coNo yreimbursement shall be made pursuant to this section if the
county, in the opinion of the Director of Finance, has sufficient ful}ds
in its treasury, not allocated or committed for other purposes, which

1d be used to pay such costs. .
eO%Ec. 2. Chapli):ely 6 (commenecing with Section 1033) of Title 6 of
Part II of the Penal Code is repealed. ' .

Sec. 3. Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 1033) is added to

Title 6 of Part IT of the Penal Code, to read:

CHAPTER 6. CHANGE OF VENUE

1033. A criminal action pending in a trial ecourt shal.l be transferred
on application of a party when there is a reasonable likelihood that a
fair and impartial trial cannot be had in the court in whlch.the case
is pending. The Judicial Couneil shall adopt rules governing such
transfers. . _

1034. When a criminal action is pending in a trial eourt,.the court
may of its own motion, or on petition of any of the parties to the
proceeding, order a change of venue to an adjoining judicial distriet
in the same county or to an adjoining county, as the case may be, when-
ever it appears as a result of the exhaustion of all the jury panels
called that it will be impossible to secure a jury to try the cause in the
original judieial distriet or county. _

1035. If the defendant is in custody and the case 1s.t1'ansfer1'ed to
a court in another county, the defendant shall be forthwith transferred
by the sheriff of the county where he is imprisoned to the custody of
the sheriff of the ecounty to which the case is transferred.

1036. When a criminal action is transferred to another county pur-
suant to this chapter all costs incurred by the county receiving the
case, which are not payable by the Department of Corre_ctlons pursuant
to Section 4700 of this code, for the transfer, preparation and trial of
the case, the guarding, keeping and transportation of the prisoner,
any appeal or other proceeding relating to the case and th_e execution
of the sentence shall be a charge against the county in which the case
originated.

1037. Claim for such costs shall be made on a form approved by
the'Judicial Council and shall be forwarded to the treasurer and audi-
tor of the county in which the case originated. The treasurer shall pay
the amount of such costs out of the general fund of his county.

SEc. 4. Seection 1431 of the Penal Code is amgnded to read:

1431. If the action or proceeding is in a justice court, a .chailge of
the place of trial may be had upon the filing of an affidavit at least
seven days prior to the date set for trial of the action or proceeding,
except in felony cases:

l.pWhen it gppears from the affidavit of the defendant that he has
reason to believe, and does believe, that he cannot have a fair and
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impartial trial before the judge about to try the case, by reason of the
prejudice or bias of such judge, the cause must be transferred to an-
other judge of the same or an adjoining judicial distriet,

2: When i appears from vits that defendant eannet have & faip
and impartiel triel; by renson of the prejudiee of the eitizens of the
judietal distriet; the eause must be trancferred to & judge of a judicial

3: 2. When it appears from affidavits of the prosecution that such
change will be for the convenience of the people and of the defendant
and when the defendant and his attorney, if any, consent in writing, to
such change, the cause must be transferred to a judge of another
judicial distriet in the same county.

A copy of the affidavit must be served upon the other party to the
action or proceeding at least six days prior to the date set for the trial
of the action or proceeding.

See. 5. Seetion 4700 of the Penal Code is amended to read:

4700. 'Whenever a trial is had of any person under any of the pro-
visions of Section 4530 of this code, whenever a hearing is had on the
return of a writ of habeas corpus prosecuted by or on behalf of any
prisoner in the state prison, whenever a prisoner in the state prison is
tried for any crime committed therein, or whenever a prisoner trans-
ferred to a county correctional facility pursuant to Section 2910 or to
a community correctional center pursuant to Section 6253 is prosecuted
for a erime committed in such institution or for eseape, and whenever
a trial or hearing is had on the question of the insanity of any such
prisoner, the county clerk of the a county where sueh trial or hearing
is hed wncurring any costs in connection with such matter must make
out a statement of all the costs incurred by the county for the investi-
gation, and the preparation of the trial, and actual trial of such case,
or of the hearing on the return of such writ, and all guarding and
" keeping of such prisoner, while away from the prison, the transporta-
tion of the prisoner to and from the prison (when such transportation

was performed by the eounty), the costs of appeal. and of the execu-

tion of the sentence of such prisoner, properly certified to by a judge
of the superior court of such county; whiek. The statement must be
sent to the Department of Corrections for its approval 4, and after
such approval; said ‘department must cause the amount of such costs
to be paid out of the money appropriated for the support of the De-
partment of Corrections; to the-county treasurer of the county where
sueh triat or heaving was hod incurring such costs .

Recommended Amendments to California Rules of Court

Rules 840 to 844, inelusive, would be added to the California Rules
of Court as follows:
Rule 840. Transfer of criminal cases

Rules 840 to 844, inclusive, shall govern the transfer of eriminal
cases pursuant to Section 1033 of the Penal Code.

Rule 841. Application and hearing

Application for the transfer of a eriminal case shall be by affidavit
filed with the court setting forth the facts upon which the application
for transfer is made. A copy shall be served upon the adverse party

I PR STE ts
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at least one day prior to the hearing on the application. At the hear-
ing counteraffidavits may be filed. At the request qf the defendant tl{e
application shall be heard and determined in his absence when it
appears that popular prejudice is so great as to endanger his personal
safety.
Rule 842. Selection of court

When the court in which the action is pending d‘etern}ines that
there is a reasonable likelihood that a fair and im'partlgl trial cannot
be had therein, it shall advise the Administrative Director of the
Courts of the pending transfer, Upon being adwsegl the Director
shall, in order to expedite judicial business and equalize the work of
the judges, suggest a court or courts that would mnot be unduly
burdened by the trial of the case.

Rule 843. Order of transfer

The order of transfer shall be entered upon the minutes or the
docket and the clerk shall immediately - make out and transmit to the
court to which the action is transferred a certified copy oﬁ the order
of transfer record, pleadings and proceedings in the action includ-
ing the undertakings for the appearance of the defendant and of the

witnesses. ' N
Rule 844. Proceedingsin court receiving case

The court to which the action is transferred shall proceed as if the
action had been commenced in such court. If it is necessary to have
any of the original pleadings or other papers before such gourt, the
court from which the action is transferred shall at any time upon
application of the district attorney or the defendant, ox:der such
papers or pleadings to be transmitted by the clerk, a certified copy
thereof being retained. . .




CHAPTER 2

SEALING OF CRIMINAL TRANSCRIPTS BEFORE TRIAL

In Craemer v. Superior Court (1968) 265 Cal.App.2d 216 the Court
of Appeal held that a trial court may issue an order temporarily re-
stricting public inspection of grand jury transcripts. In that case the
trial court had, in effect, ordered a grand jury transeript to be perma-
nently sealed from public inspection. The trial judge had also stated
that he planned to seal all future transeripts to eliminate pretrial
publicity by the press in eriminal cases.

In a2 mandamus proceeding the petitioners (a reporter and the editor
of a local newspaper) contended that although the Penal Code re-
quired the transcript to be withheld from the public before the de-
fendants were taken into custody, thereafter the transeript must be
open to public inspection.?

The appellate court found that under California statutes grand jury
transcripts were public records, and noted further that in the absence
of a ‘‘contrary statute or countervailing public policy, the right to in-
spect public records must be freely allowed.”’ 2. Since there is no statu-
tory provision restricting public inspection of grand jury transeripts
after a defendant is apprehended any such restriction must therefore
beljustiﬁed on the ground that it is required by a countervailing public
policy. g

The court held that since grand jury proceedings often contain
criminal records, alleged confessions and other matters which may be
prejudicial to the defendant, the court’s duty to protect a defendant
from prejudicial pretrial publicity is a countervailing publie policy
which justifies reasonable restrictions on the public inspection of grand
jury transcripts. Any such restriction, however, must not permanently

deny the right of public inspection of the grand jury records. The
appellate court stated:

In our opinion a proper order can require that grand jury tran-
seripts not be disclosed to any person (other than those specifically
mentioned in Penal Code section 938.1) until a specified reasonable
period of time after a copy thereof has been delivered to the de-
fendant; provided that if the defendant, during such time, shall
move the court that such transeript, or any portion thereof, not
be available for public inspection pending trial, such time shall be
extended subject to the court’s ruling on such motion. With regard
to multiple or unapprehended defendants, we recognize that prob-
lems will oceasionally occur. These situations must be met as public
policy and the justice of each case require. '

1Pen, Code § 938.1 provides in relevant part that after an indictment has been found

the ‘‘county clerk shall not exhibit-the transcript to any person other than the
disttrigt attorney nor divulge any of its contents until after the defendant is in
custody,”

4 Craemer v. Superior Court (1968) -265 Cal. App. 24 216, 222. Subsequent to the de-
ciston in the Craemer case the Legislature revised the law relating to public
records (Stats. 1968, Ch, 1473). Th

€ new law provides that nothing in it shall
‘be deemed in any manner to affect the status of judicial records as it existed
immediately prior to the effective date" of the law (Gov. Code § 6260). The right
to inspect public records is now provided by Gov. Code § 6253. Prior to the en-
actment of the 1968 legislation this right was codified in Code Civ. Proc. § 1892
and Gov, Code § 1227,

(18)
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It is suggested that the order we deem proper ig too broad in
the sense that it applies to all grand jury transeripts, and th‘at
each case should, on defendant’s motion, be individually consid-
ered by the judge, who, if good cause exists, could then make an
appropriate order. This argument ignores the realities of our

- practice. Often transcripts are prepared and made available to

the public before the detendant is arraigned or has any kn_ow'vled‘ge
of the transeript’s content. The right ot 4 defendant to a fair trial
should not be left to the chance that he will ha've‘had an oppor-
tunity to secure a court order suppressing public inspection of a
grand jury transcript.?

Under the authority of Craemer superior courts may afiopt the pro-
cedures that case suggests for the temporary sealing of grand jury
transeripts. The failure of a court to adopt such procedures, how-
ever, may result in prejudice to a defendant and require postponement
or transfer of a trial or possibly appellate reversal of a convietion.

In order to determine whether the superior courts have revised t.helr
practices as a result of the Craemer case and to obtain the _v1ews.0t the
Judges as to the need for legislation relating to the sealing of tran-
scripts, a questionnaire concerning this matter was sent to each supe-
rior court. Korty-four courts responded, L

In answer to the question of whether legislation was needed to gov-
ern the sealing of grand jury  transcripts 'the rephes were almost
equally divided. A number of courts were of the view that since the
authority to seal the transeript had been upheld in Cra@ner there was
no need for legislation. Moreover, it was felt by some judges that the
instances where sealing is required are rare. Also in one or t‘w.o coun-
ties the local press apparently cooperates to prevent any publicity con-
cerning: the transcript. . S

Some of the rural courts reported no need for legislation 11}sofar as
their courts were concerned because they have few, if any, mdlct.mel.lts.
One such court reported, for example, that there had been no indict-
ments in the county for the past 20 years, ‘ )

On the other hand, judges who supported the enactment of legisla-
tion cited the desirability of uniform guidelines and procedures among
the counties. It was also suggested that legislation would better pro-
tect a defendant’s rights and may reduce the time spent by the court
on pretrial motions. ) R hot

The replies of the courts with regard to their practices indicate tha
few courts have changed their policies since the Craemer case. Only

11 of the responding courts had sealed the grand jury tranuscript in

at least one case.* Of these 11 only three followed the practice of tem-
porarily sealing the transeript in every case and only two others had
sealed the record in more than two cases. i

Although it could be argued that the very limited numbgr of tran-
seripts sealed indicates that thiere is little need for such sealing or any

legislation providing for such sealing, it is more likely that the lack

of activity of this nature indicates th.a}‘, few courts have taken jche
necessary precautions to avoid prejudicial publicity. Even assuming
3 At 227, -

q y the part of the
‘ unty reported that there has been a voluntary practice on
An%t&esg (i?otntg z.t?empt to examine any grand jury transcript until the trial.
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that there is no need to seal the records in most cases, unless some
system is established to provide for sealing the transeript in the ex-
ceptional case, a transcript may be inadvertently opened to the public
before the defendant is aware of its contents or has an opportunity to
request that the record be sealed. In order to insure privacy in the
exceptional case it is recommended that all grand jury transcripts be
sealed briefly to give the defendant an opportunity to examine the
transeript and make whatever motion may be appropriate.

It is recommended therefore that legislation be enacted which would
prohibit public inspection of a grand jury transcript until 10 days
after its delivery to the defendant or his attorney. The court would
be authorized to extend this period on motion of a party or on its own
motion pending its determination as to whether all or :part of the
transeript should be sealed. If the court determined that there was
a reasonable likelihood that release of any part of the transcript would
prejudice a defendant’s right to a fair and impartial trial, that part
of the transcript would be sealed until the defendant’s trial had been
completed,

This legislation would provide a uniform procedure throughout the
state and avoid the possibility of a trial court making an order that
was too broad: (as in the Craemer case) or, on the other hand, failing
to protect the defendant’s right to a fair trial®

California is one of the few states that has rejected the traditional
secrecy of grand jury transcripts. In most American jurisdictions the
transcripts are not open to the public and the defendant is afforded
very limited or no access at all to the transeript. Even with the pro-
posed amendment California will remain one of the most liberal juris-
dictions insofar as the right of the public to inspect such transcripts
is eoncerned.® ’ ‘

Following is the proposed legislation.?

An act to amend Section 938.1 of the Penal Code, relating to grand
Jjury transcripts.

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

SecTioN 1. Section 938.1 of the Penal Code is amended to read:
938.1 (a) If an indictment has been found or accusation presented
against a defendant, such stenographic renorter shall certify and file
with deliver to the county clerk an original transcription of his short-
hand notes and a copy thereof and as many additional copies as there
are defendants, other than fictitious defendants, regardless of the

8 Two of the replies to the questionnaire suggested that any rule for sealing grand
Jury transcripts should also be applied to transcripts of preliminary examina-
tions. It does not appear, however, that this s necessary. In most cases, the
grelimlnary examination is opéen to the public and sealing of the transcript would

e futile. In those cases in which the public is excluded on defendant's demand
pursuant to Pen, Code § 868 it is assumed that before the transcript is prepared
th%l;ietendant's attorney could request that it not be made available to the
public,

# Sep. American Bar Assoclation, Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal Justice,

. Standards Relaun% to Discovery and Procedure Before Trial (Teniative Draft,
May 1969) at 64-66; Calkins, Grand Jury Secrecy (1965) 63 Mich.L.Rev. 455 ;
%heirl}% Gré%%d Jury Minutes: The Unreasonable Rule of Secrecy (1962) 48

a.L.Rev, .

7The bill also provides that the original of the transeript rather than a copy shall
be retained by the court clerk for use by the judges. This will conform to the
1970 amendment to Pen. Code § 863 relative to transcripts of preliminary ex-
aminations (Stats, 1970, Ch. 1461).
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number of charges or fictitious defendants included in the same ir}Yes-
tigation, The reporter shall complete such certification and #£iling
delivery within 10 days after the indictment has been found or the
accusation presented unless the court for good cause makes an order
extending the time, The time shall not be extended more tha}l 20 days.
The county clerk shall deliwer file the original of the transcript se filed
with him , deliver a copy of the transcript to the district attorney imme-
diately upon his receipt thereof; shatt fet-am one eopy for ﬂee'enly by
f}ﬂdgesiﬁpfeeeeéiﬂgs%éiﬂgte%hemdieﬁﬂe&ﬁe»&eeﬂs&é&eﬁ;and
shall deliver a copy of such transeript wpen to each such defenc_lant
or his attorney. If the copy of the testimony is not served as provided
in this section the court shall on motion of the defendant continue the
trial to such time as may be necessary to secure to the. defendant re-
ceipt of a copy of such testimony 10 days before such trial, The eounty
is in eustedy= If several criminal charges are investigated against a
defendant on one investigation and thereafter separate indictments
are returned or accusations presented upon said several charges, the

. delivery to such defendant or his attorney of one copy of the transcript

of such investigation shall be a compliance with this section as to all
of such indictments or accusations. ) '

(b) The transcript shall not be open to the public nor its contents
divulged until 10 days after its delivery to the defendant or has attor-
ney. Thereafter the transcript shall be open to the pu.blw unless the
court orders otherwise on its own motion or on motion of a pm:ty
pending a determination as to whether all or part of the transcr_%pt
should be sealed. If the court determines that there is a reqsonable lzl.ce-
lihood that making all or any part of the transcript pgcblw may preju-
dice a defendant’s right to a fair and impartial trgal, that part of
the transcript shall be sealed until the defendant’s trial has been com-
pleted.




CHAPTER 3 |
POSTCONVICTION REMEDIES

Applieations for relief by persons confined in state prisons and in
county jails, as well as in other public institutions of confinement, have
burgeoned in recent years. The resulting problems for state and federal
courts, in the light of new requirements imposed by the United States
Supreme Court, have attracted nationwide attention.

In 1966 the Constitution Revision Commission proposed a simplifica-
tion of California’s judicial article which was aceepted by the Legis-
lature and adopted by the people.! This constitutional change, plus con-
forming statutory changes in 1967 and 1969, have set the stage for
the Judicial Counecil to take an in-depth look at the possibility of devis-
ing major improvements in our posteonviction procedures.

After preliminary investigation by its committees and staff, the Coun-
cil employed a research consultant to undertake a comprehensive back-
ground study of the problem.? That study is published in this Eeport
for the benefit of legislators, administrators. judges, lawyers and others
who may be concerned with the subject. The consultant’s study is, of
course, only the first step in a long-range effort to solve a problem that
has resisted the best efforts of many people throughout the country for
a long time. The Council plans to econtinue its work through a special
committee on the subject, and it will welcome the asistance and con-
tributions of others in that work. It has not considered or approved any
of its consultant’s recommendations ds yet and will welecome observa-
tions and comments from informed persons concerning those proposals,
as well as other proposals for dealing with the problem., Comments and
suggestions should be sent to:

Posteonviction Remedy Study

Administrative Office of the California Courts
4200 State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

1Pr0£osedtRevé§ion of the California Constitution (1966); 1967 Judicial' Council
eport, p. 65.

The California Constitution confers original jurisdiction to issue writs of
habeas corpus on every judge in every court. from the superior court level to
the Supreme Court level. (Cal. Const,, Art, VI, Sec, 10.) If a postconviction
procedure statute, as ‘in Illinois, were to place jurisdiction primarily in the
general trial court with an appeal to the higher courts; California's Constitution
{‘;elqus!res a written decision to be prepared on every appeal, (Cal, Const,, Art.

. ec, 14.)

*Cal, Sgats. 6%&967' Ch, 17; Cal. Stats. 1863, Ch. 38. See 1370 Judicial Council Re-
port, p. .

8 See consultant's study, infra:
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A STUDY OF POSTCONVICTION
PROCEDURES IN CALIFORNIA*

*This study was prepared by Mr. Jack Leavitt, a member of the California bar, at
the req’[lest otp the Judicial Councll to assist it in its study of the problems in
the field of postconviction {ex{nedtiﬁs. Tl}etgpinlotrﬁs and. recommendations con-
tained in this study are entirely those o e author.

Mr. Leavitt (B.K.. 1951, Brooklyn College; LIL.B., 1357 and JLA,, 1958, Uni-
versity of.Illinois; LL.M., 1963, University of California at Berkeley) s n.lso a
member of the bar.in Illinois. An experienced trial and appellate lawyer, he
has written for The Hastings Laav- Journal, The California LawdRevlew, The
Stanford Law Review, Crime and Delinguency, The Trial Lawyer's Guide and
other legal publications. He has also lectured at the John F. Kennedy School of
Law and the San Francisco Law School,
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THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

To regain their freedom, more and more state prisoners have been
making postconviction collateral attacks on the supposedly final judg-
ments against them. Where only 89 state prisoners sought federal aid
in 1940, over 12,000 filed petitions for relief in federal distriet courts
in 1969, leading the Chief Justice of the United States to urge the
states to develop adequate postconviction procedures for their own
prisoners.! ,

Statisties for California show that in fiscal 1961-62, state prisoners
filed 1,167 original proceedings for collateral eriminal relief in all state
courts; by fiscal 1968-69, in addition to 2,733 filings for direet crimi-
nal appeals, the statewide total of postconviction petitions from our
approximately 27,000 prisoners had increased to 6,214.2 {As d parallel
in 1868, federal district couvts in California took final action:on 1,015
habeas corpus petitions frow: California prisoners.)3

The impact of these posteconviction petitions has led the California
Judicial Counecil to seek ways of improving the present methods by
which our courts deal with habeas corpus and similar procedures for
collateral relief, The Couneil’s present interest has focused on attempts
by state prisoners—i.e., convieted felons—to obtain their freedom or to
modify the terms of their confinement, independent of any direet ap-
peals they may have filed. While the rights of certain county prisoners
(i.e., those who have been convicted and sentenced for misdemeanors)
are peripherally involved, no attempt has been made to deal at the
present time with writs sought by defendants awaiting trial (who
allege, for example, that the jailer has denied them a clean shirt for
a court appearance), or by persons institutionalized under the provi-
sions of eivil mental health statutes, or by individuals alleging unlaw-
ful private confinement (as is sometimes found in child custody mat-
ters).

1 Burger, Remarks on the State of the Federal Judiciary before the American Bar
Association, August 10, 1970, 56 A.B.A.J. 929, 931 (1970). See also Burger, Re-
marks on State Criminal Cases in Federal Courts before the National Association
of Attorneys General, February 6, 1970 (privately reproduced) ; Case v. Nebraska
(1965) 381 U.S. 336, concurring opinions of Clark, J. and Brennan, J, For a
discussion of this problem from the viewpoint of a federal Court of Appeals,
see Peters v. Rutledge (5th Cir, 1968) 397 F.2d 731,

The literature on habeas corpus and postconviction problems is extensive, For
a comprehensive, not-guite-persuasive and badly timed analysis of the problem,
see Bator, Finality in Criminal Law and Federal Habeas Corpus for State
Prisoners, 76 Harv.L.Rev. 441 (1963), For an excellent historical review, with
reasoned evaluation, see Developments in the Law-—Federal Habeas Corpus, 83
Harv,L.Rev, 1038~1280, A good short summary is found in Meador, Accommodat-
‘g’é_ré “ngtﬁte( lc&iginal Procedures and Federal Post-Conviction Review, 50 A.B.A.J,

ATor _the fiscal year 1961-G2 statistics, see the dnnual Report of the Administrative

flice of the California Courts, published Feb, 3, 1964, which gives those figures
in comparison with those of 1962--63, pp. 67, 68, 84,

For the fiscal year 1968-69 statistics, see the Annual Report of the Adminis-
trative Office of the California Courts, published Jan. 5§, 1970, pp. 77, 80, 148
Except for filings in superior court, the precise number of petitions for habeas
corpus or similar posfconviction relief is not distinguished from other original
criminal proceedings. Virtually all of the tabulated filings, however, appear to
be habeas corpus. See p. 81.

3See State Post-Conviction Remedies and 4 Uniform Rule of Federal Habeas Corpus,
(Tentative Draft No, 2, May 1970), p. 30. This work, scheduled to be publighed
in the Willilam and Mary L.Rev. (fall 1970), gives comparative statistics for
all federal courts and summarizes what the states are doing to provide post-
conviction remedies. For a concise view of the: many existing approaches to
postconviction procedures, this work is a fine summary, though it provides mini-
mal insight into whether an apparently well-intentioned system really works in
its detailed functioning.

(26)
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As an independent consultant retained to make appropriate recom-
mendations to the Council, I have sought answers through conferences
with judges and administrative personnel in California and several
other states, through research and through personal experience.* What
I quickly learned—in what seems like a naive revelation—is that the
answers. I received bore a direct relationship to the questions I asked.
Whenever I shifted my perspective, 1 obtained different results, de-
pending in large part on which of the following issues were raised :

1. How can we prevent prisoners from filing worthless applications?
2. How can we assure each prisoner a full and: fair hearing for his
grievances?
3. How can we lighten the present postconviction workload of our
state courts? :
4. How can we lighten the present postconviction workload of the
federal courts?
5. How can we process a prisoner’s grievances in such a way that,
even if his claims are rejected, the record will show his constitutional
rights were protected ?
6. How can we establish day-to-day administrative procedures for
posteconviction claims while allowing our courts to continue having
- wide scope to grant extraordinary relief in extraordinary circum-
stances?

The question on which I ultimately settled as a guide was, of course,
a compromise: How can we administratively manage a large volume of
invalid posteonviction claims to permit their prompt disposition on
routine grounds, made of record, while we remain able to marshal all
necessary judicial resources in deciding the arguably valid claims?

For reasons which form the body of this report, I have concluded
that the problem, like a lingering illness, is incurable—but 4s manage-
able. Hesitantly optimistie, I view the solution in this way: The supe-
rior court, as a trial court having initial contact with a defendant,
must take prophylactic measures to prevent the rise of grievances out-
side the written record. The Court of ‘Appeal, with increased man-
power, should bear the brunt of processing and evaluating the pris-
oners’ petitions, partially through wuse of broadened appellate
procedures. The Supreme Court should function .as it customarily does
in other litigation, granting a hearing only to those cases it considers
worthy of decision by the state’s highest court.

In trying to establish any workable system of postconvietion reme-
dies, we should recognize how difficult it is to create procedures which
must satisfy conflicting—and often irreconcilable—legal values. Until
¢ Much of my research embodies interviews with state and federal judges (ranging

from a California justice court judge to a retired Associate Justice of the United
States Supreme Court), court administrators, public and private attorneys and
¢ourt clerks. Within California I discussed these matters in Los Angeles, San
Francisco, Sacramento, Oakland, Richmond, San Rafael, Fairfield and El Cer-
rito, Outside California 1. conferred with judges or court administrators in New
York, New. Jersey and Illinois. (As might have been expected, my out-of-state
discussions did not provide a readymade solution for California’s problems. What
I obtained, however, were sufficiently different shadings of opinion. on mutually
encountered difficulties to help me clarify the. procedures I have ultimately
recommended.) )

‘Without the warm and vigorous cooperation I received from all these szources,
this report could not have been written. While my thanks, perhaps, may take the
form of recommendations with which they disagree, I have tried to record the

many divergent views so that postconviction problems are :learly delineated.
‘When a workable solution is devised, the credit wiil be widely shared,
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we have acknowledged an all-pervasive tension in the law, we cannot
accept any answer as satisfactory, simply because the answer is likely
to heighten the tensions in the areas where it has assumed away its
prermises.

‘We should remind ourselves at the outset that our system of eriminal
procedure thrusts a factfinding process into a framework of constitu-
tional inhibitions. As a result, we routinely experience friction in de-

ciding whether to grant relief to an accused eriminal whose guilt seems’

clear but whose conviction was tainted by irregularities. Throughout
our history, we have insisted it is far better to free ten guilty men (or
100, or 1,000, depending on the mathematician) rather than convict
one innocent man, At the same time, we have clamored against the loop-
holes and technicalities which courts use to restore freedom to our
most despised criminals. Try as we may, we have not yet reconeciled our
fear of e¢rime and our desire for justice.

In-the posteonviction area, this conflict between guilt-in-fact and
innocence-by-law takes on special significance. The persons seeking

court relief are nearly always men in confinement and are the most

likely individuals to have committed the erimes which led to their im-
prisonment. While they now press for a judicial penstroke to set them
free, in the past they had either pleaded guilty to the charges against
them or were convicted after a eontested trial and, if they appealed,
had the judgments of guilt affirmed by the higher courts. Judging by

ordinary procedures, society has found them deserving of punishment,

Yet posteonviction claims persist and multiply, causing substantive
and administrative problems throughout the mnation. What gives the
petitioning prisoners their right to attention is the unique status of
the help they seek. They insist—often crudely, illiterately and arro-
gantly-—that the state government has unlawfully imprisoned them
and that the price of their confinement is the destruction of consti-
tutional guarantees dating back to the Magna Charta. ‘‘Free me,”’
the prisoners invoke the name of the Great Writ most closely asso-
cinted with personal liberty, ‘‘because habeas corpus prohibits my
illegal detention.”’ o

Onee we accept the postconviction concept as a proper judicial fune-
tion, even though it is not par* of constitutional due process® we
should exsmine the changing boundarvies in this field, Until fairly re-
cently, the thumbnail deseription of habeas corpus relief held that:

... . Its only office is.to determine whether the particular judg-
ment, order or process, the validity of which is attacked, is within
the jurisdiction of the court or officer making or issuing it. The
writ does not lie to correct errors and irregularities committed in
the exercise of jurisdiction, but cognizance is taken only of such
defects as render absolutely void the proceedings under which the
petitioner is imprisoned.”

s Sandery v. United States (1963) 373 U.S. 1;.Fay v. Noia (1963) 372 U,S. 391;
Totwnsend v, Sain (1963) 372 V.S, 293, )

% See North Carolina v. Pearce (1869) 395 U.S, 711; In re Shipp (1965) 62 Cal.2d
547, See Kuufman v, United States (1965) 394 U.S, 217 for the statement that
Congress has determined that full protection of prisoners’ constitutional rights
requires the availabllity of a mechanism for collateral attack.

TIV Bancroft, C'ode Practice and Remedies 4294 (1928). See also Cov .nent, Criminal
Law; The ["se of Habeas Corpus for Collateral Attacks on Criminal Judgments,
36 Cal.LLRev. 420 (1948). And see Collings, Habeas Corpus for Convicts—Con-
atitutional Right or Legislative Grucer 40 Cal.L.Rev, 335 (1952).
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This simplistic view is no longer tenable. By paralleled but uneven
processes, both the United States Supreme Court and the California
Supreme Court have utilized the Great Writ as the ultimate corrective
for constitutional errors occurring almost anywhere in our criminal
procedures.® The issue of jurisdiction has been displaced by that of
fairness, since the writ:

. . . is not now and never has been a static, narrow, formalistic
remedy; its scope has grown to achieve its grand purpose—the
protection of individuals against erosion of their right to be free
from wrongful restraints upon their liberty.?

In an attempt to preserve the wide-ranging scope of the writ while
still regulating its frequency, the California Supreme Court has said
many times that habeas corpus cannot serve as a substitute for appeal.
Under this concept, the writ will not lie where the elaimed errors could
have been but were not raised on appeal—unless special circumstances
excuse the failure to use appellate procedures.

While couched in the negative, this position. is bound to encourage
litigants to use habeas in addition to or instead of an appeal (except
where the appeal is equally attractive and available). If all other ave-
nues were closed to a litigant, no one determined to protect his rights
could be certain, in advance, that his case lacked the requisite special
circumstances to impress the court. Only after the petition were filed
could the validity of the collateral approach be determined. Rather
than prevent cases from reaching the calendar, this rubric provides a
justification for the courts, after examining the facts, to summarily
dispose of many mattérs without a full opinion.

In a single recent volume of the California Reports, for example,
habeas corpus was utilized to litigate the following issues before the
Supreme Court: use of an invalid prior -conviction in determining
penalty 1! and guilt; 2 resolution of a jurisdictional dispute between
the state’s narcotics addicts’ rehabilitation program and that of Syn-
anon, a private orgahization; '3 disqualification of jurors because of
their attitude towards the death penalty;™ validity of a condition of
probation requiring the defendant to repay the county for court-ap-
pointed counsel’s fees; 1% introduction of a codefendant’s confession as
8 See, e.g., Harris v. Nelson (1969) 394 U.S. 286: Davis v. North Caroling (1966)

384 U.S. 737; Sheppard v. Mazwell (1966) 384 U.S. 333; Pate v. Robinson

(1966) 383 U.S. 375; Jackson v, Denno (1964) 378 U.S. 368: Irvin v, Dowd

(1861) 366 U.S. 717; In re Jackson (1964) 61 Cal.2d 6500: In re Winchester
. (1960) 53 Cal.2d 528, See also In re Kaéy (1970) 1. Cal, 34 930,

Jones v, Cunningham (1963) 371 U.S. 236, 243 ; Peyton v. Rowe (1968) 391 U.S, 54,
66. See Dicey, The Law of the Constitution 235 (1885) for a 19th century. view
of the scope of the writ: “The authority to enforce obedience to the writ is
nothing less than the power to release from. imprisonment any person who in the
opinion of the Court is unlawfully deprived of his liberty, and hence in effect to
put an end to or to prevent any punishment which the Crown or its servants
may attempt to inflict in opposition to the rules of law as interpreted by the
judges. The judges therefore are in truth, though not in name, invested with the
means of hampering or supervising the whole administrative action of the gov-

ernment, and of at once putting a veto upon any proceeding not authorized by
" the letter of the law,”
In re Black (1967) 66 Cal.2d 881; In re Shipyp (1865) 62 Cal.2d 547; In re Dixon
(1953) 41 Cal.2d 756. :
U In re Huddleston (1969) 71 Cal. 2d 1031.
’: In re Dabney (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1. .
;Iu re Marks (1969) 71 Cal.2d 31; In re Walker (1969) 71 Cal.2d 54.
In re Seiterle (1969) 71 Cal2d 698; In re Hillery (1969) 71 Cal.2d 857; In re Bl
(1962%)9'!:;}1 Cal.2d 2145 In re Arguello (1969) 7t Cal.2d 13; In re Hill (1969) 71

Cal, .
WInre Allen (1969) 71 Cal.2d 388.
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it affected the defendant’s right of confrontation;® reinstatement of
dismissed misdemeanor complaints after an unsatisfactory plea bargain
was set aside ; *7 revocation of parole; 18 validity of a prior conviction;1?
propriety of an in-court identification after a police lineup;2° consti-
tutiorinlity of restrictions against handbill distribution around a pri-
vate shopping area;®' and the propriety of a trial court’s holding an
attorney in contempt.?? Surely if Volume 71 of the California Reports
teaches anything to a litigant, the lesson is: When in doubt, apply for
an extraordinary writ.

Only by creating subject matter barriers (like those prohibiting col-
lateral attacks in state court. based on unconstitutional searches and
seizures)? will the courts be able to lighten their calendars by dis-
couraging prospective litigants from seeking help (assuming the liti-
gants reject the ‘“Why not take a chance anyway?’’ approach). To
afford significant relief, this renunciation in advance would require the
courts to choose popular objects of controversy as beyond their scope,
(Rarely urged subjects are virtually self-eradicating.) Yet no matter
how carefully drawn the exclusionary list may be, the courts would
have to adopt a blinders philosophy of either optimistic certainty (*‘Iu
area X, the judicial system is free of errors.’’) ‘or of indifference (‘‘Al-
though some injustice may oceur, we are not prepared to correct it.”’).
Neither philosophy allows rational deliberation about the merits of each
case, which is the hallmark of the judicial function in our society.

For matters other than prisoner relief, the courts have available
effective sanctions with which to control frivolous litigation. In the
prisoner field, however, economic sanctions are fruitless because most
prisoners are indigent. while sanctions like dismissal of an action for
defects on the face of the petition present no greater penalty than
the prisoner would endure if he failed to present his grievances. A
possible means of setting controls on the substance of prisoners’ peti-
tions (and, in consequence, on the quantity of those documents which
reach the courts) is for the Attorney General to follow up all blatantly
false petitions with prosecutions for perjury. To the extent that sys-
tematic prosecutions are carried on, the courts’ burdens will be di-
rectly inereased by the number of such cases, while the exemplary
effect may well be negligible. (How much of an additional sentence
would be necessary to deter a prisoner serving an indeterminate term
from secking his immediate freedom through an over-embellished peti-
tion?) Perjury prosecutions might limit the writ-writing activities of
individual prisoners (though their being convicted anew would open
fresh channels for their posteonviction skirmishing), but the likelihood
of dramatic examples cutting the flow of applications from other pris-
oners seems small. Flad punishment been a sufficient example to. them
in the past, they would not have committed the crimes whose conse-
quences they are now resisting.

8 fyre HUT (1969) 71 Cal.2d 997 ; In ve Sears (1969) 71 Cal.2d 379,
2 In ye Dapper (1969) 71 Cali2d 184,

M I re Bennatt (1969) 71 Cal.2d 117,

1 People v. Coleman. (1969) 71 Cal,2d 1159.

® In re Hill (1969) 71 Cal.2a 997.

o In re Lane (1969) 71 Cal.2d 872,

®2 Iy re Hallinan (1969) 71 Cal2d 1179

# Seq In re Sterling (1965) 63 Cal.2d 186. But see Pineda v, Craven (9th Cir. 1970)
424 F.2a 369,
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HOW OFTEN IS JUDICIAL RELIEF GRANTED

By showing a willingness. to -correct unconstitutional eriminal pro-
cedures, we are inviting claims of error from prisoners whose reasonable
self-justification is that they are being unfairly punished. Assuming
that we believe currently prevailing constitutional law will endure
for an indefinite period (because of inertia, our respect for precedent,
or the fact that serupulous concern for individual rights reflects our
highest ideals), we must measure the net total of judicial relief that
answers this torrent of grievances.

On the federal level, Justice Tom Clark has said that if history is
any guide 98 percent of prisoner petitions will be frivolous so that,
because of sheer numbers, these applications can be given only cursory
attention,®* (At a time when the United States Supreme Court’s over-
all calendar had some 2,000 cases annually, another justice estimated
that if every case on an average list were actually considered at con-
ference, it would receive only 33 seconds of discussion from each
justice.)?® Using Justice Clark’s ficures, at least one commentator has
asked whether the seemingly unlawfully jailed 2 percent of petitioners
should Janguish in prison because judges were too busy for them.2S

Based on his experiences in the Western District of Missouri, a
federal judge has found reason to dispute the widely held view that
posteonviction applications rarely have merit:

I have yet to find a judge, state or federal, who is not surprised
to learn that almost half of all posteconviction motions properly
processed by evidentiary hearings in one metropolitan state trial
court, during less than a year’s time resulted in the granting of
some form of relief to the petitioner. I have found that judges,
both state or federal, who have actually conducted a number of
posteonviction evidentiary hearings are not as surprised as judges
who have not had that experience. The assumption that only rarely
will a case of merit be uncovered would seem to be placed in doubt
by the first sampling reported by one Missouri trial court whieh is
conscientiously making application of the prineciples of the tril-
ogy.2? :

Of the approximately 6,200 posteconviction petitions filed in Cali-
fornia courts in fisecal 1968-69, roughly 5,300 were disposed of—i.e,,
denied—vithout either a formal hearing or a written opinion.?® While
statewide statisties are unavailable to show how many of the remaining
900 petitions (673 in superior courts) were ultimately denied or
granted, interviews with various judges indicated that few applications

"Fag v, Noia (1963) 372 U.S. 391, 445, dissenting opinion. In Thomas v. Teets (9th
ir. 1953) 205 F.2a 236, where the court granted rellef, it gave assurances that
.. .. habeas corpus proceedings were not emptying state penitentiaries,
% Prottyman, Death and the Supreme Court 248—49 (Avon ed., 1961).
"‘Legm]lfzd,( I«;e&eral Habeas Corpus for State Prisoners, 1 Law In Transition Quarterly
' 1964).
7 Oliver, Postconviction Applications Viewed By A Federal Judge—Revisited, speech
glven at the Ninth Circuit Judicial Conference, San Francisco, California, July
18, 1968, 45 F.R.D, 199, 217 .
For an extensive discussion of Applications for Writs of Habeas Corpus and
Post Conviction Review of Sentences in the United States Courts by several
federal judges, see 33 F.R.D. 363-505. See also Carter, Pre-Trial Suggyestions for
Section 2255 Cases, 32 F.R.D. 391.
* See Note 2.
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produced the desired relief.?® As one prisoner pointed out, ‘‘more men
still escape from prison than gain freedom through writs of habeas
eorpus.’’ 30

Even though we cannot overconfidently insist that the low measure
of prispner success proves their claims lack merit (sinee the judicial
gystem under fire is also the one deciding whether its procedures are
faulty), we can legitimately assert our respect for the integrity of
California’s administration of justice. Qur substantive and procedural
rules, while subject to abuse, provide full scope for the repair of con-
stitutional infirmities, This being so, our objective in the postconvic-
tion fleld must remain gualitative, not quantitative, If, for example,
the number of prisoners arguably deserving colliteral relief would
rise from Justice Clark’s suggested 2 percent to a new level of 10
percent, the increase would attest to the faslure of our judicial institu-
tions. We could not have a viable system of justice if we routinely de-
nied constitutional rights to, say, 10 percent of our convicted defend-
ants.

The danger of our success, however, is that it can insulate us from a
willingness to aceept the possibility of error. Qur arguably fault-ridden
‘2 percent’’ so seldom materializes in the here-and-now that we often
view the rejection of 98 percent of claims as a waste of time. Aceord-
ing to one federal district judge, writing in 1947, the Great Writ:

... is not a plaything of penitentiary inmates to accomplish tem-
porary vacation visits to the federal courts, nor is it a convenient
instrumentality for vexing courts with repetitions and unmerito-
ripus pleas. . . . The last few years have seen the right to its use
beecome a penitentiary *racket.’’ 3

To ilustrate his point, the district judge noted that in a ten-year
period, 63 Aleatraz inmates filed 251 petitions, with a further break-
down revealing that 26 prisoners accounted for 167 petitions and that
a gingle prisoner registered 16 successive petitions about his confine-
ment, ‘‘Most of the recent Supreme Court pronouncements,’’ observed
the judge, ‘‘arise out of these petitions,”’ 32 Yet if the judge’s observa-
tions concerning successive applications are correct, we might be more
troubled by those cases in which the courts had denied pleas for jus-
tice inany times before continued attempts- by hard-headed prisoners
prompted the United States Supreme Court to articulate new constitu-
tional guidelines. We should also wonder about the fact that sometimes,
it appears, the prisoner whose case inspires black letter constitutional
® To got n working dden of the time superior court judges actually spend on indi-
vidual petitions for relief, 1 prepared a short questionnaire that went out to a
small snmple of countles, requesting data for June and July 1970. The results
indicated a wide variation, from a low of 7 minutes off-bench tlme per petition
to & high of 12 hours., On-bhénch time ranged from 0 to 60 minutes, Apparently
each petition mnkes its own demands,

¥ Larson, A Prisoner Looks At Writ-1Writing, 56 Cal.L.Rev. 343 (1968).

% Goodman, UUse and Abuse of the Writ of Habeas Corpus, address given at the 1947

Annual Conterence of the 9th Circult, 7 F,R,D, 318, 314, 316.
urd, nt 316,
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doctrine cannot himself benefit from the principles as applied to his
own case.?

DUE PROCESS AND RECOR[ﬁMAKING

Due Process In Fact and In Appearance

Unlike the great classics of English literature, which we universally
praise but never read, these petitions must be examined before they
can be deemed valid or invalid. We cannot escape this obvious chore.
Even though the judges’ eommon reaction may be, ‘‘There’s nothing
there,”’” what the prisoners say poorly may nevertheless contain a basis
for relief. The reading of these allegations should be insightful rather
than hostile because:

. .. the imaginative handling of a prisoner’s first motion would in
general do much to anticipate and avoid the problem of a hearing
on a seeond or successive motion. The judge is not required to limit
his decision on the first motion to the grounds narrowly alleged,
or to deny the motion out of hand because the allegations are
vague, conclusional or inartistically expressed. He is free to adopt
any appropriate means for inquiry into the legality of the prison-
er’s detention in order to ascertain all possible grounds upon which
the prisoner might claim to be entitled to relief. Certainly such an
ingquiry should be made if the judge grants a hearing on the first
motion and allows the prisoner to be present, The disposition of
all grounds for relief ascertained in this way may then be spread
on the files-and records of the case.3

The prisoners’ complaints will be aimed at the process of convietion
or the terms of imprisonment, or both, and may include unintelligible
rambling, broad statements of law culled from a storm of precedents,
reargument of matters previously decided at trial or on appeal, requests
for help in preparing petitions for relief (including demands for tran-
seripts of earlier proceedings), eomplaints about the trial attorney’s
skills and services, invitations to long-term correspondence and the
like. From this miscellany, the court will have to make an initial de-
termination of what the prisoner is trying to do and whether he has
any chance of success. :
At this point—the moment after a claim ig categorized—arises the
problem of what to do with it for the record. The options are to grant
or deny it summarily; to call for opposition from the Attorney General
or other interested public official; to order a hearing for argument of
legal issues; or to order a hearing (or a reference) for the development
of evidentiary facts on which a legal decision will turn, To many
NS0, for example, it was sald in Perkins, Cases and Materials on Criminal Law and
Procedure 742 (1952) that Mooney v. FHolohaw 294 U.S, 103 “will stand out In
history as a landmark in the law of habeas corpus because it suggested that any
conviction in a case in which any agency of the government had deprived the
convict of ‘his ‘constitutional right to due process of law, is in legal effect utterly -
vold."” Mooney, who had alleged in his United States Supreme Court victory that
the prosecution knowingly used perjured testimony against him, never established
these claims in court., He was freed by a governor's pardon, See Willlams, Due
Process 91-111 (1960).

# Sanders v, United Statcs (1963) 373 U.S, 1, 22-23, See also Lay, Post-Conviction
Rentedies and. the Over-Burdened Judiciary: Solutions Ahead, 3 Creighton L.Rev.,

5 (1969); Lay, Problems of Federal Habeas Corpus Involulng State Prisoners,,
45 P.R.D. 45, -
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Judges, however, the real difficulty here festers in the subsidiary ques-
tion:

How much judicial time and effort must be spent in rejecting a
valueless petition?

Whatever answer ultimately satisfles us, we must make sure it takes
into account the rendering of due proecess of law; the termination, as
opposed to the shifting, of grievances; and the sensitivities of rela-
tionships between state and federal courts,

Because the due process question underlies all others, it deserves
immediate attention. Without belaboring the subtleties or compiling
a list of substantive rights, we can understand due process in these
matters as an orderly proceeding before a fair and impartial tribunal
in which the petitioner has an opportunity to present and enforce his.
constitutional rights, On a scale of values, we are faced with the
prineiple that:

.+ . There is no hicher duty of a court, under our constitutional
system, than the caveful processing and adjudication of petitions
for writs of habeas corpus, for it is in sueh proceedings that a
person in custody charges that error, neglect or evil purpose have
resulted in his unlawful confinement and that he is deprived of his
freedom contrary to law.3%

The wrgeney of this language, however, is modified by the fact that
a court may summarily dispose of a frivolous application without briefs
or arguments,®® As a result, due process may be served even when the
mechanies of decision remain in the privacy of a judge’s chambers.
The petitioner’s request for help may properly be turned away with
nothing more than a posteard saying, ‘‘ Petition Denied.”’

Yet when a denial occurs without an express rationale to support
it, only the court which made the ruling can be sure of the internal
steps that led to its decision. Depending on our respective prejudices,
an outsider—whether he be the prisoner, a judge in a higher tribunal,
or a member of the public at large—must use wishful speculation to
fill in the gap between the petition’s filing and its actnal disposition,
even though we customarily suppose, in the absence of evidence to the
contrary, that official duties have been properly performed. Probably
the court, as a responsible tribunal, carefully serutinized the record,
researched the applicable law, and came to the irresistible conclusion
that the elaim had no merit. But how are we to know? %7

s ITarris v, Nelson (1969) 394 U.S, 286, 292, For a different view orn the significance
of habeas corpus, see My, Justice Darling, Scintillae Juris and Meditations in the
Tea Room 124 (London, 1914, 6th ed.) : "I would not be understood to mean that
the people have heen unwise In fighting for their charters, libertles, and settle-
ments; yet the benefits they have magst hardly obtained are, perhaps, not so
valuable as Is commonly supposed, and are never thoroughly enjoyed by any
except the turbulent and litigious. The dissent of a dissenter makes, after all,
but a small part of his life; a Quaker were little thé worse for having to take
an oath now and then; nor does n peaceful citizen often need habeas corpus.
Many of those incidents of our Constitution which some represent as its founda-
tlons are-in faet no more than luxuries of complaint, enjoyed by reason of the
general content which prevails.'

5 Hrernandes v, Schneckloth (9th Cir. 1970) 425 1,24 _89; but cf. Thomas v, Teets
(9th Cir. 1953) 205 ¥.2d 236. See also Carafas v. LaVallee (1968) 391 U.S. 234,
which states that after a certificate of probablé cause has been granted, a court
of appeals may still summarily dispose of frivolous appeals when the court
demonstrates the basis for its action. ¢f. Harris v. Nelson (1969) 394 U.S8. 286,

8 See Larsen, A Prigoner Looks At Writ-Writing, 56 Cal. L.Rev, 343, 353 (1968) for
a description of the “chaos” in the prisoners’ legal world when a federal judge
consistently denied petitions that were prepared according to a formula he haad
suggested In & published opinion,
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To the extent that we can never know anything—especially, cynies
insist, after we have received elaborate explanations—our ignorance
in the posteonviction field is a routine frailty. Conceivably we should
endure it with passive faith in the eorrectness of the judicial decision
against the prisoner. Unfortunately for this solution—which might
be the best short answer to the posteconviction problem—the rights at
stake are too significant to fade away by guesswork. For the prisoners
themselves, as evidenced by the number of successive petitions they
file, and for many courts which receive the repeated requests for help,
justice done in silence is a deficient procedure. The presumption of reg-
ularity often becomes subordinate to the suspicion that, for a prisoner,
due process in fact should include the appearance of having done due
process. )

Should we, then, forece a court system already overburdened with
worthless petitions to further immerse itself in the postconviction proe-
ess (to the detriment of other fields of judicial effort) by spawning
a literature of denial? Must the courts endlessly work variations on
the theme, ‘‘No merit’’?

If we believe that the appearance of due process is a luxury, pro-
vided due process in fact was done, we may well also believe that a
busy court need not, in effect, apologize for a correct decision, We
would maintain our faith in our judicial prodess without constant de-
mands for published proof of its virtue. In such an instance we would
prefer getting on with the real job—deciding cases fairly—and leaving
embittered speculations for disappointed prisoners and other brooders.
On the other hand, we might argue that the only distinetion between
an arbitrary decision and a judicious one is the rationale behind the
judgment. Take away the reasoning and we have nothing left but the
exercise of power—and unresponsive power is the keystone of arbi-
trary action.

Termination or Shifting of Grievances

Since law in action rarely matches justice in repose, we might step
away from the never-to-be resolved conflict between ideals and actuality
by asking whether, on a different level, summary dismissals of prison-
ers’ petitions yield practical results. We realize that a minimal time for
decision-writing benefits the deciding courts. But what of higher
courts? Does a summary decision in one place, like a superior. court,
terminate the posteonviction litigation or just shift the battlegrour_ld
elsewhere, as the California Supreme Court or the United States,Dis-
trict Court? o

Under the California Constitution and California practice, a peti-
tioner may initially file his postconviction application with the su-
perior court, the Court of ‘Appeal or the Supreme Court.® The statutes
which underlie habeas corpus procedure assume that the nex: step
after filing will be - ther the grant or denial of the writ itself, foilowed
(if the writ is giiuted) by a return from the person having eustod_y,
a traverse, a hearing and, finally, a remand or discharge of the pris-
oner. Because issuance of the writ requires actnal production of the
prisoner in court, however, our courts have shifted to a procedural
# See Pen. Code §§ 1475, 1508 ; Witkin, Cal. Crim. Proc. 76405 (1963). See the dis-

cu%‘s&g{\hg: r}:?ésgnégg—tlon&ﬂ%?aﬁ'itkin’s text will' be to Witkin, Crim, Proc. The

1969 Supplement is in: print and should also be referred to when the work ls
cited for the main text.
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framework in which orders to show cause why the writ should not be
granted have been substituted for the actual granting.’® In effect the
results are the same, but some statutory controls against abuse of the
writ process are based on court compliance with now obsolete pro-
cedures.

If a petition is summarily denied, the petitioner is apparently free
to continue filing his application with any appropriate court. (Res
juclz'cata does not bar reapplications for relief,)?® The successive courts,
in their turn, may continue to summarily reject the new petitions on
the ground that no change in the facts or the law substantially affect-
ing the petitioner’s rights has been disclosed since the first petition was
denied.®
. If a petitioner obtained a grant of the writ, followed by a hearing
in which he was remanded to prison, his subsequent activities are more
restricted. He may not thereafter be discharged from custody by a
court with the same general jurisdiction as the denying court, unless
he shows a ground that did not exist in fact at the time the writ was
issued, If he wishes to urge a point of law that had not been raised in
his original petition or at the hearing, he must do so before a higher
court,*? ,

‘While a prisoner may not appeal a superior court’s denial of his
petition, he may reach the Court of Appeal by a direct petition under
its constitutional jurisdiction. He may reach the Supreme Court either
by a new petition under our highest court’s constitutional jurisdie-
tion or, if a Court of Appeal has heard and determined the matter, by
applying for a hearing,*?

(Choosing the suitable court for filing a petition often creates stra-
tegic difficulties for the prisoner, As a general policy, a reviewing
court will not issue the writ unless the relief had previously been
requested in a lower court or unusual eircumstances are shown.** Yet
after a higher court has affirmed a conviction on the merits, some lower
court judges are hesitant to grant relief on a collateral point that
would have the effeet of reversing the judgment.)

Statisties will be helpful to show the flow of postconvietion peti-
tions. Of the approximately 6,200 applications filed in California courts
in 1968~69, 3,814 were filed in superior gonrt, 1,051 in the Court of
Appeal and 1,349 in the Supreme Court.® While we cannot readily
determine that the petitions rejected on a lower level are identical
to those which later appeared in the higher courts, many judges have
said that, ‘*Sometimes all they change is the caption on the first page
and file again a day after denial.”’ The general view is that, once a
prisoner files a petition, he will not be routed by a singls judicial
defeat but will work through available channels as long as he has the
least hope of success.
 Crin, Proe¢. 785 (stating that the writ does issue in superior court) ; 1 Cali-

/orn.f Criminal Law Practice (Continuing Education of the Bar) 395 (1964).
0 Smith v, Yeager (1968) 398 U.S, 122: Sanders v. United States (1963) 373 U.S. 1,

8§ Fay v. Nofa (1963) 372 U.S. 391,

For the application of res.judicata principles in habeas corpus cases affecting

child custody, see In re Croze (1958) 1456 Cal.App.2d 492 In re Browning (1850)

99 Cal.App.2d 337: It re Martin (1947) 79 Cal,2d 584,

g ro de la Roi (1946 28 Cal.2d 2645 I'nre Miller (1941) 17 Cal.2d 734.

¢ Sea Pen, Code § 1475,

@ See Pon, Code §§ 1475, 16065 Witkin, Crim, Proc. 764-65; In re Elias (1962) 209

ag Cnl.;}})ln.?.d 262, o ” o i ; o .
w re Hillery (1962) 202 Cal.App.2d 293; In re Elias (1962) 209 Cal.App.2d 262;

Witkin, Crim. Proec, 767-68.
# See Note 2.
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A court, therefore, which summarily rejects a petition without
stating the basis for its decision may expect that another court will
soon have to cover the same ground in dealing with the prisoner’s
renewed contentions. The new inquiry will necessarily be a vepetitious
effort, since nothing involved in the earlier decision will be known
except the result. The original research and reasoning will be lost to
everyone but the first court itself,

‘We must, consequently, ask ourselves to evaluate the posteonvietion
workloads borne by our different courts. Is it more advisable to re-
quire the superior courts to publicly state their reasons for denying
3,020 petitions in 1968-69, or to have the Courts of Appeal reinvesti-
gate as virginal applications the 1,051 petitions that reached them
during the same period, or to ask the Supreme Court to start from
serateh in processing its 1,349 applications for relief?

The Need to Mdke a Record

The promptings of judicial economy, as I see it, require that which-
ever court first takes action on a petition should memorialize its inves-
tigatory processes if there is a reasonable basis for believing the same
faets or issues will be presented to another court for another appraisal.

Although the first court may complain that it will have to do paper-
work for every petition, when possibly only one-third of that number
will be filed again, we cannot prediet which petitions will be so acti-
vated. The work saved at a higher level will justify a somewhat greater
expenditure in the lower courts. What is more, when a court gives a
prisoner a reason for its decision, there is a fair chance that the pris-
oner will accept the reason as valid and will not pursue his collateral
remedies beyond the point of rational explamation. For those cases,
the early statement of reasons may reprvesent the ever-popular stitch
in time. A later court would be free of many unmeritorious petitions,
while the losing petitioners, though disappointed, would be reconciled
to the weakness of their position. S

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONSHIPS

Federal Powers and State Remedies

Into this area of decision rendering and decision explaining fall
the sensitive and- intricate relationships between federal and state
courts which have made the solution of postconviction problems a
national issue of constitutional proportions. Beginning with the first
Judiciary Act in the United States, in 1789, federal courts have had
the specific power to issue writs of habeas corpus to inquire into the
cause of a commitment.*” Though the power itself must orviginate in

# See Larsen, 4 Prisoncr Looks at Writ-Writiny, 56 Cal.L,Rev, 343, which states that
by summary denials, courts seem to say that those in prison are presumptuous
to think they are entitled to constitutional protections,

In a full-day visit with the court administrator and a number of judges in
New Jersey, the most consistent advice I received was to give a statement of
reasons whenever a petition was denied, The New Jersey courts write brief or
skeleton opinions, rather than.the full opinlons we use in California, but the
widespread feeling was that a statement of why the petition was denfed would
lielp convince many prisoners their pleas were actually heard. Successive applica-
tions would then be eliminated. To the men with whom 1 discussed postconviction
problems, the difficulties were no more serious than in any other field of law,

9 Kaufman v, United States (1969) 394 U,S, 217 Carbo v, United States (1961) 364
.S, 611 In re Neagle (1889) 135 U.S, 1,
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written enactments, the meaning of habeas corpus may be taken from
common law principles. In 1867, the writ was legislatively extended to
benefit state prisoners and its scope was expanded to authorize relief
when any person was restrained of his liberty in violation of the Con-
stitution, laws or treaties of the United States.!8 Allegations of un-
constitutionality are still the key to state prisoner applications.

When petitioned for help, a federal district court ordinarily works
to preserve state court prerogatives, The initial determination is
whether or not the prisoner has exhausted his state remedies. If not,
federal courts will generally refuse to proceed further and will leave
the prisoner to seek state relief,49

Wouaiver and Forfeiture in State Court

.

In checking on available state remedies, the federal court limits its
inquiry to those remedies available at the time the prisoner sought
help from the federal court and not to remedies that might have been
available in the past."® Yet in many cases the state has provided a
means for testing the prisoners’ ¢laims and would have determined the
matter on the merits if they had made timely requests. Is it proper,
then, for a federal court to intrude into local affairs when the person
most directly affected by his confinement had failed to use routine
mechanisms to obtain freedom? In response, the United States Supreme
Court has said :

.+« A defendant by committing a procedural default may be de-
barred from challenging his conviction in the state courts even on
federal constitutional grounds, But a forfeiture of remedies does
not legitimize the unconstitutional conduet by which his convie-
tion was procured.s

Forfeiture as a catehword is not enough. To see whether the earlier
availability of state remedies should foreclose a prisoner from seek-
ing federal relief, the federal court must decide whether he surren-
dered his rights by a constitutionally valid waiver or by a deliberate
bypassing of orderly state court procedures.”? While valid waiver or
deliberate bypassing ordinarily bars federal intervention, the federal
eourt has no way of knowing from a silent record if this is what the
state contends, When the California courts dismiss a case without

X Ibid. In In ve Neagle, supra, the Court sald: “The enactments now found in the
Revised Statutes of the United States on the subject of the writ of habeas corpus
ure the result of a long course. of legislation forced upon Congress by the attempt
of the States of the Unlon to exercise the power of imprisonment over officers
and - other persons assertlng rights under the Federal government or foreign
governments, which the States denied.”

®8ee 28 15,0 § 2254(b); Revised Rules of the U.S, Supreme Court, Rule 31(5),
effective July 31, 1970; Buffalo Chief v, South Dakota (8th Cir, 1970) 425 F.2d
2715 Allen v, Perini (6th Cir, 1970) 424 ¥.2d 134; U.S. ex rel Sanders w.
I\‘I%zlﬂggg (3a Cir. 1968) 397 1°.2d 267; Martinez v. Craven (9th Clr. +1968) 397

But when a petitioner has raised his constitutional issues on appeal And has
lost, he need not resort to the stute’s postconviction procedures, See Roberts v.
LaVallee (1967) 389 U.S, 40: Wood v, Crouse (10th Cir, 1968) 389 F.2d 474
Application of Stecker (D.CQD,NJ, 1966) 271 F.Supp. 406. If state law has
changed bétween the petitioner's appeal and his present applleation for relief,
there Is disagreament on whether he must reapply for relief in the state court.
Compare U.8. ex rel Holmes v, Mancusi (2nd Cir, 1970) 423 F.2d 1137 with
Ackley 2. Californta (9th Cir. 1968) 397 F.2d 271,
WFO% §~, Noja (18063) 372 U.S, 391, See also Jones v. Hale (D.C.S.D.Ala. 1967) 278

uph, | .
SL Ray v, Rgﬂa (1963) 372 U.S. 391, 9 L.Ed, 2d 837, 882, -
) 379 U.S. 443; Fay v, Noia (1963) 372 U.S, 391,
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stated reasons; the federal courts have no adequate guidance from the
tribunals whose judgments are being assailed.?

TUnder long-standing principles of federalism, if a state court judg-
ment rests on independent, adequate state grounds, a federal court will
decline to review the judgment even though federal questions have
been included in the deecision, But here we must distinguish between
state substantive and procedural grounds., Where the state ground is
substantive, the judement will stand even if a federal court would
have reached a different result as to the federal ground. In such in-
stances, the federal court abstains from exercising jurisdiction to
avoid giving advisory opinions.?* _

With respect to state procedural grounds, this justification gloeg not
apply. When a procedural default under state law bars a constitutional
challenge to the conviction, the state is preventing nnplementﬂtpn of a
federal right. Accordingly, the issue of when and how a failure to
comply with state procedural rules precludes a federal court from_even
considering the matter, is itself a federal question. Unless compliance
with the state’s procedural rule serves a legitimate state interest, a
prisoner’s procedural defaults do not prevent vindication of his federal
rights,5s

Before a federal court can know whether a California decision
stemmed from substantive or from procedural compulsion, the publie
record must provide this information, The record must be a chtual
chronicle, sinee the federal court cannot resolve bypass or waiver issues
simply by examining the facts recited and conclusions reached in a
state appellate decision about the prisoner’s claims.® Absent a proper
record, the federal court should not assume the state court’s judgment
was insulated from review, Considering that the federal distriet courts
in California took final action on 1,015 habeas corpus petitions in 1968~
69, the lack of detailed information from the state courts has caused
substantial difficulties in the pinning down of relatively simple facts
and concepts.

Adequacy of State Facifinding

Along parallel lines, a federal distriet court (which must dispose of
a petition ‘‘as law and justice require’’) * may presume that state
procedures were correct in determining a factual issue ~n the merits.
But this state-oriented presumption may be invoked only when a series
of “‘ifs’’ are satisfied:

1. If the factfinding procedure was adequate to afford a full and
fair hearing;
2, If the material facts were adequately developed ;
3. If the state had jurisdiction over the subject matter and the
petitioner;
4, If the petitioner, as an indigent, had state-appointed counsel at
the state hearing;
5. If the petitioner received & full, fair and adequate hearing;

&= Se?{fgtchinson v, Craven (9th Cir. 1969) 415 F.2d 278 ; Thomas v, Teets (9th Cir.

205 F.2d 236,
S Henry v, Misgissippi (1965) 379 U,S. 443,
5 Ibid,

% Pineda v, Craven (95h Cir, 1970) 424 F.2d 369, See also Selx v. California (9th Cir,
702, '

1870) 423 F.24 7
%728 U.S.C. § 2243,
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6. If the petitioner was not denied due process of law; and
7. If the factual determination was made on the merits and is
fairly supported by the record.’®

Federal Evidentiary Hearings

From the procedural viewpoint of the federal courts, a distriet court
must conduet an evidentiary hearing on a petitioner’s claims if the
material facts were not adequately developed at a state court hearing.?®
From the more sensitive viewpoint of at least one state court, these
standarcy have different implications: :

... It is obvious that the creation of the state right does not
for-close later use of the entire federal system and federal inter-
vention, More probably the state remedy will merely procure our
state distriet courts as masters and referees for the compilation of
evidence for the federal district courts. Since denial of the writ
in state court is not appealable, unsucecessful applicants will simply
file new but identical applications in the federal district courts.
This will enable federal district courts to exercise stronger and
more direct supervision of our state system. . . . If the ‘‘superior
authority of federal law’’ is to be asserted by one-man federal dis-
triet courts, our state judicial system should not voluntarily be
surrendered to the federal system for cur judges to become mere
referees, masters and law clerks in that procedure.%

State Court Options

‘We must decide for ourselves whether the federal procedure is a
threat to our state sovereignty, a useless burden on our court calendars
or a weleome safegnard for our citizenry..The attitude brought to this
work may be more important than the individual details of its admin-
istration.

In a summing up of present trends, we can recognize that, except
for a knowing waiver or deliberate bypass of state remedies, whenever
a prisoner makes an allegation of material fact which is outside the
record and which, if true, would have constitutional consequences
affecting his imprisonment, he is entitled to a federal evidentiary hear-
ing te establish the truth of the allegations, Confronted with this federal
rule, should the California courts also make themselves available to
every deft pleader in state prison{ We are not bound to do so:

. .. The United States Supreme Court has never reversed a state
court’s judgment denying post-conviction remedies and either
directed the state court to take jurisidietion or released a priv+iner

28 U.S.C. § 2254(d). See also Townsend v. Sain (1963) 372 U.S, 298.

® See Harrig v. Nelson (1969) 394 U,S.) 286 ; Kaufman v, United States (1969) 394
U.S. 217; Townsend v, Sain (1963) 372 U.S. 293; Hollingshead v. Wainwright
(5th -Cir, 1870) 423 I".2d 1059, As the Court said in Harris v. Nelson, supra at
300: “We do not assume that courts in the exercise of their discretion will
pursue or authorize pursuit of all allegations presented to them. We are aware
that confinement sometimes induces fantasy that has its base in the payanoia of
prison rather than in fact, But where specific allegations befoiw the court show
reason to believe that the petitioner may, if the facts are fully developed, be
able to demonstriate that he is confined illegally and is, therefore,. entitled. to
relief, it s the duty of the court to provide the necessary facilities and pro-
cedures for an adequate inquiry. Obviously, in exercising this power, the court
ynay utilize familiar procedures, as appropriiate, whether these are found . in the
civil. or criminal rules or elsewhere in the ‘usages and principles of law.'"”

® State ex rel Barksdale v, Dees (1968) 252 La. 434, 211 So.2d 318.
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on the ground that the state court was compelled to nccept jurls-
diction 5! .

One legitimate way of resolving the federal-state problem is to re-
main placid and relabel the controversy as a purely fed’cz’ral problem.
et the fellows across the street do what they want, state court
judges have implied abcc;ut their opposite numbers on the federal bench.
£ will anyway.”’ o

Tlg;yremainh]}:g 01)11y minimally active in the po_steqnthlon arena, 'ghe
state courts can passively resist federal cons_‘u.tqt}onﬂ trends which
they disapprove. Entirely within their responsibilities, the state courts
can use as a potent weapon the logjam bound to occur on the federql
dockets. The results of this inaction may range widely, from the possi-
bility of pressure by the lower federal 'Judlcmry on t}le United States
Supreme Court for a downgrading of its postconv;ctmn s‘tandards, to
the more extreme possibility that federal cour'gs_wﬂl.routmely release
aggrieved state prisoners whenever they file petitions 1n proper form.

However attractive this quitclaim defiance may be, the California
courts, I believe, must accept the realitigs of the feder'al system. Ulti-
mately the federal courts, as the final arbiters of the United States Con-
stitution, have greater power in this fleld than the state courts whose
actions they review. As soon as this ‘relationship is a.cknowle(}ge'd, the.
state courts should adapt their functions to 'ﬁt. efficiently within the.
federal scheme, treating the duality of jurisdictions as an 11}te_arlock1ng
proéess for adjudicating organic law. Sinee an aggrieved petitioner has
been arrested, tried and convicted by California cogrts, we should make
sure the same courts provide him with access to his full range of fed-

eral constitutional rights. We can, of course, do less but would such a .

position really be an admirable part of our jurisprudence? I think not.

CATEGORIZING PRISONERS' CLAIMS

Having worked through these nocessarily broad areas I fcrym:gr to
learn what postconviction policies are advisable for Qahformq .co-“n'ts,
T would now like to summarize my general position before detailing the
steps I believe we should take to implement the program on. a routine
basis, N R )

Postconviction procedures, in my view, are an aweinspiring nuisance.
They are largely unproductive of any‘ghmg but paperwork and e:zzfasperi
ation—yet they epitomize our libertarian spirit in a way .th;‘1t no or{n‘a
eloquence or marbled architecture can cqugxl. In processing t]yl‘ese”p edg
for help, we are admitting that the sovereign state may be wrong zlm
that its citizens deserve a chance to regain freedoms whlcl} were lost
through judicial procedures. In an admittedly imperfect fashion, we
are trying to keep a secular eye out for fallen sparrows. Be

From allegory to birdwatching, however, 1s a pan;fql leap. : ven
though we accept the principles underlying posteonviction relief, we

: i u.s
i .2d 547, 554, fn, 2. Cf. Smith v. Be‘nnett (1961) 365 .
nm {gss?rlxp&lfi}:?lei%eséo%ﬂ did not consider an argument that the state must offer
1 S iction remedy.

g S e Telore] conrl aceiny e st cons e I G
court should apply its own cons , L Comare I Tiforia (9th
(D.C.C.D.Cal. 1969) 208 ¥.Supp, 795, aff’d sub nom In ler v Californta e

8 31 .with In re Imbler (1963) 60 Cal, , S
Pt Gl 51 ko 08 Py Bt G0 i 00 68
. N 1 . . ) L
'of%ﬁgoggéggaltocgi’é 1§T€g7¥ng.ke an “Independent assessment of the record.
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have yet to find the manpower to carry out the job. With every level
of our court system fighting against a heavy workload, we have no
automatically available repository for posteconviction litigation, All we
can do is hope that by drawing distinet procedural lines we will be
highlighting the meritorius cases, reducing the unnecessary waste and
efficiently sorting out the unavoidable rubbish. When we reflect that
there is no time limit for the presentation of habeas corpus claims %3
and no ordinary application. of res judicata,® we should appreciate
even more the benefits of uniform practices.

A convenient step in expediting posteonvietion procedures is to note
that prisoners’ allegations can be categorized in fairly standard ways.
Virtually all claims will fall within the following framework:

1. The record shows conclusively that the allegations are true.

2, The record shows conclusively that the allegations are false.

3. The allegations are unintelligible, fatally vague, conclusionary or
wneertain,

4. The allegations, even if taken as true, fail to state facts which
entitle the petitioner to judicial relief.

5, The allegations are fatally inconsistent with previous statements
of fact the petitioner has made and no sufficient explanation for this
inconsistency has been given.

6. The allegations were, or should have been raised as factual matters
at trial and, as a consequence of the verdiet and judgment against
him, the facts were conclusively resolved against the petitioner, ex-
pressly or by neeessary implication, . v

7. The legal arguments now being presented were previously raised
at frial, on appeal or on a prior application for collateral relief and
were rejected there, and no change in the facts or the law has oc-
curred sinee then,

8. The legal arguments now being presented could have been, but
were not, raised at trial or on appeal. and no sufficient explanation
has been given to excuse the petitioner for this defanlt.

9. The allegations now being presented deal with matters which
ordinarily should have been raised at a much earlier time, and no
sufficient explanation has been given to excuse the petitioner for this
delay 90

10. The allegations, if taken as true, would entitle the petitioner to
relief, but the facts are outside the record.

11, The legal arguments now being presented, either because of a
retroactive change in the law or for other reasons, are primae facie
persuasive in favor of a grant of relief,

These categories, which identify both valid and invalid habeas
corpus grievances, provide guidelines with which a court may pursue

& In re Huddleston (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1031, See also Hawkins v. Bennett (8th Cir.
1970) 423 ¥.2d 948, where the time Interval between the alleged violation and
the grant of a remedy was 44 years. In Alameda County, California, a 42-year
perfod was recently reachad. See 1921 Conviction Vacated,” Oakland Tribune,
March 28, 1970, p. 2, col. 4,

Cf. IMitois v, Allen (1870) 397 U.S, 337, 25 L.Ed.2d 353, separate opinion of
Douglas, J,, stating that a lapse of time s not necessarily & barrier to a chal-
lenge of constitutionality but that In an appropriate case a petition should be
dismissed for staleness, ,

o Seg Note 40, ) .

!‘*Sc‘%oIon re Jones (1968) 266 Cal.App.2d 376, See also In.re Swain (1949) 34 Cal2d

}
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arguably valid petitions and may use helpful labels to dismiss valueless
nes.

° Unless a court is acting arbitrarily, it should have a reason for sum-
marily denying relief. Because that reason is predictable, a suitable
checklist can be made to save the court from having to reformulate its
concepts every time a new petition is filed. The court_routiuply will' b.e
able to categorize the petition under established headings with a mini-
mum of effort and will thus help a reviewing court later pinpoint the
same defects in the petition. For more complex cases, since the checklist
will be a guide rather than a restraint, the first court would have com-
plete flexibility to expand on its opinions. I therefore suggest that a
rule of court along the following lines be adopted to facilitate this
procedure:

Rule .. Grounds for summary denial of postconviction relief

An application for postconviction relief may be denied without a
hearing if the court finds in writing that: ) )

(1) The allegations, even if taken as true, fail to state facts which
entitle the petitioner to relief; or . .

(2) The allegations were or should have be_en.ralsed. at trial, on
appeal or on a prior application for postcomuctlon.l:ehef and as a
consequence were conclusively resolved against the petitioner, expressly
or by necessary implication; or

(3) The allegations are shown conclusively to be false by the ree-
ord; or : )

(4) The allegations are unintelligible or fatal_]y uncertain; or

(5) The allégations are fatally inconsistent with previous statements
of fact made to a court and no sufficient esplanation for the incon-
sisteney has been stated; or i

(6) The legal issues presented were or should have been ra.lsed at
trial, on appeal or on a prior application for posteconviction 1'eh_ef and
as a consequence were conclusively resolved against the petitioner,
expressly or by necessary implication, under circumstances where no
change in the applicable facts or law has since .occt.n'red; or

(7) Other good cause for denying the application has been shown
to be present. .

THE PROCESSING OF INDIVIDUAL COMPLAINTS

Sinee no checklist can substitute for the harsh analysis of a particular
set of facts, we must examine the categories themselves to see what
action would be most appropriate in each instance.

Where the Record Is Conclusive .
For those matters in which the vecord shows eonclqs.wely' thaj: the
petitioner’s allegations are true or false, the court has its easiest job.88

* See, e.g:, In re Bushman (1970).1 Cal.3d 767; In re Bennett (1969) .71 Cal.2d 117
In 11'73" Hayes (1969) 70 Cal.2d 604, 69 Cal.Rptr. 310; In re Boyce (1859) 51
Cal:2d 695. Although habeas corpus should be a speedy remedy, note that in In re
Boyce, supra, where the Attorney General had reco_mmended the writ issue, the
improper sentencing occurred on November 27, 1957 and the decision granting
relief was not rendered until March 10, 1959,

Note the admonition of the U.S, Supreme Court in Qonway . California Adult
Authority (1969) -396 U.S. 1030, 24 L.Ed.2d 295, saying that the Court felt im-
posed upon because the state Attorney General failed to produce timely data
from. the prisoner's. uncontroverted records, showing he was not entit'l.ed to th'e
relief he sought. (As an Assistant Attorney General explained to me, Conway’s
filed about 50 separate actions, We haven't got the staff to keep up with him.'")
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In deciding the exact date a prisoner’s sentence expires, for example,
the eourt has little more to do than checlk the relevant data in the
uncontroverted files./” By utilizing California Rule of Court No. 60
and by informally requesting the Attorney General to expedite trans-
mittal of the record, the court can ordinarily obtain all the information

it needs for a summary ruling. The problem points directly to its own
solution.

Where the Claim Is “Demurrable”

Flaws in Facts 6r Theories °

More difficult to deal with are those categories in which the peti-
tioner’s claims would, by analogy to a civil case, be demurrable, either
for stylistic or substantive reasons. The stylistic difficulties arise from
a lack of precision, The prisoner does not come to the point in a way
that can trigger court action. For reasons gometimes unconseiously
carved into the petition (such as illiteracy or mental disturbance). or
other times eonsciously but mistakenly heralded in capital letters (such
as a panoply of constitutional issues at the expense of mundane narra-
tive), the court realizes that the relevant details have yet to emerge.
By contrast, the substantive difficulties arise because'the details selected
by the petitioner, though serious to him, do not justify court inter-
vention. What the conrt might wonder in such a case is whether the
petitioner would have a legitimate elaim on the basis of other facts,
unknown to the court and unappreciated by the petitioner.98 At this
stage of the proceedings, however, curiosity is not an essential judicial
trait,

In summarily dcnying'rclief, the court may well rely on precedent
that:

... We are entitled to and we do require of a convicted defend-
ant that he allege with particularity the facts upon which he would
have a final judgment overturned and that he fully disclose his
reasons for delaying the presentation of those facts. This pro-
cedural requirement does not place upon an indigent prisoner who
secks to raise questions of the denial of fundamental rights in
propria persona any burden of complying with technicalities; it
simply demands of him a measure of frankness in disclosing his
factual situation.to

To uphold this argument, a court must assume that the faets relevant
to a particular controversy have such marked characteristies that an
illiterate or uneducated prisoner can isolate them at will from the
universal, historical continuum, For that assumption to. be valid, we
would have to rejeet a good deal of contrary legal lore about the inter-
dependence of fact and theory. In the words of one legal commentator
9 See In re Bennpelt (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1175 In re Clark (1959) 51 Cal.2d 838.

% See In re Willlams (1969) 1 Cal,3d 168, where the petitioner had filed two petitions
on inadequate grounds before he—and the Court-—realized he had pleaded guilty

to a crime he did not commit.
% In e Swain (1949) 34 Cal.2d 300, 304,

N
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. . . The difference between theory and fact is one of degree of
localization. What we call fact is theory tied closely to particular
events; what we call theory is descri‘p‘tion of fac}: with less emphasis
on the particular places and times of its happening. . . . The terms
““faet’’ and ‘‘theory’’ both refer to meaning, and since meaning
can never be completely localized, nor yet con‘lpletely divoreed from
application, the distinction between them is one of degree. . ..
The client can seldom state all of the relevant facts of his problelza
without prompting and questioning by the lawyt_ar. The lawyer’s
fuller stock of legal ideas makes certain fapts, which seem to have
no significance to the layman, crupial to him; and t.he lawyer sees
immediately that other facts, which the. ]a)_fman will dwell on in
detail, are immaterial. . . . No fact is significant without theory;
no theory is relevant without facts.7

If we require prisoners, with or without the aid of jailhouse lawyers,™
to prepare their own legal documents in this most sophlstxcated. area
of eriminal constitutional law, we should expect that some petitions
will be inadequately drafted despite their potenma} validity. Othe}'\\flse,
we are acknowledging, sub silentio, the superfluity of legal training.

Legal Advice and Assistance

Rather than dismiss an inadequately drawn petition out of h.and,' a
conscientious judge might be tempted to explain \yherg tl.le deficiencies
lie.” In a court situation, at least, a trial judge is within the boul}ds
of propriety when he gives helpful s_uggestion§ to a defepdant groping
for the proper means of expression.™ But doing so roptlr}e]y, in writ-
ing and at long distance would be an. anomalous practice in our accus-
atorial system of justice. Even assuming that our courts had.the time

to provide adequate counseling, judges are most properly suited to the

role of arbiters and not of advisors.”* To keep a sense of fairness and
perspective, they must remain somewhat aloof from the controversies
they are asked to resolve. o '

The best ways we have to give prisoners insight into the meed for
relevant facts is to provide them with legal counsel or to develop
simplified forms which affirmatively suggest the type of information
our courts seek. Either method, though advantageous in many respects,
has serious drawbacks. ) ) i

The threshold problem in making lawyers available to prisoners is
the actual availability of lawyers, especially since the Constitution dees

T i B v 1s0

" Morris, How Lawyers Think 31-32, 35-36 (1937; Swallow ed. 1962). Sefz i
Holimes, The Paf{h of the Law, from Collected Legal Papers. 168 (1920)i nT]hg
Teason why a lawyer does not mention that his client wore a white hatl w lewitlh
made a contract, while Mrs, Quickly would be sire to dwell upon: it along o
the parcel gilt goblet.and the sea-coal fire, is that he foresees ‘tha.t" the public
force will act in the same wuay whatever his client had upon his head. 1. 1970)

T 8ee Johuson v, Avery (1969) 393 U.S, 483; Gilmore v, Lynch (D.C.N.D.Cal.

F.Supp. s In re Harrell (1970) 2 Cal.3d 675. that if

¥ See Merril v. State (Alaska Supreme Ct. 1969) 457 P.2d 231, which states tma
the superfor court decides no material issue of fact exists and that the {)te t otréex:
is not entitled to postconviction relief, it may indicate to the parties 1t? n rix
tion to ‘dismiss the application and its reasons for so doing. The petitioner is
then given an opportunity tf)axc'lerl)ll,xé to the proposed dlsmissa}.

" People v, Marsden (1970) 2 Cal. . :

wu SeepPeople v, Willi(‘zms (1969) 269 Cal.App.2d 379. See also Rhodes v. Craven (9th
Cir. 1970) 425 F.2d 255, dissenting opinion.
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not require appointment of counsel for collateral attacks on a state
conviction.”™

Though some states provide legal counsel through a statewide public
defender’s organization, California still has no such office.”® Qur public
defenders are responsible to their respective counties and boards of
supervisors and not to the state government. Our only source of lawyers
for the predictable future will be volunteers in private practice. To
expect our approximately 30,000 attorneys to absorb an additional
6,000 indigent cases a year is an unrealistic projection. We should
still be able to depend on volunteers for those cases which have argu-
able merit, but cannot realistically hope for a corps of professional writ
writers.”
- Simplification of Forms

By modifying California’s currently approved form for habeas
corpus petitions, we might also give prisoners legal guidance in a more
general way, without the immediate need for attorney consultations.
As presently written, the Judicial Couneil form ™ requests the peti-
tioner to ‘‘State concisely the grounds on which you base your allega-
tion that the imprisonment or detention is illegal’’ and to ‘‘State
concisely and in the same order the faects which support each of the
grounds set out . . . .”” Nowhere does the form suggest what grounds
and what facts will impress the court. Presumably, if a prisoner is
bothered enough to feel his constitutional rights are being violated, he
should know what is bothering him. Yet this presumption adopts the
arguable proposition that relevant facts and theories are self-evident
and, further, that prisoners will understand the printed form well
enough to fill it out correctly.

In a recent survey, however, drawn from a national cross section
that was asked to complete five basic application forms, pollsters found
at least 18 percent of the adult population in the United States

% See Johnson v, Avery (1969) 393 U.S, 483; IHewkins v, Bennett (8th Cir, 1970)
423 1.2d .948; Anderson v, Heinze (9th Cir. 1955) 258 F.2d 479, which states
that except under most unusual circumstances an attorney ought not to be
appointed by o federal court to try finding something wrong with a state Judg-
ment, See People v, Gonzalez (1970) -7 Cal,App.3d 163,

As o matter of poliey, California will appoint postconviction counsel for indi-
genots under sentence of death. See In re Hill (1969) 71 Cal.2d@ 997; Pen. Code

§ 1239,

A Judicial Council proposal to establish a State Public Defender's Office to handle
appellate matters for indigent criminal defendants falled of enactment in 1870,
See Judlcial Council, 1970 Report, p. 15 and_Assembly Bill No. 497 (1970).

77 See. Comment, Righit To Counsel in Criminal Post-Conviction Review Proceedings,
61 CalL.Rev. 970 (1963). See also Dcuvelopments in the Law—Federal Habeas
Corpus, 83 Harv,L.Rev, 1038, 1202 (1970) ; “In view of the advantages to the
petitioner and the court of providing every haheas applicant with legal as-
sistance, the Supreme Court should use its supervisory power. over the lower
federal courts to formulate a uniform rule requiring the appointment of counsel
at an early state of every habeas proceeding. No other single change would do
S0 much to raise the standard of procedural fairness to a level commensurate
with the purpose of the collateral remedy." See also Larsen, 4 Prisoner Looks
At Writ-Writing, 56 Cal.L.Rev. 343 (1968).

Both Illineois (Ch. 38—Crim, Law & Proc.—Art, 122-4; IlLSupp,Ct. Rule No.
615) and New Jersey (Court Rule 3:22-6) do provide free counsel to indigents
in posteonviction matters. In discussions with the court administrator in these
states, I learned that the system appears to be working well. New Jersey has a
regularly established statewide public defender, while Illinois only recently estab-
lished such an office with the aid of federal funds under the Omnibus Crime
Contral .and Safe Streets Act.

In discussions. with court administrators froin Neiw York, I learned that they
find the programs acceptable—not as satisfactory as lawyers would be, but an
improvement over undiluted prisoner self-help,

8 Adopted effective Jan, 1, 1966, See Cal. Rules of Court, Rules 56,5 and 201 (f).
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affiicted with serious literacy problems that impair daily life.”™ That
population percentage, said to be a conservative figure, ‘‘lacks the
reading ability necessary for survival.”’” Their plight was shown by the
fact that 34 percent of the sample was unable to complete applications
for Medicaid; 7 percent for a personal bank loan; 8 percent for a
driver’s license; 7 percent for a social security number; and 3 percent
for welfare benefits. Since the most frequent literacy problems oceurred
among persons classified as poor, rural. southern, black, foreign-born or
over 50. we can reasonably expect prisoners to have a roughly eom-
parable failure rate. If nothing else, poverty will earn them a place
in this scale. o

Standardized forms, of course, are a necessary part of institutional
administration. To keep prison practices uniform throughout the state,
there should be some basic document used by all prisoners who wish
to obtain similiar relief. My suggestion is that we reduce the ‘‘Facts’’
section of the standard petition to more precise persons, places and
circumstances so that the petitioner will be given almost a skeleton out-
line for the narrative we demand from him. Under the ‘‘Facts’’ head-
ing, for example, I would structure the printed questipns this way
(omitting, with only a small sense of loss, our precious legalism,
“alleged’’) :

A. When were your rights violated?
1. Before your arrest? Yes: No:

2. During your arrest? Yes: No:

3. After your arrest but before trial? Yes: No:
4, During your trial? Yes: No:

5. During your imprisonment? Yes: No:

B. Who violated your rights?
1. The police? Yes: No: .
9. The district attorney? Yes: No:
3, The trial judge? Yes: No:
4. Your own attorney? Yes: No:
5. The prison authorities? Yes: No:
6. Someone else? Yes: No: Who?
C. You have just said that certain persons violated your rights. What
is the name and address of each person who did this to you?
D. What did each person do to violate your rights?
E. When did each person violate your rights?
. When each person was violating your rights, what did you say
or do to him?
G. When did you realize for the first time that your rights were
violated ¢
H. How did you learn that your rights were violated?
When you first learned that your rights were violated, what steps
did you take to get help? -
J. After you learned your rights were violated, what was the date
of the first step you took to get help?

™ The U.S, Adults Who Can't Read, San Francisco. Chronicle, p. 2, col. '1, Sept. 12,
1970; 18.5 Million Can’t Read Forms, Oakland Tribune, P. '1, col! 2, Sept. 12, 1970.
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K. Tf anybody says you took too long in trying to get help, how can
you explain the delay?

L. Who elge besides you knows the facts that shows your rights were
violated ¥ Give the full name and address of each person.

M. As far as you know, what can each person you have just listed
tell a court about the violation of your rights?

N, Have you ever discussed these matters with the persons who vio-
lated your rights? Yes: No:
1f s0, where and when?
‘What did each of you say?

Simplified as these questions are, they fail to educate the prisoner
on the necessary constitutional concepts into which his facts must fit.
‘We might be tempted to catalogue the likely grounds for relief—e.g.,
“Did the distriet attorney make a promise to you that he later
broke?’’ B0—but we could then reasonably expect that many prisoners
will seize upon all our suggestions as appealingly relevant, Instead of
helping to plot fictitious violations of constitutional rights, therefore,
we must balance the difficulties an untutored prisoner might face
against the possibility that other prisoners will use administrative fair-
ness as a means of disrupting the judicial system.

A court, therefore, may summarily reject a petition in which the alle-
gations are unintelligible, fatally vague, conclusionary or uncertain, or
i1 which the allegations, even if taken as true, fail to state facts which
entitle the petitioner to judicial relief,

Where the Prisoner Contradicts Himself
Missing Records and Multiplicity of Remedies

When an application for relief merits dismissal because the peti-
tioner’s current allegations fatally contradict his previous statements
of fact, and no sufficient explanation has been given for the incon-
sisteney, the court's difficulty lies in the absence from the record of all
velevant statements S

This lack of coordination and information retrieval stems from the
fact that in California, with its 58 separate counties and its many
penal institutions, a defendant has a wide range of potential reme-
dies. Qur stated position is that:

.. . Preservation of a defendant’s constitutional rights lies not in
multiple state remedies that will ordinarily produce the same re-
sult but in one effective state remedy plus an awareness on the
part of all state offieials that ultimate federal review is avail-
able, We expedite thie availability of that federal remedy by the
compilation of a full and adequate record and by insisting that
one remedy is ordinarily enough 52

Nevertheless, the idealization of one remedy is contradicted by our
actual practice, except for rare issues like objections to unlawful search
and seizure. Following the proncuncement of a felony judgment

® Sag Witkin, Orim, Proc. 242-44,

wRor an example of contradictory statements, see People v. Moore (1970) 6 Cal,
App.3d 612, For nn example of a confused record, see People v. Wheeler (1970)
& Cul..-\P'p.ad 634,

83 In ro Sterling (1965) §3 Cal.2d 1886, 489,

[P

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 49

against him, a defendant may appeal directly to the Court of Appeal
or, for good cause shown after time to appeal has expired, may ask
that eoutt for leave to file a late appeal; he may petition for a writ of
coram nobis to vacate the judgment or set aside his guilty plea due to
factual errors unknown to him or to the court; he may petition for a
writ of mandamus to compel the trial court to set aside its judgment or
order; he may petition for a writ of habeas corpus to free him from
illegal restraint. As he chooses his remedy, he acquires a set of manda-
tory procedures:

1. An appeal or a motion for leave to file a late notice of appeal
must be made in the appellate court having direct jurisdiction over
the trial court where the judgment was rendered.®®

2. A petition for coram 210bis must be filed in the trial court where
the convietion oceurred, but if the judgment was affirmed on appeal,
it must be filed in the appellate court which affirmed the judgment.®
8. A petition for mandamus must be filed in the appellate court
having direet jurisdiction over the trial court where the judgment
was rendered.?? ’
4, A petition for habeas corpus must (apparvently) be filed with
the court having geographic jurisdiction over the place where the
prisoner is confined, but if the prisoner has alleged facts which, if
true, would entitle him to resentencing, that court must transfer the
case to the court which rendered the judgment under attack®® (The
number of courts having primary jurisdiction over these petitions
during the term of the prisoner’s confinement will vary with the
geographic location of each penal institution in' which he was con-
fined.)

These variations in where to file a petition for relief sometimes coin-
cide with variations in the facts alleged from one petition to the next.
Tracking down ‘these inconsistencies when they occur would be a mateh-
less way of letting the petitioner himself state the facts that will deny
him relief. What is troublesome is the actual gathering of the relevant
data.

True erough, the Judicial Council’s posteonviction form anticipates
this difficulty by requiring the petitioner to describe.all his previous
applications about the same detention or restraint. Unfortunately, the
accuracy of our uncoordinated filing system depends on the prisoners’
memories and good will or on the case-by-case exertions of the Attorney

General’s office. We have no centralized data bank for this information.-

(Information of this nature is also relevant in a determination of
whether the petitioner’s application is identical to one that had al-
ready been denied, when no material changes in law or fact have taken
place.) .
Restructuring of Remedies

Computerization. To improve our knowledge of our own recorded
materials, we might develop a statewide data bank that contained a

® See Cal.Const., Art, VI, § 11; Pen. Code §§ 1235-46; People v. Acosta (1969) 71
Cal,2d 683; People v, Castillo (1969) 71 Cal.2d 692; Witkin, Crim, Proc. 62740,
Note that the Supreme Court has appellate jurisdiction when a death sentence
has been pronounced. Cal.Const,, Art. VI, § 11. .
# Pen, Code § 12653 Witkin, Crim. Proc. 616~18, 761.
5 See Witkin, Crim. Prooc. 758~61.
% See In re Haro (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1021, See discussion at Note 104,
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full history of the legal procedures each prisoner has engaged in, Doing
80 means that we will have to computerize information in a centralized
location or by means of interlocking, complementary tielines. We
would then have prompt access to all records about each prisoner,
from the time of his arrest, through his trial and appeal, and includ-
ing all his postconvietion requests;®?

The inauguration of a statewide data bank for the single purpose of
detecting inconsistencies (or unactionable similarities) in the postcon-
viction petitions, however, would probably involve an expense dispro-
portionate to the expected results. We need not set bear traps for field
mice, If the computer processing can be related to other useful pur-
poses, such as the work of the California Supreme Court, the Attorney
General or the Department of Corrections, the budgetary outlay may
well be advisable. Pending the availability of such-a source of informa-
tion, we are best advised, I believe, for the courts to ask the Attorney
General’s office to dredge up the inconsistencies in a prisoner’s sue-
cessive elaims or, when appropriate, to grant an evidentiary hearing
where the facts should emerge in a satisfactory way.

IFfrom an entirely different perspective, we should consider whether
a restructuring of posteconviction relief procedures would give us a
presently lacking coordination and economy of effort. I believe it will,

Geographic Coordination. Of the four customary ways for a convicted
defendant to challenge the judgment against him, three—i.¢., appeal,
coram nobis and mandamus—require that matters be processed in the
courts that have geographic jurisdiction over the place of conviction.
Only habeas corpus has required filing in the county where the person
is confined, though there is no longer a constitutional or: statutory
command for this praectice. Even then, the case must be transferred to
the place of convietion when the possibility of resentencing exists,58

A suspicion, no duubt, should arise that we wounld improve admin-
istrative coordination by arranging that all posteonviction petitions
from the same prisoner, relating to the same offense, should originally
be filed in the same court. With that suspicion I am in full accord.

Since petitions for habeas corpus are the only documents customarily
filed in the place of confinement, we should note how that procedure
arose. Barly in its history, habeas corpus was used as a means of fore-
ing a jailer, who arguably had no right to confine a prisoner, to bring
the prisoner into a court of competent jurisdiction. There the court
would determine the jurisdietion of the court or officer who had called
for the confinement. While the ultimate contention pitted the prisoner
against the sentencing court or officiel, the more immediate struggle
was between the prisoner who wished to appear in court and the jailer
who often tried to prevent him from asserting these rights.’? Until
fairly recently, for example, prison officials used their supposed censor-
8 The Judiclal Qonference of the State of New York, 270 Brosdway, New York City,

N.Y. has begun to operate a data bank to provide federal and state judges with
prompt Information about a petitioner’s previous applications for postconviction
relief, The Important fact to note Is that the system is8 an indexr and not a central
file. When a judge recelves an, application for relief, he {s expected to keep the
index current by sending in a completed form which shows the action he took
in deallng with it Identiflcation of prisoners i{s primarily based on their inmate
fdentification number,

= In r¢ Haro (1869) 71 Cal,2d 1021,
% Taswell-Langmead, English Consatitutional History 648 (4th ed. 1830).
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ghip powers to bottle up the petitions with which prisoners hoped to
regain their freedom,% and we still have complaints that prison routine
unconstitutionally deprives prisoners of their rightful actess to the
courts.” By making the jailer himself a party to a habeas corpus pro-
ceeding, the prisoner was sure a court could enforce its  decision
through contempt decrees and fines—and jurisdiction over the jailer
depended on where e was to be found.

Classieally, the jailer would be the person in'administrative charge
of the penal institution in which the prisoner was confined.?? In my
opinion, we no longer need such a restricted view to obtain habeas cor-
pus jurisdiction over the person with actual custody of the prisoner.

By statute, California provides that, ‘*The term of imprisonment
fixed by the judgment in a eriminal action commences to run only upon
the actual delivery of the defendant into the custody of the Director of
Corrections . . .”’? As the chief administrative officer of the Depart-
ment of Corrections (appointed by the Governor) and as a member of
the' Governor’s Couneil,” the Director has statewide power and re-
sponsibilities, Naming him as the prime respondent in all postconvie-
tion litigation will not only achieve a uniform practice throughout the
state, but will do so without creating any fictional custodians, Through
his department, the Directer of Corrections ¢s the person having cus-
tody of the petitioner. (In those cases where the Director of Correc-
tions does not have custody, such as matters dealing with incompetents,
with child custody or with a prisoner who should have been—but was
not—delivered to the Director of Corrections, the proper party can
readily be named without warping the overall picture.)

Considering that another statewide officer, the Attorney General,
ordinarily serves as legal eounsel for the responding party,?® we see
that geographic considerations associated with the place of confinement
have only fortuitous significance in our_chovsing the best location for a
posteonvietion matter to be processed.

For the sake of uniformity and coordination, I therefore propose
that habeas corpus petitions no longer be filed in the place of confine-
ment. Instead, they should be filed in the court which was in a position
to modify or set aside the original judgment, provided jurisdictional
standards can be met.%¢ That court would then decide the postconvic-
tion argument on its merits, but if the issues were best resolved in
another court, would transfer the matter {o the more appropriate juris-
diction. By channeling habeas corpus in this way we will also minimize
or eliminate the differences in form we now encounter for our various
ways of seeking similar relief.
® See Schaefer, Federalism and Criminal Procedure, 70 Harv/L.Rev. 1 (1856). See
a also In re Robinson (1952) 112 Cal,App.2d 626,

Johnson v, Avery (1969) 393 U.S. 483; Gilmore v, Lynch (D.C.N,D.Cal. 1970)
BT F,Supp, —————; In re Harrell (1870) 2 Cal.3d 675,
See Olson v, California Adult Authority (9th Cir. 1970) 423 F,2d 1326, a civil rights
suit which alsp failed as an application for habeas corpus because the prisoner
did not name the proper party having custody over him. Cf. Jones v. Cunning-
ham (1963) 371 U.S. 236, '
* Pen. Code § 2606,
% FPen, Code §§ 5051-56. ~ ;
¥ Designated persons in custody must serve their petitions on a district attorney or
city attorney. See Pen. Code § 1475. In practice, the Attorney General represents
the responding perty on the general principle, “The district attorney puts them In

prison; we keep them there.” ’
“See discussion at pages 104-127, iufra.
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Title of Petition. Whether we retain different labels for our different
posteonvietion procedures or group them all under the generic title
Application for Posteonviction Relief, we can establish harmony be-
tween the coexisting remedies. Perhaps the most convenient step at
present is to retain the existing titles until their use atrophies through
the gradual awareness of our new procedural format. In purposely
paying little current attention to labels, we will avoid charges that we
are suspending habeas corpus rights or destroying coram nobis rem-
edies, Soon enough, the distincetions will blur into the most desirable
procedure,

Where Issues Have Not Previously Been Raised or Are Not of Recerd

As we examine the several categories into which posteonviction ap-
plications are divided, we come to our most nettlesome set of problems.
Here we have those instances where relief might be denied because of
the petltloner s failure to raise certain factual or legal issues at an
earlier time.?” Since matters not raised are usually not in the record,
these cases are akin to ones where the petitioner has alleged facts out-
side the record whieh, if true, would entitle him to relief.%® Within this
mixture of problems, we find prisoners complaining of wrongfully in-
duced guilty pleas® ignorance of correct procedures during the trial
or in preparation for an appeal,’®® misconduct by the distriet attor-
ney,’®! and derelictions of duty or incompetence by the defense attor-
ney.'%2 A common thread running through these cases is that the pris-
oner is condemning a judge or an attorney for conduct that led to the
prisoner’s conviction, For posteonviction purposes, we must find ex-
peditious ways to make an adequate record of those events and conflicts
that ordinarily would not surface before the court. The earlier we do
so, the more likely we are to have a contemperaneous, undistorted
record of what has gone on in the past.

From such a point of view we can see that a fundamental step in
resolving California’s posteonviction problems is for the superior courts
to take appropriate prophylactic measures. I belinve that this hurden
must be placed at the trial level because, as shown in an unpiblished re-
port by a federal judge, the most frequently assigned grounds for post-
conviction relief are:

1. Ineffectwe counsel.

2. Plea of guilty unlawfully induced.

3. Use of a coerced confession.

4, Use of evidence obtained through an unconstltutmnal search and
seizure.

o Segol(;t re Jones (1968) 265 Cal.App.2d "376. See also It re Swain (1949) 34 Cal.2d

8 See Note 59,

w MoMann v, ‘Richardson (1970) 397 U.S. 759, 90 S.Ct, 1441, 25 L.Ed.2d 764 Boykin
v, Alabama (1969) 395 U.S. 2383 In re Tahl (1969) 1 Cal 3d 1225 Hutchlnson .
Cravcu (ﬂth Cir, 1969)- 415 F'.!d 2783 Humphries v. Green (6th Cir. 1968) 397

F.2d 67; Anthony v, Fitzharris (9th Clr. 1968) 389 F 7.

I re Lope.. (1970) 2 Cal,3d 141 eople v, Mmaden (1970) 2 :Cal,3da 118;
People v, Sanchez (1969) 1 Cal. 3d' 496 People v, Acosta (1969) 71 Cal.2d 683;
People v, Castillo (1969) 71 Cal.2d 692.

101 17,8, ex rel Sanders v, Maroney (3d Clr. 1968) 397 F.2d 267.

1% Seq . Garrison v, Patterson (1968) 391 U.S, 464, significint only because the de-
fense attorney was sald to have glven inadequate representation because he was
lx}reoccupled with other matters, f.e., the commissicn of a series of felonles;

rown v, Craven (9th Cir, 1969) 415 F.24 278; In re Willlams (1969) 1 Cal.3d

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 53

5. Use of evidence obtained through an unlawful arrest.
6. Infringement of the privilege against self-incrimination.
7. Unconstitutional suppression of evidence.
8. Use of perjured testimony.
9, Denial of the right to appeal.
10. Double jeopardy.
11. Unconstitutional selection and impanelment of the jury.

These procedural and substantive snares ean best be neutralized early
in the eriminal process. As a member of the United States Court of
Appeals has advised other federal judges:

The best solution of post-conviction problems is the adherence to
established legal principles in charging, arraigning, trying, and
sentencing defendants in criminal cases. If this is done, collateral
attacks on sentences should be subsequently reduced, and their
disposition made less burdensome,!03

Because the adequacy of a posteonviction record is only one faetor—
and not necessarily the most significant one—in establishing judicial
standards, no detailed trial court procedures will be enumerated here.
While the temptation exists to make everything else subordinate to the
issue at hand, we must remember that many phases of the judicial
process should be designed to expedite and terminate litigation, rather
than perpetuate collateral attacks.

THE PROPER ALLOCATION OF COURT RESOURCES

No matter how diligent and competent our superior courts are in
carrying out their responsibilities, we can be sure that prisoners will
still seek collateral relief. How are we to process those postconviction
grievances ?

Which Courts Now May Receive Petitions?

To briefly summarize existing California procedures, a defendant
may file his initial petition for habeas corpus in the Supreme Court,
the Court of Appeal for the distriet where he is imprisoned, or the
superior court for the county where he is imprisoned, though the geo-
graphic limitations no longer have constitutional or statutory sanction.
As a matter of general policy, the higher courts will usually refuse to
entertain a petition that had not previously been presented to the supe-
rior court, In effect, ‘therefore, the ordinary petitioner following the
traditional approach must file his first application in the superior court
with geographie jurisdiction over his place of confinement. That court,
though the proper recipient of his complaints, must transfer the case
to the superior eourt which rendered the judgment of convietion when-
ever the petitioner has alleged facts which, if true, would entitle him
to resentencing. The court to which the case was transferred would then
treat the petition on its merits.10*

’“Breltensteln, Pogt-Conviction - Problems, apparently unpublished seminar address
n-June 5, 1968 in Denver, Colorado, p. 42 of the mimeographed verston,

204 See discussion at pages 35-36 and 48-50, supra.
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Assuming the proposals I have made in this report were to be
adopted, would our existing procedures efficiently carry them out? I
think not. In my view, the postconviction process should be changed
to assure flexibility in the use of judicial manpower, avoidance of un-
productive duplication, uniformity of decisions based on similar facts
and circumstances, and discretion over the time, place and manner of
conducting evidentiary hearings.

Which Courts Need More Work?

At this juncture we must underscore a major precent: Nowhere in
the California judieial system is there a work vacuum ready to be
filled with additional legal or administrative burdens. Every court is
busy! Choosing the tribunal best equipped to take charge of posteon-
vietion problems neecessarily brings to mind the eloquence of an early
American traveler who was tarred, feathered and run out of town
on a rail: “‘If ’tweren’t for the honor, I'd just as lief walk.”’

Habeas Corpus Jurisdiction

By the terms of the California Constitution, as amended in 1966,
““The Supreme Court, courts of appeal, superior courts, and their
judges have original jurisdiction in habeas corpus proceedings.’’ 193
Unlike the repealed constitutional provisions, which contained specific
geographical - limitations on the habeas corpus powers of Court of
Appeal justices (but not on the Courts of Appeal per se) and the supe-
rior courts, the Constitution no longer makes this restriction. The many
adjudicated cases which pinpointed the place of a prisoner’s confine-
ment as the only place to file a petition, in reliance on those now obso-
lete provisions, are therefore no longer binding. ‘

Geographic Limitations

By statute, only a minor géographical limitation has been placed on
the courts, No such restrietion is applied to the Supreme Court, which
is given the express power to make a writ of habeas corpus returnable
before the issuing judge or his court, before any Court of Appeal or
appellate judge, or before i1y superior court or superior court judge.1%8
No such restriction is applied to the superior cuurt, as respects its own
powers; The superior court or a judge may make a writ of habeas
corpus returnable before the issuing judge or his court. No statutory
mandate sets geographic limitations here (though one superior court
has not been granied speeific authority to make its writ returnable
before another superior court).’9 No such restriction is applied to the
Court of Appeal, as respects its own powers. The Court of Appeal or an
appellate judge may miake the writ returnable before the issuing judge
or his court. No statutory mandate sets geographic limitations for that
purpose (though one Court of Appeal has not been granted specific
authority to make its writ returnable before another Court of
Appeal).108

The only announced geographic restriction in the statute is the provi-
gion that a writ of habeas eorpus issued by a Court of Appeal or an
108 Cal, Const., Art. Vi, § 10,

1% Pan, Code § 1508(a).

197 Pen, Code § 1508 (¢). See In re Haro (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1021, 1025 n.l
19 Pan, Code § 15C8(b).
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appellate judge may also be made returnable ‘‘before any superior
eourt or judge.thereof located in that appellate distriet.’’1%? By specify-
ing courts and judges located ir the particular appellate district, the
statute impliedly prohibits the Court of Appeal from making the writ
returnable in the superior couris of another district. Otherwise, the
powers of the Court of Appeal are unaffected.

To the best of my knowledge, therefore, we no longer have authorita-
tive precedent in California requiring geographic factors to determine
initial habeas corpus jurisdiction. All we have is a narrow limitation on
where the Court of Appeal can make its writ returnable.

Nongeographic Considerations -

Then we inquiré about the existence of an independent rationale,
other than constitutional or statutory precedent, to champion geo-
graphic considerations, we note that the bulk of decided cases announce
the law without explaining its purpose.’’® The most informative dis-
cussion of why a court’s jurisdiction should be limited to those persons
in actual custody within the ecounty or distriet where the court is lo-
cated, declares in-connection with a child custody dispute:

... It is a matter of common knowledge that such has been the
practice since the Constitution of 1849 was adopted. Furthermore,
it is the only sound interpretation to be given the section. It is
inconceivable that the electors would knowingly eonfer upon every
judge of the fifty-eight counties the power to transport a citizen
to a distant part of the state to show under what authority he is
held in custody in another section. It is also inconceivable that this
same power would have been conferred to summon a sheriff, or
other peace officer, to a distant county to show by what authority
he holds a prisoner in eustody in his own county. We are satis-
fied, simply on the grounds of reason, that the jurisdiction in
habeas corpus is limited to those persons in actual custody in the
county where the superior court is sitting, though, of course, the
process of the court in the exercise of this jurisdietion is state-
wide, 111

Concern for the citizen being transported to a distant county is,
perhaps, advisable in habeas corpus matters affecting child custody,
though it seems overly solicitous as applied to a prisoner. Concern for
the jailer seems misapplied if his own transportation is the issue, since
the real custodian is the Director of Corrections, a statewide officer; who
isfﬁ ordinarily represent>d by the Attorney General, another statewide
officer.112 ~

1% Pen. Code § 1508(b). .

10 See People v, Tenorio (1970) 3 Cal.3¢ 89, 95 fn, 2; In re Haro {1969) 71 Cal.2d
1021; In re Huddleston (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1031; In re Caffey (1968) 68 Cal.2d
762 Matter of Hughes (1811) 159 Cal. 360; People v, Gonzalez (1870) 17
Cal.App,3d 163 People v. Clinton (1966) 243 Cal,App.2d 284; People v. Wil
Hams (1965) 238 Cal.App.2d 585; In re Hillery (1962) 202 Cal.App.2d 293;
People v. Dowding (1960) 185 Cal.App.2d 274 People v. Del Campo (1958) 174
Cal.App.2d 217; People v. Beghtel (1968) 164 Cal.App.2d 294; People v. Lempia
(1956) 144 Cal.App.2d 393; People v. Schunke (1951) 102 Cal.App.2d 875;
People v, Martinelli (1953) 118 Cal,App.2d 94; People v. Dunlop (1951) 102
Cal.App.2d, 314; People v. Coffman (1951) 105 Cal.App.2d 184; Zeigler v. Su-
perior Court (1933) 134 Cal.App. 88; In re Branham (1931) 116 Cal.App. 69;
In re Brune (1931) 113 Cal,App. 2i4.

A Bartlett v, Superior Court (1930) 108 Cal,App. 756, 757-58.

117 See discussion ut pages 50~51, supra.
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Transportation of Prisoners

What is a valid concern, from the viewpoint of the People’s security,
is whether prisoners should routinely be transported long distances
aeross the state in habeas corpus proceedings. Let us place this appre-
hensiveness in the perspective of our eurrent procedures.

When a prisoner makes allegations of material facts outside the
record which, if true, would entitle him to constitutional protection, he
should be given a hearing on his claims.*'® By analogy to constitutional
standards that have been established for federal prisoners, he has no
automatic right to personally attend or testify at the, hearing. His
application for habeas corpus relief may be entertained and determined
without the need for his presence. But this exclusionary rule has its
due process limits. When a prisoner 's testimony would be material in
support of a substantial claim, he may not be prevented from testifying

in his own behalf !

Transfers for Resentencing

A California prisoner with a constitutional grievance who has compe-
tent information about his claim thus has a right to appear in an

appropriate court for a hearing on the merits of his petition. Under . :

current California practice, if his allegations would entitle him to re-
sentencing, no discretion exists as to the location of the appropriate
court. The case (and therefore the prisoner) must be transferred to the
court in which he was originally convicted and senterced.’’® Regardless
of the needs of the parties, the convenience of witnesses or the ends of
justice, which ordinarily are persuasive grounds for establishing venue,
the petition cannot remain in the court where it was filed unless the
court, by coincidence, had also been the place of conviction.

Knowledge of Sentencing Court

The stated rationale for this rule is that the sentencing court nor-
mally is the tribunal most familiar with the facts of the case, including
the basis of sentencing and the prior convietions that may have affected
the sentence.!’® However compelling the rationale may first appear, it
is based on arguable assumptions.

The first assumption is that the court which imposed the sentence
knows more about the case than any other court. Perhaps it does. But
if this is to be true, the knowledge in question must come from sources
outside the record. Otherwise any court processing the basic documents
would have all relevant data. To assume that the sentencing vourt will
have this unrecorded knowledge is really to make the further assump-
tion that it will not be the court as an institution but, rather, a par-
ticular judge who has the necessary knowledge. If, then, the same
court (say, Department 100) receives the transferred case, we have no
indication that the same judge will be presiding. Should we try to

12 See Note 69,

¢ Sanders v, United States (1963) 373 U.S. 1,

us Iy e Haro (1969) 71 Cal2d 1021 In re Huddleston (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1031; In re
Caffoy (1968) 68 Cal2d 762; see also People v. Tenorio (1970) 3 Cal.3d 89,

95 n, 2.
ue Iy ye Haro (196%) 71 Cal.2d 1021.
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follow the judge himself, on the more speculative as i

wjll mc}eﬁmte]y retain personal knowlecll)ge of the cef;lem%;ogvgﬁﬁ %g
disrupting galendars in an uncontrollable number of jildicial depart-
zneél_ts. Sebrl\.'lcet on th(r} i:rimintal bench would harness a judge with never-
nding obligations. The potential ben

ending oblgat mandatorl; ; enefit seems too doubtful to make
. Even if we could conveniently bring a case before a hi i

judge, we must make the still further assumption that %}ébirsnxllf)%rlpl)l:ﬁ
sonally mvo_lved in the prisoner’s complaint. If he is, he may be neces-
sary as a witness but not as the person presiding over the merit of the
claim. Linking one hope to another, we may qualify the judge so far
put must then keep speculating that he will now do what he failed to d(;‘
in the past. Ou_r most compelling reason for requiring his services is
that he left an m(_zomplete record. We have no present assurances that
we will spell out in all necessary detail the factors that will now lead
him to his new decision. Unfortunately, when a matter is obvious to
an interested person, he often takes. its characteristics so much for
grantec} that he never makes things obvious to anyone else. A newly
que, {nadequate record, of course, will have the likely drawback of
triggering yet another set of posteonviction complaints,

Comity Between Equal Courts

Possibly the unstated rationale for the mandat i
. _ration ory transfer rule is
the question of whether it is séemly for one superior court to undo the

* work of another superior court. As a matter of comity, judges of equal

rank respect each other’s official actions. To avoid the friction that
might arise if, say, judges in Solano County routinely overthrew the
carefully wrought determinations of San Francisco judges, we have
gllﬁgaréged t}lllafb no such }mishap can oceur. San Francisco judges—all
udges—will be given the chance t *thei in;
01si§ns. g e to correct-their own sentencing de-
Valid as this principle is in creatin i
: e is ] g harmony between equals, it has
no relevance to a situation in which the reviewing judge }?as a’higher
zﬁnk than the original judge. The basic principle of judicial review is
at a lower court may be overruled by—and must defer to—a higher
court. To satisfy principles of comity, we need only establish a review-

- ing court of sufficiently high rank in postconvietion matters.

1f, then, we return to the issue of prisoner security in transportation
across tlic state, we should be able to distinguish that question from
others the}t are now }mked to it. We should not transport prisoners
as a routine matter just because we are searching for a judge with
special knowledge about the case, nor should we do so when we have a
higher court available to review the disputed decision.

How to Select a Hearing Court

In my opinion, the onl i i

: ¥ , y way we can determine where a postconvie-

Elon hearn:lg should be held is on a case-by-case evaluation, rather than

vy tgenerax rules naming the place of confinement or the place of con-
lction, Casting aside geography or prior knowledge as the exclusive
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criterion for choosing a hearing site, we should develop means of bring-
ing out the following considerations:

1. Which court, if any, has sound poliey reasons for holding a hear-
ing? ;

2. Which court provides the most unbiased forum in which to con-
duct the proceedings?

3. Which court is most convenient to all parties, their witnesses and
their attorneys?

4. Which court provides the necessary security to preserve the in-
tegrity of the proceedings and the safety of the participants?

5. Which court or other trier of fact, assuming all else is equal, can
best conduet the hearing in light of its active calendar?

‘When the policies or integrity of a court have come under fire in a
posteconviction attack, that ecourt may be the most appropriate tribunal
to reevaluate its earlier position. Error come home to roost is often
its own greatest corrective. Yet the importance of the result may act
to cloud the court’s impartial judgment because of our natural reaec-
tion to protest that we have decided important matters correctly. Only
by a reasoned choice of forum can we minimize the stresses inherent
in this type of problem. (As an example of court policy that comes
under constitutional attack, I suggest jury selection procedures in this
context. Resolution of that problem affects the ecourt and the commu-
nity to such an extent that a more detached forum may be necessary.)

‘When we consider what people are likely to have relevant knowledge
about the validity of a conviction, we realize that a significant percent-
age of those involved will be judges, district attorneys; public defend-
ers and private defense attorneys. By the very nature of their activities,
the faults with which they are charged will be faults about which no
record has been made—and thus will be the very reason the hearing
was ordered, We cannot put their convenience on a more prominent
plane than the petitioner’s- constitutional safeguards, but we should
be able to make reasonable venue accommodations for all concerned.

‘While prisoner militancy must not be used as an excuse to deny a
prisoner his rights, we should have options available to make sure that
a- flangerous prisoner—though we may soon allow him to be walking
the stroets—will have to state his case in a sufficiently secure court-
room. No automatic rule for transferring cases can provide this pro-
teation.

Assuming that all other factors are equal and that no rights will be
infringed, we should also have flexibility in choosing & trial court, a
referee or another trier of fact who can give a difficult case the time
it deserves. The question is one of proper calendaring, We cannot
enjoy its benefits if we decree that a particular jurisdietion is univer-
sally binding on all posteconvietion matters.

Propriety of the Court of Appeal

Problem by problem in this report, I have been marshalling my data
—sometimes expressly, sometimes by implication—to identify the court
which I believe should be the initial repository for postconviction peti-

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 59

{
tions. That court, in my opinion, is the Court of Appeal in the district
where the petitioner was convicted.!'” I urge adoption of a rule of
court along the following lines to aceomplish this purpose.

Rule ... Where postconviction relief should be sought

(a) An application for postconviction relief 18 shall be filed with
the Clerk of the Court of Appeal for the appellate district in which
the petitioner was sentenced or ordered to be confined.

(b) If an application for postconviction relief is filed in a court
other than that specified in subdivision (a), the clerk shall forward
it to the appropriate court for filing,

(e) Prior to acting upon an application for posteonvietion relief
a Court of Appeal may refer the application to an appropriate superior
court for a hearing and recommendation.

American Bar Association Standards

To overcome an immediate doubt about the appropriateness of an
appellate court for this purpose, we should note that the American Bar
Association Standards Relating to Post-Conviction Remedies comments :

In some jurisdictions, applications for habeas corpus must, or
can, be submitted to an appellate court in the first insiance. . . .
Although appellate tribunals are inappropriate forums to conduct
factunal inquiries, theré is considerable merit in their serving as
the original screen to separate those applications worthy of fur-
ther consideration from those lacking in merit on the face. In
actual practice, such a system can work only if the judges have
adequate assistance, either from their law clerks or from the office
of the clerk of the court, Appellate courts are more likely to have
such assistance than trial courts. Once the preliminary determi-
nation to proceed has been made, the case can be transferred to
an appropriate trial court, or perhaps to special commissioners
or masters, for whatever hearings-or inquiry [are] necessary.'1?

7 The Revised Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure Act (1966), as promuigated by
the Natjonal Conference of Commissioners: on Uniform Stute Laws, provides that
the vourt of conviction (i.e, the trial court) is the .proper filing place for post-
convipiion applications., Many states have adopted the Uniform Act or a similar
provedure, See, e.g., Merrill v. State (Alaska Supreme Ct.-1969) 457 P.2d 231 for
a decision discussing the Uniform Act. See also State Post-Conviction Remedies
and A Uniforin Rule of Federal Huabeas Corpus (Tentative Draft No, 2, May,
1970), scheduled to be published in the Fall, 1970 William and Mary Law Review;
the article summarizes various types of ppstconviction procedures adopted by
different states,

For California, however, the Uniform Act would cause unacceptable (and .un-
necessary) difficulties. In states where the court of conviction is designated as the
starting point for a postcorviction process, that court must make written findings
of fact and conclusions of law, The decision can then be appealed to ‘a higher
court for review. Since California Constitution Article VI, sec. 14, provides that
higher_-court decisions determining causes ‘“‘shall be in writing with the reasons
stated,” the appeal of each postconviction decision would require a written apin-
fon. In my view, California’s Courts of Appeal could not successfully handle the
annual addition of 1,000 or more opinions, as would he expected of them under
such.a System. Unless we favor constitutional revisions with ramifications far

. beyond. the postconviction issue, we cannot adopt the Uniform Act.

A definitional rule will be required to identify what is to be included, e.g., habeas

. corpus, coram nobis, or other extraordinary relief,

American ‘Bar Association Standards Relating to Post-Conviction Remedies 29
(1968), See also deestwich v. Coiner (4th Cir. 1970) 424 F.24 157,
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Factual vs, Legal Questions

‘We may readily concede that a superior court located near the pris-
oner is often best able to render timely and effective relief, especially
when the taking of evidence is required. This consideration has been
a basis for appellate courts refusing to hear a matter unless an appiics-
tion has first been made to the local superior court or a good reason
has been shown for that failure12°

If nothing but factual questions were to be decided, the Court of
Appeal would be ill equipped for the job. But, recognizing weak-
nesses wherever they may be found, the superior court as an institution
has questionable suitability for the ultimate disposition of constitu-
tional imbroglios. Each trial judge may be as well versed in the law
and as perceptive as his appellate colleagues, but the rigors of the fact-
finding process and the time pressures on superior courts. lessen the
probability of far-ranging analysis and decisions at the trial level.

Of the approximately 6,200 postconviction petitions filed in fiscal
year 1968-69, some 5,300 were summarily decided on purely legal
grounds.’?! Probably the bulk of these legal dismissals were for patent
defects in the petitions, presumably clear to any court which received
the request for help. Yet the rough spot in California’s posteonviction
procedures has been caused by our willingness to let patent. defects
fall without comment.

On the appellate level, legal matters could be categorized and dis-
posed of on the most appropriate basis: routine dismissals with stated
reason: (however brief)!2? for the routine rejections; well-considered
diSmissals or grants of relief for the sophisticated entanglements. As
material factual issues arise, they could promptly be referred for hear-
ing to a suitable trial court (chosen on the basis of all relevant con-
siderations)1?® or to a specially appointed referee. Whether the super-
- ior court should act only as a referee making recommendations to the
Court of Appeal or should actually determine the case on its merits
is, I suspect, a question that should be decided after we have had some
experience with the system. My inclination is to have all final deter-
minations made by the Court of Appeal, but I realize that the need
for prompt disposition of certain cases may justify superior court
determinations. At this stage, we should not try to overconfine a
remedy that is wisely meant to be extraordinary. ‘

Like a master calendar judge, the Court of Appeal could efficiently
control the disposition of evidentiary matters and disecovery contro-
versies 12¢ whose inflow cannot be predicted. It could also exercise in-
formed diseretion on the related disputes about when an indigent
prisoner is entitled to a transeript of prior proceedings.??s
1 Iy re Blas (1962) 209 Cal.App.2d 262.

12 See Note 2.~
122 See discussion at pages 42~-53 supra.
18 See discussion at pages 57-58, supra.

12‘I.?‘cérg gt{}dgli%g on discovery matters, see 28 U.S.C. § 2246 ; Harris v. Nelson (1969)

4 U.S. .

1% The prisoner's right to transcripts of past courtroom activity is in a clouded area.
See Wade v. Wilson (1970) 396 U.S. 282, 24 L.Ed.2d 470; Roberts v. LaVallee
(1967) 389 U.S. 40; Long v. District Court of Iowa (1966) 385 U.S. 192; Rich-
ards v. Towngend (two cases). (D.C.N.D.Cal. 1969) 303 F.Supp. 793, 300 F.Supp.
629 ; Herrick v. Municipal Court (1970) 8 Cal.App.3d 967; People v. Gonealez
(1970) 7 Cal.App.3d 163, :
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Appellate Nature of Complaints

Those petitioners who complain about violations of their rights in
the process of convietion are saying, in one form or another, that the
trial judge failed to carry out his duties. Through deliberate purpose
or in ignorance of the pressures operating on the defendant, the judge
allegedly acted in a constitutionally improper manner. Complaints of
this kind. it seems to me. are ripe for appellate notice. They attempt
to raise the fundamental question of whether the trial was fair. Noth-
ing in the subject matter of the complaints (assuming the facts are
stipulated) makes a trial court the best judge of its own conduect.

Those petitioners who complain about violations of their rights
in confinement are saying, in effect, that their status as prisoners still
entitles them to due process of law and to equal or nearly equal pro-
tection of the laws.??¢ Because the rights allegedly infringed are gen-
erally cut back by prison rules and regulations, these petitioners have
set themselves at odds with the prison administrators who carry out
the policies of the Department of Corrections. Asking that disputes of
this nature, which can have statewide consequences, should be sereened
on the appellate level seems to be an efficient means of channeling the
disputes to their proper slots. Assuming the facts are stipulated, the
Cou}'t of Appeal may exercise jurisdiction to decide the case on its
merits or, when the facts arve controverted or different considerations
appear, may transfer the litigation to the best available superior court
for a referee’s recommendation or for an actual decision., By adopt-

ing this procedure, we give the Court of Appeal venue for initial eval- -

uation of petitions, but do not oust the superior court from its con-
stitutional jurisdiction to issue writs of habeas corpus. At some point,
perhaps, a conflict may arise if a prisoner initially seeks and actually
obtains relief in superior court despite the Rule of Court granting
preferential place of filing to the Court of Appeal. But in that event,
unlikely though it is, the People have simple access to the Court of
Appeal under statutory procedures and ean routinely block the pris-
oner’s discharge from custody until an appellate decision has been
rendered.
Assistance for the Courts of Appeal

The targeting of the Court of Appeal does not mean that it should
hear the full shock of the additional caseload with its present Judieial,
research, clerical or administrative personnel. Since the burdens con-
templated in the recommended procedure will be continuing, more
judges and staff attorneys will be essential.

By using his constitutional powers as Chairman of the Judicial

Council, the Chief Justice of California ean meet temporary overloads

in the system by providing for the assignment of judges to other
courts.’*” Whenever necessary, the Chief Justice can designate—and
has des1gqated—superior court or retired judges to serve, in reality,
as the writ-processing judges for the Court of Appeal. This system,
which has been long operative in Los Angeles, allows expansion or re-

W See i re Harrell (1970) 2 1 5
R (s Y Cal.3d 675. See also Gilmore v. Lynch (1970) (D.C,

.D. .Supp.
To_enforce their rights, prisoners are also using Civil Rights suits under 42

U.S.C. 1983, See, e.g., DeWitt v. i
1 CalConst, Axt VeI, §gé, € t v. Pail (9th Cir. 1966) 366 F.2d 682,
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trenchment of the available personnel to meet variances in caseloads.
Since our crises tend to merge into chronie continuity, however, our
only solution is to maintain an appellate bench at the full strength
needed to meét the courts’ inevitable burdens., I know of no way to
make the burdens themselves vanish.

Other Advantages

Among the other long-range advantages to be gained by using the
Court of Appeal for the initial processing of postconviction complaints
are these: ‘

Lessening of Duplication. By eliminating one level of posteonviction
processing (t.e., the superior court), we avoid the duplication that
results when a disappointed petitioner in' the lower court now refiles
his same application‘in a higher tribunal. By stating the reasons for a
decision, we eliminate the need for the Supreme Court to undertake
a complete review of the record of all cases presented to it, and allow
the state’s highest court to exercise diseretion in choosing the matters
it wishes to hear. The petition for hearing after a Court of Appeal
decision can then be handled in conventional ways.

We also aid the federal courts in their determination as to the
adequacy of the state court proceeding. (If we say that duplication of
effort could best be avoided by refusing to allow a petitioner to file
more than one application, we have simply revived the question of
where he is to file it to obtain constitutionally adequate review, That
place, I submit, should still be the Court of Appeal.)

.~ Uniformity of Decisions. Because fewer tribunals will be deciding the
cases, the results should be more uniform throughout the state. Even
though there will be a turnover of individual judges, we will obtain
beneficial eontinuity from the remaining judges and from the profes-
sional staif, ench of whom should be familiar with the established
guidelines and be able to transmit them to newly appointed per-
sonnel.

Access to All Records. Choosing the Court of Appeal in the district
of conviction, we assure administrative access to the trial record, the
record on appeal, and the reeord of all other applications for post-
conviction relief  (except applications filed before our procedures have
been reorganized), With all these documents at hand, we can soon dis-
cover if the petitioner has made inconsistent factual allegations in
successive applications or whether his present requests have alveady
been denied, witliout any intervening change in the faects or the law.

Uniform Procedures for Felons and Misdeémeanants.  Petitions for post-
conviction relief from persons who were convicted of offenses in munie-
ipal court can be processed in the same manner as petitions from per-
sons convicted in superior court, thus establishing an integrated sys-

- tem of posteonviction remedies for misdemeanants and felons.

Ease of Transferring Cases. Even though the Court of Appeal is statu-
torily prevented from making a writ of habeas corpus returnable in the
superior court of another distriet, the. geographic hurdle can be over-
come by the use of orders to show cause, rather than actual issuance
of the writ. This seems to be a satisfactory way to adjust procedures
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without having to amend the relevant statutes, If objections should

arise, we can request the Supreme Court, in its administrative ca-
pacity, to effect the proposed transfers under its express authority.
Eventually, after the procedures have been tested, we can attempt to
have the statutes amended in accordance with our proven needs. (As a
realistic political consideration, we should minimize statutory changes
and rely on Rule of Court modifications instead. As long as we operate
within statutory bounds, our court system should be able to make
?..d,]us’)tments in legal remedies and procedures to perfect its own fune-
ions.

Supervisory Control Over Superior Courts. To the degree that the su-
perior court observes all necessary precautions to avoid posteconviction
snares, the work of the Court of Appeal will be lightened. To the
extent that jche superior court falls short in this respect, the Court
of Appeal, in a supervisory role, can enforce compliance with the
necessary procedures. By example, persuasion and direct instructions,
the Court of Appeal can regulate the standards to be observed at the
trial level. This uniform observance of proper guidelines will provide
the greatest benefit in the administration of posteonvietion procedures.

More Bearable Delays. The careful processing of postconviction mat-
ters in the Court of Appeal may cause a delay in the disposition of all
appellate matters. For that hard fact there can be no easy palliative,
But if we must choose between one evil or another, I believe we are
wiser in tolerating a delay at the appellate level, after the case has once
been tried and the permanent record has been drawn, rather than at
the trial level, Wwhere a day in court is the goal.

If_thg superior court is ordered to take all the strains of the post-
conviction burden, too many litigants will have to wait too long for an
mmpartial decision on their claims. They deserve a first hearing as
quickly as possible; they are entitled to an appeal in the ordinary
course of the administration of justice. Waiting for an appeal may be
painful, but the chance to prove one court was wrong may be more
of a luxqrx than the chance to prove a case in the first instance, (The
posfconvlctlon matters call for a second and sometimes & third or fourth
review of a case that has once been'decided. Wé allow this recyeling
because of the constitutional issues to be resolved.

BROADENED APPELLATE PROCEDURES

As an experiment in aid of its pestconviction jurisdiction, the Judi-

ela_l Council should consider using broadened appellate procedures to
bring all potential errors to the court’s attention in a single proceeding.
At the present time, our courts declare that matters not part of the
official record cannot.be considered on appeal.’?® BEven though the ap-
pellate court has been made aware of the alleged facts that would jus-
tify post convietion relief, the most effective step it can now take is to
bifurcate a series of issues and discuss ‘‘appeal’’ matters separately
from ‘‘habeas corpus’’ matters within a single opinion.12?
1% Peo : i

Ad(iﬂfgl;s)' v.FlC’Oggfo%?iZzo %130 %a AR 4I;§o;p11’ee3251eﬂ If-ﬁ%?qu(e% 7<)1 970 5 l'égl.gi)%;.

3d 540,
12 See People v. Price (1968) 1 Cal.App.3d 982,
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I sugpest that a defendant on direct appeal be allowed (though not
yet required) to request the consideration of matters not in the record.

‘We can encourage this change in appellate practice on thé reasonable
assumption that a prisoner with an arguably valid grievance will find
some way of calling it to a court’s attention. Sooner or later the com-
plaint will surface. Instead of demanding a piecemeal presentation of
appeal issues and postconviction issues, we are hest advised to develop
an all-inclusive technique. We should be able to resolve all constitu-
tional disputes at the earliest possible time, with the least judicial
waste and the least unjustifiable punishment.

An early benefit in blending posteonviction questions into a direct
appeal is that, unlike a petitioner, an appellant nearly always has an
attorney to represent him. Through personal conferences or through the
mails, the attorney can probe for actionable violations of the defend-
ant’s rights. Once he discovers an arguably meritorious issue outside
the record, the attorney cdan develop a prima facie case showing the
defendant’s argument in its best light, Based on that data, the attor-
ney can then petition the court for an evidentiary hearing or for the
inclusion into the record of mnow-excluded matter. From this most
favorable display of the defendant’s position, the court can decide
whether the factual allegations, if true, would merit relief. If so, the
court can order an evidentiary hearing before a trial court or a
referee to resolve the facts. If not, the court can summarily deny
the request for additional evidence and articulate its denial as part
of its definitive opinion on the direet appeal.

Because matters outside the formal reecord could be presented to the
court relatively soon after the events themselves had occurred, we
would avoid the problems caused by belated requests for postconviction
relief, Ideally. this procedure will compel no more hearings than would
be compelled by the posteonvietion petitions that are now being filed
for habeas corpus relief, All that would change is the date on which
the testimony is taken or the documents are incorporated into the
record, The earlier we obtain evidence on allegations that have prima
facie constitutional urgency, the earlier we can arrive at the truth and
the merits of the claim. ‘

If we allow this request for relief to be optional with the defendant,
we will undoubtedly have variations in appelinte practice from case
to case. For the short run those wvariations should be weleome. Only
after this procedure has been given a comparative performance test
will we know whether to make its use mandatory—and thereby to im-
pose a deliberate, knowing waiver on a defendant who refuses to take
advantage of it—or else to abandon it as an unproductive intrusion into
the court’s time.

CONCLUSION

~ Summed up, what I recommend is that all applications for posteon-

viction relief be directed to a single court—the Court of Appeal for the
district where the conviction occurred. With the help of increased man-
power as the need is manifested, with the authority that its appelldte
position guarantees, and with the centralized expertise that will be
developed, the Court of Appeal should be the most suitable tribunal
for this inescapable labor; ‘
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Posteorivietion problems will remain with us for predictable future.
We must indefinitely expect to endure erime, punishment and the possi-
bility of error. In our concessions to the fallibilitics of an otherwise
exemplary judicial system, we are serving its virtues by acknowledging
its faults, What we consider a waste of time in the processing of post-
coniviction -applications is really a tribute to the effectiveness of our
everyday courtroom procedures. What we discover worthy in postcon-
viction claims is a reemphasis of our traditional belief that unjusti-
fied harm to one of us is destructive to all of us. The irritating chores
that fill a judge’s day as he leafs through page after page of worthless
complaints are the bricks that give shape to our ideals. In his hands
lies the measure of our society. If someone is to be faulted for a
cavalier attitude toward justice, let it be the prisoner and not the
judge.

3—81244
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CHAPTER 1
GENERAL
A. DIRECTOR'S REPORT

The Judicial Council’s legislative recommendations, reports and pro-
posals described in the preceding sections of this report represent only
a small fraction of the work undertaken by the Council and its staff,
A number of other significant activities were carried on by the Council
and its committees and staff, some of which are summarized in this
section,

Institutes and Workshops

In 1970, five successful institutes and workshops for judges were
organized by the Judicial Council. These programs were:

Institutes
1. Sentencing Institute for Superior Court Judges, Monterey, March
20-21, 1970
2, Institute for Juvenile Court Judges and Referees, Newport Beach,
June 5-§, 1970
3. Institute for Municipal and Justice Court Judges, San Diego,
October 30-31, 1970

" Workshops

1. Workshop for Court of Appeal Justices, Newport Beach, Jurne
19-20, 1970

2 Workshop for Presiding Judges of the Metropolitan Superlor
~ Courts, San Francisco, October 2, 1970 :

The Sentencing Institute for Superior Court Judges was the s1xth
annual program for judges assigned to hear criminal matters, Attended
by 93 judges from throughout the state, the response to the institute
program was uniformly enthusiastic: Featured in the program were
both small and large group diseussions of important aspects of a erimi-
nal court judge’s respounsibility including discussions of recent appellate
decisions, sentencing standards and eriteria, eurrent state correctional
rehabllltatlve and parole programs and pollcles and roundtable discus-
sions of common problems facing criminal court judges. The program
also featured an exceptionally mformatwe keynote speech by Supreme
Court Justice Louis H. Burke on the topie, ‘‘The Courts and The Prob-
lem of Crime.’’ Copies of the pubhshed Proceedings will be distributed
to California judges and libraries.

The 1970 Institute for Juvenile Court Judges and Referees was also
the sixth in a series of such programs, dating back to 1962. According
to the judges and referees in attendance, the 1970 Institute was the
most successful of those held to date. The program included informa-
tive panel discussions on the youthful drug offender, a topic of urgent
nnportance as well as discussions of recent appellate decisions atfectmg
Juvenlle court procedure, appropriate ‘dispositional standards and cri-
teria and small group and panel discussions of problem areas in juve-
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nile court procedure. Eighty-four judges and referees attended this
program. The Proceedings are also to be published and distributed to
those in 4ttendance and to judges and referees newly assigned to hear
juvenile court cases, ,

This year’s Institute for Municipal and Justice Court Judges proved
to be another successful program, bringing together 91 judges from
throughout the state, The program included discussions of sentencing
standards and criteria, problems resulting from mass arrests, mass
trials and unruly defendants, analyses of sigrificant legislation enacted

in the 1970 legislative session, and small group discussions of problem

areas in municipal and justice court procedures. Published proceedings
will be distributed to all municipal and justice court judges early in
1971,

The 1970 Workshop for Court of Appeal Justices was mainly devoted
to discussions of ways of resolving problems created by the ever increas-
ing workload. Building upon the consensus of appropriate ways of
coping with the rise in dppeals and original proceedings arrived at in
the preceding year’s program, the 1970 Workshop featured discussions
of the organization and use of staff in screening appeals and in other
areas, appropriate structure of the appellate courts, and the role of
appellate justices in screening appeals and in preparation of memoran-
dum opinions., The workshop produced a resolution urging that funds
be provided for additional staff attorneys for purposes of screening
appeals and encouraging divisions which have not done so, to initiate
screening procedures to select those appeals which are appropriate for
summary dispositions. The workshop was attended by 38 of the state’s
48 Court of Appeal justices.

PFinally, presiding judges of the largest metropolitan superior courts,
along with presiding judges of superior courts in counties in which
there is a major correctional institution, met with Chief Justice Donald
R. Wright in San Francisco, October 2, 1970 to discuss courtroom
security and ways of improving judicial administration. The workshop,
in part, grew out of the tragic events which had taken place in Marin
County and the threats to personal security of judges in other parts
of the state, and proved to be an invaluable forum, Appropriate sug-
gestions to improve courtroom security were made and follow-up action
is being initiated by the Administrative Office of the Courts. Nineteen
presiding judges were in attendance. ‘

Uniform Legal Forms

Six new legal forms for statewide use under California’s new Juris-
dietion and Service of Process Act were developed and approved by
the Judicial Couneil in 1970. In addition, a new form of Writ of
Execution was developed .under a new state law governing executions
and attachments. This work was undertaken with the cooperation and
assistance of the Continuing Education of the Bar.

Uniform Superior Courf Rules

Staff assistance was furnished by the Administrative Office of the

Courts to aid the 23 superior courts comprising the Third Appellate
District in developing a set of uniform local rules. The uniform rules
are largely patterned on those developed at an earlier date for the
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ior courts of the Fifth Appellate District, which were also com-
;\11&(213 with the help of staff assistance provided by the Administrative
Office of the Courts.

Study of California Lower Courts

ntial progress was made in the past year on the s‘gud}{ of fche
org;lrlxaisz?tion ofp Ceﬁifornia’s munieipal and justice courts which is being
financed by a federal grant to the J ud_icial_Councll under the Highway
Safety Act of 1966. The study, whieh is being condugted by the nation-
ally known consulting firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton, is under tl}lle
general supervision of a full-time project director on the staff of the
‘Administrative Office of the Courts. Policy guidance is being furnished
by an advisory committee appointed by the Chief Justice. The faet
gathering phase of the study commenced in the latter part of June
1970 and will be completed early in 1971. By the end of‘O_ctober 1970,
40 of the 58 counties had been visited, with the remaining counties
scheduled for visits prior to the termination of the study. A final report
and recommendations is scheduled to be submitted to the Judicial

Council in.1971.

Judgeship Reports

During the 1970 legislative session, the Council was again called
upon by the Legislature and the Governor ’s Office to prepare reports
on the number of judgeships needed for courts seeking legislative ap-
proval for additional judges. There were a t.otal of 2_4 reports prepqred
during the 1970 legislative session of which 14 involved municipal
courts and 10 concerned superior courts.'1
A separate weighted statistical yardstick was employed for the mu-
nicipal and superior courts and the reports also contained projections
of future workload, based upon recent filing trends._ The yardsticks
were derived from studies of the amount of judicial time necessary to
dispose of different types of filings, as verified by reports from repre-
sentative superior and municipal courts throughout the state.

Study of Appellate Court Recordkeeping

A study of recordkeeping and operating procedures in the clerks’
offices of };he Courts of izkp;eal, undertaken at the request of the De-
partment of Finance, was completed during 1970. The study was done
by the nationally known management consulting firm of Ernst & Ernst
under contract with the Judicial Couneil. Its‘reeommendatlor}s were
reviewed by a special advisory committee appc_nnted by the Chief Jus-
tice under the Chairmanship of Presiding Justice Gerald Brown, Court
of Appeal, Fourth Appellate Distriet, Division One, San Diego.

1The courts for which judgeship. reports were prepared in the 1970 session included

the following:
Superior Courts

. dino
Alameda Merced San Francisco San Bernar
uaitee QOrange San Mateo -
Los Angeles Riverside Solano
Municipal Courts
Berkeley-Albany San Jose-Milpitas Pasadena
Oakland-Piedmont Southern San Mateo El C%.Jx?n 1
‘Mount Diablo \%:ﬁ?%t?range County Los geles
‘North County (San Diego) er
Northern Sa.rS: Mateo San Francisco

Central San Mateo
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The Judicial Council acted on the Usmumittee’s vecommendations at
its November 1970 meeting and approved the pringiple of a central
authority responsible for coordinating the Court of Appeal Clerks’
Offices. The authority will consist of the Chief Justice and the Admin-
istrative Presiding Justices of each of the five appellate distriets,

Justice Court Manuo!

Federal funds were procured this year to finance the wpdating of

. the Justice Court Manual resulting from new 1969 and 1970 legislution
and recent appellate decisions. Work began on this project during the

latter part of the year.

B. SUMMARY OF 1970 LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON COUNCIL
RECOMMENDATIONS AND OTHER SELECTED
LEGISLATIVE MEASURES

The Judicial Counecil recommended four measures for enactment by
the Legislature at its 1970 Regular Session. Two of these measures—
one dealing with the creation of an office of State Public Defender to
handle indigent criminal appeals, and the other dealing with providing
subordinate judicial personnel to assist municipal courts in handling
traffic matters—were reported in the 1970 Judicial Council Report.
The other two measures were added to the Judicial Council’s legisla-
tive program following the printing of its annual report. Of these four
measures, three received favorable action by the Legislature and the
Governor; the State Public Defender proposal failed of enactment.

In addition to its sponsorship of these measures, the Judieial Couneil
was concerned with a number of other legislative measures significantly
affecting the judiciary and the administration of justice, This report,
therefore, summarizes a selected number of other measures that were
enacted in addition to reporting legislative action on measures spon-
sored by the Judieial Couneil.

In the material that follows, the Judicial Council measures are sum-
marized chronologically in the order of their introduction. Thereafter,
a selected number of Senate and Assembly measures of particular in-
terest to the judiciary are summarized in similar fashion.

Senatr Donald L .Grunsky and Assemblyman James A. Hayes were
the legislative members of the Judicial Council at the time these meas-
ures were introduced, and they were responsible for handling most of
the measures sponsored by the Judicial Couneil.

JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEASURES

Traffic Referees

Assembly Bill No. 270 was introduced by Assemblyman Fenton to
effectuate the Judicial Council’s recommendation to provide subordinate
judieial personnel to assist municipal courts in handling traffic
matters.? This measure adds Section 72400 et seq. to the Government
Code to provide for the appointment, qualifications, salary and re-

3 See 1970 Judicial Council Report 39-43.
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sponsibilities of traffic referees. Added Section 72400 authorizes mu-
nicipal courts having three or more judges to appoint a traffic referee
who must either be a member of the State Bar or have served- as a
judge of a justice court for five out of the eight years immediately
preceding his appointment. Added Section 72404 provides that a t.rgifﬁc
referee shall receive a salary equal to one-half the salary of a munlclpql
court judge. Added Sections 72401, 72402 and 72403 specify in detail

~ the authority of the traffic referee, generally authorizing him to fix bail,

grant continuances, conduct arraignments, take pleas and set cases for
trial, and, in addition, for infractions and those misdemeanqrs falling
within the provisions of subdivision (b) of Vehicle Code Section 42001,
to impose a fine on a guilty or no-contest plea.not iq excess of:. the
applicable bail schedule. It also makes conforming adjustments in a
number of other Government Code sections and permits a commissioner
having the qualifications prescribed for a traffic referee to exercise the
authority conferred upon a traffic referee. _

The measure was amended once to restrict the appointment authority
to those municipal courts having three or more judges rather than any
municipal court as had been originally proposed and was enacted. in its
amended form.?

State Public Defender

Assembly Bill No. 497 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes and
would have effectuated the Judicial Council’s proposal for the .es.tab-
lishment of a State Public Defender’s office to handle indigent eriminal
appeals* The measure would have added Section 68555 et seq. to the
Government Code to authorize the Judicial Council to appoint a State
Public Defender who would have been required to possess the quali-
fications of a Court of Appeal judge. His salary would have been set
at $35,000 per year. The measure authorized the State Public pefendc;r
to appoint deputies and organize the office to represent indigents in
criminal appeals in our Courts of Appeal or Supreme Court, appeal_s
to the U. S. Supreme Court, in writ cases where there is a consti-
tutional right to counsel and in every proceeding where the indigent
is under sentence of death. The megsure also contemplated changes in
the California Rules of Court to speed up the appellate process in
criminal cases. '

The measure received widespread support from the State Bar, the
Los Angeles County Bar, the Attorney General, the California Associa-
tion of Public Defenders and numerous other interested persons, T_he
Assembly Committee on Criminal Procedure conducted an intensive
study of the subject that resulted in a highly favorable committee re-
port. The measure passed the Assembly following favorable recom-
mendations by its poliey and fiscal committees. The measure also was
favorably reported by the Senate’s policy and fiscal committees, fol-

lowing a single. amendment to provide explicitly for funding of the

new office, but it was defeated on the floor of the Senate followingwan
‘expression of opposition from the Governor’s office. o

3 Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch. 85.
¢ See 1970 Judicial Couneil Report 15-23,
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Penalty Assessments

Assembly Bill No. 15689 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes to
effectuate the Judicial Conneil’s recommendations for elarifying the
Penal Code and Vehicle Code provisions relating to the imposition and
collection of penalty assessments. As introduced, this measure amended
Penal Code Section 13521 and Vehicle Code Section 42050 to clarify
the language describing those offenses for which a penalty assessment
is imposed. To achieve uniformity in the collection of special assess-
ntents, Vehicle Code Section 42006 also was amended to authorize the
collection of the special night court penalty assessment under the
same circumstances, The measure also was amended twice to accomplish
Ewo %nrelated purposes. The measure was enacted in this amended
orm.,

Salary Approval Authority

Assembly Bill No. 1591 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes to
amend Government Code Section 18004 to transfer from the Director
of Finance to the Chairman of the Judicial Council the authority to
approve the salaries of state judicial personnel exempt from civil serv-
ice under Article XXIV of the Constitution.? The measure was
amended once to repeal Government Code Section 68500.1 requiring
the Clerk of the Supreme Court to serve as Secretary to the Judieial
Council. As thus amended, the measure was enacted.”

OTHER MEASURES .

Oral Search Warrants

Senate Bill No. 306 was introduced by Senator Grunsky to amend
Penal Code Sections 1526, 1528 and 1534 to provide a procedure for
issuing duplicate original search warrants upon remote oral statements.
In its amended form the measure authorizes a magistrate to accept in
lieu of a written affidavit an oral statement under oath in justification
of the issuance of a search warrant, which statement is required to be
recorded and transecribed; the certified transcription is thereafter
treated as an affidavit and is required to be filed with the court. It also
permits the magistrate orally to authorize a peace officer to insert the
magistrate’s name on a duplicate original warrant which is thereafter
treated as an original search warrant for all practical purposes. The
measure also specifies procedural detail with respect to the filing of
the duplicate original warrant and other matters relating to this new
statutory proeceduré, The measure was enacted in this amended form.®

Felony Plea Bargaining

Senate Bill No. 621 was introduced by Senator Sherman to add Sec-
tion 11925 to the Penal Code to specify the procedure to be followed
in felony plea bargaining, requiring the court to inform the defendant
of his right to withdraw his guilty or no-contest plea under specified
s Cal Stats, 1970, Ch, 1009, ' ’
aFor an earlier history, see 1968 Judicial Council Report 55.

7 Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch. 551
8 Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch, 809,
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circumstances, and repealing Section 1192.3 in conformity therewith.
In an amended form, this measure was enacted.?

Appellate Remonds

Senate Bill No. 859 was introduced by Senator Cologne to amend
Penal Code Seetion 1260 specifically to authorize an appellate court to
remand a cause to a trial court for such further proceedings as may
be just under the circumstances, using language in aceord generglly
with the federal procedure pursuant to Section 2106 of Title 28, United
States Code. The measure was enacted without amendment,°

Search Warrant Service

Assembly Bill No. 139 was introduced by Assemblyman Murphy to
amend Penal Code Section 1533 to permit search warrants to be served
only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. unless the warrant con-
tains a direction authorizing its service at any time of the day or
night upon a showing of good cause therefor. In an amended form, the
measure was enacted.!?

Arraignments

Assembly Bill No. 2148 was introduced by Assemblyman Fenton to
add Sections 72190.1 and 72706.1 to the Government Code to author-
ize commissioners in municipal courts to conduet arraignment proceed-
ings if so directed by the presiding or sole judge of the municipal court,
In an amended form, the measure was enacted.!?

Contempts of Court

Assembly Bill No. 1596 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes to
add Section 1211.5 to the Code of Civil Procedure to specify the proce-
dure to be followed in prosecutions for contempts of court presented
pursuant to affidavits or statements of fact. In an amended form, the
measure was enacted.!®

Court Commissioners’ Law Practice

Assembly Bill No. 1073 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayeg 'go
amend Government Code Sections 70142, 72190 and 72706 to prohibit
court commissioners in superior and municipal courts from engaging
in the private practice of law. In an amended form, the measure was
enacted,*

C. CHANGES. IN THE CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT
DURING 1970

During 1970 the Judicial Council substantially revised a number of
appellate rules to implement recommendations made at a 1969 Court

“of Appeal Workshop for meeting the caseload crisis in those courts.®

 Cal.Stats, 1970, Ch, 1123,

1 Cal.Stats, 1970, Ch. 850.

4 Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch, 47,

2 (Cal.Stats, 1970, Ch. 759.

18 Cal.Stats, 1870, Ch, 1264.

M Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch, 686,

1 See 1970 Judicial Council Report 24-38.
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The Judicial Council by rule also designated the Administrative Direc-
tor of the California Courts to serve as Secretary to the Judicial
Council and confirimed certain existing functions of the Administrative
Office of the Courts. In addition, several changes were made in other
appellate and trial court rules, as well as in the Judicial Council’s rec-
ommended Standards of Judicial Administration, principally to expe-
dite judicial proceedings.

Following is a summary of all the changes, most of which were effec-
tive either July 1, 1970 or January 1, 1971, as indicated below:,

1. APPELLATE RULES AND STANDARDS

Additional Time for Filing a Cross Appeal

Rules 3 (superior court appeals) and 123 (municipal and justice
court appeals) were amended effective January 1, 1971, to provide for
an additional time in which any party may file a cross.appeal in a civil
case, The amendments will eliminate the need for a party to bring a
so-called ‘‘protective appeal’’ when he wishes to preserve his right to
object to the trial court’s judgment if that judgment is attacked by

another party on appeal. The amended rules in effect provide that

when a timely notice of appeal has been filed by a party, any other
party may bring a cross appeal within 20 days (10 days in muniecipal
or justice court appeals) after the trial court clerk mails notice of the
filing of the first appeal, or within the normal time otherwise pre-
scribed for initiating an appeal, whichever period last expires.

Examination of Record on Petition for Hearing in Supreme Court

Rule 29(b), governing the instances in which the Supreme Court
will examine the record on appeal for error on a petition for hearing,
was amended effective July 1, 1970 to facilitate the disposition by
memorandum opinion of Court of Appeal cases presenting no sub-
stantial legal issues. The amended rule provides that on petition for
hearing after decision by a Court of Appeal, the Supreme Court will
not examine the record for error unless the petition shows that sub-
stantial issues of law or fact were incorrectly stated or were not con-
sidered in the opinion by the Court of Appeal and that such issues
were raised in the briefs and in a petition for rehearing in the Court
of Appeal

Use of Memorandum Opinions

New Section 6 was added to the Judicial Council’s recommended
Standards of Judicial Administration effective July 1, 1970 to specify
the instances in which a Court of Appeal might appropriately dispose
of a case by memorandum or othéer abbreviated form of opinion. Under
this section such cases could include: (a) an appeal that is determined
by a controlling statute which is not challenged for unconstitution.
ality and does not present any substantial question of interpretation
or application, (b) an appeal that is determined by a controlling deci-
sion which does not require a reexamination or restatement of its prin-
ciples or rules, and (¢) an appeal raising factual issues that are de-
termined by the substantial evidence rule:

A
,s;
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Contents of Record on Appedl in Criminal Cases

Rule 33(b) was amended effective July 1, 1970 to authorize a crimi-
nal appellant to request that proceedings under Section 1538.5 of the
Penal Code for return of property or for suppression of evidence be
included in the reporter’s transeript on appeal. The amendment elimi-
nates the need for appellate courts to make formal orders augmenting

. the record to include Section 15385 proceedings, as well as elimi-

nating the resultant delays.

Administrative Justices in Courls of Appeal

Rules 75 and 76 were added effective July 1, 1970 to provide for the

designation of an Administrative Presiding Justice in multi-division
Courts of Appeal. At the June 20-21, 1969 Courts of Appeal Work-
shop one of the participants’ recommendations was that an adminis-
trative justice be designated in each Court of Appeal, The recom-
mendation further provided that the presiding justice of one-division
Courts of Appeal should perform this function and that in multi.
division distriets an administrative justice should be selected by the
Chairman of the Judicial Council, Rule 75 effectuates that recom-
mendation, Rule 76 specifies the duties of the Administrative Presiding
Justice,

Payment of Fee on Civil Appeal from Municipal or Justice Court

Rule 130 was amended. effective July 1, 1970 to conform the pro-
cedure for payment of filing fees on appeals from the lower trial courts
with that on appeals from the superior court. The amended rule in
effect provides that the filing fee will be payable to the superior court

when the record on appedl is received from the municipal or justice-

court,

2. TRIAL COURT RULES AND STANDARDS

Notice of Hecring of Demurrer

Rules 202, 203 (superior courts), 502 and 503 (municipal courts)
were amended effective January 1, 1971 generally to make the present
noticed motion practice applicable to demirrers, and to require de-
murrers and motions to strike to be heard at the same time.

Setting Misdemeanor and Traffic Citation Cases for Arraignment and Trial

Rule 830 was added effective January 1, 1971 to allow municipal
and justice court judges to authorize their clerks to set misdemeanor
and traffic citation cases for arraignment and trial, For this purpose
the Judicial Council has approved a standard legal form, Notice of
Arraignment and Trial Date, for optional use by the courts. Use of
this procedure and the form will avoid inconvenience to the publie
and save the judges’ time by allowing defendants to make a single
court appearance for arraignment and trial when they wish to plead
not guilty, in place of the two or more appearances otherwise required.
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Uniferm Traffic Bail Schedule

Rule 850(b) setting forth the Judicial Council’s Uniform Traffic
Bail Schedule was amended effective January 1, 1971 to show the

offenses for which a penalty assessment must be added to the fine, .

The amendment was made after the 1970 Legislature, at the Judicial
Couneil’s request, had amended Vehicle Code Section 42050 to clarify
the application of penalty assessments,

Adminisirative Director of the California Courts

New Division V and Rules 990, 991 and 992 were added to Title
Three, Miscellaneous Rules, effective November 23, 1970, to designate
the Administrative Director of the California Courts to serve as Secre-
tary to the Judicial Council. The new rules also confirm the existing
functions of the Administrative Office of the Courts. :

Joinder of Third Parties in Family Law Proceedings

Chapter 2.5, containing Rules 1250 through 1255 was added to Title
Four, Special Rules for Trial Courts, Division I, Family Law Rules,
effective November 23, 1970, to provide for the joindér of third parties

in family law proceedings. The new rules provide that such joinder-

may be proposed upon moticed motion by the petitioner, the respond-
ent, a person wha has or claims custody of the minor children of the
marriage, or a person served with & temporary restraining order affect-
ing property in his possession or the custody of minor children of the
mayrriage. ~

Form of Summon$ {Marriage)

Rule 1283 governing the form of summons that must be used in
family law proceedings was amended effective July 1, 1970 to conform
the proof of service provisions to California’s new. Jurisdiction and
Service of Process Act,!0

kY

Duties of Presiding Judge

Subdivision (p) was added to Section 2 of the Judicial Council’s
recommended Standards of Judicial Administration effective July 1,
1970 to provide that the presiding judge or his appointee should, when
appropriate, meet with members of the bench, bar or news media to

. “‘promote understanding of the principles of fair trial and free press.”

This subdivision was adopted by the Judicial Council as a result of
approval of a ‘‘Joint Declaration Regarding News Coverage of Crim-
inal Proceedings in California’’ by the Conference of California
Judges, the State Bar and the California Freedom of Information Com.-
mittee representing the news media.

Use of BAJI and CALJIC Paitern Jury Instructions

Section 5 of the.Judicial Counecil’s recommended Standards of Ju-
dicial Administration, at the request of the State Bar’s Board of
Governors, was amended to provide that in considering proposed jury
instruetions, a trial judge shouid give equal consideration to those sub-
mitted by the parties as well as to the pattern jury instructions con-
tained in the latest edition of California Jury Instructions-=Civil
(BAJI) or California Jury Instructions—Criminal (CALJIC).

16 See F, Judicial Council Legal Forms, infra.

)
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D. JUDICIAL RED!STRICTING

There were 319 judicial distriets in California at the end of both
fiscal years 1968-69 and 1969-70. This was the first time in nine years
that the total did not decline. The only districting change in 1969-70
occurred in Butte County where the Chico Justice Court District be-
came a municipal court district on July 1, 1969.)7 Reflecting this
change, the number of districts served hy municipal courts inereased
by 1 to 75 in 1969-70 while the number served by justice courts de-
creased by 1 to 244,

Table A gives the total number of judicial districts as of June 30 for
each year since the lower court reorganization 18 and the number served
by justice courts and municipal courts.

TABLE A—CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
As of June 30, 1953 Through 1969

. Mot Number of Number of
Year judicial districts justice courts munjcipal courts

1053 400 349
1064 400 348 g%
1058 303 3 53
1058 398 341
1957 393 335 58
1058 890 329 81
1089 314 312 82

374 307 a7
1881.. an 0] 69
1962 370 29y 2
1063 365 203
1064 361 238 73
1068...., 349 278 78
1066 839 - 208 1
1987 338 263 73
1868 326 263 73
1969 319 245 74
1970., 819 244 75

_Sil;lee t.he reorganization of the lower courts the number of judicial
dlStI:lctS in California has been reduced by 20 percent from a total of
400 in June 1953 to 319 in June 1970, Over the same period the num-
ber of justice court districts decreased by 30 percent from 349 to 244
while the number of municipal court distriets inereased by almost 50
percent from 51 to 75. These trends largely reflect two factors: (1)
redistricting by local boards of supervisors resulting in the consolida-
tion of separate justice court distriets to form either municipal court
of larger justice court districts and (2) the creation of municipal
courts as district populations in2;e«se to the 40,000 constitutional limit
for justice courts.

The Judicial Couneil completed districting surveys of Placer and
Napa Counties in 1969-70 at the request of their boards of sup-rvisors.
The Council’s report to the Placer County Board of Supervisors rec-
ommended that the justice court distriets of Auburn, Foresthill, Lin-
coln, Lp‘omis and Roseville be consolidated into a single municipal
court district sitting at Auburn with sessions at Roseville and that the
Colfax Justice Court District be consolidated into the proposed munie-
1R

yc:nxlso?{g;?gél C&edantﬁghi&lyar ﬁgficleg 7(?01&?? ]?lg?;i?:t olfntiultjlggvgg{:o %Iu?x?éfx?&lcg'}%%tryt

District effective January 1, 1971,
¥ See Fourteenth Blennial Report (1953) 12-28,
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ipal court distriet when workload justifies a second judgeship in the
municipal court, It was further recommended that the Tahoe Justice
Court District remain unchanged. .

The Council’s report to the Napa County Board of Supervisors
recommended that the Napa Justice Court District with an estimated
population of 65,000 be immediately declared a municipal eourt dis-
trict as required by the California constitution *® and that the justice
court districts of Calistoga and St. Helena be consolidated into a single
justice eourt distriet. The report further recommended a single county-
wide municipal court district at such time that the workload of such
a court would require two judges.

E. JUSTICE COURT QUALIFYING EXAMINATIONS

The regular qualifying examination required by Judicial Council

regulations to be given every six years to qualify layman candidates
for election to the office of judge of the justice court was held on Jan-
uary 24, 1970 at 13 examination centers.2® Of the 137 persons who took
the examination, 62, or 45 percent, passed and 75, or 55 percent, failed.
Residents of 30 counties qualified, The qualifying examination has been
made more comprehensive since the last regular examination was given
in 1964 when 61 percent of the applicants passed and 39 percent
failed.?! :

Special qualifying examinations were given in five counties during
fiscal year 1969-70 and the first half of fiscal year 1970-71.22 A total
of 67 persons took these examinations of whom 41, or 61 percent,
passed and 26, or 39 percent, failed. Twenty-nine counties were repre-
sented by the successful examinees.

No oral examinations were given during the above period. Oral ex-
aminations are required whenever there are more than three qualified
candidates (both laymen and attorneys) for appointment to a vacancy
in the office of judge of the justice court.2?

F. JUDICIAL COUNCIL LEGAL FORMS

Six new legal forms designed for statewide use in making service of
process were approved by the Judicial Council effective July 1, 1970.
In addition, the Judicial Council revised four previously approved
forms to inecorporate changes principally required by statutes enacted
by the 1970 Legislature; and it also approved a new form of Writ of
Execution for use under a new state law governing executions and
attachments,2*

w.Cgal, Const. Art. VI, § 5§ *, ., . there shall be a municipal court in each district of
more than 40,000 residents.”

® Gov. Code § 71601; Regulations Pertaining to Qualifying Ezamination for the
?iﬂggg )0/6 ’.{u‘;ilge of the Justice Court, Judicial Council ¥Fourteenth Biennial Report

i1 See Judicial Council Twentleth Blennial Report (1965). 96.

% Special Examinations were given in Mendocino, San Bernardino, Siskiyou, Sutter
and Tuolumne Countles,

B Gov, Code §§ 71180.4, 71601,3, and see Judicial Council Twentieth Biennial Report
(1965) 97, tootnote 5.

% Cal, Stats, 1970, Ch, 1523, effective November 23, 1970,
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In 1969 the Legislature had enacted a new Jurisdiction and Service
of Process Act, authorizing several new methods of serving a summons,
operative July 1, 1970.2° The new act was enacted as a result of recom-
mendations jointly made by the Judieial Counecil and the State Bar,"
and it required the courts and attorneys to use new forms of summons
beginning on that date.2® The new forms, which were prepared in con-
gultation with the State Bar staff and the California Legal Forms Com-
mittee, a statewide committee with representation from most of the
statewide organizations interested in such forms, are: (1) Summons,
(2) Instructions on Preparing Proof of Service, (3) Notice and Ac-
knowledgment of Service, (4) Summons (Unlawful Detainer), (5)
Summons (Joint Debtor) and (6) Summons (Marriage).

In addition to the new forms of summons, four legal forms pre-
viously approved by the Judicial Council effective November 10, 1969
were revised to incorporate various 1970 statutory changes: (1) Re-
quest to Enter Default, Declaration under CCP 585.5, Declaration of
Mailing, Memorandum of Costs and Declaration of Non-Military Sta-
tus, (2) Declaration for Undertaking of Attachment Against Resident
Defendant(s), (3) Writ of Attachment and (4) Request for Dis-
missal ?? The revised form of Request to Emnter Default, ete., has been
approved for statewide use effective January 1, 1971 because the prin-
cipal legislation affecting it was effective as of that date.?®8 The other .
three forms, as well as a new form of Writ of Execution, were ap-
proved effective November 23, 1970, the date when other 1970 legisla-
tive changes became effective, Under Rule 982 of the California Rules
of Court all courts are required to use the revised forms commencing
on January 1, 197129

The four revised forms include the following substantive changes:

(1) Request to Enter Default, Declaration Under CCP 585.5,
Declaration of Mailing, Memorandum of Costs and Declaration
of Non-Military Status: New form of Deelaration Under CCP
5855 has been added to facilitate complianece with the new law:
requiring every application for default under CCP 585(1) to in-
clude, or be accompanied by, an affidavit stating facts showing
that the action is or is not subjeet to the venue provisions of CC
1812.10 (Unruh Aet) or CC 2984.4 (Rees-Levering Aect), (Stats.
1970, Ch. 723.) The form of Declaration of Mailing has been re-
vised to state that a copy of the application for default was mailed,
rather than was mailed by the plaintiff or his attorney, to each
defendant’s attorney of record, or if none, to such defendant at
his last known address. (Stats. 1970, Ch. 105.)

(2) Declaration and Undertalking for Altachment Against Resi-

dent Defendant(s): The declaration regarding whether the action
is based on a debt incurred for necessaries has been deleted, and
the declaration regarding the defendant’s bankruptey has been
amended, in conformity with amended CCP 538. In addition, a
new form showing that the action was commenced in the proper
BCal, Stats. 1969, Chs. 1610 and 1611,
% See 1969 Judicial Council Report 27-96.
7 See 1970 Judieial Council Report 71-72,

# See Cal, Stats. 1970, Ch. 725,
® See 1970, Judicial Council Report 71-72; 1969 Judicial Council Report 116-118.
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trial court has been added to facilitate compliance with the re- [ Supervisors recommended that branch sessions conducted in the City
guirements of CC 1812 and 1812.10 (Unruh Act). (Stats, 1970, [ of Fullerton be terminated, and the report to the Riverside County
Ch. 1523.) The form of Declaration and Undertaking by Sureties | Board of .Supervisors recommended against establishing branch sessions
has been revised to cover urdertakings under, as well as over, |- in the City of Palm Springs. The recommendations against branch
$2,000. (See CCP 1041 and 1057,) : - sessions in those cities were based on the fact that such sessions would

(8) Writ of Attachment: This form is changed to call attention | be expensive, inefficient and disruptive of overall court operations and
to amended CCP 538, which provides that no attachment may be | that the needs of local residents would be adequately and conveniently

issued when the amount claimed, exclusive of any interest and served without such sessions.

attorney’s fees, is less than $200. (Stats. 1970, Chs. 1319 and || L
1523.) ' . - )
(4) Regquest for Dismissal: Appropriate provisions have been [
added for noting: (1) the type of action involved for purposes
of later reporting the dismissal to the Judicial Council, and (2) | .
if the dismissal was entered by the clerk as to less than all the ! ’ ]
defendants requested by the plaintiff, the names of the defendants
against whom the dismissal was entered and the date of such entry,

Drafts of the new forms were prepared for the Judicial Council’s
consideration by tiie staff of the California Continuing Education of
the Bar, which has agreed to develop a comprehensive system of court
forms suitable for Judieial Council adoption for statewide use. Before
these forms were submitted for Council approval, each form was
studied and approved by the California Legal Forms Committee in
consultation with the State Bar staff. This system of statewide review
of each proposed form before Judicial Council approval has resulted
in the design of forms that will accommodate the needs of both the
courts and attorneys.

In the future, it is anticipated that the Continuing Education of the
Bar will publish and maintain all Judieial Council approved forms in
4 loose-leaf CEB manual which will also contain annotations dealing
with the source of each form, the statutes or rules that govern it,
instructions on the use of each form and references to relevant diseus-
sions in CEB practice books and other reference works. The looseleaf
format will then permit the courts and attorneys to reproduce each
form by use of office copying machines for filing in any court of this
state.

G. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING BRANCH COURT
SESSIONS OF SUPERIOR COURTS

Subsection (¢) of Government Code Section 69252 requires that,
*‘The hoard of supervisors of counties seeking to establish or terminate
branch court sessions [of superior courts] shall request the recom-
mendations and advice of the Judieial Council before taking action.’

Reports and recommendations regarding superior court branch
court sessions were made at the request of the boards of supervisors
of Alameda, Orange and Riverside Counties. In the case of Alameda -
the Council recommended the establishment of multi-department, full-
service branch operations in the City of Hayward as facilities at that
location became available and as such operations were required by
growth in court business. The report to the Orange County Board of [ : : . ik
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CHAPTER .2

JUDICIAL STATISTICS
A. SUPREME COURT

1. SUMMARY OF FILINGS AND BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Total filings in the Supreme. Court during 1969-70 in reaching the
3,400 level were only slightly above the previous year’s 3,322 filings,
Noteworthy in this year’s filing -figures are a 10 percent increase in
petitions for hearing and more than an 8 percent decrease in criminal
original proceedings.

The growth in petitions for hearing in the Supreme Court may be
expected to continue as a reflection of the growing workload of the
Courts of Appeal.

The 1969-70 Supreme Court filings included 1,319 original proceed-
ings, 2,064 petitions for hearing and 17 eriminal appeals. During the
same period the court disposed of. 2,064 petitions for hearing, 1,212

" original proceedings, 114 appeals, 67 miscellaneous motions, 95 peti-

tions for rehearing, 46 executive clemency applications and issued 1,174
orders, for a total of 4,772 transactions,

TABLE 1—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS

Fisca! Years 1959-60 Through 1964—70

1059 | 1960~ | 1861- | 1062~ | 1983~ | 1064~ | 1965~ | 1066~ | 1967~ | 1968- | 1069~
Type of filing 60 ol 62 63 84 65- | 68 67 68 89 70
Total flings. ceeececmeecnase 1,313 | 1,403 (1,438 [ 1,562 {1,872 | 2,569 |2,522 {2,716 | 2,969 (3,322 | 3,400
A
p'vil 260 | 280 ( 303 202 241 | 261 | 2521 180 19 0 0
Criminal. comencicommnaccnacan 18 18 15 20 18 17 31 22 30 15 17
Original
(? '..M? ............... 78 55 | 104 87| 111 | 108 74 91 83 84 84
joal ... . 1421 103 | 204 | 239 530 (1,056 | 983 (1,026 {1,057 [1,340 | 1,236
+4vdons to dismiss on elek’s certifi-
cate 285( 2 ol 7] 2 15 7 [ 1 0 0
Petitiona for hearing of cases previe
ously decided by the Courts of
Appeal 783 | 837 ] 803 | 907 | 945 (1,111 [1,205 |1,379 {1,760 | 1,874 [ 2,084

The court disposed of 205 matters by written opinion in 1969-70.
This figure was almost identical to the number in 1968-69, and com-
pares to an annual average for the past 10 years of approximately 175
dispositions by written opinion.

2. APPEALS

Only death penalty appeals are filed direetly in the Supreme Court.!
Consequently, appeals disposed of by written opinion, other than death

1Filings of civil appeals in the Supreme Court have been eliminated as a result of
a censtitutional amendment adopted November 8, 1966, Cal. Const., Art, VI,
§11'states: “The Supreme Court has appellate jurisdiction when judgment of
death has been pronounced. With that exception courts of appeal have appellate
jurigdiction when superior courts have original jurisdiction and in other causes

prescribed by statute.”
(88)
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penalty cases, are those in which the Supreme Court granted a petition

_ for hearing after decision by a Court of Appeal. In 196970 there were

114 appgals disposed of by written opinion, of which 65 were civil and
49 criminal appeals.

3. ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS

Criminal original proceedings (chiefly writs of habeas corpus) filed
in the Supreme Court dropped from a record high of 1,349 in 1968-69
to 1,235 in 1969-70. It is of interest to note that the approximately
1,000 filings of these matters in the Courts of Appeal also represented
a decrease from a year earlier.

During 1969-70 the court disposed of 91 original proceedings (50

civil and 41 eriminal) by written opinion, the highest number since-

the 97 such dispositions in 1935. One hundred and ten civil and 1,011
eriminal original proceedings were disposed of without opinion.

TABLE H—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

) 1959~ 1 1960- | 1061- | 1662~ | 1063~ | 1964- | 1065~ { 196 -
Busiress transacted 60 61 62 63 64 85 66 076- 196687 196%8- 197609.

Total business transacted..... 1,914 11,079 12,001 12,233 | 2,663 [3,087 | 4,016 14,135 (4,208 | 4,124 | 4,772

Apé:eah
written opinion. .c.uoieniaaas 12
“Ii'thout opx‘;ion 5 Fammial, 51 1711 1261 122 100 | 117| 18] 140 | 116 140 | 114

affirmance or reversal on atipue

Iation, motion, et€.)eeeavcccnaue 3 3 4 0 1 2 ) 8 8 2 0
Original proceedings (including ba-
"By 2| a8 4 y

y OPINiON . e senicannas 5 47 27 41 62 &8 8
\‘.{@houtopmlon ................. 185 | 187 | 285 | 220 434 [1,128 {1,120 | 1,02 1.028 l.lgg l,lgll
Motions (miscellaneous)s

Denied or granted. ... ....eueneen 0 1 0 0 0] 12| 201 ‘85| 83| 20 67
Baram

Sran 138 [ 149 ) 132 | 121 | 103 ) 148 127 ) 187 188 188 | 101
Denied 646 | 638 | 6811 786 1 842 | 063 {1,078 |1,222 1,601 [1,716 | 1,873
Rehearings

Granted

n 1l 1] 4| 1] 3l 8| s 1

Denjed ) 601 73] 46| 72 | 84| 87| 108 etls 9g 92}
e fem and
- Iranafers and retransfery. ........ 4671 480 | 546 | 550 | 501 | 740 908

Miscellansous 237 | 2108 211 ) 330 | 867 | 423 | 474 g(‘)g ;g; lligil ég;
Ezecutive clemency applicationss...| 16 18 14 10 23 [ u 23 30 36 48,

s Exeludin, i ismil
g uwmt:e’ gleg:n-om to dismiss reported under appeals.
*Cal, Conat., Art V, § 8,

4. PETITIONS FOR HEARING

The 2,064 petitions for hearing on matters previously decided by
the Court_s of Appeal were 190 above the previous year. The greatest
gain was in the category of civil original proceedings with 635 petitions
for hearing filed for a gain of 178, or 39 percent. This increase cor-
responds to a 35 percent increase in civil original proceedings filed in
the Courts of Appeal. It. should be pointed out that some matters
(?lassnﬁed as eivil original proceedings may involve writs of mandamus
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TABLE IlI—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT

PETITIONS FOR HEARING GRANTED AND DENIED
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

1968-70 1908-69

Type of proceeding Filed Granted | Denjed Filed Granted |{ Denied

Total....... 2,084 191 1,873 1,874 158 1,718
Civil \ 564 67 497 R533 58 R477
Criminal appeal 841 34 807 RBB5 47 Rg18
Civil original proceedings. . mcecveccraccsacuan 635 56 578 457 41 418
CriminaForiginal proceedings. 72 7 86 71 4 87
Miscellaneous motions and applications........ 152 27 125 R148 10 R138

R Revised. Petitions for hearin%on motions to dismisa appeals which were previously classified under miscellaneous
motions are now included with appeals.

or prohibition which stem from criminal cases. (See section on Courts
of Appeal filings of original proceedings.) While only slightly over 9
percent. of the petitions for hearing were granted the 191 granted ex-
ceeded the previous year by 21 percent. In 34 instances the cases were
transferred back to the Courts of Appeal.

The approximate proportion of petitions granted in the various
categories were: civil appeals, 12 percent; eriminal appeals, 5 percent;
civil original proceedings, 9 percent; criminal original proceedings, 10
percent; and miscellaneous motions and applications, 18 percent. In
the latter grouping 19 of the 27 petitions granted were on motions to
recall the remittitur.

TABLE IV—-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT

PETITIONS FOR HEARING {N SUPREME COURT—NUMBER
FILED, GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1963-70

1959 | 1960- | 1961~ | 1062- | 1983- | 1984~ | 1965~ | 1366~ | 1087~ | 1968~ | 1960~
80 61 62 64 85 [ 87

[}] 68 69 70
Filed..... 783§ 837| 803 | 907 | 045 11,111 |1,205 {1,379 | 1,769 |1,874 | 2,064
Granted... oo coecmcncnmnconainean 1381 49| 122 1211 103 ( 1484} 1274 157 168 | 158} 191
Pezcent granted 17,6 1 17.8 { 15.2 | 13.3 | 10.9 | 13.3 [ 10.5 | 114 | 9.5 | 8.4 | 0.3
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B. COURTS OF APPEAL

1. SUMMARY OF ACTIVITY 1969-70

The over 8,000 filings in the Courts of Appeal in 1969-70 repre-
sented an increase of approximately 17 percent above the level of the
previous year on both a weighted and an unweighted basis, The great-
est increases were in criminal appeals (21%) and ecivil original pro-
ceedings (35%).

The courts disposed of nearly 8,000 appeals and eriginal proceedings,
a gain of 13 percent in dispositions but slightly less than the number
of filings for the year.

The total number of appeals pending on June 30, 1970 was almost
4,000 or 8 percent more than on June 80, 1969, Included in the pending
appeals were approximately 1,400 which were argued, calendared or
ready for calendar and 2,600 appeals in various stages of preparation
but short of readiness for calendar.

In 1969-70 the Courts of Appeal wrote 3,384 majority opinions, 236
more than the prior year. Included in these opinions were 225 “by
the court’’ opinions, a large increase from the 57 in 1968-69. Judges
assigned to the Courts of Appeal wrote 345 majority opinions. In addi-
tion to 1_:he ma-;jo.rity opinions there was a total of 48 dissenting and 25
eoneurring opinions.

The 41 judges of the Courts of Appeal who served throughout the
1969-70 fiscal year wrote an average of 65 opinions per judge. This
ﬁgur_e does not include ‘“by the court’’ opinions but does include con-
eurring and dissenting opinions. The number of written opinions

- amounts to an average of 70 per judge, when ‘‘by the court’’ opinions

are included.

The Courts of Appeal certified 61 percent of their opinions for non-
publication. This fizure comprised one-half of the civil appeal opinions,
thx_'ee.:-qua.rters of the criminal appeal opinions and one-third of the
opinions in original proceedings. The proportions of opinions that were
not published were higher than in any prior year.

TABLE V—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL

SUMMARY OF FILINGS (INCLUDING. TRANSFERS
FROM SUPREME COURT)

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

1059~  1060- | 1061~ | 1062~ | 1063- | 1084~ | 1065~ | 1066~ | 1087- | 1068- | 1080~
61 62 85 68 69 70

Type of fling 80 63 | o4 8 | e

Tota! Blingh. e nveemmemmcomers 2,851 12,874 |3,260 | 3,577 {3,872 |4,672 {5,013 | 5,838 | 6,411 | 6,874 | 8,030
Appeals , )

ivil, 1,327 {1,261 |1,364 {1,362 {1,380 | 1,302 {1,462 {1,478 | 1,604 1781 | 1,081
Criminal 0 2222II00IITIIIT 708 | 670 | 777 {1,004 | 1,108 {1,330 | 1/a34 | 1’048 |2:037 | 2120 | 2'Fae
Ol jq?l proceedings

vil... 520 | 687 | 887 | 738 | 733 | o7 | o7 | o075 11,347 {1.608 | 2172
Crimipal [ 2Z2020I2ITITTITT M7} 207 220 2621 447 | 722 | 73 | e61 |1:073 {1061 | 1,008
Moti:n& to dismiss on clerk’s certifi-

Al
Civil. 142 | 156 | 1037 208 | 105} 221 | 225 ) 272’} 288} say{ a1y
Criminal._; .00 0000 B B A B e A e 2 e B 1 e 1 e A B A B
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The Courts of Appeal have had 48 authorized judges since November
10, 1969, The incoming workload during the year ending June 30, 1970
indicated a need for 59 judges. The 1970 Judicial Council Report (page
84) estimated that there would be a need for 58 judges in 1970-71, but
a conservative new estimate now shows a probable need for 65 judges
in 1970-71 and 71 judges in 1971-72,

Appeals

Filings of appeals in the Courts of Appeal during 1969-70 had the
highest growth rate of any year in the past decade. The 4,542 appeals
filed were 17 percent above the number in 1968-69, a figure far exceed-
ing the growth rate of superior court filings and dispositions.

The nearly 2,000 civil appeals filed represented a 13 percent increase
which ig also the highest of the decade. Criminal appeals jumped 21
peréent to over 2,550 and, while there were larger percentage gaing
in 1962-63 and 1965-66, the 442 additional filings is a record volume
increase,

The Courts of Appeal by increasing their dispositions of appeals 10
percent to 4,834 in 1969-70 were almost able to keep pace with the
4 861 filings of appeals and motionis to dismiss on clerk’s certification.?
The disposition by written opinion of 1,500 civil and 1,721 criminal
appeals was 263 more than in the previous year and coincidentally was
the same volume increase as in 1968-69,

Original Proceedings

Civil original proceedings (writs of mandamus, prohibition and ad-
ministrative review) increased a dramatic 35 percent in 1969-70.3 The
2,172 filings for the year is more than double the number of such
filings in 1966-67 and four times greater than in 1959-60. The total
of civil original proceedings filed in 1969-70 consisted of 280 petitions
for writs of review,! 963 petitions under Sections 999a and 1538.5 of
the Penal Code® and 929 other writs of mandamus and prohibition,
The fizures for a year earlier were 813 writs of review, 597 petitions
under Sections 999a and 1538.5 of the Penal Code, and 698 other writs.

The slightly over 1,000 criminal original proceedings (habeas cor-
pus) filed in 1969-70 were below the prior year. Filings of these pro-
ceedings, after climbing 25 percent to 1,073 in 1967-68 appear to have
leveled off,

The over 38,100 original proceedings disposed of were 19 percent
higher than a year earlier, but the 221 (189 civil and 32 criminal) dis-
posed of by written opinion were shightly lower than the previous year'’s
record high of 245. Dispositions by written opinion amounted to 7 per-
cent of the total dispositions of original proceedings in 1969-70, and
compares to a 10-year annual average of 8 percent.

* Motions to dlsmiss on clerk's certification are not counted as appeals filed; however,
most olf !tl',cae motions are granted and are Included as appeals disposed of with-
out opinfon.

'Includcdpln civil original proceedings is a large number of petitions for writs of
prohibition and mandamus which arlse in criminal cases. However, the review
proceedings provided are classified as civil proceedings.

» Ohiofly review of dispositions of the Workmen'’s Compensation Appeals Board,

t Section 1538.5 of the Penal Code became effective in November 1968 and provides
for appellate review of orders on motlons for return of property or suppression
of evideénce obtained in unreasonable search, The People, 88 well as defend-
ants, may seek such review,
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Transfer of Municipal and Justice Court Appeals

During 1969-70 a record number of 50 (11 civil and 39 crimi
V.4 ] | @ (9] 1
appeals from municipal and justice courts were certified to the X(!}lcl)ﬁ?tl
of Appeal after decision in a superior court. However, none of the

appeals were ordered transferred to the Courts of Appeal during the

period.

The following are cumulative figures from January 9 1962, wl
certification procedure was adoptgd, through June 3)(,), 19700 When the

Transfers on Certification Total Civil Criminal
Grnpted —— 66 21 45
Denied X 1567 48 109
Transfers on court's own motion _______ 6 2 4

2. WEIGHTED CASELOADS?

The weighted caseloads for the Courts of A i .
‘ s for ppeal during 1969-70
increased 16.7 percent which is comparable to the 16.9 perceit gain in
filings, The comparative changes for each of the distriets are as follows:

Percentage Change t6 1969-70 from 1968-69

Weighted i
Appellate Distriot ‘Oasgload Ug::;%x;;d
State total
District I }gfg %8'3
District II 248 20.0
District ITI 4.7 -0.9
District IV 13.9 16.6
District V Z 104 101

avgt can ’bekfeeg from C'll‘able VII that in three of the districts the
rage workload per judge in terms of weighted units is 2 -
cent above the standard. Shie? muilts Tn 28 to 38 per

Based upon the total weighted incoming workload during 1969-70
there was a need for 59 judges. The workload for the previous year
showed a need for 50 judges. The addition of three authorized Judges
during 1969-70 resulted in the present total of 48 authorized Judges.
The gap between needed judges and authorized judges was partially
narrowed by the temporary assignment of the equivalent of six Jjndges.
The increased use of timesaving ‘‘by the court’’ opinions in some of the

appellate divisions also helped in ting th i i
Sppalate p meeting the demands of the incoming

:%glelt%milla l.Rlulas: of '(’i:lourt.“Rules 61-69,
cia ouncil utilizes a welghted caseload system which dffo
g:‘eclse measure of the workload of the Courts of Appeal than is ;egvﬁledmog}?'
thensurlng total fillngs and transfers. The system glves recognition to the fact
! at the various types of cases flled in the Courts of Appeal require varying
amounts of judicial effort, Civil appeals on the average require the greatest
we]ox:\nt. of court time and the system accordingly gilves a clvil appeal more
A gIt than.a crimina) appeal and much more welight than an orlginal proceed-
np%en';(&“?fggt" the system Is a standard welghted caseload of 1,200 units for an
The weighting system assigns to each civil appeal filed 20 units, each criminal

a
ml_)g)(?:.eld}:gulnléi.lfach civil original proceeding 2 units and each eriminal original

'
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TABLE VI—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1869-70

1059 |- 1860~ | 1981~ | 1062~ [ 1063~ | 1984~ | 1005~ | 1066~ | 1067- | 1068~ | 1069~
Businesa transacted 60 ) 62 63 64 [1] 66 67 68 [} 70
Total business transacted.......} 4,100 4,318 |4,952 | 5,734 | 6,388 |7,763. | 0,664 {10,203 |13,403 |12,808 |14,500 .
A ] . |
pv'y written opinion..oou.ocoooau 1,367 {1,400 11,442 | 1,611 (1,851 |1,751 |2,087 | 2,323| 2,605 2,088 | 8,221
ithout opinion (by dismissal, .
affirmance or reversal ca stipu~
lation, motion, e46.)eemumucnnax: J 622| 600 | 745 | 763 | 804 ) 792 {1,021 | 935} 1,100| 1,428) 1,613
Qriginal proceedings (including ha~ :
beas corpus, i
By written opinion.e.couaocnuaen 83 02 04 84| 104 84 | 103 121 181} 248] 22 )
ithout opiniof.cess cnccicnnannan 612 | 679 | 830 | 801 [1,060 |1,687 {1,850 | 1,641 2,118 2,370 | 2,807° ]
Motions (miscellaneous)» .
Denied or granted. .o oecearaancas | 239 | 278 | 306 | 253 | 200 | r¥i | 201 ( 223( 304 324 817
Rehearings 4
Gran 25 20 20 48 a8 80 42 53 (3] 42 (1]
Denied...ccnevicacccncennmonas 400 | 416 ( 422 | 419 | 440 | 418 | 828 651 740 785) 720
Orders (miscell . )b, 771 | 833 11,005 | 1,735 | 2,161 [2,950 4,125 | 4,346 6,136 4,647 5,448 :
* Excluding granted motions o dismiss reported under appeals, i
b Not repogted elsewhere, pe P %
TABLE VII—CALIFQCRNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
FILINGS AND WEIGHTED UNITE
Fiscal Years 1368-69 and 1969-70 e
District 1 Distrivt 11 Distriet 111 Distriet IV District V
(4. Divisionzs} (5 Divisions) (1 Division) _ (2 Diyisions) (1 Division)

1960-70 | 1863-62 | 1069-70 | 1088-60 | 1069-70 | 1068-60 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 [ 1969-70 { 1068-60. °
12 13 320 (20 4 4 9 8 3 3
Type of filings Judges) | Juiges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges) | Judges)

R I
2,230 | 1,856 [ 3,564 | 2,089 750 7671 1,138 076 348 e ‘ ‘

624 609 748 574 208 100 313 282 00 o0 ’3",' i A
512 367 | 1,841 | 1,137 184 165 412 358 133 103

I

597 459 | * 1,083 708 120 107 303 188 83 £ ;

370 300 283 208 232 282 72 109 49 8 s

Motions to dismiss on !
clerk’s certificate... 138 112 109 162 22 17 38 30 13 14 .
S

Average per judge.... 187 158 178 148 188 189 126 103 116 105 . :
Weighted unita...... 19,184 | 17,077 | 30,819 | 24,744 | 6,244 | 6,006 | 11,058 | 9,705 | 3,305 | 2,995 1
: !

Aversge per judge....) 1,697 | 1,423 | 3,841 | 1,237 1 1,801 1,492 | 1,220} 1,618 1,102 098 1
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The 1969-70 weighted filings in the five appellate dlstrlcts 1nd1eated
a need for the following number of judges: v .

Judges Needed Baszed Upon 1969-70 Weighted Caseload
(Standard Caseload—1,200 units) .

58.8 judges

Distriet II

‘ ' 16.0 judges -
25,7 judges

District III

i 5.2 judges

District IV

District V

now authorized.

Appeals Pending

Estimates based upon a trend figure of less than 10 percent (the
1969-70 figure was 17 percent) indicate that in 1970-71 there will be
a need for 65 judges and in 1971-72, for 71 judges or 23 more than are

3. BACKLOG

On June 30, 1970 there-were nearly 4,000 appeals pending. This was
8 percent more than on the same date one year earlier. The average
number of appeals pending per judge increased between the two dates
from 82 (45 authorizeéd judges) to 83 (48 authorized judges) in
spite of the addition of three judges.

TABLE VIII—-CALIFORNIA COURYS OF APPEAL

APPEALS PENDING
June 30, 1969 and June 30, 1970

June 30, 1970 June 30, 1969
Total . * Total
Courts of Appeal pending Civil Criminal pending Civil Crimina]

State totaleccnecscnmananean] 8,977 2,111 1,868 3,675 1,080 1,905
District I—Total v ... 1212 787 425 1,020 737 283
Divisi 321 219 102 268 104 74
Divi 303 105 108 285 109 66

D 317 220 97 253 186 67
Dmumn 4.... anaan n 153 118 234 158 76
Distriet II==Total. . ccaeennesene]| 1,530 857 873 1,622 662 960
Division 18, . carmunce 174 23 151 158 30 128
b 193 15 178 213 21 102
Division 36..cnea-. 178 15 161 246 21 225
Dj - ] 199 28 173 221 87 164
Division 8. ... 262 52 . 210 310 50 251
Unassignedb, ... 528 526 . 474 474 -
District I8 «ocuuarnacaneanann 338 234 104 300 219 90
Distriet IV—Total.umeceasncnenn 678 330 346 534 275 259
Division 18, o uimmmesmsncanecs 203 153 140 284 152 132
Division 2¢. . .. 383 177 206 250 123 127
Distriot V.o cenicmcaneacinee 201 103 118 190 87 103

* Divisions with focr authorized judges.

®Bince August 1, 1067 newly ﬁled civil appesls have not been irmediately assigned to a division. Assignments are
made from & *master ready list’

* Division with five authorized judges.

' by & periodio equal distribution of a portion of the oldest cases:

8 Appeals pending consist of all appeals that have been filed and not as yet decided,
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Among the pending appeals were some 2,600 appeals (1,139 eivil and
1,462 criminal) not ready to be heard.? This was an increase of 22 per.
cent in one year in the number of such appeals pending and a portent
that the workload pressure on the courts will continue to grow.

Appeals Argued, Calendared, or Ready for Caiendar

As of June 30, 1970 the 1,376 ready appeals which had not been
decided were 164 less than the number on June 30, 1969. The reduction
is attributable entirely to the Second Appellate District (Los Angeles),
since all other districts experienced increases. In the Second District
which had a drop of 288 ready pending appeals there were 158 ‘‘by the
court’’ opinions and 194 opinions by assigned judges during 1969-70.

Considering the large number of unready appeals pending and the
filings reported for early 1970-71, at the time this report is written, the
backlog may be expected to increase during 1970-71. It is estimated
that the full time of 48 authorized judges would be required for six
months to dispose of the pending appeals which had been argued or
calendared, or were ready for calendar on June 30, 1970,

TABLE IX—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
APPEALS ARGUED, CALENDARED OR READY FOR CALENDAR

June 30, 1969 and June 29, 1970

June 30, 1070 June 30, 1966

Courta of Appeal Total Civil Criminal Total Civil Cnmml

1,376 072 404 1,640 989 561

462 367 5 403 339 84

125 02 33 122 101 21

119 95 24 112 97 15

135 123 12 83 68 15

57 26 88 73 13

3712 224 148 660 314 346

42 23 19 49 29 25

35 14 21 98 20 78

35 15 20 26 19 77

24 41 94 53 41

29 ] 47 188 58 130

96 96 e 136 136 -

180 142 38 167 131 36

263 178 85 218 163 52

Division 18, ...... 108 78 30 132 99 83

Division 2¢ . 185 100 55 83 64 19
Dttt Voo eeeevecmanas —ame- 9 61 38 05 42 83
« Divislons with four autborised judges. ‘
» Binoe August 1, 1087 newly filed civil & bave not been immediately assigned to a division, Assignmaenta are

' lmdefm:‘&nuhmgm"bynp&m:qmdhﬁbuﬁonohporﬁonottbaoldutu-.

'+ Division with five authorised judges.

*These appeals were in various stages of preparation, from those recently filed 'to
those completed except for closing brief.
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’ 4. DELAY

While an examination of the number of matters pending in the
Courts of Appeal is important to any analysis of the courts’ workload
and needs, even more significant to users of the courts is the overall
time it ta}(es to reeeiye a decision on an appeal. Criminal appeals receive
priority in calendaring and therefore the delay factor is shorter than
for plvﬂ .appe.als. Table X indicates for each appellate division the
median time interval in months between the filing of the notice of
appeal and the filing of the opinion in a case, and from the time an
appeal was ready for calendaring to the filing of the opinion, The

time intervals shown are for the last quarter of the fiscal v i
June 30, 1970. 4 al year ending

TABLE X—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL DELAY IN APPEALS
MEDIAN TIME IN MONTHS

Quarter Ending June 30, 1970

Notice of appeal Ready for calend
to filing of opinion to filing of opiniozr
Courts of Appeal Civil Criminal Civil Criminal

District I

Division 1 —— .-

Division 2 - %g }9 }g 3

Division 3 - 23 12 12 3

Division 4 - 18 17 7 g
District, IT

Division 1,

Division 2 . i? ié g %

Division 3s - 14 13 4 2

Division 4a 17 17 5 2

Division 5» -] 22 18 10 6
District III» 22 ] 14 3
District IV

Division 15,

Division 2b : 2 i 1 ;
District V... 22 18 10 (i

* Divisions with four suthorized judges.
® Division with five authorized jddgga.

Civil Delay

The overall average time from the notice of appeal to the filing of
t}}e.qplnlon in civil appeals varies from 14 to 23 months in the 13
divisions of the Courts of Appeal. In five divisions the overall time
was less than 18 months and in eight divisions it was between 18 months
and two years. Comparing these times with the last quarter of the
previous year, three divisions reported no change, eight divisions less
time and two divisions reported more time.

The interval between the time an appeal is ready for ealendar and
the filing of the opinion represents delay that is more directly attribu-
tal}le_to congestion in the court. In seven of the 13 appellate divisions
this interval for civil appeals ranged from 9 to 12 months, in five

divisions, from 3 to 7 months and in only one division was it over
12 months,

4—81244
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Criminal Delay

In three appellate divisions the average overall time for eriminal
appeals was one year or less. In the remaining 10 divisions the overall
time was between 13 and 17 months. Many of the divisions are rela-
tively current in handling criminal appeals that are ready for calendar,
The average time from eclosing brief to filing of the opinion was three
months or less in eight divisions and four to six months in five divisions.

5. PUBLICATION OF OPINIONS

Under legislation enacted in 1963, publication of appellate court
opinions is limited to those which the Supreme Court deems it expe-
dient to publish.’® Pursuant to this statutory provision the Supreme
Court adopted Rule 976 of the California Rules of Court, effective
January 1, 1964, which requires publication of all Supreme Court
opinions, but provides that opinions of a Court of Appeal or of an
“appellate department of the superior court are to be published if they
involve a new and important issue of law, a change in.an established
principle of law, or a matter of general public interest. Under the
provisions of the rule, a Court of Appeal opinion is published unless
a majority of the court rendering the opinion certifies that it does not
meet the standard for publication.

During 1969-70 the Courts of Appeal judges Wrote 3,384 majority
opinions with 2,054 or 61 percent certified for nonpubhcatlon This
is the highest percentage ever so certified. In previous years it varied
from 50 to 55 percent. Eleven of the 13 divisions this year had at least
50 percent of their opinions certified for nonpubhcatlon

The courts certified 50 percent of all the opinions in civil appeals
for nonpublication, For eriminal appeals the figure was 74 percent
and original proceedings 33 percent. Comparative figures for 1968-69
were 43, 68 and 32 percent, respectively. The proportion of unpublished
opinions varied from division to division as is shown in Table X1,

1 Cal.Stats, 1963, Ch. 1353 ; Gov. Code § 68895.
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TABLE XI-——CALIFORNIA COU RTS OF APPEAL
PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY OPINIONS UNPUBLISHED
Fiscal Year 1969-70
Courts of Appeal Total agxl;lea.l‘s Efg"eﬁf p:mqﬁga
61 50 74 33
67 49 74 44
33 29 43
& 2 & i
89 62 82 33
64 67 82 61
64 50 76 25
Division 1.......
Division 2. ... o & o K
Division 3.... 86 74 05 42
Divigion 4ee oot 52 41 66 ]
Division Buueeeei e eecemmccen e 50 38 57 1]
Distriet Il e emne e 60 47 82 33
Disbrict IV e e et 60 68 €8 24
Division 1 53 63
Divigion 2.eevreeccnnnn n—i 70 66 ?3 Sg
Distriet Veur o lom o mimccccmacnans 45 32 51 7k
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C. SUPERIOR COURTS

Filings and dispositions in the superior courts again rose to new
record highs continuing a long-term trend in which these gross meas.
ures of court input and output have established new records in each
successive year, The 1969-70 gain in filings amounted to 3 percent
while dispositions rose by 1 percent. After eliminating dismissals of
inactive cases for lack of prosecution 1! the gain in dispositions totaled
only 1,5654. This amounted to an inerease of only four-tenths of 1 per-
cent, compared to the 3 percent gain in filings. Thus, the gap between

filings and dispositions inereased to 92,418 as the matters disposed of-

fell about 18 percent short of the number of siew cases filed.

TABLE XII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES
DiISMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION)

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

Dispositions .
(excluding Net difference L
; - dismissals for between dispositions Dispositions ss
Fiscal year Filings lack of prosecution) and filings percent of filings
1959-60. 329,539 278,434 ~51,105 84.5
1060-61 352,259 209,203 ~52,968 85.0
1981-62 365,809 297,902 ~57,807 83.7
1062-63... 373,180 309,875 —83,6156 83.0
1963-64.... 306,640 322,338 —74,311 81.3
1064~65....- 416,338 338,601 =71,137 81.3
1965-68.... 435,805 351,880 ~84,016 B80.7
1068-67.... 446,600 . 364,280 —82,220 81.6
1967-68... 467,660 386,431 —81,129
1968-69... R403,631 R414,460 R—79,171 RB4,0
1969-70.. 608,432 416,014 —02,418 81.8

R Revised.

That filings have exceeded dispositions each year, and generally by

an increasing margin in recent years, is not itself a cause for concern ||
since filings represent potential rather than actual workload. Many |}

cases are abandoned without being dismissed, remaining inactive on
court records but never becoming part of real workload or backlog.
Moreover, there is a normal time lag between the filing of a case and
its readiness for disposition and consequently the backlog tends to

increase in times of rapidly increasing filings. Thus, despite an increas-

ing spread between filings and dispositions, courts may be current in
the sense that they are disposing of all cases ready for termination.

An additional factor in 1969-70 was that filings for ‘‘dissolution of } ]

marriage’’ under the new Family Law Act increased markedly while
dispositions necessarily lagged somewhat behind.

Despite these factors which help to explain the widening gap between
filings and dispositions, the inability of the superior courts to increast
dispositions by more than a fraction of the increased input of filings
portends future problems of congestion and delay. Superior court filings
per judge were greater than ever before and this business represented

1 Under Cal. Code Civ. Proe. §§ 581a and 583 courts may dismiss old cases for lack
of prosecution. From time to time individual courts purge their records by mak:

ing such “housekeeping” dismissals., In 1969-70 these totaled 8,563 as against .

4,982 in 1968-69. In the discussion that follows disposition figures exclude dis:
missals for lack of prosecution.
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greater judicial workload than in earlier years. These developments
clearly suggest that tl}ere 15 a general overall need for more judicial
manpower in the superior courts,

1. FILINGS

s

Filings in 1969-70

A record 508,4‘32 superior court cases were filed in 1969-70 up
by. 14,801 from the previous high in 1968-69. The 1969-70 gaiﬁ in
filings amounted to 3 percent compared to a 5.6 increase in 1968-69
and an average gain of 4.6 percent in the years since 1959-60.

The number of filings per judge 12 is often used as a rough index of-

judieial workload,!® and the per judge average of 1,222 recor i
1969-70 was the highest on record. Based on this record avel?ageedtllllg
gain in filings equaled the workload of 12 judges while the actual
number of authorized judgeships increased by only 8, Stated differently
:chere was a 2 percent increase in judgeships while incoming businesé
inereased by 3 percent. '

TABLE X1{l—CALIi ,RNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
TOTAL FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 196970

Increase in filings from preceding year
Filings i Amount Percent
e i
X 22 K]
355,809 aiggg gg
373,160 17,381 4.9
396,849 23,469 6.3
416,338 19,689 5.0
435,805 10,557 4.7
446,500 10,605 2.4
467,560 21,060 4.7
R403,83] R2,071 R5.8
508,432 14,801 3.0

R Revised,

Even more significant than the recent gains in total filings is the
rapid Shlf.t that has occurred in the types of matters brought before
the superior courts. Increases in filings have generally been greatest
In the categories of proceedings which generate the greatest judicial
workload. Thus, in 1969-70 the combined filings in the high workload
categories of criminal, juvenile and personal injury casebs accounted
for 40 percent of total filings, in eontrast to 34 percent only three years
earlier, Sma!l_changes in the amount of incoming erimindl Juvenile.
and personal injury business have a disproportionate effect on court
operations because of the priority given eriminal and Jjuvenile matters
bepal}se each group generates a high proportion of contests and because
¢criminal and Dbersonal injury matters account for nearly 90 percent
of all jury trials, The net result of the change in the types of filings
Is that today the same number of filings represents a signiﬁcantTy
greater judicial workload than in earlier years, ‘

1 “Ppep " !

‘laagrtj :g%.g;: l?f:tlgz:zeg:?i?eggs?he‘;n atr}:ze n%lt"g?]?fxs?gd at}(l:tx?mtxlg egerj\gggs s'ofa Sco?xs mtil;?

or absences or unfilled vacancies. Neither are adjust-

ments made for judicial assistance.
13 See Weighted Caseload, infra. glven or received.
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TABLE XIV—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Change in filings from:
1968-64 1959-60
’ Filings
Type of proceeding 1969-70 Amount Percent Araount Percent
Total filings 508,432 14,801 3.0 17,803 54.3
Probate and guardianship....vaicaaacuicnaan 61,822 3,610 6.0 10,857 21.3
Family Laws .. ... 131,671 10,831 9.0 46,050 |  55.5
Original civil litigation. ccmer vomammmnccaenne 150,638 ) 3.8 54,484 66.7
Personal injury, death and property damage.. 54,420 5,875 12.1 249464 65.7
Motor vehicleb 40,087 5,081 14.5 . -
Otherb___.._. 1. 14,362 5.9 - -
Eminent domaine.... 8,122 —1,281 | ~13.8 - -
Other civil.... 88,087 6812 0.7 - -
Complaints®.. 41,198 1,168 2.9 . -
Petitiong®. ceoeoeeooooos 40,889 —540 ~1.2 - e
Insanity and other infirmiti 9,169 —11,281 [ -55.1 —14,260 | —60.8
Juyenile..eno o ceeacaccaeas 74,668 1,054 1.4 33,177 80.0
Delinquency®. 60,781 666 1.1 - -
Dependency?. ... ——- 13,885 388 2.9 - .
(o737 T R, 72,048 3,880 5.7 41,602 135.9
Appeals from lower COUrtE. e emnmmcncencmenas 4,084 052 30.4 2,600 175.2
Habens corpus. . - 4,434 420 16,3 3,673 415.0

s Formerly “'Divorce, separate maintenance and annulment,"

b Reported as a separale category starting in 1967-68, . . .

. Eiz_q‘natirﬁt du.mﬁlp,ﬁlmga (parcels) are shown separately starting in 1065-66. In prior years they were included as part
o er civil, .

)

While ineoming criminal and juvenile filings again increased to
new record highs, the rate of growth was down substantially from the
dramatic inereases reported in the immediately preceding years. A
record 72,048 criminal defendants were filed on in 1969-70 in the
superior courts, 3,889 more than in 1968-69. The proportionate in-
crease, which amounted to 5.7 percent, was down sharply from gains
of 23.8 perecent in 1968-69, 18.9 percent in 1967-68, 7.8 percent
in 1966-67 and 13.1 percent in 1965-66. Most of the gain was reported
by superior courts other than Lios Angeles. Criminal filings in the
Los Angeles court increased by about % percent in contrast to almost
10 percent for the balance of the state.

Under the amended provisions of Section 17 of the Pengl Code which
became effective in November 1969, the judicial workload of superior
courts was somewhat reduced in 1970 by the disposition in municipal
and justice courts of a number of eriminal eases which previously
would have been prosecuted through superior courts. Section 17 as
amended provides that distriet attorneys may prosecute as misde-
meanors those criminal offenses that are punishable as either felonies
or misdemeanors, or alternatively that the magistrate with the consent
of the defendant and prosecutor may dispose of these cases as mis-
demeanors at the time of the preliminary hearing. The Bureau of
Criminal Statisties ¢ of the Department of Justice estimates that in
the first half of 1970 approximately 2,600 cases in which there were
felony complaints were disposed of in municipal or justice courts
malifornia Bureau of Criminal Statistics is the source of all figures relative

to felony-misdemeanors. The estimates are preliminary and should be treat
as approximations,

S R
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under the provisions of the amended section. Under the prior law
superior courts would have had to dispose of these estimated 2,600
additional ‘‘felony’’ eases in the first half of 1970. Consid‘erinw,the
nature of the offenses it is unlikely that any significant number ocf the
defendants would have received more than a misdemeanor sentence
even though they were prosecuted in the superior courts.

There appears to be wide variation among the counties in the extent
to vyhlch cases filed as felonies are disposed of at the municipal or .
justice court level. Thus, the utilization of this provision of Section
17 in the first half of 1970 is estimated to have reduced felony filings
in the following superior courts by the percent indicated:

Bstimated percent reduction in
felony filings in superior court

Superior Court January=June 1970

Alameda -2

Contra Costa - —igg:
Sacramento -129;
San Dieg0 oo ~239%
San Francisco ~15%
San Joaquin -31¢9,
Santa Clara -169%
Los Angeles 5%

. These variations seem to result primarily from the differing policies
of local prosecutors.

_ The number of juvenile proceedings filed in superior courts {exclu-
sive of fraffc violations) continued to increase, rising to a record
74,6@6. This figure was up by a modest 1,054 or 1.4 percent over the
previous year, compared to gains in the preceding four years of 11.7
percent, 13.6 percent, 4.0 percent and 7.1 percent, respectively. Many
major metropolitan courts reported fewer juvenile filings, in contrast
to gains in Los Angeles (41,578 or 8%), Santa Clara (-658 or 20%),
Contra Costa (4181 or 7%) and San Bernardino (<143 or 4%).

In 1969—70 there was a very significant jump in the number of
personal injury, death and property damage filings, especially those
1nvplv1ng motor vehieles. A new record high of 54,429 personal injury
actions were filed, up by 5,875 or 12.1 percent from 1968-69 and
representing by far the largest annual increase of personal injury
ﬁln{gs on record. The 1969-70 increase in inecoming personal injury
business contrasts with virtual stability over the preceding four years
when between 47,000 to 49,000 cases were filed annually. Cases in-
volving motor vehicles accounted for over 85 percent of the gain in
personal injury filings. The change in trend of incoming personal
mjury cases is expected to have considerable impact on court opera-
tlgns since these actions account for ahout 75 percent of eivil jury
trials and over 80 percent of the backlog of civil cases awaiting jury
’prlpl. Assuming that the judicial time required to dispose of personal
mjury cases remains constant and that no change occurs in their man-
ner of disposition, the full time of about 125 judges ¥ would be required

for one year to dispose of the 54,429 new personal inj ti fil
i oas Yo D , p Jury actions filed

**Based on a bench time day of 414 hours.
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Filings of domestic relations proceedings jumped by 10,831 or 9 per-
cent to an all-time record of 131,571.1¢ The largest part of this inerease
followed the January 1970 effective date of the Family Law Act,

Although filings in insanity and other infirmities had been declining
moderately over the preceding five years they dropped by a dramatic

. 11,261 or 55.1 percent to a total of only 9,169 in 1969-70. The sharp

decline largely reflects the effect of the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act
that became effective July 1, 1969, The Act in part provides procedures
for the voluntary treatment and care of most infirm persons in lieu of
court intervention and judicial commitment. It also provides for con-

servatorship in lieu of commitment proceedings for infirm persons’
‘needing long-term care or treatment.

Filings of appeals from lower courts and habeas corpus continued
to increase as in the past several years. Filings of appeals increased
by 30.4 percent (+4952) in 1969-70 to a new record of 4,084 and habeas
corpus filings inereased by 16.3 percent (+620) to a high of 4,434.

In addition to the decrease in insanity filings there were also de-
creases in eminent domain and in ‘‘other civil petitions.”’

Filings Since 1959-60

The growth of business in California superior courts has been rapid
and sustained as shown by the long-term increase in filings. Total filings
increased by 178,893 or 54 percent during the 10 years since 1959-60,
a rate of growth substantially greater than the 29 percent increase in
population or the 39 percent increase in authorized judges. The largest
numerical increase during the 10 years was recorded in original eivil
litigation where filings rese by 54,484 or 56.7 percent with about one-
third of the gain reflecting increased personal injury litigation and the
balance increased ‘‘other civil’’ 18 filings. The next largest gain occur-
red in family law proceedings where filings rose by 46,950 or 55.5 per-
cent, followed by gains of 41,502 and 33,177 in eriminal and juvenile
filings, respectively. During the decade criminal filings more than
doubled (4185.9%) and juvenile filings rose by 80 percent. The largest
percentage gains occurred in habeas corpus where filings rose by 415
percent (<4-3,573) and in appeals where filings were up by 175 percent
(+42,600). The only decrease was recorded in insanity and other in-
firmities where filings dropped by 14,250 or 60.8 percent from 1959-60.

As previously noted, the highest workload categories account for a
greater portion of today’s filings than in earlier years so that thelong-
ferm inerease in total filings is only a partial and imperfect index of
the increased judicial workload. Original civil litigation, juvenile and
criminal filings, the highest workload categories, made up 51 percent of
total filings in 1959-60 as against 59 percent in 1969-70.

10 Effective January 1970 these matters were filed under the new Pamily Law Act.
Previously such actions were olassified as divorce, separate maintenance and
annulment. The new Act provides for dissolution of marriage based on a show-

ing of irreconcilable differences, as contrasted with the former provision for
divorea based upon a showing of fault.

17 “Other civil petitions” includes such matters as adoption, reciprocal support
change of name, etc.

18 *Other eivil” filings includes such matters as quiet title, contract, injunction, ete.,
as well as such special proceedings as adoption, reciprocal support, ete, but
excludes family law proceedings (called ‘“divorce, separate maintenance and
annulment” prior to 1969-70), probate and personal injury. This category was
called “¢lvil” actions not elsewhere classified” prior to 1967-68, and prior to
llﬁlss-lgﬁdegnlnent domain was included as part of ‘civil actions not elsewhere
classified.
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' Mueh of the long-tern inerease in superior court filings reflects the
inerease in California population. However, population growth alone
does not completely account for the increase in filings as can be seen
if filings are related to a constant population base (filings per 100,000
popul_atlon). ?hlfls, in }961%—07803 total of 2,541 matters were filed in
superior courts for each ,000 population, 20 percent greater ths

the 2,116 Alings per 100,000 population in 1950-60, b greater than

Judgeships and Filings Per Judge ¥

As of June 30, 1970 the superior courts were authorized a total of
416 judgeshiyps, 8 more than one year earlier. This represented an in-
crease of 2 percent in judgeships compared to a 3 percent increase in
filings. Reflecting the lower proportionate increase in judgeships, filings
per Jugge rose to 1,222 from 1,210 in 1968-69. The current average of
1,222 filings per judge is the highest on record and compares to the
previous record of 1,213 established in 1966-67 and an average of 1,159
for t_he 10 years beginning with 1959-60. The average number of filings
per judge has been tending higher in recent years as can be seen from
Table XV. In addition, as noted, the workload content of filings has
increased. Thus, on the average, superior court judges were charged
not only with disposing of a record amount c¢f incoming filings, but
filings which represented considerably greater judicial worklcad than
in earlier years.

TABLE XV—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
NUMBER OF JUDGESHIPS AND FILINGS PER JUDGESHIP

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

Fiscal year Number of suthorized judgeshipa® Total filings per judgeship
1058-80 300 1,008
ise0-1 302 1,188
: 1-82 332 1,072
Y 335 1,114
e 348 1,148
. i L
¥

}ggg_—gg 368 1,213
1% 304 1,187
o5 g 408 R],210

97 416 1,222

;geuvoildeg? authorised judgeshipa at end of fiscal year, Sea note 12 supra, with respect to “per judge'’ comparisons,

There is a marked variation among courts in their average filings

-per judge. Thus, while filings averaged 1,222 per judge on a statewide

basis, the figures for individual courts ranged from highs of 1,799 and
1,506 in the 11-judge San Bernardino and the 4-judge Monterey courts,
respectively, to lows of 28 and 45 in the 1-judge courts of Alpine and
Sierra, respectively. In order to expedite business and equalize work-
{oad the Chief Justice as' Chairman of the Judicial Counecil assigns
Judggs from low workload courts to assist in heavy workload courts.
For instance, in 1969-70 the judges of the Alpine and Sierra courts
were assighed to assist other courts for a total of 161 and 107 days
respectively, ,

¥ See n. 12 supra, regarding “‘per judge” comparisons.

S
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2. DISPOSITIONS
Dispositions in 1969-70

A record 424,577 cases were terminated by California superior courts,
marking the eighth successive year in which total dispositions rose to
new highs. The gain of 5,135 or 1.2 percent was nominal, however, com-
pared to the gains of 7.4 percent in 1968-69, 5.7 percent in 1967-68,
1.9 in 1966-67 and 3.2 in 1965-66. After eliminating ‘‘housekeeping
dismissals’’ for lack of prosecution,?® dispesitions increased by only
1,554 or four-tenths of 1 percent and fell substantially short of the
14,801 or 8 percent increase in filings,

TABLE XVI—-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE*

Fiscal Years 1961-62 Through 1969-70

1961-62 } 1062-63 { 1063-04 | 1964-65 | 1085-66 | 1966-67 | 1067-68 | 1088-69 | 1669-70

Number of authorized judgesb .| 332 335 346 353 361 368 304 408 418

Total dispositions per judge....| ~ 928 967 960 095 1,004 1,004 991\ 1,028 1,021

Disroeitiona per judge exclusive
o

civil cases dismissed for
{ack of prosecution..eeeuennn 897 624 932 959 976 080 98t | 1,016 | 1,000

» Based on authorized judges, See note 16 supra, with respect to per judge comparisons,
b At end of fiscal year.

Judgeships increased proportionately more than dispositions, with the
result that the average number of dispositions per judge declined. The
416 authorized judges disposed of an average of 1,021 cases or 7 less
than the record average of 1,028 cases disposed of by the 408 judges
in 1968-69. If active cases only are considered (eliminating dismissals
for lack of prosecution), then the average of 1,000 such dispositions per
judge was down by 16 from the all-time high established in 1968-69.
As can be seen from Table XVI superior court judges have on the
average inereased their output considerably over the years. The 1969-70
average was the second highest since 196162, was up 12 percent from
1961-62 and was more than 4 percent greater than the average cutput
for the seven years prior to 1968-69. The high level output of recent
years also was comprised of cases requiring more judicial time than in
the earlier years. -

Increases or decreases in dispositions tend to follow the trend in
filings, especially over the longer term and generally also from year
to year, With certain exceptions this experience again held true of
dispositions, Thus, substantial increases in’ dispositions of family law
proceedings and criminal matters followed similar gains in filings,
while dispositions of insanity proceedings dropped dramatically as did
filings. Eowever, dispositions of other civil matters were down some-
what while filings increased, and dispositions of personal injury cases
inereased only nominally in contrast to a 12 percent increase in filings.

;O—S—ee n. 11, supra, regarding dismissals for lack of prosecution. In the following
discusslon dispositions exclude dismissals for lack of prosecution.
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TABLE XVII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Change ia dispositions from:
1068-60 . 1059-60
\ Dispositions
Type of proceeding 1069-70 Amount Percent Amount Percent
Total dispositions...... 424,577 5,135 1.2 134,443 46.3
Probate and guardianship.... 54,035 4,268 8.8 12,080 28

Family Laws. ... | 10304 7,497 7.8 33881 | 48 i
Original civil litigation. coveiemcnctncoaaaene. 115,478 -583 | =0.6 31,563 37.0
Personal injury, death and property damage... 30,286 498 1.3 8,728 a
Motor vehicle - ,818 60 0.2 - .
Otherb.. 12,470 430 3.8 - -
Eminent ¢ 6,005 401 6.2 - -
Other civil 69,285 -1,480 -2,1 - -
Complaintab.. o ceeeecmicinnainaacie. 28,018 —278 -0.9 - P
Petitionab.___7_22 002170010 - 40,367 ~1,204 | ~29 - s
Insanity and other infirmities. .o oooooenenan .. 7,600 -12,768. 7 —63.0 —15385 | —67.2
Juvenile 72,634 865 1,2 31,046 4.7
Delinquency® 60,582 762 1.3 e -

Dependency®. -.oo omeeneooceamoannncres 13,052 £12 0.9 - :
CHMINAL. c e cmecemccmerconninasaaninmnnan 63,554 5,044 8.0 35,844 120.4
ﬁp aly from lower cowrtae e cemncoaacnsinnnen 3,340 413 14,1 890 130.3
abeas COrPUB. e mecvionannscanacasnuinanenan 4,094 401 10.9 3,624 618,2

a Formerly “Divorce, separate maintenancg and annulment,"

b Reported 8a a separate category starting in 1967-68.

¢ Eminent dgmain dispositions (parcels) are shown separately starting in 1985-66. In prior years they were included
a8 part of “Other civil."”

Sinee trial pr_ecedence is given to most other types of cases coming
before the superior courts, changes in the disposition of personal injury
cases provide a sensitive index of the courts’ ability to dispose of ready

-cases. Dispositions of personal injury cases totaled 37,175 statewide in

}969-70, up by only 175 cases or one-half of 1 percent from 1968-69,
in contrast to a filing gain of 5,875 cases or 12 percent. The number of
personal injury cases disposed of statewide has remained virtually
unchanged at somewhat over 37,000 annually since 1966-67, in con-
trast to the years 1962-63 through 1966-67 when dispositions increased
dramatically and posted new highs in each successive year.

The inclusion of the Lios Angeles court in the statewide totals tends
to obscure the more favorable trends in other courts. Thus, personal
injury output in the Los Angeles court dropped by about 450 cases
or nearly 3 percent in 1969-70, in contrast to a gain of about 600 cases
pr_nearly 3 percent for the other superior courts, Similarly, personal
Injury dispositions in Los Angeles have declined each year since the
record high posted in 1966-67, and the 1969-70 total of 15,449 was
down by 1,772 or 10 percent from that year. In contrast, in 1969-70 the
output of personal injury cases in the other superior courts reached a
record of 21,726 cases, up by nearly 10 percent from 1966-67.

The trends noted above should be further explained. Commencing in
early 1963, in courts exclusive of Los Angeles, personal injury dis-
positions began to inecrease fairly rapidly after a period of relative
stability. The trend of rapidly inereasing dispositions continued through
1965-66, and during this period dispositions rose by an average of more
than 1,600 annually in these courts, posting new records each successive
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TABLE XVIi—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

PERSONAL INJURY DISPOSITIONS EXCLUSIVE OF DISMISSALS
FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION

1959-60 Through 1969-70

Dispositions less dismissals for lack of proaecution
Fiscal year Total State less Log Angeles Los Angeles
28,003 12,823 16,180
28,010 14,748 13,262
26,674 13,224 13,460
28,008 14,458 13,652
30,631 16,885 13,746
34,264 19,438 14,818
36,080 19,856 16,730
37,084 19,863 17,221
37,600 21,424 16,271
37,000 21,109 15,801
37,175 21,726 15,449

year. This trend developed during a period when many of these courts
were reporting notable suceess in increasing productivity and reducing
civil backlog and delay by the use of certificates of readiness as a device
for managing civil calendars.®! This device was abandoned by many
courts in the last half of 1967 and while dispositions again rose by
about 1,600 in these courts to a record of 21,424 in 1967-68, they have
remained relatively constant at that level in both 1968-69 and 1969-70.
The Los Angeles court introdiiced readiness procedures in stages and
adopted them later than other courts. During the three full fiscal years
that they were operative in Los Angeles (196465 through 1966-67)
dispositions rose by 25 percent to a record high of 17,221 but sinee
then have declined in each of the three succeeding years so that by

]

1969-70 personal injury dispositicns had declined by 1,772 or 10 per-

cent,

Dispositions Since 1959-60

Total dispositions in 1969-70 were up by 134,443 or 46.3 percent
from 1959-60. Although this fell short of the 178,893 or 54.3 percent
gain in filings, a substantial part of the difference represents aban-

doned and inactive cases. The largest numerical gains in dispositions,
amounting to over 30,000 in each case, occurred in eriminal, juvenile,
family law and original civil litigation. The largest percentage in-
creases were recorded in habeas corpus (+4618%), appeals from lower
courts (4-130%), eriminal (+129%) and juvenile (-+75%). As with
filings, the only decline was recorded in insanity proceedings where
dispositions were down by 15,385 or 67.2 percent.

Manner of Disposition

The overwhelming majority of superior court cases are disposed of

without a contested trial. Thus, 29.2 percent of all matters terminated
in 1969-70 were disposed of prior to trial, another 62.4 percent fol-
lowed an uncontested trial or hearing, with only the remaining 8.4

4 See Judicial Council Reports (1966) 28-37; _(1967) 202-213.
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TABLE XIX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR CQURTS
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS®

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Throiigh 1969-70

Total Pergonal injury Criminal Juvenile
Per:.;ent of Pexégen{, of Pel{c%nlt of Percent of
v g re) L
Fiscal year | Numbere [ dispositionsb] Number | dispositions®] Number» dispgs{‘tions Number dis;;gst{ltlions
8.4 3,741 9.9 8,613 14.0 270
7.8 3,214 8.7 7481 | 12.8 e %
8.4 3,080 8.3 8,981 14,1 5,886 8.1

s Exclusive of submissions on the record of the prelimi i
b Exclusive of dismissals for lack of pr e preliminary hearing.

. percent requiring a contested trial?? Although there has been an in-

crease in the number of contests since comparable figures became avail-
able in 1967-68 there has been little change in thebproportion of cog-
tests to total dispositions.

' Qnmmal cases disposed of by submission on the record of the pre-
pmmary heal.'mg are counted as ‘‘uncontested trials,’’ a treatment that
is necessary if figures for the Lios Angeles court are to be .included in
the totals or used in intercourt comparisons. Such cases are not the

. equivalent of contested trials in the usual sense, Virtually all such sub-

missions occur in the Los Angeles court (92% in 1969-70) and since
t}_ley account fo.r‘ about a third of that court’s total eriminal disposi-
txonsn this e_lasmﬁcation is necessary to permit meaningful compari-
sons.?® For instance, exelusive of these submissions, both Los Angeles
and the balance of the superior courts report that 14.1 percent of

, eriminal dispositions were contested in 1969-70, On the other hand,

if these submissions were included in contesteddispositions we would

- incorrectly conclude that 46 percent of Los Angeles’ eriminal disposi-

3?11;8 were contested as against only 17 percent for the balance of the
e.

The 35,011 contested dispositions in 1969-70 were up by more than
2,600, or approximately 8 percent higher than in each of the two pre-
ceding years. The overall gain reflects an inerease in contested criminal
trials which more than offset declines in contested personal injury cases
and cqn‘gested juvenile hearings. The number and proportion of per-
sonal injury contested trials continued to decline as in recent years.
There were 3,090 contested personal injury trials last year which rep-
resented_ 8.3 percent of personal injury dispositions, This total com-
pares with 3,214 contests in 1968-69 and 3,741 in 1967-68 when con-
tests represented 8.7 and 9.9 percent of dispositions, respectively, and
contrasts with-a 196465 record high of 4,256 contests, equal to’ 124
percent. of personal injury dispositions in that year. ’ .
" Before-trial dispositions include transfers and dismissals (before start. of trial

Taiare Bnantosted Lol mon hos 1 hish ‘Sddae was %‘é‘t":ynt’r’éa%’c‘é?a’"é)‘si

both sides. This category inciudes default
R T 3 b judgments b
{)udgments. compromise of minors' claims, and most hear};ngs jt%?r%’nﬁswgligﬁ

ate, adoption and other speclial proceedings, and juvenil
2 e and -
;:ri%%ftsgsttg; (%ilslgtg:.ittl{)ox;ls g}-{éedeniedvaxgdbe\'zjidfncg is 1ntroduceg?n'}‘%etl;?cc%uxggatd
snce must be r
Comparisons exclude dismissals for lack of px;'o:e%%%?gn}) v.both sldes.at 2 trial,

=
: Data regarding submissions on the record of the preliminary hearing became

available in 1967-68. In 1969-70 submissions totaled 11,422 in the state and

10,554 1 ¢
‘ 10:136 t:r Iljgg A&nngget]a}a?, and in 1968-69 they totaled 10,674 for the state and

SR :
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TABLE XX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CONTESTED TRIALS* COMPARED WITH TOTAL DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1969-70

1967-68 1008-88 1960-70

Number of conteated trialg®..ueeeecnanencnnn.. 32,477 32,253 35,011
Percent change. cuvecicermencinmmeeecuonnas e —~0.7 +8.6
Digpositionsd. ..o eneacacmeeiinccaimnsosancaan 386,431 R414,460 416,014
Percent change. L RE7.3 +0.4

* Excluaive of submissions on the record of the preliminary hearing.
b Exclusive of dismissals for lack of prosecution,
R Revised.
TABLE XXI—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MANNER OF DISPOSITION BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 196970

Percent of total dispositions®
After trial
Type of proceeding Totalb Before trial | Uncontested Contested

Total, all proceedings....x.... . 100 2.2 62,4 8.4
dianship- cean 100 1.4 06.9 1.7
g;?r?ﬁg'el?:g °g.‘fm : . 100 4.8 89.0 6.2
Personal injury, death. and property damage....woeo 100 83.3 8.4 g!il

Maotor vehicle....... Lem 100 86,3 6.8 .
Other, - 100 78.7 12.3 11.0
Eminent domain...ceccrmmencennranacsccnenacnoan 100 57.7 31.2 11 2

Other civil. o202 .- 100 38.8 54.1 7.
Compluinte.}.. . 100 50.4 24,8 15.9
Petitions.. . < 100 24,5 74.0 l.?
Insanity and other infirmities 100 5.1 88.8 g'l
Juvenile. .o ceeeeniacnnans 100 11,0 80,9 54
Delinqgenoy... . }88 lé g ggg [
Grimimal 1% iR e ‘W
£ ‘;':c‘é?;?ui““’ courts . 100 7.4 = 2.8

& Exclusive of dismissals for lack of prosecution,

b PerccntngggDmny not equnlttotal _beéausu of r(&undxn .

oF 1 ivorce, separate maintenance and annuiment. . .

d Sl%:?;s{l)m on thu’recgrd of the preliminary hearing are counted as after trial uncontested dispositions.

Table XXI shows the wide differences in the manner of disposition
of various categories of proceedings. For instance, while only some
8 percent of all dispositions were contested, the rate varied from hlgh"a;
of 15.9 and 14.1 in ‘‘other civil complaints’’ and ‘‘criminal cases,
respectively, to less than 2 percent in probate proceedings.

3. JURIES SWORN #

For the first time in five years the superior courts swore more juries
than a year earlier. The total of 7,703 juries sworn was up by 316 from
1968-69 and compares to a record of 7,933 juries sworn in 1964-65.
The 1969-70 total was an inerease of 4 percent, or 10 times the four-
tenths of one percent gain in total dispositions (excluding dismissals
% Jurfes sworn Is not the equivalent of cases disposed of by verdict since a single

jury might try consolidated cases or settlements might occur following the
swearing of a jury.
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TABLE XXII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JURIES SWORN

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

1950-60 | 1060-61 | 1061-62 | 1062-63 | 1963-64 | 1964-65 | 1065-66 | 1966-67 | 106768 | 1968-60 | 1069~70
Juriea
sworn..--f 6,861 [ 6,702 | - 6,600 | 6,805 | 7,247 | 7933 | 7876} 7,676 | 7402 | Ry,387 7,703
Amount
change..... - 424 ~03 | -+196 | 4352 | --686 ~57 [ —200| ~184 [R—105] -+316
Percent
change. ... - =T =14 429 | 461 487 —0.7| —2.6| —2.4| —1.4] +4.3
R Reviged.

for lack of prosecution). The gain was due primarily to an inerease
of 556 in the number of juries sworn for eriminal cases, which more
than offset a drop of 293 in juries sworn for personal injury cases.
While most major metropolitan superior courts reported an inecrease
in the number of eriminal juries, the drop in personal injury juries
largely reflected declines in the Los Angeles, San Francisco and Santa
Clara courts. There has been a downtrend in both the number and
proportion of juries required for personal injury cases for several
years, but the decline has been offset in part by an increase in the
number of juries required for eriminal cases.

Although only about 2 out of each 100 superior court dispositions
require the swearing of a jury the rate varies substantially among the
various categories of proceedings. For example, in 1969-70 about 1 in

each 15 dispositions of eriminal and personal injury cases involved.

the swearing of a jury, while at the other extreme almost 5,300 family
law proceedings were disposed of for each jury sworn. Among other
categories, one jury was sworn for about each 25 eminent domain cases
(parcels) terminated, each 56 other civil complaints disposed of and
each 1,078 terminations of probate and guardianship proceedings.

TABLE XXIll—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JURIES SWQORN BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1965-66 Through 1969-70

1065-66 1906~67 1967-68 1968-60 1968-70

Type of proceeding | Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent

Total juries sworn .} 7,876 | =100.0 7,876 | 8100.0 7,492 | »100.0 | R7,387 | #100.0 | 7,703 | *100.0
Personalinjury, death

and property dam-

BE8. e 3,607 45.8 | 3,141 40.9 3,135 41,8 | R2,835 38.4 1 2,642 33.0
Cl'l.q:mal--_.. ‘3,374 42.8 3,512 45,8 3,517 46.8 3,680 49.8 4,235 55.0
Emmen_t doma] 374 4.7 335 4.4 308 4,1 297 4,0 271 3.5

ther_cml.-. 348 4.4 349 4,5 338 4.6 377 5.1 483 8.3
Insanity. . __ 162 1.9 304 4.0 157 2.1 164 2,2 103 1.3
Probate and guardi-

BNBNIP e oL 18 0.2 22 0.3 24 0.3 19 0.3 80 0.8
Family Lawb._ 227 5] 0.1 13- 0.2 7] 0.2 1] 0.2 19| 6.2

* Percentages may not equal total because of rounding.

Formerly “Djvorce, separate maintenance and annulment,”
R Revised,
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As noted, the number and proportion of juries sworn for personal
injury cases has decreased over the years while the number sworn for
criminal cases has increased. Thus, the 2,542 personal injury juries
sworn in 1969-70 was the lowest number since these actions were
separately reported and 1,100 less than in 1963-64. Personal injury
juries sworn amounted to only 7 percent of dispositions. In contrast,
in 1963-64 the 3,693 juries sworn for personal injury cases amounted
to 12 percent of dispositions. Prior to 1965-66, one jury was required
for about every eight personal injury cases disposed of. This proportion
dropped fairly constantly in the years following and by 1969-70 about
15 personal injury cases were disposed of for each jury sworn. Had
the old relationship of one jury to each eight personal injury disposi-

tions prevailed, 2,105 additional juries would have been required for-

personal injury cases, requiring the full time of about 50 additional
judges for such trials alone.

In contrast to personal injury cases, substantially greater numbers
of juries are required for eriminal proceedings than in prior years.
In 1969-70 a record 4,235 criminal juries were sworn, up by 1,614
from 1963-64. Despite the gain in numbers the proportion of juries
required for eriminal proceedings has varied only slightly, going from
8 percent of dispositions in 1963-64 to 7 percent in 1969-70.

4. CONDITION OF CIVIL CALENDARS—METROPOLITAN COURTS

As of June 30, 1970 there were 18 superior courts with five or more
authorized judges: Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles,
Marin, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego,
San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara,
Stanislaus and Ventura. The discussion of calendar conditions focuses
on these courts since together they account for some 95 percent of
civil backlog and about 85 percent of civil jury trials in California
superior courts. In addition, problems of congestion and delay gener-
ally are most severe in the larger metropolitan courts. Although the
courts are discussed as a group it should be noted that calendar con-
ditions are peculiar to individual courts and that each may differ from
others and from descriptive generalizations,

The Judicial Couneil uses the following indices to describe. the con-
dition of civil calendars: (1) the backlog of civil cases awaiting trial
and (2) the elapsed time to the start of jury trial measured from (a)
the filing of the complaint and (b) the filing of the at-issue memo-
randum, These indices are closely related and generally an increase or
decrease in backlog forecasts a like change in the extent of delay to
trial. Thus, when new pretrial rules became effective in September
1967 allowing cases to be placed on the active lists of many courts
much earlier in the proceedings than theretofore, a rapid and sub-
stantial increase occurred in the backlog of cases statistically counted
as ‘“‘awaiting trial.”” Moreover, because cases were now placed on
active lists earlier, the measurement of trial delay from at-issue memo-
randum also began to increase. Even though the statistical indices of
backlog and delay increased dramatically as a result of the rule change
it is unlikely that increases of the same magnitude occurred in the

actual backlog of cases ready and awaiting trial or in the acfual delay

in the trial of trial-ready cases.

T D D e st

Backlog

Table XXIV shows the number of ecivil cases ‘‘awaiting trial”’
(cases on the civil active list) in the named courts as of June 30, for
the years 1962 through 1970. Excluding Los -Angeles, the total of
32,932 civil cases awaiting trial in these courts as of June 1970 was
the highest on record, more than two and one-quarter times the total
in 1965 when many courts were reporting notable success in reduecing
backlog by use of certificate of readiness techniques for managing trial
calendars 2 and more than 80. percent greater than in 1962 prior to
the adoption of those techniques. Tu the period since the rules were
changed to restrict the use of ceriificates of readiness, civil backlog
in these courts has increased by slightly more than 75 percent. Civil
active lists have continued to inerease each year since 1967, by 25,
percent between June 1967 and 1968, and by 9 percent from June 1968
to 1969. Again between June 1969 and 1970 the list of eivil cases
awaiting trial in these courts inereased by 7,268 cases or 28 percent.
Most of the increase in total backlog both year-to-year and over the
longer term consists of civil cases awaiting jury trial. Thus, between
June 1969 and 1970 the increase in cases awaiting jury trial amounted
to 4,230 or about 58 percent of the increase in total civil backiog.

TABLE XXIV—CALIFORN!A SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE
JUDGES *~NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
AS OF JUNE 30, 1962 THROUGH 1970

Number of civil eases awuiting trial

Court. 1962 1963 1964 1965 1866 1967 1068 1969 1870

AMameda . oooemccaaooaaeo o ‘1,307 | 1,414 1,180 | 1,117} 1,349 1,853 2,801 3,380 3,788
Contra Costa. oo coccoamoea- "383 813 7585 876 1 1,041 905 | 1,120 | 1,007 | 1,451
Fresno.coenoeuiacccaoacaan 421 203 553 561 470 571 538 468
Kern, - 577 361 387 405 301 502 471 431 574
Los Angeles.. ccmucacecncecen 23,796 1 23,600 | 20,0914 10,109 | 9,026 | 9,030 | 23,200 | 30,747 | 41,019
Marin 305 376 307 475 540 538 708 872
Orange 1,462 1 1,552 [ 1,261 054 | 1,155 | 1,487 | 1,584 | 1,870 | 2,904
Riverside. o ooecceocmcocmanean 168 464 312 328 485 . 493 773 823 | 1,080
Saeramento... .. 1,840 | 1,517 [ 1,466 | 1,580 1864 2,388 2,185 1,713 | 2,192
San Bernardino. 1,022 1,018 1,135 1,003 1,036 1,073 1,472
San Diego..... 1,054 | 1,054 [ 1,170 | 1,247 | 1,145 1,240 1,828 | 2,268 | 3,189
gan Francise 4,778 4,895 2,730 2.gég .é(;g 3,754 | 5,648 | 6,395 | 7,804

an Joaquin.

an ageo. -1 1,133 | 01,452 810 9551 1,075 | 1,227 1 1,542 1,327 1,602
Santa Barbara. . 325 250 273 353 375 412 448 617
Santa Clara. o meewaeccccnnncnn 2,500 | 2,340 | 1,701 941 843 1 1,301 1,568 | 2,087 1 2,500
Stanisl 57 74 88 114 145 211 332 275 352;
Ventura. ..oeecemaccancneacn- 278 225 274 295 381 an 518 594 622

Total.. . uecemcenieaninnns 41,808 | 41,234 34,826 | 24,208 | 24,793 27,760 | 46,651 | §6,411 | 73,951

" Total excluding Los Angeles .( 18,072 (17,634 ( 14,735 | 14,150 | 15,767 | 18,730 | 23,451 | 25,664 [ 32,932

* As of June 30, 1970.

Since cases in which a jury is demanded lie at the heart of problems
of civil congestion and delay in the superior eourts it is revealing fo
note the nature of these cases. There were 20,327 civil cases awaiting
jury trial in June 1970 in the courts under discussion, of which 16,022
or 79 percent were actions for personal injury, death and property
damage. Personal injury cases involving motor vehicles accounted for

#'See Judicial Council Reports (1966) 28-37; (1967) 202-213.
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an estimated 11,408 cases on the jury active. list or more than 55
percent of the total backlog of civil cases awaiting jury trial in these
courts. A jury is demanded in 93 percent of all personal injury cases
that join the active list while, in contrast, in other civil actions a
jury is demanded in only 28 percent of the cases. Even though there
is a demand for a jury in virtually all personal injury cases joining
the active list, only 9.5 percent of such cases are actually tried by a
jury.2® The great bulk are settled and dismissed prior to trial. The
small number of jury trials relative to jury demands indicates that
in a great number of personal injury cases, and despite their jury
demands, attorneys neither anticipate nor desire that the matters be
tried by a jury, Substantial numbers of cases in which a jury is de-
manded settle shortly before the prospective trial date and after hav-
ing remained on active lists for a considerable length of time. Thus,
in 1969-70 about 6,000 personal injury cases ‘‘awaiting jury trial”
in these courts were settled sometime after the trial setting conference
and after having remained on the active list in many courts a year
or more before reaching a trial setting conference. Settlements that
occurred after the trial setting conference accounted for about 40
percent of all settlements in these courts. Only about one out of every
five cases set for trial at a trial setting conference actually went to a
jury trial.

Table XXV converts the total civil backlog figures shown in Table
XXIV tc a “‘per authorized judge’ basis.®” Increases in authorized
judgeships in these courts in part offset the recent growth in. eivil
backlog so that generally the number of cases awaiting trial per au-
thorized judge increased proportionately less than total civil backlog,
It should be noted that the per-judge figures relate to the total number
of authorized judges and do not reflect the number of judges who are
actually available to dispose of civil proceedings,

Precautions must be taken in attempting to dssess the truz meaning
of the recent rapid and sustained increase in statistical backlog. First,
because the rule change allowed cases to join active lists much earlier

"in the proceeding, the current lists consist of a much larger proportion

of nonready cases and therefore are not comparable to earlier. lists
that consisted of cases in which trial readiness had been certified. In
comparing backlog figures it should be noted that so-called ‘‘active’’
lists contain substantial proportions of deadwood and nontrial ready
cases and that the proportion probably inecreases as the backlog grows.

Secondly, as indicated in the discussion of the backlog of personal in-

jury cases, only a small proportion of ‘‘cases awaiting trial’’ will ever
be disposed of by a contested trial, Thus, in 1969-70 only about 9.1
percent of personal injury cases ‘‘awaiting trial’’ were actually dis-
posed of at a contested trial.?® Despite these reservations the rapid
and sustained increase in eivil backlog in these courts must be viewed
with concern, especially since the trend appears likely to continue
at an accelerated rate and since the growth in backlog has occurred

. ®mThe number of jurles sworn for personal Injury cases in 1969-70 as a percent of

at-1ssue memoranda filed in 1968-69, Figures for the Fresno and San Bernardino
courts are excluded,

¥ See note 12 supra, regarding “'per judge’ comparisons.

% The number of contested trials of personal injury cases in 1969-70 as a percent
of at-igssue memoranda filed in 1968-69 in the courts being discussed.
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TABLE XXV—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE
JUDGES *~NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE® AS CF JUNE 30,
1962 THROUGH 1970

. Number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judge

Court 1962 1983 1964 1965 1968 1967 1968 1989 1970
Alameds. - 73 79 64 66 67 93 143 164 1
Contra Costa. .coouceauanann 98 118 108 110 116 111 124 132 1. lgg
70 49 79 80 67 82 87 &9 99

122 119 84 64 77 76 89 138

24 65 45 47 69 62 77 82 108

165 152 122 132 155 184 156 114 148

148 127 128 108 100 94 104 08 134

55 55 82 88 87 58 87 103 128

217 186 124 123 143 158 23] 266 325

71 54 56 72 78 | 04 107 117 158

162 207 118 108 119 138 140 111 134

81 82 50 55 71 75 69 75 103

179 167 100 55 50 77 82 110 124

S't 14 19 22 29 36 53 83 55 71

Ventura..cecaoaecaimmuaaccan 92 56 69 74 78 69 86 85 1]
Average cases awaiting trial

per authorized judge: .
Total for the above courts. .. 153 149 122 83 83 o1 141 165 211
Total excluding Loa Angeles .. 118 113 89 82 88 101 119 123 162

» Ag of June 30, 1970,
b Noute that comparisons relate to the total number of judges authorized as of June 30 of each fiseal year and are not
;gnll;tgd to reflect the number actually available to dispose of civil backlog: Sec note 18 supra, regarding “per judge'
alysis,

.despite record or nearly record output by the courts. The fact that;

backlog continues to increase in .the faece of record-high dispositions.
suggests that the judicial manpower in the superior courts is not suffi-
cient to meet the requirements of incoming workloads. It further sug-
gests that backlog will continue to increase unless the courts develop
and use the most efficient procedures and also secure added judiecial
manpower where necessary. '

The following analysis attempts to forecast the workload. potential
of the June 30, 1970 backlog and to relate it to the judieial manpower
available for its disposition. Based on the experience in 1969-70 rela-
tive to the June 1969 backlog, somewhat more than one out of every
six cases ‘‘awaiting trial’’ (159%) in these courts on June 30, 1970,
will actually result in a contested trial #® of which somewhat less than.
half (7.6%) will be tried by a jury. On this basis the June 1970 civil
backleg can be expected to produce about 2,500 jury trials and about
2,730 contested court trials.?® Approximately 64 percent of the au-
thorized judgeships in these courts or about 145 judges will be avail-
able to hear all civil proceedings 3! including the trial of cases. This
equals an average of 17 jury trials and 19 court trials per available
judge, or approximately 85 days of jury and 38 days of court trials 32

:I;‘;):;glusive of probate, famlily law and contested special prodeedings. -

" This estimate is based on a 1970 study of the departmental assignment of judges
in 13 superior courts with seven or more judges and. includes the judgeships
- authorized by the 1970 Legislature.
See Welghted Caseload; infra.
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for these judges. Given present conditions it appears unlikely that the
available judges can dispose of such a heavy trial workload in 1970-71
and, in addition, hear all other civil nontrial proceedings. It would
therefore appear that further substantial increases in backlog and
delay can be expected. For comparison, in 1969-70 the judges in these
courts, excluding those hearing criminal and juvenile matters, dis-
posed of an average of 14 jury and 15 nounjury trials requiring ap-
proximately 100 trial days or 50 percent of the total time available
to these judges. In contrast, the trial potential of the June 1970 back-
log averages 123 trial days per judge, which is almost 25 percent
greater than the actual per judge performance in 1969-70 and would
equal over 60 percent of the total time available to these judges.
The Los Angeles Superior Court was omitted from the foregoing dis-
cussion because the substantially greater growth in that court’s back-
log tends to obscure the more favorable experience elsewhere. As of
June 30, 1970 there were 41,019 civil cases awaiting trial in the Los
Angeles court, This was a record backlog for the court, being more
than four and one-half times that of June 1967 when the court was
using a certificate of readiness system of calendar management and 72
percent greater than in 1962 prior to the court’s adoption of such
readiness procedureés. As with the other cenrts, the backlog in Los
Angeles has continued to inerease each year since June 1967, and
also as with other courts, there is no indication that the trend will

slacken or reverse. Even after making allowances for differences in the .

relative trial readiness of cases on the active list, these facts point to
the conclusion that despite a record output the Los Angeles court’s
judicial manpower has been inadequate to maintain active lists at
earlier levels, The court has had no increase in its 134 authorized
judgeships since November 1967, although the Judicial Council reported
that the increasing workload would require an additional 11 judge-
ships in 1969-70 and an additional. 10 judgeships in 1970-71 (for a
total of 21 additional judgeships). Thus, the court operated with a
deficit of 11 judges in 1969-70 and will continue to operate with a
manpower shortage in 1970-71.%3

Delay

Statistical or numerical descriptions of delay have limitations, First,
the indices used to measure delay are generally based on the time to
trial from the date of filing of various documents (complaint, at-issie
memorandum, certificate of readiness, ete.) so that defining the inier-
vals based on these dates as ‘‘delay’’ implies that the cases are ready
and awaiting trial when these documents are filed. In fact, relatively
few cases are trial ready at that time. Hence, the interval referred to
as ‘‘delay’’ includes not only the time that courts need to get a ready
case before an available department but also the substantial amount of
time after such documents are filed that attorneys regularly require to
prepare cases for trial. It is doubly misleading to describe these inter-
vals as ‘‘eourt delay’’ or ‘‘delay in the courts’’ with the implication
that the period being measured results from internal conditions which
are controllable by the courts.

8The 1970 Leglslature authorized 15 additional judgeships for the Los Angeles
Superior Court effective November 23, 1970, Cal. Stats, 1970, Ch. 1102,
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TABLE XXVI-—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE
JUDGES *~MEDIAN INTERVAL TO TRIAL FROM COMPLAINT AND .
AT-ISSUE MEMO FOR CIVIL JURY CASES TRIED IN
JUNE 1967, 1968, 1969 AND 1970
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. Civil jury cases
Median interval in months from:
Complaint to trial At-issue memo to trial

Court June '67 | June '68 | June '69 | June '70 j| bJune '87 | June '68 | Juna'69 | June'70
21 20 30 20 10 12 9.6 15
23 22 19 19 20 17 12 12

16 25 13 12 8.6 14 9 10,6

12 ] 27.6 18 8 8 16.6 107
25.56 24,5 31,5 34 8 18 24
37,6 e44.5 36 43 €23 20,6 <20 20
18 18 22 23 10 11 12,6 11
18 17 23 36 9 1 15 22
Sacramento...ooceoees 27 22 21 28 12 16 5 9
an Bernardino. ... 16 23 11 19 9 12 8 - 14
an Diego...-.-. g 14 23 22 g 7 9 16
an Francisco 20 31 41 34 19 20 22 28
%an Joaquin. ... 21 17 20 20 12 11 12 17
an Mateo..... 30 €24 29 25 18 15 16 18
15 20 30 24 12.5 18 13
11 18 13 18 4.6 8 8

19 25 14 18 16 7

17.6 28 27.5 25 11.5 12,6 11,6 13

» Ag of June 30, 1970.

b Prior to September 1087 medians were computed from the date memo-to-ast was filed to trial date,
« For month of May,

Table XXVI shows the median interval in months from the filing
of a complaint and from the filing of an at-issue memorandum to the

start of trial as of June for 1967 through 1970 for superior courts with
five or more judges. '

The interval from at-issue memorandum mesasures the elapsed time . -

to trial from the point at which attorneys request a trial date. Even
though the measurement is taken from the time when a trial date is
requested it is nevertheless an inflated and inaceurate measure of the
delay chargeable to conditions in the courts because many memoranda
are filed in cases that are not ready for trial and in which the attorneys
neither desire nor anticipate an early trial date. Since such cases are
included the index cannot be considered as measuring delay stemming
from court conditions. In.June 1970 this interval was lower than in
June 1967 in only three of the courts being discussed (Contra Costa,
Sacramento and San Mateo) and was up substantially in most of the
other courts. In 12 of the 18 courts the median time from memorandum
to trial was a year or more in June 1970, double the 6 courts that re-
ported delay of this magnitude in June 1967. In June 1970 three courts
reported a delay of two or more years from memorandum. to trial
(Los Angeles, Marin and San Francisco), in contrast ic June 1967
when nore reported a delay of that length.

Table XXVTI also shows ‘‘total delay’’ or the median time to trial
from the filing of an action. In 13 of the 18 courts this measure was
higher in June 1970 than three years earlier and in many courts the
rise was fairly substantial. In four of the courts (Los Angeles, Marin,
Riverside and San Francisco) total delay approached or exceeded three

R S s
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years in June 1970 in contrast to the one eourt (Marin) that reported
such delay three years earlier. In most of the balance of these courts
total delay ran about two years in June 1970,

5. CONDITION OF CRIMINAL CALENDARS—METROPOLITAN COURTS

This Report is the first to attempt an assessment of the condition
of eriminal calendars in metropolitan superior courts. Earlier reports
have concentrated on civil esfendar conditions because eriminal cases
take precedence and therefore an analysis of civil cases would tend to
describe maximum backlog and delay conditions. In view of the increas-
ing impact of criminal proceedings on superior court operations, how-
ever, and of the pressing need for their speedy disposition, more atten-
tion needs to be given to eriminal calendars. Moreover, a more
meaningful analysis of criminal ealendar operations is now possible be-
cause in June 1967 a revision of monthly statistical feports to the Judi-
cial Council was inaugurated with this purpose in mind. Ta addition the
Bureau of Criminal Statistics of the California Department of Justice
lias been very helpful in furnishing detailed statistics on eriminal cases
to the Judieial Couneil,

This discussion of eriminal calendar conditions concentrates generally
on the 16 superior courts with six or more authorized judges as of
June 30, 1970, Together these courts account for 90 percent of crim-
inal filings and for 93 percent of criminal cases calendared for trial,
It is generally in these larger courts that problems of congestion and
delay are most acute. It must be recognized, of course, that each court’s
calendar is peculiar to it and thus, each may differ from any deseriptive

generalization, The Los Angeles Superior Court is discussed separately -

because inclusion of its very large figures would obseure trends in other
courts, In addition, its calendar is importantly influenced by specialized
procedures peculiar to that court.

Cases Calendared for Trial

Except for good cause, criminal cases in California superior courts
must be dismissed if the defendant is not brought to trial within 60
days from the filing of the information or the finding of the indictment,
unless .the defendant waives his right to trial within the prescribed
time.3¢ Although a substantial number of defendants demand trial and
waive time, the requirement of a speedy trial nevertheless tends to
limit the number of eriminal cases awaiting trial and thus, in contrast
to the civil backlog, to limit the time that cases will remain awaiting
trial. Table XXVI shows criminal cases calendared for trial as of
June 30, from 1965 through 1970 in the specified courts.?s

Excluding Los Angeles, cases caléndared for trial in these courts
totaled 3,105 in June 1970, up by about'329 cases (-}-12%) from the
year before and up more than three times the 1,014 cases awaiting trial
& Cal. Pen, Code § 1382,

8 The figures in Table XXVI are not precisely comparablé from court to court and
in several courts do not represent the ‘total backlog of criminal cases awaiting
trial because of calendaring differences. Most courts calendar cases for trial at
the time of arraignment when a guilty plea is made, In others the case may not
be calendared for trial until sometime later if a defendant waives his right

to a speedy trial. In the latter courts the. number of calendared cases under-
states the actual number of criminal cases awaiting trial,
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TABLE XXVII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
SIX OR MORE JUDGES*
NUMBER OF CRIMINAL CASES CALENDARED FOR TRIAL
AS OF JUNE 30, 1965 THROUGH 1970

Criminal cases awaiting trial
Courta 1965 1966 1867 1968 1989 1970

AlBmeda .o cen il 72 173 20
Contra Costa. o 88 58 9% 2:512 23; ?3%
€800, 2 = me ——- (lig lgg 1?% 6:11 3 40

-------- - 3

Los Angeles... . 2,399 2,503 2,038 3,870 5,408 6,182
Orange. coumeocnecuanan ——- 93 159 181 233 03 208
Riverside. ... - 80 152 153 187 304 215
0. et 52 50 62 44 87 09
an Bernardin . 61 208 100 176 305 378
an Qxego_. ............... 131 158 109 243 561 476
an Francisco. 128 181 202 278 237 500
San Joaquin. ... . 53 16 57 120 . 95 82
San Mateo...... - 48 83 91 148 183 228
Senta Barbara.... 29 31 53 75 86 91
{janta Clara._..oceecn . 96 110 179 160 274 274
Ventura. coeeimnncincnnnnnennnn 58 43 48 34 59 62
Total .- 3413 4,130 4,844 5,091 8,274 9,208
Total excluding Los Angeles.... 1,014 1,537 1,900 2,112 . 2718 3,105

* As of June 30, 1670,

in June 1965. The rate of increase in cases calendared for trial far
exceeded the growth in eriminal filings in these courts. Since June
1965, cases on criminal trial calendars rose by 206 percent in these
courts, or more than double the 95 percent increase in filings. Since
a jury is demanded in the great majority of criminal cases, these
eriminal calendars to a great extent also represent jury trial calendars.

As with civil cases in a backlog, many criminal cases are calendared
for trial where a trial is neither desired nor anticipated by the
defendant, and cases against many such defendants will ultimately be
disposed of by means short of trial. Exclusive of Los Angeles, close
to 70 percent of the criminal cases disposed of in superior courts are
terminated by a plea of guilty.*® Based on 1969 figures from the Bureau
pf Criminal Statisties, 50 percent of all dispositions by pleas of guilty
In superior courts, exclusive of Los Angeles, represent changes of plea
made after defendants had pled not guilty at arraignment and had
demanded a (jury) trial. Thus, of the 20,779 felony cases disposed of
on pleas of guilty in 1969-70 in these courts, about 10,400 resulted
from a change of plea made some time after the original not guilty
Plea at arraignment. Although figures are not available, it is known
that many such changes of plea, perhaps most, occur shortly before
the scheduled trial date. Additionally, many such guilty pleas are made
to a lesser offense than originally charged as a result of plea negotia-
tions between the prosecutor and defendant, concurred in by the court.
Late changes of plea necessarily delay the disposition of these cases,
a delay amounting in many instances to the delay that would have
occurred had the case gone to jury trial (see Table XXX).

—
% Including certifications on pleas of guilty from lower courts,



BT

120 JUDICIAL COUNCIL; OF CALIFORNIA

Though a trial is demanded in the first instance in a great number
of criminal cases, relatively few are actually terminated by a trial®
Thus, the 3,552 trials in 1969-70 reported in courts other than Log
Angeles amounted to only some 12 percent of all ecriminal dispositions,
In contrast, some 15,600 defendants (about 50 percent of all defend-
ants) demanded & trial in the first instance, indicating that only about
one in four cases demanding a trial will actually be so terminated.
Courts, prosecutors and defenders weuld be overwhelmed if a trial were
held in each criminal case in which a demand is made. Thus, had there
been trials for the 15,600 defendants in these courts who demanded
them in 1969-70, the trial of such cases alone would have required the
full time of about 226 judges for one year,® a figure which compares
to the total of 282 then authorized judgeships in these courts,

Over 80 percent of the eriminal cases tried .in 1969-70 in superior
courts exclusive of Los Angeles were tried by jury. Table XXVIII
shows the ratio of juries sworn to criminal filings in the 16 superior
courts with six or more judges.5?

Delay

Unless defendants consent, criminal cases must be dismissed if not
brought to trial within 60 days after being filed in the superior court.
Thus, where the time to disposition exceeds 60 days the excess is delay
that defendants have sought or agreed to0.%® In practice many defend-

TABLE XXVII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
SIX OR MORE JUDGES*

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN
Fiscal Year 1969-70

Criminal
Percent of
- juries sworn
Court Filings Jurics sworn to total filings
Alameda....covnennen semasanemancesnnienmcnee 3,351 247 7.4
Contra Coata... 1,127 04 8.3
Fresno.... 847 107 12.6
Kern...... 730 50 8.1
Los Angeles 36,019 1,350 3.7
Orange. ... 2,100 101 8.7
Riverside. . 1,418 177 12.5
Bacramento, . coccienecrinanonmcnenacneninnen 1,488 142 9.5
an Bernardino..cocueanea. 3,025 215 7.1
Jat Diego. . vavcconeanmnoconn e 4,252 300 7.1
San Franci 3,403 184 5.4
3an Joaquin. . 012 58 6.4
an Mateo. .. 1,317 97 7.4
. : 58 81 10.7
Santa Clars....... cesssmbmrsinmasansesesrnnen 2,532 129 5.1
B 1T S 827 43 8.2
Tota! #xcluding Los Angeles . 27,878 2,214 7.0

» /i» of June 53, 1970,

# Inless otherwise Indicated ‘‘trials" are exclusive of those on the transcript of the
preliminary hearing,

% ljee Welghted Caseloads, infra.

» The ratio for Los Angeles is not comparable with that for other courts for reasons
that will be discussed later.

#In the case of a trial, the time to disposition {(verdict or judgment) will exceed
the time to start of trial by the number of days required to try the case
If the sentence is considered as the point of disposition then this will exceed
the time t'o start of trlal by the number of trial days plus the number of days
to sentencing.
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ants plead not guilty at arraignment (50 percent in courts exclusive
of Los Angeles), demand a jury trial and waive their right to a
speedy trial. The court is then under no legal responsibility regarding
the time of trial. If the defendant is out on bail it is especially in his
interest to delay rather than speed the date of trial. Given the con-
gested trial calendars under which many courts and district attorneys
labor it is not surprising that the statutory 60-day limit between filing

.and trial is exceeded in many cases. Thus, there were 2,124 criminal

juries sworn in the courts listed in Table XXIX exclusive of ILios
Angeles and of this number 1,072 or 50 percent were sworn within the
60-day statutory limit while 1,052 or 50 percent exceeded this limit.
There are wide differences among courts in the proportion of jury
trials that commence more than 60 days from filing, ranging from a .
low of 13.2 percent in Santa Clara 4! to highs of 765 and 73.1 percent
in Alameda and Los Angeles, respectively:

The actual delay to disposition in cases where juries are sworn more
than 60 days from filing can be seen from Table XXX.42 Thus, in the
first half of 1970, the median delay in such cases ranged from lows
of 79 days in Sacramento and 85 days in Kern and Santa Clara to a
high of 186 days in San Franecisco. Table XXX also shows the maximum .
delay in columns headed ‘‘Delay.’’ The times shown are the minimum

TABLE XXIX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
'SIX OR MORE JUDGES*

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL JURIES SWORN
Fisca! Year 1969~-70

Juries sworn more than 60 daya from
*  indictment or information
. Total
criminal juries
Court sworn Number Percent of total
Al .

247 189 76.5

Contra Costa..... 84 59 .
Fresno...eees 107 bb4 b50,0
Kern 59 9 16.3
Log Angeles. . cccevemecucancicnmencnnnan . 1,360 <987 73,1

Orange. . 181 75 '
ivemde:. 1 95 83.7
o.. 142 35 24.8
an Bernardino 216, 4127 459,3
an Diego... 300 156 61.7
an Francisco. . 184 85 46.2
an Joaquin 58 37 63.8

a1 Mateo - 97 44 .
anta Barbara, < 81 43 53.1

santa Clara 120 17 .
entwra. .. . 43 28 W
Total....... 3,474 2,039 68.7
Total excluding Los Angeles 2,124 1,052 40.56

* A of June 30, 1070, .
b Based on percent over 60 days in March, April, May and Jine 1070,
¢ Based on percent. over 60 days in August 1970

< Based on percent over 60 days in July and December 1969, January, March, April and June 1970,

———
“The Santa Clara Superior Court has had notable success in reducing delay in the
disposition off criminal cases, The methods used to achieve these regults have
been described in a letter from the judge managing the court's criminal cal-
endar fn 1970, copies of ‘which are available on request from the Administrative
“ Office of the Courts.
See note 40, supra.
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TABLE XXX-—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
SiX OR MORE AUTHORIZED JUDGES*

Time Intervals in Days from Indictment or Information to Disposition®
1968, 1969 and First Half of 1970

Pleas of guilty
Subsequent Transeript
Dis- At to . of
missals | areaj to | arraj t Jury trials Court trials preliminary
Me- | Me- Ma. Me- Me- Me-

dian | disn | De. | dian | De- | dian | De- | dian.{ De- | dian | De
time |.time | layd' | time | layd | time | layd | time | layd | time | layd

58 2R 85 97 238 97 265 127 284 88 193
80 27 69 99 256 102 303 oL 240 60 213
59 22 59 79 223 129 310 67 280 64 209

1068 a7 29 87 88 199 103 217 63 257 85 -

171} T -1 87 38 ] 81 1685 17 218 108 255 - -

18t half 1070... 87 33 90 88 214 114 187 . - - -
Fresno

81 21 64 84 201 00 132 . - - .
63 | 25 48 88 189 120 185 ¢ .. - . -

32 ot | 42 74 184 88 180 27 -7l 58 -
33 21 36 8 189 63 210 . .- -t -
.- 27 44 82 7| 14b 85 123 B - - .

82 36 82 01 190 i14 232 |- 107 211 | 105 187
57 33 72 93 189 123 261 108 234 60 102
& 36 8 03 201 124 282 112 255 93 210

68 21 &8 97 203 119 238 120 242 103 2066
80 1 45 81 174 114 237 102 218 172 -
69 1 52 01 198 124 262 111 243 128 =

54 27 62 95 | 215 | 102 | 241 70 | 268 ] 105 | 2%
78 30 st | 102 [ 105 | 102 | 280 | 120 | 274 .- -
87 37 | 122 | 106 | 240 | 107 | 262 | 108 | 218 - -

R 65 27 41 75 125 79 138 T 105 .| 80 -

1060cunnin- . 87 27 30 72 114 81 132 78 0B - -
. iat half 1070, . coauee 59 28 46 72 112 7% 135 am - . .
8an Bernardine )

19 7 42 05 126 232 115 250 . 121 314 136 -

1069.... - 165 42 79 144 284 135 258 117 225 - .

18t hall . <] 74 38 83 132 282 137 281 101 320 - -
San Diego .

1968.ccneninn .| 58 21 35 81 165 82 200 85 182 84 -

1968, cenaennn . 83 i 30 87 186 102 202 99 180 05 177

1st half 10700 ceeaen 55 27 48 83 189 29 202 87 218 79 155

San Francisco .
39 112 107 255 1390 276 73 %08 132 349
36 111 114 330 138 354 183 438 138 -
50 145 119 204 186 377 - - - -

18 35 84 185 81 251 88 144 &3 -
21 48 100 240 87 218 -- e e -
27 76 103 188 63 219 - - o -

23 53 119 133 11 288 122 - | 118 -
24 93 98 204 130 213 e
22 45 100 178 101 187 114 as - -

35 8¢ 75 163 88 139 91 P 52 -
33 108 90 192 87 195 - - .- -
41 118 86 192 119 285 -- - - .

21 52 84 161 85 104 129 22t 08
21 |- 54 75 144 78 185 94
28 64 68 125 85 183 86 228 - .

28 62 81 185 108 178 114 192
24 27 03 158 120 216 121 - - -
28 &0 89 171 .- - aa i . o

94 21 | 88 | 92 204 80 183 85 . . .

i 15&‘.'1‘&.-‘2&” 5

Source: Bureati‘of Criminal Statistics, California Department of Justice.
» As of June 30, 1870, , . e R
b In the case of a plea, judgment or verdict of guilty the time to disposition includes the period between such ples,
{udgment or verdict and the time to sentencing (apfroximate]y 21 days).

© Includes defendants certified on plea of guilty from lower courts,

d “"Delay"’; the minimum days from filing to-disposition for the lengthiest 10 percent of cases, Data not shown where
less than 15 defendants, )
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number of days to disposition for the 10 percent of cases that experi-
gnced the most extreme delay.®? Again such delay was at a maximum
in San Francisco where the most delayed 10 percent of jury cases took

a minimum of 377 days to disposition, more than three times th
of 123 days encountered by such cases in Kern. ¢ delay

Los Angeles Superior Court

The Los Angeles Superior Court must be considered separately in
any discussion of criminal broceedings since its ceriminal filings ac-
count for half the state’s total and its inelusion with statewide figures
would obscure the trends in other courts. More important, however is
thg ftzc;,ltt .ﬂif,t felony ﬁllizz.gs lin the Los Angeles court appez;r to inch,lde
substantially more relatively minor i i
e, Jore, Y offenses than is the case in other

In 1969-70, 36,619 criminal defendants were filed on i ‘
Angeles Superior Court. This accounted for 51 percent ofnthteh Ztg“‘c(:'
wide figure and for 20 percent of that court’s total filings. In contrast,
Los Angeles’ population represented only 35 percent of the state’s
total while felony filings in comparable metropolitan courts 45 comprised
only 12 percent of their total combined filings. Furthermore, in these
courts‘333 felony cases per 100,000 population were filed iﬁ 1969-70
as against a rate of 523 in Los Angeles, »

The proportionately higher level of eriminal filings in Los Angeles
appears to result from the substantial number of relatively mino'r
offensgs prosecuted in the superior court, offenses which in other
eounties Woulq be disposed of as misdemeanors in municipal or juati'cé
eourts, Thus, in 1969 in Los Angeles 95 percent of defendants were
held to answer in the superior court following felony preliminary hear-
Ings in municeipal eourts, in contrast to.only 63 percent in other courts.
Conversely, in other areas 37 percent of the defendants originally
charged XVI'th f:'elomes were disposed of as. misdemeanants by the lower
go;:;csé lextrglﬂle in Loos Angeles the comparable figure was approximately
) A superior court, of course, cannot control the matters pres ;
1t as felonies and the faet that many matters of a relagvel;nﬁ(iin;cg
Dature come before a superior court reflects the policy of the prosecut-
Ing officers. Bart of the Los Angeles difference appears to reflect the
fact.that,‘, \vhl}e most counties vest authority for the prosecution of

public erimes in a single ageney, in Los Angeles the district attorney
handlgs\ felony complaints and the several city prosecutors han-
dle misdemeanors. Thus, the matters tend to be filed and prosecuted
as felonies in the superior court if the complaints contain any elements
of a .fe'lony. Consequently, many matters which would be disposed of in
Munieipal courts in other  areas, reach the Los Angeles Superior
IC'ourt where they are often disposed of by a misdemeanor sentence.
IJn 1969, for example,. 60 percent of the defendants convicted in the
0S Angeles Superior Court received misdemeanor - sentences
double the 30 percent rate for the balance ‘of the state.4” Thus, the

“ The ninetieth percentile range
4 Also see pages 102-103, supﬁa.'

unerlor courts of Alameda, Sacramento, San D
::IS&WFCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, ' lego and San Frarncisco.
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available data tend to indicate that in Los Angeles relatively minor
offenses are prosecuted through the superior court as felonies. It
also appears that the ultimate result in sentencing is the same as
though the matters had been terminated at the municipal court level
ezcept that: (1) the disposition of such cases has been substantially
delayed (see Table XXIX); (2) critically limited superior court re-
gources have been expended on their adjudication; and (3) by pre-
empting superior court resources that could be devoted to other mat-
ters these cases contribute to overall congestion and delay in the court.
For example, 85 percent of the Los Angeles court’s judicial posi-
tions 18 were required to dispose of criminal defendants, in contrast
to 23 percent in comparable metropolitan courts.*®

Traditionally, a large proportion of criminal cases in the Los An-
geles Superior Court are disposed of on the record of the prelimi-
nary hearing. In 1969-70 such dispositions on the transeript, which
are known locally as ‘‘slow pleas’’ (of guilty), accounted for 32 per-
cent of all eriminal dispositions in the Los Angeles Superior Court
while in other courts such dispositions are insignificant. It is estimated
that matters disposed of on records of the preliminary hearings re-
quired the full time of 15 superior court judges.50

6. WEIGHTED CASELOAD

Judicial workload of individual superior courts is measured accord-
ing to a weighted. caseload system approvéd for use by the Judicial
Council in 1968.5% The system is based on weighting a court’s filings
in each category of proceedings, generally according to the average
time on the bench required for their disposition. The average times
used in the system are developed from data furnished by the courts
based on their own experience. In order to keep the system valid in the
light of changing conditions, a sample number of courts is queried
periodically regarding the current time requirements for various pro-
ceedings, Based on this information the weights are reviewed and
revised as necessary to reflect eurrent experience. When revisions are
indicated they are made annually prior to legislative sessions., Table
XXXI shows the details of the computations used in determining
1969-70 weighting factors for each category of filings and lists the
resultant unrounded weights in the right-hand column. In Table
XXXII the left-hand column summarizes the computations detailed in
Table XXXI and shows the workload weights rounded to the nearest
five minutes applicable to each category of filings in 1969-70; the
right-hand eolumn lists 1968-69 weights.

Referring to Table XXXII, the weights assume, for esample, that
each domestic relations filing, including both those terminated and
those not disposed of, resulted in an average expenditure of 15 minutes
of a judge’s time on the beneh in 1969-70 and 20 minutes in 1968-69.
Similarly, each filing as to a dependent child consumed an average of
35 minutes of bench time (including chamber time for probation mat-
ters) in 1969-70 and 25 minutes in 1968-69.
to erimilnal departments during the week of October 26, 1970

lude absences and to include Jjudges sitting on assignment - by
itions' includes authoriz

# Percent assigned
adjusted to exc
the Chalrman of the Judicial Council. “Judicial pos
judges plus full-time commissioners and referees.

4 Superlor courtscof Allmged‘n,f Sacramento, San Diego and San Francisco.

80.8pa Welghted Caseload, hi/ra.

st Sge Judicial Council Reports (1969) 140-145; (1970) 103-106.

s

i R

I3

-~
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TABLE XXXI—CALIFORNIA SUPERIO
( R COURTS
AVERAGE BENCH T!ME PER FILING BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING
AND WEIGHTS PER FILING

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Hearings
A%ivne:fe ttiel;]; Pogltion of
. nu i ei
Type of proceeding {col. a) (colll.lf) (cwoflgl;ui))
Probate and guerdianship
Uncontested dispositions.......c.eoeicemnaaas 2.0
Contested diBPOSIIONS. - - vnnvoonsnemon o coemanmnens 178.7 o 300
SUpervisory order. ..o e e aaeesiocmnaacaaanar————————— 3.1 2%8 :73%(7)
Total 12.821
e eted d :
ncontested dispogitions...ccoevoauoocoaanac
Contested diBPOSILIONS.... -... .. ononooomseooeosoooe s eoooon 143':1, i e
Orders to show cause....... . 15.9 i 170
Modifications ofjudgment-.-...-...-.-._....-..--...:::: 29,0 ggg ”gg
N Total  16.802
Personal injury, death and property damage —
Dispositions affer jury sworn. ...l ioliiiicaemceiocne 1200.0
Contegtod NONJUEY HHBIE_ne- 2o onnoonaomomsomomoaamn e 450.0 oo i
neontested nonjury trials.. 25.0 i S
Law and motion. ... ....... 30.0 58 5000
Settlement conferences. . . 45.0 %0 490
Pretrial conferences. ..... 25.0 0 {0
Trial setting conferences. . 16.0 (380 740
Hearings after judgment...c.oceeu... 35.0 33(6) ggég
' Total 133:190
En(:}me{lt tdt;»imtainl o -
ontested trials (jury)-.... cooceeiiocaaooie
Uncontested trials (ngnjury) ------------- w(l)gg o 108500
Law and motion.... 10. e B
Pretrial conferences..ooouoca. 10.8 o7 s
Settlement conferences (or com 45‘0 ’853 1;?8
. Total 110.075
Other civil (complaints) R
Contested jury trials. - ooouiommoeimeicecacaaas 1200.0
Contested nonjury trials.... - 400.0 008 35,900
Unconteated nonjury trials.... 15.0 $tH T
Law and motion......... 15.0 13 i
Pretrial conferences. . 20,0 034 * 5%
Trisl setting conferences.. ... 10:0 8 ' ‘980
Hearings after judgment ... . .ooeiocreceemeniananaemans 35.0 8?8 3%2?)
. Total  66.400
Other civil (petitjons)
Dispositions after hearing.. ... ccneeccecezmceeicaannnen 14.0 841 8.974
' Total 8.974
Inganity and other infirmities ‘
gggggt{:séeg dlap.?’gition(s.._-...) ....................... 9.6 - 620 5.952
sted dispositions (nonjury).... o 81.8 .05 :
N R 330.0 0% 1%
' Total 11.125
Ju{"em]e édetlixéqéxjency
ncontested dispositions (original petitions). .....-...-.
[CJontested dispositions (origingal pegiions)ni) ..... o ég; ggg L
Cnc?ntesteq ispositions (subsequent petitions).. ———— 14:8 817 R
Dou ested dispositions (subsequent petitions)......ccccaeoan 51.8 063 350
etention hearings........-. - 9.2 ‘9 i
Probation hearings (chamber timie)._...-... e ——— 9.5 1 43? 12832
Total 50,758
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TABLE XXXI—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS-~Continued
AVERAGE BENCH TIME PER FILING BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING
AND WEIGHTS PER FILING

Fiscal Year 196970

Hesrings
Average time Portion of -
‘(in m?nutcs) filings Weighta
Type of proceeding (cal. 8] (col. b) {col. a1 b)
ile (dependency) B .

J"ﬁ?wm:&”d diamysitioua {original petitiona).es. ---- veomane 10.3 .ggg ’é §g§
Contested diapositiona (original petitions)...-.- 22. 2 o8 2.2
Detention ;waq'nu...c-..‘-..‘...-.).4---..-,- 52 R S.1u
f\lﬁb\fﬁ‘i:vfgfff.(....;,..,.lfn.f.'....-,.,.‘... 8.0 3.207 16.035

Total  34.709
inal

Crgxilnxmitiom After JULY AWOLH . campmwmonenasnonnomscuncnmns B867.8 .ogé 72.%%
Court trialuscassosesmmennnon: reenenan - 110..2 .825 410
Dim%nitiona uox; rec?rd of preliminary beaningceee-seeasesse 25‘3 o oo

nts for pled. cunese wem . .
feariogs ander Pinal Gode S, 106 wid Beo. 15385.- .o H1.2 210 B2
'gri,nl c{:nﬁr_mntig:fcon{:;:lncm... lg.a o i
t arings before trik. ceaecraovscrmenrvenness . B . 5
PrL;;:ﬂ‘;n h!‘iﬁﬂgﬁ {including chamber time)cvaanenn commanme 30,3 R 27,240
Total = 127,224

Appenls from lower courts

S%Miﬁol? nflcr‘ !l‘enfmg 135.0 .300 41,71
R A OSSO 180.0 312 1,580
Total 103,278

Habess corpun . 15,747
“Dhspoailizxm Without hearinge e e scsmsmaennrosoeanesnnnnsn ﬁg J703 lg.ggl
Dispositions alter hearinguceases . M . R

Total  25.648

s Formerly *Divorce, separate maintenance and

TABLE XXXiII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

WEIGHTING FACTORS BY CATEGORY OF PROCEEDINGS*
Eiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Weighting factors
Cntegory of proceedivgs 1969-70 1668-69
. ' ,
F{‘rnb;ila fndbauudiammp‘ vt e s %g 28
! LARD, (nim ko . - e
P::)éxzsl {njury, death and property’ d9Image s anses sanmess vvamean ——- Hg i%g
Ewitent domain. ... [ N doancmenn -
et e ot reeieeseseemepetnmteamtenaamienns 8 o
PeIIONS 2 maneemmrr ey bes et Ayt }g 0
Trsunity and pther Infrmitiesi cuscemmmsnssanasanensan
Juvenils 5 50
'Qelinm‘xencg...,.m...,..-., ....... semprsssonpnenanssansane e ® %g
f;im{ﬂum.;‘ RSN - 128 i
e ammpewenana SO
Hal corpus. . - e 25

»Tha weighted caseloads for iudi;'idunl superior courts for 1968-69 and 1569-70 are given i Appendix Table 26 and

cads sre related to the courts’ judicisl positions.
L %&m “Divoree, separate maintenance and annutment,”
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D. MUNICIPAL CCURTS
1. FILINGS
1969-70 Filings Up 8 Percent
The 75 municipal courts located in 25 counties of the state reported
approximately 5.1 million nonparking cases % filed during 1969-70,
This is the largest volume ever recorded in the municipal courts and
refiects a gain of 8 pereent or 366,400 cases over the volume reported.
1 TABLE XXXIUI—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
: NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS
] . Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 136970
Numbet of :
authorized judgeships» Nonparking filinga Parking filings
Number Incregse Change Charge
of | frog; fr:éq frc?
municipa recedin; 10|
Fiseal year courtgj* Number r yceu ¢ Number pre;w d Number prt;c:u\ng
67 208 . 3,236,827 .| 3368101 -
69 212 § 3,405,233 168,408 | 3,528,570 170,388 -
72 238 24 3,553,603 148,460 | 3,804,037 75,468
72 237 1 3,722,333 168,640 | 8,921,817 317,780
73 255 18 4,061,020 338,687 | 4,240,587 318,770
7 256 1 4,251,434 190,414 | 4,418,831 177,044
7 271 16 4,467,407 218,063 | 4,535,653 117,192
73 280 18 4,717,737 250,240 | 4,740,854 214,201
78 305 16 4,742,581 24,844 | 5,087,658 337,804
74 326 21 R§712,008 | R—20,683 | R5,354,038 ) R267.280
75 337 11 5,070,374 386,376 | 8,147,088 793,020
» At end of fiscal year,
R Revised,
TABLE XXXIV—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING
Fiscal Year 1969-70
Change to 1869-70 from;
1968-69+ 1959-60
. Percent Percent
Type of proceeding 1969-70 Amount change Amount change
Total nONPATKIg. ..o v eerecn. evmaaan 5,079,374 366,378 78 1,842,547 56.9
: Crimingl. .. ... 4,517,878 350,801 8.4 1,683,833 50.4
B TTrATRC VIDISHIONB, - 2 oeme e rmn o omm e orim e ome 3.942,606 305,826 8,4 1,628,777 83.3
- Selected mBjor, e cresievneccermavurecnnl 161,165 8,699 4.8 - -
£ 2N Otherb - 3751441 207,127 B.6 - -
Nontraffic misd B e eam oot mmnn 460,158 30,973 7.2 76,027 20°1
Intoxication b, 210,133 ,865 4.8 i .-
; therb - 50,025 21,308 2.3 - -
Felony preliminaries 115,112 14,092 13.9 78,229 212,1
- OVl oo et m o ewase e s mmmn 561,438 16,485 2.8 158,614 | 30.4
& Small clima | 2ssods 8,60 3.1 064756 | 80.0
All other civil 275,450 6,885 2.8 2,139 29.1
Tort 33.573 67 8.7 11,547 52.4
5 Other civil ; 241,877 4,212 1.8 50,502 26.4
* Changes were based on revised figures for 1968-69,
5 Not ified separately prior to 1966~67.

———

2 Throughout the municipal and justice court sectlons of this report “filings” and
“cases” do not include parking violations unless otherwise indicated.
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in 1968-69, when the first decline in 26 years had been recorded. The
increase was the largest year to year gain of the past decade. Com-
pared to the level of 10 years ago there were 57 percent more cases
in the municipal courts. o
ﬁl%(}ﬁunicipal cour.tp judgeships rose to 337 with the authorization of 11
additional judges during the year. This increase of 3 percent over t}le
number authorized in 1968-69 was less than ha}f ’ghe percentage rise
in filings, With filings outrunning the. increase in judicial manpovwer,
the average number of cases filed per judge rose to 15,072. This ﬁgurg
was not only 600 more than the 14,457 cases filed per judge in 1968-69
but was also the first increase in six years. The filings per judge rate
ig only an approximate index of the munieipal court workload, how-
ever, since it does not take.into cons.lderatwn thg varying amounts of
time required to dispose of the various categories of proceedings. A
better picture of the workload is provided by weighted units, which
are discussed in a subsequent section. Filings per Judge during the
preceding 10 years ranged from a low of 14,457 to a high of 16,607:

Fiscal Year Pilx'm;aﬁ %et;z.fudqe
1950-60. ....... e 5
1960-81 - %g.ggg
1081-82.cnrecimecmmanraccrncnveemmncan e 15'706
1002-83. e ecrrricacccnaee e 15’920
1903-64 ———- 10'607
100508 16,485
1966-60. . ... 18488
1960-67 12550
1667~68. - 14.457
1968-69. 357
1080700 e e e niecccresinecacan 15,

R Revised,

Felony Preliminaries Up 14 Percent

Inereases were reported in all categories of proqeedings wx}h new
peak levels reported in most of the eriminal categories, Apprommately
115,100 of the municipal court filings were felony prel;mmary prchedi
ings. This was a new record number of felony cases in the munieipa
courts and was about 14,100 or 14 percent more thgn in 1968-69. The
percentage gain in felony preliminaries wyas‘the highest for all pro-
ceedings and apparvently reflected the continuing emphasis on prosecu-
tions of drug violations.58 .

About 460,200 of the cases filed in municipal court were nontraffi
misdemeanors, This was a record high for such cases and cg‘nstltuted a
rise of 7 percent or 31,000 cases over the preceglmg year. The amount
of increase was almost twice the size of the previous high of the decade.

Of the nontraffic misdemeanor cases filed in the municipal courts
approximately 250,000 cases or 54 percent involved charges other than
intoxication. These more serious misdemeanor cases were up 9 percent
from 1968-69. Intoxication contributed about 2}0,100 cases or 4?;
percent of the nontraffic misdemeanor filings. This figure was 5 percen

it ks o e, PRI

i
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TABLE XXXV—CALIF(?RNIA MUNITIPAL COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Weighted units Change from 1968-69

Type of proceeding 1989-70 1968-69 Amount Percent
Total nonparking. .o _............___. 21,780,361 20,291,840 1,408,521 7.4
16,810,470 15,461,227 1,349,243 8.7
8,717,661 8,181,022 536,639 - 6.8
2,419,515 2,310,709 108,716 4.7
th eesenneaaan 6,208,146 5,870,223 427,023 7.3
ffic o 3,024,837 3,320,253 295,584 8.9
Intoxication. - 420,266 400,936 19,330 4.8
L 3,204,671 2,028,317 | 276,254 9.4
Felony preliminaries..ooue oo . 4,467,972 3,850,952 i 517,020 13.1
4,970,801 4,830,613 149,278 3.1
1,310,821 1,273,168 37,653 3.0
3,660,070 3,567,445 111,825 3.1

annual inerement was the largest in the past 10 years and accounted
for nearly 83 percent of the increase in municipal court filings during
1969-70. Interestingly, two courts, the Los Angeles Municipal Court
and the Qakland-Piedmont Municipal Court, reported approximately
three-guarters of the inecrease in traffic filings.54 :

Selected major traffic violations 5 which have been reported sep-
arately since July 1, 1966, rose by 5 percent to 191,200 in 1969-70,
Although making up only 5 percent of the traffic cases filed in muniei-
pal courts, these more serious traffic violations accounted for about
one-third of the traffic jury cases tried. Approximately 3.8 million of
the traffic matters filed involved routine traffic violations, 9 percent
more than the level in 1968-69.

Filings of small claims cases increased 3 percent to 286,000, the first
rise in four years. The volume, however, was still 16 percent below the
reeord peak of 1965-66. Other civil filings followed a similar pattern,
rising by 3 percent to the 275,500 level. The rise in other eivil filings
was also the first inerease in four years,

Weighted Units Up 7 Percent

‘Municipal court filings in 1969-70 constituted approximately 21.8
million weighted units.5 This was a gain of 7 percent over 1968-69
and only slightly less than the percentage increase in total filings.

*Data. received from' the courts indicated that the Los Angeles court contributed
about 180,800 and Oakiand-Piedmont contributed about 38,100 of the .additional
raffic cases filed in municipal courts. The Los Angeles court, however, is cur-

© rently reexamining its figures.

leolations of §% 14601, 20002, 23102, 23108, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code.

For. g description of the weighted caseload system, see 1968 Judicial Counecil
Report 103106, The welights for the courts in general and for the Los Angeles
court applicable to 1968~69 and 1969-70 fillngs are listed below :

N N State Less L. A. Municipal
higher than in 1968-69. L Type of Proceeding State Lses 4. Mun

Traffic filings in municipal courts rose to about 8.9 million casesé Selected major {raffic violations.___._ . 1 -
establishing a new record for traffic cases in the municipal courts '12‘1111115 Intoxication e — 13' 12'

N . : o . . er nontraffic. misdemeanors ~__________
representing a gain of 305,800 cases over the preceding year ge]o{lly Jpreliminaries 3 4
3 - mall claims )
i y iminal Statistics indicates that drug viola LS

“Dat&n;;u}:{?g:dug,\m:ggt %%ri?elxl'chgt (Z:rtnzhe ceriminal cases flled in superior court < Other civil 16 10

(nfter preliminary hearings in the municipal or justice courts) in calendar

year 1969 and accounted for 93 percent of the increase over 1968.° 581244

EINEE R 15
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Weighted units, however, gave a vastly different picture of the case.
load in municipal courts from that depicted by filings, particularly in
the two important eategories of felony preliminaries and traffic viola
tions, Felony preliminaries, which made up only 2 percent of the un.
weighted cases filed in municipal courts, were responsible for over 20
pereent of the weighted units filed during the year. Moreover, felony
preliminary cases accounted for more than one-third of the overall rise
in the weighted caseload. On the other hand, traffic matters which ac-
counted for 78 percent of the unweighted filings comprised only 40
pereent of the weighted units. Moreover, traffic cases, while compris-
ing 83 percent of the increase in cases filed, provided only 37 percent
of the increase in weighted units, The proportion of total filings and
weighted units each category of proceedings provided in 1969-70 are
figted below:

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

Percent of Percent of

Type of progeeding Rlings weighted units
TOAAL vt - 100.0 100.0
Belected mnjor traflic violations wocecewmwcicean 3.8 111
Other trafic violatlons 73,8 28.9
Intoxleatlon ... . 4.1 1.9
Qther pontrafic Mmisdemeanors e ee e cees 4,9 147
Pelony prellminaries ... 2.3 20.5
Small claima 5.5 6.0
Qiher eivil & &4 16.8

Under the weighting system’s standard of 60,000 weighted unifg
per year for a judge;, the 21.8 million weighted units filed in the
munieipal courts represented a-caseload for 363 judieial positions. The
gain of 1.5 millon weighted units over the preceding year reflected
wark for 25 additional judicial positions. There were 358 judicial posi-
tions authorized in the municipal courts in 196970, of which 337 were
judges and 21 were court commissioners.

TABLE XXXV{=CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING AND PARKING CASES
PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1365-7¢ . i«

- Nonparking dispositions Tliggel parking dispositions

Nuomber of Number of . NG

nuthorized judge- Per judge- Per judges.

Fiscal year judgeships | equivalentar Number equivalents Number equivalent,
108000, s voirenns 208 204 3,088,004 15,142 3,241,781
hryiisli] VR 212 212 . 3,218,300 15,181 3,371,808
b1 00 R 238 230 3,320,304 14,471 3,458,470
TOB2-03. e vommmmmen 27 240 3,458,278 14,409 050,362
FLICES - DO 258 253 3,736,218 14,768 3,000,002
JO03-BBu sy cmsmntan, 256 260 3,832,5 14,784 4,108,797
1965-08, - waumgons A1 279 4,136,037 14,826 ,282,408
1008870 vv commainn 289 207 4,321,199 14,548 4,358,958
JUT S A, 305 310 4,308,8 13014 4,733,638
1908~60, 0 sonscmne 329 341 4,350,268 Rr12,7857 R4,030,304
1080700 s cmursmna 397 857 1,573,363 12,811 5,403,119

+ Judge-equivalents gre the number of suthorized judgeshipas sdjusted to retiect vatancies, sssistance to other courls
by m_\xﬁip_al courts and sssiatance received by municipal catirts from seeigned judges and temparary judges serving
by stiputation of the parties.

® Revised,

T O

- Were a few exceptions.
- -lhinary dispositions did not equal the increase in filin
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TABLE XXXV! I—CALIFORNIA M UNICIPAL COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING
Fiscal Year 1963-7¢
Change to 1969-70 from:
1968-69+ 1956~60
) P
Type of procesding 1969-70 Ampunt ch;c“e;: Amount Eleltlc::ot
. Totlal DOBPALking. e eemeoeoee 4,573,303 223,005 b1 1484380 | 4p1
iminal, . ... '
i e - 4,140,118 208,406
rgcl‘f';: ,‘23‘?,};‘;::5-"' - 3,612,703 158,318 2% %'33?'3%3 93
dected msari - 180,400 16,835 |  10.3 o 5.4
Nontraffie misdemeanors R i o - 55
postoomo ) B | o
Peby prliiades LI R e |l | g
X , 1 68311 | 1823
e ceeee] 424247 16,
mno : hcelrlzxixgﬁ_ - 3,480 n.ggg gG‘} ‘ég%&g e
other cii] - [ 2100787 4,707 2.3 45,126 '3; 3
Tt : 20,564 732 3.7 5774 | 20,
Sl 180223 4,085 2.2 932 | 205

* Changes were based on revised
b Not c?aas\ﬁed separately prior tggl‘gggﬁ-%){ 1aeg-g0.

-

2. DISPOSITIONS
1969-70 Dispesitions Up 5 Percent

The 4.6 million cages disposed of i iei
. se I _municipal courts w
lgg’sl—%% cIasets or 5 percent more than the number disposeeiie g? 0;1;;
¢ . n' erms of judicial manpower, the cases were disposed of at
Eyerag:e.late of 12,811 cases per judge-equivalent, 57
i ':isg;(;sntlons ﬁmreased in all categories of proceedings, Since dis-
D ons generally parallel the trend in filings, the larger gains usuall
urred in those proceedings where filings also gained the most, 'l‘her);
The percent increase in traffic and felony pre-

gories, but the percentage gain in misdem
: ge g eano
stripped thg bercentage rise in filings, *
1969}1?? Om%rlnelpal courts disposed of 90.0 cages
—iy, Ahere were, of course, some variations amon th i
~ . ' ) e
?hrosceezlimgs,' ranging from a low of 74.6 cases disposgd of ;Z;egggleﬁsl:g '
mall claims matters to a high of 100.9 in nontraffic misdemeanors

exelusive of intoxicati i
fiog gove o2 & typlec% t30n. The number of cases disposed of per 100 cases

per 100 cases filed in

Type of proceeding

Dispositines per
Selected major trafic a

100 filings

Other tra. -
In‘%uxlca.tht;?lc e Yy - g%g
er nontraffic misde are oo 522
SQ’OHY preliminaries ”riistnors - 1002
mall claims - . - T8y
er civi) T 74.6
16.6

2 : ’ ; .
For the definltion of judge-equlvalent, see Table XXXVI, footnote g
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TABLE XXXViH—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING CASES
Fiscal Year 1969-70

o

Change to 1080-70 from:
1948-60» 1989-80

Percent: Percent

Type of dispoeition 1909-70 Amount change Amount ckangs
Total dispositions. .. ovur e evmavannanes] 4,673,363 223,095 5.1 1,484,368 48,1
Dispositions before 1rinlescvesmcnmnonsmroennes) 4,156,062 205,043 5.2 1,303,459 45.7
Bull forfeitures..one cuuoe rermoman ..t 2402238 51,820 2.2 520,400 1.9
Dinmissala and transfers . 508,013 80,589 17.8 345,684 138.7
Convicted or bound over after plea of guilty..| 1,052,514 66,418 6.7 413,308 4.7
Judgmenta by elerk. . cveeceinorcccmeasaiens 100,037 —~2,743 -~2.8 ,539 28,7
Summary judgments....coaee 2,600 -~ 14t -~§.0 530 135.4
Diﬂmmonu after tial. cuivereicmmcnsavnncnn 416,401 18,052 4.5 180,010 78.8

neanteated matters....vn ., 204,157 6,914 - 3.5 33,460 -

Contegted matters. . .- 188,828 10,435 8.9 134,238 b
Juvenlle orders. ovoiiianacan 23,318 2.8 13,212 130.8

» Changes were based on revised figures for 1968-69, R L.
b Perzentage changes were not compuled because of the change in definition of 1 criminal
praceodi:&u on July 1, 1986 which made earlier ﬁgures unsuitable for comparison, Prior to July 1, 1968 all eriminal
casen tried were considered na contested matters, Subscquently, only those criminal casea after both 1he prosecution
and the defense jntroduced testimonisl evidence (exclusive of cross-examination of witnesses calied by the other
aide) were classified a8 contested matiers;all other criminal trials were ted 58 teat t4

Yrgbad Yoatad

Dispositions Before Trial Also Up 5 Percent

Municipal courts disposed of about 4.2 million cases without trial,
or 5 percent more than in the preceding year. Bail forfeitures ac-
counted for 2.4 million or 58 percent of these cases, 51,900 more than
in 1968-69. All but 44,100 of these bail forfeitures oceurred in traffic
matters. Pleas of guilty accounted for about 1.1 million of these cases,
which was 66,400 or 7 percent more than in the preceding year. Ap-
proximately 26,300 or 40 percent of the inerease oceurred in non-
traffic misdemeanor cases (other than intoxication) and 18,500 or 28
percent in selected major traffic violations. Pleas of guilty and bail
forfeitures accounted for 83 percent of the before trial dispositions in
municipal courts. At 18 percent, dismissals and transfers registered
the highest perceniage gain among the categories of before trial dis-
positions, ‘

Uncontested Trials Up 4 Percent

Approximately 204,200 or 49 percent of the after trial dispositions
in municipal courts in 1969-70 were uncontested matters, consisting of
74,500 ¢riminal cases and 129,700 civil cases. The total was 4 percent
more than in 1968-69. Felony preliminary hearings accounted for
54,500 or 73 percent of the uncontested %8 criminal matters heard and
27 percent of all uncontested cases disposed of in munieipal courts.
Of the uncontested civil matters tried about 90,100 or 69 percent in-
volved small claims cases. ) '
® Since the reporting definitions used in collecting municipal court data reguire that

criminal casey in which the defense does not introduce evidence be treated 88

uticontested, most felony preliminary hedrings are counted asg uncontested
matters,

T

i
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TABLE XXXIX—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD (INCLUDING UNCONTESTED
CRIMINAL MATTERS) PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT

Fiscal Years 195960 Through 1963-70

Contested matters heard®
. . Number of
Fistal year judge-equivalentss Number Per judgé-equivalent»
204 138,171 a7
212 152,773 721
230 164,280 714
240 171,102 718
253 186,129 738
268 205,961 774
279 234,961 ‘ 842
297 241,175 812
318 251,381 790
341 R2490,321 73
357 203,400 738

s For definition of judge-equivalents, see Table XXX VY, footuote .

b For the purpose of establishing trend, contested figures for 1986-67 and subsequent years fniclude uncontested
criminal matters since all crimina] trials, exclusive of juvenile cases, were considered a3 contested matters prior to
tRe r_epgrtmg change on July 1, 1966,

evised,

Contested Trials Up 6 Percent

. Approximately 188,900 contested cases were disposed of after trial
in nnieipal courts, 6 percent more than in 1968-69, Although com-
prising only 4 percent of the total cases disposed of in munieipal
courts, contested matters represent the most time-consuming cases in
munjeipal courts and provide an important measure of workload.

Data on contested matters as currently defined has been collected
for only four years. As a result, for comparison with cavlier data cur-
reat figures were adjusted to include those eriminal trials now reported
as uneontested matters, The result indicates a gain in contested dis-
positions of 6 percent and a record volume of 263,400 contested cases
disposed of, almost twice the 138,200 contested cases disposed of 10
years earlier. In terms of judicial manpower, this represented an
average of 738 contested cases disposed of per judege-equivalent com-
pared to 677 such dispositions 10 years ago.

Dispositions of contested matters increased in almost all categories of
proceedings. Approximately 175400 or 67 percent of these contested
dispositions were eriminal matters, representing a gain of 8,500 or 5
percent from the preceding year. '

3. JURIES SWORN
lury Trials Up 3 Percent

The 11,800 jury trials, as represented by juries sworn, were only
slightly less than the all time record in municipal courts and 3 percent
mere than in 1968-69. This represented an average of 33 jury cases
per judge-equivalent compared with 34 in the preceding year.

About 11,300 or 95 percent of the juries sworn were impansled to
try eriminal cases, 6,800 for the trial of traffic matters and 4,400 for
the trial of nontraffic misdemeanor cases, the latter being an 18 per-
eent inerease over the number tried in 1968-69,
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TABLE XL—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD (INCLUDING UNCONTESTED
CRIMINAL MATTERS) BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING®

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Change to 1989-70 from:
1908~60® 1959-60
Percent Percent
Type of proccedinz 1069-70 Amount change Amount change
Tota), all proceeding8. e aaaaan 270,287 18,510 6,6 .t .
Nonpurkingesssewes . conne 263,400 14,070 5.0 125,241 90,8
Criinal, pevvonves 175,424 8,401 5,1 01,055 10,2
Trafie violations, ..« 08,025 2 8.1 82,207 114.8
Helested majord. oo i earinvan 0519 ~18 =1.9 e P
I L S noasinmienar 88,508 2471 3.5 s ™
Noutsallic misdemeanors. . ..... 21,305 1,732 8,8 3,317 18.4
Intoxicationd. .. c . , 627 12,0 - P
s veaam . 18,838 1,461 B.4 . ..
Felony preliminaries.. . 56,034 3,776 7.2 36,241 183,1
Civilyweer Hrassiasovemmmrninen 87,970 5,618 8.8 33,280 60.9
Sinall elaitng . cuuaans 75,751 £,880 8.4 33,123 7.7
Al other civil.... 2,225 ~282 -2.1 163 1.4
(/] T, 1702 =292 ~0.8 -1171 ~30,2
Qther civile.e 9,623 3 0.3 ¢ 16,3
Tlegal patking i ceeesinesenssmnne - 9,887 2,431 847 P P

* For the purpose of esteblishing trend, 1 \&B- 0 and 1080-70 figures include uncontested criminal matters eince all
criminal trinly exclusive of A]\We\\il’k cﬂagi wcbns considercd as %outested matters prior to the reporting change on

u 6.
b Changea were buagy) on reyised Rgites for 1005-09,

o Comparable contested parkiug tiatiers wese not ayiilable,
4 Not clussified separitely pr\orK 10 190847, SARLETRER

TABLE XLI—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT
Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1968-70

Juries swornt
Number of o,
Fiscal year judge-equivelentas Number Per judge-equivalent®
204 4,616 32
212 $,192 32
230 8,845 30
240 7,542 3l
253 7,838 31
108468, . curmunnenan 268 6,308 38
196 e wvrEsganEnae 279 10,703 39
1966-67... 7 11,837 39
1967-68.... 316 11,868 38
1008-60, .. ... 341 11,843 34
1909-70, 4 yavnvnnranmsnvane 357 11,817 i 33

» For definjtion of judge-equivalents, see Tuble XXXV, footnote s,
® Includes sumber of juries 6wozn in both bonparking and parking caues.
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TABLE XLII—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMEER OF JURIES SWORN BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Change to 1069-70 frsen:
1068-80 1989-%0
Type of proceeding 1069-70 Amount }:ﬁ:?:: Amount fﬁiﬁfé’:
Total, all progeedings. . ... 11,817 274 2.4 5,201 78.8
Nonparking. oo cveecicsaseianannn 11,808 289 2
T ————— 261 349 slg st ue
raffic violations........ 6,820 ~333 -4 3,148 88.6
majors.....0. 2,442 ~104 ~4.1 ' :
N it i I T & i 3
Infoxication® . ,oven.ooeooo '289 o0 308 Lot .
[ DR 4,182 632 18.0 = o
Civil..uu.. 847 ~00 -9:0
Tort. oo 418 ~70 —l4. 10 o
Other civit 126 10 WY % i
Wegal parking. - ceeemeerecicncnns. 8 ~15 —82.8 =21 -70.4

* Kot classified neparately prior 4o 1086-67,

 In }963—79 there were 6.6 juries sworn for every 100 cases tried
in which juries were available (i.e., all cases except felony preliminary
and small claims cases). Although the ratio of jury impanelment to
total cases tried has remained relatively stable during the past 10
sears, the 1969-70 rate was up considerably from the 6.1 percent rate
experienced in 1959-60, . .

The ratio varied considerably, however, among the ecategories of
proceedings. The rates in eriminal cases fluctuated from 25.7 percent
in selected major traffic filings to 4,9 percent in other traffic matters,
In eivil proceedings, only one jury was sworn for every 100 after-
trial dispositions.

E. JUSTICE COURTS

1. FILINGS
186970 Filings Increase 3 Percent

Approx.imately.928,600 nonparking cases were ﬁied in justice courts,
Iepresenting an inerease of 29,300 cases or 3 percent over 1968-69.
m‘iexslpltg al(;%céh%e in the numbelr of justice courts in the past decade,

g5 in -70-were nevertheless 137,100 or 17 t )
the S050.60 orry ] ; percent greater than

At the end of the 1969-70 fiscal year there were 244 justice courts
located in 53 counties of the state. The number of justice courts was
one less than in the preceding year and 63 less than 1959-60, Only

range, San Mateo, San Francisco, Santa Cruz and Ventura counties
do not have justice courts.
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TABLE XLil—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70

Nonparking filings Parking filings
Number Percent Percent
of justice . ch;?e from b chnenﬁ‘ m
Fiscal year ocourte® Number preceding year Number preceding year
791,568 —12.6 507,562 1.8
gg; 822,745 3.9 470869 ~5%
208 800,910 ~2.7 452,098 -~5.6
203 818,229 4.9 459,003 1.3
288 882,481 5.3 448,327 ~2.8
276 014,000 3.6 393,313 —11.9
268 061,854 5.2 401,869 2.2
263 002,478 —8.2 308,963 ~0.7
263 912,585 1.1 3r,ne ~0.8
245 899,345 —-1.4 363,383 ~4.9
1860-70 ncecsaionmmmunan 244 928,030 3.3 300,350 -15.0 )
s At and of fiscal year.
TABLE XLIV—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING
Fiscal Year 1969-70
* Change o 1089-70 froms
1088-80 1959-80
Tyype of proceeding 1669-70 Amount Pescent Awmoust Parceat
pal ¥,
Total DONPEIking - vevoseoonevmnmnnn 928,030 20,285 3.3 137,062 17.3
imi : Boi580 | - 38207 | 4.1 4972 | 237
C‘ﬁ’:‘&l’&" ti 769,691 31,582 4.3 184060 | 316
Selected majore. ... ... PR, R . 32,457 1,397 3.9 - -
Others, - 737,234 36,876 4.3 3 éa _22_5
Nontraffic misd e ie 80,816 802 1.1 23,7 .
Intoxications.. .. 26,323 —2,270 -1 g - e
thers N 54,493 162 8.2 e i
Felony preliminarica 131,082 1,433 14.9 V7 '
ivi 87,041 ~4922{ —6.8 —-27,910 | —20.5
O i aima 50801 | 5128 | —p.2 —g3d |~
All other civil 16,4“4(81 283 ég —-?-';76 =
ggﬁ:x civil 15822 138 0.8 —~3,840 ) ~19.5

o Not classifisd separataly prior 1o 190567,

Felony Preliminaries Increcse 15 Percent

. [ . ﬁc
Numerically, the largest increase over 1968_-—69 occurred in tra
filings. The 769,700 traffic cases reflected a gain of .31,900 cases or 4
percent over a year earlier. The largest percentage increase, however,

occurred in felony preliminaries, where filings were 15 percent greater

than a year ago. Although there were fewer intoxication and small
claims filings compared to 1968-69, increases were recorded in all other
categories.

Courts by Number of Filings

The number of cases filed in most justice courts is usually small Sinﬁe
justice courts are generally located in the less populous areas of the

S i

T e
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state. In 1969-70 filings ranged from a low of 10 to a high of 19,834
per judge, with an average caseload of just over 8,800 cases since almost
three-fourths of the justice courts in the state had less than 5,000 filings
In comparison, municipal courts had an average caseload of 15,072
filings per judge. Four justice courts had caseloads of over 15,000
filings during the year: Maricopa-Taft with 19,834 Malibu with 18,897,
San_Gorgonio with 16,142 and Gilroy-Morgan Hill with 15,373. The
caseload of justice courts in 1969-70 was distributed as follows:

Number of Number of Percent of
Nonpurking Filings Courts Courts
Less than 100 - 12 ]
100-999 52 21
1,000-2,999 59 24
3,000-4,999 ___ 53 22
5,000-6,999 ) -— 24 10
7,000-9,999 29 12
10,000-14,999 __ 11 4
15,000 and over - 4 2

Total 244 100

2. DISPOSITIONS

Over 833,800 cases were disposed:of by justice courts in 1969-70, an
inerease of nearly 32,100 or 4 percent over the preceding year. About
766,800 or over nine-tenths of the dispositions occurred before trial,
502,600 by bail forfeitures and 171,700 by pleas of guilty. Of the 67,000
dispositions after trial, only one-third were contested matters. The
nur{}her of jury trials remained virtually unchanged from 2 year
earlier,

TABLE XLV-—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE ‘COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING PROCEEDINGS

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Change o 1968-70 from:
1968-69» 1959-60
Type of disposition 1969-70 . Amonat Pércent Amount Percent

Fllmfg._-. “an 928,630 29,285 3.3 137,062 17.3
Total dispesitions, . ~Z77T7TIITITTITITI 833,831 32,073 4.0 143,778 20.8
Disgositions befare trial._._ 2 2.0 766,807 33,140 4.5 6,450 25.6
Bgll {nf' t i 502,619 25,948 5.4 138,779 38.1
Dismissaly and transfers . 84 ] 6,773 8.7 ,807 30.6
Couvicted or bound over after plea of guilty. 171 —187 -0.1 —~3,202 ~1.8
.Jud@u}enm by eleth .ol 7,508 618 8.5 1,086 15.7

iapositiona nlt‘ber trial. - 67,024 -—1,067 —1.8 -12,872 | —15,

tested matters. 27,667 —3,25 ~10.5 —5,868 b
Contegted mattera. .. 22,216 1,011 4.8 —14,657 —b
Juvenile orders..,...._.____TTTTTTTIT 17,141 1,178 7.4 7,853 84,5
UTIE8 8WORD. L ¢ vouvcernn e e f ——— 1,946 ~15 =0.4 827 47.5
dury verdieta~ .01 TIIITIIITIITTT T - 1,634 =B —0.4 -- .-

* Changes were based on revised figures for 106869, . ,
® Percentage changes were not computed because of the change in definition of uncontested and contested criminal
Droceedg:;s on-July 1, 1966 which made earlier figures unsuitable for comparison, Prior 1o July 1, 1988 all criminal
cases tried were cansidered a3 contested matters, Subsequently only those criminal cases after both the prosecution
and the defense introduced testimonial evidence {exclusive of cross-exs of witnesses called by the other

side) are classified as contested matters; all other criminal trials were counted as uncontested matters,
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F. JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS AND ASSISTANCE

1. SUMMARY—NUMBER OF ASSIGNMENTS AND DAYS OF
ASSIGNED ASSISTANCE

The California Constitution  directs the Chairman of the Judicial
Council to expedite the business of the courts and to equalize judicial
workloads and authorizes him to assign judges to assist in courts other
than their own for this purpose. The Chairman made 3.785 such assign.
ments in 1969-70, 15 fewer than the all-time high established in
1968--69. The 196970 total was the second highest on record and al-
most 90 percent greater than the 2,001 assignments issued in 1959-60,

During the 10 years since 1959-60 the number of assignments to jus-
tice courts has more than doubled while assignments to municipal
courts and superior courts were about 75 percent greater in each case,

As in years past, about half of all assignments were to justice courts .

and overwhelmingly such assignments were for justice court judges
to mssist in other justice courts. The number of assignments is not a
measure of the amount of assistance provided sinece an assignment may
be for less than day or may cover many days. Table XLVII lists the
total days of assigned assistance provided from all sources to trial

TABLE XLVI—~CALIFORNIA COURTS
ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGES

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1963-70

Number of assignments

Court receiving 1959~ [ 1960~ | 1981~ | 1982~ ) 1083~ } 1964~ | 1985~ | 1066~ { 1067~ | 1008~ | 1069~
wpistance 60 81 82 8 B4 85 68 87 68 a9 70
Tolal #1) ¢OUrta. cvomnnnnmnn- 12,001 (2,132 {2,372 {2,782 3,010 | 3,175 ]3,418 3,675 3,760 |3,800 | 3,785
| ¢
Bupreme Court.ueu oo 5 13 7 7 7 3 8 8 9 12 13 18-
Courts of AQN)“L. ..... 33 30 21 21 18 49 35 58 Juid 82 84
Superior courts. ..« .. 570 ) 579 539 | 688 ( 608 | 763 | 821 ) 923 | 060 Sgg l.g‘,l);

7411 7851 731 733 | 8
Justice courte. .. 949 |1,084 11,230 11,456 11,804 {1,624 {1,769 [1,854 |1,030 [1,047 [19%

Munieipat courta .| 4311 432 ) 586 610} 680

'TABLE XLVI}—CALIFORNIA COURTS
TOTAL DAYS OF ASSISTANCE AND DAYS GIVEN BY RETIRED JUDGES

Fiscal Years 1960-61 Through 1969-70

Total daya Days given by Percentage of total

of assistance re&,r judges given by retired judges
TAST 1,967 26.3
5,853 854 14.0
8,577 1,112 18.9
8,817 1,103 28.0
8,058 3,268 40.5
B727 3,870 42.1
9,471 4,183 4.0
10,058 4,228 42.0
. eas} R10,129 4,500,% Ri4.4
19800 v v cmeinveren dewenn [ 10,118.5 5,005,5 50.4

R Revised,
® Cal.-Const, Art, VI, § 6,

N
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TABLE XLVHI—~CALIFORNIA COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Days of assistance given to:
Courts of Appeal Superior courta Municipal conrta

Asgistance given by: 1968-70 1068-69 1989-70 1068-69 1068-70 1908-69
Total, all judges - .cooe. ... 1,325.0 1,830.5 §,250.0 R4,060.0 3,334.6 3.220.5

Retired judges. .oouooo 755.0 . '
Courf.‘of)Appea} foniionn 0 797-(-’ 3,02:::8 2.533:(5) 1,317.6 1,169.0
Superior court judges. . 570.0 1,133.3 1,818.0 1,617.5 34.0 17.0
Maunicipal court, judges. - - 252.5 57106 390.5 521,85
Tustics court judged. .. .iaemio. . .- 181.5 R230.5 1,792.5 1,622.0

R Revised,

courts and Courts of Appeal from 1960-61 through 1969-70 and shows
the amount and proportion furnished by retired judges.

The Judge_:-days of assigned assistance given to courts has increased
almost continuously since the early 1960’ as have the number and
proportion of days provided by retired judges. Courts received a total
of 10,118.5 days of assistance, virtually unchanged from the record
total of a year earlier and more than a third again greater than the
number of days provided in 1960-61, Retired judges have increasingly
provided such assistance. For the first time in 1969-70 this source
accounted for more than half of the total days of assistance. Retired
Ju_dges provided courts with 5,095.5 days of assistance ecompared to
4500.5 days a year earlier and more than two and a half times the
1,967 days provided in 1960-61. Assistance provided by retired judges
n 1969~70 amounted to the equivalent of nearly 25 full-time judges.

2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR COURTS

BY. ASSIGNED JUDGES
Courts of Appeal

Courts of Appeal received 1,325 days of assigned assistance, down
by 81 percent from the 1,930.5 days received in 1968-69 and by 33
percent from the record high of 1,980 days received in 1967-68. An
mportant faetor contributing to the reduced assistanee was the au-
thorization of nine additional appellate court judgeships since Novem-
ber 1968, thus reducing the overall demand for assigned assistance.
The days of assistance superior court judges gave to Courts of Appeal
dropped by almost half from a total of 1,133.5 days in 1968-69 to 570
days‘m 1969-70, while the amount provided by retired judges declined
relatively little. Retired judges provided nearly 60 percent of all as-
Sistance given Courts of Appeal in 1969-70 compared to about 40 per-
¢ent a year earlier, Assistance provided the Courts of Appeal
fmounted to the equivalent of about six appellate justices,
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Superior Courls

A new record of 5,259 days of assigned assistance -were provided
to superior courts, up by 290 days or 6 percent from the previous
high in 1968-69. Superior courts received a net of 2,837 days of
assistance after subtracting assistance superior court judges gave to
Courts of Appeal (570 days) and municipal courts (34 days), and
after climinating the 1,818 days superior court judges assisted in
superior courts other than their own, The net was up by 636 days
from 1068-69 and was the highest on record. The increase in net as
sistance primarily reflects the fact that superior court judges were
required to give substantially less assistance to Courts of Appeal than
in earlier years. Net days of assistance received by superior courts
amounted to the equivalent of about 18 full-time judges. The Los
Angeles court alone received 1,522 net days of assistance in 1962-1¢,
up by 42 percent from 1968-69 and more than half the total days
received by all superior courts. Retired judges provided 1,564 days of
assistance to the Los Angeles court and 1,459 days to other superior
courts,

Municipal Courts

A record 3,534.5 days of assigned assistance was provided to mu-
nicipal courts in 1969-70, up by 305 days or nearly 10 percent from
a year earlier. Net assistance given municipal courts after subtracting
assistance given other courts and that given by one mumgnpal court
to another totaled 2.891.5 days. This was also a record h§gh, up by
755 days from 1968-69. Net assistance received by municipal courts
amounted to the equivalent of about 13 full-time judges in 1969-170,
Justice court judges provided 1,792.5 days and retired judges gave
1,317.5 days to municipal courts in 1969-70.

4. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS, REFEREES
AND TEMPORARY JUDGES
Superjor Courfs

Some superior courts receive substantial amounts of judieial assist-
ance from commissioners, referees and temporary judges and such
assistance must be considered when analyzing workload or produe-
tivity of individual courts, Assistance received from these sources has
increased substantially over the yeavs and the record 21,684 days of
such assistance received by superior courts in 1969-70 was up by 9175
days or 4 percent from the previous high established in 1968-69 and

more than double the 10,276 days provided in 1960-61, The assistance -

provided by juvenile court referees has more than tripled (4-224%)
gince 1960-61 while assistance received from temporary judges more
than doubled (-+119%). Virtually all of the assistance from temporary
judges is provided by court commissioners acting n that capaeity.

In 1969-70 commissioners and referees provided assistance to sW
perior courts equivalent to 100 full-time judges.

et e b 0
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TABLE XLIX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS,
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Commissioniers®
Lawyera
[+
As temporaty As temporar,
Court Total days judges commigsioners - Refereesd judges ¥
State total e sncamanmcnmcegas 21,684.0 6,707.5 2,087.5 12,850.5 8.5
406.0 e . 406.0 .
Bulte.oovnae 110.0 - e 110.0 e
Contra Costa 233.0 o - 233,0 -
Fresno. ... 250.0 o - 260.0 .
Kern. ... 710.0 - 242.0 468.0 -
Los Angeles_....._- 12,613.5 6,382.5 400.5 5,827,5 3.0
adera. . -voooeen 160.0 - - 148,0 25.0
Marin 390.0 - 223.0 176.0 .
Monterey, « o camemaacesaavans - 230.0 - ~~ 230.0 .
Qrauge - e 1,064.5 - - 1,004.5 e
86.5 - - 7786.5 o
379.0 83.0 164.0 124.5 7.5,
498.0 - .- 498,0 ws
712.0 228.0 - 484.0 -
702.0 . .- 702.0 ia
1,741.0 4.0 1,058.0 666.0 3.0
251.0 a — 251.0 .
124,56 . - 124.5 -
232.0 - - 232.0 e
140.5 - - 140,58 .
310.0 - .- 310.0 -
114.0 - .- 114.0 -
124.0 - - 124.0 -
3.5 - . 3.6 am

* Excludes jury commissioners, = . . .
% Does not include municipal ahd justice court judges serving ag juvenile court referees,

Table XLIX lists the days of assistanee given by commissioners and
referees for courts receiving such assistance. In almost all cases com-
missioners perform functions which would otherwise require the time
of judges. In some courts commissioners hear matters on stipulation
and sign orders as temporary judges while in other courts they do not
sign orders but prepare them for the signature of a judge.

Municipal Courts

Fourteen munieipal courts in Lios Angeles County received assistance
from commissioners in 1969-70 compared to 12 in 1968-69. A total of
4,837 days of assistance was provided these courts by commissioners,
about 300 more days than they received from this sonrce a year earlier.
The assistance thus provided amounted to the equivalent of more than
20 full-time munieipal court judges in Los Angeles County. The Los
Angeles Municipal Court alone received 2,360 days of assistance from
commissioners or ‘almost half of the 1969-70 total. The great bulk of
the total time of commissioners is spent acting in the capacity of tem-
porary judges.

A number of municipal courts, primarily in Los Angeles and Orange
Counties, also received assistance from referees or attorneys acting as
temporary judges. Attorneys served as temporary judges 817 days and
assistance from referees totaled 369.5 days in 1969-70. :

b
;
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TABLE L—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
DAYS OF ASBISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS

Fiscal Year 1969-70

Commissionera Commissioners
Court Total days us temporary judges a8 commissionerss

1 I 4,837.0 4,004.5 742.5
ANIOPE. e rrrmsmnasas 172.0 172.0 - :
Beverly 11, . . cnner 2220 222.0 ot
Cilrus, cecosus s rmeaneramaedrese 210,68 : 210,6 PN
COMPLON e snavmnapemmusnnnasson 203,0 175.0 28.0
Eost Los Angeles. ... veve 239.5 184.6 65.0
ElMonte, acevssns 22,0 220.0 -
Glendale. vy anasavas 234.0 234.0 -
Inglewood s eunyas 230.0 230,0 -
Long Beathe,aouans 204.0 187.5 16.5
Lot Angeles.scwevaiaronnne -l 2,360,0 1,808,0 552.0
Newhillewscusamvoncnenamoncrimsa 133.0 133, -
Batr Anonio. o emevscennnnne - 224.0 224,0 -
BOull Bay.erevemovaresnenmnsone 22,0 - 22.0
Bouth Galb. eveviveiommmincnnone 154.0 85,0 89.0

» Excludea jury commissioners.

4. JUDICIAL EQUIVALENCE OF COMMISSIONERS AND REFEREES

In a number of cases throughout this report statistics are analyzed
on a ‘‘per judge' basis. Such treatment vefleets only the number of
authorized judges and does not reflect assistance given or received
through judicial assignment or through the use of commissioners; ref-
evees and temporary judges. As shown, these sources provide the courts
with substantinl assistance and in individual courts significantly in-
erease the judieinl manpower actually available. A valid assessment of
workload or produetivity in such courts requires that ‘‘per judge’ fig-
ures ‘b’g adjusted to veflect the actual judge and quasi-judicial manpower
available,
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TABLE 1-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 2|2 8z =3 =
Fisca) Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 B ;
%
Tyve of fling 1960-70 | 1008-69 g E $ 83 82 8
Total lings 3400 | 331 &
A .. . IS BT B Jlels 88 2
Ceimioal. cusen 17 18 £ g
Orghu! peoceadinga; e
fiuw ribvrinnenavaidrsonnsriosoinesananssnen 84 84 :g - B ma
Criminal. .- aeinres 123 [ 1340 51818 8% gn 8
Motions to dismiss oni clerk’s certificata: 0 0 18
) {) PPN arnsa crmmme
: Clriminnl.....,. s devnie - 0 0
i i gl 82 &3 S
Peiitions for hearing of caaes previously decided by the Courta of Appealece cusemcrcevavenanns 2,084 1,874 - O L
- ERR
2 8
, 30 Elg| & & =g+
TABLE 2—-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT w : T 18
BUSINESS TRANSACTED L s
; . <y 22 &5 8% 9
Fiscal Years 556869 and 1969-70 Le R S § wa R& =
: ot dil 2|8
Businews trorascted 1969-70 | 1008-69 wg sl B
E o Eis|3 %% 2% 2
. ~ ezx3l §1I|% 73 2% &
Total bus} tr tad A 4,172 4,124 g o & g o -
. x =
Apgeul-gm pinjont ok E
?nu 8o . inen & B <82 .13 g 88 58 8
Vﬁthomop!nlon (by dhmiu;l,lﬁrmnce or reversal on nipuhtion, motion, ete.): 0 2 : czc E '; g §
N ettt BN J B S o % §
: L .2Z2w |28 I BB B
Oralua proceedings (nchuding babeas corpus)t : J<>l g4l TFoOFRT
;;wmun OPHIIOD . s conmanranansmerersrsrrnfsnncnnneiasnsanesesnoms vee 9 i1} ; el -] &
Without opinios..eesaesees . sinvrnean . 1,121 1,180 : i Lol 4
Mollgne mlcelansane) dopied of rastedss R _ . . g i 1 z 5 ER %5 3
S\thoutaptu’ian..... - domrans L @ B < EXR s
A o : 191 B 28 1 2 33 g2
e S , LU wela| o w7 }i e Z Ch £18 &2 EE 3
hearings: : - £
R thun:t‘od . (] 5 i L
Dﬁﬂ °d-4----------au-n---.---o-p---- s T LY LT LN 113 93 5 E :l
- i
(rdern:d g !
. 177 157 i
’l’unn!eu sed remx::rm : . Ry é i
Emuﬁu elemency applieatione s..... ia 48 36 : g 8;
» Excludes zranted motions to dismind reported under appeals, < % g
& Not reported e!wxbefs, : : 2
« Cal, Comati, At ¥, § 8. g -
z E 3
3 gii §
; i
; 3 .0 q 8
i o. ='g A=’ 8
: = i'é" eEg 8
500 gut. k
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S -] ' ooy
LI 1 i) .
ggé g reen TABLE 5—~CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
g%é = e SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED
-ag g 29 v {4 Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70
- R
) ) g % P § §§§§E Buaineas transavted - 1060-70 | 1068-80
E| 2 - Total business tr. ted )
| cedmmmnnn R 14,500 12,808
§(5] 8= ¢ sases togens
2 e B IR S varl\‘uen apinion: )
: e ————— . mvmmmerane rereeeeen] 1,500 1,374
i g g 8 =y =35V Wx(ﬁl&l;}fpunon {by dismissal, afirmance or reversal Gu slipulation, motion, ete: e
< g g Criminal o ggg ggg
w .
£ = - Original d
o i15] 82 g gaess ¢ “§ proceedings ncluding babeus corpus):
2 Tthout OPIDION.evevcmecveicmacsoncnsannan o 2 us
N 3 2,897 2878
o ; < E T Moh:;s ég\&::lg\x;;?gg) denied or granted:»
@ = 5. ] Rk diadebetate bt At bebdeddetebdebdolaietabod aiaded g .- Q
N sl 8| = 7 TEHOUL OPIRION .o cecsomescnenciris s R 817 38
o« g 'g - Rebearinga:
3k m | 5 g oot e a— 6 i
- enied.... -
Saqpe - e 720 7
o . Ordera (miscellancous)®. . . .
2 : é ) i TN 540 | 4847
g | & ‘ Execludes granted motions to di P
- E _"é % : b Not repcr%ed elesev!:;lcérzns emiss reparted ndet sppealn,
R 25| 8§ % 5 Z=kR8=
S w3 &
b z g = T — TABLE 6~FIRST APPEL]T-A'I:E {SAN FRANCISCO) DISTRICT
g & g 283 zz882 (Four Divisions——12 Judges)
= g . -3 £ & e = BUSINESS TRANSACTED
-4 s : ) PR ;
g % ; % 5 = § §§§§$ A Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 19?9—70
o] -
Dy W = i
z E g i EETTT Business trangacted mm_)*")o 1068-69
zZs= [ 2 < 7T a3h" Total bueiness transscted. ....- . k
g z .i s : - " -<a cemmmass 3,600 8,253
8 e oy ppeals:
g 3 < % % :.,‘: g ggggg Ig w.ntten opinion:
g = e 157 42
< 5 F § maEcE i Wl(t}llls;;tommou {by dismissnl, afirmance or reversal on shipuiation, motion, steds o w
3 N T SRR P [ R
I 3 § g ¥ 38808 o T =
K . Original includi :
S ;?, = E E § ggggg .E rigin: t‘é):m:i nfgs (llxc.‘i({xng habeas corpus)s " o
< g & v3 501 Without opision.r---u~- : i) 708
h = Motious (miscelianeous) denied or granted:s ‘
= E T e B tE—;-utlen oplmon ......... h
] - -
1 E 1: i ..5 o ithout opinion..... R p 112 108
& i h . hearings:
- ) H d
1 i - s %ii’fﬁﬁ‘ - wntmpensrvicserogusnsocis 28 13
3 : i g . B PR S 195 203
§ 3 i ! 2o Ordess (miscellaneous)®... : L8| - 1,077
] a.ﬂ - ’ 4
o 3 ' e
31 ¢ ] ! 3 » Excludes granted 1otions to
H E i ‘ztﬁ« ggi  Srdude t;d elsewh%r?.m dismiss reported under appesls;
Slag B S3EEE | e%l
E 35 k E'S%ﬂa %gi
& b5l | 328
& L § ERaSE | 5C
3 5
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TABLE 7—SECOND APPELLATE (L3S ANGELES) DISTRICT

(Five Divisions—20 Judges)*
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Business transacted 1989-70 | 1968-68
Totsl business tr ted . 7,000 5,828
Appeals;
geawrilben opinion:
Cm eeevemnsan R S A S SRR 860 578
L N ey SRR 1,053 032
Without opinion (hy dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.):
23 1 . B G SIS P 361 ‘320
Criminal. .. - e 466 361
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
W‘B’f written opgmxou ......... ———- 69 82
ithout opinion..... - 1,249 962
Mohona (mlacellxmeous) denied or sranted H 0 n
itten opinion. .emoea - 2
Wythout pini . - 81 8D
’ Rehearinge:
Granted = 17 26
Denied nmmmesmAeemmamm e vema s &48 362
Orders (miacellanéous) 9. . .ooc.. 2,809 2,107
» Effective November 13, 1068 five judges wera added, one to each division; for a total of 20,
b Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appesls.
¢ Not. reported €laewhere,
TABLE 8-THIRD APPELLATE (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT
(Gne Division~4 Judges)*
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70
Business transacted 1969-70 | 1968-89
Total business t {ed - 1,181 1,088
Appesla:
pgeawriuen opinion:
le... - 138 80
Crimingl. cnene e cecccvmocsmmaviromvcrmsmmanan - 113 09
Without opinion (by dismisesl, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.): o8 o
ivil...
Crimigal. 51 51
Original proceedings (incliding habeas corpus):
.................................................... g e 34 53
%‘;e;;:x‘tw n, DRIGIGD. - oo e 330 352
Motmns (mmcellaneouu) denied or granted:®
written [ 0 0
Vv);tho\xt OPIDION e vecn o5 ecmmsmmencanameasannsratosvmesnnpanonssnnansnasmn e 81 2
Reh :
Arinas 8 1
Denied,.. 3 80
Orders (miscell Yoo 278 231

s Effective November 13, 1068 one judge was ndded for a total of four.
b Excludes granted motions to dismise reported under appesls,
¢ Not reported elscwhere,

-
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TABLE 9-~FOQURTH APPELLATE (SAN DIEGO AND
SAN BERNARDINO) DISTRICT
(Two Divisions—8 Judges)*

BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1968~68 and 1969-70

Business transacted 1069-70 | 1868-88
Total busi tr 10 DI . ‘2.119 1975
Appealst
¥ written opinion:
L L P O 189 200
L b S S R 223 198
Wléhotl.lt opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete. )
£ P R . 78 "
Criminal... Scemamnonn —ee —— 134 100
Ongmal proceedmgs (including habeas corpus):
wv written opinion.._. - - 38 32
ithout opinion..... - PR 336 288
Matione (miscellanequs) denied or granted:d .
%;{ B L VRN 0 0.5
ithout opiNIon . e wvanaiadaaaoncan - 38 27
Rehearings: . .
Granted N . 1 1
Denied... 82 114

Orders (miscellaneous) e

1,002 954

- » Effective November 10, 1969 one judge was sdded to the First Division and two iudgee were added to the Second
Division for a total of nine.
b Excludes granted motions to lismise reported under appeals,
» Not reported elsewhere,

TABLE 10—FIFTH APPELLATE (FRESNO) DISTRICT
(One Division~3 Judges),

BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969~70

Buriness transacted 1969-70 | 1088-80
Total business te L S Sy U R . 621 688
Appeals: '
lgy written opinion:
al %
Wﬂhmllt opinion (by dismissal, affirmance gt reversal on atipulation, motion, ete.): % 2
Criminal..-o T : gt B &’
Orlgmal proceedlngs (mcludu:g ‘habeas corpus):
Wy written . -- 7 17
ithout opinion..... .- demmmmensiesananuneusn e euauua 81 94
Motions {miscellaneous) denied or granted:s
By written opinion.... . 0 1
W‘;thout opinion..-.ax - A 18 24
Rehearings:
Granted 1 1
Denied... - 25 48 .
Orders (miscellaneous)b_, o 271 278

a Fyalng 4% el
granted to reported under appeals.
b Not reported elsewhere,
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TABLE 11-—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS (3
SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1963-70
Dispositions after trial
Number of judgeships* Total filings Total dispoeitions Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters
! e
County 1969-70 | 1968-69 [ 1960-70 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1068-60. | 198070 | 1968-69 | 196970 | 1968-60 | 196970 | 1988-69 =
. —t
State total_.___.____. 416 408 608,432 |  B493,831 424577 | Ratp442 120,866 |  B119,358 248278 | R25TIST| 46433 | Razen E
Alamed; ©23 ) 26,224 25,878 22,706 23,135 6,636 6,100 13,785 14,859 2,285 276 U
Alpine 1 1 28 19 13 ] 7 4 a 1 2
Amsd 1 1 103 o 223 231 66 49 132 177 25 5 ©
2 2 2,199 2,335 2,603 2193 78 692 1,179 1,333 146 W
1 1 417 333 301 272 13 83 s 164 39 2% 7
1 1 376 333 214 245 45 38 158 194 13 B
10 9 12,789 13,069 1062 R0 3,051 B2,803 6,941 7.218 770 Rgs8 B
1 1 ] 459 397 486 162 184 200 - 254 35 48
2 2 1377 1,318 1,080 1,077 435 503 522 450 123 2e 2
8 8 8,747 9,226 7,358 7534 1,95 1,898 4920 5,165 464 4
1 i 461 314 H394 98 98 20, R2g5 15 3L o
3 3 2,360 2,082 2,057 1,790 518 515 1,260 1,036 219 29 5
2 2 ; 1940 1,559 1724 614 694 92 uz. &
1 1 212 378 334 150 91 212 210 16 33 N
s o 7713 7,425 6,758 6,246 2,097 1,447 4,160 4242 501 87 O
1 1 1322 1.270 1111 1,113 206 447 628 3B =
1 1 501 597 454 4 130 158 270 251 45 8 2%
1 i 38 : 57 161 137 173 211 2 4 5
134 13 187,043 180,921 155,338 155,716 46,350 44,238 84,4552 9,209 U487 22,179
1 1 83 238 268 1 4
5 % 4,937 4,482 4,058 3,868 1,352 1,227 2,394 2,380 312 261
1 1 128 184 144 157 28 9 73 24 28
2 2 1,504 1,667 1,456 1,364 501 468 704 734 161 162
2 2 2332 1360 2,067 2171 7 745 1,103 1,254 187 172
1 1 235 153 153 22 32 0] ¢ 2
i 1 126 137 1 4 36 21 35 13
Montercy. 4 4 6,022 5.597 4,773 4,828 1,549 1,567 2,848 2,913 76 348
Napa. ..o cmmne] 2 2 2,025 2, 1,747 1,507 452 418 s X 166
: { 1 o 758 620 146 291 244 349 38
Orange__ 951 2 30,057 20,754 26,523 25,480 9,010 7,083 15,818 15,790 1,607 1,718 ‘
Placer. o oooiiomimocons 3 2 1,921 1,945 8 1,733 408 493 X 1,127 9
1
1 1 168 409 3 349 120 1 172 187
10 10 11,532 11,880 10,083 10, 8 ol H
15 <15 1230 16,845 15178 1033 s i ol vant 1388 1357 J
g!] 205 35 '1 '232 4 * |
1 a1¢ 19,793 17,688 15,183 14,630 H
v a2 32,200 32,549 868 26,600 '31% gs‘;?:«‘s }%gé 0 o by
San 2 24 26,553 24,575 18,929 19,091 6,327 8,699 10,998 11,657 K 1,635 !
n Joaquin 6 % 7,105 R7.251 5,885 29 1, R1,884 3,654 R4071 377 K !
San Luis Obispo. - 3 3 2,987 3,114 2,499 2.872 941 1,120 1,372 1.537 186 e B |
Sl Wl E | EEl ER) ER| 4m) o se) wml omel s ) oo 5
! X S 874 X . , !
bzé 1§ 26,684 23,593 : 2(2),;/% 13333 %%g ;g‘;é ,?;33{, 1:}2% 1 %gg 1 % g \‘
. X 851 ¥ 674 603 1,668 1671 13 "
2 2 . v X X 1 13 \
2 2 £ 2,32% 1998 2057 703 661 L1 1211 183 185 g i
1 1 012 1,000 |- 751 827 245
Polo3 | mel om| o ogmy owmr o om ol o) B B3 9
5 5 5,413 5,320 4218 1,626 1,376 1 250 o7 W = ‘|
1 1 . 1,052 896 287 : 508 557 423 B2 ‘
! i Z}sll 703 528 4g 1 xg; 121 289 283 92 st 2 |
1 30 74 96 15 1
3 3 3,962 ns,;ea 3.8 3z 2 1,141 2,333 1912 ﬁg 20 E
7 7 7,671 7,61 S |
IR 1 (N (R (- (I {E (R [ N R
2 1,108 1073 ¥ 1,380 1, 819 0 94 G .
2
& Number of suthorized judgeships at the end of the Gistal year, =
® Statute provided for increase effective November 10, l‘.}ﬂg E
; gm}u: provided for increase effective }(ovember 13, 1988, S I
A A 3
‘ for snuary 1, 1969, A g ;
1) |
. g |
o i
2 |
|
= |
Q
. ) !

3¢
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TABLE 12—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS ABLE 13—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
a4
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS FAMILY LAW
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 196970 FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1965-70
A Dispositions after trial
Dispositions after trial
Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
Total filings dispositions before tria} matters matiers Total Dispositions Unconteated Contested
- Total filings dispositiona beforo trial matters mattera
County 1968-70 [ 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1088-89 [ 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1060-70 | 1068-60 | 1960-70 | 1068-60
County 1069-70 | 1068-69 | 1969-70 | 1068-69 | 1965-70 | 1068-60 | 1989-70 | 1968-60 | 1980-70 | 1068-6¢
Btate total.. ... 61,822 | 68,312 | 54,035 [R40,770| 024 4901 | 52,198 |R48,828) 913 460 ; 1
' tate total.. ... 131,571 120,740 ,
ﬁlameda a.sozlz :«mg 3.193 a,ogg 3 8 z.qag 3,003 223 9% 1,671 (120,740 | 103,044 ) 96,447 | 8,246 | 8,501 | 80,442 | 84,846 | ‘8,256 [ 5,210
Ipine
Awmado 7l e of e8] 4| o) sl el ol 0 I T R R B
Butte. 4431 425 408 | 403 1 0 400 394 1 9 1 20 3 o
Calave 46 59 4 67 i 0 47 87 0 0 3 28 a1 o 8 14
Colusa.. 7 83 83 96 Q 4 63 06 0 0 2 2 50 19 1 h
Contra C 1,656 { 1408 | 1,172 [ 1,037 28 9] 1138] 1019 8 ] H ) 2 3 H
Del Norte. 56 64 o 103 3 5 57 98 0 0 120 141 | 2492} 2,417 168 130
El Dorado......- 162 109 113 76 0 0 113 8 0 0 9 18 76 73 5
Freano...-. 12855 | 12681 1048 1,018 7 0] 100 | 1011 2 g 17 14 162 140 17 24
78 [ RYg 0 0 87 78 0 g 122 90 | 1,405 | 1,239 37 30
308 | 404 328 1 1 400 324 3 A 7 ] i 4
106 152 164 4 1 147 153 1 0 2 25 455 A8 2 0
4 71 56 0 0 7% 68 0 0 18 31 236 217 1
760 832 602 18 5 798 581 16 18 H 38 38 H
150 183 134 ] 0 178 132 1 2 121 1061 1408 | 1,484 108 8
113 gg 128 L 0 g7 gg (1) s 2 92 { 2581 208 0
B
19950 | 18,840 | 17738 | oo | 22 | 1807 o0l | e8| 183 LRI I 1
131 12 128 4 7 1o 118 : : 1,506 [ 1,788 { 30,012 | 23,931 | 2.691 | 2207
884 664 | 680 ] 1 564 576 3 18 8 107 107 2 21
25 45 34 0 0 45 34 0 61 46 | 843 732 73 B4
208 237 728 8 3 27 221 4 2 1 1 U 1 a o
a2 | e 30 8 1f a7y 207 ! 3 Meu 10 5] el o 21 13
39 47 37 9 0 4; 33 g 1 Merced. -~ 408 14 378 412 26 27 320 | 357 30 28
12 9 4 1 3 i Modoo.. .8 41 29 38 0 i 28 36 1 1
713 578 490 7 8 585 478 3 H Mono.... 20 18 & 8 2 1 by 1.
311 320 262 [ 7 313 223 g g 1,538 1 1,332 | 1,118 ] 1,008 43 3] 1023 904 50 5
140 102 25 2 & 100 20 546 553 481 18 50 a1 370 29 15
2,556 | 2,271 1878 6 34 2282 1856 33 ; 172 188 38 120 I 8 51 104 8
271 226 | 228 0 3 225 2;.;% 1 g 10,054 | 9,076 | 8334 | 8001 | 1,801 | 1,671| 2770 | 6076 373 [ 4
3 56 Bl 0 0 56 g 454 (408 380 341 2 23] 346 309 13 9
1288 { 1,384 { L,107 15 1} 1,328 1.093 18 i 80 73 57 49 1 0 54 49
1790 | 1477] L8se 7 4] 1487 1.5;5 13 3 2784 | 2,384 1 2137 1817 80 96 { 10211 147 136 74
86 66 56 0 1 66 - 4709 | 4328 | 35803 | 3472 197 194 | 3304 | 3.055 212 223
1,844 1,835 1,412 4 12 1,577 1,361 54 3 89 88 71 8 1 84 82
3928 | 3,534 [ 2,882 118 1] 3320 2873 Sg b 43781 3911 | 3,104 | 3,009 149 146 1 2846 1 2,988 180 175
204 | 4100 | 3.471] 3,518 23 9| 3438 3,523 g 3 9,467 | 84831 7509 | 6268( 329| 238! B8I3| 5768 397 264
Ban Joaguin. ....-.... 1220 | 4137} 1000 973 4 3( 1,088 953 ! H i 4520 % 4,078 1 3,595 | 3,083 149 125 | 3,160 | 2,788 207 170
EBan Lujg Obispo.....{ 395 380 | 321 ) 388 g 14 s; | sk : 1 San Joaquin.._ A teee [ tear | 1550 {. 1408 84 89 ( 1,448 | 1,306 38 3
San Maleo. .-~ JOL83R | 172 1,715 1,305 2 41 L fo13 3 San Luis Obiepo. 609 520 475 378 31 13 420 348 16 15
Sants Berbara..-....| 880 | - ‘928 769 728 10 2 768 2ggg 15% 1 3025 | 3538 | 4702 ( 3052 | 1851] 288 ( 2568 ( 2453  amd 331
Santa Clars. . - 2,000 2,183 2,696 2,030 8 41 28051 2 ; 8 1,657 | 1405 | 1,200 | 1,258 80 8] 1108 | 1144 21 26
Santa Crus.. q eso| e 548 | 574 2 1 545 573 i g 600 [ 6,488 | 5:276 | 4,763 189 192 | 41884 | 4356 403 216
Bhaata_. -}l e 22y 28l ! of -21) 2} 3 b 774 e8| 616 53 30 4 pat)apd 32 25
Sierta... - 10 4 2 0 0 4 3 713 872 568 508 40 18 408 469 30 19
Siskiyou, 17} 14D 140 146 0 0 139 148 1 0 13 8 0 5 1 1 ,
P Solano,. | sagy g 20 320 0 1y 3l s h 2081 101 188 ) 162 14 8] 14| 13 20 17
Sonom. Josial o 1e2 750 | 744 0 o) my o T H i e | 100 821 313 49 74l 75t 723 21 18
Stanistaus. Joesof s 409 563 ] 8 05| o $ 1 1317 | 1,178 905 1 47 3] ol 831 37 48
Butter..... R 107 102 142 1 1 94 “o 1 3 4371 {133t | Lod2 | 1,053 80 71 909 9ip 53 83
Tebatma. : 94 99 91 81 0 1 Bl 8 9 ¢ 252 253 209 15 7 184 M 10 i1
Trinity. . 24 24 18 27 0 0 18 422 v ! 192 167 110 9 7 4 100 85 3 1
Tulare.. . 810 542 410 417 ¢ 2 408 1 : s 30 37 30 3% Q 29 30 1
Tuolumn - 94 87 84 80 i 0 81 & 2 0 1,118 899 916 812 128 13! 759 | 628 20 13
Ventura.. 731 e19] 553 545 7 4 544 53 2 21 161 137 109 123 4 14 90 98 1% 1
olo... 284 250 235 213 2 0 231 26 3 ) 2,322 | 2,082{ 1044 | 1,657 110 120 1,739 | 1,488 95 48
Yuba- 138 124 125 82 0 3 124 D . 66 581 505 470 18 181 47 7] 15
' . 206 2201 528 344 320 107 179 142 27 5
 Hovised, . .
« Formerly “Divorce, S te Maint and Annulment.” Change was necessitaied by the Family Law Act

‘which became Jaw op January 1, 1970,
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TABLE 15~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE*
FILINGS AND DISPNSITIONS

Fiscal Years 15

0. 2
ST

5 and 1968-70
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TABLE 14—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MOTOR VEHICLE PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH
AND PROPERTY DAMAGE*
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968~69 and 1969-70
Digpositiona after trial
. . Total Dispositions Unecontested Contested
Total filings dispositions belore tria} matters matters
County 1960-70 | 1068-69 | 1060-70 | 1068-60 | 1060-70 | 198869 | 1869-70 | 1088-89 | 1069-70 | 1968~69
Btate total..._..) 40,067 1R34,988 | 28,816 26,760 | 23,310 [ 22,763 1,687 2,084 1,810 1,003
2278 ] 1016 1,457 1,637 1 13271 1,340 47 110 83 87
0 1 0 1 Q0 Q Q Q 0 1
7 8 10 9 1 2 Q 0
114 79 73 in 49 89 12 1 12 11
20 14 18 12 ] 2 0 2 2
20 28 b 2 3 1 1 ] 1 1
789 740 601 615 518 318 33 32 50 85
23 21 25 25 17 20 5 |3 3 [}
86 00 81 80 69 74 3 1 5
686 598 476 365 431 326 15 17 30 22
16 10 8 7 8 4 0 0 3
120 92 72 a6 56 80 0. 0 17 18
74 89 57 58 &4 48 0 0 3 8
11 18 16 15 7 0 0 1 1
404 387 2988 252 268 154 8 28 19 70
43 39 42 45 38 39 3 4 1 2
22 17 13 10 0 0 0 3
13 7 1 1 0 0 2 2
18,176 ( 15,785 | 10,648 { 11,401 9,623 § 10,221 435 A8 590 582
72 [ ] 55 50 49 43 0 0 g 7
246 204 177 175 150 133 1 21 28 15
[ 3 [} 5 4 4 1 0 1 1
88 80 57 28 47 24 0 ] 10 4
182 188 120 128 107 17 4 2 9 9
[ 7 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 0
4 3 Q 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 .
279 273 249 108 214 14 11 5 24 19
115 133 88 82 71 86 5 5 13 11
24 31 p1:3 24 20 20 1 3 4 1
2,000 1,800 1,698 1,578 1,397 1,288 102 203 100 89
) 74 92 78 68 52 17 24 1 2
12 18 10 7 b 4 Q g 5 3
633 478 407 401 331 332 42 32 34 37
1,524 1,480 1,624 1,397 1,308 1,209 133 108 85 82
8an Benito._oryerans 27 22 16 7 10 (] ] 0 5 1
8sn Bernurdine, - ...y 788 RGG1 623 725 485 024 8% 34 49 67
San Diego, 1,344 1,197 1,133 956 913 750 143 107 KA 9
2,733 221 2,103 1,824 1,612 213 300 174 191
483 378 307 311 317 40 59 25 21
a6 73 108 50 80 8 16 13 12
908 964 843 888 676 9 8 67 81
234 186 205 183 189 10 8 13
1,085 1,304 1,351 1,208 1,050. 105 177 81 116
13 1T 103 8! 73 27 26 ] 4
1 95 93 83 85 10 ] 22 19
0 0 0 ¢ 1] ] 0
B 48 40 37 25 3 -3 8 10
193 145 187 119 120 17 29 12 18
256 180 177 128 147 47 13 17 17
250 180 230 150 184 12 18 28 28
52 40 49 31 37 2 4 7 8
28 24 21 16 12 0 2 8 7
Tnmty.‘.....-..... 2 4 5 2 1 0 0 1 1
Tulare..veaes " 127 150 121 135 Yy 100 35 30 9 ]
34 26 15 18 12 15 1 1 2 0
422 380 358 248 314 208 29 18 18 24
146 120 a6 7 78 4 4 9 13
89 94 81 80 74 ] 3 8 13

» Proceedinga involving motor vehicles have been reported separately from other personal injury, death and property

d-mue toceedings since July 1, 1967
R Rev md.p

Dispositions after trial
. , Total Dispositiona Uncontested Contested
Total filings dispositions before trial matters matiers
County 1969-70 | 1968-60 | 1968-70 | 1868-60 | 1060-70 { 106860 | 1069-70 { 1068~69 { 1960-70 | 1068-89
14,382 |R13,588 | 12,470 ) 12,040 | 0,753 | 8,959 1 1,437 1,770 1,280 1an
706 508 883 837 580 445 22 37 7t 53
0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 ] ¢ Q
8 7 3 8 2 4 1 3 0 1
a7 [i2! 56 81 45 86 2 [} ] 8
') 118 9 8 5 7 0 0 4 1
8 8 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 1
325 348 200 310 208 233 24 18/, 81 59
Del Norte.oocurvane- 10 20 5 15 4 10 0 1 1 4
45 47 43 3 35 1 3 8 5
187 182 214 184 197 1 ] 17 12
21 5 12 3 10 1] Q 2 2
31 34 26 285 16 1 1 8 9
40 18 31 13 28 0 Q 8 3
5 9 % 8 9 1 Q 0 0
180 110 182 93 87 4 23 13 2
33 17 3b 14 34 i 1 3 0
18 7 20 4 15 2 2 1 3
] 3 2 1 0 0 1
5346 ; 5,480 5,271 ) 4,082 ] 3,821 1,006 1,078 383 374
28 13 17 10 2 1 0 2 8
101 87 81 3 69 ] 3 14 9
11 13 § 10 4 1 1 2 0
28 21 23 18 18 0 0 B 7
47 27 32 24 24 [1] 0 3 8
1 1 2 ¢ ] 0 1] 1 2
7 0 1 0 g1 Q 1 0 0
109 107 103 83 88 |- 7 4 17 11
59 37 33 24 PL] 2 [ 11 1
15 18 1% 14 14 0 Q 2 5
855 573 497 462 368 54 51 57 71
78 71 101 58 67 9 29 [ [
11 15 8 11 0 2 1 2 5
Rivergide, . ccvovunen 262 221 199 208 148 160 23 24 30 23
Bacramento. . c<ooue 608 560 552 509 458 423 40 44 50 42
San Benito...oaeeeoe . & [ 4 2 4 2 0 0 0 0
San Bernardino...... 208 R345 4585 324 392 238 20 61 43 b1]
an Diego....-- - 408 488 327 357 275 300 18 21 36 38
a0 Franeisco.......| 1,789 1,874 1,262 1,300 998 993 06 131 167 178
an Joaquin. .-« - 156 159 105 152 86 119 8 19 12 14
San Luig Obispo. ... 41 43 39 46 31 40 2 2 [ 4
Sen Mateg . ooonene- 381 384 352 242 296 188 3 ] 54 52
Santa Barbarf. .- 156 112 80 83 88 b4 11 2 13 7
700 613 457 498 349 271 3% 146 73 79
48 43 44 38 37 34 4 0 3 2
115 108 85 64 7% 43 5 7 5 14
Q i 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 Q
32 32 23 32 17 Vi D 0 ] 5
51 83 A7 47 31 35 B ] 3 6
120 109 a3 62 w 47 1 3 15 12
93 72 £8 81 65 45 8 5 18 11
27 74 40 44 31 31 3 3 8 10
13 18 9 18 8 9 1 0 0 7
(] 2 4 3 2 0 2 1 0
81 55 38 iR 28 28 1 9 2 4
18 17 9 7 8 8 ¢ 0 1 1
169 180 142 175 126 139 3 12 13 24
51 62 42 29 37 25 1 2 4 2
37 32 19 2 18 20 ] ] 3 1

* Other, peraonal injury, death and pro rty damage proceedings have been repomd separately from mnwr vehiols
ﬁrsannl mmry, deathi-and property dam eej)mm

atmage proc

since July 1, 1967,
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TABLE 16—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiacal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after teial

. Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested

Total filings dispositiona before trial matters matters
County 1060-70 { 106869 | 1960-70.{ 1068-69 | 1980-70 | 1088-55 { 1969-70 | 1968-69 } 1069-70 | 1968-69
Blate total......{ 8,122 R,403 | 6,905 | ®6,604 | 4,008 | R3,048 | 2,140 | ®1,837 756 1
Alamodsomnmverenna] 1841 2101 134 21 b 100 22 1 18 3t
Alping.cuercmsuranas i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 Q
Amador. ... 8 4 4 2 0 1 1 3 0
Butte..... 3 22 14 33 12 26 1 3 1 4
0 0 0 0 g [} 0 0 0
05 13 9 [} Q 1 4
99 204 110 197 04 142 3 21 13 3
. 20 4 1] 0 4 0 2 0 8 0
32 44 8 20 & 20 0 0 0 0
215 58 105 72 3 49 25 18 4 5
8 2 1 0 1 2 0 0 0
20 80 9 7 7 2 1 4 1 1
13 5 4 10 1 [} 1 1 2 3.
3 g 8 Q 5 0 1 0 0 Q9
3719 804 385 117 316 72 4] 42 28 3
3 8 1 Q 2 0 3 0
0 8 5 0 5 Q Q 0 0 0
10 10 0 2 0 0
3,071 | 3,803 ] 4,0081 3,325 ) 1,856 [ 1,727 1,723 ) 1,233 459 365
10 4 2 1 0 1 i
49 53 45 47 a8 28 4 15 5 4
14 37 11 42 () 22 Q 4 11 18
1 12 ] 2 4 2 Q 0 1 0
36 9 8 12 b 4 g 3 3 5
23 0 Q 0 0 0 0 ¢ { Q
4 2 1 @ 1 0 0 0 0 9
97 41 25 80. 23 56 1 12 1 12
33 37 19 1 18 11 [ 0 3 0
25 7 ] 2 5 Q 0 0 0
421 543 383 257 201 198 ki 35 15 2
1t 11 3 9 2 ] 4 1 2
22 12 9 12 0 1 0 2
477 348 208 350 238 255 47 79 15 2%
149 198 82 158 55 130 18 7 12 21
4 Rl 0 Q A 4] 0
362 305 80 207 48 150 7 38 25 19
820 689 106 288 20 149 88 121 28 18
128 240 83 81 20 38 18 8 15 17
88 g8 81 R34 47 Ri4 8 R13 ] ¢
187 73 37 33 2 12 7 15 8 8
179 304 128 204 104 188 18 4 7 4
44 82 53 46 31 39 15 8 7 1
3l 711 381 237 321 177 14 24 28 38
88 54 20 54 20 44 o] 8 0 2
20 12 18 9 13 4 3 5 0 9
0 0 0 ] [ - Q ] 0 0
Biskiyon. cnvccmreson 27 81 32 45 21 37 2 Q 9 8
Solano.cyennen- O 70 86 18 18 10 8 4 7 2 3
104 74 22 18 17 1 5 3 g 4
101 65 9 12 0 1 3 5 8 8
8 10 28 33 23 33 3 0 0 0
8 10 3 ) 3 0 0 0 0
q 0 0 ] ] 1 Q 3 0 1
38 34 8 48 4 21 2 14 2 11
27 a0 11 11 7 11 0 9 4 0
Venttrs.uenemonoun'on 125 183 8 104 88 81 1 8 ] 14
Yol0uasenromsampanan 87 32 13 21 11 21 0 0 2 0
Yuba. cconimpanvninn 8 2 4 1 [ 2 0 1 0

R Revised,

ANNUAL REPORY JF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFIOE 159
TABLE 17—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIGCNS OF OTHER CiViL COMPLAINTS*
Fiscal Years 1968-62 and 1969-70
Dispositions after trial
. . Total Dispositiona tested Cantested
Totsl filinga dispositiona before trial matters matters

County 106670 [ 1088-64 | 1060-70 | 1068-69 1 1860-70 | 1868-68 | 1966~70 | 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 106880
41,198 1R40,040 | 28,018 ;R20,104 | 18,054 | 17,753 | 6,599 7,397 4,265 | R4, 044
1,850 1,821 1,323 1,187 314 439 73 205

7 4 8 4 0 Q 1 0

b4 87 18 16 21 51 14 0

165 331 121 280 28 4% 15 30

47 60 15 23 20 14 12 18

11 12 2 2 § 9 1

413 889 223 458 a7 131 93 100

5i 86 35 33 13 15 18

281 304 151 182 87 83 83 59

409 376 278 273 )1 78 40 28

28 34 19 20 8 1 [

137 143 80 74 38 57 39 33

244 278 178 104 49 80 20 24

29 38 18 18 15 7

392 331 228 104 98 152 [ 75

107 181 88 134 38 58 ¥

104 145 47 78 00, 32 19 24

3 43 1 18 9 18

0040 | 9923 8,106 5783 | 2210 | 2878 1398 1,204

91 11 85 37 20

78 280 182 193 40 kX 53 40

2 21 0 10 7 4

202 204 118 111 3g 55 45 38

423 462 2685 283 m 144 47 45

19 36 4 1 18 2 15

39 27 27 11 1 1 11 15

194 180 113 128 39 37 42 a8

a9 149 58 105 25 34 18 10

87 00 50 52 15 32 22 8

2,272 ) 2,038 1,388 1,326 845 485 242 225

358 414 168 7 170 182 30 28

40 335 20 3 14 1 8

40 588 317 317 159 185 84 86

1,014 801 593 517 2585 138 168 148

33 24 21 8 5 11

570 736 220 547 149 130 92 53

1,389 1,402 858 787 282 408 249 237

611 1,381 958 953 279 257 274 1n

277 274 173 178 84 82 4 38

220 277 122 180 62 53 4 o4

1,099 R702 781 454 158 90 160 Ri49

283 162 202 53 47 4 34

1,311 1,039 810 518 484 342 237 179

121 90 83 24 33 17 28

313 g 45; 201 ‘288 45 7? 87 9?{

143 134 88 87 20 27 38 20

111 a5 74 49 14 35 23 1

203 226 85 117 85 64 B3 4%

228 217 13 118 65 68 58 43

113 136 87 104 i 18 15 13

&8 58 31 33 15 12 12 13

41 18 25 7 i0 1

112 167 87 118 11 27 14 22

94 111 44 48 33 48 17 18

383 338 279 242 31 58 55 38

141 184 91 142 32 2} 18 21

533 442 490 309 20 28 23 14

¢ Othet civil complaints have beer reported aegaraull{ from other civil petitions since July 1, 1067, Previously these
two categoties were reported together as “other civil actions." . ,

® Revined.




P e e L o

i

160

JUDICIA!, COUNGIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE iG—*CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Diapositiona after héaring
Total Digpositions Uncontested Contested
Total filings dispositions befare hearing matiers matters
County 1669-70 | 1068-09 | 1069-70 | 1988-60 | 1069-70 | 1068-09 | 1969-70 | 1966-60 | 1960-70 } 16656
Btate total...o..| 48,389 | 47,435 | 40367 |R41,671 | 10407 | %7,600 | 20,330 |RI3000 | 624 983
61| 22| 2015 a2 3
2408 | 200 s ot 2 ; 2 3
6 8 1 9 4 8 1 o
s3] 186] 21 3] el 149 a 3
12 16 ] 1 13 1 1
18 34 2 13 29 i 1
1agg | noe7 | T | 8 ot 7 10 n
Del Norlt, oo eocaonan 47 1 !
ad e ] 138 98] 128 31 57 83 88
i 1R I I IR T 1 (I
Feaname v-i 35
T TR ool oia| aai| o8| wep{ 18] 175 7 2 2
fwpial, oo 00 2 [ 5 H n 2 0 1
81 W7l qa7| s2al 0| | 47e|  23 18 4
185 | us 2 o 0 n g 0
: 7 6
b 3 13 10 1 28 39 0 3
N 100 | 1ugiz | 10,050 | 1793 | 203 [ o864 | 1Ll (624 60D
MUQEEB L wonemsreronn 1 83 53 2 1 3| 40 2 3
Murin, oo ee B8 dSB ) 830 84 g | 00 2 ) ! 3
1008 g smemrres] 18
Muipotborroool | we| 88| 18| 18 ¢ | @ 3 ;
Mereedascenmenssrms 119 ny 143 118 41 4 102 Y b 2
e I T L T O LI 1R T T
MOB0. s smpemcavena “ 9 ¢
ool g2l omal sl omef 1w08] o 22 480
Nipecre e |l e @l el ) 2 0 i
g::ng:.'::“ a8f2 | 3068 | 3a71( amod| uerd} werij nel0} 197 8 E
I i T T A T
faes | tor4| 1aé| voie] ] mr| m7y T8 & Kt
SACTAMENtD o s nmeon Lags | 200 ass | 1a o 1,03-6 s | ! !
i | adl) ) am) ] ) g B
Al Ditg0.cwerrmeven] 3108 N 184 y , S ,,am 2 i
an Francidco smames 1,156 1,220 ge8 | 1,023 185 1\25 o2 4 !
] o] 428 92 { a73 1 H3el 89 731 300 w863 ‘
sl B b W) ) ) g b
L0040 mwnrunne 28 9 8
g:?u.i%fﬁfm.....i. o8| ol | 2| sy es} 1ep 401} 3R zg ‘g
Honta CIsts. aev 3314 | 3480 2088 | 207 107 | 1083 1688 | 1408 9 s
ae | a4 wf| 72 8 | | W 1 8
H : 7 9 q
78] 103 b7 75 2 4 ] 7 g 0
Savomreml o gag| 4251 38| 3B 72 nl 82 8
Bolunoremveresl gas | | w4 Tisl i g| dss| o 12 7
Balau oot por| @7 | amsl s 901 14| 388 % 7 4
OOLammeroommsnrne] DB | 107 78 74 3 75 i L 1
SN oreemmnne]. 108 85 56 59 13 1 38 i H a
TABAY owrwmmmoeses] 14 12 8 11 0 8l g g
Tliteororor oo 22| 2B 28 2 4 sl 0 0 !
Vootbressori sos | eiz| toe| tes| ses| w7y g6y 48 8 12
Volgorwewerrmrr il 232 207 ey 188 7 2| 207 i 1 s
Vibaooion T mp am 58 82 22 9 36

» Otber civil petitions have

two categories were reported together as *other civil sctiona”

nRe

been reported sepurately from other civil complaints ainice July 1, 1987, Previously these
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TABLE 13—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
INSANITY AND OTHER INFIRMITIES FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

161

Dispositions after hoaring

. Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
Total filings dispositiona belore hearing matters matteta
County 1069-70 | 1968-89 | 1060-70| 1968-60 1 106¢-70 | 1068-80 | 1969~70 | 1968-64 { 1960-70 | 1068~00
9,169 | 20,430 7,500 | 20,258 381 087 6,861 [ 18,044 458 827
100 | 1,077 100 | 1,080 10 38 §71 1,030 3 3
o 1 0 [ 0 g 0 Q Q Q
2 ] 1 2 1 0 0 2 Y [
9 43 8 3b 0 2 4 31 2 2
2 3 1 3 0 2 0 1 1 0
’0» 3 Q 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
428 | 1,165 238 | 1,140 26 30 190 | 1,002 22 108
2 2 1 ? 1 [4 0 1 0 1
] 9 [ 9 0 3 ] 4 [ 2
156 417 148 405 15 15 134 380 0 4
5 5 1 8 1 5 0 1 1] ]
18 33 18 28 2 2 12 22 2 b3
56 179 64 185 Q 13 54 140 0 3
1 7 7 0 1 0 4 0 2
08 505 147 407 68 68 78 419 3 10
18 24 13 29 2 4 11 24 0 1
1 a 1 3 1 0 0 3 0 2
1 2 1 2 1 1] 0 2 0 0
2,045 4,557 2,807 4,590 21 16 2,804 4,414 72 101
] 86 B 85 1 14 3 43 2 8
1% 152 18 125 16 1 3 391 0 7
1 1 0 1 D 0 0 1 0 ¢
20 27 25 32 1 3 18 23 ] 8
2 110 2 110 1 1 1 108 0 1
0 5 0 5 0 2 0 a 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a Q 0
70 272 73 264 8 19 59 238 g 7
30 129 31 134 0 B 28 119 3 7
[} 20 3 31 2 13 1 17 0 1
528 1,241 308 1,070 20 48 353 908 23 25
18 97 15 87 0 0 1 85 0 2
1 18 1 14 0 0 ] 12 0 2
238 B5D 226 887 5 26 218 795 5 48
261 479 246 525 8 28 153 4903 85 8
1 18 Q 16 0 2 0 13 0 1]
1,802 1 1,816 807 { 1,610 98 16 383 | 1,658 126 [
707 1 2.354 815 1 2,328 13 13 598 | 2,288 4 47
809 1,148 600 1,267 14 115 581 1,108 25 48
B3 554 86 530 2 9 59 538 5 2
1 104 18 84 0 1 18 77 3 ]
102 473 137 627 8 40 128 478 1 1
187 35 151 203 3 7 142 262 8 24
188 853 185 785 4 140 178 813 3 33
83 n 59 72 0 10 59 62 0 1]
1 29 0 28 0 2 0 27 Q [
[ 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
2 31 2 32 0 2 2 30 0 0
48 181 62 171 1 42 47 114 4 15
18 202 18 208 0 23 18 185 0 0
73 314 88 300 1 1 80 250 7 43
1 39 2 35 1 4 1 31 ] o
8 11 8 17 0 1 1 14 5 2
a g Q g 0 1 0 ] 0 [
59 177 56 168 4 54 A3 103 9 1
2 19 22 4] 0 1 18 U] 0
233 301 185 338 19 28 125 268 21 22
29 48 18 51 2 4 12 44 2 3
1 38 1 38 1 8 1] 31 0 1

* Procedures for committing mentally i} persons to atate bospitals were substantially chaoged by the Lantermans
Petris-Short Act which became law on July 1, 1969,

81244
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TABLE 20—CALIFORNIA SUPERI!OR COURTS
B [ 3
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969~70
Dispositions after bearing
ispositi Contested
Dispositions Uncontested
Total filings dis;)rog%?i‘ons before hearing matters matters
County 1069-70 | 196860 | 196970 | 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 106869 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1060-70 | 1068-69
5,173
State total... .. 60,781 | 60,115 | 59,582 | 58,820 | 6,756 [ 5,527 | 48,222 | 48,120 4,00: e
3068 | 3430 | 363 | a8 | 00| ;0| 2548 2788 | a0d H
Alameda.- 169 A3 2 s g s X g 0 8
Rador. a3 24 25 19 14 14 i o L 2
: w28 e 340 il 9| 18 13 : ;
""" AN T LI B F 4 )
"""" 2,162 | 2,083 2'183 1.823 eg ;13 ok} 100l Z 3
5 ol 1 98 11 | 98y T8y 4l
....... 1763 | 1812 | 163 | 1948 X! 2| 148 | 1728 g %
"""" g | a7 | ahi| wr| @ @i oo o 2 il
""" 3481 274 332! 204} 122] 104 192 8 : 0
------ o Eh o Y 0 51 o | o8 44 08
""""" 1,082 | 1,204 | 1,031 { 1123 80 62 g1 983 4 o8
""""" TR A (TR T I A
......... H i 13 16
18 3 308
""" vi180 | 10678 | 17 53 16015 | 18141 1072 | 14,340 | 13887 x.ag 1308
o8 | ur | 1 151 22 35 Qi 12 2
geo | a5 | 504 | 488 35 | 1 1 9
o b H / 3 121 04 10 33
Mo} - te2| 188 i75 34 gl o L 3
az| um8| o 28 1 8 B4 1 ; ;
18 14 3 g K
42 8 3
R AR I T
T 0 32 48 72
a0l | 4 égé 4,008 4:14%% 538 ot 3,308 Y i 2
""" ' " K 207 2 2 2
""" LA 1 T L L L .
s | 9| 2 R B éﬁm 2,154 s 22
o 3058 | a8 b 20| ala| ae| ks 4'.182 32|
i § 890 X 318 :
o Prsersa. 2501 | 2500 2'208 | 2662 B 85| e8| 20 o3 02
San Jonqin - mp| o i wl 8L | 347 500 5 i
San Lol 0075 145 1?13 13?2 xggg 12 0 1.628(55 1358 e 1l
San Mateo..ceennn.. K A . 1288 12 N 2 & 8
St Ol 3480 | 2108 | 3.6 nils | nass| en| 2008) aem 1
--------- ¥ , {
TR fgé 133 20| 195 19 10 179 173 2 ¢
%P;’:E,“___ 8 H 50 % 1(1’ 1 23 927 & s%
g I I S 5 ol si| 4z) )
ey 50| 438 { 430 365 125 87 283 213 2 o
Sonome a3l 7isl  es | 692 . 140 144 o 51 i 1
Shapie us| us | ar| 102 14 19 9 2 )3 o
oo 75 " 73 83 9 2 3 : H 3
Ty H v 5 0 3 9| 488 | 428 47 73
Trilmr'ey’ 703 719 720 7ég 158 233 88 28 i 32
ulare.. 79 28
Vaojumne- 1 2% | 1,300 1248 | 1515 2004 7B\ 970|930 28 4
Yopura... ‘201 | 224 242 238 29 8 184 211 28 18
Y‘i‘t?x{'" 148 151 168 185 19 12
|1 4]: YA

juveni ings since July 1
» Juvenile delinquenoy proceedings have been reported separately from juvenile dependency proceedings &l y 1,
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TABLE 21—CALIFORNIA SUPER!OR cou RTS
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS »
Fiscal Years 1968-60 and 1969<70
Dispositions ofter hearing
i Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
Total filings dispositions before hearing matters matiers
County 1889-70 ( 1068-60 ( 1069-70 | 1908-60 1969-70 { 1068-60 | 1969-70 | 1068-60 1960-70 | 1968-069
+

13,885 | 13,407 | 13,062 | 12,940 1,215 974 | 10,556 | 10,813 | 1,281 1,153
721 768 718 783 60 ! 673 599 85 113
0 0 0 1] 0 0 & 0 0 0
8 13 2 8 2 T 0 0 0
71 116 70 42 18 13 37 20 16 9

7 20 3 90 0 1 3 7 0 1
6 (] 9 8 0 1 9 7 0 0
461 378 417 337 14 10 308 274 36 53
10 13 13 8 1 3 10 5 2 0
8 24 9 26 0 2 8 20 4
304 514 334 330 0 3 317 302 17 25
38 ] 23 37 2 3 19 29 5
57 58 49 57 0 0 3 37 15 20
137 86 137 142 36 41 96 79 5 22
8 ] 2 4 0 0 2 4 0
343 320 342 329 21 34 250 2565 71 40
38 47 26 40 1] 13 20 25 1 2
10 13 21 21 i} 2 15 18 0 3
10 12 12 19 4 1 18 0 0
4,364 3,003 4,182 3,837 386 150 3,343 3,632 459 1566
16 44 10 37 3 8 12 0 17
101 79 83 7 g 1 68 7 15 5

4 3 5 2 1] 0 i 2 1
59 59 72 55 6 31 53 18 10 i

67 103 62 76 18 12 34 63 0 1
6 i [ 3 0 0 5 2 0 1
5 3 7 0 0 0 7 0 0

110 112 78 192 5 4 04 181 8 7

82 53 18 50 24 1 58 44 14 b

13 28 11 23 0} 2 1 23 0 0

597 580 468 476 63 32 368 389 47 54

84 48 71 40 3 1 i} 26 0 14

31 8 29 5 6 1 14 4 10 0

807 482 504 478 48 35 383 290 13 161

499 507 511 408 4 3 485 423 42 72

13 10 8 17 1 0 5 17 0

e 009 783 12 736 28 27 662 849 34 60

§; Diego. ... 1,103 1,183 1,054 1,311 89 86 884 1,139 81 88
San Franciseo. . 71 81 809 546 10 13 550 00 49 33
San Joaquib,.... 235 195 224 204 88 45 119 143 19 16
San Luis Obispo, . ... 70 78 52 73 0 10 45 57 8
San Mateo.. ... 223 283 253 253 0 0 242 230 11 23
Santa Barbara, - 119 100 111 88 5 7 80 26 3
8anta Clara, .. 449 568 418 560 48 33 353 481 15 62
Santa Cruz, 69 80 63 78 25 14 36 53 2 11
48 62 48 58 T 11 41 47 0 0

0 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 [

1 26 23 11 2 2 18 8 ] 1

1056 155 105 185 3 0 96 154 1} 31

184 207 195 169 40 49 144 115 11 5

192 149 157 139 31 36 100 93 28 10

57 32 49 23 10 ] 39 1 0 0

19 9 12 [ 0 0 4 3 8 3

8 4 9 1 7 [V} 1 0 ¢

140 174 134 125 25 63 96 49 13 13

9 1 10 15 0 3 4 10 8 2

285 206 288 203 80 76 219 124 7 3

86 52 93| 53 4 2 72 45 17 8

40 15 48 37 9 18 30 16 8 3

s {ga';nile dependency proceedings have beea reported separately from juvenile delinquency proceedinga singe July 1,
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TABLE 22—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after triei
., 5 : Dispositions
Total filinga Total dispositions before trial Contested matters®
County 1069-70 | 1968-89 | 1980-70 | 1068-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 108869
State total........ 72,048 68,159 64,564 58,510 43171 40,356 20,283 18,165
J AT Y. 3,351 2,875 3,002 2,681 2,308 2,119 786 562
Alpiez. .. - - 2 2 1 2 0 0 1
Amador. 23 22 1 12 9 8 8 4
Butte....- 202 191 182 172 137 128 45 44
108 42 78 34 o7 29 9 ]
32 13 26 25 21 24 4 1
1,127 1,025 1,004 720 870 827 134 03
71 84 66, 85 58 50 8 15
120 126 120 103 108 04 14 8
847 1,002 880 905 744 783 138 122
48 1 50 44 37 42 36 2 1
284 208 232 “177 177 133 66 44
205 314 208 2565 185 224 21 31
81 56 72 59 70 48- 2 11
' 730 581 655 559 579 408 76 61
112 120 108 85 a0 86 18 9
68 43 84 43 45 37 18 8
36 37 3 50 39 28 8 22
36,619 35,793 32,979 30,556 17,790 18,709 15,189 13,847
- BT 78 8 79 42 71 20 8
414 342 3256 308 265 261 60 47
Maripost...eacemmenen 9 18 18 13 12 9 8 4
Mendocino_..2ccaceen 298 281 274 2561 239 217 35 34
Merced.-nococecmanan 204 249 206 243 230 205 66 38
Modot.cmumectiicnaneaa 18 18 17 15 18 15 1 0
Mono... -- 12 11 11 21 10 12 1 [
Monterey. 054 764 803 712 868 600 135 112
[)5:: Y- 144 144 129 114 114 98 1 18
Nevada. . 68 73 38 75 1. 34 56 20
Orange. .- 2,180 2,089 1,818 1,083 1,483 1,034 335 349
Placer..-- 155 131 144 129 128 111 16 18
Plumas. . 34 24 26 34 23 28 3 (]
Riverside...- 1,418 1,829 1,460 1,436 1,122 1,128 344 310
Sacramento 1,488 1,431 1,452 1,446 1,194 1,172 268 273
San Benito.: 36 28 40 21 38 14 2 7
San Bernardino. 3,025 1,864 2,007 1,397 1,837 1,062 370 336
San Diego--- 4,252 3,995 4,083 3,367 3,479 3,007 604 350
San Francisco 3,403 3,225 2,145 2,718 1,922 2,550 223 166
Sdn Joaquin. 912 935 734 901 626 748 108 153
San Luis Obis; © 187 181 173. 180 150 152 23 28
' San Mateo. 1,317 1,162 924 809 779 672 145 137
Santa Barb: 759 666 663 585 564 438 9! 148
Santa Clara.. 2,632 2,178 2,338 1,893 1,877 1,500 368 183
Santa Cruz.. 368 285 317 265 267 237 50 28
i a8ta. «cmee 244 204 248 211 228 194 18 17
Sierra.. - 8 8 4 2 2 1 2 1
Sigliyou.cee meecaman- 94 104 78 93 53 61 25 32
S0luN0. ccmrmcamacnamn 425 356 427 328 339 271 88 57
347 416 343 324 286 286 57 38
833 829 784 7689 878 680 106 70
91 77 75 85 70 59 5
73 &5 83 53 59 44 24 8
10| . 13 20 11 15 8 5 5
6584 484 467 397 357 335 110 82
109 73 97 58 67 39 30 19
527 680 622 621 463 645 59 76
252 233 183 184 148 112 35 72
73 80 66 73 59 66 7 7

s Included in the state total for 1069-70 wer

10,554 were repotted by the Los Angeles cour
preliminary hearing of which 10,136 were repor

e 11,422 cases tried on the transcript of the
t. The 1068-69 total included 10,674 cases
ted by the Los Angeles court.

preliminary hearing of which
tried on the transcript of the
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TABLE 23—CALIFORN!A SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after hearing

R . Total Dispositions uestions
Total fitinga dispositions beforé hearing Qof law Triala de novo
County 1068-70 ( 1988-69 [ 1969-70 | 1068-69 | 1969-70 { 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1968-69
4,084 | R3,132 3,340 | R2,027 481 R393 1,394 | R1,359 1,486 1,175
270 202 157 222 10 8 70 120 77 94
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0 [
9 12 2 4 2 1 0 1 0 2
8 5 7 1 0 0 4 1 3 0
2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
78 11.2 6(1) Hﬁ.} 13 R7 35 R3] 21 24
5 0 1 1 2
8 . 7 7 8 2 2 1 2 g i
.33 23 18 17 2 2 8 3 8 12
0 1 1 i} 0 0 0 0 1 0
34 26 21 24 0 8 19 9 2 9
1(1) 8 7 1 3 0 1 1 3 Q
o 3 1- n3 0 0 1 1 0 2
29 28 22 2 1 10 7 18 14
4 3 2 i3 1 0 1 3 0 2
A O O 1 A 1 I 1 I A
0 0
1,806 1,287 1,555 1,332 161 149 689 675 70(5) 50%
Qg 1 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1
\ 52 44 50 18 [} 17 31 i1 13
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 3 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 0
13 2 5 0 2 0 0 1] 3 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 )}
50 30 39 25 8 3 12 8 19 18
5 o4 b 3 0 0 1 1 4 2
1 1 1 0 0 © 0 0 0 1 0
335 20; 233 153 35 18 87 68 111 72
j 1 4 2 0
1 2 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 %
a8 &) g 4 ¢l Bl 8 8 &
San Benito.oocceee-- 1 1 1 1 16 g 3? 3% 53 “
San Bernardino..... 87 44 79 78 5 4 30 27 44 45
gan Dlego.. .......... 152 155 139 111 12 9 98 83 31 19
an Francisco....... 228 219 185 216 85 |~ 89 63 77 &7 50
San Jonquin..-----.- 29 22 28 12 8 3 6 12’
8an Luis Obispo..... 20 i2 10 13 2 4 0 0 8 9
San Mateo - -—o.-.. 112 89 102 53 0 3 38 27 84 23
Sonia Clarare 12770 M| | ] ue| 8| 4| &| 4 ioH
H1:1 S, 6 145 8
Santa Cruz..o..aool 18 12 13 14 34 2% Bé 43 9; Bé
16 12 15 12 3 3 5 4 7 5
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 5 5 4 0 1 0 2 5 1
11 17 9 ¥ 4 7 2 4 3 8
22 19 15 9 1 3 [} 0 8 8
23 19 23 29 4. 3 14 15 5 - 11
2 4 -4 4 0 1 2 1 2 2
0 5 0 5 0 -1 0 3 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 23 12 11 2 2 3 4 7 5
8 i 12 4 1 0 4 4 7 0
68 [ 69 63 61 26 11 15 29 2 21
8 9 3 7 0 2 0 1 3 4
4 4 b 0 2 0 3 0 I} [+




166 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA
TABLE 24~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
HABEAS CORPUS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70
Dispositiona
after bearing
Dispositions

Total filings Total dispositions without hearing Contested matters

County 1960-70 | 1068-60 | 1060-70 | 1962-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1968-70 | 1068-60

State total........ 4,434 3,814 4,004 3,603 3,170 3,020 924 672

2 83 83 4
Alameda 148 128 148 128 80 3 ! 8
" 5 1 2 ol « 2 i 0
: 1N | | | { I | A
5 g g 0 0 0 2 22

73 71 7(1) 7; eels 5; 4 :
b 2 2 5

4 8 2 1
52 12% 52 125 4§s 123 g 5
Glenn... 4 0 2 g : 2 : 3
Humboldt. 11 (13 2 z ! 3 3 §
T 23 5 20 5 17 g 1% 3
63 1 Gg 5{ 5(2) 50 g -3
g § 0 3 0 g (21 %
78 63 70 59 88 28 - o
877 614 822 554 531 4 ! 8
3 0 1 0 0 (5) ) K|
433 386 433 385 423 36 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3
----- AN |1 I A { I I I
: 1 0
: 0 1 0
0 5 0 0 0 K 0 0
B 138 134 13; 13é 123 1 ; 2 g
""" 3g 5 a5 0 2 0 1?4 12
""" 103 91 % n 8 8 4 !
1 N { B R { S
328 égo 323 35} 27(7) 308 4(7) 41
0ol $ i ; 50 20
g:: ngﬁaiuo 271 114 147 14 gg 138 R 0
San Diege 265 82 197 72 n o 3 o
T I T (O T A
E‘QE {?}?3‘33&1{ 489 607 481 602 43‘11 52§ 0 £
San Mateo. 12 11 11 3(7) I - o ]
Santa Barbar 61 vag l?g 3 ) 3 b é
Santa Clara. 13§ § 8 : g g g 2
5

I N I T | B I
3 15 2 14 0 étla g K
278 265 253 223 206 1 : i1 1
14 8 14 9 2 7 2 2
¢ 1T O | N EO I {
3 g 3 2 1 0 ‘2) g
0 0 0 0 9 (l) g g
4 10 14 7 4 o 0 g
61 75 56 76 51 g o g
AN AT 1 1 |
52 13 3 0 1 0 2 0

TABLE 25—CALIFORNIA SUPERIGR COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN *
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70
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Pergonal injury, death

Total and property damage Criminal All other proceedings
County 1089-70 | 1968-69 | 1668-70 1968-68 | 1960-70 | 1068-60 | 1069-70 1968-69
7,703 R7,387 2,642 R2,835 4,235 3,680 928 872
446 394 155 149 247 197 44 48
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
& 2 0 1 3 1 2 -0
63 47 22 20 29 22 12 5
10 5 5 3 i) 2 0 0
5 8 0 2 3 2 2 4
209 186 93 108 94 45 22 33
12 9 3 2 8 3 1 4
28 19 15 7 10 3 3 4
168 144 52 34 107 99 8 11
2 4 2 4 0 0 1] 0
77 69 15 18 57 45 5 [}
18 38 5 9 11 23 2 4
3 10 1 1 2 8 0 3
111 '] 26 28 &9 54 23 18
17 12 3 2 13 10 1 0
3 1 0 5 3 4 0 2
7 7 1 4 5 3 1 1]
2,322 2,356 860 812 1,350 1,226 312 318
29 17 11 11 18 5 0 1
96 87 34 22 48 38 14 ]
7 9 2 2 3 4 2 3
52 33 18 10 31 21 3 2
51 39 1i 17 36 19 4 3
2 2 3 2 1 0 0 0
1 i 0 0 1 1 0 0
130 128 30 29 87 83 13 18
37 32 20 17 14 14 3 1
8 18 5 5 2 11 1 0
387 374 145 149 101 185 51 40
38 36 11 11 f 14 i8 13 7
4 i1 3 -5 0 5 1 1
267 237 72 81 177 158 18 18
208 323 121 145 142 147 36 31
- 7 8 5 1 0 6 2 2
San Bernardino 320 261 68 86 215 170 37 25
San Diego.. 481 388 117 149 300 197 44 42
San Francis 533 509 287 332 184 123 62 - 54
San Joaquin_ . _ 89 95 35 39 58 48 6 10
San Luis Obispo 42 R4 18 ROy i 17 10 4
San Mateo. . 230 206 109 98 97 87 24 21
Santa Barbara. 116 115 24 21 31 84 11 10
Sants Clara.... 315 365 128 185 129 128 58 52
Santa Cruz... 29 37 11 8 15 21 3 8
36 45 23 31 12 12 1 -2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 41 12 14 i1 23 9 4
80 76 13 21 64 49 3 8
88 58 38 25" 23 23 7 8
129 108 35 35 85 89 9 2
13 17 9 10 3 7 1 0
23 23 8 12 10 10 5 1
4 5 2 1 2 4 0 0
93 55 9 7 8 41 [ 7
17 18 2 2 14 15 1 1
84 112 26 39 43 52 25 21
39 44 12 12 22 31 5 1
12 2] 8 11 4 9 0 1

* “Juries aworn'"are not the equivalent of cases disposed of b

or a.settlement may occur follo

R Reviged,

wing the sweuring of the jury

M

verdict since a single jury may try consolidated cages
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TABLE 26—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

1969-70 1968-69

Judicisl positions» Weighted || Judicial positions» Weighted

; units per . units per

Weighted { judicial Weighted | judicial

. County Total Judges unjtsb- [ position Total Judges unite® | position
Alameda. . ovoeeee.. 25 €23 1,317,115 52,085 24 22 1,162,185 48,424
Alpine...... vde 1 1 1,575 1,575 1 .1 890 800
Amador.. 1 1 13,710 13,710 1 1 13,776 13,776
utte. annn wim a3 2 01,475 30,482 2 2 97,935 48,988
Calaveras 1 1 27,545 27,545 1 1 18,745 16,746
oluss . .oea. 1 1 24,525 24,625 1 1 15,000 15,000
Contra Costa. 1 10 569,220 50,838 410 9 542,655 54,288
Del Norte.... 1 1 4,000 24,000 1 1 22,158 22,155
El Dorado.. 2 2 74,985 37,498 2 2 72,965 36,478
Fresno... 9 8 431,865 47,085 8 8 408,800 45,422
Glenn.... 1 1 ;100 18,100 1 1 20,120 20,120
Humboldt 3 3 104,515 34,838 3 3 86,500 28,833
2 2 05,555 47,718 2 2 96,190 48,095
1 1 21,970 21,970 1 1 18,325 18,325
a9 8 360,760 40,084 8 o 383,760 45,468
1 1 54,585 64,585 1 1 54,776 54,776
1 1 30,450 30,450 1 1 28,080 28,680
1 1 15,870 16,870 1 1 12,845 12,845
189 134 10,083,495 53,352 || 184 134 9,197,350 49,088
1 1 40,595 40,595 1 1 42,880 42,880
8 5 208,225 34,704 8 b 173,080 28,847
1 1 6,235 6,235 1 1 10,705 10,705
2 2 87,260 43,630 2 2 ,630 41,265
2 2 125,620 62,810 2 2 115,760 57,880
1 1 11,710 11,710 1 i ,035 9,035
1 1 355 7,365 4 1 1 1080 7,980
4 4 204,075 73,519 4 e 231,805 67,874
2 2 440 44,220 2 2 88,960 43,480
1 1 34,415 34,415 1 1 33,045 33,045
27 €22 1,352,185 50,081 428 21 1,273,010 48,062
2 2 . 45,725 2 2 60,485 45,243
1 1 18,705 18,705 1 i 20,025 20,025
11 10 588,876 51,634 11 10 547,740 49,795
417 1 825,865 48,580 18 o1b 771,225 48,202
Ssu Benito_ ... - 1 i 18,300 18,360 1 16,780 R15,780
San Bernardino, .. 14 11 932,425 66,6802 d14 11 R763,115 1 R54,508
an Diego, ..o 28 €25 1,422,240 50,794 52§ 022 1,302,245 62,090
an Francisco. 29.5 24 1,840,755 52,220 R20.5 24 ,361,045 | R46,137
an Joaquin.... ] 8 338,890 56,482 8 B 316,880 | * R52,780
an Luis Obispo 3 127,910 42,637 3 3 114,940 38,313
13 12 625,600 48,123 13 €12 574,965 44,228
] 6 268,950 44,825 7 ] 236,730 33,810
22 21 1,277,770 58,080 20 19 1,151,860 57,503
3 3 134,645 44,882 3 3 106,820 35,540
2 2 112,080 56,030 2 2 106,150 53,075
1 1 ,085 A 1 1 2,378 2,376
1 1 47,050 47,050 1 1 50,620 50,620
3 3 185,066 65,018 3 3 148,150 49,383
5 4 201,710 40,342 5 4 184,750 36,050
5 5 213,995 54,799 3 5 233,050 46,610

1 1 60,355 50,355 1 1 50,510 510
1 1 30,250 30,250 1 1 31,0865 31,065
1 1 7,075 . 1 1 8,44 8,445

3 3 188,215 62,072 3 3 R158,630 | R52,877
1 1 455 40,465 i 1 41,910 41,910

d8 7 313,085 39,137 T 7 327,815 46,831

2 2 106,900 53,450 2 2 85,0 47,525

2 2 53,330 26,685 2 2 52,145 28,073

See footnotes on foll_owing page.
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* In ordar fo permit meaningful compari i
; | parisons of workload, full-time court commissi
:3\;&9;{::; \H:L\:jc}ed wttth the }?}\thonzednumher of il{dées, This treatment Bgﬂgle{gn::ngwr:gecr:ﬁbe;nﬁ;zg;;ed »
availyl e matters which would have otherwise required the full-time effort of an equivalent uun;b:reg?

judges .
b The Judlicial Council's approved system assigns the following weighta ta superior court filings:

1969-70  1968-69

Probate

Family Law (formerly Divorce, 18 18
(323 S e omeen . 16 20
Eminent domain..._...2 777770 g 130
Personsl injury, ete.. ... 115 120
Other civil complainte...._ - 27 65 65
Other civil petitions_.. ... ... 10 10
[nsam‘ty, ete.. ... p——- 10 15
Juvenile delinquency...... 50 50
Juyenile dependency.._. 35 25
timinal . ... empmaia . 125 90
Appeals. ... o .- 105 115
Habeas corpus. .. vmmmmenaie 26

THe values asaigncé to filings are based on estimat, judici i

i I 3 es of the average jndicial bench i i i
E:xl-%)lég ?;erggscl&ntegetg \Euel:{;“o ?jllrzlgir:f ;c;g:g)tf K:::I:aition of the w(gﬁl;long goteilnt?ul }:F:%G?Z‘;i‘l\;:gsptﬁ: tﬁtll‘l‘::g.c’lfahxfgt

y U ce in any way, (The above crimi i ;

: :3 z;x&t)zei}]eﬁl gé\g_%n Tl')h\gg;e%}?gf;p%ggrg. I:{:r icn;nél]\.al ﬁlg_ngss in Iﬁqs A.ngelegr:]\n;gi‘:;hv{:lf %Sv?fs rxl:%:(? li)r? \lyg:}%-tgg
The standard of 30,000 weighted units is th cnm rox} u%gs mount of Jditit besch tie smieale b L A0A0-70.7
udee per your, oo oog, weighted units s ¢ approximate smount of judiciat bench time available in minutes 4ee
 For explanation, sec footnote appicable (o tho saury o Fapte sy, " e 1udicia tatistis section of thi report.

A full-time juvenile court referee was added during the year.
: %O%ll!l;t!lﬁl& court con_xlmlssmréer rwass added during the year,

_ -time juvenile court referees and one fullti g i

¢ Five full-time juvenile court referees were ‘Qﬁieéﬂdu'r‘ﬁf?ﬁz‘ﬁﬁf riseloner ete added during the year,
b Three full-time Juvenile court referees were added duwring the year.
M g:}}i-:‘;gla juvenile court referee became a part-time referee,




b Cases awaiting trial include criminal and civil cases set for future trial and civi cases in 'which at-issue memorands

have been filed but no trial dates assigned
° As of July 31, 1970. Information for June

INA—Information not available.
R Revised,

'30, 1070 was not available,
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TABLE 27—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS .
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL TABLE 28—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIV
As of June 30, 1969 and June 30, 1570 ~ ED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
' ! THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS »
Cases awaiting tris) at end of month® Fiscal Years 1968~69 and 1969-7¢
Number of Total cases
judicial X per
positiona® Total Civi Criminal judicial positions 1968-70 106869
County 6/30/70 | /30789 | 8/30/70 { 6/30/69 | 6/30/70 | 6/30/69 | 6/30/70 ( 6/30/69 { 6/30/70 | 6/30/69 Net days Net days
, Count Days Days received (or Days Days received (or
g : ounty received rendered | rendered)s received rendered | rendered)s
G 503.5 | R487.5 | 88,130 | 69,261 | 78,214 | 60,384 | 0,918 | 8,877 176 | R142
2? 2‘% 4,03(1] a,ex:ls 3,78(8) a,sssla 243 223 15‘1) 15§ 5288.0 2422.8 2.837.0 R4960.0 2,768.0 | ®2,201,0°
! 1 18 11 18 1 0 0 16 1 32 0 32 74 3 7
3 2 377 367 365 362 12 5 128 184 0 161 ~161 1 131 ~130
1 1 35 20 32 17 3 3 35 20 14 67.5 —53.5 2.5 78 ~73.5
1 1 10 14 7 14 3 0 10 14 38 o 38 R57 3 Rj4
1 10 1,653 § 1,180 | 1,451 | 1,087 102 92 141 119 18 86.5 —68.5 36 9 —60
1 1 26 24 24 23 2 1 26 24 27 58 —29 29 72,5 —43.5
2 2 187 173 | 180 164 7 9 84 87 70 1.5 88.5 45 13 32
9 9 820 534 788 468 40 86 92 59 10 57.5 —47.5 8 B8 —50
1 1 12 12 11 12 1 0 12 12 2L.5 14,0 7.5 5 3 2
3 3 255 180 220 137 35 43 85 60 33 19 14 32,5 29 3.5
2 2 288 465 276 440 20 25 148 233 21.5 28 —8.5 18.5 80 —6L.5
1 1 18 25 9 i7 9 8 18 25 28 20 8 7 14 62
9 8 683 472 574 431 108 41 78 59 10 2.5 7.5 2 0 2
1 1 83 b5 58 55 5 0 63 55 9 80 =71 38 17 21
: 1 1 111 126 169 124 2 2 11 126 44 43 1 48 15.5 30.5
1 1 8 8 8 7 0 1 8 8 37.6 18 10.5 1 9.5 7.5.
189 184 | 47,122 | 36,245 | 41,019 | 30,747 | 6,003 | 5,408 249 197 17 12 52 50
1 1 50 50 48 52 2 7 50 59 31 =20 32 28
8 8 947 791 872 708 75 85 158 132 1,885 343 1,522 1,714 841 1,073
1 1 4 12 4 8 0 4 4 12 50 43 18 42
2 2 138 182 129 169 7 13 88 o1 2 4 37 37
2 2 242 169 207 148 35 21 121 85 34 07.5 —~33.5 12 56.5 —44.5
1 1 22 5 21 5 1 0 22 5 25 2% -3 40 37 12
1 1 12 13 12 12 ] 1 12 13 32.5 23 9.5 14 3 1
4 4 109 254 123 208 76 48 50 84 12 45.5 -33.5 9 82 -53
2 2 254 232 244 223 10 [ 127 118 58 174 ~118 40 148 -108
1 1 78 52 74 52 4 aQ 8 52 85.5 80.5 87 8.5 80.5
27 26 3,202 | 2,003 | 2,994 | 1,870 208 203 119 80 28 20.5 5.5 13 26.5 -13.5
2 2 197 153 182 146 15 7 29 11 0, 89 4 85 21,5 11 10.5
1 1 41 36 35 36 8 0 41 328 prange... 204 104 100 60 45 15
11 11 1,275 [ 1,127 | 1,080 823 215 504 118 102 acer. 36 4.5 31.5 7 3 74
17 1% 2,201 ) 1,780 | 2,402 | 1,713 99 87 135 111 29 48 ~19 49 54 -5
- 1 1 11 19 10 19 1 0 11 19 287 282 198 23 175
San Bernardino......| . 14 14 1850 | 1,378 14721 1073 378 305 132 98 gocramen 908 1 95 52 52
San Diegs.-.--- A o8 25 3,675 | 2,829 | 3,199 { 2,268 476 561 131 113 gan peaito- 3 99 «-88 8.5 R104 R-07.5
San Francisco-..--..| 29.5 | R20,5 | 8304 | 6,632 7.804 ,305 500 237 281 | R2Z5 an Bernardin 157 45 112 88 114.5 ~26.5
Ssn Jonquin.--—o-woat B [ 1,027 705 945 700 82 95 171 133 2 80 12 160 241 ~81
San Luis Obispo.....| 3 3 155 220 147 210 8 10 52 73 482 0 482 300 0 300
San Mateo. ... 13 13 1,828 | 1,480 ) 1,802 | . 1,327 226 163 141 115 77 1 76 113 113
g Sunta Barbara 8 7 708 533 617 | 448 91 85 18y 78 38.5 46 —9.5 3.6 23 R50.5
i 22 20 2,870 | 2,361 | 2,590 | 087 274 274 130 118 114 1 113 46 31 15
‘ 3 3 133 68 100 52 33 18 44 23 200, 8.5 193.5 141 10 131
g 2 2 206 222 192 213 14 3 103 111 115 1.5 113,5 208 24 185
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 34 —34 52.% 1.5 51
1 1 90 89 87 84 3 5 9 89 25.5 46.5 -20 30 30 —9
3 3 323 264 301 228 22 38 108 88 30 107 =77 14 86 -72
1 6 415 352 390 324 25 28 83 70 128 27 101 129 15.5 113.5
5 5 458 402 355 276 103 127 92 80 62 1.5 60.5 Rgg 17.5 R78,5
1 1 154 131 163 125 1 8 164 131 58 23 38 51 20 34
1 1 32 23 28 22 4 1 32 23 23 23 0 12 8 4
1 1 12 1 12 2 0 3 12 11 47 16.5 31.5 32,5 12.3 20
3 3 349 193 233 138 116 55 116 64 45 8.5 38.5 ] 4 84
1 1 74 53 83 41 11 12 74 53 1.5 71.5 —76 4.5 88 —63,5
8 7 684 653 §22 594 62 50 86 93 49 72 —23 28,5 77.5 —51
2 2 135 | INA | 02 INA 633 | INA B8 | INA 23 22,5 0.5 a7 27.5 9.5
2 2 7 70 71 69 4 1 38 35 58 10 48 166 9.5 1585
33 4 29 18.5 8.5
14 68.5 ~44,5 3.5 51 21908
¢ For s description of “judicial positions'’ see footnote a, Table 26. For a list of judgeships see Table 11,

& Minus sign (—) indicates.the court renders more days of assistance than it received during the year through assign=
ments by the Chairman of the Judicial Cxancil under Section 6 of Article VI of the State Constitution. i‘,ach ‘fay
vzvorlgeetti in gxcess of three hours was reportzd as 2 full day with three hours or less as a half day.

evised, g
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TABLE 20—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trial®
Nomber of Total _ Total Dispositions
judgeships® filings dispositions before trisl Uncontested matters | Contested matters Juvenile ordees ¢
County and
judicial district 106970 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 |- 1968-69 1960-70 | 1968-60 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69
State total . woeroocmmms 337 az6 | 5,079.374 [Ra,712,908 | 4,573,363 |R4,350,268 | 4,156,962 |F3,951,019 | 204,157 | R107,243 188,028 | R178,433 | 23,316 | R22.673
Alameda:
Alamed: 1 1 13788 | 14600 | 13253 | 240871 12,807 | 13355 378 378 378 354 0 0
Berkeley-Albany s -—-zz-- 3 a3 36580 | - 31767 32523 | . o788l | 29,665 ( 25437 1,597 1212 1.261 1,232 0 0
Fremont-Newark-Union City] - 2 2 20099 | 27035 | 28656 422.697 | 26,167 | 20,376 781 836 1,708 1,485 0 0
Oakland-Piedmont.__.--- i n 92477 | 1500404 | 1007324 | 1aglaea | 18«01 136505 | 6220 5,180 g513 | 7.038 0 o
San Leandro-Hayward._..- 5 4 71870 | 69,803 | 65138 | 66,772 | 59,155 K 2,109 2,023 3,784 3,149 0 0
Butte:
Chito ! - emmommmemcomman 1 - 10,832 .1 10380 - 8,169 - 888 - 514 - 809 -
Contra Costa:
Mt, Digbloe o ommmeecmmie 2 2 33483 | 29847 ) 0410} 98305 | 20384 2282 1,269 1,318 1,455 1375 ) 3302) 2988
Richmond 3 3 1788 | 18740 | 20204 | 18964 | 16568 | 13443 1,396 1,322 1,224 1.257 1,106 942
River®... 1 1 12116 35845 | 11.276 3,457 8,032 2727 1,056 361 152 125 706 241
San Pabio_ 1 1 13073 | -13096 [ 12593 | 120071 103381 10016 446 437 989 958 820 696
Walnut Cr 2 2 31480 | R30,545 | 30049 | 20,061 | 24,862 | 24914 847 900 1,612 1,695 2,728 2,452
Fresno: !
Freano. - - amemmemn B 6 91,607 | OL819 | 86,279 | - 80,804 BDO920 |  B1055 2675 ] 253 2002 1,604 082 1,600
Humboldt: : .
Etreka 1 1 8,204 0086 | 9633 8,340 ga62 | 7.2716 862 746 308 318 o o
Kern: e
Bakersfield. .-~ e ] a5 1673 | meszae| entar | 64202 56427 | 59,252 3,063 2,217 1,657 2,823 0 0
Los Angeles: B
Alhambra, 3 3 a2770 | 36477 31002 | 38668 [ 28777 | 35523 1,504 1,647 1,621 1,408 0 0
Antel | B 1 22657 | 9zolo| 21595 | 22314 20349 | 20850 691 721 655 137 0 o
Beverly Hills-—-.---o--n| 3 3 42320 | 41916 | 35212 | 37087 | 31486 3364 1,502 1,558 2,134 1,885 0 0
Burbaok 2 2 207371 30866 1 28,499 | 20,443 | - 26,781 | 27,809 824 504 894 830 0 0
5 i5 BAB95 | 77,897 | 86,400 | 74,6321 80,19
J , S Y 1981 68,877 3,368 S
P4 | B Em) mE| da) ws onal s b me) sl s
4 4 6766 | 64743 | 61,163 | 57493 | 5670 X o Y o H H
4 94 Si7os| e | 7ome| oxzer| oosis 283 | 20871 2019} 2387 21 0 H
3 3 I I A I B B 2e33 | 28744 17id ) 134 0 0
2 2 A0S eIl SeiE | rhw | Sems | o 2801 23t 2261 LIS 0 0
3 a3 mars | mae) Al TR RIa| Bl MR skl R0l s o
, 5 : : , 57,832 . 7 . 0
Zo| G S| G dn) )b e Gw) G gmyoon) b
$ % 410348 | w755 | BN | TELLZ 32.112 700,543 y 48,801 | 32,820 | 32378 0 0
‘2 i o | doenl B duen| i | sy 152 4301 - LE8LY 1748 0] -
; , . X 31,726 | 38,765 247 ' H
4 4 52,008 |, 48862 & 48280 | 44211 | 42,602 255 495 591 0 0
3 2 N By BEN| dom| shr| Nams| el e 2881 | 2450 0 0
3 3 | B3l sl Dol Mel| svow| e A0 Ll s 0 0
: . : . 610 ] 39,045 2,903 2,509 1
1 1 18506 | 17783 |  17.601 { 17735 1583 " g Lare L3 0 0
<3 2 Dl iel Aol oo | isis B e S5 Lo b 0 0
4 1 83, Szos0 | 3728t | 20059 | 34518 27082 | 1437 1,408 1,331 1269 0 0
th 1 1 DU TRy Goms| leee| Taml| eem| el el Com| B 0 0
y g X y : 15.084 ’
Whittier__.. 4 a4 66202 | 7ess | 61,073 | 63220 | 56331 X }ggg 12‘% 2,84 2508 H 0
Marin: : ) ’
Central 3 3 46,416 { 43358 | 4
y : 4,155 | 40,634 | 38558 | 35094 1,083 1,006 1,664
\ ' 994 | X . 1,472 2,850 2,162
‘Monterey: *
Monterey-Carmel..._..___ 2 2 23,731 23,160 2 2
Mo , , 3,600 | 21552 | . 21,557 | 1878
- 2 2 BRIl BN BRI %NS NI M| 0B YR S ]
Qrange:
Cential Orange County...... 7
Central Orange 03:?;" =8 4 Hrsse | 9ariz| (0720) 88S0 ) 914 81,089 4,493 4,412 3,054 3,020
(S)ra{%CountyCHm}'. 8 g 100620 | o304 | 9s0s5 | EL0rd | B0 T8I66|  4di2 4062 | 4547 4519 376 207
anth Orange County. - 3 3 SLAGR | S04 48244 477 \ ! 143 1,104 1774 1,594 0 0
057 \ 28, 26,312 | 25.8 X 7
West Orange County.,.ooo-- ig 45 89,673 81,637 82,934 76,873 74.723 %;,ggg 3.%:; ; ?ég 4 1%3 4R ﬁ; 1'34(8) 1'223
Riverside: ) ’ ’ -
Corona. ... 1 1 14
Desert. 047 | 134611 13087 | 13207 | 11954 12,324 636
R — 2| b | mam| Bl iR Al aeh| il W) ) B B0 g o
, ; : ' ) 70 2,487 2,665 K X
Slér:fnentoi . 0 . 1,684 1,640 0 0
San Bernardi 120,672 | 126,819 | 117,033 | 118,434 | 107,172 | 100.256.| 4,736 4,386 5,125 4,792 0 0
ernardine: '
San Bernardino County. ... i
et unty iig 9 117,330 | 110,564 | 104275 | 99,807 [ 95731 | . eni8r| 4793 46861 3751 3,424 0 0
n Diego: ' ’
Bl Caionemciwomecan 3 3 1
North County. - ——oomo 77" 803 | 41,575 [ 40,583 | 30,084 | 36,843 | 35918 1.2
S % o | BK0 G4 G6ATO | G0RE0 | G0AGL | 05416 Lag)  LUSL 2t o g 0
7 756 | 326,481 | 298,830 | 208,185 ! 278,784 | 281177 7600 | Gdet | 12356 | 10,547 9 )
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TABLE 29—-CALIFORNIA MUNICIP
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILIN

AL COURTS—Contitued
GS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trial®
Dispositions Juvenile orders*®
.N:]lmb‘g'r o gl?z:‘a disgotzsti?‘iluun before trial Uncontested matters | Contested matters .
judgeships® : .
% 9 | 1969-70 | 1968-69
g | 1080-70 | 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-6
County and . a0 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1968
judicial district 195070 -| 1068-69 | 1060-70 | 186
]
14,248 9,358 9,089 0
San Francisco: 7 1 181,610 | 178871 | 166,555 | 169.630 | 143,106 146,302 § 14,091
San Francige. -oo---nxmmv= 579 334 285 565 697
. 636 ° ; 2,319
: 10005 | o048 | B | 7922 1572 | . 1568 | - 2476 :
Bap Jpmaum: . e 1 1 Iogos ) 3030 | 46081 | 4alss| 00806 | 3800 | 247 2158
e L ¢ ' 2,602 1,658 1,553 0 19
31,065 2,819 g » ° [ Q
San Mateo: 38,114 | 40264 | 35220 | 35,487 ’ 1,660 1,180 1,133
Central.oncerimems el 3 3 ii7s| oogw | asers | Sibts) 2330 3R B ol pa7| Ve 0 0
Northern.. 3 39'217 36,600 37,191 34,772 34,581 N '
Southertl. o smmsemmmmosss ' 1,195 1,065 [\ 0
' 814 1614 1,250 . . 0 0
Sents Barbara: s3038| 330081 3120 30380} 28 530 587 398
*Santa Barbara-Goleta._-—- g g ?;'557’(5) o 13616 10,853 12364 9,023 665
Santa Maria. - wrcommpomem= ’
0
Santa Clara: 456 1,500 1,564 9
fpbimomn ||y | el maw| pem| ) pem) wmloom) o ) M| ol ool 8
T 5 50968 | A0S abato | 13ngse | 124482 | 1200081 38094 3872 T 0 2
10 10 140,135 | 139, g 18,764 21,598 833 [ [}
San Jose-Milpitas..-oonn - 2 21.026 22,594 20,446 23,310 14065 406 399 1,459 1,174
Santa Clara ... .ooov-ewn- H o303y | i7Ree | 207031 15638 18, 748 /
Soomyvale-Cupertinos. .| - 2 ) 1,278 1,233 1,517 1,262
838 8 . 4 ’
Banta Cry 3 2 o776 | 20708 | osase| e7se | 2133 | WAy 10N
Santa Cruz County- - ecrmm ' 521
5o 571 opmas| ram| 1en 302 315 38 2 % 857
lano; N 20,058 18,4 8 U " 594 d
Fairield- Suisun-«amoammmmms ! ! 5] sl el 1wsal 122esl 1135 e
Vallejo. *
Sonoma:
[T L —— 2 2 28,463 26,791 25,328 23,853 22,600 21,134 1,338 1,383 1,030 1,049 360 287
Southern Sonoma County_-. 1 1 43,231 651 3,254 24,503 a2,188 43,286 a1€5 2158 a551 aG87 a350 472
&mm\s,us'
Modesto 3 3 26,191 27174 25,531 23,626 21,300 19,614 1,099 1,165 1,296 1,187 1,836 1,650
Tulare:
Visalia 1 1 16,401 15,876 16,762 14,124 15,584 13,278 678 414 500 432 o 0
Ventura:
Ventura County. cosmmna- 7 7 99,914 83,783 87,484 75,828 80,444 68,893 3,975 4,046 3,065 2,889 0 0
= Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiscal year.
b Since July 1, 1966, only those criminal cases disposed of after both the pr and the d introduced testi ! evidence du)rmg the trial ( ti it

called by the other side) are classified as contested matters, Criminal cases in which only the p
disposed of during or after trial were classified as contested

matters.

tion introdneed evi

* Made by judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 563 of the Welfare and Insvitutions Code.
d Statute provided for increase effective November 13, 1968.
e Statute provided for increase effective November 10 1969.

1 Established July 1, 1969.

are

& Port Chicago Justice Court District consolidated with Mt. Diablo Municipal Court District on January 1, 1969.
b Established March 10, 1969.

i Statute provided for increase effective July 1, 1969.
i Statute provided for increase effective March 1, 1069,
k Statute provided for increase of three Judgeshms cllective July 1, 1968 and so additional three effective Novemher 13 1868.
1 Statute provided for increase effective January 1, 1970,
m Statute provided for increase effective May 1, 1970,
» Name of Santa Clara-Cupertino Municipal Court District was changed to Santa Clara Municipal Court District on November 29, 1968,
@ Name of Sunnyvale Municipal Court District was changed to Sunnyvale-Cuperting Munieipal Court Districi on November 29, 1968,
# Name of Central Senoma County Municipal Court District was changed to Central Municipal Court District on November 13, 1968,

< Figures are incomplete as no reports were received on- activities of the Sonoms branch for the peried of July 1968 through May 1949, and on activitiea of the court as a whole for the penod of
#:;nuary through June 1970,

by
ed uncontested. Pnor lo July 1, 1966, all cnmmnl cases
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TABLE 30—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968~69 and 1269-70

Dispositions after hearinge
Total filings Tatal dispositions | Dispositions before hearing | Uncontésted matiers Confested matters
County and judicial district 1969-70 1068-60 | 1960-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-60 1069-70 1968-60 1969-70 1068-69
State total ns12 | Riogo 90,354 RE2,841 34,320 | R30,583 64,524 50,807 1,510 1,451
Alsmedas 288 270 13 182 s 1 2 o 2 o
Berkeley-Albany____ 1,722 1,441 gga g%'é 1 385 138 o H 5
Fresont-Newatt-Union Gty _—..cuemsmmeemoro-ea a5 2008 2,502 2,016 1,096 817 1,366 1199 o 8
i it et 1730 1,555 871 1,029 478 540 367 107 2 82
B%;ﬁ:co“ 156 - 107 - 43 - 52 - 12 —
Contra Costa: 131 47 17
Mt. Diablob. 519 P PP s 155 ] 3y 2 . 0
S BN I D A A R N
bl
%:15;‘; “Croek-Danvilie 212 214 151 178 40 85 107 8 4 1
e 1,872 1822 1457 1,208 08 835 455 446 1 17
nﬁbggt; 475 348 415 318 179 124 21 186 22 8
. 1
}“i';“v‘ feld 1,512 1,283 1,220 1,181 936 887 266 222 18 72
Lo Angeles: 551 asg 492 461 86 76 01 359
Bover S | i | owdor | 1 29 303 347 s
rly Hi 1, , . .
Doy il 360 300 321 205 6 3 232 216
Gitrus 1,640 1,650 1,588 1,415 468 482 1,098 929 22 1
Compton 2,025 1,908 1,861 1,913 478 433 1,341 1476 4 4
Culver 170 202 141 182 16 23 119 155 6 4
Dawney 1,186 M 1,007 663 200 182 896 481 1 0
East Los Angeles 1.499 1,518 1337 1,261 237 158 1,089 1,100 1 3
Fl Monte 1,438 1,131 1,366 1,017 139 127 1214 865 13 25
Glendal 641 561 584 541 140 132 130 385 12 21
Inglewsod. ... 1410 1,335 1,282 1,221 305 244 935 905 4 7%
‘Long Beach 184 066 1,995 1,870 286 199 1,695 1,607 7 64
Angeles 26,495 26,186 22,496 . 4,103 3,065 18,253 18.903 140 141
Los Cerritos 601 402 196 394 3t 23 50 358 12 13
Newhall 141 97 110 92 75 02 62 0 3 0
Pasad 1,338 1,120 1,321 1062 284 179 1,037 883 0 0
Pomana 837 804 678 610 195 132 461 475 22 11
San Antonio 1,284 975 1,099 832 149 121 945 708 5 6
Santa Anita o 284 438 371 411 103 70 268 322 0 19
Santa Monica 595 633 564 581 16 145 131 132 Ve 4
South Bay. 2,050 2,057 1,947 1,910 a73 215 1,499 1457 75 ;8
South Gate 789 498 763 408 18 66 581 338 1 4
Whittier. . a77 688 890 645 146 108 73 537 0 0
Marin:
Central_ 735 710 488 571 246 kX1 S P11 222 2 13
Monterey:
Maonterey-Carmel. . £49 520 583 502 a8y 321 201 179 1 2
Salins... 613 454 484 452 215 258 259 173 10 16
Drange: .
Ceniral Orange County, 1,903 1,611 1,048 887 757 . 5% 276 318 13 18
North Oravge County. 2,236 1,570 1,599 721 1,235 400 330 203 34 28
Orange County Harbor. L,54% 969 664 429 530 339 96 67 38 23
South Orange County. 738 565 363 309 233 228 120 77 ki 4
West Orange County 1,848 1575 1,062 1,187 677 898 339 252 46 7
Riverside: N
Corona 407 306 287 269 125 68 143 Jr.ry 19 17
Desert, 583 08 402 465 155 237 225 212 22 16
Riverside.._. 1,822 1,776 1,334 1,388 00 634 628 T 5 3
Sacramento:
5: i 3,668 3214 2,585 2,341 1,781 1,725 805 805 0 10}
San Bernardino:
San Beruardino County 2841 2,408 2,505 2,219 1,524 1,353 1,046 893 35 33
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YABLE 30—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued

FELONY PRELIMI::ARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1968-69.and 1969-70

84T

Dispositions after hearinge
. Total filings Total dispositions Dispositions before bearing | Uncontested matt Contested mat
County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1989-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1369-70 1668-69 é
2
Ban Diego: R a
b w || ogm | om | om om|oml om] W) R
g:l: tDiego\;.l oLy- 6:021 4:633 4,480 3 ,597 2370 1,960 2,007 1,539 103 98 a
--------- <
; =
S’éla??"nmsm' 7,136 6,612 5,814 5,655 3,230 3,137 2,579 . 2410 5 48 g
-
Ban Joaquin: 2 4 [
Hi 190 174 182 142 ~ 86 103 64 35
é{ﬂm:\rlnn 1,469 1,360 1,184 1,603 814 1,253 369 350 1 0 g
Mateo: a
g wl om | om| omloml| om) omom) w4 F
Blorthern 1,084 977 78 892 30 315 252 309 36 35 5
Sante Barbara: ' . ) 49 2
300t o e et et a13 738 767 604 374 300 323 255 70 - 74
g:x!;tt: E::B:m.cn ° 315 207 193 186 112 148 53 21 28 17 . ;
lara: '
Sai]:: gam bell-Sarat - 284 186 205 145 84 61 '1,;% l% g g
Palo Ato-Mountain View_ ... e msm——— e 767 513 480 371 196 l§3 a7 m ] 6
San IneaMilpitas 2,511 2,112 1913 1,578 1021 HH 102 [ 8
Snntu Clarab____ - 345 239 303 225 173 115 lg: i 8 7
Sunnyvale-Cupertinod.._ 38 258 227 124 90 1
Banta Cruz: . -
gantarézm County. 624 487 518 © 448 233 25 264 162 22 9
Solano 1
F;ﬁz‘.d Suisnn 274 3 161 184 90 105 85 78 1)
Vallejo. 559 403 404 33t 188 220 173 94 43 17
AL = < i TR
sotﬂu? it 570 620 348 391 155 180 b
testeal 93 183 2
Suuthern S County b24 b48 €13 b34 b9 b29 b) b0 bg §§
Btnslelaug: .
Modesto 1,072 835 799 701 248 209 535 471 16 21
Tulare:
Visslia 261 218 272 21 99 am 1720 0 3 ]
Veoturas
Yentura County. 1,308 1,440 1,502 1,592 912 947 580 633 10 12

s Since July 1, 1966, only those felony cases diuposed of after both the prosecution and the def introd
called by the other side) are classified us contested matters. Felony ‘cases in which only: the t

icable to the item or court on Table 26.

posed of during or aftcr hcanng were classificd as contested matters.
b For explanation, see fi i
B Rey‘xsed

d teat ial evidi

e £y
introduced evidence are

during the hearing ¢ by
idered uncoutated Prior to July 1, 1966 all fe.lony cases dis-
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TABLE 31—CALIiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

081

Dispositions sfter trialb
N Dispositions
Total flings Total dispositions hefore trial Uncontested matt Contest tt Juvenile orders®
County and judicial disteict 1969-70. | 196865 | 1969-70 | 198860 | 1969-70 | 3968-69 | 10€9-70 | i968-69 | 1969-70 | 1068-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-60
[
State total 101,165 | R182,468 | 180,499 | R163,664 | 170,900 | 154,009 2,489 2,036 7,030 [ R7,501 80 28 g
ed
Alameds: @
Alated 332 202 241 203 228 195 6 1 7 4 0 o =
Berkeley-Albany ) 601 914 760 755 712 685 29 23 19 47 0 0 b
Fremont-Newark-Unjon City. oo ccereceomcanne 1,178 1,052 932 714 843 571 2 3 87 140 0 0 a
Osklasnd-Piedmont. ... 6,174 5,320 4,351 4,023 3730 3,304 85 9% 536 530 0 ¢ g
San Leandro-Hayward. .. 2,812 2703 2:038 2,316 1,784 2,003 66 126 208 187 0 0 - a
Butte: . g
Chico®. 177 - 138 - 173 .- 1 - 14 - (1} - 8
Contra Costa: - Q
M¢. Diablob. 102 925 870 782 797 713 20 18 51 4 2 2 &
Richmond 809 1,030 738 805 648 751 5 35 7 109 8 0 4
River® 579 160 578 .. 188 550 173 1 2 16 7 1 s g
San Pabio. ) 682 642 466 472 385 364 0 1 81 106 0 R =
Walnut Creek-Danville 987 RR63 802 702 722 91 8 18 @ 85 7 0 =
Fresno; ~ : g
Fresno. 2,791 2,168 3,664 347 3,610 3,033 3 10 35 64 12 0 &
—t
Humboldt: L &
Eureka. 678 753 o3 605 903 592 0 2 10 1 (1} (]
Bern: o :
2.321 2,304 1,889 2,206 1,838 1,910 (1} 4 51] . 292 (i} 0
Lm_éuge;lea: ’
Alhan 1,607 1,820 1,502 L7617 1,532 1,646 4 43 56 72 0 0
P 847 781 83 76 814 724 9 4 14 34 0 0
Beverly Hills. 961 592 778 557 764 467 1 9 13 81 0 0
Burbank 913 906 802 758 769 728 10 9 2 21 .0 0
Citrus._ . 3,541 3.532 3,606 3,054 3,508 2,937 12 10 % 107 o 0
Comp 2,489 3414 2,373 3.214 2,060 ,105 253 2 &0 17 0 0
Cuiver 436 469 374 387 354 362 4 7 16 18 0 0
Downey.. ... 2,317 2,322 1,935 2,000 1,852 1,809 2 38 81 72 0 0
East Los 4794 4521 4347 4.282 4280 4207 rt 27 6 48 o e
El Monte 3,890 4002 . 3,662 3768 3527 2 8 165 0 ¢
Glendal : 410 | 700 - g3t 825 758 795 2 4 51 26 2 0
Inglew 2,068 2217 1,956 1,873 1,861 1,786 13 43 8 44 0 o
Long Beach 4761 3.976 4,611 4,462 4,288 4,095 35 61 288 306 0 0
To- Ancoles 51,359 | 48745 5 44984 | 54148 | 43,580 119 8 1,291 1,326 0 0
Los Cerritos 1357 1,973 1,456 1,447 1,386 1,365 1 0 69 82 0 o
Newhall..... 2,963 1,833 2,771 1,739 2,747 1,723 0] 0 21 15 0 0
Pasadens. .. 1,486 1.480 1,090 1117 985 1,022 9 10 9% 85 0 0
P 1281 - 1478 | 1212 1223 1,185 L188 8 6 21 2 0 0
San Antonio 1,798 2,174 1,854 1,977 1,808 1,599 5 5 41 73 Q Q
Santa Anita 681 817 678 874 43 825 3 6 32 43 0 0
Santa Moni 1,132 918 882 719 869 77 5 0 2 0 0 5
South Bay. . - 2,440 2,610 2,382 2,531 2,238 2,353 22 25 122 153 0 s 5
South Cate 833 361 704 762 683 743 9 9 12 10 0 0 3
Whittier. . 2,516 2,973 2,502 3,038 2,353 2,862 o h 149 176 0 o " &
Marin: . ?‘
Central 1,614 1,202 1,268 047 1,180 915 4 I 72 25 12 1 o
Mouterey: . ’ ' ?g
M -Carmel 801 29 926 786 852 750 1 63 30 0 1
Salna o 582 624 586 623 559 586 0 3 b1 34 o o g
3
Orange: :
Central Orange Count, 3,211 2,854 2,600 2,121 2,561 2,057 3 1 36 63 0 o 8
@22&“0&325&33&? 2,546 2,407 2,179 2,166 2,066 2,119 3 2 110 5 0 o B
Orange County Harbor. 1,052 1,092 e 759 701 754 0 0 11 5 0 0 3
South Orange County. _. 580 561 449 454 423 435 Q 1] 16 19 i} 0 m
West Orange County.. 3,220 3,247 3,124 3,084 2,071 2,922 15 10 138 152 0 0 o
Riverside: g
Corona.. 504 505 608 483 531 461 35 2 42 20 0 0 3
Desert, 775 941 731 842 676 7 15 9 30 56 0 0 B
Riverside. . . 2,505 2,408 2,334 2,656 2,203 2,426 17 50 114 180 0 v 2
4
- n
Sac to: :
Sacramento. _ 5823 eors| ass| asm| 4ez] 45 102 106 231 m 0 0 g
-8an Berparding: . <}
San Bernardino County. 4,762 4,806 3,882 4,020 3,748 3,860 16 2 18 140 0 0 E’
San Diego: ©
El Cajon 2,027 1,960 1,622 1,600 1,518 1,487 20 12 84 100 0 o g
North County. 1,972 1:679 1,774 1,290 997 674 469 103 67 0 6 g
San Diego 12,957 | 11,942 8,212 8,740 8793 8,325 44 50 375 365 0 0 =
San Francisco: =
Ban Franci 3,260 3,258 3,050 2,667 2,390 2,204 489 282 M 181 0 (]
Ban Joaquin: .
Lodis aor| 38 240 23| 218 1 3 3 10 0 0
Stockton 1,604 1,183 1,462 1,372 1,436 1,324 1 1 25 g 0 0
San Mateo: L ';
Central 1,325 L1071 1,356 970 1,255 906 » 19 68 45 0 0%
Northern 1244 1. 1027 1,137 930 1.020 838 81 75 38 19 0 0 ?
Southern. 1,209 1,162 1,286 902 1,233 858 6 48 it 0 o
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TABLE 31—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTMon&inued
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trialb
Dispositions .
Total filings Total dispositions before trial U tested matt, Cantested matt Juvenile ordera®
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 1 1968-60 | 1069-70 ! 1368-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69
Santa Barbaza, .
ta B ba.n,-G lets 869 735 881 708 818 672 45 8 20 28 Q
St Moo Gole 572 ats 560 343 54 334 ° 0 9 9 0 0
Santa Clara:
Los Gatos-Csmpbell-Saratoga. .. ..._ o iem——— 512 543 498 - 479 419 381 0 0 77 98 0 0
P:o .ato—M::sztam View. = 1,591 1,553 1,380 1,287 1,266 1,163 20 29 84 75 0 0
San Jose-Milpitas, 4,211 4,089 4,060 3,796 3,785 3,540 27 33 248 223 0 [
Santa Clarab. 927 773 923 786 860 752 1n 4 52 30 0 0
Sunnyvale-Cupertino® 846 695 727 807 664 764 2 2 61]- 41 0 0
Cru
Snga';:ta Cruz County. 905 832 824 855 71 608 5 ] 46 40 2 ]
Solano: .
Fairfield-Sui 449 387 454 354 436 334 7 5 7 15 4 0
Vallejo. 555 580 546 474 485 442 12 5 47 27 22 ]
Sonoma:
Central®b_ 751 702 696 560 675 551 0 Q 9 ¢ 0
S:utheru S County. b8y b176 b§3 5120 by b22 bg bp b4g bgo b b
Stxn rlaus:
; odesto 1,183 1,111 1,101 989 1,001 889 ] 19 94 74 0 7
Tulare: )
uv?:-:“n 763 648 733 651 680 624 4 2 49 25 0 1}
Ventura; )
Ventura County_. 3313 3,540 4,087 3,881 3,909 3,675 8 54 170 152 Q 0

- &“l‘ft of the mo:]e x];enous uﬁnﬁic offenses, i.e., violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 21104 and 23106.of the Vehicle Sode, have been reported separately from other nonpatking traffic
violations since July 1, 196
b E:;;:ﬁlmmon gee footnote applicable to the item or court on Table 20.
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FABLE 32—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS®

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trialb

e 5 Dispositions
Total ilings Total dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters Juvenile ordera®
County and judicial district , 1963-70 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 1969-70 | 1968-69 1969-70. | 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 | 1968-63 -
State total.__ 3,751,441 3,454,314 | 3,432,204 3,200,813 | 3,320,552 {»3,182,633 12,392 R14,035 76,114 R71,500 23,236 R22.645
Alameda: ;
Alameda. 10,705 11,819 10,576 11,580 10,451 11,433 50 45 75 102 Q Q
Berkeley-Albany. 25,908 22,140 23,734 20,583 23,268 20,138 101 76 365 369 0 0
Fremenb-Newark-Umon [ 613 2. 23,455 21,266 23,168 18,054 22,303 17,300 9 61 856 684 0 0
QOakland-Pi 140,973 103,706 145,447 108,580 140,344 104,513 411 588 4,692 3.479 a 0
San Leandro-Hayward 55,08 54,445 51,818 3,783 49,797 51,961 151 500 1,870 1,322 0 [i]
Butte:
Chicob. 7,113 - 7,409 — 6,454 - 0 - 146 - 809 -
Contra Costa:
Mt. Diablo®, 24,649 21,785 24,096 21,586 19,923 17,944 214 122 659 534 3,300 ,086
Rich: d 12,494 10,644 12,948 10,365 11,463 9,034 16 27 3N 362 1,098 942
Riverb 7,612 2,545 7,318 3 6,408 1,973 24 19 161 32 785 238
San Pablo. - 8,227 4,254 9,517 9,019 8,179 7,923 1 517 401 820 695_
Walout Creek-Danville. - oo _olloceel reme—— 26,012 R25.442 25,653 25,619 22,020 22,090 85 148 826 929 2,721 2,452
Fresno: )
Fresno. 62,285 63,136 59,239 60,243 58,213 58,389 16 37 340 218 670 1,599
Humboldt:
Eureksa. 5414 5,187 5,613 4977 5,576 4,921 5 8 32 48 0 0
Kern: .
Bakersfield 42,633 46,133 43,76% 48,035 43,186 46,784 0 ] 576 1,245 0 0
Los-Angeles:
Alhambra. 24,687 27,014 24,913 31,509 24,202 30,967 27 39 594 503 0 0
Antelop - 18,434 18,922 18,131 19,012 17,921 18,717 22 ] 188 289 0 [1}
Beverly Hills. 1,000 30,834 25,584 28,178 5,650 27,472 25 2 909 04 0 ¢
Burbanok. 24,557 26,141 24,284 25,535 23,980 25,282 18 29 288 224 0 0
Cltl’“-‘? 66,288 50,909 70,149 60,302 69,203 59,258 16 3 930 1,012 0 1}
67,064 69,590 61,372 62,397 58,655 60,368 1,870 1,180 847 839 Q 0
Culver. 16,551 14,805 16,082 13,467 15,862 13,272 2 1 218 181 0 0
Downey. _ ... 54,541 53,378 51,477 18,128 50,282 46,835 17 205 1,178 998 0 ]
E@st Los Angeles 65,263 57,880 57,870 50,314 56,900 48,717 48 12 22 585 8 I\
m Mjmte 58,238 1 - 64,162 53,365 62,503 52,464 61,111 0 0 901 1,302 Q 0
21,821 23,307 21,001 22,286 20,659 21,928 53 31 279 327 0 0
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TABLE 32—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS®
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trial?
Dispoeitions j
Total filings Total dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters Juveaile ordersb
County and judicial distsict 1969-70 1968—69_ 1969-70 1868-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 { - 1968-69
Los Angeles-Continued
Ingl d 53,076 56,108 53,267 51,897 52,274 50,840 45 84 948 973 0 0
Long Beach.._ - 88,960 88,308 88,150 89,151 86,150 87,407 109 96 1,801 1,648 0 1]
Los Angeles. . o 757412 579,237 547,275 525,772 536,858 515,684 162 178 10,255 9,913 0 1}
Los Cerritos. - 30,624 2,645 31,027 35,194 30,351 34,38 0 0 676 811 [ 0
Newhall ... _ . 29,619 37,716 28,133 36,726 27,878 36,284 7 1 248 441 0 1]
Pasad - - 39,347 36,343 37,936 34,359 37,215 33,681 13 46 708 632 1} 0
Pomona 35,014 34,169 34,962 32,544 34,548 32,040 19 8 395 496 Q e
San Antonio. 28,646 30,456 27,879 32,516 27,468 32,097 11 18 400 401 0 0
Santa Anita . 14,212 13,497 13,843 13,855 13,423 13,477 18 23 402 355 0 0
Santa Monica. .. X 31,585 23,471 29,244 22,174 28,786 21,829 20 35 438 310 0 ¢
South Bay..-_ 62,697 61,134 60,433 58,249 58,776 56,663 69 51 1,588 1,535 0 0
South Gate. 11,052 12,830 13,842 12,771 13,591 12,416 50 11 201 244 0 0
Whittier. 55,487 61,488 51,856 55,225 50,244 53,572 2 2 1,610 1,651 [ L]
Marin:
Central L TE 35,610 36,927 34,145 33,097 31,165 171 80 821 739 2,838 2,16t
Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel_ 17,247 17,066 17,515 16,209 16,895 14,758 46 A5 574 427 o 979
Salinas 13,062 15,760 12,817 15,433 12,614 14,172 6 28 197 251 0 982
Orange:
Central Orange County 87,369 70,123 83,025 66,712 81,816 65,465 26 49 1,183 1,198 0 0
North Orange County. 74,406 70,308 73,442 $9,261 7,218 67,082 25 40 1,825 1,842 376 297
Orange County Harbor_ _ oo 9,083 40,058 37,862 38,608 7594 37,884 45 40 623 774 0 0
South Qrange County. .. 27,251 25,182 24,091 22,044 22,594 20,463 [ R 349, R355 1,348 1,226
West Orange County 66,080 X 62,073 58,419 60,002 56,210 80 30 1,901 2,179 0}) 0
Riverside: .
orona. ... . 9,931 9,507 9,624 9,038 9,412 9,580 48 6 164 52 0 0
DFSEI’L_ 22,975 19,034 20,646 16,900 20,297 16,641 38 19 313 210 0 1]
Riverside__... 40,440 37,884 41,787 33,07¢ 41,383 32,728 .35 28 369 it 0 [
Sacramento: .
atr to.-_ - 83,430 83,491 77,288 81,633 75,526 79,762 336 463 1,436 1,408 [\ ]
San. Bernardino: ’
$sn Bernardino County. 87,663 80,369 79,299 74,288 77,985 73,126 97 85 1,217 1,077 o 0

San Diego:
El (‘:?mn

North County
San Diego.

San Francisco:
n. ¥z -

San Joaquin:
Lodi

Stockton

San Mateo:
Central..
Northern
Southern:

Santa Barbara:
Santa Barbara-Goleta oo comecmmreaeee
Fanta Maria

Santa Clara:
Los Gatos-(’nmp‘bcﬂ-Samtnga ____________________
Faiv Aito-Mountain View
San Jose-Milpitas.
Santa Clarab.. o ..
Sunnyvale-Cr.pertitio®

Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County.

Sofanv:
Fairfield-Suil
Valiejo.

Sonoma;
Centralb
Southern S

Stanislaus:
iodesto.

County.

Tulare:
Visalia,

Ventura:
Yentura County

34,007
53,548
255,460

108,362

6,876
30,428

35,920
37429
30,735

26,036
11,342

15,016
42,783
102,353
15,540
18,175

23,088

17,711
10,456

19,791
2,511

17,625
11,983

76,038

33,678
52,305
271,665

106,618

6,439
26,306

31,658
33.579
27,015

24,640
]

22,601

17,868
9,894

18,811
4,236

18,938
11,626

60,580

sep0t | a3z4me | sisis| 31,330
55827 | 51715 | 54055 | 50,034
250,130 | 250,605 | 242,671 | 244,847
97,375 | 107,947 | 89,888 | 99,033
7,165 5,526 6,473 5,738
27782 | 95597 24,966 | 22,885
34004 | 204751 31,128 27,040
40181 | 3743l 38518 | 25954
28705 | 25651 | 28193 | 24754
20,683 | 22522 | 22304 | 22,095
10,187 8088 | 10,039 8,043
14475 | 15485 | " 13,625 | . 14,469
38556 | 36200 | 37200 | 34774
103,554 | 102126 - 99960 | 08445
16,676 | 19530 16153 [ 19,192
16,9837 12,338 16,221 11,708
21,555 { 20723 | 19,552 18,905
16650 ] 19121 | 16,081 | © 18,309
10834 | 10,136 95921 ‘90m
wart | 17482 1752 | 1e.854
b2740 | va7ar | v1934 | bolgm
18,001 | 18555 15815] 14,395
12701 | 10253{ 12515  10,iz
643121 53975 63345 | 63010

1,792
1,226
24

71

4,518

24
18

1,658
789
424

48
19
37

64 |

131

96
342

1,084
407
488

156
148

850
1,270
3,485

85
761
417

149
231

236
b3589

513
127

896

1,010
869
5,747

4,396

67
345

768
473

144
15

1,016
1,361
3,625
627
506

243
189

294
b425
4563

120

834

oo

565
2,476

[=X~] (—-R—-T-)

cCoooe

1,615

365
1,004

360
©350

1,836

oo

697
2,349

ooo

1,262

521
857

287
472

1,643

& Exludes violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code, which bave been reported separately from other nonparking traffic violationa since July 1, 1966.
b For explanation, see footnote app]mble to the item or court on Table 20,
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TABLE 33—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS®
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

981

Dispesitions after teial®
. POt - ted mattess
Total flings Total dispositions Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contes a!
T 1068-89
. 7 1969-70 196869 196970 1968-69 196470
County and judicial district 1963-70 | 1968-69 | 198970 | 1066-69 97 4
515 1,776 L1
) R 163,695 R184,084 191,168 K181, 825 751 o
Btate total 210,133 200,468 ° 4 §
. 8 5 =
eda: . 583 668 574 4 4 -

.. o o &0 kot 571 §79 18 H i ;s =
Berkeley-Albasy ... e 293 273 264 272 203 ! % 15 51 a
Ermont Nemark Uion Gy oo S 11,350 13,081 12,18 et e % 19 35 EL ]

akland-I | S * "3 1,531 A
San Leandro-Hayward 1435 1,339 1.695 ¢ ;’3
. 1 - =
s — 105 — ¢ -
B.gltfiea" 12 - 106 g
10 8 =

Contra Costa: 2 342 337 328 5 8

Mt Disblos. s e o 627 89t oo .2 H 3 4 o

A - {
Riverb 4658 }gé 32? {(‘15 240 150 0 9 ]}, 12 g
San Pablo. . = 14 08 140 8 132 3 8 o
Walout Creek-Danville 13 o
0 o 7

Presno; . 9,436 0,404 9,435 1 1 A

Frosno ) . 9,475 9,759 9,495 ’ [N
- ) 3 2 2
Illig&xb;)]lgt. 376 349 418 419 416 414 0
13

Kern: , 3.500 3,187 0 i 7

Li;n\mnﬁp‘r! 3,635 3,455 3.576 J2u 4
. 4
A : 552 2 6 9

Los Argee ol |om ) om) om | s 5 3 w1
Antelope. . ggg 746 720 647 721 614 5 ‘7) 7 10
Beverly Hills. . _ : 804 679 760 671 773 1 2 20
Burbank.., bs3. 1197 e 1,292 B 1,221 5 1 2 a
Citrus.. 250 2201 2,102 2134 2033 242 1 3 9 }

omplon 3 y g g 1
Culver 341 274 52 1179 1,277 L123 0 1 4 4
1,407 1,103 1,320 , 1 1 24
Downey. oeees 3,446 2,908 2,885 409 2,860 2,384 o o 2 26
ay Lo Angeles 208 o7z f71 853 17768 1
G v g e e e 7 e s 2
Glendale. ... 526 779 576 k¢ 564 774 1 2 11 7
Inglewood. 1,553 1,553 1,416 1,307 1,364 1,280 -2 § 20 19
Long Be:lch_-_..--.._-.._..-,-....-.-----------a.---- 6,048 6,605 6,041 - 6,514 6,005 6,474 6 8 30 32
Loa Angeles_.. 58,082 54,073 43,920 40,507 43,673 40,240 32 22 215 245
Los Cerritoa —— 681 834 754 842 720 814 2 a - 32 28
Newhall, .. __.... DU, 201 183 290 151 231 149 0 [ 9 2
Pusad - 1,383 1,495 1,174 1,340 1,146 1,315 0 3 28 22
Pomona,. . _., . aml, 925 849 785 714 72 709 8 1 5 4
San Antonio. ... - 1,949 1,610 2,003 1,749 1,976 1,728 1 1 26 20
Santa Anita. ————rmae 332 458 335 447 323 433 [0 (1] 12 14
Santa Monjca . - 1,034 062 1,066 948 1,062 947 [ 1 4 Q0
South Bay. 2,145 2,571 2,207 2,781 2,164 2,669 25 8 108 106
South Gate 1,604 857 1,811 834 1,578 803 7 10 28 21
Whittier . e 1,339 1,137 1,342 1,098 1,261 1,034 (i} [} 81 54
Marin;
Central_. ... —— 610 583 619 520 831 504 5 7 13 9
Monterey: . .
Montcrey—Cnrmel. 594 818 615 630 604 3 13 8 11
Sali _— 5,943 8,914 5,700 6,714 5,789 6,713 4] [} 1 1
Orange; :
Central Orange County..ouamneoee am——— ——— 3,366 3,752 4,279 3.516 4,282 3,473 21 2 38 41
orth Orange Connty, 1,820 1,444 1,887 1,413 1,836 1,369 10 3 41 41
Orange County Harbor. e - 1,113 1,058 1,071 984 1,054 972 (1] h) 17 11
South Orange County. - 511 505 301 427 380 418 0 Q 11 9
West Orange County..._. - 2,255 2,010 2,359 1,982 2,322 1,919 [ 4 3 58
Riverside: -
fona. ..., 357 519 338 467 296 460 15 1] 27 7
esert., . .. 787 1,062 790 1,040 773 1,019 1 5 15 18
Riverside. _....__.__ 710 741 604 717 588 691 5 13 21
Sacramento: ; )
Sac t 9,762 9.016 8,691 8,968 9,629 8,006 8 3 54 21
San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County . s 2,404 2,583 2,279 2,534 2,250 2,484 4 [ 25 44
8an Diego:
I:'al Cajon 578 570 588 548 548 534 8 0 32 14
hwlh'County_ . 1,376 1,318 1,314 1,242 1,146 1,108 138 94 32 40
n Diego.. —— 4 6,969 6,023 7,123 6,470 6.972 17 9 136 142
" 8an Franeisco:
8an Franci 19,383 17,272 19,438 17,236 19,332 17,158 90 53 14 25
San Joaguin: ’
. 732 819 671 847 864 832 0 Q 7 16
Stockton, 6,743 6,317 6,792 6,466 6,75? 8.437 2 1 35 28

L8T
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TABLE 33--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-;Continued
INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after tnal®
Total filings ‘Total dispositions Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Conteated matters
‘ County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 | 106970 | 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1960-70 | 198869 1960-70 | 1968-60
San Mateo: - . . @ 5
362 422 57 448 237 4
i 352 31 123 364 302 i 18 25 1 1z
Southern 407 414 280 21 23 410 1 1 .
Banta Barbara: . 3 0 o °
bara G 2,416 2,300 2,316 2,250 2,313 2,250
Santa Bartara Geleta.. 220 190 237 1o 233 160 H 0 1 9
Santa Clara: . o o 2 15
bell-Sarat 196 134 175 123 154 108
%:?ocﬁ?:g ptain View. .. 170 21 404 326 287 305 4 g g ég
San doge Milpitan.... g | el TSl | PR | i 0 7 5 o
s Clara®. 219 1
gﬁ'ﬂ':ygalfcﬁﬁminom_ - 476 349 399 332 380 321 8 1 19 10
S“s‘ﬁﬁ Cruz County. 1018 925 1,063 998 1,017 974 g 6 37 16
A
Solano: . 2 s .
& o1 s 116 168 122 183 116 180 3 1
Farhel 537 399 531 a7 492 349 6 1 33 18
Sonolﬁn: 0 °
839 670 758 566 757 568 1
§§£€ﬁ2§2‘~' onoma County.. ©137, 156 b79 »101 b36 79 b 632 b43 b
Stﬁﬁﬁé--- 1,053 1,006 1105 056 1,063 943 ¢ 2 a3 1
Visalia 705 628 ) 519 861 595 1 0 7 24
Ve < County 3,285 3,175 3113 3,208 3,084 3,146 3 33 2 2

. lnumcatxon casm bave bceu reportcd scparabely from other nontmfﬁc misdemeanors since July 1, 1966.
b For ¢x to the item or court on Table 29,

B Revised.
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TABLE 34-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND D!SPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS *
Fiscal Years 196869 and 1969-70

Dispositions after trisl®
Total fitings Total disp Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Countesteéd matters
County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1968-70 1968-69 1969-70 198869 1969-70 1968-89 1969-70 1968-69
State total 250,025 R228,717 252,274 R221,308 233,436 203,931 4,316 3,495 14,522 R13,882
Alameda: =
Alameda 631 588 767 711 721 669 20 13 26 23
Berkeley-Albast. S 3428 3,462 3,974 3,006 3,688 2,754 180 110 108 142
Fremonb-Newark Umon [0 2 1,841 1,366 1971 1,418 1,749 1,270 4 10 218 138
Qakland-Pi 10,073 8,308 9,646 7,872 8,883 7,007 245 312 518 553
San Leandro-Hayward ,486 2,010 3,136 2,500 2,784 * 43 34 27
Butte: :.
Chicob._ 1,472 - 1,167 - 1,119 P 1 -— 37 .
Contra Costa:
Mt, Diablob. 2,068 2,271 1,982 2,160 1,829 2,016 73 48 96
Rich: a 2,157 1,947 2,446 1,980 2,238 1,731 12 39 198 210
Rigest 990 290 942 262 884 247 17 41 13
San Pabla 1,297 1444 1,181 1,181 1,037 1,035 o 2 124 144
Walnut Creek-Danville. 1 ‘209 925 1,138 869 1,078 804 17 7 58
Freano:
Fresno. 4,525 4,128 3,710 4,126 3,610 4,037 10 12 90 77
¥
Humboldt:
Eureka 619 068G 790 %03 77 578 4 6 15 19
Kern:
Bakersfield 326 R3,374 3,153 3,226 2,963 2,867 0 84 196 275
Lw ge\m
1,067 1,006 1,125 871 1,054 798 0 21 71 54
Antelope-- 15 730 690 649 646 573 13 5 31 71
Beverly Hills. 1,703 1,705 1,866 1,737 1,629 1,562 35 30 202 145
Burbank 784 613 652 568 610 501 3 16 39 5L
Citrus, 3,883 3,063 3.949 2,985 3,501 2,718 14 25 344 242
Compton 4,040 3,534 3,616 3,277 3,298 3,197 235 34 a3 46
ulver. 623 704 562 583 536 556 3 3 3 24
Downey. 2,183 2,192 1941 2,113 1,732 1,918 [] 37 203 158
East Loe Angeles 2,033 2,192 1,622 1 343 1,540 1,742 1 4 81 97
Et Monte 2,168 317 1,765 1 81{ 1,474 1,550 1 1 290 263
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TABLE ?A—Cf;LIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Dispositions after triald
TTotal filings Total digpositii Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested mstters
County aod judicial divirict 1969-70 1968-63 1968-70 1868-69 196970 1968-62 1969-70 1968-69 1985-70 1968-69

Los Angeles—Continued

Gl I 1,589 846 1,581 824 1,421 742 26 14 134 68

Tnglewood. 2,615 . 2,354 2,451 2,609 2,236 2,370 30 86 185 153

Long Beach 6,021 6,001 5,408 6, 4,907 5,536 54 78 447 414

Lo Angel 45,754 45,004 51,906 44,224 48,417 40,494 281 280 ,208 3,450

Los Cerritos. 1,203 1,038 1,148 7 1,078 593 1 1 69 53

Newhall 506 1N 478 204 460 282 ] 0 16 12

Paxad 2,150 1,750 1,882 1,371 1,659 1,145 9 12 214 214

Pomona, 2,500 2,297 2,329 1,896 2,152 1794 38 14 139 48

San Autonie 1,927 1,931 1,909 1,795 1,746 1,648 4 3 159 144

Sante Anita, 840 : 727 - 873 743 808 631 8 9 57 103

Banta Moai 1,825 1,609 1,947 1,529 1,884 1,504 5 [ 58 19

South Bay. ] 4,643 4,881 4,594 4,642 4212 4,374 123 42 259 226

South Gate. 1,071 757 48 758 839 685 38 3 7L 40

Whittier. 1,891 1,232 1,666 1,561 1,466 1,343 0 0 200 218
Marin:

Central 1,774 1,584 1,724 1,498 1,646 1432 6 8 72 68
Muonterey:

Monterey-Carmel.... 2,167 1,752 2,284 1681 21482 1,539 19 29 123 13

Bali 1,422 1,585 1,303 1,596 1,246 1,549 1 ] 56 41
Orange:

Central Orange County. 5, 5,514 6,251 T.951 6,087 5,664 18 15 148 272

Nasth Orange County. ; 3,161 3,053 3,758 3,664 3.548 3,501 2t 16 189 147

Orange County Harbor. 3,902 3,460 ,465 3,802 4,354 3,762 1t 8 100 34

Bouth Orange County. 2,550 2,555 2,069 2,165 2,009 2,099 3 0 57 66

West Orange County 5,339 4,537 5,002 4,090 4,763 3,883 44 36 195 191
Riverside:

Corona 1,408 1,471 1,286 1,450 1,189 1419 28 1 69 30

D!zelt_.- 1,428 1,438 1,459 1,465 1,338 1,273 14 51 107 141

R ds 2,807 2,318 3, 2,528 854 2,352 18 25 153 149
Sacramento:

& \! 10,757 8,862 8,981 7.531 8,334 7.015 123 109 524 47
Ban Berpardino: :

Ban Bervardino County, 7,743 8,457 7167 7.837 8,646 511 181 34 340 292
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8an Diego:

El Cagon._ 1,882 1,651

North County. 3,245 2,747

San Diego. 13,137 . 12,447

" Ban Francisco: ;

San Franci 18,535 17,145
San Joaquin: )

Todi ! 705 619

Stockton 2,80'6 2,588
San Mateo: ’ y .

Central. _ 1,011 970

Northern 1,205 822

Southern 1,133 . 1,094
Santa Barbara: N

Santa Barbara-Goleta. 2,594 1,418

Santa Maria 738 640
Santa Clara:

Log Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga... 533 400

Palo Alto-Mountain View. . 1,497 1,272

San Jose-Milpitas_.__ 6,280 5,288

Santa.Clarab. 696 579

Sunnyvale-Cupertinob_ . 750 452
Santa Cruz: .

Santa Cruz County. 1,781° 1,482
Eolano:

Frirfield-Sui: 524 516

Vallejo.. 987 865
Sonoma:

Centralb__ 1,849 1,604

Southern S County b119 b214
Stanislaus: . )

Modest 1,697 1,419
Tulare: ‘

Visalia. 639 784
Ventura: s

Ventura County. 5,436 4,871

557
L9

1,704
b77
1,406

710

6,065

e e

3656
1,004
5,111

652

480
1,627

508
730

1,631
b13y

1,143
747

5,311

ey

18,286

587
2,141

517
986

1,698
b30
1,232

648

5,147

" 10330

15,115

485
3,226

1,091
919
1,138

1,527
563

260
1,017
4,713

615

457

1,510

491
651

1,541
b73

1,002
686

5,010

nus
1,081

11
u

49

R

0

it
Lo R X

19

15
bg

16

-0

18

<

76

316

39
151

101
67

277

27
125

3
88

39
105
55
369
21
3)

12
58

225

# Excludes intoxication cases which have b&en reported separately from other nontraffic misdemeanorn since July 1, 1966.
see footuote applicabl

b For

B Revised.

the item or court on Table 29.
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TABLE: 5~OALIFGRNIA M UNIGIPAL COURTS
SMALL -CLAIMS FILINGS AND. DISPOEITIONS
Fiscal-Yoars 1868-69.-and: 496970

PHEIR—L

Dispagiﬁonquger,;;ial
Tatal filicgs Tota} dispusitions Dispasitions bafore 4zial . Uncontested matters Cogtested muttam
T i . 7 100070 |  1068-69
Gouaty sud judicinl dinict woae | sseees | meeo | gsessp | asoeqe | 00 | 1960 3 IO
e : e . . - " 3 =
Stato totl.... N ] seqeas | reTnus MIAGH | |R201588 47,630 R, g1 80,073 | - Be0076 7,761 ek : é
et
-Alameda: 13 147 211 229 180 33
Alamnda- .- 2308 1487 v 154 103 bag a8z o @ %
s Berkdoy -4 511 1424 L8 1136 258 209 423 456 487 431 =
remant-Hoyarke 8275 “5250 Wl 5230 5,383 1,168 g o g e
TQaand:Fied ] ’ - ey = K _." e
.Ban Lewndro-Hay 569 4254 W £ w0 %0 ! ) g
N P
B'“"’.?‘WH _________________ 1152 . a1 . 218 - 438 - 265 = g
:Cantea Costar 25 . 8 Gl6 714 8L 503 <
e am | ozm ) oame om0 SR | ow o] N F
T 1585 425 1238 g ] 1 & & (7 P
- e Wy 4 B4 4 : 284 £ o yoiged E
“Ban: Pable. 89 G4 39 a4 ¥ £55 488 401 Bdl 647 f
S 510:?: Crnuk‘ﬁsnvlue-u--—m--,—-,-— ________________ 1,801 REUY 1,3¢8 % 463 368 459 488 ’ E
. ' " - % 1 g
‘I‘mﬁx‘}g. O mmeem e e et o 4 500 4,550 4,073 3501 1.078 880 707 1,666 £.288 A0 £
: : =
R - | 5 . 3 18% -
i - A e | 565 wo |l 10 0 i e
B s : . = 8% 674 01
el LHs | 48 4350 2807 1,219 8 2,427 LAY
Toyhngtes: 2 595 45 R 968 784 784
SAINGRBID. -« o nmsesoremnraaesmsnannn s e | 3 g i o 156 243 47 a o B
Féed s TA9K 338 558 531 A o :
a1 ME L Mmoo Bl Mo | o sl sl 3R
5,500 544 1,053 3,963 808 954 1895 1763 1379 Mo
B 8049 byt 4195 2 o3 e Etid Lo Vg
1607 94l a2 0% i 911 0 815 708
o . 35 9 32 ate 911 wa #19 >
I R SolOE L oame ) o W
2788 a2 Rt Zags 0| o o 120 " 765
%,}gg 2228 1'.‘69-3 1,647 341 814 $88 SoH 765 e
Taglewood., - araemn . e . 4,297 J.464 340 298 £ - = o
T Beah- , ) G 6,471 vor 1 136 154 Vo e et e
Tos Angcles. 27210 49,304 30,383 81593 NS -] 1ae3 | 1408 (s L L980
Lﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂﬂm,-.,n,,4-,--qr-_-.,’--..-,"u.-.--_»—nse,- ! 2.3&) EtH ’909 ‘977 »393 v’%‘ﬁi a ﬁd b.u'.} 14571 15,601
Newhtdl._ ... 510 500 41 450 143 FEC A ‘168 % o L
‘Panndena. - i 4,493 4,310 3,406 5643 840 06 1571 17 o A
OO B 545 0305 1672 261 P oy ] e Lags o
g;.nu “Anfonio. - e} gc}gg 4,089 2,808 2,593 -2 A% 1.533 1 223 : %3 gﬁ'"’
el Mosea e Y | das b 1687 50 P 5 iR 4 =
“South; Day. 5310 4] Bz 901 3,932 964 77 e ;’?‘ : s s
%%:‘J: Gate 1408 Lagr 1,443 §19 238 130 503 ot o Yo B
Vivittie Dga2 Fa5t 1376 2,878 495 83 762 28 708 T T
‘Metin: r:?
“Ceniral 2417 1,903 2814 1381 &2 778 w7 2 %75 56 B
Mcnteccy o . : ey
wierey-Crrme 2286 1,229 ge1 371 193 192 414 13 3 E
Ae 3 S ) 384 . =}
2140 185 1,452 1293 a3 w7 2% o1 78 =
‘0%2“ ED Coust; 5
trik Drange County 103,204 11315 6,568 5,042 2 ; : 2 225
“Rertlr Oravge County. 4,212 fi,ﬁa.‘i 5,226 g'?iz 'g%z J%& 3‘33‘{ ?;'478 ; Lzt PN o
“Drange Caunty flaror Hl1e 788 381 2,187 €54 615 "854 Gl 154 bz i
ol Oesaye Connty. - “395 807 541 619 170 23 193 ol - Won
Vest Urange County.... 8,01¢ 7399 7,189 1,385 2517 252 2623 2305 1,859 LE78 =
Niyerside: . =
Sorona ,Olﬁ ; 7 : v 2| o
S oL ool om om o om) om ) om | om B
Riversde £141 4,051 Gogy | zaek 734 01 1335 1578 &2 798 2
Szlgmmmm; Z;
R 7097 | 0856 5718 5,343 L2y | 1emt 1844 bR 2427 '] 2265 5
Ban Dernerding: v i 5 £
Vernardin0: COunIY - conamavmmamacmmamrm—ame s Baz7 8371 6,315 ¢ 4,205 1,829 1514 2870 3.056 1,816 1525 =
s | ‘ | |
T Gajon. 2,361 3 1,982 i 5 ' -
Hortl Coiniy _. s | A i | A% 137 i 5 1.33; 29 g 2
Yiozo 10,521 9,571 B400 7,982 2455 7,097 os9g | Tean 3133 2,035 BE|
Ban¥Francieco: : 2
Ban¥r 8,848 g535 | 6000 ] a0 1,001 9 2,602 2361 3303 395 =
Lait 1,166 977 014 3 307 483 ;
ey a0 3503 4,651 2,810 £14 2% 1314 1988 & b
Bn;]_‘ M:;u?:: ’ ’
“Centra 1,403 1419 2,38 3 235 3 ' 3
Horthers ol oME L OB oM B R & e | om | B
7,500 1,084 804 1081 1,551 2327 &01 790 824 2y o
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TABLE 35—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

P61

Dispogitions after trial
Total filings Total dis Dispositions before trial Uncontested matt Contested matters
County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-60 | 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1068-69 §
Santa Barbara: 54 93 718 720 g
s ra-Golet 2,422 2217 2,233 2,113 701 700 7 [ B
g;r?:: fa’ﬁ:’.ﬂ B 1,458 1,383 1,245 1,039 346 289 580 473 319 217 =
Q
Santa Clara: 5 [«
bell-Sarat 1,044 951 631 546 27 22 28 245 378 279
%:?o%mountain VIOW o o o memmmm e mmm e 1811 1,737 1,427 1,407 361 439 372 357 2 694 ’ gu g
San Jose-Milpitas. ... 7,875 ,093 5,502 4,910 1,146 957 2,157 1,934 259 X %g a
Santa Claras_ 1,568 1,490 1,004 1,135 m 208 526 517 2%7 300 g
Sunnyvate-Cupertings_ - . 1,343 1,164 a8g 807 183 159 313 248 462 5
Santa Cruz: o
Santargf-uz County. 1,872 1,836 1,283 1,206 188 118 588 599 507 488 gi
' Solano: ; ~ 48 =)
irfield-Suisun 498 542 365 433 1T 125 154 162 115 148 =
%‘:ilcjo 1,082 1,020 890 835 148 149 369 329 375 357 g
=
Sonoma: : A
L 3,103 2,844 2,122 2,001 588 456 941 1,016 593 529 -
SSL’?EZ'm S County. 224 511 180 =338 *55 115 56 297 69 126 >
Stanistaua: 1238 1,302 954 1155, 257 382’ 337 51 360 359
T 2
e 81 870 601 587 166 138 257 299 178 150
Ventura:
Ve:?um County 7,285 7,263 5,957 5,639 1453 1,325 2,924 2,813 1580 1,501
» For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29.
B Revised,
e R Ny R RO o
TABLE 36—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1968-6% and 196970
Dispogitions after trial
Total filings Total dispesitions Dispositions. before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters >
S 2
County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 | 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 g
N
State total
- 33,573 R30,900 20,564 19,832 13,323 12,481 4,539 4,357 2,702 2,994 o
A!;\inednan ! 4 4 g
ameda._ ... .. . - =
Berkeley-Albany____ - 84 70 37 42 23 27 5 2 [ =]
R L —— N O R B B % s m| 8 8
-tiedmont. 1,725 1,621 1,325 17 12
Sa y 1325 1,140 871
n Leandro—AI‘{ayv, ard__ 907 669 406 336 1;17 %g %g; ﬁg 1.3; lig %
Butte: = 3
20 9
- -- 6 - =
[} - 3 = &
189 225 135 159 84 m o
2,
] e 158 163 98 107 i A i B2
83 n 51 4 23 4 16 0 12 0 5
147 108 3 R n 3 2 3 9 17 Z
Fr;sno_, 24 11 27 26 @
Fresno. =
- =m- - 533 524 351 415 209 2 . >
H%mb ‘ﬁﬂ“ ‘ 79 103 101 39 35 <
ureks... <
- & 88 &7 60 30 1 &
mnmf, . ) 3 15 1 12 18 o
akersfield. ... .__ =1
R 207 218 147 138 106 g
Loxlﬁng(gcs 87 24 21 17 3 2
clope % 143 90 8 50 55 15 12 25 18 "
413 o % % o 5 0 u 6 3
116 05 76 80 5 19 31
43
woloB R B g g EL B 4| B
: ; i : 14 15 17 27
Downey.__ """ 20 75 36 47 21
%ﬂ&ng Angeles 2”77 1% d o s 58 7 5 2 1 1 5
OBV el TTETTEmmmm = 40
...... 221 244 118 140 78 962 zg %3 51‘ 1“5] <




36-—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—GContinued

TABLE
TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS oy
o
Fiscal Years {968-69 and 1969-70 =3
Dispositions after trial
Total filings Total dispositions Dispesitions before trial Uuncontested mat C i matters
Couaty and judicial district 1969-70 196869 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 196869 1969-70 1968-69
Los Angeles—Continued ' A
- Glendal 216 164 80 119 19 76 17 24 44 19 d
Tnglew 349 357 199 178 140 17 42 35 11 26 S
Long Beach 663 704 566 661 341 346 108 179 17 13 =
Angeles 10,740 10,032 6,9:3 6,553 5,170 4,517 1,178 1,239 580 797 =
Los Cerritos 111 109 95 81 16 21 38 37 11 23 »
Newhall 33 33 15 18" 12 0 3 3 S
Pasad 356 263 156 174 98 107 29 41 29 25 a
Pomona 181 125 84 79 35 19 6 13 23 17 o)
San Antonio. 174 179 93 121 29 37 48 38 16 16 =
Santa Anita. 77 84 67 65 41 44 14 13 2 8 Z
ta Monica 213 181 131 122 98 92 29 17 4 13 a
South Bay. 550 483 350 367 195 178 84 120 7 69 =]
South Gate 88 105 67 59 36 34 27 18 4 7
Whittier 162 166 138 115 92 65 15 18 27 32 =1
Marin: @
Central. . 225 220 137 1 84 70 33 24 20 17 F
Monterey: =
Monterey-Carmel... 115 119 56 69 42 51 6 7 8 1 ©
Sal 249 243 71 68 48 51 £ 2 19 15 §
Orange: _ . 3 5
Central Orange County... - 376 334 205 153 139 46 3 70 28 3
gorth Oénnzg C%ung’ 1,3% 208 gzg 534 218 13(; §32 303 73 7(7)
range County Harbor. 1 115 21 -3 0
South Orange County. 41 50 1] 2 2 2 1 3, 0
West Orange County..... 276 306 213 224 122 118 59 68 32 38
Riverside:
Corona 29 28 13 12 10 8 1 1 2
Desert, 70 82 7 51 22 33 7 12 8 6
Riversid 200 161 122 135 71 82 26 19 22 34
Sagmmentu:
t 968 1,027 736 783 496 385 136 282 104 116
San Bernarding:
Bernardino County. 460 411 333 3 203 198 99 126 31 36
o TR b R R SRS PSR O i
San Diego:
El Cajon 12
7 74 91
Son Diogor s 15 102 71 » 6 n s 8 12 1
- 630 504 9 56 2 1
Sar Franc 384 374 311 202 1@ 3% 5(; 11
rancisco: 39
$an Franci
2,986 3,077 2,
I B 097 1,937 1,343 1,278 11 403 33 256
S - 55 26 24 4 17 2
o 477 492 346 393 254 215 53 8g 5 i ;
n Mateo: - 42
Cent::al(_’-- . ’ 66 2
Northern : 225 237 136 147 128 N
Southern ... 221 326 79 80 17 S 1 1 7 17 et
310 202 235 234 n 24 39 38 3 &
Santa Barbaca: 178 104 2 0 3 i =
Sa:tl: E‘:;rrlit:m-(}olem 157 115 55 64 %
= 24 3l 7 9t 5 » 2 10 o 9 g
Santa Clara: 6 1 2 3
% 30%22:@2?}1152?2-3}&;_0? f__, ___________________ {éé 28% 56 51 42 2% 4 5 %
i N N S S R N0 N N B S
Sunnyvale-Cugertinos .- 105 97 78 7l 37 i 209 8 103 % 5]
. 168 100 66 7 3 64 » 3 15 3 =
nta Cruz: 18
Santa Cruz County. * &
101 13 34 61 1 4 =
Solanos ' ? 4 1 3 12 14 =
S ———— s a : Z
) 120 131 53 o 1 7 0 0 i &
Sonoma; B A 17 31 13 l% g
Centrals_________ . . 93 . i
Southern Sonoma County..—... . -7 R 94 30 42 22 2 -3
Stevistae: 1 e "3 "1 <3 0 o H 5 mo 3
tanislaus: b hl - =g ) =l
Mcdeato_. . ...
S e— 179 19¢ B2 | 150 7 $
Tulare: 4 9 35 30 23 26 g
Visalia 106 0 8
Veutvia; ) 5 4 8 22 58 n 7 9 19 &
Ventura County..___ ——— .
"""""""""""""" 20 263 166 146 17 8 2 2 2 .
1 2 y 3

» For
B Revis

‘ezgfanaﬁon, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 20,

L6T



TABLE 37—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED
Fiscal Years 1968-69 anc{ 1969-70

Dispositions after trial
Total filings Total dispositions Dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-60 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 { 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1968-6y | 196970 | 196869
State total 241,677 | R237,665 190,223 | R186,158 145,627 | R144,743 35,073 31,822 0,523 9,493
Alameda; 49 22 21
199 381 336 275 227 205 87
e e — W ooy ) oo mo|om % %
Fremont-Newark-Union City. - oerosmeo i g'ggg 9 gg% 12 38{ 8 33‘2 11,265 6,084 1,290 1,007 316 39
S e Hoyward 3 2918 2,078 2243 1787 1616 180 476 n 1
P 620 - 483 - a1 - %% - % -
Contra Costa: 243 [ 60
; ; 1442 1,560 1,000 1,249 839 215 195
Mt. Disblo T 1435 1127 1,091 755 750 85 b i 4
) 514 162 404 118 308 104 i 3 1 -
. San Patio 489 448 360 330 261 264 113 135 93
Walnut Croek-Danvilie 973 1,002 713 7 500 577
b 5,086 5,482 4,290 4,698 378 | 4158 380 363 192 1
e 641 =1 562 505 s 515 85 51 2 2
e casfield 3,311 3,640 3,020 3,487 2,550 2,012 346 381 124
Los Angeles: 952 186 188 7
Albambra. .. 1222 1588 Lo Yo T Tor 51 19 26
Alhar 499
Beverly fiila. - 3471 438 220 356 2088 2 7 & i
bank.. 735 60
2};’,,,3"—1‘ 2,513 2,196 2,084 1,651 1,613 1,231 3u 319 130
\ 3200 2,440 2102 1817 128 1092 B e "
P 197 315 04 ~
s R REL BEE RN EEE AN RE NI
Angeles X1
P 1608 1,018 043 16 519 150 187 190 7
R e e ooy c aF PR < PRS0
Glendale____ 91 6 )
Inglowood 2308 1,560 18 135 0 i ne b U 53
Long Beach . R 4770 21563 3739 2 iy st 397 57 71
Los Angeles 81,786 81174 621188 66,07 i Sy e a8 240 1
T.os Certites 1610 1,428 113 (RHs B 5.6 11,808 1.9i5 2,380 2,515
Nowll 212 7 "152 12 S o . o “ 5
A - 1y ind 4
T o ) el M e om o om ] owm | oa | 4|
San Antonio 2021 1,823 1,444 1,336 o i 180 a8 8 35
Banta Aomio a2t 8 i 530 1062 1057 356 250 26 29
Santa Monics - 1,778 2923 1,721 1,729 1,385 it s o 3 2
South Bay 3105 2:200 1921 1,650 ; Ho-s HH 18 53 2
South Gate 108 s pr A58 1321 1138 34 g 206 186
 Whitter 1,198 956 804 660 564 482 166 1 i 46
Marin: : ;
Central i 1,568 1,447 1,148 1,058 83z 799 227 207 89 52
e G o
onterey-Carmel ... _____ . [, 832 1,026 439 804 448 641
inas 028 141
alin _ N DR 287 1,260 968 1,073 796 132 1% 2 7
Oréngc: 10 o
entral Orange County._ ... 4, R
e o Crn... mlom | m om m] oe om] el owm| w
Orange County Harbor” 1513 Tios 1036 "33 g | P . o 23 3o
South Orange County. - 451 "282 300 22 236 fgg I‘Zi(‘i 1;5{3 102 103
West Orange County. . __._ e m—————— 2,635 2,063 1,902 1,202 1,375 882 391 247 13(? 1‘13'3,
Riécmidc:
0l
P O Vi A B | A 10 130 108 o
iverside 1,600 1,639 1,223 1,202 816 904 225 219 185 19
Sacrainento: ° .
et - 8160 8,278 7,026 6,877 5,305 5,635 1,282 987 319 255
Sagage{’nnrdinq:
ernardino County. 3,249 3,031 2,305 2,365 1,746 1,732 480 456 169 177
Sa; l%ego:
Y 3) 0D,
Novth Gy 81 708 e o i o 19 1 % o5
an Diega. 8,580 8,750 8,007 8371 5,317 6,34 2,454 1,704 326 3%
S«mg}l Francisco:
S 16,208 16,356 12,104 11,718 7,636 7,798 3,906 3,436 562 481
Saﬁg{j vaquin:
i e 362 319 299 300 243 ’
ST 4 238 12 @ 14 2
ockion 2,987 2,850 2,504 2,552 1,063 1,381 425 434 113 "
Sa(x:‘ Mtaulzo: .
entral....._._. 1,831 1,676 1.219 1,252 1,03
Gent: . . , 035 951 178 221 36
- . 1ess 132 | 185 518 634 374 73 78 78 | 66
K 682 790 1,557 1,304 1,205 285 239 i ‘ 13

861

1
[=
S
—
Q
8
-
o
Q
Q
=
2
e
£
o
3
o
B
g
=
S
=
Z
=
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TABLE 37—CALIFORNIA MUNI
CTIONS NOT ELSEWHE

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL A
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

CiPAL COURTS—Continued
RE CLASSIFIED

Do
[
]

Dispositions after trial
Total filings Tatal dispositions Dispositions before trial Uocontested matiera Contested matters
Cousnty and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 l 1968-69 1968-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1963-69 Cé
A S
j a
Banta Bar =
3O1E8 e e mem e m o emm e m e 1,818 1775 1,544 1,208 1,278 1,005 170 127 96 76 =
%ﬁ.‘{‘; fﬁ:ﬁ‘;”‘ -Gele 601 533 452 395 398 346 29 30 25 19 £
Q
"’“2?.2 g':{;campbcn-ssmtogn 1,000 791 640 607 479 454 110 122 51 31 g
Palo Alto-Mountain View o -ooesmscen 1,767 1,867 1,375 1,407 1,127 1,155 178 149 3%3 %g:j b=
San Jose-Milpitas_..._ 7,645 7,616 5,149 5,881 4,084 4,693 678 sg4 87 i a
Santa Clara®,. - 626 771 442 499 310 393 101 g 2z § &
SUnDyVale-CUPEIGOR - mo e m e momsm mmmwmmr = mmees 1,044 914 641 570 553 502 21 1 1 6 c
Santa Ci =
Santa Cruz County. 1,386 1,338 1,018 1,045 889 999 84 ] 65 49 a
S
1
‘SDFa;oﬂ 1A-SUISUD o e o emmmm e e mm e g 265 237 176 154 147 120 15 15 14 19 E
VAlEI0. - o ammaeammemmmmm mm = m e S 790 833 562 578 373 450 148 91 41 37 a
=
S"'é‘é’.??mp 1,467 1,356 1,209 1,180 952 945 163 154 94 8 ?
Southern § County._ .. - *116 *276 =59 2149 g2 2144 =0 0 7 5 L
Stanislaus: *
“Modesto. - 2,263 2,312 1,843 1977 1,610 1,740 134 u6 a9 121
Tulare:
Visalia.... 1,113 1,097 1,034 972 793 839 172 98 89 35
Ventura: -
Ventura County-. 3,002 2,651 2,282 2,076 1877 1,694 327 274 8 108
» For explanatjon, sce Tootnote applicable to the court on Table 29,
R Revised. .
TABLE 38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIGNS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70
Digpositions after trials
Total filings Total di N— N o -
+ Dis before trial T t ttorsh Contested matters .
County and judicial district 2
1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-569 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 é
State total 5
6,147,958 75,353,938 [ 5,493,119  [R4,930,3 S
Alamoda: 930,304 | 5486211 - |R$,925.845 4,750 2,556 2,158 1803 o
ameda R 2
Berkeley-Albany. 17,168 17,207 17,003 16,612 17,087 3
Y T — mggas | 2sLa | 2msd | el | 2830 o8 g 2 2 4 A S
and-P; e o s R . 1,917 1164 0 4 o 3
Sor Toanting Hoveescd 3eg192 | 25905 501 | 236438 | 28358 | 235 o 9 0
67,178 58,253 60,622 58,66 y 35,023 516 500 897 815
Bufte: 664 60,587 58,625 2 16 £ 1 =]
1CO™, -
47,307 — 43,154 = 43,145 o g
CO}?’t{n DCost]n:* e - 9 - =
. Diablo». o 2
Rick: e 22,179 19,049 21,771 17.872 21,67 . -
River® 13 355 . 13,186 15,681 13:133 ;gg‘;g 43 2 50 14 S
San Pablo 3 “8 1,040 5,579 747 5,560 743 o hO 6 5 =
Walnut Creek-Danville 28164 2’3 ggg 2%'%303 23,141 3,385 2,709 b5 3 .,2 - Z
! Y 707 ) Z
Fr%sno: ! 727 28,631 27.719 b15 4 4 13 5
Tesng. <]
68,438 58,481 62,205 7 =
Humboldt: 5185 1 62109 | 57136 by " 5 s 5
Hurcka 23,108 25,655 23,15 =
g 151 2
Kcﬁni g 25,439 23,151 25,439 0 0 0 0 o]
akersfield N o
Tt 23,518 21,651 20,078 17, =
Los Angeles: 094 20,078 17,072 9 0 o 22 <]
Athambra.... 23,238 16221 20,176 - 8
ntelope.. » E ) 20,671 ! >
Beverly Hills 1,595 1,579 1187 1108 Dﬂgg 2‘1)-?59 0 2 7 10
Burbank. e | el | ursst | UG urds | uci 0 H b 2
itrus, v ,204 3 36,427 12’500 e
Compt 15,205 13,524 15,388 13,165 Y 6426 0 0 1 2
Culver.. 27,022 23,085 16,399 16,300 lgzggg Lol 2 1 5 3
Downey 18“20 2 19,138 19,231 17,283 9,220 17274 4 31 9 9
Esst Los Angeles 23.8 3 17,399 17,089 15978 17.074 i 9 3 1 5 .
Ei Monte 5 lgg 16,919 19,034 14,400 19,932 10804 5 63 10 g =
16,948 5,872 17,503 9.870 17552 a a3 g g -




TABLE 38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 196869 and 1963-70

%05

Dispositions after trials
Total filings Total dispositions Dispositions before trial Uncontested matterst Conlesied matters
County and judicial district 1989-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1960-70 | 1968-60
Jes-—Continued b=t
Leg Avzeles-=Cantiny 34,259 41,200 31,942 38,632 31,030 38,617 3 2 g 13 g
Tnglewood 93,623 87,969 87.340 75,641 87,322 75.837 1 2 14 2 g
Long Beagh 217,454 221,371 222,486 106,450 222422 196,417 12 5 52 27 a
Tos Angeles 1216411 | 1,073,383 988,053 868,559 987,921 868,246 10 31 122 282 el
Tos Cerritos 8,881 8145 8.126 8,851 8,113 848 0 0 13 3 =
Newhall 301 1,081 234 869 231 869 0 0 3 0 o
d 65,538 65,794 4,966 48,382 5,951 48,366 5 4 10 12 g
P 29,636 26,312 28,343 24,801 28313 24,801 s 0 0 0 a
San Antonio. 73.115 721249 60,495 72,549 69.491 72,543 1 5 3 1 =
Santa Anita 4,108 4,997 4,156 4788 4156 784 0 2 0 2 a
Santa Mo 147,635 160,012 142,514 149,205 142,480 149,275 8 1 26 19 a
South Bay 121,480 7,381 18727 92,808 119689 92757 2 2 36 45 &
South Gate 19,401 16,958 17,231 13235 17229 13231 9 3 2 i o
Whittier 15254 13960 14974 14,034 14,956 14,910 0 0 . 18 2 3
g 2
Conteal 138647 | 130305 | 126450 | 12406 | 1242 | 1223w 55 1 2% 28 &
o
Monterey: []
78,308 63,265 78,420 62,752 78,350 62,722 10 6 30 24
Sy Cormel w2 | zion . BB | 2828 [ 247 1 1 2 TR
Orange: =
r i 42,508 45,836 43,671 49,352 44,670 40,323 0 0 1 29
%?m"“o&n"‘;’&%ﬁ?:?yy 72,067 57261 65,724 58,903 65,592 58,835 1 0 13t 68
Orange County Harbor 55,456 50,352 54,907 19,967 54267 49.942 8 2 2 2
South Orange County. 44,152 44,066 38,508 41,744 38,508 41,737 Q [} g 7
West. Orange County. 35,171 20,226 24,154 22,996 24,117 22.931 4 0 3 65
R‘&;ﬁ;gﬁ-’ 462 417 202 463 302 463 0 0 0 0
Desert, 11,995 12,601 11,769 12,631 11,753 12,631 4 Q 12 3
Riverside BT X 34,906 24,930 31,901 24,230 0 0 5 0
Sacramento:
Sacrament 145,043 147,373 119,579 107,977 119,555 107,958 6 12 18 7
San Bernardino:
S mé:‘ ‘gq County. 29,787 26910 24,737 26,024 24,735 26,018 1 2 1 4
e
3100 5,584 4,203 4,01
San Doy~ oot 11,465 12723 Pt 1253 1T H 8 4 2
? 8884 [ M2 | 160208 | 100281 | 16009 | 10990 2 4 @& 1
s“é’aﬁ’?“”qm 14
1,106,915 821,628 993,537 852,456 989
’ g . 992 851,165
Sail‘n.(llqaquin: 3,515 1,291 o 0
3 -l 2801 26,662 97,365
Stockton : wnss | o523 | erer | saase | 4% | 25am 0 0 0 0
s 97,465 96,120 0 1 S
San Mgtio: 3 5
rtorn 61,061 62,681 60,352
g]‘:‘?l?fr: - 76405 4,853 70,254 Sioes ?8'3962 Ty 25 264 57 2t >
- SLUG | 45495 | 4680 | 42255 | apess | Spald = o7 3 v 2
e ' S I I B -
San! arb: oleta - £5,410 60,628 43 P~
S s e | GRS WE | e owr | 9| o) ] o
Sopta Glarn: Sa ' S0 0 0 g
08 Gl ampbell-Saratoga 10,70 N q
Ealo AltoMoustain View. 72700 i 898 55903 89903 5507 7 2 8 a g
ania Clarger === 20t | amaos |owum | osises | 517l St Z @ 5 H H
2 - : y e . !
Sunnyvale-Cupertinos_ _— 14,264 14,745 lg ngli 146.232 13'(233:% 830 2 2 8 33 3
. v y 14,512 0 2 ” =
Sagah; grgz: ~ 3 10 -
tuz County. - &8y 59,272 57,943 <
" . » 53,164 57,928 jol
loeld-Sujsun. ... 2,422 2,435 > |
i memenee 422 , 1,502
Vallejo - T 10508 e o L5t 1,961 0 bg 3 8 s
* o 14,33 9,440 i} 0 =
So&omz:x:ﬁ . 7 3 Q
entral» . .
i 22,218 19,922 Jos
Southern § County. %8,984 213,316 Eg:ggg '%%-?’% ?g'égg A}?'ggg 9 ] 0 0 lt—lll 1
esto. .
ST - 15,542 16,566 14,552 16,122 14,552 2 3
;Tuéﬁml:ia 55 16,120 )] 0 0 Py g
13a. s
Ty 474 918 500 804 505
Vegtu{n: o 802 0 0 o P g
enturs County. . __ o
32,057 34,971 36,042 28,138 36,038 28,136 1 1 a
3 1 B

* For explanation, see footnote applicsble to the item or court on Table 29.

¥ Includes 21 juvenile orders d

R Revised,

1969-70

River eecenei . o 3
San Pablo_.______ 5
‘Walnut Creck-Danville, 6
TOSO0. e, 1
Centeal (Marin County) 2
Orange County Harbor.. 1
Santa Cruz County._. - 3
......... —— [}

Fairfield-Suisun

PeOONS D~

uring 1969-70 and 9 in 1958-69 reported as follows by the courts listed below:
1968-69

802

s B i b b e



TABLE 390—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Traffic
Nontraffic .o
R 1]
Total Selectod® Otberse misdemeanors ot
Total
3
70 | 1968-63 | 1969-70 | 1968-6
70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1963-69 | 1963-70 | 1965-60 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969
County and judicial district e 37| asn|  ssm| o 30 547 €07
- 442 2,546 4.38 g " '
State total 11,8175 11,543 6,829 7177 2 . .
10
5 2 0 2 g ‘1-,% 50 10 [
Alameda; 19 15 ) 0 11 1 1 27 2 &
Alamed 74 80 1 o 2l 36 35 bt 1ot 180 37 32
Berkeley-Alpany - 109 102 56 40 27 28 19 2 25 13 10
Fremont-Newark-Union City-..._-- #ommnteae i 269 Zgg gg ig a4 34 9 14 3
Oakland-Pi t 98
San Leandro-Hayward 5 n . ] -
z 11 - -
Bucttl.lq: . 21 -- 1g - . o 1
ico 3 1 H
5 13 pYi 15
Contra Coata: 45 45 2 S H 12 k] 12 ] # 3 0
Mt. Diablod 72 7 A % 4 3 0 ¢ o 16 3 !
Richmond 11 5% o 2 2% 30 3? I 1 14 10 7
s - 71 59 56 28 » ‘
n It
Walnut Creek-Danville. - . " 3 5 58 39 11 15
3
. 97 33 3 e
g o " ol I B
. g 7 2 [ 10
Humboll(dt: 22 25 it \
Foreka 2 1 2% m 8 g " '
Kem: 250 158 7 8 0 .
B 25 16
_ : 2 48 i i 32 50 ! :
Lo Al BB B om0 &) & & & B 8 508
Aol 1§g 139 7 gg 12 lg 25 31 !l)g 58 8 6
Beverly Hilla . 56 48 133 168 1 47 138 121
g!,t,:mk 277 233 79
itrus
Py 2 S i
56 31 33 10 7 21 26 25 22 1 1
44 33 33 10 8 23 25 13 10 0 1
255 221 193 39 30 182 163 68 60 § 2
152 138 102 28 28 110 74 45 45 1 5
469 242 RYR] 48 82 194 201 87 94 3 2
73 58 42 38 21 20 21 57 29 8 2
108 88 75 24 7 i3 68 56 3t 7 2
241 141 130 80 59 61 71 18 98 14 13
2,005 201 1,374 370 415 531 959 m 530 48 101
146 59 104 29 30 30 74 36 40 3 2
117 69 106 10 13 59 93 11 8 0 3
122 32 62 19 33 13 29 3f 54 7 6
93 43 46 15 10 28 36 40 41 4 6
139 o 80 12 30 59 50 46 58 1 1
69 37 34 19 19 18 15 29 33 4 2
29 66 13 6 3 i)} 10 35 12 4 4
271 202 177 34 48 168 129 103 85 10 9
52 26 19 1 7 25 12 33 33 0 0
412 379 32t 91 85 288 236 145 89 6 2
Marin:
Central ., - 56 37 30 20 17 12 1%~ 8 20 12 6 5
Monterey: ]
Monterey-Carmel _...__ i 182 172 103 88 39 34 64 54 72 75 9
Sali - 41 42 18 20 9 12 9 8 17 17 6 5
Orange: ‘ )
Central Orange County.._________. 292 376 212 245 40 59 172 186 75 127 5 4
gm‘th OCmngt:, Cﬁun‘%;. 433 ?gg 2% 2;g 62 ]lg 2§(25 191 gg 75 16 22
range County Har - . 62 1 45 3 5
South Orange County._ - 67 32 4G 21 13 7 33 14 20 11 1 0
West Orange County._. . [ T 517 538 400 419 102 113 298 306 112 113 3 6
Riverside:
Goroma. o 46 25 33 8 14 12 19 [+ 12 6 1
Desert,, 67 49 36 31 14 21 22 10 24 18 7 2
Riverside___ S N 149 164 97 125 57 80 40 45 50 33 2 [
Sacramento: : X
Sacr - —— 199 193 85 89 80 78 5 8 88 96 26 u
San Bernardino:
8zn Bernarding County..._._.__ oo e 265 259 145 153 60 61 85 92 105 93 15 13
215 143 145 101 36 & 109 51 9 34 1 8
160 100 57 69 171 13 40 56 100 26 3 5
699 578 480 338 135 1752 285 163 2n 218 18 22

8
=
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TABLE 33—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-—Continued

NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN?*
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

no
<
{=>]

Traffic
Nontraffic .
i Civil
Selected® Others« misdemeanors
- - oo 3
B 196970 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 196
al distri 7 - 1968-69 969-70 | 1068-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 S
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 9 I =
[N
6 122 53 68
San Francisco: 202 196 1 8 11 6 0 h) 13 f :—;
San Fy , . . i \ . Zg 8
5 in: 3 15
g I ) | I | :
Stockton 9
San Mateo: 2 10 n g 4 32 g -5* =
; 3
g mbo®0 s mp 39 sl ol B i 5 g
Northern o 58 19 25 12 16
Southern o
5 1 7 1 43 24 5 s B
B : 2
i oass Goleta ot o A : i 3 2 2 16 s 5
Santa Maria a
6 18 2 2 3 0 g
Santa Clara: 30 8 ® 1
P ALl Seratogs 13 1 14 103 68 4 36 1 18 171 2 20 3
Palo Alto-Mountain View it *459 209 278 97 115 112 63 84 i1 z i
San Jose-Milpitas ] P34 % 62 48 24 42 3 31 15 6 1
Santa Clara i ____ ] 0 1 61 2 33 20
Sunnyvale-Gupertinod.
Santa C 2 15 23 25 1 k! 15 3 2
3tk 1414 )
Saiita Cruz County. " 59 4 1 3
19 14 g 3
Solano: 1 25 7 6 7 19 1
Fairfield-Suisun z i H e 5 1 3 2 15
Vallejo. ) ; ,
6 27 25
Sonoma: 13 7 7 6 a ) <0 <0
Centrald ‘;g %? },g a1 @ a0 a0 d 1
Eouthern 8 County.
halS k] " - > e e RS I e e '
Stanistaus; L
Modesto. 114 150 60 82 35 49 25 33 45 62 9 6
Tulare:
Visalia, 61 64 22 25 17 16 5 9 25 18 14 21
Ventura: .
Ventura County__ 165 169 89 97 2 51 46 46 71 66 5 6
= Jyries selected and sworn™ are not the equivalent of cases disposed of by verdict since a single iury may try consolidated cases or a settiement may oceur following the swearing of the jury.
b Violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code.

¢ Includes 9 juries sworn in illegal parking Proceedings during 1969-70 ang

< For explanation, see footrote spplicable to the court on Table 29,

RO

San Mateo__.
Santa Cruz County,

d 24 in 1968-69 reported as follows by the courts listed below:
1969-70

1968-69

—w»—wwwm-—al
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TABLE 40—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS : TABLE 40—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS—Continued \
WEIGHTED UNITS PEK JUDICIAL POSITION ; WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION
Fiscal Years 1968-639 and 1969-70 ¥ Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 196970
, . an
1969-70 1068-69 :
2 1969-70 1968-69
Ju-dli'cisl‘ Weighted unite® Ju_r{icial Weighted uniteb Judicial
positions eighted uni positions* eighted uni i B . Judicial
] positions* Weighted unitsb it " .
1 E positionss Weighted units®
Per Per
County and judicfal district | Total | Judgea | Numb judicinl ] dges | Number | Sosion : ol Per
nty an icial distric 'otal udges umber .| position ota! udges | Number | position : County and judicial district | Total | Jud Judicial fudicial
- ges | Number | position || Total | Judges [ Numbe judia
3 r | position
Alameda: 3 iverside:
Alameda. . o sennneaacancees] 1 1| s | ssmfl 1 1 | s3p08| 53,508 : By .
Herkeley-Albany . ..cenzzonn] 3 3 204,710 1 68,239 3 3 182,003 [ 60,868 3 i 69,126 | 99,120 1 1 62,858 | - 42,858
Fremont-NewarkeUnion City.{ 2 2 126178 | 63,0801 2 2 113867 | 66,784 2 118,245 | 58123) 2 2 115,850 { 57,930
Oakland-Piedmont. . . ooceeen 11 11 818,805 1 71BN 11 11 804,140 | 63,164 g 3 4 258,383 | 84,001 4 4 243,510 ‘878
San Leandro-Hayward.eeaa.- 5 <5 312,807 62,570 4 4 203,579 73,386 4 Sacramento: ' '
E Sacramento
Bulte: & e et 1 1 <10 | eee0| eal0 4
Chit0% cenanvavsononmmnns . 1 1 58,061 55,061 - .. . .- E San Bernardino: ' ' : 8 864,703 72748
: San Bernardino County 10 c10 ‘
_ 518421 842 {[ 9
2 2 | 13s260] 6030 ¢ 2 | 13s881) or9e2 : Sn Diego: ' ' o | sy 86988,
ORI R R I I Bt £l Coien. - s | 3 | wesn| mer| 3 | 3 | 10
\ \ ' , g North Counf ity g ,018 53,330
: 1 1 oupis | BAGTB| § 1 Ba,108 | 64,100 : San Diego. ... Sl | oo | adats) Seen 3 3 | zapagr !l 737E
Walnut Cre 2 2 100071 | 54688 (f 2 2 | r103494 | R6L7AT : 227,188 | 65,780 || 22 o22 - | 1,180,802 | ~ 53,604
Freatio: - Sag Fri.“ncisc.a: '
Frogts oeneaeeamnne RN B g | 4om319] en20] 6 6 | 303,886 | 05,611 o0 FIB0CHC0- e wee e onenen o 7 17 |1l05489 | es02| 17 17 | 1,062,860 | 6280l
Humboldt: ' ! Saﬁé{f' aquia: ‘
Etrekilacsncrnennns eenan 1 1 60,430 | 60430 1 1 58,260 | . 68,280 : Stion T 1| e dbaney 1 1 L0488 408
| - . 5,481 | 66,370
Kernt . . '
Bakersfleld. - «a---- aeemea 6 | o | 28s22| 4s0ss|l & | <5 | Roon8e3| Re8.3T S 3 s | lsoms!| ssom
X y 3
Lioa Angeles; 8 g 3 168,582 ) 56,194 3 3 {ig'ggg ig'égg
Athambra, « v eenen- emean 3 3 135,824 | 45,275 3 3 144,000 | 48,303 : _ 3 169,681 (- 66,627 3 162,565 | 54,188
ANLElODE. o e memrmomannnen 1 1 0431 TR0 1 1 74463 | 74463 : Santa Barbara: ’ h
Beverly 8- - oeoneaasnnr 4 3 218,019 64,505 3 3 218,342 64,586 ] Sants Barbara-Goleta........ 3 3 171,42 ;
2 2 101752 | &0 | 2 2 055 | 48,478 Sants MaTiB. . ooommoeoen e H : 27| o2y 3 3 142,571 | 47,824
..... [} b 347,255 57,876 [ <5 319,875 53,313 ¥ --e- 65,734 | 32,887 2 2 51,407 25,740
----- HRER 1N IR 1 |
) , . Lios Gatos-Campbell-Saral,
4 4 | nass o285 |l 4 4| aedr 56,804 i B e yraloga.) 1 Voo paesst Tzl 1 85,801 | 65,801
5 4 303,02 | o800 8 283,773 | 568,755 g San Joge-Milpitas. . ... ... T 10 lsogen | dosl 4 165,357 | 41,330
Plopmm| sl 4|3 ERER 0 EsEela Y Y EE| B YT Ra) Ed
Inglewood 3 3 | om0 | 67,6031 3 < | 262008 65507 unnyvale-Cupertino®.......| 2 2 94,920 | 47,465 2 T | soos
i S| d k) g | g el BB =)
08 Angelis. 1403, ' ¢ 1227,4 . |
Los Cerritos 3 3 [ Tighded | susalt 3 | a0 | 40848 Santa Cruz Countyen mnnn 2 2 | ez | cesdosl 2 3 | 1o1187 | 60884
RN I IREIAE N . e
nsudens. 7,091 i . ¢ : i -Sui
Pomons... 3 3 178753 | 50584 2 2 108,033 | 84,467 £ I{‘r:h'gf;‘_if“m"“ """"""" ! 1 81,371 eIl 1 1 61,085 | 61,985
San Antonio-, 4 3 201,348 | 50,337 i 3 197,020 | - 49,265 < 2 ™13 [ W0 2 2 70.870.| 36,836
Santa Anita. .. 1 |l 1 1 76,331 | 176,331 ] Sonoma: '
o ki SEEE N AERIAE - I S o | o | mm| sl s | 2|
outh Bay.cowan s ' \ i i Southern Sonoma County. ... » & : 3,
South Gato. . a2 1 02487 | 4623441 1 1 76,893 | 76,603 : Southern Sonoma County.....| 1 1 s11,384 | ern3gdf| 1 1 ﬂZl.gég ]
WhiLtier. o s nmoonmmmnnn B 4 | mzis | BTl 4 «4 | 231,031} 67,748 1 Stanislous; : '
3 ¥ Modesto, .. acivenen 3 3
Masis 1 Modetlorereenen 161,672 ) BOSST|f 3 3 144
Central.. ..o [T, 3 3 177,754 68,250 3 2 163,208 54,408 5 Tulare; ' s 18188
2 Visalia_ . oemceeen 1 1 -
Monteray: e 73,380 73,389 1 1 1,
Sl 1|03 Ul meEml 3| 3| B BE e |
A8 arocnmeamonunmrames ] ) , E : Ventura County...-- 7 7 389,004 5
o Vestwa Countyesiinnos X 5685 7 7 356,511 | 50,03
0‘5“‘3 1 Orange: County. 8 8 a7pas3 | sosill 7 7 417022 | 59,703 =
entral Orange Couniy.. s [ 3 sile 0 ] ]
Korth Orangs County. 8 8 | aaqez| ssaT|| 8 8 | aoL030 | 48880 : See footnotes on following page,
Orange County Harbor 3 3 232,463 77,488 3 3 200,203 86,734 # :
South Orange Coanty 2 2 120830 | ed0204l 2 2 116,718 | 58,350 :
) West Orange County.. i 8 384,197 64,033 5 5 342,800 98,578 :
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* In order to permit meaningful comparisons of worklosd, full-time court commissioners employed by courts were
included wilmhe authorized number of judges. This treatment assumes that these court officers were available to
handle matiers which would have otherwise tequired the full-time effort of an equivalent number of judges,

b The Judicisl Councils approved system assigns the following weights to 1968-69 and 1969-70 municipal court

B filings {filings in the Los Angeles court are weighted separately):

Municipal
courts Los Angeles

Los Angeles Court
Pelony preliminaties....cveccencanncn . 3 48
Intoxication. e s amemccnnsmnanmnuennan - 2 2
Other misd - 13 12
Belected major traffic violstiona. .cua.< . 14 9
Other traffic.counamcceennnan amensonan 1.8 1.2
Small claims.. 4.5 5
Civil ae- 18 10

The weights assigned are based on estimates of the average court time involved per filing and are designed to permit
a taore ﬁccumugevnluntion of potential workload than filings alone. The weighting system does not purport to
reflect the quality of judicial petformance in any way. The weighta are revised each year if necessary to reflect the
most recent experience of the courts. The standard of 60,000 weighted units is the approximate amount of court
time in minutes per judge per year.

¢ For explanation, eee footnote spplicable to the court on Table 20.

4 A court commissioner was added during the year,

; ggug:oc&ommuiunen were increased from seven to ten,

vised,
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TABLE 41—CALIFORN lA» MUNICIPAL COURTS
DAYS8 OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND REN DERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS»
Fiscal Years 1368-69 and 1969-70
1969-70 1088-69
Net days Net daye
e Days Days received D D j
County and judicial district received rendered re:éeredgolr rece%gd ren(li‘e):::d rx"e::«li:xcgd()?
State total.oooieenens cramun 3,534.5 643.0 2,801.5 3,229,5 R1,003.0 R2,136.6
A!:Tedaé
ameda. ...... [P 13 2 11 13 8
Berkeley-Albany...-,-..._..... 41,5 1 40.5 7.5 0 7;. 5
Fremont-Newark-Union City. - 53 3 50 61 1 60
Oakland-Piedmont....cuono... 120 11.5 108.5 18,5 7.5 9
o Leandro-Hayward. ....... 10 8 2 63 1 62
Butte:
[0 31 25 2 23 - . -
Contra Coata:
Mt, Diablob. . 80 2 78 61 5 58
Richmond. 1 28 ~27 19 31.5 ~15,8
Riverb_.__ 42 1] 42 9 1 8
SanPablo.......... - 7% 1 75 88.5 0 88,5
Walnut Creek-Danville........ 76.5 13 62.6 82 1 81
Fresno:
Freano..c.cemvumvecons m——— 87 20 71 34.5 30,5 -2
Humboldt:
Eureka - 118 48 70 7 [ 4
ern;
Bakersfield...... amennnn - 3 2 1 13 0 13
Los Angeles:

- Alhambra....... [ 47 1 48 25.6 0.5 25
Antelope... - 1 3 -2 7 ] —-48
Beverly Hills,va aueez wmcemroan 0 0.5 -0.5 0 0.5 -0.5
Burbank 36.5 1 35.5 37 0 7
0130 17 TN wroan 3.5 1 2.5 82 24 58
Compton 0 2 -2 0 48 —~48

ulver..... 28 0 28 25 0 25
Downey. .coan- 41.5 19,6 22 38 2 36
East Los Angeles. . 10 0 10 0 0 0
El Monte........ 0 8 -6 R (1} 4 15
Glendale 1 1 1] 1 0.5 0.5
Inglewood._ . 2 0.5 28.5 55 0 55
Long Beach 0 3 —~3 0 39 —~39
Liog. Angeles 327 38 280 212 112 100
Loa Cerritos 0 0 0 22 0 22
Newhall___ 5 1 4 2 4 -2
Pasadens.. 1 18,5 —-17.8 12 1.5 16,5
Pomona. .. 30 48 —18 75 0 75
San Antonio. . 0 0.5 —-0.5 0 3.5 ~3.5
Santa Anpita.. 17 0 17 43.5 0 "43.8
Santa Monica 121 1] 121 127 0 127
South Bay... 7 0 7 9 1 8
South Gate 78.5 0 78.5 87 1 86
Whithier ceocioiemmmaniannaen 0 1] 0 35.5 1.5 34

Marin: . ° .
Central 271.5 0 21.5 24 24 0

Monterey:

Monterey-Carmel.ccueranaraai 7 0 i 26 2 24
Sali K 38 7 32 9 5.5 3.5

QOrange:

. Central Orangs County....... 27.6 a1 ~3.5 59 89 ~10
North Orange County......- (] 128 —128 Q 241 ~241
Orange County Harbor.. . 30 0 30 0 10 —10
South Orange County. ... 110 0 110 18 18 ]
West Orange County._..eeu-- 250 0 250 516 7. 609

Riverside:

Carons - 2 0 -23 5 0 87
Desert....... re——coen PO 04 0 94 142 0 142
Riversida. . ciccenunnnanssasal 0 0 0 0 4 -4
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TABLE 41—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS8—Continued '
i temn — —
DAYS OF ASSIBTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS o | E| % B8 8 § °2aE8s ggw &s
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS®* g & 3 - T 8
Fiscal Yoars 1968-69 and 1969-70 : M,m .
| flsle 82 & g -wemem mo =
1968-70 1068-69 ' SlElEg 7 =
Net days Net days 3 =4 29 @ ~ Nwoao A vt et
e Daya Days | received (o Da D i el 8§ =& s gTags =20 3]
County and judicla district received rendered zuam&v._. _.Sawwa Su%,w_& u_.o%%mwwmnwﬁ .m m = h =
2
: Y
Sacramento: , . ] -
BACTAIIEDO. e ceamnsnesearas 8 4.5 7.8 %0 1.6 18.5 : g S|5|% & © 5 viekEs 8" &=
8an Bernardino: ) m =
San Bernardino County.,..... 172.8 0 172.5 188.8 1 184.5 (7]
" g
8an Diego: 2|8 %8 v 2 5 o
S 29 10.5 18.5 0 0 0 z 21 ¥ g S5983% BRE &S
North Couttye. - comemoanmaun 3 9 30 33 ] 33 , 4 gl g8|*% -
845 DICEO s wn oomrevmssmmenens 45 45 0 84 88 -2 : ™y -
Ban Francisco: d = 8g . s
Ban Francisto.oeseeeraencnias 238 0 239 94 0 04 Uy _Qlu m W M M. g8 T 8§ =nimzgs 5E8 23
RN San Joagein: c ¥ g
o : w%%ommm:...................... ~m 5 ~w 5 18 22 3 19 2 o
T —— . B8 M 3 “ | - Sfollslfiz|2|8 88 = 2 azzEsy ss8 &3
Ban Mateo: NI £ 5B | 2| & FoRess ART BR
Contalensanmeesamenaneense 3 1 a7 2 0 25 Wwads) ga8)
Northerd. s aveesnsinnnaanans 42 0 42 0 0 0 o< gl. kS
BoutherDa,eiocaravenanne are 11 3 8 4] 0 0 b= m - w. m.cm o 0 :um =) o) 8 ixees o
i (K= e
Banta Barbars % - .M g m...m.n iy m. = & % =9FER mm‘a L]
Santa Barbara-Cloleta. csncmss 51 0.5 56.5 7 .8 |  -28.5 3 el Z|5z8/8)°
8a0ta Matld.ceneeoemnnsmenes 8 24,5 ~16.5 23 9 14 <o w 4 =
Banta Clara: > 2 2 pofaback=] =
Loe Gatoa-Campbell-Saratoga. . 26 2 24 60 3 63 m M b3 m 0 m m .o/..M m & memmm mm b wm
Palo Alto-Mountain View.... .. 45,5 0.5 45 ¢ 8.5 —8.5 ) - & .m gl g @&r o S e — -
8an Joso-Milpitadice menenmnann 0 25 —25 1 43,3 —42.5 h 258 |
m::. ouﬁwemv 13 1 12 2.5 4 -1.5 -Z 5 By
o unyvale-Ciperiino®.. 22220 0 0.5 -0.5 0 85| -3 Ige 55% | 8|2 B3 8 § F'B88% 585 28
Banta Crus: e & = g|lg Z= o ook e “ 5
P Banta Crus Counly. ..aeneesas s 1 0.5 ¢ 8.5 —0.5 ..w <3 g &
I o @
Bolanot < Z i T
* 'S w S @ —
Fairfiold-Suisun.ccessnsanasess 77.8 0 7.8 60.5 0 60.5 o 213 R} E BIZRBE  =Bs= 2
VALGO, « enecommncmmmconraee 27 32 -5 24 R38 r—i1 uz mm m m mw S s n.n..%m.m.m. a%= wm
Bonomat HAu L c I . .
Cottral®, .o ocvesurensraness 76.5 3 73.5 53.5 7 48.5 L © 24
Bouthern Bonoma County..e.s. 1 8 93 27 4,6 22,8 | 8 22 AL 2 e muos  oor oW
> 20 4 2 I8 8§ 3 2888 WM..U Wm
Blanislaus: ] 21818 =" @ e e e -
MOdEOt0, e aemmeeraamnenzen 2 8.5 —4,8 1 12,5 =11.5 m =
Tulare; N =
Visalin, scumensronannneraanie 123 0 123 103 1 102 =1
N
Ventura; :
Ventura Countyaaacranancanss 88.5 8 78.8 46 12 34
» Minua vizy {~) indicates the court rendesed more days of assistanée than it received during the year through assign- m !
ments by the Chairman of the Judicial Council under Section 8 of Article VI of the State Constitutiot, Each :
worked in excess of three hours was Swaz&ﬂwg_ day with three houra ot less as & half day. ]
b For paplanation; ace footnote applicable to the court ou Table 29, A .m
+ Figutes are incomplete as no reports were received on sssistance in the Sonoma btanch for the period of August S
through November 7068 and January through May 1969 and on the court as a whole for the period of January -
through June 1870, g
R Revised, »
B
i, g
! 3 4k ¥ g =iz
. IR o
3587 .f 5f .gpizgd BiTs L4
: B 85 1 SBEREER PEoE doo
5 m E &= MA mwr




TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS—Continued
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Years 196869 and 1969-70

P18

Nonparking filings
Traffic violations Felony preliminaries
Tatal .. other than and misdemeanors not N o Tlegal o
nonparking filings illegal parking elsewhere classified Small claims All other civil parking filings p
=]
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1068-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1963-69 || 1960-70 | 1968-69 §
[N
o]
ta:

C‘K’.ﬁ%‘-‘oﬁ?ﬂ - 1,817 - 1,249 - 262 - 278 - 127 . 761 g
L S 1 I 1 1 | R B ) B -
Crockelt, - - - - . -

Crockeit.Port Costad 904 795 745 670 11 92 33 26 15 7 2,932 1,903 g
Deltac .. 3,153 1,82 2,203 1,142 672 545 228 95 50 44 149 28
E! Cerrito-Kensingt 7.908 535% 6,870 4;1{2;2 840 52} 27 2§g 120 8‘:1 4,072 4,2%
Qakleye. ... —~— - - - - - (o)
Pinole Hereules Todeo 6,097 4,733 5,317 4,679 139 442 186 133 125 80 432 508 g
Pittsburgh. - 5,793 - 3,772 - 928 - 758 - 335 — a5
Port Chicago® - 198 - 167 - 2 = 6 - 3 - 208 - Q
Port Costad a— 0 - 0 — 1] e 0 - Q - 1 F—:
)

Del Norte:

Crescent. 5,922 5,527 4,083 4,787 484 47 108 225 157 68 99 ng g
Klamath 715 620 681 566 27 45 7 16 0 i 3z
—

El Dorado: >
%l Dorado. .. 7,832 5473 7,574 5,199 163 181 81 6 14 7 o7 43
Georgetown-Divide 220 256 84 89 84 110 37 41 15 16 0 0
Lake Yalley 11,147 9,927 9,203 8,444 1212 2 523 483 200 108 1,209 1,958
Placerville - 7,605 7,124 6,676 6,167 384 396 405 429 140 132 4,853 4,135

Fresno:

“Caruthers 1,667 1,517 1,124 1,056 317 35 219 us 7 1 14 10
Clovis. ... 3.957 3,041 2,285 2,033 636 6§90 290 280 46 38 1,054 283
Coal 2,059 2,620 1,587 2,025 228 267 217 286 27 42 166 180
Dutlap 122 131 44 62 74 69 4 0 0 0 1 1
Firchaugt 3,200 3,139 1,991 1,807 862 927 32 279 24 6 119 44
Fowler. 3,074 2,747 2,713 2,496 265 167 90 7 6 13 32
- S M SR R *
Kerman 3,657 3,327 2,521 2,395 721 652 374 262
P mgl MR wr W) o®| wm) ) B ) o8 2
ondeross. ’ v
. 1,173 51, 893 60 41 7 8 133
Reedley. 254 3 766 243 153 36 32 1 1 215
Riverdale g ,407 2,371 2,636 447 369 40 0 89 73
: 1,590 1,779 1,333 1543 9 359 27 43 651
Sanger 3,018 20 3’ 54 114 147 103 81 10 761
Selna. 3 ,997 2,006 2,001 675 501 ; 8 9 10
4401 U1l e8| 3247 519 51 o5 s % 3z 419 594
‘Glann: 3 87 638 632 .
rlan:
A 3,503 2,018 3,160 25 Z,
Willows. B ,510 237 207
3186 | 2405| o0 2o 21 231 T 1% i 2 5 0 2
Hzﬂxboldt: 3 93 W3 g
cata, .
o900 10615 7,497 9 o
Fortung g 0§ ,129 505 499 46:
Garberville, gggi fg;; 2,961 3,582 508 553 51% 2(1;1 2?3 Z;?g 7,185 7098 =
Klamath-Trinity. 879 15 1,349 1,222 86 108 205 284 24 5 83 g o
A 1345 536 877 129 216 187 209 27 ‘4‘9 83 140 el
Iu;jpermll: 9 10 53’
Y - 5,624 474
Calexico_ .. ) 1745 4,215 3,357 793 827 .
Calipatria, %gilig 31.8;5 3,785 3,728 631 802 ggg 2%? 2,4, §5 1,607 1,443 g
El Centro_ 3’867 s'g 8 1,024 1,004 348 439 137 104 7 4 3,940 4,151
Holtville, 2381 8, 825 7,865 6,286 Q08 1,605 594 o1 206 1 51 1 4 <!
Wtz a2 (2ol age| saa| M| im 8 91 20 | 18| = E
estmorlaty g ¢ <9 3, 260 108 9 =
3,809 3,118 3,703 5 18 10 49
Winterh : ) 7 3,476 168 1 139
nterhaven 3988 3000| 3M03| 2039 782 b » 52 3 4 9 =
Inl}:IO: hern T 2 55. 77 =
orthera Inyo.. 3,903 jou]
Southern Inyo g 3,829 3149 3,140 307 383 32 Z
3,055 3,473 3,491 3,009 295 H 265 29 32 2,129 6014 =
Kern: el I o 7 a8 o
rvin-Lamont =
s 5,276 5,792 4,315
Butionwillow ) : 4,530 718 828 &
Delano-McFarland - sani sl B0 asll ] e ‘o K g 3 e 2 5
ndian Wells_ - . * . Oty g , 1,138
Kery River 35 i 2014 2519 283 278 35 o > % 2 5 P
aricopa-Tali. 19,834 | 2077 g . 15 552 203 200 o
Mojave. h 0,771 18,663 | 19,675 647 5 2 13 1B
son) ) wee) MR i) W) ) w3
Wasco. ... 5250 [ soig| ara| Soss 601 311 191 205 55 21 154 12 2
R0 3,457 2,926 651 2-337 5"33 243 50 34 4 3 25 2%
Kings: g ! 559 199 279 102 41 218 224
Avengl 1.298 1233 1065
Corcoran, 1:692 l: o .34 s 1,063 9 95 127 68 5 10
Hanford. .. - 826 453 504 371
vore, gairl sl esmf  7owm | 3265 4,008 755 o 8 12 235 81
EXTH B 0 B v r o B 338 a1t 170 202 57 B B

a1e
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TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS—Continued
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

Youpirking filings
Traffic violatiorr | Felony preliminaries &
Total . other the. and misdemeanors not . . legal c
nouparking filings illeg=? yarking elsewhere classified Small claims All other civil parking filings o
15
Q
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1068-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-60 | -1089-70 | 1968-69 { 1969-70. | 1968-09 | 1060-70 | 1968-69 || 196970 | 1968-69 E
Lake: 8
Clearlake Highlands 7| 1127 454 651 285 259 191 201 17 16 59 2 g
Kelseyville 365 362 171 150 118 137 61 52 15 13 26 B2
Lakeport 1015 | 1157 357 551 379 302 149 255 30 49 248 a3
Middletown-Lower Lage 305 539 258 371 78 76 52 81 7 1 7 i 8
Upper Lake 487 517 289 289 132 129 53 80 13 19 32 8
Tassen: =
Big Valley 90 122 52 90 18 5 19 25 1 1 0 1 a
Madeli 301 333 270 315 30 23 1 ] 0 ] 0 =
Westwood-fioncy Lake 359 | s97] 2503 323 367 370 620 369 19 7|l 18| 108 £
Log Angeles: 8
Catalina 275 361 47 51 182 255 4 1 4 0 133 n o=
Malibu 18507 | 14838 | 17250 13450 136 | 1213 234 197 37 8| sad| 500 3
Madera: >
Chowhilla, 8536 ] s3e0| soss| zem my o 287 260 416 10 18 130 1%
Madera 10066 ] 13458 | 8255 | 10192| 14| 1572 856 | ~ 1101 397 53] 2318 3810
Sierra 990 | 1231 440 (] 325 276 218 306 7 7 95 50
arin:
Noribwester 1,750 967 | 1431 815 275 131 38 19 6 2 965 264
Mariposa: |
Coultervillo 87 92 a7 35 14 51 13 5 13 1 1 3
Mariposa 136l 160 ) 1006} 1282 248 235 9 167 5 6 121 o7
: Mendacino: 318 315 243 230 54 38 19 38 2 9 23 47
; Andes 397 109 220 213 B2 74 89 115 8 7 154 95
‘ Big River 472 495 316 358 133 107 19 11 4 15 389 423
Coboyos Goe 127 232 86 207 3 21 3 0 1 27 13
ey S e 2631 | 2700 | 2219 2257 182 216 130 155 51 51 71 207
vty 28| raor|  2003| Tam 73 5 71 a2 1 13 28 58
o Yot 150 143 57 43 75 7 14 20 4 9 1 ¢ >
Soun , 549 620 509 589 29 17 8 1 3 3 18 % 2
; g O ogs8| zau2] 18| 13w 203 348 270 236 57 851 1s8| 152
: Tea B 7es | 7m3| seor| &s1| 17 817 538 726 199 20| 1% | 10081 &
N
. &
M e o | agm|  a2ss| 386 s2| 3 155 251 % 16 181 165
F gost | 5082 | 5418 437 380 373 21 352 16 24 500 a5 B
Gustine Zagg)  2m8] 2nr|  1ms 245 231 101 108 % 21 55 w3
Le Grand Figo | 2388 | 2| 3 193 100 6l 91 12 12 16 % S
JEoranc. ool | - oas i Ea0|  BlEs 312 308 86 167 31 19 12 B2 =
[vingston--- 7aag| o8| eaer]  s13s 14 36 a1l 467 115 111 92 w008 3
Mesced 1277 12958 | swee| o283| 19| 1969 - 128 974 650 72| 18645 19717 o
Suelling 153 157 46 54 s 90 9 10 1 3 S
A
Modoe: I
e 78 43 21 17 51 18 5 8 1 0 2
AdinLooksut. 00| 1322 108 75 250 295 133 332 22 20 w 31 &
o 192 300 120 238 35 54 13 17 4 0 1 0 b
Surprise Valioy - a0 21 16 1 4 5 18 4 2 1 o g
5
Metono 25 | amo|  isu| 1w 456 32 139 112 17 8 765 20 %
wn
3
Monterey: =5
lle-Paj 631z | 5656 589 | 500 352 361 130 189 31 2 120 40 F
Saatroville-Pajaro 3205 | 2353 298| 2,066 119 205 8 73 14 75 0 5
, Greenfield 13| 14| 32 ; 96 138 85 65 15 20 21 19 3
King City 530 | Boos{ 47| 4185 432 589 188 202 33 28 232 8 3
Pk = v609 | 13| 112 790 200 217 216 236 &7 66| 23| 3220
San Ardo....- a5 | 41| wee |- 300 366 247 22 15 5 1 1 1 o
Soledad 3670 | 2zsia| 3o 2583 352 152 98 98 9 1 268 w3
Low)
! N stogn 921 832 607 658 17 01 91 67 16 13 a77 56 S
: Napa 1803 | 12007 | w057 | 9| 1em|  14n 703 927 359 300 | 18086 | 10412
St Helons Tgso | ‘2566 | 1513 2083 181 195 141 279 21 39| ‘2824] 3180
N Valley g105| 27| 2657 23w 136 164 186 134 126 n2|  2685) 2.8
Nevad 7| 1sm| Tl oo 31 269 179 199 35 96 774 | 1705
Trackee siet|  3e3]  gmsel 3w 160 106 148 108 3 40 54 180

JARS




TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS-——Continued

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70

812

Nonparking filings
Traffic violations Felony preliminaries
Total other than and misdemeanors not . . Hlegal
nonparking filings illegal parking elsewhere classified: Small claims All other civil parking filings ca
) =]
County and judicia) district 11969-70 | 1968-59 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 |} 1969-70 | 1965-69 a
=
« 5
t
Placer:
Auburn 4,397 3,712 3,208 2,556 642 615 360 360 187 181 3,952 4,181 Q
Colfax-Alta-Dutch Flat. 6,164 5,059 5,815 4,770 131 130 191 129 27 30 493 204 (e
Foresthill .. 89 123 43 58 26 39 16 22 4 4 0 0 g
Lincoln 681 791 437 528 119 113 §0 107 45 43 22 9 1]
Loomis 4,713 3,855 4,334 3,524 243 177 %4 113 52 41 . 563 199 8
Roseville. 4,450 4,397 3,367 3,608 372 168 359 305 352 316 1,387 2,027 &
Tahoe. 1,487 1,756 695 1,132 357 334 363 233 72 57 1,090 1,630 o
=
Plumas:
Almanor. 1,025 878 571 487 312 241 138 140 4 10 42 38 Q
Beckwourth 667 481 372 200 242 208 50 70 3 3 2 3 r;
Plumas 1,290 1,725 768 g19 194 296 204 487 34 23 253 93 5
Riverside: =
B t 4,460 5,366 4,090 5,019 230 216 112 83 28 18 16 23 ;:d
Coachell 3,526 4,379 2,655 3,009 467 793 366 483 38 94 123 321 it}
Elsinore. 2,441 1,995 1,550 1,464 620 335 240 175 31 21 42 116 »
Hemet. 4,812 4,532 3,859 3,286 473 604 447 620 33 22 178 752
Jurupa. 8,337 8,508 6,774 7,045 833 859 535 553 195 141 i} 0
Meccea 1,867 1,500 1,651 1,268 198 317 15 8 3 6 3 2
Murrieta. 1,543 1,140 1,414 1,074 6! 41 60 22 1 3 0 0
Palo Verde. 6,030 6,074 4,530 4,501 1,137 1,175 335 375 22 23 174 190
Perris 4,723 4,976 3,882 4,173 575 536 237 246 29 21 111 91
Sant Gurgonio. 18,142 16,229 16,364 15,604 528 397 206 200 44 28 24 15
San Jacinto. 2,133 2,117 1,798 1,789 189 231 134 95 12 2 200 3713
Sacramento: ’
Elk Grove-Galt. 1,455 2,263 905 1,568 188 271 348 419 14 4 288 465
Fair Oaks-Fol 5,599 4,170 5,029 3,644 M 280 208 200 28 36 86 146
Walnut Grove-Isleton.... 760 793 438 545 230 159 86 89 6 0 30 61
T RIS : & WSS
San Benito:
Hollister 3,003 3,138 2,171 2,244 435 401 379 367 108 126 2,481 2,619
San Jusn____ 2,514 2,012 2,365 1,851 103 81 39 73 7 7 18 35
Tres Pinos.__ 87 50 39 16 32 28 12 6 4 0 0 0
San Bernardino:
Amboy-Ludlow_ 2,573 3,580 2,543 3,542 23 27 7 9 (] 2 25 13
Bak 6,307 6,154 6,209 6,054 72 88 12 10 14 2 57 34
12,745 11,587 10,970 9,825 1,153 917 548 807 74 38 904 932 >
2,712 2,108 1,746 1,351 408 354 519 383 39 14 520 765 Z
_____ 12,077 10,522 11,495 9,967 306 324 225 205 51 26 20 52 7z
Calzona 96 1,181 639 853 310 312 12 15 0 1 2 0 c
Chino.... 6,453 5,944 4,735 3,980 917 924 444 678 357 362 771 515 o
Colton 14,618 11,000 13,208 9,620 879 750 464 568 67 62 907 555 -
Crest Forest. 2,402 2,508 1,465 1,929 704 398 215 169 18 12 147 745 =
- 3,000 3,155 2,502 2,616 285 214 143 214 70 81 31 76 o
Etiwanda___... 4,713 3,470 4,638 3,388 53 59 18 23 4 0 7 30 27}
Highland 3,262 3,151 2,725 2,650 355 375 1687 111 15 15 297 856 o
Mission 5,969 5,819 5,733 5,618 127 88 60 29 49 24 1,375 1,555 =
Need! 1,779 1,934 1,191 1,412 437 378 146 143 5 3 760 461 3
Trona.. 332 439 204 321 60 38 66 75 2 5 24 14 o
Twentynine Palms 3,641 4,088 3,065 3,506 343 339 213 224 20 19 G4 164 )
Yermo-Belleville, 7,451 6,214 7,305 8,056 80 80 58 74 8 4 22 39
Yucaipa 4,860 3,905 4,589 3,614 97 81 150 191 24 19 0 0 E
San Diego: =
Coronado. _ 6,696 5479 6,241 4,956 370 432 71 76 14 15 7937 8,307 -
East County..... 1,605 2,133 1,404 ,859 168 197 33 76 0 1 19 34 =
Fallbrook. 1,894 2,132 1,458 1,737 207 156 216 233 13 ] 41 41 2
National 9,687 10,285 8,417 8,948 931 783 501 480 88 74 3,657 4,772 5
Rameia 2,023 1,726 1,148 918 620 583 244 219 11 6 23 (1} =
n
San Joaquin: =3
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon 8,162 7,443 6,478 6,182 834 679 547 380 303 202 1,242 1,671 =
Tracy.... 11,159 11,466 9,990 10,260 569 580 424 512 176 108 8,201 9,621 E
=
San Luis Obispo: . 3
First 7,277 6,600 6,309 5,812 559 470 203 201 116 117 1,887 2,738 =
Second 3,460 2,923 2,925 2,468 271 235 218 204 4% 16 126 133 o
Third 8,428 8,315 6,693 6,624 674 592 460 476 601 623 48,111 47,000 o
Fourth 9,409 9,927 7,940 8,129 1,113 986 252 703 104 109 700 1,119 E
Fifth. 7167 7,149 6,742 6,614 200 245 181 203 44 87 52 26 g
Santa Barbara:
Carpinteria-M it 3,122 3,048 2,674 2,480 289 360 144 203 15 5 534 466
Guadalupe 810 555 6853 362 119 95 30 89 3 9 885 221 v
Lompoc.__. 3,648 4,230 2,699 3,234 414 423 346 390 189 183 300 998
Solvang.... 5,813 5,650 5,229 5,086 418 374 153 177 13 13 39 9
Santa Clara: . o
Gilroy-Morgan Hill 15,373 12,417 13,682 10,657 705 765 731 769 255 226 828 814 =
=]
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TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS—Continued
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Years 196869 and 1969-70

036

¢ Nonparking filings
Traffic violationa Felony preliminaries
Total . other than and misdemeanors not Tllegal
nonparking filings illegal parkiog ‘elsewhere classified Small claims Al other civil parking filings o
) =)
County asd judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 | 1963-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1965-69 | 1069-70 | 1968-69 || 196070 | 1968-68 &
a
Shasta: ?
Anderson 3,930 4211 3,260 3,520 216 267 365 331 95 84 41 70
Burney 9 816 515 530 178 T 148 201 10 10 10 2 Q
Custella 620 607 568 564 46 34 6 9 0 0 4 7. 8
gextltioml mxey 8330 8031 7818 7292 3gg 368 246 284 87 83 n; Z
ottonw i 39 4 18 35 8
Fall River Valiey_ ggg %g gg ;% :lxg 5; fg 12; 3 ; 2 0 g
ountaln 2 (4] 1]
Ono 890 1,223 780 1,112 83 101 12 7 5 2 5
Redding 7,950 7,693 4,079 4470 1,135 1,259 1,223 1,288 613 o6l - 27678) s
Sicrra: Q
Sierra Cotnty. 244 449 139 272 60 114 38 62 7 1 12 5 =
Siskiyou: 5
Dorria 705 721 532 532 138 156 31 33 4 0 4 o 9
Dunsmir-Mi, Shasta 3,011 2,720 2,462 2,135 169 139 411 425 29 21 519 382
Happy Camp 715 740 443 512 81 90 182 134 6 4 2 s 32
McCloud 301 345 155 147 64 8 76 104 6 12 27 6 >
Scott Valley. 682 325 522 176 93 62 63 86 4 1 10 3
Shasta Valley. 3,340 2,684 2,693 2,118 340 351 284 202 23 13 427 305
Tulelake 314 482 158 278 146 190 7 10 3 0 2
Yreka. 5111 5,012 3,078 3,757 459 483 340 493 331 270 207 199
Solano:
Benieia 2,180 2,227 1,889 1,888 191 222 77 101 20 16 74 229
Dixon..... 4812 1,022 4,484 3662 149 151 199 190 10 19 714 233
Rio Vista. 951 725 588 502 262 127 14 83 12 13 82 35
Vacaville 8,277 6,601 5,596 5,764 332 407 297 474 2 46 499 533
Sonoma: R
Northern o uete 5069.1 13,822 4,338 1309 281 1498 404 159 46 27 595
i x s ppens v
Btanislaus: . 304 489 471 130 163 33 21 247 439
Corea.o-ne STl Smel| o 172 119 124 84 8 5 12 95
New 3067 2,972 2,144 2,116 725 569 17 192 81 65 1,885 1,926
Oakdale-Waterford 1| ama)] Taes| 1284 179 163 141 201 50 66 53 112
Patterson. . heth 1173 1162 ‘960 219 135 89 65 11 13 (- 155
'rrt:lvrm:nk_-_ 1435 3933 3411 2,017 m 155 263 339 200 o2 | 1 ’ ”
. 2
Sutter: 154 23 60 14 10 25 17 Z
1,465 1,388 1,280 1,164 148
Butte 8643 | 9421 Toar| 7778 805 904 450 442 331 297 958 588 o
: &
Tehama: 164 219 266 36 26 38 53
ehama 2771 2,807 2,319 2,351 203 v
o 9483 a7ss| s28| 8608 509 585 a7 401 249 184 626 @ g
o
Trinity: 35 75 64l " 5 5 0 20 )
Mok 364 234 247 130 X 3 5 & 5 : s S 3
fon O 246 102 211 366
Junctigin City-Salyer.... 108 o7 86 57 16 35 5 g (1) 8 g g g
ver. 2 i1
Trinity Center. 722 733 ﬁg 433 133 7§ 186 180 17 14 18 g
Weaverville_ 2
2]
Tulare: 830 536 458 58 34 767 864
Dinuba : R I Bl B ] 538 264 217 8 6 3 1z
Exeler-Farmersville it X X 1,403 421 388 146 188 44 32 22 18 ©
Lindsay wel ius| smer| eem 572 677 95 101 8 5 69 0 B
Pidey... 8561 8,855 6,322 6.250 1,304 1,642 517 500 418 34 2,556 325 o
Fonsarvle- - 13731 | vesz| 10758  oeoa | 23| 1283 855 509 91 .| Tos| ims 2
Woodlad 1317 1,237 785 704 308 392 126 135 8 6 2 E
Tuolumne: ‘ 285 319 173 139 2,552 1804 %
Firgt..... o P i = 1% 36 42 2 2 3 n 2
oo igs8) 215  1aee| 1733 316 2% 158 2 1 1 78 w3
'260 269 120 145 132 1 ki 3
gi(’f‘z‘f.th 2,956 2,784 2,536 2,476 257 189 151 il4 12 5 74 o 9
: o
Yolo: 2 0 0 0 [1} 0 a
Cobiormosd @ > o » 1 b 3 2 8 4| nest| n W O
e 15 0 1 3
| O 1 {4 O O { O 1 I
e seo| 7007 7| 588 95 922 41 78 uz 8 s T
: "735 758 577 534 79 103
Vinters....- w731 sasl szl spzl  nasel 597 705 200 usl o8l 2184

1¢g




TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS-—Continued
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Years 196869 and 1969-70

Nooparking filings
Traffic violations Felony preliminaries
Total .. other thap and misdemeanors not Tllegal
ponparking filings illegal parking clsewhere classified Small claits All other civil parking filings
County and judicial district 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1969-70 | 1968-69 | 1989-70 | 1968-59 |i 1960-70 | 1968-69
Yuba:

Camptonville 34 51 23 44 5 4 5 3 1 0 1 1
Marysville. 9,186 9,696 6,462 6,688 1,731 1,957 529 563 464 488 12,973 15,238
Wheatland 1,308 583 1,281 524 15 28 7 24 3 7 7 0

a Chico Justice Court District became a municipal court on July 1, 1969.

& Antioch and Pitteburg Justice Court Districts consolidated to become the River Municipal Court District on March 10, 1969.

« Brentwood-Byron and Oskley Justice Court Districts consolidated to become the Delta Justice Court District on November 7,1

d Crockett and Port Costa Justice Court Districts consolidated to become the Crockett-Port Costa Justice Court District on Scptember 1, 1968,
¢ Port Chicago Justice Caurt District consolidated with Mt, Diablo Municipal Court District on Janumy 1, 1969.

1 Figures are incomplete ag the records in the Cloverdale branch were dmtroycd by ﬁre in October 19

s Blacks, Cacheville and Dunnigao Justice Court Districts d with Woodland Justice Court Dmtnct on July 1, 1968,
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