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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
FOR THE JUDICiAl COUNCIL 

The Judicial Council was originally provided for in Section la of 
Ai"ticle 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 adoptf.'d and the' provisions of former Section la were 
amended and renumbel'f.'d as Section 6, to read: 

Sec. 6. The .JIHlicial Council consists of the Chief .Justice as chairman and 
one other judge of the Supreme Court, :3 judges of courts of allpeal. ii judges 
of superior courts, 3 judges of municipal courts, and 2 judges of justice courts, 
each appointed by the chairman for a 2-r(,llr term; 4 members of the State Bar 
appointed by its governing body for 2-~'ear terms; and one member of each 
house of the Legislature appointed us provided b~' the house. 

Council memhership Im'minates if a member ceasps to hold the position that 
qnalified him for appointment. A vacancy shall be filled by the appointing power 
for the remainder of the term. 

'l'he council may appoint an Administrative Director of the COllrts, who ser\'es 
at its plcasure and performs functions delegated by the council or its ~hairman, 
other than adopting rules of court administrMion, practice and procedure. 

To impro\'e the administration of justice the conncil shall surve~' judicial busi
ness ami make recommendations to the courts. make recommendations anlllullly 
to the Governor and Legislature, adopt rules for C011l't adminiRtration, practice 
and procedure, not inconsistent with statute, and perEorm other functions pre
scribed by stntute, 

The chnirman shnll seek to expedite judicial business and to equalize the work 
of judges; he ma~' provide for the assignment of anl' judge to another court but 
only with the judge's consent if the court is of lower jurisdiction. A retired 
judge who COllRents may he aSRignl'd to :III~' court. 

Judges shall report to the chairman as he dire~ts concerning the condition of 
judicial business in their COllrts. They shall cooperate with the council and hold 
court as assigned. 

Other constitutional provisions dealing with the Judicial Council or 
its Chairman are found in Article VI, Sections 15 and 18 (e), and in 
Article XXIV, Section 4. There are also a number of statutory provi
sions referring to the Judicial 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. 

• Statutory provisions are found in: Civil Code §§ 3259. 4001, 4363: Code Civ. Proc,. 
§§ 75, 77, 117j, 1171,170,170(5) (6),170.6,170.8, 201a, 204b, 204d, 394, 575. 583, 
901, 911, 1034, 1089, 1178: Evid. 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, 1507: Prob. Code §§ 303, 1232: Pub, Ctil. Code § 25051; Veh. Code 
§§ 40513, 40600; Weir, & lnst. Code §§ 569, 570. 
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1971 REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 
OF CAL.lFORNIA 

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, Sec. 6.) This 1971 Judicial Council Report contains. 
the Council's report and its recommendations to the 1971 General 
Session of the IJegislature for amendment of certain laws relating to 
practice and procedure. 

Continuing the practice commenced in the Nineteentl1 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 contains 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. 
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CHAPTER 1 

PROCEDURE FOR TRANSFER OF CRIMINAL CASES 
Under the Penal Code when a criminal ease is pending in a superior 

court and the court finds that the de'fendant eannot obtain a fait· and 
impartial trial in the county, upon application of thc defendunt. the 
case must be transferred to "the proper court of somc convenient 
county free from a like objection." 1 A similar provision authorizes 
the transfer of a case from a justice court to another judieial district2 

These statutes implement constitutional principles which have been 
held to require a transfer from a trial court when there is a "reason
able likelihood" that a fail' and impartial trial cannot be held therein.3 
Although there is no statutory provision of this kind relating to the 
municipal courts, the constitutional 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
ereased in recent years, undoubtedly as a result of the court decisions 
of the last few years.4 This increase has underscored the inadequacies 
of the existing statutory procedures governing the transfer of criminal 
cases. 

Perhaps the most significant problem is the failure of the California 
l':tatutes 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 requirement that an 
attempt be made to find a court that is not only free from prejudice 
but also whose calendar is relatively un congested. 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 J ndicial 
Council may thereafter receive urgent requests to provide judicial 
assistance to the receiving court to prevent its calendar from being 
completely disrupted. 5 

1 Pen Code §§ 1033.1035. 
• Pen. Code § 1431. 
I Fain v. Superior COUI·t (1970) 2 Cal. 3d 46; J\Jaine v. StllICr/OI' Court (1968) 68 

Cal. 2d 375. See Sheppard v. Maxwell (1966) 384 U.S. 333. 
The Standards relating to Fair Trial and Free Press adopted In 1968 by the 
American Bar Association recommend that a change of venue or continuance be 
granted whenever it Is determIned that becau8e of the dissemination of potentially 
prejudicial material. there Is a reasonable likelihood that a fall' trial cannot be 
had. (Standard No. 3,2). 

• See cases cited n.3. See also Peop/c v. Tidwcll (1970) 3 Cal. 3d 62: Smith v. SIt
pel'/or C01lrt (1969) 276 Cal. App, 2d 145. 

• As a temporary measure the Judicial Council at its May 1970 meeting approved the 
publication In the A.O.C. News/cttcl' of a recommended proredure to provide prior 
notification pending enactmen t or adoption of transfer procedures. Following Is 
the procedure recomm'ended In the ltc;,"s/ettcl' article: 

"The Judicial Counoll 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 !tre :;;peclal reasons why the transfer should not be 
made; the transferring court should notif)' the Chairman of the Judicial Council. 
This wl11 give the Chairman an opportunity to suggest that the case be tl'nns
terred to another court if that be advisable or to provide some assistance to the 
receiving court during the period In which the transferred case Is tried. 

"These procedures do not limit the discretion of the transferrIng court to <1e
termlne where to send the case, The Judicial Council sugge~ts. however. that they 
be followed as a matter of courtesy to other courts and as an aid to the efficient 
administration of justice." 
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Present statutes governing transfers of crhninal cases are also in
adequate in that they do not cover municipal court transfers. Appar
ently such transfers 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 
insofar 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 pr~
viously stated there is no legislation at all with regard to transfers 
from a municipal court, and Section 1431 of the Penal Code govern
ing transfel's fl'om a justice court is silent with regard to costs. 

Section 1039 of the Penal Code provides that 'when a case is trans
ferred by a superior court" the costs accruing upon such removal and 
trial are a charge against the county in which the indictment or infor
mation was found." The trial "costs" reimbursahle under this pro
;vision, however, have been interpreted to include only such charges 
as costs and fees of jurors and witnesses, reporters' fees and' expenses 
of the transcript and fees of assigned counsel. Salaries of the judge, 
court officials and attaches and the public defender are not .reimburs
able.6 Moreover, if a judge is ·assigned to aid the court to which a case 
is transferred 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 financial burden may be placed on a 
county to which such transfers are made.7 

The limited 'reimbursement provision of Section 1039 may be con
trasted with the broad provisions of Section 4700 of the Penal Code 
which provides for the reimbursement of all costs incurred by a county 
when an inmate of a state penal institution is tried for a crime 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 is 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 criminal 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.s . 

(2) Either party would be permitted to apply for a transfer. While 
existing provisions of the Penal Code permit such application by 
tIle defendant only, there may be occasions when pretrial pp.b

• 46 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 40 (1965). 
1 It may be noted that Code Clv. Pron. § 397 authorizing the transfer of civil cases 

when a fall' and Impartial trIal cannot be had In the court In Which the case Is 
pending contains no provision for reimbursement of costs. It Is probable, however, 
that such transfers are rare, and, of course, certain of the costs iii a civil case 
al'e paid by the partlell. 

B See note 3. supra. The "reasonable likelihood" standard was adopted by the Cali
fornia Supreme Court In People v. Maine (1968) 68 Cal. 2d 375, and made. ap
plicable to all cases tried after the Maine decision became final. 

(3) 
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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 quote~ 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. 10 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,u 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.12 • • • 

The leO'islation would provide further that the J udlClal CounCIl 
shall :dopt 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 ]'amily 
Law.13 

The proposed legislation would also add language ::.iillilar 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 Council.14 In addition, Section 4700 of the Penal 

'See American Bar Association, Project on Minimum Standard8 for Criminal Justice, 
Standards Relating to Fair Tl'ial and Free Press (1966) 124. 

1·ld. at 119, 124. . 
11 Ann statc's Right to Cha.nue of Venue in Cl'illltna7 Case, 161 A.L.R. 949. (1946) 

supplementing Ann. 80 A.L.R. 355 (1932): Note, 60 Colum. L:Rev. 349, 354. 
n. 29 (1960); A.B.A., supra n. 10 at 124: Commonwealth v. ReIlly (1936) 324 

lIIn ~o~~:·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 t~lal shall be secured 
fo all and remain inviolate Included the right to a trial by Jury chosen from the 
county or vicinage of the offense. Although never expre.ssly 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. RicharcU10n (1934) 138 Cal. App. 404. 406. citing' People v. Prather 
(1901) 134 Cal. 386 and Bradford v. Glenn (1922) 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 1905 was added to the Penal Code as 
Section 1033.5. Moreover, there is considerable authority that und'~r the ~ommon 
law the prosecution had a right equal to that of the defendant .0 mo,e for a 
change of venue in order to 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" (see Williams v. Flol'ida (1970) 399 U.S. 78,93-97). 

,. Clv. Code § 4001. I (b th 
u It is proposed that the form contain provisions governing Its preparat on y e 

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 
an the statutory detail now found in Pen. Code § 1039.1 (as amended 1970 
Ste.ts., Ch. 193). 
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~ode and Section 15202 of the Government Code relating to re
~mbur~ement of costs by the state 1G would be amended to author
Ize reImbursement to the county which has been charged with 
the costs when a case is transfeJ'red.16 

(5) In accordance with the proposed legislation, rules would be 
adopted by the Judicial Council governing such transfers. The 
p.roposed rules would follow substantially the provisions of Sec
tIOns 1034-103~ of the Penal Code but would provide further 
that when a trIal court determines that a criminal 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 
wduly burdened by the trial of the case. 

By reason of the collection and compilation of court statistics the 
Ad~inistrative Director of the Courts is in a position to deter~line 
whlCh courts would be able to assume thE' burden of a tl'ansferred 
~ase. His respo~sibility in the matter, however, would be strictly lim
Ited to suggestmg a court which is not overly congested. He would 
act pursuant to authority delegated to him by the Judicial Council in 
order to expedite judicial business and equalize the workload of the 
j?dges, aJ.;d his suggestion of a court would not represent a determina
tIon o.n IllS p~r~ conce:rning the holding of a fair and impartial trial. 
Occas~onally It IS possIble that the transferring court will have reason 
to beheve 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 discretion to determine where to transfer the 
case ~nd would not be limited to the court suggested by the Director. 

It IS proposed that the Administrative Director of the Courts rather 
~han the Chairman of the Judicial Council be given authority reO'ard
mg tran.sfers since ~he Chairman is also Chief Justice and may t:> 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 

A.n act to amend Section 15202 of the Government Code and to ame1~d 
Sections 1431 a.nd 4700 of, to add Chaptel' 6 (commencing with Sec
tion 103/3) to Title 6 of Pm't II of, and to re1Jea~ Chapter 6 (com
mencing with Section 103/3) of Title 6 of Pm·t II of, the Penal Code 
relating to change of venue in C1'iminal cases. ' 

The people of the State of Califol'nia do enact as foUows: 

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

,. Section 1520? provides for reimbursement to a county for the costs of a homicide 
18 trial when the costs are In excess of ten cents on the local tax rate 

In ll.:Idltlon, 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 
Section 1034 and extended to cover cases In the municipal and justice courts. 

., 
J 
j 
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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 is 1'esponsible fol' the cost thel'eof 
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 hundred dollars 
($100) on the property assessed for purposes of taxation within the 
county. 

No reimbursement shall be made pursuant to this section if the 
county, in thE' opinion of the Director of Finance, has sufficient funds. 
in its treasury, not allocated or committed for other purposes, which 
could be used to pay such costs. . 

SEC. 2. Chapter 6 (commencing 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 II of the Penal Code, to read: 

CHAPTER 6. CHANGE OF VENUE 

1033. A criminal action pending in a trial court shall 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 which the case 
is pending. The Judicial Council shall adopt rules governing such 
transfers. 

1034. When a criminal action is pending in a trial court, the court 
may of its own motion, or on petition of any of the parties to the 
proceeding, order a cllange of venue to an adjoining judicial district 
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 judicial district or county. 

1035. If the defendant is in custody and the case is transferred to 
(.l, 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 county to which the case is transferred. 

1036. When a criminal action is transferred to another county pur
suant to this chapter an costs incurred by the county receiving the 
case, which are not payable by the Department of Corrections 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 the 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. Section 1431 of the Penal Code is amended to read: 
1431. If the action or proceeding is in a justice court, a change of 

the place of trial may be had upon the filing of an affidavit fit least 
seven days prior to the date sct for trial of the action or proceeding, 
except in felony cases: . 

1. When it appears 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 district. 

g., Whefl: it, appeal'S Htlm affidayits that defendant ~ fitl:¥e. a ffiW 
fffid impartial tFtal; ~ ~ e:€ Qye ppejudiee e:€ the eitiileRs e:€ the 
jlidieial distl'iet, tfle effitf!e ffiliB't he tpliflsfepl'ed te Ii ~ e:€ Ii jlidieial 
ftistpiet ~ the Slime ppejudiee €H;es !let ~ 

3-: 2. When it appears from affidavits of the prosecution that such 
ohange 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 district 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. 

Sec. 5. Section 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 b;}r, 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 crime committed in such institution or for escape, 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 whe:Fe Sliclt tFial 6l' lIeal'ing 
is had inc1l1'ring any costs in connection with snch mattm' 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 county), 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, wffiffi. The statement must be 
sent to the Department of Corrections for its approval ~, and after 
such approval, said department must cause the amonnt of snch 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 ~ 
f:tlie-ft tFial et' heaping was bOO incurring such costs. 

Recommended Amendments to California Rules of Court 

Rules 840 to 844, inclusive, 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 crimina.! 

cases pursuant to Section 1033 of the Penal Code. 

Rule 841. Application and hearing 
Application for the transfer of a criminal case shall be by affidavit 

filed with the court setting forth the facts upon which the application 
for trnnsfer is made. A copy shall be served upon the adverse party 
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at least one day prior to the hearing on the application. At the hear
ing counteraffidavits may be filed. AtJhe request o~ the defendant tl:e 
application shall be heard and determined in IllS absen~e when It 
appears that popular prejudice is so great as to endanger IllS personal 
safety. 

Rule 842. Selection of court 

When the court in which the action. is pen~ling d.etern;ines that 
there is a reasonable likelihood that a faIr. a!ld1l1:partJ~1 trIal cannot 
be had therein, it shall advise the Admllllstrabv~ DIrector ?f the 
Courts of the pending transfer. Upon being advIse~ the DIrector 
shall, in order to expedite judicial business and equalIze the work of 
the judges, suggest a court or courts that would not be unduly 
burdened by the trial ,of the case. 

Rule 843. Order of transfer 

The order of transfer shall be entered upon the minute~ or the 
docket and the clerk shall immediately· make o~t and transmIt to the 
court to which the action is transferred a ~erb~ed copy o~ th~ order 
of transfer record, pleadings and proceedmgs m t.he actIon mel ud
ing the undertakings for the appearance of the defendant and of the 
witnesses. 

Rule 844. Proceedings in court receiving case 

The court to "which the action is transferred sl1all proceed as if the 
action llad been commenced in such court. If it is necessary to have 
any of the original pleadings or other papers before such ~ourt, the 
court from which the action is transferred shall at any tIme upon 
application of the district attorl:ey or the defe~dant, O1.'der such 
papers or pleadings to be transmltted by the clerk, a certIfied copy 
thereof being retained. 



CHAPTER 2 

SEALING OF CRiMINAL TRANSCRIPTS BEFORE TRIAL 
In Craeme1' v. Supe1'ior Court (1968) 265 Cal.App.2d 216 the Court 

of .AI?peal hel.d ~hat a ~rial court may issue an order temporarily re
St~IctIng publrc ~nspectIOn of grand jury transcripts. In that case the 
trIal court had, In effect,. or.dered ~ grand jury transcript to be perma
~ently sealed from pUblIc InSpectIOn. The trial judge had also stated 
that . ~e planned to s~al a~l .future transcripts to eliminate pretrial 
publIcIty by the press In crImInal' cases. 

In a 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 we~e .taken ~nto custody, thereafter the transcript must be 
open to publrc lllspectIOn.1 

The ~ppellate court.. found that under California statutes grand jury 
trans,~rIpts were publIc records, and noted further that in the absence 
of a cont.rary statute or countervailing public policy, the right to in
spect PUb~l~ records must be freely allowed." 2 Since there is no statu
tory prOVISIOn rest:icting public inspection of grand jury transcripts 
aft~r a. ",defendant IS apprehended any such restriction must therefore 
be ~ustlUed on the ground that it is required by a countervailing public 
pohcy. . 
!~e court held that since grand jury proceedings often contain 

crlll;lln~. records, alleged confessions and other matters which may be 
preJUdlCI~l t? .the defe~dant, the court's duty to protect a defendant 
fro~ ~reJ~dIClal pretrIal pub~ic~ty is a countervailing public policy 
~hlCh Justlfi~s reasonable restl'lcttons on the public inspection of grand 
Jury transc;lpts. Any s~ch. restric.tion, however, must not permanently 
deny the rIght of publIc InSpectIOn of the grand jury records. The 
appellate court stated: 

~n our opinio~ a proper order can require that grand jury tran
SCrIP!S not .be dIsclosed to any: person (other than those specifically 
me~tIOned :n Penal Code sectIon 938.1) until a specified reasonable 
penod of tIme after a copy thereof has been delivered to the de
fendant; provided that if the defendant, during such time, shall 
move ~he court that such transcript, or any portion thereof not 
be aVaIlable ~or public inspection pending trial, such time sh~ll be 
extende.d subJect to the court's ruling on such motion. 'With regard 
to mul~lple or ,llnapprehended defendants, we recognize that prob
leIll:s WIll occasl~nal~y occur. These situations must be met as public 

~lrcy and the JustIce of each case require. 
1 Pen. CO,?e § 938.1 provides In relevant part that after an Indictment has been found 

~~et I c~unt?' clerk 8hal~ not exhibit· the transcript to any person other than the 
cu~t~~y.~ orney nor divulge any of its contents until after the defendant is In 

~ Craemer v. SUptn'ior COU1·t (1968) 265 Cal. App. 2d 216, 222. Subsequent to the de-
cision In the Craemer case the Legislature revised the law relating to public 
;.r,CO~dS (edStalts. 1968, Ch. 1473). The new law provides that nothin~ in It shall 

e eem n any manner to affect the status of judicial records ~s It existed 
~mredlatelY prior to the effective date" of the law (Gov. Code § 6260). The'right 
o nspect public records Is now provided by Gov. Code § 6253 Prior to the en 

actmGent of the 1968 legislation this right was codified in' Code 'Clv Proc § 1892 
and ov. Code § 1227. . . 
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It is suggested that the order we deem proper is too broad in 
~he sense that it applies to all grand jury transcripts, and that 
each case should, on defendun t '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 knowledge 
of the transcript.'s content. 'rile right ot a defendant to a fair trial 
should nut ve left to the chance that he will have had an oppor
tunity to secure a court order suppressing public inspection of a 
grand jury transcript:l 

Under the authority of Oraeme'r superior courts illay adopt the pro
cedures that case suggests for the temporary sealing of grand jury 
transcripts. 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 conviction. 

In order to determine whether the superior courts have revised their 
practices as a result of the ()1'aeme1' case and to obtain the views of the 
Judges as to the need for legislation relating to the sealing of tran
SCl'lpts, a questionnaire concerning this matter was sent to each supe
rIOr court . .B'orty-four courts responded, 

In answer to the question of whether legislation was needed to gov
ern the sealing of grand jury transcripts the replies were almost 
equally divided. A number of courts were of the view that since the 
authority to seal the transcript had been upheld in Craemer 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 two COUll
ties the local press apparently cooperates to prevent any publicity con
cerning· the transcript. 

Some of the rural courts reported no need for legislation insofar as 
their courts were concerned because they have few, if any, indictments. 
One such court reported, for example, that thete 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. 

The replies of the courts with regard to their practices indicate that 
few courts have changed their policies since the Oraemer case. Only 
11 of the responding courts }lad sealed the grand jury transcript in 
at least one case.4 Of these 11 only three followed the practice of tem
porarily sealing the transcript in every case and only two others bad 
sealed the record in more t1lan two cases. . 

Although it could be argued that the very limited number of tran
scripts sealed indicates that there 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 that few courts have taken the 
necessary precautions to avoid prejudicial pUblicity. Even assuming 
"At 227. ~ 
• Another county reported that there has been a voluntary practice on the part of the 

press not to attempt 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 transcript 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 
transcript 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 
transcript 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 ~ther hand, failing 
to protect the defendant's right to a fair tria1.5 

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 transcript. Even with the pro
posed amendment California will remain one of the most liberal juris
dictions insofar as the i'ight of the public to inspect such transcripts 
is concerned.6 

Following is the proposed legislation.7 

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

The people of the State of California do enact a.s 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 r~porter shall certify and file 
~ 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 aerendants, regardless of the 
• Two of the replies to the questionnaire suggested tt;: .. t any rule for sealing grand 

jury transcripts should also be applied to transcripts of preliminary examina
tions. It does not appear, however, that this Is necessn:-v. In most cases, the 
preliminary examination Is open to the public and sealing of the transcript would 
be rutile. 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 
the defendant's attorney could request that It not be made available to the 
public. 

I Se,~ American Bar Association, Project on Minimum Standards for Oriminal Justice, 
. .Standard" Relating to Discovery and Procedure Before Trial (Tentative Draft, 

May 1969) at 64-66; Calkins, Grand Ju,'y Secrecy (1965) 63 Mlch.L.Rev. 455; 
Sherry, Grand Jurll Minutes: The Unrea80nable Rule of Sec"eey (1962) 48 
Va.L.Rev. 668. 

r The bl11 also provides that the original of the transcript rather than a copy shal! 
be retained by the court clerk for use by the judges. This will conform to the 
1970 amendment to Pen. Code § 869 relative to transcripts of preliminary ex
aminations (Stats. 1970, Ch. 1461). 

if ; ! 
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number of charges or fictitious defendants included in the same inves
tigation. The reporter shall complete such certification and ~ 
deldvery 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 than 20 days. 
The county clerk shall deH¥ffi' file the original of the transcript sa ~ 
wi4;fr lti:m, deliver a copy of the trG.nscript to the district attorney imme
diately upon his receipt thereof, afHtH. ~ 6fle ~ fur iif!e fffl:l;y hJ< 
;ittdges Ht ~edffigs i'elating te ~ indietmeut EH:' aee'dsation, and 
altaH deliver a copy of such transcrIpt ~ to each such defendant 
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. !.Phe ~ 
ela:* shtHl oot ~ the bal'l:sel'q)t W ffil7 ~ ~ tfi.a.H. the die
tEet attol'ney M¥ di>:ulge ffil7 ef its eOl'l:tents ~ Mtei' th-e defendant 
is Ht eustody. 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 lj~lblic n01' its ~ontents 
divulged 'nnW 10 days after its delivery to the defendant 01' h~s att01'
ney. Thereafter the transcript shall be open to the p~tbli{} 1tnless the 
cottrt orders otherwise on its own motion 01' on motion of a pa1·ty· 
pending a determination as to whether all 01' pa1·t of the transcript 
shot/ld be sealed. If the court determines that there is a reasonable like
lihood that making all or any part of the tra1!sc1'ipt p1lblic may prej1l
dice a defendant's right· to a fair and ~mpartial trial) that part of 
the transc1'ipt shall be sealed until the defendant's trial has been COnt

pleted. 



CHAPTER 3 

POSTCONVICTION REMEDIES 
Applications 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 accepted by the Legis
lature and adopted by the people.1 'Phis constitutional change, plus con
forming statutory changes in 1967 and 1969,2 have set the stage for 
the Judicial Council to take an in-depth look at the possibility of devis
ing major improvements in our postconviction 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.3 That study is published in this Report 
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 continue 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 as yet and will welcome 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: 

Postconviction Remedy Study 
Administrative Office of the California Courts 
4200 State Building . 
San Francisco, Oalifornia 94102 

1 Proposed Revision of the California Constitution (1966) i 1967 Judicial Council 
Report, p. 65. 

The California Constitution confers original jurisdiction to Issue writs of 
ha.beas 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 postconvlctlon 
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 
requires a written decision to be prepared on every appeal. (Cal. Const., Art. 
VI, Sec. 14.) 

I Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 17; Cal. Stats. 1969, Ch. 38. See 1970 Judicial Council Re-
port, p. 63. . 

• See consultant's study, in/ra; 
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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 request of the Judicial Council to assist It In Its study of the problems In 
the field of postconvlctlon remedies. The opinions and recommendations con
tained in this study are entlrelv those of the author. 

Mr. Leavitt (B.A .. 1951, Brooklyn College: LL.B., 1957 anrl M.A., 1958, Uni
versity of Illinois' LL II! 1963 University of California at 'Berkeley) Is also a 
member of the bar I~ illinois: An experienced trial and ,llppeIJate law~'e:r. he 
has written for The Hastings Lo.w Jom'ual, The GaU/m'nta Law Review, Thc 
Stanford Law ReviclV, Crimc and DclinQllellCl/, The Trial La1Vye!~S Gttide and 
other legal publications, He has also lectured at the John F, Kennedy School of 
Law and the Sall 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 statr prisoners sought federal aid 
in 1940, over 12,000 filed petitions for relief in federal district courts 
in 1969, leading the Chief Justice of the United States to urge the 
states to develop adequate postconviction procedures £01' their own 
prisoners.! . 

Statistics for California show that in fiscal 1961-62, state prisoners 
filed 1,167 original proceedings for collateral criminal relief in all state 
courts j by fiscal 1968-69, in addition to 2,733 filings for direct crimi
nal appeals, the statewide total of postconviction petitions from our 
approximately 27,000 prisoners had increased to .6,214.2 (As a parallel 
in 1968, federal district C01;l'tS in California took final action on 1,015 
habeas corpus petitions fr0111 California prisoners.) 3 

The impact of these postconviction petitions has led the California 
Judicial Council to seek ways of improving th-= present methods by 
which our courts deal with habeas corpus and similar procedures for 
collateral relief. 'rhe Council's present interest has focused on attempts 
by state prisoners--i.e., cOllvicted fclons-to obtain their freedom or to 
modify the terms of their confinement, independent of any direct ap
peals they may have filed. 'While the rights of certain county prisollers 
(i.e., those who have been convicted alld 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 civil mental health statutes, or by individuals alleging unlaw
ful private confinement (as is sometimes found in child custody mat
ters) . 
1 Burger, Remm'ks 01~ the State 0/ tlle Federal J1tdiciary before the American Bar 

Association, August 10, 1970, 56 A.B.A . .T. 929, 931 (1970). See also Burger, Re
mal'ks all State a"iminal Oases in Feclel'al Oom·ts before the National Association 
of Attorneys General, February 6, 1970 (privately reproduced) ; Oase v. Nebra.ska 
(1965) 381 U.S. 336, concurring opinions of Clark, .T. and Brennan, J. For a 
discussion of this problem from the viewpoint of a federal Court of Appeals, 
see Petel's v. Rutled{le (5th Cir. 1968) 397 F.2d 731. 

The literature on habeas COI'P'-1S and postconviction problems is extensive. For 
a comprehensive, not-quite-persuasive and badly time<!. analysis of thll problem, 
see Bator, Finality in a"iminal Law anc~ Feclemi HabeM COI'PUS /0)' State 
Prisoners, 76 Harv.L.Rev. 441 (196S). For an excellent historical review, with 
reasoned evaluation, see DevelolJ711e?lts in tlte Law-Feclel'al Habeas CorIiltS, 83 
Harv.L.Rev. 1038-1280. A good short summary is found in Meador, Accommodat
ing State CI·imina·l PI'acedm'es and Federal Post-Colwictinn Review, 50 A.B.A.J. 
928-931 (196.). . 

• For the fiscal year 1961-62 statistics, see the Annual Report 0/ tlte Administl'ative 
Of/ice oj the Calijm'nia Com·ts, 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 theAIln1tal Report 0/ the Adminis
trative Of/iee 0/ the Oali/m'nia OOltl·tS, published Jan. 5, 1970, pp. 77, 80, 148. 
Except for filings In superior court, the precise nunlber of petitions for habeas 
corpus or similar postconvlction relief is not distinguished from other original 
criminal proceedings. Virtually all of the tabulated filings, however, appear to 
be habeas corpus. See p. 81. 

a See State Post-Oonviction Remeilies and A. Unilm'ln RltZe 01 Federal Habeas Oorpus, 
(Tentative Draft No.2, May 1970), p. 30. This work, scheduleC\ to be published 
In the William and .Mary L.Rev. (foil 1970), gives comparative statistics for 
all federal courts and summarizes what the states are doing to provide post
conviction r<Jmedies. For a concise view of the many exlst.lng approaches to 
postconviction procedures, this work is a fine summary, though it provides mini
mal insight into w.nether an apparently weH-intentioned system really works in 
its detailed functioning. 
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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 state!;, 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, I obtained different results, de
pending in large part on which of the following issues were rai!,ed: 

1. How can we prevent prisoners from filing worthless applications Y 
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 
post conviction 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 postconviction 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 is manage
able. Hesitantly optimistic, 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 use 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 postconviction 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 EI Cer
rito. OutSide California I conferred with judges or court adminlRtrators in New 
YIJ'l'k, New Jersey and IllinoiS. (As might have been expected, my out-or-state 
<'Uscussions 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. ) 

'Vithout the warm and vigorous cooperation I received from all these sources, 
thl& report could not have been written. 'VhUe my thanks, perhaps, may take the 
form of recommendations with Which they disagree, I have tried to record the 
many divergent views so that postconvlction problems are (learly delineated. 
When a workable solution is devised, the credit will be widely dhared. 

i 
I 
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we have acknowlcdged. an all-pcrvasive tension in the law, we cannot 
accept any answer as satisfactory, simply because the answer is likely 
tohcightcn the tensions in the areas where it has assumed away its 
premises. 

We should remind ourselves at thf outset tl111t our system of criminal 
procedurc thrusts a factfinding process into a framework of constitu
tional inJdbitions . .As a result, we routinely experience friction in de
ciding wllether to grant relief to an accused criminal whose guilt seems' 
clear but whose conviction was tainted by irregularities. Throughout 
our history, we havc 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 dcspised criminals. Try as we may, we have not yet reconciled our 
fear of crime and our desire for justice. 

In the postconviction area, this conflict between guilt-in-fact and 
lllnocl.'nce.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 cOll1mitted the crim('s '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 
tlwm or w('r(, convicted after a contest('cI trial and, if they appealed, 
had the judgments of guilt affirmed by the higher courts. Judging by 
ordinary procedurl's, society Juts found th('m deserving of punishment. 

Yet postconvietioll claims perSist and multiply, causing substantive 
and administrativc problems througllOut the nation. 'Vhat gives tIle 
pt'titionillg' prisoners their right to attention is the unique status of 
the lwlp they se('k. 'riley insist-often crud('ly, illit('rately and ar1'O· 
gnntly-that the state government has Ul11awf.ully imprisoned them 
and that the price of their confhwment is the destruction of consti· 
tutional guarantees dating back to the Magna Charta. "Fr('e me," 
thc prisoners invoke the name of the Great 'Vrit most closely asso
ciat('d with personal liberty, "because habeas corpus prohibits my 
illegal detention." G 

Once Wt' accept the postcollviction COlll'ept as a proper judicial func
tion, even thong}l it is not pari- of constitutional due process,(J we 
should examine the changing' boundaries in this field. lTntil faidy re
cently, the thumbnail description of habeas corpus relief held that: 

.• , Its only office is to determine whether the particular judg. 
mC'nt, order or process, the validity of which is attaeked, is within 
the jurisdiction of the court or officer making or issuing it. The 
writ does not lie to (,Ol'rect ('rrors and irrehyularities eommitted in 
the t'x('l'eise of jurisdiction, but cognizance is taken only of such 
defects as render absolutely void the proceedings under 'which the 
petitiol1('r is imprisollNJ.7 

'SCiuelel's tl. UlIltcLl States (1963) 373 U.S. 1; Fa·y 11. Nola (1963) 372 U.S. 391; 
Totlmaollcl ". Sahl (1963) 372 U.S. 293. 

• See NOI'/h C'aro/tll(1 1.'. Pem'C'6 (1969) 395 U.S. 711: In !'e ShiPJi (1965) 62 Cal.2d 
547. See [(IlILJman 1>, (tnltccl Statcs (1969) 394 U.S. 217 for the statement that 
Congress has determined that ful\ protection of prisoners' constitutional rights 
r~Qulres the Ilvllllablllty of a mechanism for collateral attack. 

f IV Bancroft. (Jocle P"aailcc and Remedies 4294 (1928). See also Co " ,nent, Orimiltal 
Lau>; 'I'll(! ('sc oj Habeas Corpus lor Collatm'ol "lttacks 011 O'I'iTl.mal Judgmellts, 
36 Cal.L.Rev. 420 (1948). And see Collings, Habeas CO!'pus for Convicts-Con
BtitlltiOIlU/ JlIgM 01' Legis/ath'e Gracer 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.8 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.9 

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 claimed errors could 
have been but were not raised on appeal-unless special circUlnstances 
excuse the failure to use appellate procedures.1O 

'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 requisitc special 
circumstances to impress the court. Only after the petition were filed 
could the validity of the collateral approach be determined. Rather 
~han prevent cases from reaching the calendar, this rubric provides a 
J~stification for the courts, after examining the facts, to summarily 
dlspose of. many matters without a full opinion. 

In a single recent volume of the California Reports, for example, 
habeas corpus was utilized to litigate the following issues bcfore the 
Supreme Court: use of an invalid prior 'conviction in determining 
penalty 11 and guilt; 12 resolution of a jurisdictional dispute between 
the state's narcotics addicts' rehabilitation program and that of Syn
anon, a private organization; 13 disqualification of jurors because of 
their attitude towards the death penalty;14 yalidity of a condition of 
probation requiring the defendant to repay the county for court·ap· 
pointed counsel's fees; 15 introduction of a codefendant's confession as 
8 See. e.g., Hartis 11. Nelson (1969) 394 U,S. 286: Davis v. North Cm'olina (1966) 

384 U.S. 737: SlIeppm'd v. Maxwell (1966) 384 U.S. 333: Pate 11. Robillson 
(1966) 383 U.S. 375: Jackson v. Denno (1964) 378 U.S. 368: Irvin 11. Dowd 
(1961) 366 U.S. 717; Tn re Jackson (1964) 61 Cal.2d 600: In re Winchester 
(1960) 53 Cnl.2d 528. See also In re Kay (1970) 1 Cal. 3d 930. 

"Jones v. Ommlngham (1963) 371 U.S. 236. 243; Peyton v. Rowe (1968) 391 U.S. 54. 
66. See Dicey. Tile Law of the CO!lstitution 2,35 (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 ns Interpreted by the 
judges. The judges therefore are In truth, though not In name, Inv\!sted 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." 

lOIn re BlaC'k (1967) 66 Cal.2d 881; In ro ShiP:! (1965) 62 Cal.2d 547' In 'N3 Dixon 
(] 953) 41 Cal.2d 756. . • 

'.1 In re H11ddleston (1969) 71 Cnl. 2d 1031. 
'~ Tn re Dabney (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1. . 
1. 111 re MCfrks (1969) 71 Cal2d 31: In !'e Walker (1969) 71 Cal.2d 54. 
11 In re Seltorle (1969) 71 Cal.2d 698; In re Hillery (1969) 71 Cal2d 857; In !'e Elf 

(1969) 71 Cal.2d 214; In ro ArgueI/o (1969) 71 Cal.2d 13; In 're Hill (1969) 71 
Cal.2d 997. 

.. lit I'e Allen (1969) 71 Cal.2d 388. 

-.; 
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it affected the defendant's right of confrontation; 10 reinstatement of 
dismissed misdemeanor complaints after an unsatisfactory p1ea bargain 
was set aside; 17 revocation of parole; 18 validity of a prior conviction; 11) 

propri!:·ty of an in-court jdentification after a police lineup; 20 consti
tutiol1r.lity of restrictions against handbill distribution around a pri
vate shopping area; 21 and the propriety of a trial court's holding an 
attorney in contempt.22 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)23 will the courts be able to lighten their calendars by dis
courarring prospective litigants from seeking help (assuming the liti
gants reject the "\Vhy 110t take a chance anyway1" approach). To 
afford significant relief, this renunciation in advance would require the 
courts to choose popular objects of controversy as bE'yond their scope. 
(RarE'Iy urged subjects are virtually self-eradicating.) Yet 110 matter 
how cal'efully drawn the exclusiona'ty list may be, the courts would 
llave to adopt a blindcrs philosophy of either optimistic certainty (" IIi 
area X, the judicial system is free of errors.") lor of indifference C" Al
though some injustice may occur, we are not prepared to correct it."). 
Neither philosophy allows rational deliberation about the merits of each 
case, whicll 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, howevt>r, economic sanctions are fruitless because most 
prisoners are indigent. while sanctions like dismissal of an action for 
defects on the face of the petition prest>nt no greater penalty than 
the prisoner would t>Jldure if he failed to present his grievances. A 
possible means of setting controls on nIl' substance of prisoners' peti
tions (Hnd, in consequence. on tIle quantity of those documents which 
reach the courts) is for the Attorney Gt>neral to follow up all blatantly 
false petitions with prosecutions for perjury. To the extent that sys
h'lUatic prosecutions are carried on, the COUTtS' burdens will be di
rectly increased by the number of such cases, while the exemplary 
effect may well be negligible. (How much of an additional sentence 
would be llE'CCSsary to deter a prisoner serving an indeterminate term 
from seE'king his immediate freedom through an over-embellishE'd peti
tion 1) Perjury prosecutions might limit the writ-writing activities of 
individual prisoners (though their being convicted anew would open 
fresh channels for their postconviction skirmishing), but the likelihood 
of dramatic examples cutting the flow of applications from other pris
oners seems small. Had punishment been a sufficient example to them 
in the past, they would not have committed the crimes whose conse
quences they are now resisting. 
lOIn re Hili .0,969) 71 Cal.2d 997: In l'll Scars (1969) 71 Cal.2d 379. 
llb~ rc Dapper (1969) 71 Cal.2d 184. 
'oln ,'e Bellnett (1969) 71 Cal.2d 117. 
"Peop/e tl. Ooleman (1969\ 71 Cal.2d 1159. 
"'In reI{1ll (1969) 71 CaU!d 997. 
1\ II~ 1'e Lane (1969) 71 Cnl.2d 872. 
"In re IIallInall (1969) 7t Cal.2d 1179. 
.. S~tl In I'" Sterling (19.65) 63 Cnl.2d 486. Bitt see P/?Iecla v. Oravel~ (9th Cir. 1970) 

U4 F.2d 369. 
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HOW OFTEN IS JUDICIAL RELIEF GRANTED 
By showing a willingness to correct unconstitutional criminal pro

cedures, we are inviting claims of errol' 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 scrupulous concern for individual rights reflects our 
highest iileals), we must measme 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.24 (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.)25 Using Justice Clark's figures. at least one commentator has 
asked whether the seE'mingly unlawfully jailed 2 percent of petitioners 
should languish in prison because judges were too busy for them.20 

Based on his experipnces in the '\Yestern District of Missouri, a 
federal judge has found teason to dispute the widely held view that 
postconviction 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 postconviction motions properly 
processed by evidentiary hearings in one metropolitan state trial 
court during less than a year's ti111e 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 
postconviction evidentiar~T 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 which is 
conscientiously making application of the principles of the tril-
ogy.27 . 

Of the approximately 6,200 postconviction petitions filed in Cali
fornia courts in fiscal 1968-69, roughly 5,300 were disposed of --i. e., 
denied-without either a formal hearing or a written opinion.28 While 
statewide statistics 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 
"Fay v. Noia (1963) 372 U.S. 391, 445, dissenting opinion. In Thomas v. Teets (9th 

Cir. 1953) 205 F.2d 236. where the court granted rellef, It gave assuran~es tha.t 
_ habeas corpus proceedings were not emptying state penitentiaries. 
~Prcttyman. Death (Ind the S1l1JremcCo1tl·t 248-49 (Avon.ec1 .• 1961>.. 
'" Leonard, Fec/eral Habeas Oorplul for State Plisoners, 1 Law In Transition Quarterly 

1,17 (1964.). 
7J Oliver, Postcolt'I.:ictjon Applications Viewed By A Fedel'al Judge-Revisited., speech 

given at the Ninth Circuit Judicial Conference, Snn FranciSCO, CalIfornIa, July 
18, 1965, 45 F.R.D. 199, 217. 

For an extensive discussion of ,tppliCCltio1ts for Writs 0/ Habeas Oorpus altd 
Post Conviction Review oj Sentences ill the United States OOUl·ts by several 
federal Judges, see 33 F.R.D. 363-505. See also Carter, Pre-Trial Suggestions for 
Section 2255 CaBes, 32 F.R.D. 391. 

.. See Note 2. 
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produced the desired relief.29 As one prisoner pointed out, "more men 
still escape from prison tllan gain freedom through writs of Il::~beas 
corpus. " 3() 

Even though we cannot overconfidently insist that the low measure 
of prisoner SllCCeSS proves their claims lack merit (since the judicial 
system 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. Our substantive and procedural 
rules, while subject to abuse, provide full scope for the repair of COll

stitutional infirmities. This being so, our objective in the postconvic
tion field must remain qualit.'lth·e, not quantitative. If, for example, 
the number of prisoners arguably deserving collateral relief would 
rise from Justice Clark's suggested 2 percent to a new level of 10 
percent, the increase' would attest to the failure of our judicial institu
tions. We (~ould not have a viable system of justice if we routinely de
nied constitutional rights to, say, 10 percent of our conyicted defend
ants. 

'rhe danger of our suecess, however, is that it can insulate us from a 
willingness to accept the possibiHty of error. Our arguably fault-ridden 
It 2 percent" so seldom materializes in the here-and-now tbat we often 
virw the rejection of 98 p<:>r<:>ent of claims as a waste of time .. A.ccord
ing to one .t:ed<:>ral district judge, writing in 1947, the Great Writ: 

... is not a plaything of penitentiarj' inmates to accomplish tem
porary vacation visits to the fedel'al courts, nor is it a convenient 
instru11l<:>ntality for vexing courts with repetitious and unmerito
rious pleas .... The last few years have seen the right to its use 
becomc a penitentiary" raeket." 31 

To j]Justratc Jlis point, the district judge noted that in a ten-year 
period, 63 AlcHh'uz inmates filed 251 petitions, with a further break
down revealing that 26 prisoners accounted for 167 petitions ane! that 
a single prisoll<:>r regist<:>red 16 suecessive petitions about his confine
ment. «(Most of thc r('cent Supreme Court pronouncements," observed 
tlH,' judge, "arise ont of these petitions. " 32 Yet if the judge's observa
tions concerning successiye applications are correct, we might be more 
troubled by those eases ill whieh the courts had denied pleas for jus
tice mllny times before continued attempts by hard-headed prisoners 
prompted the United States Supreme Court to articulate new constitu
tional guidelines. ,Ve should also wonder about the fact that sometimes, 
it appears, the prisoner whose case inspires black letter constitutional 
.. To get n working filoR of the time superior court judges actuall~' spend on Indi-

vidUal -petitions for relief, 1 preplll'ed n. short questionnaire that went out to a 
amall 8n.mple or counties, requesting data for June and July 1970. The results 
Indicated a w!(le variation, trom a low of 7 minutes off-benCh time per petition 
to n. high ot 12 hours. On-bench time ranged from 0 to 60 minutes. Apparently 
each petitiOn maltcs Its own demands, 

to Lnnltln, A Pri.'lOllC!· Looks At Wrlt-W,-ItI1lP, 56 Cal.L.Rev. 343 (196S). 
01 Goodman, UIIO alit! Abuse 0/ tile Writ 0/ Habeas Corpus, address given at the 1947 

Annual Conference of the 9th Circuit, 7 F.R.D. 318, 314, 316. 
urd, at 3l1i. 
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doctrine cannot himself benefit frolll the principles as applied to his 
own case.33 

DUE PROCESS AND RECORDMAKING 

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 im·alic1. "\Ve cannot escape this obvious chore. 
Even though the judges t common 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 beca use: 

... 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 second 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 
inquir,r 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.34 

The prisoners' complaints will be aimed at the process of conviction 
or the terms of imprisQnmellt, or both, and may include unintelligible 
rambling, broad stateme'uts of law culled from a storm of precedents, 
reargnment of matters previously decided at trial or on appeal, requests 
for help in preparing petitions for relief (including demands for tran
scripts of earlier proceedings), complaints about the trial attorney's 
skills and services, invitations to long-term correspondence and the 
like. From this miscellany, the court will 1lave to make an initial dc
termination of ·what the prisoner is trying to do and whether he has 
any chance of success. 

At this point-the p1Ol11ent after a claim i~ categorized-arises the 
problem of wllat to do with it for the record. The options are to grant 
or deny it summarily; to call for opposition fro111 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 

Sl So, for example, It was said In Perkins, Cascs all(! Matm'/als all C"lnti/lal Latv and 
PI'oecdllre 742 (1952) that Mooney v. lIolohan 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 ·constltutional right to due process of law. Is In legal etrect utterly 
void." Mooney. who had alleged in his United States Supreme Court victory that 
the prosecution knowlng-ly used, perjured testimony against him, never established 
these claims in court. He was freed by a governor's pardon. See Williams, Due 
P"OCC88 91-111 (1960). 

II Sal/r/el's v. llnlter! States (1963) 373 U.S. 1, 22-23. See also Lay, Post-Collvlctloll 
Remcllics (I11l/. tIle Ovcl'-Bun/cnell J'ltllicilll·l1: So/utiolls Ahead, 3 Creighton [,.Rev. 
5 (1969); Lay, PI·ob/ellls oj Federal Habeas COrIltL8 Illvolving State 1'li8oller8" 
45 F.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 
yulu(llcss petition 1 

,Yhat(>Ycr answ(>r ultimat(lly satisfies us, we must make sure it takes 
into account the rendering of due process of law; the termination, as 
opposed to the shifting, of grievances; and the sensitivities of rela
tionships b(ltwccn state and federal courts. 

Because the due prOC(lSS question underlies all others, it deserves 
imm(ldiat(' attention. Without belaboring the subtleties or compiling 
a list of substantiw rights, we can understand due process in these 
mattcrs as an orderlr proceeding before a fair and impartial tribunal 
in which the p('titioner has an opportunity to present and enforce his 
constitutional rights. On a scale of values, we are faced with the 
principle that: 

... Thcre is no hip:l1('r duty of a court, under our constitutional 
system, than th(' cfll'('ful processing and adjudication of petitions 
for writs of hab(,Hs corpus, for it is in such proceedings that a 
person in custody charges that error, neglect or evil purpose have 
r(lsultcd in his unlawful confinement and that he is deprived of his 
freedom contrary to law.35 

The urgency of t11is language, how(lver, is modified by the fact that 
a court may summarily dispose of a frivolous application without briefs 
or arguments. so As a result, due process may be served even when the 
mcchanics of d(lcision remain in the priYacy of a judge's chambers, 
1'hc petitioJ1(lr's rcqu('st for hplp may properly be turned away with 
nothing morp than It postcard saying, "Petition Denied." 

Yct when a denial occurs without an express rationale to support 
it, only thc court which made the ruling can be sure of the internal 
steps thut. led to its decision. Depending 011 our respective prejudices, 
1m outsider-whether he be tll/? prisoner, a judge in a higher tribunal, 
or a member of th{l public at large-must use wishful speculation to 
fill ill the gap between the petition's filing and its actual disposition, 
cvcn tllOugh 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 scrutinized the record, 
rescarchcd the applicable law, and came to the irresistible conclusion 
that the claim had no merit. But how are we to know Y 31 

01; IIm'1'is v. Nelson (1969) 394 1:.S. 286. 292, For a different view on the significance 
of habeas corpus, see )11'. Justice Darling, Scintillae Jlt1'is clllcl Meclltations ill tile 
Tea ROO1/! 124 (London, 1014, 6th ed.) : "I would not be understood to mean that 
tile people have been unwise In fighting for their charters, liberties, and settle
ments: yet the benefits they have mQst hardly obtained are, perhaps, not so 
valuable as Is commonly supposed, and are never thoroughly enjoyed by any 
except the turbulent ancl litigious. The dissent of a dissenter makes, after all, 
but a small part of his life i a Quaker were little the worse for having to take 
an oath now and then; nor does a peaceful citizen often need habeas corpus. 
l\fan~' oC th08e Incidents of our Constitution which some represent as Its founda
tions are In fnct no more than luxuries of complaint, enjoyed by reason of the 
general content which prevalls." 

00 JIel'/lnullt'::: 1). SelllIcak'loth (9th Clr, 1970) 425 F.2d 89: bitt ct. Thomas 11. Teets 
(9th Clr. 1953) 205 F.2d 236. See also Cm'a/as 11. Lc£l'allee (1968) 391 U.S. 234, 
which state!! that aitel' ,it certificate of probable cause has been granted, a court 
or appeals may stlllsummarlly dispose of frivolous appea1s when the court 
demonstrate:; the basis for Its action. Ct. IIm'l'is v, Nelson (1969) 394 U.S. 286. 

B; See J_al'!I~n, A PrisOllel' Look's At Wl'it-ll"'iting, ~6 Cal. L.Rey. 343, 353 (1968) for 
Il descrilltioll of the "chaos" In the prisoners' legal world when a federal judge 
consistently denied Iletltlons that were prepared according to a formu1a he had. 
suggested In a. [lullllshed opinion., 
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To the extent that we can never know anything-especially, cynics 
insist, after we have received elaborate explanations-our ignorance 
in the postconviction ficld is a routine frailty .. Conceivably we should 
endure it with passive faith in the correctness of the judicial decision 
against the prisoner. t'llfortunately for. t!lis solution-whi('l~ might 
be the best short answer to the postconvlCtlOn problem-thp l'lghts at 
stake are too significHnt to fade away by guesswork. For the prisoners 
themselves, as evic1enc('d 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
~larity often becomes subordinate to the suspicion that, for a prisoner, 
due process in fact should include the appem'ance of having done due 
process. 

Should we, then, force a court system already overburdened with 
worthless petitions to furthpl' humerse itself in the postconviction proc
ess (to the c1etl'impnt of oth('r fields of judicial effort) by spawning 
a literature of denial? Must th(' 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. ,Ve 
would maintain our faith in our judicial pro?ess without constant de
mands for published proof of its virtue. In sU.Gh an instance we would 
prefer getting on with the rcal job-deciding eases fairly-and leaving 
embitterpd speeulations for disappointed prisoners and other broodcrs. 
On the other hand, we might argue that the only distinction between 
an arbitrary decision and a judicious one is the rationale behind the 
judgment. Take away t11c rensoning and we have nothing left but th.e 
exercise of power-and unresponsi.ve power is the keystone of arbI
trary action. 

Termination or Shifting of Grievances 

Since law in action rarely matches justiee in repose, we might step 
away from the never-to-be resolved conflict b('twe(lll ideals and actuality 
by asking whether, on a different le,rel, summary dismissals of prison
ers' petitions yield practical results. ,Ye realize that a minimal tim.e for 
decision-writing benefits the deciding courts. But what of hIgher 
courts Y Does a summary decision in one place, like a supcrior court, 
terminate the postconviction litigation or just shift the battleground 
elsewhere, as the California Supreme Court or the United States, Dis-
trict Court Y " • 

Under the California Constitution and California practice, a petl
tioner may initially file his postconviction apl)lication ,~,ith the su
perior court, the Court of Appeal or the Supreme Court:18 rhe statutes 
which underlie habeas corpus procedure assum(' that the nex';, step 
after filing will be ,. ther the grant or denial of tl1e writ its~lf, fo',lowed 
(if the writ is gi;,hted) by a return from the pe~son havmg custod,Y, 
a traverse, a hearing and, finally. a remand or dIscharge o~ the pl'lS
oner. Because issuance of the writ requires actnal productlOn of the 
Prisoner in court however our courts have shifted to a procedural , , 
~n. Code §§ 1475, 1508: Witkin, Cal. Crim. Pl·Of:. 764-65 (1963). See the dlB-

cus.~lon at Notes 105,-111 infra. .' 
Further references to B. E. Witkin's text wlll be to 'Vltkln, CrUll, ProG. The 

1969 Supplement Is In print and should also be referred to when the work IB 
cited for the main text. 

i 
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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.30 In effect the 
results are the same, but some statutory controls against abuse of the 
writ process are based 011 court compliance wHh 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 
judica.ta does Ilot bar reapplications for relief.) 40 The successive courts, 
in their turn, may continue to summarily reject the Ilew petitions Oil 

the ground that no change in the faets or the law substantially affect
ing tlIt! petitioner's rights has been disclosed since the first petition was 
denied:11 

If a petitioner obtained a grant of the writ, followed by a hearing 
in which he was remanded to pr.ison, his subsequent activities are more 
restrictcd. He may not thereafter be dischargcd 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.42 

While a prisoner may not appeal a superior court's denial of his 
petition, he may reacll the Court of Appeal by a direct petition under 
its eonstitutional jurisdiction. He may reach the Supreme Court either 
by a llew petition under our highest court's constitutional jurisdic
tion or, if a Court of Appeal has heard and determined the matter, by 
applying for a hcaring.48 

(Choosing the suitable court for filing a petiHon 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 cil'cumstances are shown.44 Yet 
ofter a high(lt· court has affirmed a conviction 011 the merits, some lower 
court judges are hesitunt to grant relief on a collateral point that 
would have tht' effect of rt'versing the judgment.) 

Statistics will be helpful to show the flow of postconviction peti
tions. Of the approximately 6,200 applieations filed in California courts 
in 1968-69, 3,8H were filed in superior court, 1,051 in the Court of 
Appeal and 1,349 in tlle Supreme Court.45 'While we cannot readily 
determine that the petitions rejected on a lower level are identical 
to those which later appeared in t1le higher courts, many judges have 
said that, "Sometimes all they changc is the caption on the first page 
and file again a day after deniaL" The general view is that, once a 
prisoner files a p(ltition, he will not be routed by a singlt ;judicial 
defeat but will work through available channels as long as he has the 
least hope of success. 

•• ,VI Uel n, 01illl, Proc. 785 (stating that the writ does Issue In superior court) ; 1 Oali
lorn a C"hllillal Law P,'actfcc (Continuing Education of the Bar) 395 (1964) . 

• ~ Smith 1l. l'caUe?' (1968) 393 U.S. 122: Sa'ldera 1l. United States (1963) 373 U.S. 1, 
S; FOll1l. Nola (l963) 372 U,S. 391, 

For the application of res judicata. principles In habeas corpus cases affecting 
child custody, see In I'e Croze (1956) 146 Cal.App.2d 492; In re Browninu (1950) 
99 Ca1.AIlP.2d 337; III 1"0 Mal'/Ill (1947) 79 Cal.2d 584. 

n [II ro de 1a Rol (1946) 28 Cal.2d 264; III Te Miller (1941) 17 CaJ.2d 734. 
.. See Pen, CMe § 1475 • 
.. See, P~n. ('olle §§ 1475, 1506: WitkIn, Orilll. Proo. 764-65; III re Elias (1962) 209 

Cal.App.2d 262. 
"In re IJil/ery (1962) 202 Cal.App.2d 293; III I'e Elias (1962) 209 CaI.App.2d 262; 

WItkin. Crilll. 1'1'00. 767-68. ,. Sec Note 2. 

n , I 
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A court, therefore, which summarily rejects a petition without 
statinO' the basis for its decision may expect that anothel' court will 
soon have to cover the same ground in dealing with the prisoner's 
renewed contentions. The new inquiry willllecessadly be a I'epetitiotls 
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. 

,Ve must, eonsequently, ask ourselves to evaluate the postcollviction 
workloads borne by our different courts. Is it more advisable to re
quire the superior eourts to publicly state their reasons for denying 
3,020 petitions in 1968-69, or to have the Courts of Appeal reinvesti
gafl~ as virginal applications the 1,051 petitions that reached them 
during the same period, or to ask the Supl'eme Court to start fro111 
scratch in processing its 1,349 applications for relief? 

The Need to Make a Record 

The promptings of judicial economy, as I see it, require that which
ever court first takes fiction on a petition should memorializc its inves
tirratory processes if there is a reasonable basis for believing the same 
fa"'cts or issues will be presented to a11othel' 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 predict 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 111ore, 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 eXI)lanation. For those cases, 
the em'ly statement of reasons may repr.pscnt the ever-populm' stitch 
in time. A later court would be free of muny unmeritorious petitions, 
while the losing petitioners, though disappointed, would be reconciled 
to the weakness of their position:Hl 

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONSHIPS 

Federal Powers and State Remedies 

Into tllis area of decision rendering and decision explaining fall 
the sensitive and intricate relationships betwecn federal and state 
courts which have made Ule solution of postconviction problems a 
national issue of constitutional proportions. Beginning with thc 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.4i Though the power itself must originate in 

•• See Larsen, A. P,·/.sOIlOl· Looks at ·WI'it-1VdtiIlY, 56 CaLL.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 prote~t1ons. 

In a full-day visit with the court administrator and a number of judges In 
New Jersey tile most consistent advIce I received was to give a statement of 
reasons wh~never a petition was denied. The New Jersey courts write brief 01' 
skeleton opinions, rather than the full opinions we use In California, but the 
wl(Jesprea~l feellng was that a statement of why the petition was denied would 
help convince many pI'lsoners theIr pleas were actually hea.rd. Successive aIlPllca
tlons would then be eliminated. To the men wIth whom J dIscussed postconvlctlon 
problems, the difficulties were no more serious than In an)' other field of law. 

.7 Katt/I>l(m 1). United Stutes (1969) 394 U.S. 217; Om'bo 1). Ullltecl Stutes (1961) 364 
U.S. 611 : III re Neagle (1889) 135 U.S. 1. 
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written rnactm('nts. the meaning of habeas corpus may be taken from 
common Jaw principles. In 1867, the writ was legislatively ~xtel1ded to 
bencfit state prisoners and its seope was expanded to authorize relief 
wIlen any person was restrained of his liberty in violation of the Con
stitution, laws 01' treaties of the United States.48 Alleo-atiolls of un
constitutionality are still the key to state prisoner appiications. 

When petitioned for }lelp, a federal district court ordinarily works 
to preserve state court pl'el'ogatives. The initial determination is 
whetller or not the prisoner has exhausted his state remedies. If 110t, 
federal comts will generally refuse to proceed further and will leave 
the prisoner to seek state relief.4o . 

Waiver and Forfeiture in State Court 

III cllccking Oll available state remedies, the federal court limits its 
inquir'y to those remedies available at the time the prisoner sought 
help fl'om the federal COllrt and not to l'eml'die:; that mio-ht have been 
available in the past.oo Yct in many cases the state h;s provided a 
means for testing the pl'isoners' ('lahns and would have detcrmined the 
matter on the merits if they had made timl'ly requests. Is it propel', 
then, for a frd('ral court to intrude into local nffairs when the person 
most directly afi'rcted by his confinement had fail('d 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
ban'cd from ('hallengillg his conviction in the state courts even on 
federal constitutional grounds. But a forfeiture of remedies does 
not legitimize the u11constitutional conduct by which his com'ic
tion was p)'oenred,n 

Forfeiture as a catchword is not enough, To see whether the earlier 
uvajJllbility of state remedies should foreclose a pl'isoner from seek
ing federal relief, the federal eOl1l't must decide whether he surren
dr)'('cl his rights by a ronstitutional1y valid waiyer or by a deliberate 
bypaflSi!1g of ol'derly state (,0111't py·ocedUl'es.1i2 While valid waiver or 
d('litll'rafe bypaflsing ordinarily bars federal intervention, the federal 
eon1'l. has no WHY of knowing fr0111 It silent l'Pcord if this is what the 
state COI1 tcnds. ,Vhcn the California courts dismiss a casc WitllOut 

.lIblll. In In t·e. Ncaglc. 11II/ll'a, the Court aald: "The enactments now found In the 
Hevls~() Statutes of the Pnlted States on the Hubjel't of the writ of habeas corpus 
lire the rellUit of a Ion" course of legislation forced UI}()n Congress by the attempt 
ot the States ot the Union to exercl~e the power of Imprisonment over officers 
and othol' persons asserting rights under the Federal government or foreign 
!;,overnlllenttl, which the Stales denied," 

•• See 2S 1).S.C. § 226Hb) ; Hevlsed Rule!:! of lhe U.S. Supreme COUl·t, Rule 31(5), 
el'fecUve Jul}' 31, 1970; BlIllalo ClIie! t'. SOllth Dakota (8th CII'. 1970) 425 F.2d 
271: Ilncn v,. Pc1'llii (6th Clr. 1970) 424 lo'.2d 134; U.S. ccx "el Sane/el's 11 • 
.1[01'011611 (3d ell .. 1968) 397 1~.2d 267; Martinez v. C!'at~CII (9th Clr. ,1968) 397 
F.2d 256. 

But when a petitioner hns raised his constitutional Issues on appeal And has 
195 t. he nced not resort to lhe stnte's postconvlctlon procedures. See ,RobCl·tau. 
LaVallee (1967) 3S!! U.S. 40: Wooel v. C"/)lIac (lOth Clr. 1968) 389 F,2d 747; 
A/lll/(CCl/Iolt a/ Sterke,- CD.C.D.N.J. 1966) 271 F.Supp. 406. If state law has 
changed between lhe petitioner's appeal and hla present application for relief, 
there hi dlsn.greement on whether he must reapply for reHef In the state court. 
'~ol/lp(l)'e U.S. ex )'1'1 llolmcs v. Mallcusl (2nd Clr, 1970) 423 F.2d 1137 with 
~lrkle.v 1.'. Oallf/)rnfa (9th Clr. 1968) 397 F.2d 271, 

~ Fall 1!. Noin (19G3) 372 U.S. 391, See also Jonea V. Hale (D.C.S.D.Ala. 1961) 278 
l·\Supp" 166. 

~I Fall v. 1'\oln (1963) 372 U.S. :191. 9 L.Ed. 2d 837, 862. 
At lIcllrll V. M!8sl~8Iplli (1905) 319 V.S. 443 i 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.53 

Under long-standing principles of fedel'lllism, if a state court judg
ment rests on independent, adequate state grounds, a federal comt will 
decline to review the judgment even though federal questions have 
been included in the decision. But here we must distinguish between 
state substantive and procedural grounds. ,Vhere the state ground is 
substantive, the jUdgment will stand cyen if a federal court would 
have reached a different result as to the federal gt'ound. In sneh in
stances, the federal court abstains from exercising jurisdiction to 
avoid giving advisory opinions.54 

With respect to state procedural grounds, this justification does not 
apply. When a procedural default under state law bars a constitutional 
challenge to the conviction, thc state is preventing implementation 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 compliancc 
with the state's procedural rule serves a legitimate state interest, a 
prisoner's procedural defaults do not prevent vindication of his federal 
rio-hts.55 

°Before a federal court can know whether a Oalifornia decision 
stemmed from substantive or from proeedmal compulsion, the pubHc 
record must provide this information. Thl' record must be a factual 
chronicle, since the federal court cannot resolve bypass or waiver issues 
simply by examining t1le faets recited and conclusions reached in a 
state appellate decision about the prisoner's claims.56 Absent a proper 
record, the federal court should not assume the state court's judgment 
was insulated from review. Considering that the federal district courts 
in Oalifornia took final action 011. 1,015 habeas corpus petitions in ] 968-
69, the lack of detailed information from .the state courts has caused 
substantial difficulties in the pinning down of relatively simple facts 
a11d eoncepts. 

Adequacy of State Factflnding 

Al011g parallel lines, a federal district court (which must dispose of 
a petition "as law and justice requirc") r,7 may presume that state 
procedures were correct in detennining a factual issue "n the merits. 
But this state-oriented presumption may be i11voked only when a series 
of <fifs" are satisfied: 

1. If the factfillding procedure was adequate to afford a full and 
fair hearing j 
2. If the material facts wcre adequately developed j 
3. If the state had jurisdiction over the subject matter and the 
petitio11er j 
4. If the petitioner, as an indigent, had state-appointed counsel at 
the state hearing; 
5. If the petitioner received a full, tail' and adcquate hearing i 

'" See Hutchinson v. O)'(luen (9th Clr. 1969) 415 F.2d 278; Thomas v, Teeta (9th Clr. 
1953) 205 F.2d 236. 

"'Henry 11. ilI/sslsalplll (1965) 379 U.S. 443. 
"Ibid. 
"Pineda v. CraUC1t (9th Clr, 1970) 424 F.2d 369. See also Sel:: v. Call/anti(/, (9th Clr. 

1970) 423 F.2d 702 • 
• 728 U.S.C. § 2243. 

f, 
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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 thc record.GS 

Federal Evidentiary Hearings 

From the procedural viewpoint of the federal courts, a district court 
must conduct an evidentiary hr,aring on a petitioner's claims if the 
material facts were not adequately developed at a state court hearing.50 

From the more sensitive viE'wpoint of at least one state court, these 
standarcJ have difl'erent implications: 

... It is obviouR that the creation of t11e state right does not 
for''l!lose later use of the entii'e federal system and federal inter
vention. More probab~y the state remedy will merely procure our 
state district 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, unsucceRsful applicants will simply 
file new but identical applications in the fedE'l'al district courts. 
This will enable federal dishict 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-wan federal dis
trict courtR, our state judicial system should not voluntarily be 
surrendered to the federal system for our judges to be'COme mere 
referees, masters and law clerks in that procedure.6o 

State Court Options 

'We must dE'cic1e for oursE'lves whether the federal procedure is a 
threat to our state sovE'reignty, a useless burden on our court calendars 
or a welcome safeguard for our citizelll'Y .. The attitude brought to this 
work may be more important than the individual details of its acmin
istra tion. 

In a summing up of present trends, we can recognize that, except 
for a knowing waiver or dE'liberate bypass of state remedies, whenever 
a prisoner makes an allegation of material fact which is outside the 
record ani! which, :if true, would have constitutional consequences 
affecting his imprisonment, he is entitled to a federal evidentiary hear
ing t(l 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? y.,r e are not bound to do so; 

... The United States Supreme Court has never reversed a state 
Murt's judgment denying post-conviction remedies and either 
directed the state court to take jurisidiction o~ released a pri' 'Iller 

.. 28 U.S.C. § 22S4(d). See also Townsend v. Sail~ (1963) 372 U,S. 293, 
•• See Hal'rls v. Nelson (1969) 394 U.S.' 286; [(au/man v. United. States (1969) 394 

U,S. 217; TotVllsend v. Sal!~ (1963) 372 U.S. 293; Hollingshead v. Wainwright 
(5th Cir. 1970) 423 F,2d 1059, As the Court said in Harris v. Nelson, 8upm at 
300: "'Ve do not assume that courts in the exercise of their discretIon will 
pursue or authorize pursuit of alI alIegations presented to them. We are aware 
that confinement sometime:; Induces fantasy that has itli base in the pai'anoia of 
prison rather than in fact. But where speCific allegationE bef.Db'> the court show 
reason to believe that the petitioner may. If the facts are fullY developed, be 
able to demonstrate that he Is confined ll1egalIy and Is, therefore, entitled to 
relief, It Is the duty of the court to provide the necessary facilities and pro
cedures for /l,n adequate inquiry. Obviously, In exercising this power, the court 
may utilize f.\miliar procedures. as appropriate, whether these are found In 'the 
ciVil. or crlmin,'ll rules or elsewhere in the 'usages and principles of law.' .. 

10 state 6(1; I'e!· Bal'ks.dale Ii. Dees (1968) 252 La. 434, 211 So.2d 318. 
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on the ground that the state court was compelled to accept juris
diction.6 ! 

One leO'itimate way of resolving the federal-state problem is to re
main pla~id and relabel the controversy as a purely fedm'aL problem. 
"Let the fellows across the street do what they want," state court 
judges have implied about their opposite numbers 011 the federal bench. 
"They will anywaJ~'" 62. , . ' • • 

By remaining only mm1ma11; actIve 111 the p~stc~nvlCt1on arena, ~he 
state courts can passively res~st fe~eral COl1S.h~~t~onal trends whIch 
they disapprove. Entirely withm then' responslbIhhes, the state courts 
can use as a potent weapon the logjam bound to .occur on the feder~l 
dockets. The results of this inaction may range w1dely, fron.: the POSSI
bility of pressure by the lower ~ederal .judiciary o~ t!1e Umtecl States 
Supreme Court for a downgradmg of Its POStC011v~ctlOl1 s~anc1ards, to 
the more extreme possibility that federal cour~s. Will. routmely release 
aggrieved state prisoners .when,cver. they file petItIons m prope~ f?rm .. 

However attractive tins qmtclaIm defiance may be, the CalIform!! 
courts, I believe, must accept the rea1iti~s of tlle feder.al system. UltI
mately the.federal courts, as th.e fin~l arbIters of the Umted States ?on
stitution, have gl'eate'r power 11l th.IS field. than. th.e state c~urts "hose 
actions they review. As soon as tIns 'r~la tlOns111p IS ~ckno,\le~ge.d, the 
state courts should adapt their fUllctlOns to fit efficIently. w1thm ~he. 
federal scheme, treating the duality of .jurisdiction~ as an u;t~rloclnng 
process for adjudicating organic law. Sm.ce a~ aggl'leved petitIOner has 
been arrested tried and convicted by Cahforma co,:rts, we should make 
sure the sam~ courts provide him with access to 111S full range of fed
eral constitutional rights. 'Ve can, of ~ours~, ~o less but woul~ such a 
position really be an admirable part of our JurIsprudence? I thmk not. 

CATEGORIZING PRISONERS' CLAIMS 
Having worked through these 110cessaril,Y broad al'ea~ ir;. ~ryin~ to 

learn what postconviction policies are advlsab.l~ for ~ahforl11~ .coo~rts. 
I would now like to summarize my general pOSlbon before detaIlm", ~he 
steps I believe we should take to implemcnt the program on a routme 
basis. . ., . 

Postconviction procedures, in my vie,~" are an awemsplrmg nUIsance. 
They are largely unproductive ?f any~111ng ~l~tpaperwork ~nd exasper
ation-yet they epitomize our hbertarlUn SPll'lt m a way .that no formal 
eloquence or marbled architecture can cqual. In processmg' these pleas 
for help, we are admitting that the sovereign state may ~e wrong and 
that its citizens deserve a chance to reg~in free~loms wInch w~re lo~t 
throu",h judicial procedures. In an admIttedly Imperfect faslllon, "e 
are tr'Yillg to keep a secular eye out for £alle~l spal'l'?ws . 

From allegory to birdwa~ching, 11owev.er, IS a pall.1f~1 leap: Even 
though we accept the princl'ples unc1erlJ'mg postcollvlCbon rehef, we 

·'111 rg8~~I~P~h)~~,6~?te 66o~~t2gid5~7ot 5g~ns1d~r2'a~/arS~~:~~n~' tf,:r'i~! H;t~I ~~~f ~~r 
Borne type of postconvictlon remedy. t' f lual finding'S the federal 

"Even when the federal court accepirt tne ~la~1a<;'~f:rd~ ~~1ltpare Imblof' v. O!'alicn 
~'ifg 6~'8dl arf~~ t~9 ~w~ ~~~; 7~5 onaff'd sub llo;n l111bler Ii. Oaliforllia /9th 
Ci~ i970') ~24 F 2d t3l with 11l're 1;,lblcr (1963) 60 CaI.2d 554. See ~Js~7,r re 
Imbler (1964) 6i CaUd 556 ;.Jmflcl' ('!itl~Jlb~~"l~W) 1i~7 11g~) 3~~7 3~'8 the goal 
of 1~~oi~J~~}Oc~~~~~r:g'~~ke '~~ O'~\ndependent assessment' of the 'record." 
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have yet to find the manpower to carry out the job. ,Vlth every level 
of our court system fighting against a heavy workload, "we llave no 
automatically avaHable repository for postconvirtion litigation. All we 
CUll do is hope that by drawing distinct procedural lines we will be 
highlighting the meritorius cases, reducing the unnecessary waste and 
efficirntiy sorting out t1le unavoidable rubbish. "When we reflect that 
there is no tim(' limit for the presentation of habeas corpus claims 63 

und no ordinary application of res jucUcata,04 we should appreciate 
even more the benefits of uniform practices. 

;\, conv('nient slep in expediting posteolwiction procedures is to note 
that prisoners' alll'gations can be categorized ill fairly standard ways. 
Vh·tually all claims will fall within the following framework: 

1. 'rhe rl'('ord shows conclusiyel~- that the allegations are true. 
2. The record shows conclusively that the allegations are false. 
3. The all ega tiOllS are unintelligible, fatally vague, conclusionary or 
uncertain, 
4. '1'he allegations, even if takl'n as true, fail to state facts which 
entitle thl' p('titionl'r to judicial 1'1'lief. 
5, '1'he allcgations are fatally inconsistent ,,-ith previous statements 
of fllct the prtitioner has madE' and no sufficient explanation for this 
inconsistcllCY has been given. 
6. Th(l alll'gations \\'l're, or should have been raised as factual matters 
at trial and, as a consequcllfll' of the verdict and judgment against 
him, the facts were conclusively reso\Yed against the petitioner, ex-
pl'('ssly or by neC(lssary implication. .' 
7. 'rile \(>gal argurt1ruts now being pl'rf;l'ntc'd were previously raised 
at trial. on apP(lal 01"'011 a prior application for collateral relief and 
Wl'l'e r('jrcted thl're, and 110 l~hange in the facts or the law has oc
curred since then. 
8, Thc \(>ga\ 1I1'guments now being prl'sentec1 could have been, but 
wel'e not, raised at tdal or Oll appeal, and no sufficient explanation 
llUs bl'el1 given to excuse the petitioner for this default. 
9. '1'he allegations now b('ing presented deal with matters which 
Ql'dinul'ily should have b('en raised at a mueh earlier time, and no 
snffieh'llt explanution has been given to excuse the petitioner for this 
de\ay,O~ 

10. The allegations, if taken as true, would entitle the petitioner to 
relief, but the fucts are outside the record. 
n. The l('gal arguments now being presented, either because of a 
rl'trOil<'tive change ill the law or for other reasons, are p1'ima facie 
persllasiv(> in favol' of a grunt of relief. 
These catl'gol'ies, which identify both valid and invalid habeas 

corpus gri('vnnces, provide guidelines with which It court may pursue 

"'1'1 rc Hudcl/esloll (1969) 71 Ca1.2d 1031. See also Ifawkhl8 'V. Bennett (8th Clr. 
1970) 423 P.2d 948. where the time Interval between the alleged violation and 
the grunt ot n remedy was H years. In Alamedao County. California, a 42-year 
purloe! wns recently reaC:hed. See "1.921 Conviction Vacated," Oaldand Tribune, 
l\tnr<:h 28, 1970, p. 2, col. 4. 

0/. I1lh/als v. Allell (1970) 397 U.S. 337, 25 L.Ed.2d 353, separate opinion of 
Douglas, J •• stating that n lapse of time Is onot necessarily a barrier to a chal
lellge or constlnltlonnllty but that In an allproprlate case a petition should be 
dlsmlsl!ed (or Btaleness. 

tI ~CQ Notl! -to, 
.. Sell 1I~ I'e JO'1Cl1 (19GS) 265 Cal.App.2d 376. See also III re Swain (1949) 34 CaUd 

300. 

f 
. t 
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arguably valid petitions and may use helpful labels to dismiss valueless 
ones. 

Unless a court is acting arbitrarily, it should l1ave a reason for sum
marily denying relief. Because that reason is prl'dietable, a suita~le 
checklist can be made to save the court from having' to reformulate Its 
concepts every timl' a new petition is fi\l'd. 'rhe court routinl'ly will be 
able to categorize the pl'tition under est a blisJ1('d headings with a mini
mum of effort and will thus help a l'eyicwing court lata' pinpoint the 
Sflme defects in the petition. For more complex cases. since the checklist 
will be a g'uide 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 postcol1viction relief lllay be denied without a 
hearing if the court finds in writing that: 

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

(2) The allegations were or should have been raised at trial, 011 

appeal or on a prior application for postcol1Yiction relief and as a 
consequence were conclusively resoh'ed against the petitioner, expressly 
Or by necessary implication; or 

(3) The allegations are shown conclusively to be false by the rec
ord, or 

(4) The allegations are unintelligible or fatally uncertain; or 
(5) Tjle alle'gations are fatally inconsistent with p.reYious state!l1ellts 

of fact made to a court and no sufficient explanatIon for the 111con-
sistenc~' has been stated; or . 

(6) The legal issues presented were or .should have been rmsed at 
trial on appeal or on a prior application for postconvictiol1 relief and 
as a' consequence were conclush'ely resolved against the petitioner, 
expressly or by neCl'ssar~- implication, uncleI' ciroumstances where no 
ehanO'e in the applicable facts or law has since occurred; or 

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

THE PROCESSING OF INDIVIDUAL COMPLAINTS 

Since 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 whieh the record shows conclusivel~' that the 

petitioner's allegations are true or false, the court has its easiest job.uO 

.. Se~, e.g., In. )'e Bushman (1970) 1 Ca1.3d 767; In )'e Bennett (l9G9) 71 Ca1.2d 117: 
/)~ "e Hayes (1969) 70 Ca1.2d 604, 69 Ca1.Rptr. 310; In re Boyce (l959) 51 
Ca1.2d 699. Although habeas corpus should be a speedy remed~', note that In In re 
Boyce supra where the Attorney General had recommended the writ Issue, the 
Improper sen'tenclng occurred on November 27, 1957 and the deCision grtlnttng 
relief was not rendered until March 10, 1959. 

Note the admonition of the U.S. Supreme Court In Conway 11. Oalllol'1!la 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 
trom the prisoner's uncontro\'erted records, showing he was not enlltled to the 
relief he sought. (As an Assistant Attorney General explained to me, "Conwa;y;s 
filed about 60 separate !lctions. 'Ve haven't got the staff to keep up with him. ) 

;'." 

( 
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In deciding the. eXIlC't date a prisoll(,l' 's s('nt('nce ('xpires, tor exftmple, 
the court has httle more to do than check the relevant data in the 
uncontroverted files.oi By utilizing California Rule of Court No. 60 
al~d by informa]Jy requesting the Attorney General to expedite trans
mIttal of the record, the COUl't can ordinarily obtain all the information 
it needs for a summary ruling. The probleI~ points directly to its own 
solution. 

Where the Claim Is "Demurrable" 

Flaws in Facts or Theories 

More difficult to deal with are those categories in which the peti
tioner's claims would, by analo!!y to a civil case be demurrable either 
f 1·· - , , 

Or sty IStlC or substantive rensons. The stylistic difficulties arise from 
a lack of pr·ecisioll. The prisoner does not come to the point in a way 
that can trigger court action. For reasons l30metimes unconsciously 
carved into the petition (such as illiteracy or mental disturbance) or 
other times consciously but mistakenly heralded in capital letters (such 
as a panoply of constitutionul issues at the expense of mundane nal'l'a
tive), the court realizes that the rele'o'ant details have yet to emerge. 
By contrast, the substllntive difficulties arise because'the details selected 
by the petitioner, though f>erious to him, do not justify court inter
vention. "\Yhat the court might wonder in such a Case is whether the 
pctition('r would hllve a legitimate claim on the basis of other facts, 
unknown to th(' court and unappreciated by the petitionel',os At this 
stnge of the proceedings, however, curiosity is not an essential judicial 
trait. 

In summarily dellying' reli('f, the court may well rely on precedent 
that: 

... 'Ve arc (,l1titled to and we do require of a convicted defend. 
ant thnt ll(' ll11ege with particularity the facts upon which he would 
have a final judgment overturned and that he fully disclose his 
rensons lor delllying the presenta+;on of those facts. This pro
cedural requirement does not place upon an indigent prisoner who 
seeks 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 disclosinO' his 
fnctual situation.oo c 

To uphold this argument, a court must nssume that the facts relevant 
to a particular controversy have such marked characteristics that an 
illiterate or uneducated prisoner can isolate them at will from the 
universal, historicnl continuum. For that assumption to be valid we 
would have to rejeet a good deal of contrary legal lore about the iI;ter
dependence of fnet and theOl·~T. In the words '0£ one legal commentator: 
~'Soe III 1'0 Benm't/. (1969) 71 Cnl.2d 117: In )'0 Cl(ll'/c (1959) 51 Cn1.2d 838. 
M See III "0 Wi/Hums (1969) 1 Cnl.3d 16S, where the petitioner hnd flied two petitions 

on Inndequnte grOUnds before he-nnd the Court-realized he hnd pleaded guilty 
to a crime he dlel not commit. 

'~ln 1'0 Swain (1949) 34 CnUd 300, 304. 

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 45 

. . . The difference between theory and fact is one of degree of 
localization. W11at we call fact is theory tied closely to particular 
events' what we call theory is description of fact with less emphasis 
on the particular places and times of its happening. . . . The terms 
"fact" and "theory" both refer to meaning, and since meaning 
can never be completely localized, nor yet completely divorced from 
application, the distinction between them is ~ne of d~gree .... 
The client ean seldom state all of the relevant facts of 1us problem 
without pl'ompting and questioning by the lawy~r. The lawyer's 
fuller stock of legal ideas makes certain facts, whIch seem to have 
110 significance to the layman, cr~cial to him; and ~he lawyer se~s 
immediately that other facts, WhICh the layman "'vI~1 dwell on 11l 

detail, are immaterial. ... No fact is significant WIthout theory; 
no theory is relevant without facts.io 

If we require prisoners, with or withol;t the. aid of jailho~s~ lawyers,71 
to prepare their own legal documents m tIns most sop11lstIcated. ~rea 
of criminal constitutional law, we should expect that some petltIons 
will be inadequately draft~d despite their potenti~l validity. Othe~"~ise, 
we are acknowledging, sub silentio, the superflUIty of legal tralllll1g. 

Legal Advice and Assistance 

Rather than dismiss an inadequately drawn petition out of hand, a 
{;onscientious judge might be tempted to explain where the deficiencies 
iie. i2 In a court situation, at least, a trial judge is within the bounds 
of propriety when he gives helpful ~uggestion~ to a defeJ?-dant ?ropi~lg 
for the proper means of expression.· 3 But domg so ro.utI~e1y, 111 WrIt
ing and at long distance would be an anomalous practIce 111 our ac~us
atorial systelu of justice. Even assuming th{lt ou~ court~ had, the tIme 
to provide adequate counseling, judges are mQst properly su~ted to the 
role of arbiters and not of advisors.74 To keep a sense of faIrness and 
perspective, they must remain somewhat aloof from the controversies 
they are asked to resolve. 

The best ways we have to give prisoners insight into the need for 
relevant facts is to provide them with legal counselor. to deve~op 
simplified forms which affirmatively suggest the type of lllformabon 
our courts seek. Either method, though advantageous in many respects, 
has serious drawbacks. 

The threshold problem in making lawyers available to pris?ners is 
the actual availability of lawyers, especially since the ConstltutlOn does 

1~ How Lawye1's Think 31-32 35-36 (1937: Swallowed. 1962). See nlso 
ROlines, 7'/te Pal1l oj tile Law, /1!om Collected Leual PalJe?'s 108 (1920); "The 
renson why a lnwyer does not mention that his client wore a white hnt when he 
made a contrnct, while Mrs. Quickly would be sure to dwell upon It along with 
the parcel gilt goblet and the sea-coal fire, is thnt he foresees that the public 
force wlll act in the same way whatever his client had upon his hend." 

n See Johnson v. Avery (1969) 393 U.S. 483; GilnwI'e '/). Lynch (D,C.N.D.Cnl. 1970) 
--- F Supp . In I'e Harrell (1970) 2 Cal.3d 675. 

,. See Me,'rll v. 'IState' (Alaska Supreme Ct, 1969) 457 P,2d 231, which stntes thnt If 
the superior court decides no mnterlnl issue of fnct exists and that the petitioner 
is not entitled to postconvictlon relief, it may indicate to, the parties its Inten
tion to dismiss the applicntion and Its reasons for so domg. The petitioner is 
then given nn opportunity to reply to the proposed dismissal. 

"People v. Mal'sden (1970) 2 Cal.3d 118. ' 
71 See People v. Williams (1969) 269 Cnl.App.2d 379. See also Rhodes v. Craven (9th 

Clr. 1970) 425 F.2d 205, dissenting opinion. 
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not require appointment of 'Counsel for collateral attacks on a state 
conviction.75 

'l'hough some states provide legal counsel through a statewide public 
defender's organization, California still has no such office.'G Our 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 eases 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.77 

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 prescll tly written, the Judicial Council form 78 requests the peti
tioner to "State concisely the grounds on which you base your allega
tion that the imprisonment or detention is illeD'al" and to "State 
condsely and in the samc order the facts which csnpport 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 
both(.'red enough to feel his ('onstitutional 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 understancl 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, pollF.lters found 
at least 13 percent of the adult population in the United Stlltes 
.. See Johllson v. At'cl'Y (969) 393 U.S. 483; lIatl'kll!s v. Bellnett (8th Clr. 1970) 

423 F.2d 948; Anc/cl'80n v. Heinze (9th elr. 1958) 258 F.2d 479, whIch states 
that eXt'ept under most unusual circumstances an attorney ought not to be 
apPointed by a federal court to try finding something wrong with a state judg
ment. See PeCIJle v. Gonzalez (1970) 7 Cal,App.3d 163. 

As a matter of polic~', Cfl,lifornla will apllolnt postronviction counsel for Indi
gents under sentence of death. See lit I'e Hm (1969) 71 Ca1.2d 997' Pen Code 
§ 1239. ' . 

1~ A Judicial Council proposal to establIsh a State Public Defender's Office to handle 
appellate matters (01' Indigent criminal defendants failed of enactment In 1970. 
See Judicial Council, 1970 Repol't, p. 15 and Assembly Bill Xo. 497 (1970). 

TT See Comment, Right To ColtllBcl in CI'lminal Post-Conviction Ret'iew Proceedings, 
51 Cal.L.Rev. 970 (1963). See also Dcre/o]Jmcnts in the La.te-Fec/el'al Ha.beaB 
COI'/lIIS, 83 HnI'Y.L.Rev. 1038, 1202 (1970); "In ylew of the advantages to the 
petitioner nnd the court of providing every habeas 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 procee<lIng. No other single change would do 
so much to raise the lltandard of procedural fairness to a level commensurate 
with the purpose of the collateral remedy." See also Larsen, A P"isoller Looks 
At lVl·lt-1I',·itillg. 56 Cal.L.Rev. 343 (1968). 

Both Illinois (Ch. 38-Crlm. Law & Proe.-Art. 122-4: III.SuPP.Ct. Rule No. 
615) and New Jersey (Court Rule 3 :22-6) do provide free counsel to In(llgents 
In postconvlctlon 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 onl~' recent1~' estab
IIshcd such an office with the aid of federal funds under the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act. 

In discussions with court administrators from. New York, I learned that they 
find thc programs acceptable--not as satisfactory as lawyers would be, but an 
Improvement oyer undiluted prisoner self-help. 

t8 Adopted effective Jan, I, 1966. See Cal. Rules of Court, Rules 56.5 and 201 (f.). 

n f ".' 
;. 
1 " 

r'l . ! 

I 
j 
I 

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 47 

afflicted with serious literacy problems that impair daily life.70 That 
population percentage, said to be a conservative figure, "lacks the 
reading ability necessary for suryival." 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 
drivel' IS license; 7 percent for a social secuFity 11 umbel' ; and 3 percent 
for welfare benefits. Since the most frequent literacy problems occurred 
among persons classified as poor, rural.. southern, black, foreign-born or 
over 50. we can reasonably expect pl'lsoners to have a roughly com
parable failure rate. If nothing else, poverty will earn them a place 
in this scale. 

Standardized forms, of course, are a necessary part of institutional 
administration. To keep prison practices uniform throughout the state, 
there should be some basie document used by all prisoners who wish 
to obtain similiar relief. My suggestion is that we reduce the "Facts 1I 

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 f:rom him. Under the "Facts" head
ing, for example, I would structure the printed questions 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 7 Yes : No : 
3. After your arrest but before trial? Yes: No: 
4. During your trial? Yes: No: 
5. During your imprisonmenU Yes: No: 

B. Who violated your rights? 
1. The police ~ Yes: No: 
2. The district attorney ~ Yes: No: 
3. The trial judge? Yes: No: 
4. Your own attorneyY Yes: No: 
5. The prison aut hod ties ~ 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. ,Yhat did each person do to violate your rights? 
E. ,Yhen did each person violate your rights? 
F. "When eaeh person was violating your Tights, what did you say 

01' do to him? 
G. "When did you realize for the first time that your dghts were 

violated? 
H. How did you leal'll that your rights were violated? 
I. 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. Ad1!lts Who Can't Read, San Francisco. ahronicle, p. 2, col. 1, Sept. 12, 

1970; 18.5 Mil/iolt Can't Read FOI·1t!S, Oakland Tribune, P. 1, col. 2, Sept. 12. 1970. 
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IC. If anybody says you took too long in trying to get help, how can 
you explain thc delay V 

TJ. 'Who ('ll')c b('sidcs you knows the facts that shows your rights were 
violated? Give the full name and address of each person. 

M. As far as you kno'w; what can each person you have just listed 
tell a court about the violation of your rights~ 

N. Have you ever disCUSSE'd these mutters with thc persons who vio-
lated your rightfl ~ Yes: No: 
If so, wh('re und when? 
What did each of you say ~ 

Simplified as these qucfltions are, the? fail to educate the prisoner 
on the lH'('('ssfl.ry constitutional concepts into which his facts must fit. 
We might be tempt(>d to eatalogue the likely grounds for relief-e.g." 
"Did the district attorney make a promise to you that he Inter 
broke?" SO-but w(> could thE'n reasonably expect that many prisoners 
will seize upon all our suggestions as appealingly relevant. Instead of 
hel ping to plot fietitiollfl violations of constitutional rights, therefore, 
we must balane(> tl1(> diffieultiefl an untutored prisoll(>r might face 
against the possibility that other prison(>['s will use administrative fair
/H'SS as a tnE'llllS of disrupting the judicial s>,stE'm. 

A court, therE'fol'(>, may summarily rcject a petition in which the alle
gations nre unint<'lliA'ible, fatally vagne, c()nclusionary or uncertain, or 
ill which th(> 1l1l(>gatiol1s, ('\,('n jf taken as tL'Ue, fail to state facts which 
entitl(' thE' lwtitiont'r to judicial telief. 

Where the Prisoner Contradicts Himself 

Missing Records and Multiplicity of Remedies 

,Vh(>11 an applieation for r('Ji(>f l1lE'l'its dismissal because the peti
tiol1rr's current allegations fatally contradict his pr(>vious stat('ments 
of fll<'t, anc1 no snflkirnt (>xplanation has bE'en givE'n for th(' inc on
sisl(,Ilt'Y. the ('omt's diffi(lulty lies in the absE'l1ce from the record of all 
l'ell'YHn t stn tl'lI1cn ls.llt 

rrllis IfH'k of ('()oL'dination and information r(>tl'ieval stems from the 
fact that in California, with its 58 separatE' ('OLlIlti(>s and its many 
p(,llul institutions, H c1efpndlmt has a wide range of pott'ntial reme
dies. Our slntE'd posi liOll is that: 

•.. Prl.'sel'vation of a defendant's eOllstitutiona I rights li('s not in 
llIultiph' state l'(,llll.'di('s that will ordinarily produce tht' same re
sult but ill one effecU\'e state remedy plus an awar('ness on the 
part of all stllte ofl1cillls that ultimate federal r('v1E'w is avail
able. ,Ve cxpl.'dite the availability of that fedE'ral remedy by the 
compilation of a full tlnd adequate record anu by insisting that 
OJle rcmedy is ordinarily enough,S!! 

Nevel'th('lt·ss. the icll;'alizatiol1 of one remedy is contradicted by our 
l1etnal practice, ('xc(>pt for rare issues like objections to unlawful search 
I1ml seizure. Following the pronouncement of a felony judgment 

I» Sell Witkin, CI'/1II, Proc. 2·12-44. 
., }o'or an example of cpnlradll.'tor)' statement!!, see People 1l • .Moore (1970) 6 Cal. 

AIIP.3d 612. I~or an example of, a confused record, ~ee People 1l. Wheeler (1970) 
Ii Clll.AlIP.3d 53~. 

''In r!l Ster IIIU (1965) 63 Cal.2d 486, 489. 
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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 
th~t court for leave to file a Jate 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 j hp may petition for a 
writ of mandamus to compel the trial court to set aside its judgment or 
order j 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.s3 

2. A petition for coram nobis must be filed in the trial court where 
the conviction occurred, but if the judgment was affirmed on appeal, 
it must be filed in the appellate court which affirm('cl the judgment.84 

3. A petition for mandamus must be filed in the appellate court 
having direct jurisdiction over the trial court where the judgm~nt 
was rendered.55 

4. A petition for habeas corpus must (apparently) be filed with 
the court havh}g geographic jurisdiction over the place where the 
prisoner is confined, but if the prisoner has alleged faets which, if 
true, would entitle him to resentencing, that court must transfer the 
case to the court which rendered the judgment under attack,so (The 
number of courts having primary jnrisdietion over these petitions 
during the term of the pri:,;oner'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 reli(>f sometimes coin
cide with variations in the facts alleged fro)n one petition to the next. 
Tracking down 'these inconsistencies when th(>:I' occur would be a match
less way of letting the petitiOl1<'1' himsE'U state the facts that will deny 
him relief. What is troublesome is the actual gathering of the relevant 
data. 

True eHough, the J uc1icial ('oune il's postconviction form anticipates 
this difficulty by requiring th(> petitioner to describe ·all his prcvious 
applications about thE' same c1(>t(>ntion or rrstraint. Fnfortunately, the 
accuracy of our uncoordinated filing SYSt(,lll depends on tIl(> prisoners' 
memories and O'ood will or on thE' case-by-casl' exertions of the Attorney 
General 's offic~. ,\Ve have no c(>ntl'aliz(>(l clata bank for this information .. 
(Information of this nature is also relp\'Hnt in a. detl'rmination of 
whether the p('titioner'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 re~orded 
materials, we might develop a statewide data bank that contall1ed a 

~I.Con\St., ·Art. VI, l 11: Pen. Code §§ 1235-46; PeolJle v. Acosta (1969) 71 
Ca1.2d 683; People v. Oostillo (1969) 71 Cal.2d 692: ·Wltkln. O,·lm. Proo. 627-40. 

Note that the Supreme Court has appellate jurisdiction when a death sentence 
has been pronounced. Cal.Const .. Art. VI, § 11 . 

1\1 Pen. Code § 1265; ·WJlkln. a,'lm. Proc. 616-19, 761. 
os See Witkin. Orlm. PrOD. 758-61. 
.. See lit j'e 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 
so 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 postconviction requests.87 

The inauguration of a statewide data bank for the single purpose of 
detecting inconsistencies (or unactionable similarities) in the postcon
viction petitions, however, would pl'obabl~' involve an expense disr>ro~ 
portionate to the expected results. We need not set bear traps for field 
mice. If thc computer processing can be related to other useful pur
poses such as t.he work of the California Supreme Court, the Attorney 
Gene~al or the Department of COl'rections, 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 
Gen~ral's office to dredrre up the inconsistencies in a prisoner's suc
cessive claims or, when °appropriate, to grant an evidentiary hearing 
where the facts should ernerge in a satisfactory way. 

From an entirely different perspective, we should consider whether 
ll. restructuring of postconviction relief procedures would giv~ 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.e., appeal, 
cO/'am nobis and mandamus-require that matters be proeessed 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 practice. Even then, the case must be transferred to 
the place of conviction when the ~ossibility of resen~encing exist~.S8 

A suspicion, no doubt, should arIse that we would l;tnl?rove a~~1l1-
istrative coordination by arranging that all postconvlCtlOn p.et.lhons 
from the same prisoner, relating to the same offense, should orlgmally 
be filed in the same court. ''lith that suspicion I am in full accord. 

Since petitions for habeas corpus are the only documents customarily 
filed in the place of confinement, we sllOuld note how that procedure 
arose. Early in its history, llabeas c~rpus was used as a. means of f~rc
ing a jailer who arguably had no rlght to confine a pl'lsoner, to brmg 
the prisone~ into a court of COlllpetent jurisdiction. There the court 
would determine the jurisdiction of the court or officer who had called 
for the confinement. While the ultimate ~ontention pitted the prisoner 
against the sentencing court or official, the mo:-e immediate str?f\gle 
was between ~he prisoner who :"ishecl to appe~r m court ~nd th; Jalle.r 
who often trIed to prevent 111m from assert1l1g these l'lghts.s UntIl 
fairly recently, for example, prison officials used their supposed censor-
IT l'ho Judicial Conference of the State of New York. 270 Broadway. New York City. 

N.Y. has begun to operate a data bank to provide federal and state judges with 
prompt Informlltlon about a petltloner's previous appllcatlons for postconvlctlon 
relief. l'he Important fact to note Is that the system Is an index and not a central 
file. \"hen a judge receives an. application for relief. he Is expected to keep the 
Index current by sending In a completed form Which shows the action he took 
In dealing with It. Identification of prisoners Is primarily based on their Inmate 
Identification number. 

-In re Haro (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1021. 
lOl'asweU-Langmead, ElIglish COllBtitut/unal H~torY 648 (4th ed. 1890). 
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ship powers to bottle up the petitions with which prisoners hoped to 
regain their freedom,9o and we still have complaints that prison routine 
unconstitutionally deprives prisoners of their rightful access to the 
courts.91 By making the jailer himself a party to a habeas corpus pro
ceedinrr the prisoner was sure a court could enforce its decision 
through contempt decrees and fines-and jurisdiction over the jailer 
depended on where he was to be found. 

Classically, the jailer would be the person in administrative charge 
of the penal institution in which the prisoner was confined.o2 In my 
opinion, we no longer need such a restricted view to obtain habeas cor
pus jurisc1ietion oyer the person with actual custody of the prisoner. 

By statute, California provides that, "The term of imprisonment 
fixed by the judgment in a criminal action commences to run only upon 
the actual delivery of the defendant into the custody of the Director of 
Oorrections . . ." 93 As the chief administrative officer of the Depart
ment of Corrections (appointed by the Governor) and as a member of 
the Governor's Council,04 the Director has statewide power and re
sponsibilities. Naming him as the prime respondent in all postconvlc
lion litigation will not only achieve a uniform practice throughout the 
state, but will do so without creating any fictional custodians. Through 
his department, the Directcr of Corrections is the person having cus
tody of the petitioner. (h.l those cases where the Director of Correc
tions does not have custody, such as matters dealing with incompetents, 
with child custody 01' 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.) 

Oonsidering that another statewide officer, the Attorney General, 
ordinarily serves as legal counsel for the responding party,95 we see 
that geographic considerations associated with the IJlace of confinement 
have only fortuitous significance in our.choosing the best location for a 
postconviction matter to be processed. 

For the sake of uniformity and coordination, I therefore propose 
that habeas corpus petitions no longer be filed in the plac~ of co~fi?c
ment. Instead they should be filed in the court which was 111 a posItIon 
to moc1ify or 'set ~sic1e the original judgment, prov!ded jurisdictio~al 
standards can be met.flO That court would then deCide the postconvlC
tion argument on its merits, but if the issues were best r~solv~d ~n 
another court would transfer the ma tter to the more approprIate JurIS
diction. By channeling habeas corpus in this way we will also mini~ize 
01' eliminate the differences in form we now encounter for our yarlOus 
ways of seeking similar relief. 
., See Schaefer. Fedel'alism and CI'imlnal Procedure, 70 Harv.L.Rev. 1 (1956). See 

also In Til Robinson (1952) 112 Cal.App.2d 626. 
"Jolll1.son v. A.t:lll·Y (969) 393 U.S. 483: Gilmore v. Lynch (D.C.N.D.Cal. 197·0) 

--- F.Supp. : 111 re Harrell (1970) 2 Cal.3d 675. 
"See Olsoll v. California Adult AuthoritY (9th Clr. 1970) 423 F.2d 1326, a civil rIghts 

suit whIch also failed as an appllcatlon for habeas corpus because the prIsoner 
dId not name the proper party having custody over him. Ct. Jones v. aUlI!tl'IU
/lam (1963) 371 U.S. 236. 

., Pen. Code § 290G. 
" Pen. 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 pF,rty on the general principle, "l'he district attorney puts them In 
prison: we keep them there." 

{~See discussion at pages 10·1-12;. infra. 
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Title 01 Petition. Whether we retain different labels 101' our different 
postconviction procedures or group them all under the generic title 
Application for Postconviction 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 enotigh, the distinctions will blur into the most desirable 
procedure. 

Where Issues Have Not Previously Been Raised or Are Not 01 Record 

As We examine the several categories into which postconviction ap
plications nre divided, we come to our most nettlesome sct of problems. 
Herc we have those instances where relief might be denied because of 
the petitioner's failure to raise certain factual or legal issues at an 
earlier time.o7 Since matters not raised are usually not in the record, 
thesc cases are akin to ones where the petitioner has alleged facts out
side the record which, if true, would entitle him to relief.os Within this 
mixtur'e of problems, we find prisoners complaining of wrongfully in
duced guilty pleas.oo ignorance of correct procedures during the trial 
01' in preparation for an appeaJ,loo misconduct by the district attor
ney,101 and derelictions of duty or incompetence by the defense attor
ney.l02 A common thread running through these cases is that the pris
oncr is condemning a judge or an attorney for conduct that led to the 
prisoner's conviction. For postconviction 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 morc likely we are to have a contemporaneous, 'undistorted 
record of what has gone on in the past. 

From !iuch a point of view we can see that a fundamental step in 
resolving California's postconviction problems is for the superior courts 
to take appropriate prophylactic measures. I bpli~ve that this burden 
must be placed at the trial level because, as shown in an unm:fbli$}letl re
port by a federal judge, the most frequently assigned grounds for post
conviction relief are: 

1. Ineffective eounsel. 
2 .. Plea of guilty unlawfully induced. 
3. Use of a coereed confession. 
4. Use of evidence obtained through an unconstitutional search and 
seizure. 

., See In ro JOIICS (1968) 265 Ca1.App.2d '376. See also III "0 Swain (1949) 34 Ca1.2d 
300. 

IB See Note 59. 
.. McMann 1.1. Richardson (1970) 397 U.S. 759. 90 S.ct. 1441. 25 L.Ed.2d 763: Boykin 

tI. Alabama. (1969) 395 U.S. 238; In ro Talll (1969) 1 Ca1.3d 122 ~ HlItch/)lson 11. 
Oraven (9th Cir. 1969) 415 F.2d .278; Hl11'l1phl'lcs 11. Green (6th Cir. 1968) 397 
F.2d 67; Ant/tOny 1.1. Fltzlian'ls (9th Cir. 1968) 389 F.2d 657. 

100 In re Lopez (1970) 2 Cal.3d 141; People v. Ma,'sden (1970) 2 Cal.3d 118; 
People tI. Sanchez (1969) 1 Ca1.3d 496; People 11. Acosta (1969) 71 Co.I.2d 683; 
Pcopl" v. Ca..,ti/lo (1969) 71 Cal.2d 692. 

,., U.S. fl3l reI Sanders tI. Maroncy (3d Cir. 1968) 397 F.2d 267. 
10# See GalTi.'JOI' 11. Patterson (1968) 391, U.S. 464. significl!nt only because the de

fense attorney was said to have given Inadequate representation because he was 
preoccupied with other matters. I.e., the commission of a series of felonies; 
Brown v. Craven (9th Cil'. 1969) 415 F.2d 278; In re lViIIlams (1969) 1 Cal.3d 
168. 
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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 proccdura1 and substantive snares can best be neutralized early 
in the criminal 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 princip1es in charging, arraigning, trying, and 
sentencing defendants in eriminal cases. If this is done, collateral 
attacks on sentences should be subsequently reduced, and their 
disposition made less burdensome. loa 

Because the adequacy of a postconviction record is only one factor
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 posrc"onviction 
grievances 7 . 

Which Courts Now May Receive Petitions? 

To briefly summarize e~..::isting California procedures, a defendant 
may file his initial petition for habeas eorpus in the Supreme Court, 
the Court of Appeal for the district where he is imprisoned, or the 
superior court for the ('ounty 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 nrst application in the superior court 
with geographic jurisdiction over his place of confinement. That court, 
though the proper recipient of his complaints, must transfer the case 
to tlle superior court which rendered the judgment of conviction when
ever the petitioner has alleged facts which, if true, would entitle him 
to resentencing. The court to which the casc was transferred would then 
treat the petition on its merits.104 

loa Breitenstein. Post-Convlctloll PI·oblems .• apparently unpublished seminar address 
01 on June 5, 1968 in Denver. Colorado. p. 42 of the mimeograp'lted version. 

1 See discussion at pages 35-36 and 48-50, 811111·a. 
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Assuming the prop::>sals I have made in this report were to be 
adopted, would our existing procedures efficiently carry them out 1 I 
think not. In my view, the postconviction process should bp. changed 
to assure flexibility in the use of judicial manpower, avoidance of un
productive duplication, uniformity of decisions based on shnilar facts 
an~ circumstances, and discretion over the time, place and manner of 
conducting evidentiary h('arings. 

Which Courts Need More Work? 

At this junctur(' we must underscore a major precent: Nowhere in 
the California judichd system is tJlere a work vacuum ready to be 
filled with additional l('gal or administrative burdens. Every court is 
busy! Choo::;ing the tribunal best ('quipped to take charge of postcon
viction problems necessarily brings to mind the eloquence of all early 
American traveler who Wfl.., 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 conrts, and their 
judges have original jurisdiction in habeas corpus proceedings." 105 

Unlike the repealed cons:h:utional 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 011 those now obso
lete provisions, are therefore no long('r binding. 

Geographic limitations 

By statute, only a minor geographical limitation has been placed on 
the courts. No such restriction 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 .A1)yit'al or 
appellate judge, or 'before;! lY superior court or superior court judge.10o 

No such restriction is appiIed to the superior cuurt, as respects its own 
powers. 'rhe superior court or a judge may make a writ of habeas 
corpus returnable before the issuing judge or 11is court. No statutory 
mandate sets geogrnJ-ihkC limitations he_re (though one superior court 
lws 110t been grU1\1r.<1 sJ)l?cific au.~hority to make its writ returnable 
before another supl:l'ior court) .107 No such restriction is applied to the 
Court of Appeal, as respects its own powers. The QQurt of Appeal or an 
appellate judge may make the writ returnable t1(\1\I1'I\ the issuing judge 
or his court. No statutory mandate sets geographic limitations for that 
purpose (though one Court of Appeal has 110t 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
sion that a writ of habeas corpus issued by a Court of Appeal or an 
1M Cnl. Const .. Art. VI. § 10. 
," Pen. Code § 1508 (n). 
,OT Pen. Code I 1508 (0). See In rc Horo (1969) 71 CaUd 1021, 1025 n.1. 
lOS Pen. Code § 1508 (b). 

1971 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR :-!.ND THE LEGISLATURE 55 

appellate judge may also be made returnable "before any superior 
court or judge .thereof located in that appellate district. "100 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 court'3 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 deter.mine 
initial habeas corpus jurisdiction. All we have is a narrow limitation on 
where the Court of Appeal can make its writ returnable. 

Nongeographic C;onsiderations 

When we inqu.il'€' about the existence of an independent rationale, 
other than cons'~Hutional or statutory precedent, to champion geo
graphic considerations, we note that the bulk of decided cases announce 
the law without explaining its purpose.uo The most informative dis
cussion of why a court's jurisdiction should be limited to those persons 
in actual custody within the county or district \vhere the cou.rt 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 confer upon every 
judge of the fif.ts-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 coruerred to summon a sheriff, or 
other peace officer, to a distant county to show by what authority 
he holds a prisoner in custody in his own county. We are satis
fied, simply on the grounds of reason, that the jurisdicti9n 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 jurisdiction is state
wide.ll1 

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 thp Director of Corrections, a statewide officer, who 
is ordinarily represented by the Attorney General, another statewide 
officer,112 

I" Pen. Code § 1508(b). 
11, See People v. TenOlio (1970) 3 Cal.3G 89, 95 fn. 2: In re Horo (1969) 71 Ca1.2d 

1021: In 1'e Hl/ddleston (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1031: In re Gaffey (1968) 68 Cal.2d 
762; Matter oj Hughes (1911) 159 Cal. 360: People v. Gonzalez (1970) 7 
Cal.App.3d 163: People v. Clillto,~. (1966) 243 Cal.App.2d 284; People v. W/l
liom-B (1965) 238 Cal.App.2d 585: In "e Hill6l'Y (1962) 202 Cal.App.2d 293: 
People v. Dowding (1960) 185 Cal.App.2d 274: People v. Del Gompo (1959) 174 
CaI.App .. 2d 217: People v. Begiltel (1968) 164 Cal.App.2d 294: People v. Lempia 
(1956) 144 Cal.App.2d 393: People v. Sc/tunke (1951) 102 Cal.App,2d 876: 
People v. Martinelli (1953) 118 Ca1.App.2d 94: People v. DUll 1011 (1951) 102 
Cal.App.2d 314: People v. Coffmon (1951) 105 Cal.App.2d 164: Zeigler v. Su
pfl1ior GOlwt (1933) 134 Cal.App. 88: In re Branilam (1931) 116 Cal.App. 59: 
In re Bnme (1931) 113 Cal.App. 254. 

III Bartlett v. Superior Gourt (1930) 108 Cal.App. 756, 757-58. 
m See discussion Ilt pages 50-51, StllJl'o. 
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Transportation of Prisoners 

What is a valid concern, from the viewpoint 9f the People's security, 
is whether prisoners should routinely b~ transported long ?istances 
acros.'3 the state in habeas corpus proceedmgs. Let us place thIS appre
hensiveness in the perspective of our current procedures. 

When a prisouer makes allegations of mat~ria~ facts outsi?-e the 
record which if true would entitle him to consbtutlOnal protectIon, he 
should be giv'en a he~ring on his claims.ll3 By analog7 to constitutional 
standards that have been cstabUshed for federal prIsoners, he bas no 
automatic right to personally' attend or testify ~t the, hearing .. His 
application for habeas c?rpus relief may be .entertalI~ed and determm~d 
without the need for hIS presence. But th.lS excluSlOnary rule h~s l~S 
due process limits. When a prisoner's testImony would be mate~JaI. 111 

support of a substantial claim, he may not be prevented from testlfymg 
in his own behalf.114 

Transfers for Resentencing 

" 

A California prisoner with a constitutional grievance who has c?mpe
tent information about his claim thus has a right to appeal' m an 
appropriate court for a hearing on the merits of his p.etitio~l. Under 
current California practice, if ]lis allegations would entItle 111m 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 aifd sentenced.l15 Regardless 
of the needs of the parties, the convenience of witnesses 0: t~le ends of 
justice which ordinarily are persuasive grounds for estabhshmg venue, 
the petition cannot remain in the court where it was ~le~ unless the 
court, by coincidence, had also been the place of convlChon. 

Knowledge of Sentendng Court 

, The stated rationale for this rule is that the sentencing C?urt ~or
mally is the tribunal most familia~ with t~e !acts of the case, ,mcludmg 

the basis of sentencing and the prlOr conVIctIons that may hl1"\ e affeete~ 
the sentence.116 However compelling the rationale may first appear, It 
is based on arguable assumptions. ., 

The first assumption is that the court whIch Imposed t?e sentence 
knows more about the case than any other court. Perhaps It does. But 
if this is to be true, the knowledge in question ~1USt come ~rom sources 
outside the record. Otherwise any court proCesslllg the ba~lC documen.ts 
would have all relevant data. To assume that the sentenclllg '"ourt 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 

1l;I See Note 69, 
U'Sa?lders v. United states (1963) 373 U.S.!. C 12d 1031' I re 
UllIn rll Haro (1969) 71 CaUd 1021; In re Huddleston (1969~ 7l( 97aO') 3 C l'3d

1t 
89 

OaU£nI (1968) 68 Cal.2d 762; see also People'll. TenOriO 1 a.. 

96 n. 2. 02 
u1ln re Haro (1969) 71 Cal.2d 1 1. 
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follow the judge himself, on the more speculative assumption that he 
will indefinitely retain personal knowledge of the case we would be 
disrupting ?alendars in, a~ uncontrollable number of j~dicial depart
me~ts. Ser:'lCe .on the crlmmal bench would harness a judge with never
endmg obhgatIons. The potential benefit seems too doubtful to make 
these transfers mandatory. 

Even if we could conveniently bring a case before a highly informed 
judge, we must make the still further assumption that he is not per
sonally involved 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 anothei', we may qualify the judge so far, 
but must then keep speculating that he will now do what he failed to do . 
in the past. Our most compelling reason for requiring his services is 
that he left an incomplete record. We have no presen,t 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 
granted that he never makes things obvious to anyone else. A newly 
made, inadequate record, of course, will have the likely drawback of 
triggering yet another set of postconviction complaints. 

Comity Between Equal Courts 

Possibly the unstated rationale for the mandatory transfer rule is 
the question of whether it is seemly for one superior court to undo the 
wo.rk of another superior court. As a matter of comity, judges of equal 
rank respect each other's official actions. To avoi.d the friction that 
might arise if, say, judges in Solano County routinely overthrew the 
carefully wrought determinations of San Francisco judges, we have 
?rranged ~hat no. such mishap can occur. San Francisco judges-aU 
J~~ges-wln be given the chance to correct· their own sentencing de
CISIOns. 

Valid as this principle is in creating harmony between equals, it has 
no relevance to a situation in which the reviewing judge has a higher 
rank than the original judge. The basic principle of judicial review is 
that a lower court may be overruled by-and must defer to-a higher 
~ourt. To satisfy principles of comity, we need only establish a review
lllg court of sufficiently high rank in postconviction matters. 

If:,tltn!ll we return to the issue of prisoner security in transportation 
acrossl']iC&tate, we should be able to distinguish that question from 
others that are now linked to it. We should not transport prisoners. 
as a, routine matter just because we are searching for a judge with 
sI?eClal 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 only way we can determine where a postconvie
tlOn hearmg should be held is on a case-by-case evaluation rather than 
br ~enerai rules naming the place of confinement or the place of con
VIction. Casting aside geography or prior knowledge ~s the exclusive 
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criterion for choosing a hearing site, we sbo~ld develop means ,of bring
ing out the following considerations: 

1. Which court, if any, has soun.q. policy reasons for holding a hear
ing1 
2, Which court provides the most unbiased forum in which to con
duct the proceedings 7 
3. Which court is most convenient to all parti~s, 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 conduct the hearing in light of its active 'calendar ~ 

When the policies or integrity of a court have come under fire in a 
postcol1viction attack, that court 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 reac
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 court and the commu
nity to such an extent that a more detached forum may be necessary.) 

\Vhen 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-a;ld thus will be the very reason the hearing 
was ordered. \Ve 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 nsed as an excuse to deny a 
prifl.oner his rights, we should have options available to make sure that 
t\. daugel'ous prisoner-though we may soon allow him to be walking 
th{' streets-will h~n;('. to stnt0 his case in a sufficiently secure court
!,'oom. No Ilutomntio rule £01' transferring cases can provide this pro
teotion. 

Assuming that all other factors are equal and that no rights will be 
infringed we should also have flexibility in choosing a trial court, a 
referee o~ 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 jurisdiction is univer
sally binding on all postcoilviction 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-
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tions. That court, in my opinion, is the Court of Appeal in the district 
where the petitioner was convicted,117 I urge adoption of a rule of 
court along the following lines to accomplish this purpose. 

Rule __ . Where postconviction relief should be sought 

(a) An application for postconvictiol1 relief 118 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. 

(c) Prior to acting upon an application for postconviction 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-qonviction Remedies comments:· 

In some jurisdictions, applications for habeas corpus must, or 
can, be submitted to an appellate court in the first instance .... 
Although appellate tribunals are inappropriate forums to conduct 
factual inquiries, there 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, 01' perhaps to special commissioners 
01' masters, for whatever hearings 01' inquiry [are] necessary.110 

111 The Revised Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure Act (1966), as promUlgated by 
the 1':atlonal Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, provides that 
the ,,(\u'rt of conviction (i.e., the trial court) Is the proper flllng place for post
convltllinn appllcations. lllan~' states have adopted the Uniform Act or a similar 
prOCedure. See, e.g., llIe)'1'il! v. Sta·te (Alaska Supreme Ct. 1969) 457 P.2d '231 for 
a decision discussing the Uniform Act. See also State Post-Conviction Remedies 
a)lft A Uni/onn Rule 0/ Fec/eml Habeas 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 oC p(Jstc{lnviction procedures adopted by 
different states. 

For Callfornla, 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 postcorlvlctlon process, that court must make wrlt.ten 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 postconvlctlon decision. would require a written opin
Ion. In illY view, California's Courts of Appeal could not successfully handle the 
annual addition of 1,000 or more opinions, as would be expected of them under 
such a system. Unless we favor constitUtional revisions with ramillcations far 
beyond the postconvlctlon Issue, we cannot adopt the Uniform Act. 

118 A definitional rule wlll be required to identify what Is to be Included, e.g., habeas 
corpus, coram nobis, or other extraordinary relief. 

lI9 American 'Dar Association Standards Relating to Post-Conviction Remedies 29 
(1968). See also ,fcstllJich v. Coiner (4th Clr. 1970) 424 F.2d 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, esper.ially 
when the taking of evidence is required. This consideration has been 
a basis for appellate courts refusing to hear a matter unless an applka
tion has first been made to' the local superior court or a good reason 
has been shown for that faflure.120 

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. l21 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 post conviction 
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
posea of on the most appropriate basis: routine dismissals with stated 
reason,,: (however brief) 122 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
sideration~) 123 or to a specially appointed referee. Whether the super
ior court should act only as a referee making .recommendations to the 
Court of App,eal or should actually determine the case on its merits 
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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 I I 
determinations. At this stage, we should not try to overconfine a' 
remedy that is wisely meant to be extraordinary. II 

Like a master calendar judge, the Court of Appeal could efficiently 11 
control the disposition of evidentiary matters and discovery contro- l'i 
versies 124 whose inflow cannot be predicted. It could also exercise in- 11 
formed discretion on the related disputes about when an indigent I} 
prisoner is entitled to a transcript of prior proceedings.12ii I 1 
100 In "e Elias (1~62) 209 Cal.App.2d 262. 
121 See Note 2. . 
,22 See discussion at pages 42-53 slIpm. 
'''' See discussion at pages 57-58, slIp,·a. 
124 For guidelines on discovery matters, see 28 U.S.C. § 2246; Harl'is v. Nelson (1969) 

394 U.S. 286. . 
... 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 COllrt of Iowa (1966) 385 U.S. 192; Rich
ards v. TowlIsend (two cases) (D.C.N.D.Cal. 1969) 303 F.Supp. 793, 300 F.Supp. 
529; Herrick v. lIIulIicipal Court (1970) 8 Cal.App.3d 967; People v. Gon~ale!l 
(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 conviction are saying, in one form or anotl1er, 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 h1 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 conduct. 

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.126 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 screened 
on the appellate level seems to be an efficient means of channeling the 
disputes to their proper slots. Assuming the facts are stipulated, the 
Court of Appeal may exercise jurisdiction to decide the case on its 
merits or, when the facts are 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 ll,rise 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 can 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 
bear the full shock of the additional caseload with its present judicial, 
research, clerical or administrative personnel. Since the burdens con
!emplated 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 
~ouncil: the Chief Justice of California can meet temporary overloads 
111 the system by providing for the assignment of judges to other 
courts.127 Whenever necessary, the Chief Justice can designate:--and 
has d'esignated-superior court or retired judges to serve in reality 
as ~he writ-processing judges for the Court of Appeal. This system; 
~has been long operative in Los Angeles, allows expansion or re-
~'" sei< Bt re Harrell (1970) 2 Cal. 3d 675. See also Gilmore v. Lynch (1970) (D.C. . .Cal.) _____ F.Supp. ____ . 

U
To enforce their rights, prisoners are also using Civil Rights suIts under 42 

127 C I'CS,C, 1983. See, e.g.., DeWitt v. Pail (9th Cir. 1966) 366 F.2d 682. 
a. onst., Art. VI, § 6. 
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trenchment of the available personnel to meet variances in caseloads. 
Since our crises tend to merge into r.hronic continuity, however, our 
only solution is to maintain an appellate bench at the full strength 
needed to meet 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 postconviction 
processing (i.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 discretion 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. 

'Ve 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 (!olltjnuity from the remaining judges and from the profes
sional stuff, each 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 cOllviction, we assure administrative access to the trial record, the 
record Oll appeal, and the record of all other applications for post
conviction relief (except applications filed before o·ur procedures have 
been reorganized). -With all these documents at hand, we can soon dis
cover if the petitioner has made inconsistent fac,tual allegations in 
successive applications or whether his present requests have already 
been denied, without any intervening change in the facts or the law. 

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

. tern of postconviction 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 district, 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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wi~hout having to amend the relevant statutes, If objections should 
arIs.e, we can request the Supreme Court, in its administrative ca
paCIty, to effect the proposed transfers under its express authority. 
Eventually, after the proc~dures have bee~ tested, we can attempt to 
hav~ t~le sta~~tes ame~ded I~ accordance WIth 0111' proven needs. (As a 
realIstIC polItIcal conSIderatIon: we ,shou~d minimize statutory changes 
a~d ~ely on Rule of Court modIficatIOns 111stead. As long as we operate 
wI~h111 statu~ory bounds, ~ur court system should be able to make 
3~dJustl11ents 111 legal remedIeS and procedures to perfect its own func
tIOns, ) 

S~pervisory Control Over Superior Courts. To the degree that the su
perIOr court observes all necessary precautions to avoid postconviction 
snares, the work of the Court of Appeal will be lightened. To the 
extent that ~he superior. court falls short in this respect, the Court 
of Appeal, 111 a superVISOl'y role, can enforce compliance with the 
necessary procedures, By example, pel'suasion and direct instructions, 
th,e Court of ~ppe~l can regulate the standards to be observed at the 
trIal leveL TIllS ul1l~orm obseryapce o~ proper guidelines will provide 
the greatest benefit 111 the admllllstratlOn of postconviction procedures. 

M~re Bearable Delays. The careful processing of postconviction mat
ters 111 the Court of Appeal may cause a delay in the disposition of all 
flppe~Iate matters. For that hard fact there can be no easy palliative. 
B~lt I~ we mus~ choose between one evil or another, I believe we are 
WIser I~ toleratmg a delay at the appellate level, after the case has once 
been t.l'led and the permanent record has been drawn rather than at 
the trIal level, where a day in court is the (1oa1. ' 

If. t11.e superior court is ordered to take ~h the strains of the post
~onvIchon burden, too many litigants will have to wait too 10n(1 for an 
Impartial decisi?n on their claims. They deserve a first he:ring as 
qUIckly as possIb~e;. the~ are e~ltit~ed to ~~ appeal in the ordinary 
c01;1rse of the adm111IstratlOn of JustIce. 'Valt111g for an appeal may be 
pa111ful, but the chance to prove one court was wrong may be more 
of a lux,:ry. than the chance to prove a case in the first instance, (The 
pos!conYIchon matters call for a second and sometimes a third or fourth 
reVIew of a case that has once been- decided. We allow this recycling 
because of the constitutional issues to be resolved. 

BROADENED APPELLATE PROCEDURES 

. As an experiment in aid of its postconviction jurisdiction the Judi
cl~l Council should consider using broadened appellate pr~cedures to 
br111g all potential errors to the court's attention in a single proceeding 
At ~he present time, our courts declare that matters not part of th~ 
offiCIal record cannot be considered on appeal,128 Even though the ap
p.ellate court h~s .been n~ade aware of the .alleged facts that would jus
h.fy post conVICtIOn relIef, the most effectIve step it can now take is to 
bIfurcate a series of issues and discuss "appeal" .matters separately 
~habeas corpus" matters within a single opinion.120 

'''" People v. Floyd (1970) 1 Ca1.3d 694; People v. M61'1'iam (1967) 66 Cal2d 390' 
:Jl~~;r v. California (1897) 116 Cal. 495; People v, Mosqueda (1970) 5 Cal.App: 

". See People v. PI'lce (1969) 1 Cal.App,3d 982, 
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I suggest that a defendant on direct appeal be allowed (though not 
yet required) to request the consideration of matters not ill the record. 

"\Ve can encourage this change in appellate practice on the reasonablc 
assumption that a prisoner with an arguably valid grievance will find 
some way of calling it to a court's attention. Sooner 01' later the com
plaint will surface. Instead of demanding a piecemeal presentation of 
appeal issues and postconviction issnes. we are best advised to develop 
an all-inclusive technique. ,Ve should be able to resolve all constitu
tional disputes at the earliest possible time, with the least judicial 
waste and the least l111justifiable punishment. 

An early benefit in blending postconviction 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 can develop a prima facie case showing the 
defendant's argument in its best light. Based on that data, the attor-
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ney can then petition the court for an evidentiary hearing or for the 
inelusion into the record of now-exeluded matter. From this most 
favorable display of the defendant's position, the court can decide I 
whether the factual allegations, if true. would merit relief. If so, the . '1 
court can order an evidpntiary hearing before a trial court or a 
referee to resolve the facts. If not. the eourt can sUlllmarily deny 
the request for additional evidpncp and articulate its denial as part 
of its definitive opinion on the direct appeal. 

Because matters outside tIle formal record could be presented to the 
court relatively soon after the cvents themselves had occurred, we 
would avoid the problems caused by belated requests for postconviction 
relief. IdC'ally. this procedure will compel 110 more h~arhlgs than would 
be compelled by the postconviction 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 optiol101 with thr defendant, 
we will undoubtedly have variations in appellnte practicp from case 
to case. For the short run those variations should be welcoul(>. 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 Ior postcon
viction relief be dh:ected to a single court~the Court of Appeal for the 
district where the conviction occurred. With the help of increased man
p.ower as 111e need is manifested, with the authority that l:tS appellate 
position guarantees, and with the centralized expertise that will be 
develope!!, the Court of Appeal should be the 1110St suitable tribunal 
for this ineseapable labor. 

1 , 
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Postcol1viction problems will remain with us for predictable future. 
We must indefinitely expect to endure crime, punishment and the possi. 
bility of error. In our concessions to the falli.bilitics 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· 
conviction 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 attituqe toward justice, let it be the prisoner and not the 
judge. 
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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: 
Instit1ttes 

1. Sentencing Institute for Superior Court Judges, Monterey, March 
20-21, 1970 

2. Institute for Juvenile Court Judges and Referees, Newport Beach, 
June 5-6, 1970 

3. Institute for Municipal and Justice Court Judges, San Diego, 
October 30-31, 1970 

lV O1'kshops 
1. Workshop for Court of Appeal Justices, Newport Beach, June 

19-20,1970 
2. Workshop for Presiding Judges of the Metropolitan Superior 

Courts, San Francisco, October 2, 19JO 

The Sentencing Institute for Superior Court Judges was the sixth 
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 discussions of important aspel~ts of a crimi
nal court judge's responsibility including discussions of recent appellate 
decisions, sentencing standards and criteria, current stat.e correctional 
relia.bilitative and parole programs and policies, and roundtable discus
sions. of common problems facing criminal court judges. The program 
also featured an exceptionally informative keynote speech by Supreme 
Court Justice Louis H. Burke on the topic, "The Courts and The Prob
lem of Crime. " Copies of the published 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 
importance, as well as discussions of recent appellate decisions affecting 
juvenile court procedure, appropriate dispositional standards and cri
teria and small group and panel discussions of problem areas in juve-

( 73 ) 



74 JUDICIAL COUNCUJ OF CALIFORNIA 

nile conrtprocedure. Eighty-four judges and referees attended this 
program. The Proceedings are also to be published and distributed to 
those in attendance and to judges and referees newly assigned to hear 
juvenile court eases. 

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 significant leO'islation e~acted 
in the 1970 legislative session, and small group discus~ions 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 appeals and original proceedings arrived at in 
the preceding year's program, the 1970 "\Vorkshop 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 

. d ' screenll1g proce ures 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. 

Finally, 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 t?e stat~, 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
diction and Service of Process Act were developed and approved by 
the Judicial Council 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 Court 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 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 75 

superior courts of the Fifth Appellate Dis~rict, which were. a~so cO.m
pIe ted with the help of staff assistance provlded by the Admll1IstratIve 
Office of the Courts. 

Study of California Lower Courts 
Substantial progress was made in the past year on the studJ:" of ~he 

organization of California's municipal and justice courts which I~ bemg 
financed by a federal grant to the Judicial Council under the High:vay 
Safety Act of 1966. 'Jlhe study, which is being condu~ted b:y the natIon
ally known consulting firm of Booz, Allen & HamIlton, IS under the 
general supervision or a full-time project dir;ctor o~ th~ staff o~ the 
Administrative Office of the Courts. Policy gmdance IS bemg furmshed 
by an advisory committee appointed by t~e Chief Justice. The fact 
gathering phase of the study cOl~menced m the latter part of June 
1970 and will be completed early m 1971. ~Y the end of .O.ctober 19~0, 
40 of the 58 counties had been visited, WIth the remammg countIes 
scheduled for visits prior to the termination of th~ study. A final rep~rt 
and recommendations is scheduled to be submitted to the JudlcIal 
Council in 1971. 

Judgeship Reports 
During the 1970 legislative session, the Council was' again called 

upon by the L€gislature and the Governor's Office t.o prep~re :eports 
'on the number of judgeships needed for courts seekmg legIslatIve ap
proval for additional judges. There were a total of 24 reports prep~red 
during the 1970 legislative session of which 14 involved mUl11Clpal 
courts and 10 concerned superior courts.1 

A separate weighted statistical yardstick was emplo:yed for t.he ~u
nicipal and superior courts and the reports also contamed proJect~ons 
of future workload based upon recent filing trends. The yardstIcks 
were derived from ~tudies 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 the Courts of Appeal, undertaken at the request of the De
partment of Finance, was completed during ~970. The study was done 
by the nationally known management consultll1g firm of Erns~ & Ernst 
under contract with the Judicial Council. Its recommendatIOns were 
reviewed by a special advisory committee appointed by the Chief Jus
tice under the Chairmanship of Presiding Justice Gerald Brown, Court 
of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, San Diego. 
1 The courts for which judgeship reports were prepared In the 1970 session Included 

the following: 
SUp/irlol' COUl·tB 

Alameda 
Butte 
Los Angeles 

Municillal CourtB 
Berkeley-Albany 
Oakland-Piedmont 
Mount Diablo 

Merced 
Orange 
Riverside 

'North County (San Diego) 
Northern San Mateo 
Central San Mateo 

San Francisco 
San Mateo 
Solano 

San Jose-Milpitas 
Southern San Mateo 
West Orange County 
'Whlttler 
San Francisco 

. San Bernardino 

Pasadena 
El Cajon 
Los Angeles 
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The Judicial Council acted on the Oommittee's 1.'0commendations at '.','~'II.' .. 

its November 1970 meeting and apm'o\"(~cl the prindple of a central 
authority responsible for coordinating the COlll't of Appeal Olerks) 
Offices. The authority will consist of the Chief Justice and the Admin. 1 
istrative Presiding Justices of each of the five appellate districts. I 

i 
Justice Court Manual 

Federal funds were procured this year to finance the ,'pdating of 
the Justice Court Manuall'esulting from new 1969 and 1970 legIslhtion 
and recent appellate dpcisions. 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 Council 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 J1tdicial ConllcU Repm't. 
The other two measures were adcl~d 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 it'! sponsorship of these measures, the Judicial Council 
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 Judicial Council. 

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. 

Senat')r 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 Council. 

JUDICIAL COUNCil MEASURES 
Trame Referees 

Assembly Bill No. 270 was introdu'ced by Assemblyman Fenton to 
effectuate the Judicial Council's recommendation to provide subordinate 
judicial personnel to assist municipal courts in handling traffic 
matters.2 This measure adds Section 72400 et seq. to the Government 
Code to provide for the appointment, qualifications, salary and reo 
OSee 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 
judO'e of a justice court for five out of the eight years immed,iately 
pre~eding his appointment. Added Section 72404.provides that a ~r~ffic 
referee shall receivp. a salary equal to one·half the salary of a mUlllClpal 
court j!ldge. Added Sections 72401, 72402 and 72403 specify in detail 
the authority of the traffic referee, gen(>rally authorizing him to fix bail, 
grant continuances, conduct arraignments, take pleas and set cases for 
trial and, in addition, for infractions and those misdemeanors falling 
within the proyisions of subdivision (b) of Vehicle Code Section 42001, 
to impose a fine on a guilty or no·contest plea not in excess of the 
applicable bail sehedule. 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,S 

State Public Defender 

Assembly Bill No. 497 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes and 
would have effect.uated the Judicial Council's proposal for the estab· 
lishment of a State Public Defender's office to handle indigent criminal 
appeals.4 The measure would have added Section 68555 et seq. to the 
Government Code to authorize the Judicial Coun'cil to appoint a State 
Public Defender who would have been required to possess the quali. 
fications of a Court of Appeal judge. Hjs salary would have been set 
at $35000 per year. The measure authorized the State Public Defender 
to appoint deputies and organize the office to represent indigents in 
criminal appeals in our Courts of Appeal or Supreme Court, appeals 
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 meusure 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. The 
Assembly Committee on 0riminal 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 policy and fiscal committees. The measure alsp 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 followmg an 
expressio~ Qf opposition from the Governor's office. '~,., 
• Cal.Stats. 1970, Ch. 85. 
• See 1970 Judicial Council Report 15-23. 
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Penalty Assessments 

Assembly Bill No. 1589 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes to 
effectuate the Judicial Council's recommendations for clarifying the 
Penal Code and Vehicle Code provision~ ~'elating to the imposition and 
'COllection of penalty assessments. As introduced, this measure amended 
Ponal 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
ments, 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 a'CComplish 
two unrelated purposes. The measure was enacted in this amended 
form.5 

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.o 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 Judicial 
Council. As thus amended, the measure was ena'Cted.7 

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 transcribed; 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 procedure. The measure was enacted in this amended form.s 

Felony Plea Bargaining 

Senate Bill No. 621 was introduced by Senator Sherman to add Sec
tion 1192.5 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 
• Cal.State. 1970. Ch. 1009. 
"Por an earlier history. see 1968 Judicial Council Report 55. 
T CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 551. 
8 CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 809. 
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circumstances, and repealing Section 1192.3 in conformity therewith. 
In an amended form, this measure was enaeted.O 

AppelltJfe Remands 
Senute Bill No. 859 was introduced by Senator Cologne to amend 

Penal Code SeMion 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 accord generally 
with the federal procedure pursuant to Section 2106 of Title 28, United 
States Code. The measure was enacted without amendment,lo 

Search Warrant Service 
Assemblv Bill No. 139 was introduced by Assemblyman Murphy to 

amend Pe~al 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.H 

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 conduct arraignment proceed
ings if so directed by the presiding or sole judge of the municipal court. 
In an amended form, the measure was enaeted.12 

Con tempts 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.18 

Court Commissioners' Law Practice 
Assembly Bill No. 1073 was introduced by Assemblyman Hayes to 

amend Government Code Sections 70142, 72190 and 72706 to prohibit 
court commissioners in superior and municipal courts from engagin:g 
in the private practice of law. In an amended form, the measure was 
enacted.H 

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 Appe~l Workshop for moeting the caseload crisis ill. those courts.16 

o CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 1123. 
10 CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 850. 
u CaJ.Stats. 1970, Ch. 47. 
1. CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 759. 
13 Cal.Stats. 1970. Ch. 1264. 
"CaI.Stats. 1970. Ch. 686. 
1<0 See 1970 Judicial Council Report 24-38. 
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The Judicial Council by rule also designated the Administrative Direc- J ConfeMs. of Record on AppeaH in Criminal Cases 
tor of the California Courts to serve as Secretary to the Judicial 1 
Council and cOl1firmed certain existing functions of t,he Administrative 1·, Rule 33(b) was amended effective July 1, 1970 to authorize a crimi-
Office of the Courts, In addition, several changes were made in other nal app~J1ant to request that proceedings under Scction 1538,5 of the 
appellate and trial. court rules, as well as in the Judicial Council's rec- "1 ~enal Co?e for return ~f proper~y or for suppression of evidence be 
ommended Standards of Judicial Administration principally to expe- . I mcluded In the reporter s transcrIpt on appeal. The amendment eHmi-
dite judicial proceedings, ' nates the need for appellate courts to make formal orders augmenting 
, Fol~owing is a summary of all the changes, most of which were effec- I the. record to include Section 1538.5 proceedings, as well as eHmi-

tlVe eIther JUly 1, 1970 or January 1, 1971, as indicated below. I natmg the resultant delays, 

1. APPELLATE RULES AND STANDARDS 
Additional Time lor Filing a Cross Appeal 

Rules 3 (superior court appeals) and 123 (municipal and justice 
court appeals) ,wer~ ame~ded effective January 1, 1971, to provide for 
an addItional time In whICh any party may file a cross.appeal in a civil 
case. The"amend~ents will ~liminate 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 timel;y notice of appeai h~s .been filed by a party, any other 
par,ty l?ay brIng a cross appeal wltilln 20 days (10 days in municipal 
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 bCn appeal, whichever period last expires. 

Examination of Record on Petition lor Hearing in Supreme Court 

.Rule 2~(b), governing the instances in which the Supreme Court 
WIll examIne the rec.ord on appeal for error on a petition for hearing, 
was amended eff~c~lVe 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 a!ter 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 01 Memorandum Opinions 

New Section 6 was added to the Judicial Council's recommended 
Sta~dards of ~udic~al Administration effective July 1, 1970 to specify 
the Instances In whICh a Court of Appeal might appropriately dispose 
of,a cas~ by memorandum or .other 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 0: appl~cation, (b) an aJ?peal that is determined by a controlling deci
SIon whIch does not reqUIre a reexamination or restatement of itsnrin
ciples or rules, and (c) an appeal raising factual issues that ar~ de
termined by the substantial evidence rule. 

I 
I 
I 

II 
! 

! 

Administrative Justices in Courts of Appeal 

~ules ,75 and 76 were .a~ded 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 adm~nis
trative )ustice be desig~ated in each Court of Appeal. The re~om
men datIon further prOVIded that the prp,siding justice of one-division 
Courts of Appeal should perform this function and that in multi
division districts an administrative justice should be selected by the 
Chairman of the Judicial Council. Rule 75 effectuates that recom
men~ation. Rule 76 specifies the duties of the Administrative Presiding 
JustIce. 

Payment of Fee on Civil Appeal Irom Municipal or Justice Court 

Rule 130 was amended effective July 1, 1970 to conform the pro
ce,dure 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 appeal is received from the lD11!ljClipal or justice 
court. , 

2. TRIAL COURT RULES AND STAN,DARPS 
N/Jtice of Hearing of Demurrer 

Rules 202, 203 (superior courts), 502 and 503 (municipal courts) 
we~e amend~d effecti~e Janua,ry 1, 1971 generally to make the present 
notIced motIOn practICe apphcable to demurrers, 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 

RU,le ~30 was added effective January 1, 1971 to allow municipal 
and JustIce court judges to authorize their clerks to set misdemeanor 
and tra~~ citation .cases for arraignment and trial. For this purpose 
the ~UdiCIal CounCIl. has approved a standard legal form, Notice of 
A~ralgnment and TrIal Date, for optional use by the courts. Use of 
tIllS procedure and the form will avoid inconvenience to the public 
and save the judges' time by allowing defendants to make a single 
court ~ppe~rance for arraignment and trial when they wish to plead 
not gUIlty, In place of the two or more apvearances otherwise required. 
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Uniform Traffic Bail Schedule 
Rule 850(b) setting forth the Judicial Council's Uniform Traffic 

Bail Schedule was amemled 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 
Council's request, had amended Vehicle Code Section 42050 to clarify 
the application of penalty assessments. 

Admin;,~trative 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 :ror Trial Courts, vidsion I, Family Law Rules, 
effective November 23, 1970, to provide for the joinder of third parties 
in family law proceedings. The new rules provide that such joinder 
may be proposed upon noticed motion by the petitioner, the respond. 
ent, a person WIi':) has or claims custody of the minor children of the 
marriage, or a person served with a temporary restraining order affect· 
ing property in hie possession or the custody of minor children of the 
mal"dage. 

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,lO 

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 11is appointee should, ~vhen 
appropriate meet with members of the bench, bar Or news medIa to 
"promote ~derstanding 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. Cri~. 
inaI Proceedings in Californie, " by the Conference of Cahforma 
Judges the State Bar and the California Freedom of Information Com· I' 
mittee ·~epresen!ting the news media. 11 
Use of BAJI and CALJlC Patte:rn Jury Instructions ,,! 

Section 5 of the .Judicial C011-11;:.il's recommeJlded Standards of Ju·l 
dicial Administration, at the request of the State Bar's Board of t I 
Governors was amended to provide that in considering proposed jury I J 
instructio~s, a trial judge should give equal consi?erat~on to t~ose sub· [. ~ 
mitted by the parties as well as to the pattern JUl.'y lllstr1l:ctlOns ~0I,1- .. 
tained in the latest edition of California ,Jury Instrucbons-LCl,Vl1 I 
(BAJI) or California Jury Instructions-Criminal (CAlolJIC). . ..•.•. : .. JJ .. ,f: 
16 See F. Judicial Council Lellal Forms, in/1·a. [ 
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D. JUDICIAL RED!STRICTING 
There were 319 judicial districts 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 1969-10 
occurred in Butte County where the Chico Justice Court District be. 
came a municipal court district on JUly 1, 1969.17 Reflecting this 
change, the number of districts served hy municipal courts increased 
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. 

TABL.E A-CAL.IFORNIA JUDICIAL. DISTRICTS 
A. of June 3D, 195:i Through 1969 

Year 

:~~3 ................... ~ ... _____ ... __ 
19M •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19M •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19M •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1957 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1958 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1969 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1960 •••••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 
·1961 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1962 ••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
·1963 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19M •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1965 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1966 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1967 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1968 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1969 ............................ . 
1970 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tot:..! 
judicial distri~ta 

400 
400 
395 
395 
393 
890 
374 
374 
371 
370 
365 
361 
349 
339 . 
336 
326 
319 
319 

Number or 
jWltice court. 

349 
348 
a42 
341 
335 
329 
312 
307 
8~ 
~9!i 
293 
288 
276 
268 
263 
253 
245 
214 

Number or 
municipal oourt. 

51 
52 
53 
M 
58 
61 
6~ 
67 
69 
72 
72 
73 
73 
71 
73 
73 
74 
75 

Since the reorganization of the lower courts the number of judicial 
districts 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 districts increased 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 districts to form either municipal court 
OF larger justice court districts and (2) the creation of municipal 
courts as district populations in!'i",,')e to the 40,000 constitutional limit 
for justice courts. 

The Judicial Council completed districting surveys of Placer and 
Napa Counties in 1969-70 at the request of their boards of sur:rvisors. 
The Council's report to the Placer County Board of Supervi!;ors rec. 
ommended that the justice court districts of Auburn, Foresthill, Lin
coln, Loomis and Roseville be consolidated into a single municipal 
court district sitting at A.uburn with sessions at Roseville and that the 
~ Justice Court District be consolidated into the proposed munic· 
17 By an ordinance dated July 28, 1970 the Board of Supervisors of Butte County 

cD'onsolidated the Durham JU'stice Court District Into the Chico Municipal Court 
Istrlct effective January 1, 1971. J, See Fourteenth Biennial Report (1953) 12-28. 
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ipal court district 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 iIll:mediately declared a municipal court dis
trict as required by the California constitution 10 and that the jusltice 
court districts of Calistoga and St. Helena be consolidated into a single 
justice court district. 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 

<. g 

! 
('l 

I 
i ,1 

.1 

The regular qualifying examination required by Judicial Council . J 
regulations to be given every six years to qualify layman candidates <I 
for election to the office of judge of the justice court was held on Jan- "' •• ',1 
uary 24, 1970 at 13 examination centers.20 Of the 137 persons who took 'j 
the examination, 62, or 45 percent, passed and 75, or 55 percent, failed. I 
Residents of 30 counties qualified, The qualifying el~amination has been '. 
made more comprehensive since the last regular examination was given 'I 
in 1964 when 61 percent of the applicants passed and 39 percent '. 
failed. 21 j 

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 'f 
of 67 persons took these examinations of whom 41, or 61 percent, '! 
passed and ~6, or 39 percent, failed. Twenty-nine counties were repre-! 
sen ted by the successful examinees. .1 

No oral examinations were given during the above period. Oral ex- (I 
aminations are required whenever there are more than three qualifier' .1 
candidates (both laymen and attorneys) for appointment to a vacancy I 

in the office of judge of the justice court.23 I 
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 incorporate 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 
attacliments.24 

lD'Cal. Const. Art, VI, § 5 " ••• there shall be a municipal court in each district of 
more than 40,000 residents." 

10 Gov. Code § 71601: Regulatlon8 Pertaining to Qualifying Examination for tile 
Offiee of Judge Of the JU8tlee Oourt, JudiCial Council Fourteenth Biennial Report 
(1953) 67-71. 

II See Judicial Council Twentieth BIennial Report (1965) 96. 
U Special Examinations were given in Mendocino, San' Bernardino, Siskiyou, Sutter 

and Tuolumne Counties. 
l1li Gov. Code § § 71180,4, 71601.3, and see Judicial Council Twentieth Biennial Report 

(1965) 97, footnote 5. 
16 Cal. Stata. 1970, Ch, 1523, effective November 23, 1970. 
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In 1969 the Legislature had enacted a new .Turisdiction and Service 
of Process Act, authorizing several new methods of serving a. summons, 
operative July 1, 1970.25 The new act was enacted as a result of recom
mendations jointly made by the Judicial Council and the State Bar, . 
and it required the courts and attorneys to use new forms of summons 
beginning on that date.20 The new forms, which were prepared in con
sultation 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
Imowledgment Df 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,21 The revised form of Request to Enter Default, etc., has been 
approved for statewide use effective January 1, 1971 because the prin
cipal legislation affecting it was effective as of that date.28 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 chang'es became effective. Under Rule 982 of the California Rules 
of Court all eourts are required to use the revised forms commencing 
on January 1, 1971.29 

The foul' revised forms include the following substantive changes: 

(1) Rcqucst to ,Entcl' Default, Declal'(ttion Unclm' OOP 585.5, 
Dcclaration of Mailing, Mem01'andll1n of Oosts and Declaration 
of Non-Military Status: New form of Declaration Undef OOP 
585.5 has bren added to facilitate compliance with the new law' 
requiring every application for default under CCP 585 (1) to in
chIde, 01' be accompanied by, an affidavit stating facts showing 
that the action is 01' is not subject to the venue provisions of CC 
1812,10 (Unruh Act) or CC 2984.4 (Rees-Levering Act). (Stats. 
1970, Ch, 725.) The form of Deolm·a.tion 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) Deolaration and Undertaking fol' Attaohment Against Resi
dent Defendant(s): The declaration regarding whether the action 
is based on a debt incurred for necessaries lIas been deleted, and 
the declaration regarding the defendant's bankruptcy has been 
amended, in conformity with amended CCP 538. In add.ition, a 
new form showing that the action was commenced in the proper 

"'Cal. Stats, 1969, Chs.'1610 and 1611. 
,.. See 1969 JudiCial Council Report 27-96. 
~ See 1970 JudicIal Council Report 71-72, 

See Cal. Stats, 1970. Ch. 725, 
,. See 1970 Judicial Council Report 71-72: 1969 Judicial Council Report 1'16-118 . 
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trial court has been added to facilitate compliance with the re
quirements of CC 1812 and 1812.10 (Unruh Act). (Stats. 1970, 
Ch. 1523.) The form of Declaration and Undm·taking by S1l1'eties 
has been revised to covel' Ulidertaldngs under, as wen as over, 
$2,000. (See CCP .1041 and 1057.) 

(3) Writ of Attachment: This form is changed to can attention 
to amended CCP 538, which provides that no attachment may be 
issued when the amount claimed, exclusive of any interest and 
attorney's fees, is less than $200. (Stats. 1970, Chs. 1319 and 
1523.) 

(4) Request 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 the staff of the California Continuing Education of 
the Bar, which has agreed to develop a comprehensive system of court 
forms suitable for Judicial 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 Judicial Council approved forms in 
Ii 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 discus
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. RECOMMENDA nONS REGARDING BRANCH COURT 
SESSIONS OF SUPERIOR COURTS 

Subsection (c) of Government Code Section 69252 requires that, 
I'The board of supervisors of counties seeking to establish or terminate 
branch court sessions [of superior courts] shall request the recom
mendations and advice of the Judicial 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 
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Supervisors recomme~ded that branch sessions conducted in the City 
of Fullerton be .termInated, and the report to the Riverside County 
~oard of .Supervlsors reco~mended against establishing branch sessions 
In ~he qlty of P~l!l1 SprIngs. The recommendations against branch 
seSSIOns In those Cltles were based on the fact that such sessions would 
be expensive, inefficient a~d disruptive of overall court operations and 
that the needs of local reSIdents would be adequately and conveniently 
served ,without such sessions. 
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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 criminal 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 clemently applications and issued 1,174 
orders, for a total of 4,772 transactions. 

TABLE I-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 

Filcal Yearl 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

195~ 196G- 1961- 1962- 1963- 196~ 19M- 1966-
Type of filins 60 81 62 63 14 65· 66 67 

--------------
Total Iilinp •••••••••••••••• 1.313 1.403 1.438 1.562 1.872 2.569 2.522 2.716 

AP~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 269 280 303 202 241 261 m 189 
Criminal ••••••••••••••••••••••• 16 18 .15 20 16 17 31 22 

on inal proceedlnp 
M'iviL •••••••••••••••••• " ••••••• 78 56 104 87 111 109 74 91 
Criminal ••••••••••••••••••••••• 142 193 204 239 530 1.056 983 1.026 

He"JODI to diamiII on cle:k·. certifi· 
cate ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 26 20 II 17 20 15 7 9 

PotitioDi for hearinS of _ previa 
olllly decided by tho Court. of 
Appea1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 783 837 803 907 945 1.111 1.205 1.379 

1967- 1968- 1969-
68 69 70 
------
2.959 3.322 3.400 

19 0 0 
30 15 17 

83 84 84 
1.057 1.349 1.235 

1 0 0 

1.769 1.874 2,064 

The court disposed of 205 matters by written opmIOn 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 directly in the Supreme Court.l 
Consequently, appeals disposed of by written opinion, other than death 
1 Filings ot civil appeals In the Supreme Court have been eliminated as a. result of n 

a constitutional 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 j 
jurisdiction when superior courts have original jurisdiction and In other causes I 
,~,~Ib,d by'''''...... . (88) ; 
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penalty cases, are those in which the Supreme Court granted a petition 
. for hearing af.ter decision by a C?urt of Appeal. In 1969-70 there were 

114 appeals 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 
III the Supreme Court dr.oppe~ from a record high of 1,349 in 1968-69 
to 1,235. m 1969-70. It IS of. mterest to note that the approximately 
1,000 fihngs of these matters m the Courts of Appeal also represented 
a decrease from a year earlier. 
.1?uring 1969-; 7~ the court ~isposed. of 91 original proceedings (50 

tllVll and 41 crlmmal) by written opmion the highest number since' 
th.e ~7 such. ~ispositions i? 1935. One hund~ed and ten civil and 1,011 
crlmmal orlgmal proceedmgs were disposed of without opinion. 

TABLE II-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Filca' Vearl 1959-60 Through 1969-70 
i 

BUline. transacted 
195~ 196G- 1961- 1962-

60 61 62 63 
------

Total bUlincu tranaacted ••••• 1.914 1.979 2.091 2.2J3 

!p~·tt.en " 125 171 126 122 Wi 1m oJllDlon •••••••••••••• 
ithou~ oPlDion (by dilmillal, 
alIirmancc or reversal on .tipu. 
JatIOD. motion. etc.) •••••••••••• 3 3 4 0 

Oriainal proceedinp (inc1udins ha-
i B beal! corplIIl • 

42 36 45 47 ,\7;tr'tll'n !l~lDIon •••••••••••••• 
. __ ou~ OJ:lDlon ••••••••••••••••• 165 187 265 220 

MotioDi (milceUancoua)' 
Denied or I1'&IIted ••••••••••••••• 0 1 0 0 

Hearinp 

g::t:::::::::::::::::::::::: 138 149 122 121 
645 638 681 786 

Rehearinp 

g::t:::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 1 4 1 
75 60 73 46 

Orderab 

. Th:;fl!ll and r~llanafCII ••••••••• 467 469 646 550 
UancolII ••••••••••••••••••• 237 196 211 330 

Elccutive clemenoy applicatloDlo ••• 16 18 14 10 

: ErN ~udinSll'lDted motioDi to diamiu reported under appea\L 
o. reported c18ewhere. 

• Cal. Colllt •• An V. I 8. 

1963- 196~ 
64 65 ----

2.563 3.867 

100 117 

1 2 

27 41 
434 1.128 

0 12 

103 148 
842 1163 

3 3 
72 84 

591 740 
367 423 

23 8 

4. PETITIONS FOR HEARING 

19M-
66 --

4.016 

118 

II 

62 
1.120 

20 

127 
1,078 

a 
87 

908 
474 

11 

1966-
67 --

4.135 

140 

8 

E8 
1.028 

35 

157 
1.222 

1 
108 

749 
608 

23 

1967-J 1968- 1969-
68 • 69 70 
------
4.206 4.124 4.772 

118 140 114 

8 2 0 

56 56 91 
1.048 1,180 1,121 

33 20 67 

168 158 191 
1.601 1.716 1,873, 

1 5 O. 
68 93 9a, 

452 157 177 
717 561 997 

30 88 46, 

The 2,064 petitions for hearing on matters previously decided by 
th~ Cour~s of Appeal were 190 above the previous year. The greatest falll was. m the category o~ civil original proceedings with 635 petitions 
or hearmg filed for a gam of 178, or 39 percent. This increase cor. 

rhesponds to a 35 percent inc~ease in civil original proceedings filed i1.\ 
t e ~ourts of AppE!al. It, should be pointed out that some inatters 
Qlasslfied as tlivil original proceedings may involve writs of mandamus 
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TABLE III-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
PETITIONS FOR HEARING GRANTED AND DENIED 

BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 1968-69 

Type of proceeding Filed Granted Denied Filed Granted Denied 
---------------

Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,064 191 1,873 1,874 158 1,716 

Civil.pr.: ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 564 67 497 R533 56 R477 
Crimina Bppealll •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 641 34 607 R665 47 R618 
Ciyil.oririn~l.proceedings~ ••••••••••••••••••• 635 66 579 457 41 416 
Crlmma ongmal proceedings ••••••••••••••••• 72 7 65 71 4 67 
MiaceUaneoUl motiona and applicationa •••••••• 152 27 125 RH8 10 R138 

R Revised. Petitions for hearing on motioDJ to diamisa .ppeals which were previoUlly cl .. ified under miaceUaneollll 
motiona 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; criminal appeals, 5 percent; 
civil original proceedings, 9 percent; criminal odginal proceedings, 10 
percent; and mis'Cellaneous 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 IN SUPREME COURT-NUMBER 

FILED, GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED 

Filcal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-7~ 

m9- 1SGO- 1961- 1962- 1963- 1964- 19M- 1')68- 1967- 1968· 
60 61 62 63 M 6IS 66 67 68 69 

------------------
Filed ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 783 837 803 907 945 1.111 1.205 1,379 1,769 1,874 

Granted •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 138 149 122 121 103 148 127, \157 168 158 

Percent aranted ••••••••••••••••••• 17.6 17.8 15.2 13.3 10.9 13.3 10.5 11.4 9.5 U 
• -

1969-
70 

--
2,064 

191 

9.3 
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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 ill criminal appeals (21%) and civil origiIUll pro. 
ceedings (35 % ) . 

The courts disposed of nearly 8,000 appeals and original proceedinO's 
a gain of 13 percent in dispositions but slightly less than the numboe~ 
of filings for the year. 

The total number of appeals pending on June 30, 1970 was almost 
4POO or 8 percent more than on June 30, 1969. Included in the pending 
appeals were approximately 1,400 which were argued, calendared 01' 
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 ~he mll:jo.rity opinions there was a total d 4B dissenting and 25 
concurrmg opmlOns. 

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 
figure 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 figure comprised one· half of the civil appeal opinions 
three·quarters of the criminal appeal opinions and one·third of th~ 
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 (INCLIJDING TRANSFERS 

FROM SUPREME COURT) 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Type of Iilina 
1959- 1960- 1961- 1962- 1963- 1964- 1965- 1968- 1967-

60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 ----------------
Total filinlll •••••••••••••••••• 2,851 2,874 3,250 3,577 3,872 4,572 6,013 6,638 6,411 

Ap~t ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,327 1,261 1,364 1,3e2 1,389 1,392 1,462 1,478 1,664 
Criminal ••••••••••••••••••••••• 706 670 777 1,004 1,108 1,330 1,634 1,948 2,037 

Or~~~.~r.o.c~~ ••••••••••••••• 629 587 687 736 733 907 977 975 1,347 Criminal ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.47 197 229 262 447 722 713 861 1,073 
Molione to diamiu OD clerk's cutifi. 

cal4 

&:ioii::::::::::::::::::::::: 142 156 193 206 195 221 225 273 288 
0 3 0 7 0 0 2 3 2 

1968- 1969-
69 70 
----
6,874 8,039 

1,761 
2.120 

1,981 
2,562 

1.808 2,172 
1,051 1,006 

337 317 
7 1 

. ~ ~',' .:~ 
I,,~~~ 
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The Courts of Appeal have had 48 authorized judges since November 
10, 1969. The incoming workload dt~ring the year ending June 30, 1970 
indicated a need for 59 judges. The 1970 J1tdicia~ OOllncit Report (page 
84) estimated that there would be a need for 58 judges in 1970-71, but 
a conservative llew 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 4,543 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. 

Thc nearly 2,000 civil appeals filed represented a 13 perccnt increase 
which is also the higbest of the decade. Criminal appeals jumped 21 
percent to over 2,550 and, while there were larger pereentage gains 
in 1962-63 and 1965-66, the 442 aqditionul filings is a record volume 
incrcMe. 

The Comts 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 motions to dismiss on clerk's ccrtification.2 
The disposition by written opinion of 1,500 civil and 1,721 criminal 
appeals was 263 more than in thc previous yeur and coincidentally was 
the same volume increase as in 1968-69. 

Orig;nal 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 gl'eater than in 1959-60. The total 
of civil original proceedings filed in 1969-70 consisted of 280 petitions 
for writs of review,4 963 petitions under Sections 999a and 1538.5 of 
the Penal Code nand 929 other writs of mandamus und prohibition. 
The figures for a year earlier were 313 writs of review, 597 petitions 
under Sections 999a and 1538.5 of the Penal Code, and 698 other writs. 

The alightly 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. 

'rhe over 3,100 original proceedings disposed of were 19 percent 
higher than a year earlicr, but the 221 (189 civil and 32 criminal) dis· 
poscd of by writtcn opinion were slIghtly lower than the previous year's 
rccord high of 245. Dispositions by written opinion amounted to 7 per
cent of the total dispositions of original proceedings in 1969-70, and 
comparcs to u 10·yenr annual average of 8 pcrcent. 
• Motions to dismiss on clerk's certlficatlon are not counted as appeals filed; however, 

moat of these motlons are granted and are Included as appeals disposed of with· 
out opinion. 

• Includc(l In civil original proceedings Is a large number of petitions for writs of 
prohibition and nmndamus which arise In criminal cases. However, the review 
proceedings provided are clnsslfied as civil proceedings. 

• <::h\ofly Tllvlew ot dlsposltfons of the 'Workmen's Compensation Appeals Board . 
• Section 1538.5 of the Pellal Cllde became effective In November 1968 and provides 

for appellate review (If orders on motions for return of property or suppression 
Of Qvldellce obtained In unreasonable search. The People, as weI! as defend· 
fLnts, mny seek such review. 
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Transfer of MuniciFlal and Justice Court Appeals 

During 1969-:.?0 a record nmnber of 50 (11 civil alld 39 . . I) 
I f . .. 1 " (crInllUa 

appea s rom mtlDlclpa and JustIce courts were certified t tl C .t 
f A 1 ft d" . 0 Ie oU! s o ppca a er eClSlon m a superior court. However, none of the 

ap~eals were ordered transferred to the Courts of Appeal d . 0' tl . 
penod. urmt:> Ie 

T~e fo~lowing are cumulative figures from January 2, 1962, when the 
certIficatIOn procedure was adopted, through June 30, 1970:° 

Trall8/era 011 Oertijicatioll Total 
Granted ----,.--_____________________ 66 
Denied --------_____________________ 157 
Transfers on court's own motion _______ 6 

Oivil 
21 
48 
2 

Ol'illlillal 
45 

1091 
~ 

2. WEIGHTED CASELOADS 7 

. The weighted caseloads for the Courts of Appeal during 1969-70 
m~reased 16.7 perce~t which is comparable to the 16.9 percent gain in, 
fihngs. The comparatIve changes for each of the districts are as follows: 

Percentage Change to 1969-70 from 1968-69 

Weig'hiccl Ulllveighted 
Appellate Distriot 'Oaseload Oase/oad 

D' t ~tate total ------------------------ 16.7 16.9 !s r!ct I -----------_________________ 12.2 20.6 
g!strlct II ----------__________________ 24.6 20.0 
D!S~l'!ct III ----------------___________ 4.7 -0.9 

!s r!ct IV ---------__________________ 13.9 16.6 
District V ----------__________________ lOA 10.1 

It can be seen from Table VII that in three of the districts the 
average workload per judge in terms of weight?d mlits is 28 to 33 per. 
cent above the standard. 

Based upon the total ,,:eighted incoming workload during 1969-70 
there was a need for 59 Judges. The workload for the previous year 
sho',Ved a need for 50 judges. The addition of three authorized judges 
durmg 1969-70 resulted in the present total of 48 authorized judges.' 
The gap between needed judges and authorized judges was partially 
narr?wed by the temp.orary ~ssi~~ment of the equivalent of six judges. 
The. mcreas.ed use of tlmesavmg by tbe court" opinions in some of the 
appellate dIvisions also helped in meeting the demands of the incoming 
workload. 

: California .Rules of 'Court. Rules 61-69. 
The Jurlclal Council utlllzes a weighted case load sYstem Which affords a more 

prec se measure of the workload of the Courts of Appeal than Is provided b . 
~i~s~~lng toltal fillngs and transfers. The system gives recognition to the faJ. 
a . e val' ous types ot cases filed In the Courts of Appeal require varyln 
a moun~s ~f judicial effort. Civil appeals on the average require the greates1 
w mloun." court time and the system accordingly gives a civil appeal more 
In~ gr t ihg~ ~_crtlhmlnal appeal and much more weight than an original proceed
appel1~~cu j~dg:' e system Is a standard weighted caseload of 1,200 units for an 

a The weighting Ilystem assigns to each ciVil appeal filed 20 units each criminal 
p~gcee~t~g ut~~lt~ach civil original proceeding 2 units and each criminal original 
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TABLE VI-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

1950-1 1960- 1961- 1962- 1063- 1064- t9M- 1966-
Bweu tranucted 60 61 62 63 64 a6 66 67 -

1967-
68 

Total buaineu transacted ••••••• ~,109 4,318 4,952 5,734 6,388 7,763 9,664 10,293 13,403 

.A~I·te •• 1,357 1,400 1,442 1,511 Wi writ n opinion •••••••••• 0 ••• 

ithout oplllion (by diami8aal, 
affirmance or r.verBal en ItipU' 
!ation, motion, .tc.) •••••••••••.• , 622 600 m 793 

Qrialnal procecdlniS (lncludinl! h&-
beaa corpua) Wi written opinion •••••••••••••• 83 92 94 84 
ithoul opinion ••••••••••••••••• 612 679 830 891 

Motlona (m!scellaneoua)· 
Denied or gran ted ••••••••••••••• 239 278 306 253 

Re~~~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 25 20 20 48 
Denied ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 400 U6 422 419 

Orders (ml8ce1lan~UI)b •••••••••••• 771 833 1,095 1,735 

• Excluding granted moiloDl to diamlse reported under appoai,. 
b Not reported elaewher •• 

1,551 1,751 2,087 2,323 2,695; 

804 792 1,021 035 1,100 

104 84 loa 121 161 
1,060 1,537 1,559 1,641 2,118; 

200 111 201 223 3011 

68 60 42 63 6:1 
440 418 626 661 ur) 

2,161 2,950 4,125 4,346 6,131 

TABLE VII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
FILINGS AND WEIGHTED UNITS 

F'IK-v",1 Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1968- 1969-
60 70 

12,808 14,500 

2,958 3,221 

1,428 1,613 

245 221 
2,379 2,897 

324 317 

42 65 
785 720 

4,647 5,446 

District I I Diatriut 11 

I 
District III District IV District V 

(4 Division;:) 
j., 

(5 Divisiona) (1 Division) (2 Divisiona) (1 Division) 

1969-70 1969..6~ 1969·70 1~68·69 . i969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 l!l69-70 1968-69. 
~12 (')3 JU~~) (20 

JuJ:es) 
(4 (9 (6 (3 (3 

Type of filings Ju ges) JU(~,ges) Judges) Judges) Judges) Judges) Judges) Judgee) ----------------------
Total 61iogs ••••• 2,nO 1,856 3,564 2,969 750 757 1,138 976 348 31g 

Ap~t ••••••••••• 624 609 748 574 206 196 313 282 90 00 
Criminal •••••••••• 512 367 1,341 1,137 164 155 412 358 133 103 

Or~~t~ ~~~~i~~ •• 597 459 1,083 798 126 107 303 188 63 ~ 
Criminal •••••••••• 370 309 283 298 232 282 72 109 49 63 

M olions to dismiss on 
clerk's certificate ••• 136 112 109 162 22 17 38 39 13 If 

Average per ludgc •••• 187 155 178 148 188 189 126 163 116 105 -----------------------
Weighted unlta •••••• 10,164 17,077 30,819 24,744 6,244 5,966 11,058 9,705 3,305 2,995 

Average per ludgc .... 1,597 1,423 1,541 1,237 1,561 1,492 1,229 1,618 1,102 998 

~ ., 

's 

". 
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The 1969-70 weighted filings in the five appellate districts i'ndicated 
a need for the foll?wing number of judges: 

Judges Needed Based Upon 1969-70 Weighted Case load 
(Standard Caseload-1,200 units) 

Stnte total - __________________ ,__________________ 58.8 judges 
District 1 _______ .,. __________________________________ 16.0 judges 
District II _________________________________________ 25.7 judges 
District III ___________________ ~____________________ 5.2 judges 
District IV ________________________________________ 9.2 judges 
District V _____________ ._____________________________ 2.8 judges 

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 
now authorized. 

3. BACKLOG 
Appeals Pending 9 

On June 30, 1970 there· were nellrly 4,000 appea}i'l pending. This was 
8 percent more than on the same date one year earlier. The average 
number of appeals pending per judge incref,sed between the two dates 
from 82 (45 authorized judges) to 83 (48 authorized judges) in 
'spite of the addition or three judges. 

TABLE VIII-CALIFORNIA COUR'I'S OF APPEAL 
APPEALS PENDING 

June 30, 1969 and June 30, 1970 

June 30, 1970 June 30,1969 

Total • Total 
Court. or Appeal pending Civil Criminal pending Civil Crimina! 

Slate !.iJtal _________________ 
3,977 2,111 1,866 3,676 1,980 1,596 

Diatrict I-Total _________ • _____ 1,21\! 787 425 1,020 737 283 

Bi:l~~ ~::::::::::::::::::: 321 219 iD2 268 194 74 
303 195 108 265 199 66 Divieion 3_. _ • _____________ .. 317 220 97 253 186 67 Divieion • ____ .. ______________ 
~71 153 118 234 158 76 

Diatrict II-Total __ •••••• _ •• ___ 1,530 657 873 1,622 662 960 
Divielon 1" ______________ .. __ 

174 23 151 158 30 128 Divieion 2",. __________ .. __ .. 193 15 178 213 21 192 Divieion 3" __________ • _______ 
176 15 161 246 21 225 Div!s!on .:_. ________________ 199 26 173 221 67 164 Dmllion 5 ________ ._. _______ 262 52 210 310 59 251 Un_illned b _________________ 526 626 474 474 

Diatrict III. ___________________ 338 234 104 309 219 90 

Diatrict !V-T~tal_. ___ • _______ • 676 330 346 534 275 259 

D!v!sion 1·_ •• _____ .... _ ••••• 293 153 140 284 162 132 
DIVlBlon 2 ....... _ ••• _ .. _ .... 383 177 206 260 123 127 

Diatriot V ..... ______ •• __ • _____ 221 103 118 190 87 103 

• OivieiolUl wHh re;;! autholi.ed jud~ ... 
,~ b Since Auu:uet 1, 1967 newly filed Civil appeals have not been iJ::o.mediately lIIIigned to a divieion. Aleiimnente are 
~ made rrom a ''muter readY lial" by a periodio equal dietribution or a portion or the oldClt OIICI. 
:1 ~n with five authorized judges. 

! 8 Appeals pending consist of all appeals that have been filed and not as yet decIded, 
"";t , 
\ 

~, 

;;')L 
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Among the pending appeals were some 2,600 appeals (1,139 civil an'd 
1,462 criminal) not ready to be heard.9 This was an i~crease of 22 per. 
cent in one year in the number of such appeals pendmg and a portent 
that the workload pressure on t~e 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 An~ele~), 
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 duri~g 1969-70. 

Considering the large number of unready appeals pendmg 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 ~s estimat~d 
that the full time of 48 authorized Judges would be reqUIred for SlX 

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 J!I, 1970 

JUDe 30. IG70 I JUDe 30. IG8~ 

• 
00II1'II of AppeU ToW Chi) Criminal ToW Civil Crimina1 

Slate t.oW •••• ~ •••••••••••• 1,376 G72 404 1,540 989 661 

~I-ToW ••••••••••••••• 462 367 G6 403 339 64 

Di'filioD 1 ••••••••••••••••••• 126 92 33 122 101 21 
DiviJiOD 2 ••••••••••••••••••• 119 96 24 112 97 16 
DiviJioD 8 ••••••••••••••••••• 135 ~23 12 83 68 15 
DiyiajoD 4 ••••••••••••••••••• 83 1i7 26 86 73 13 

Diatriot U-ToW •••••••••••••• a72 224 148 660 314 346 

DiliaioD 1· •••••••••••••••••• 42 23 19 49 29 2D 
DiYiliOD 2· •••••••••••••••••• 85 14 21 98 20 78 
Di'filiOD a· •••••••••••••••••• 36 15 20 96 19 77 
DiliaiOD 4· •••••••••••••••••• 66 24 41 94 53 tM Di'filioD a· .................. 99 1i2 47 188 58 
U~edb ••••••••••••••••• 96 96 .. 135 135 .. 

Diltric\ m· ................... 180 142 38 167 131 38 

DiItrio\ IV-ToW •••••••••••••• 263 178 86 216 183 1i2 

Divi.!lioD 1" •••••••••••••••••• 108 78 30 132 99 S3 
Divi.!lion 2· •••••••••••••••••• 156 100 56 83 64 19 

DiItric\ V ••••••••••••••••••••• 99 61 38 96 42 63 

,J 

'I • Di1'illoal with four authoriled ludJ.. ....' ...... 1_ • ed t.o di" .... --.~\a are ' '~'"l, "BiDoe AIJIUI\ 1 l1le7 DIW17 filed mvil appetJa han Dot _D \IIlIII .......... IIIIID a YIIIOIl. __ _ 
, lIIIde from a '-m... reacb' lilt" by a piriodio equal dilVibllUOD of. portion of the oIde1\ -. 
" DiviJion with five 'authoriled judgee. ::1 

• ;hese appeals' were In various stages of preparation, from those recently filed 'to ;,':j' 
those completed except for closing brief. 

:J ;'j 
i~f 
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4. DELAY 
While an examination of the number of matters pendinO' in the 

Courts of Appeal is important to any analysis of the courts' ~vorkload 
and needs, even more significant to users of the courts is the overall 
time it takes to receive a decision on an appeal. Criminal appeals receive 
priority in calendaring and therefore the delay factor is shorter than 
for civil appeals. 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 year ending 
June 30, 1970. 

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

Quarter Ending June 30,1970 

Courts of Appeal 

District I 

DivisioD L .•.•••••••••••••••••••..••.. 
Division 2 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Division 3 .............................. 
Division 4 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

j)istrict,rr 

Ii 11 ~::::::~~:~::~~:::::~~~~:~: 
District III •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

District IV 

gi~~i~~ ~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
District V ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Divieiolll with four authorized judgea. 
b Division with five authorized judges • 

Civil Delay 

Notice of appeal 
to filing of opmion 

Civil Criminal 

22 16 
22 17 
23 12 
18 17 

15 14 
17 16 
14 13 
17 17 
22 16 

22 9 

16 12 
22 13 

22 16 

Ready for calendar 
to filing of opinion 

Civil 

10 
10 
12 
7 

3 
5 
4 
5 

10 

14 

9 
12 

10 

Criminal 

4 
3 
2 
4 

1 
2 
2 
2 
5 

3 
5 

The overall average time from the notice of appeal to the filing of 
the opinion 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 
~revious 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 calendar and 
the filing of the opinion represents delay that is more directly attribu. 
ta?le to congestion in the court. In seven of the 13 appellate divisions 
t~l~ jnterval for civil appeals ranged from 9 to 12 months, in five 
dlVIslOns, from 3 to 7 months and in only one division was it over 
12 months. . ' 

4-81244 

fr 
, c , ( 

. 



98 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Criminal Delay 
In three appella.te divisions the average overall time for criminal 

appeals was one year or less. In the remaining 10 divisions the overall 
time was between 13 and 17 months. Many of the divisions m'e rela· 
tively current in handling Cl·jminal appeals that are ready for calendar. 
The average time from closing brie~ to filing of the opinion was three 
months or less in eight divisions and four to six months in five divisions. 

5. PUBLlCAl'ION OF OPINIONS 

",1 
'! 
',J 

UncleI' legislation enacted in 1963, publication of appellate court 
opinions is limited to those which the Supreme Court deems it expe· 
dient to publish. lO 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 :'-';~'I·t. 
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. I 

During 1969-70 the Courts of Appeal judges wrote 3,384 majority J 
opinions with 2,054 or 61 percent certified for nonpublication. This 'j 
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 nonpublication. 'J 

The courts certified 50 percent of all the opinions in civil appeals .... ~ 
for nonpublication. For criminal appeals the figure was 74 percent I 
and original proceedings 33 percent. Comparative figures for 1968-69' ~ 
were 43, 68 and 32 percent, respectively. The proportion of unpublished 1 
opinions varied from division to division as is shown in Table XL'! 
10 Cal.Stats. 1963, Ch. 1353 i Gov. Code § 68895. 

, ,.I 
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TABLE XI-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY OPINIONS UNPUBLISHED 

Fillcal Year 1969-70 

Civil Criminai 

99 

Original Courts of Appeal Total appeals appeals proeeedin,s. 

dlut. lotal. ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

District I. .......•...................... 

~I~I~~ L~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
District II ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

il~I~~ L~~m~~mmm~~~~~m~~ 
District IlL ............................ . 

District IV ............................ .. 

gi:i~~ L:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
District V ............................. :. 

61 

51 

33 
60 
69 
64 

64 

51 
69 
86 
52 
50 

60 

60 

53 
70 

45 

50 

49 

29 
50 
62 
51 

50 

42 
54 
74 
41 
38 

41 

58 

53 
66 

32 

74 33 

74 44 

43 25 
81 86 
82 33 
82 61 

16 25 

72 
81 '0 
95 42 
66 5 
51 50 

82 33 

~8 24 

59 6 
19 38 

51 'it 
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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 11 the gain in dispositions totaled 
only 1,554. This amounted to an increase of only four-tenths of 1 per. 
cent, compared to the 3 percent gain in filings. Thus, the gap between 
filings and dispositions increased to 92,418 as the matters disposed of· 
fell about 18 percent short of the number of new cases filed. 

TABLE XII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES 

DiSMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Disp<>eitiona 
Net difference (excluding 

dismissals for between dispositions Dispositions as 
Fiscal year Filings lack of prosecution) and filings percen~ of 6lings 

1959-60 ••• _. __ •••••• _._. 329,539 278,434 -51,105 B4.5 196!Hll •• _. __ • _. ___ • __ •• 352,259 299,293 -52,966 85.0 1961-62. ____ • _____ •• ____ 355,809 297,902 -57,907 83.7 1962-63. ___ • ___ • ______ ._ 373,190 309,675 -63,515 83,0 ! 963-64._. ______________ 396,649 322,338 -74,311 B1.3 1964-65 •• __________ • ____ 416,338 338,601 -77,737 81.3 
1965-66_._. _ ••• _. __ • __ ._ 435,895 351,880 -B4,015 80.7 1966-67_. ____ • __________ 446,500 364,280 -B2,220 81.6 1967-68._. __ • _~. ________ 467,560 . 386,431 -B1,129 B2.6 
1965-69 ••• _. ___ ._._ ••••• R493,631 R414,460 R-79,171 R84.0 
1969-70 ••• _._._ •••••• __ • 508,432 416,014 -92,418 81.B 

R Revised. 

That filings have exceederl 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 increase 
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 
11 Under Cal. Code Clv. Proc. §§ 5Bla and 583 courts may dismiss old cases for lack 

of prosecution. From time to time Individual courts purge their records by mRk· 
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 exclud!l dis: 
missals for lack of prosecution. 
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greater judicial workload than in earlier years. 'rhesf' developments 
clearly su~gest that tl~ere is a general overall need for more judicial 
manpower m the superIOr courts. 

Filings in 1969-70 
1. FIL.lNGS 

A record 5()8,432 superior court cases were filed in 1969-70 up 
by: 14,801 from the previous high in 1968-69. The 1969-70 gai~ in 
filmgs 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. 
. T.h~ number of ~ings per judge .12 is often used as a rough index of' 
JUdICIal workload,.3 and the per Judge average of 1,222 ~ecorded in 
19?9-70 w~s the hIghest 011 record. Based on this record average, the 
gam m filmgs equaled th.e workload of 12 judO'es while the actual 
number of authorized j~dgeships. in~reased ?y onlt8. ~tated differently, 
~here was a 2 percent Illcrease III JudgeshIps while Illcoming business. 
mcreased by 3 percent. 

TABLE XIII-CALli ,RNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
TPTAL FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Increase in 6lings from precedinll year 

Fiscal year 

1959-60 __ • _____________________ _ 
196D-1l1_ •• ________________ •• ___ _ 
1961-62. ___________________ • ___ _ 
1962-63 _______________ • _______ ._ 

t~~~::: ::: :::::::::::::: ::::: 1965-66_. ___________________ • __ _ 

!ii§f~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
R Revised. 

Filin . gs 

329,539 
352,259 
355,809 
373,190 
396,649 
416,338 
435,895 
446,500 
467,560 

R493,631 
508,432 

Amount 

22,720 
3,550 

17,381 
23,459 
19,689 
19,557 
10,605 
21,060 

R26,071 
14,801 

Pereent 

a~g 
1.0 
4.9 
6.3 
5.0 
4.7 
2.4 
4.7 

R5.6 
3.0 

~ven more significant than the recent gains in total filings is the 
rapId shi~t that has occurred i~ the types of matters brought before 
~he superIor c?urts. Increas~s III :fil~ngs have generally been greatest 
ill the categol'les. of proceedmgs WhICh generate the greatest judicial 
worklo~d. Thus,. Ir: 1969~ 70 t~e combined filings in the high workload 
categorIes of crImIllal, Juvelllie and personal injury cases accounted 
for ~O percent of total fi~ings, in contrast to 34 percent only three years 
earlIer. Small. cl~anges 1l~ the amount ?f incoming criminal, juvenile. 
and p~rsonal lllJury busIlless have a dIsproportionate effect on court 
operatIOns because of the priority given criminal and juvenile matters 
be~a"';1se each group generates a high proportion of contests and becaus~ 
crllmn~l and ,Personal injury ma,ttgrs account for nearly 90 percent 
?f all Jury trIals. The net result of the change in the types of filings 
1S that ~oday the same number of filings represents a significantly 
~ Judicial workload than illl earlier years. 
12 "Pe j d" I . I r u ge ana yses are based on the number of authorized judges as of the 

ast day of the fiscal year. They are not adjusted for the services of commis
sioners or referees nor for absences or unfilled vacancies. Neither are adjust-

13 S mwents made for judicial assistance. given or received. 
ee elghted Caseload, in/l·a. 

,. 
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TABLE XIV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT*<l 
FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Change in filings .cram: 

1988-69 1959-60 

Type of proceilding 

Total filings ••••• _____________________ _ 

Probate and guardianahip ____ •• _____________ _ 
Fa!,,!ly L~~·_ .. : __ : ________ " _______________ _ 
Orlgmal CIVIl IItlgatlon. _____ • ______ • _______ ._ 

Personal injury, death and property damago __ 
Motor vehieleb •• _______________________ _ Other b ________________________________ _ 

Eminent dom.in '. _______________________ _ 
Other civi!.. _____________________________ _ 

Comlllaillts b ___________________________ _ 
Petillons b •• _______ • ______________ • ____ _ 

lnaani.~y and other Inftrmities. _______________ _ 
JuvenhC ...... _ ................ _ .. oo .................... __ ................ .. Delinquency b. _____ • __ • __________________ _ 

Dependency b. __ • __ • _____________ • _______ _ 
Crimma!. ••• ___ • ________________ • ____ • _ •• __ 
Appeals from lower courts. ____ • __________ •• __ HabellS corpus •• ____ • ___ • _________________ ._ 

Filings 
1969-70 

508:432 

61,822 
131,571 
150,638 
54,429 
40,067 
14,362 
8,122 

88,087 
41,198 
46,889 
9,169 

74,666 
6Q,781 
13,885 
72,048 
4,084 
4,434 

Amount 

14,801 

3,510 
10,831 
5,206 
5,875 
5,081 

794 
-1,281 

612 
1,158 
-546 

-11,261 
1,054 

666 
388 

3,889 
952 
620 

Percent A.':ilount Percent 

3.0 17,893 64.3 

6.0 10,857 21.3 
9.0 46,950 55.5 
3.6 54.484 56.7 

12.1 \\\1,,)64 55.7 
14.5 
5.9 

-13.6 
0.7 
2.9 

-14,250 -60~8 
-1.2 

-55.1 
1.4 33,177 80.0 
1.1 

41,502 135~9 
2,600 175.2 

2.9 
5.7 

30.4 
16.3 3,573 415.0 

• Formerly "Divorce, separate maintenance and annulment." 
b R~ported as a sep.r.te category starting in 1967-68. .• . " I ded t 
• Eminent domain filings (parcels) are shown sep,\I'ately startmg ID 1966-66. In pnor years the> were IDe u as par 

of "Other civil." 

While incoming cr.iminal and juvenile filings again. increased td 
ll€iW record highs, the rate of ~rowth .was d~wn substantx~lly from the 1i,,1 

dramatic increases reported m the ImmedIately p.recedmg ye~rs. A . 
record 72,048 criminal defendants were filed on m 1969-:0 m ~he I .... 
superior courts, 3,889 more than in 1968-69. The proportIOnate ;n- ~. 
crease, which amounted to 5.7 percent, was ~own sharply from gams 
of 23.8 percent in 1968-69, 18.9 percent m 1967-~8, 7.8 percent 
in 1966-67 and 13.1 percent in 1965-66. Most of t?e. gam ,,:as reported . I 
by superior courts other than Los A~geles. Cr~mmal filmgs m the ..••. ·1 
JjOS Angeles court increased by about:; parcent m contrast to almost . 
10 percent for the balance of the state. . .... 1 

Under the amended provisions of Section 17 of the Penal Code wh:ch ., 
became effective in: November 1969, the judicia~ wo:l~loa~ of sUJ?e~lOr, 
courts was somewlIat reduced in 1970 by the dIspOSItIon m mun;Clpal 
and justice courts of a number of crimin~l cases which ~revlOusly 
would have been prosecuted through superIor courts. SectIOn I? as r 
amended provides that district attorneys ~ay prosecu~e as mIs~e. ~ 
meanors those criminal offenses that are pums?able as. Clther felomes 
or misdemeanors, or alternatively that th~ maglstrate WIth the conse?t 
of the defendant and prosecutor may dIspose of these cases as mIS· 
demeanors at the time of the preliminary hearing. The Bureau ?f 
Criminal Statistics 14 of the Department of Justice estimates that In 

the first half of 1970 approximately 2,600 ca~e~ in whi~h t?ere were 
felony complaints were disposed of in mumcIpal or JustIce courts }' 

. ;;: .. 
~allfornla Bureau of Criminal Statistics Is the source of al~ fl~rtS rte~i~~ .. ~' 

to felony-misdemeanors. The estimates a.re preliminary and s ou e r '.i.·. 
as approxlmatlons..,~ . 

~ 
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under the provisions of the amended sec:tioh. Under the prio!.' la,," 
superior courts would have had to dispose of these estimated 2,600 
additional "felony" cases in the first half of 1970. Considering the 
nature of the offenses it is unlikely that any significant number of 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 which 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: 

Elstim'ated percent redllctiol~ in 
felony filings in slIperior court 

Superior Oourt JanllfLl'y-JlIlle 1910 
Alameda -------------_______________________________ -24~ 
Contra Costa ----------------------__________________ -130/0 
Sacramento ------------______________________________ -12~ 
San Diego ---------------____________________________ -23~ 
San Francisco ----------______________________________ -15~ 
San Joaquin -------------____________________________ -31~ 
Sanla Clara ----------_______________________________ -1{l~ 
Los Angeles ------------------_______________________ -50/0 

., 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 traffc violations) continued to increase, rising to a record 
74,666. 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 (+1,578 or 8%), Santa Clara (+658 or 20%), 
Contra Costa (+181 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 
involving motor vehicles. 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 
filings on record. The 1969-70 increase in incoming 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 
injury cases is expected to have considerable impact on court opera
tions since these actions account for about 75 percent of civil jury 
trials and over 80 percent of the backlog of civil cases awaiting jury 
trial. Assuming that the judicial time required to dispose of personal 
injury cases remains constant and that no change occurs in their man
ner of disposition, the full time of about 125 judges 1~ 'yould be. required 
for one year to dispose of the 54,429 new personal illJury actIOns filed 
in 1969-70 . 

15 Based on a bench time day of 4 * hours. 

.; 
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Filings of domestic relations proceedings jumped by 10,83~ 0; 9 per
cent to an all-time record of 131,57l,1° The largest pa~t of tIllS mcrease 
followed the January 1970 effective date of the FamIly Law Act: . 

Although filings in insanity and other infirmities had been declmll~g 
moderately over the precedinO' five years they dropped by a dramatIc 
11 261 or 55.1 percent to a t~tal of only 9,169 in 1969-70. The sharp 
de~line largely reflects the effect of the Lanterman-P~tris-Short Act 
that became effective July 1, 1969. The Act in part provIdes p:oce.dures 
for the voluntary treatment and care of most infirm pers~ns m lIeu of 
court intervention and judicial commitment. ~t also pr?vldes for con-. 
servatorship in lieu of commitment proceedmgs for mfirm persons 
needing long-term care or treatment. . 

Filings of appeals from lower courts an~. habeas corpus c.ontmued 
to increase as in the past several years. FIlIngs of appeals mcreased 
by 30.4 percent (+952) in 1969-70 to a new record of 4 .. 084 and habeas 
corpus filings increased 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." 17 

Filings Since 1959-60 
The growth of business in California ~uperior ~our~s has been r~pid 

and sustained as shown by the long-term mcrease m filmgs: Total filmgs 
inereased by 178,893 or 54 percent during the 10 years sm~e 1959-6.0, 
a rate of growth substantially greater than th~ 29 1?ercent mcrease III 

population or the 39 percent increase in authorIzed Jud~es. ~l:e lar~e~t 
numerical increase during the 10 years was recorded m; orlgIllal CIVIl 
litigation where filings re .. ~e by 54,484 or 56.7 'p~rcent. 'Ylth. about one
third of the gain reflecting increased personal mJury htlgatlO~ and the 
balanee increased "other civil" 18 filings. The next largest gam occur
red in family law proceedings where filings ro~e by. 4~,950 or 5?5 p~r
cent, followed by gains of 41,502 and 33,177. I~ crlmlx:al and Juvemle 
filings respectively. During the decade CrImmal filmgs more than 
doub'!~d (+135.9%) and juvenile filings rose by 80 per.cent. The largest 
percentage gains occurred in habeas corpus where filmgs rose by 415 
percent (+3573) and in appeals where filings were up by 175 perc~nt 
( +2,600). The only decrease was recorded in insanity and other Ill
firmities where filings dropped by 14,250 or 60.8 percent from 1959-60. 

As pr(~viously noted, the highest workload. categories accou~t for a 
greater portion of today's filh;gs than in ea~her yea:s so that ~he long
term increase in total filings IS onl~ ~ part.Ia~ a~~ m~perf~ct I~dex of 
the increased judicial workload. Orlgmal CIVIl lItIgatIOn, Juvemle and 
criminal filings, the highest workload categori~s, made up 51 percent of 
total filings in 1959-60 as against 59 percent m 1969-70. 
~ve January 1970 these matters were tiled under the new Family Law AC~ 

Previously such actions were classified as divorce, sepalrate bmalndtenanceh~~_ 
annulment The new Act provides for dissolution of marr age ase on a s 
Ing of Irreconcilable dlfferences,as contrasted with the former provision for 
divorce based upon a showing of fault. I I ort 

11 "Other civil petitions" Includes such matters as adoption, rec proca supp , 
change of name, etc. I It I t t! j nctlon etc 

18 "Other civil" filings Includes such matters as QU et t e, con rac, nUt t' bu'i 
as well as such special proceedings as adoption, reciprocal suppor, e c., d 
excludes family law proceedings (called "divorce, separate maintenance an 
aimulment" prior to 1969-70) probate and personal Injury. This categorr w~s 
called "civil actions not else\Vhere classified" prior to 1967-68, and pr Of 0 
1960-66 eminent domain was Included as part of "civil actions not elsew lere 
classified." 

.1 
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l'l'f1H'h or tilt' 'IOllg-hOI'1I1 illt'l'tOuse ill superior court filings reflects the 
hll'I'P1ISt' ill 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 
population). Thus, in 1969-70 a total of 2,541 matters were filed in 
superior courts for each 100,000 population, 20 percent greater than 
the 2,116 filings per 100,000 popUlation in 1959-60. 

Judgeships and Filings Per Judge 19 

As of June 30, 1970 the superior courts were authorized a total of 
416 judgeship, 8 more than one year earlier. This represented an in
crease of 2 percent in judgeships compared to a 3 percent increase in 
filings. RefllJcting the lower proportionate increase in jUdgeships, filings 
per judge 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 the 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 of incoming filings, but 
filings which represented considerably greater judicial workload than 
in earlier years. 

TABLE XV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
NUMBER PF JUDGESHIPS AND FILINGS PER JUDGESHIP 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Fiscal year Number or authorued judieehipao 

�9SIl-OO__________________ ________ 300 
19~1__________________________ 302 
196HI2__________________________ 332 
1962-63__________________ ________ 335 
1963-64____ ____ _ ____ _________ ____ 346 I 9M-llS____________________ __ ____ 353 
196&-6&________________________ __ 361 196H7 __________________________ 868 
1967-68___________ _______________ 89f 
1968-69___ ___ __ __ _ _ __ __ ___ _____ __ 408 
196!f-70__________________________ 416 

Total filinp per judgeehip 

1,008 
1,166 
1,072 
1,114 
1,146 
1,179 
1,207 
1,213 
1,187 

RI,210 
1,222 

: L~~ authorised judieehipe at end or fiscal year. See note 12 ,upra, with reepeet to "per judie" compu!lOllI. 

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 ll-judge San Bernardino and the 4-judge Monterey courts, 
respectively, to lows of 28 and 45 in the I-judge courts of Alpine and 
Sierra, respectively. In order to expedite business and equalize work
load the Chief Justice as Chairman of the Judicial Council assigns 
judges from low workload courts to assist in heavy workload courts. 
For instance, in 1969-70 the judges of the Alpine and Sierra courts 
were assigned to assist other courts for a total of 161 and 107 days, 
respectively. 
,. See n. 12 8upra, regarding "per judge" comparisons. 
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2. DISPOSITIONS 
Dispositions in 1969-70 

A record 424577 cases were terminated by California super.'ior 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, llO:vever, com· 
pared to the gains of 7.4 percent in 1968-691 5:7 ~ercent m 1967-:68, 
1.9 in 1966-67 and 3.2 in 1965-66. After ehmmatmg "housekeepmg 
dismissals" for lack of prosecution,20 dispositions inereased by only 
1 554 or four· tenths of 1 percent and fell substantially short of the 
14,801 or 3 percent increase in filings. 

TABLE XVI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR C()URTS 
DISPOSITIONS PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE' 

Fiscal Years 1961-62 Through 1969-70 

1961-62 1062-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 196&-67 

-----------
Number of authorized judgesb • 332 335 346 353 361 368 

Total dispositions per judge •••• 928 967 969 995 1,004 1,004 

Disfositions pcr judge exclusive 
o civil cases dismissed for 

897 924 lack of prosecution •••••••••• 932 959 975 990 

• Based on authorized judges. Eee note 16 aupra, with respect to per judge comparisons. 
bAt end of fiscal year. 

1967-68 
--

394 

991 , 

981 

1968-69 1069·70 
---'-

408 416 

1,028 1,021 

1,016 1,000 

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 ~isposed o~ b.y t~e 40~ j~dges 
in 1968-69. If active cases only are consldereq (elllnmatmg dIsmIssals 
for lack of prosecution), then the average of 1,000 such dispositions per 
judnoe was down by 16 from the all·time high established in 1968-69. 
As ~an be seen from Table XVI superior court judges have on the 
average increased their output considerably over the years. The 1969-70 
average was the secon,d highest since 1961-62, was up 12 percent from 
1961-62 and was more than 4 percent greater than the average output 
for the seven years prIor to 1968-69. 'FI.le high leyel.o~tpll:t of rece~t 
years also was comprised of cases requu'mg more JudICIal tIme than m 
the earlier yearS. ... 

Increases or decreasef.1 in dispositions tend to follow the trend m 
filings, especially ov~r the lo~ger te~m and .generally. also from year 
to year With certam exceptIons thIS experIence agam held true of 
dispositions. 'rhus, s.ubstantial increases in dispo~itions ?f f~mily. law 
pl'oceefiings and crIminal matters followed sImIlar gam~ m film~s, 
while dispositions of insanity proceedings dropped dramatIcally as dId 
filings. However, dispositions of other civil matters were .d~wn some· 
what while filings increased, and dispositions of per~onal mJ~ry ~ases 
increased only nominally in contrast to a 12 percent mcrease III filmgs. 
DO s;-;- 11 8111lra regardIng dismissals for lack of prosecution. In the following 

discussion disposItions exclude dismissals for lack of prosecution. 

j 
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TABLE XVII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Change in dispositions from: 

1968-69 1959-60 

Type of proceeding 

Total dispositions ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Probate and guardianship •••••••••••• _ ••••••• 
Fa!D!ly L~~· •.• : •• : ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Orl8lOal CiVIl hbgatIon •••••••••••••••••• _ •••• 

Personal injury, death and property damage •• 
Motor vehicleb •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other b _ •••••••••••••••••••••••• __ •••••• 

Eminent domain ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Otber civil •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _. 

Complaints b •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Petitlonsb •• ".".".' ••••••••••••••••• -

Insanity and other infirmities •••••••••••••••• _ 
Juvenilo •• _' •• "'."."'.' •••••••••••••••••• 

Delinquency b ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dependencyb •••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••• _ 

CrimlOal_. _ ••••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••• ' ••• 
~pcals from lower courts ••••••••••••••••••• _ 
Habeas corpus •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Dispositions 
1969-70 

424,577 

64,035 
103,944 
115,476 
39,286 
26,816 
12,470 
6,905 

69.285 
28,918 
40,367 
7,500 

72,634 
59,582 
13,052 
63.554 
3,340 
4,094 

Amount 

5,135 

.,256 
7,497 
-583 

496 
66 

430 
401 

-1,480 
-276 

-1,204 
-12,758 

865 
753 
112 

5,044 
413 
401 

Percent Amount Percent 

1.2 134,443 46.3 

8.5 
7.8 

-0.5 
1.3 
0.2 

12,080 28.8 
33,881 48.4 
31,563 37.0 
6,728 20.7 

3.0 
6.2 

-2.1 
-0.9 
-2.9 

-63.0 -15,385 -07:2 
1.2 
1.3 

31,046 74.7 

0.9 
8.0 

14.1 
10.9 

35.844 129:4 
1,890 130.3 
3,524 618.2 

• Formerly "Divorce, separate maintenancQ and annulment." 
b Reported as a separate category starting in 1967-08 . 
• Eminent domain dispositions (parcels) are shown separately starting in 1965-66. In prior years they were included 

as part of "Other ciVil." 

Since trial precedence 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 
1969-70, up by only 175 cases or one·half of 1 percent from 1968-69, 
in contrast to a filing gain of 5,875 cases 01' 12 percent. The number of 
personal injury cases disposed of statewide has remained virtually 
unchanged at some,vhat 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 Los 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 
or nearly 3 percent for the other superior courts. Similarly, personal 
injury dispositions in Los Angeles have declined each year since the 
record high posted ill 1966-67, and the 1969-70 total of 15,449 was 
down by 1,772 or 10 percent from that year. In contrast, ill 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 increase fairly rapidly after a period of relative 
stability. The trend of rapidly increasing 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 

i !rr 
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TABLE XVIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
PERSONAL INJURY DISPOSITIONS EXCLUSIVE OF DISMISSALS 

FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION 

1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Dispositions less dismissals for lack of prosecution 

Fiscal year 

1959-60 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1966-61 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1961-62 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1962-63 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1963-64. •••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
1964-65 •••••••••••••••••••••• ••• 
1965-66 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1966-67 ••••••••••••••••• •• __ •••• 
1967-118 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1968-69 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1966-70 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total 

28,003 
28,010 
26.674 
28,008 
30,631 
3~.254 
36,;:86 
37,0~~ 
37,695 
37,000 
37,175 

State less Los Angeles 

12,823 
14,748 
13,224 
14,456 
16,885 
19,438 
19.856 
19,863 
21,424 
21,109 
21,726 

Los Angeles 

)5,180 
13,262 
13,450 
13,552 
13.746 
14,816 
16,730 
17,221 
16,271 
15.891 
15,449 

year. This trend developed dur~ng. a peri?d when m~n;y of these co~rt! 
were reporting notable success m mcreasmg productiVIty and reduCl~", 
civil backlog and delay by the use or certi~cates of readi?ess as a deVICe 
for managing civil calendars.21 This deVIce was abanaoned by many 
~ourts in the last half of 1967 and while dispo~itions again rose by 
about 1)600 in these courts to a record of .21,424 m 1967-68, they have 
remained relatively constant at that le'velm both 1968-69.and 1969-70. 
The Los Angeles court introduced readin~ss procedUl'e~ m stages an~ 
adopted them later than other courts. Durmg the three full fiscal years 
that they were operative in Los Angeles (196.4-65 through 1966-;67) 
dispositions rose by 25 percent to a record hIgh. of 17,221 but Slllce 
then have declined in each of the tpree succeedmg years so that by 
1969-70 personal injury dispositi.ons 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 di~erenc? repres~nts .a?an
doned and inactive cases. The largest numerIcal ~allls. I~ d.lSp.OSItIO~S, 
amounting to over 30,000 in each case, occurred m cnmlllal, Juvem~e, 
family law and original civil litigation. The largest percentage lll· 
creases were recorded in habeas corpus (+618% ~, appeals from lo~er 
courts (+130%), criminal <+129%) a~d)uve~lle (+75%). ASWlth 
filinas the only decline was recorded m msamty proceedmgs where 

'" , 7 2 t disposition~ 'Yere down by 15,385 or 6.. ~ercen. 

Manner of Disposition . 
The overwllelming majority of superior court cases are dispo~ed of 

without a contested trial. Thus, 29.2 percent of all matters termmated 
in 1969-70 were disposed of prior to tria~, another 62.4 pe~c~nt fol· 
lowed an uncontested trial or hearing, 'Ylth only the remalllmg 8.4 
~dlclal Council Reports (1g66) 28-37: (1967) 202·213. 

,., 
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TABLE XIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS' 

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 19~9-70 

Total Personal injury Criminal 

Percent of Percent of Percent of 
total total total 

109 

Juvenile 

Percent of 
total 

Fiscal year Number- <:iispositionab Number dispositionsb Number- dispositions Number dispositions 

1967-68 •••••• 32.477 8.4 3,741 0.9 
1968-69 •••••• 32.253 7.8 3,214 8.7 
1969-70 •••••• 35,011 8.4 3.090 8.3 

• Exclusive of submissions on the record of the preliminary hearing. 
b Exclusive of dismissals for lack of proseoution. 

8,613 14.0 6,270 10.0 
7.~81 12.8 6.326 8.8 
8,961 14.1 5,885 8.1 

· percent requiring a contested trial.22 Although there has been an in· 
crease in the number or contests since comparable figures became avail· 
able in 1967-68 there has been little change in the proportion of con· 
tests to total dispositions. 

Criminal cases disposed of by submission on the record of the pre
liminary hearing are counted as "uncontested trials," a treatment that 
is necessary if figures for the Los Angeles court are to be included in 
the totals ar used in inter court comparisons. Such cases al'e 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 
they account for about a third of that court's total criniinar dfsposi. 
tions this classification is necessary to permit meaningful compari
sons.23 For instance, exclusive of these submissions, both Los Angeles 
and the balance of the superior courts report that 14.1 percent of 

· criminal dispositions were contested in 1969-70. On the other hand, 
if these submissions were included in contested' dispositions we would 
incorrectly conclude that 46 percent of Los Angeles' criminal disposi
tions were contested as against only 17 percent for the balance of the 
state. 

The 35,011 contested dispositions in 1969:..70 were up by more than 
2,500, or approximately 8 percent higher than in each of the two pre
ceding years. The overall gain reflects an increase in contested criminal 
trials which more than offset declines in contested personal injury cases 
and contested 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 1964-65 record high of 4,256 contests, equal to 12.4 
percent of personal injury dispositions in that year. 
tJ Bejfore-trlal dispositions include transfers and dismissals (before start of trial), 

udgments by the clerk, summary judgments and pleas of guilty in criminal 
mb atters. Uncontested trials are those in which evidence was not introduced by 

oth sides. This catego1'¥ indudes defil.Ult judgments by a judge. stipulated 
judgments. compromise of minors' claims, and most hearings terminating pro
bate, adoption and other specIal proceedings. and juvenile and competency mat
ters unles8 the allegations aN denied and evidence is Introduced. To be counted 
as a contested disposition evidence must be Introduced by both sides at a trial. 

II! Comparisons exclude dlsmlfJsals for lack of prosecution. 
Data regarding submissions em the record of the preliminary hearing became 

, a
1
vallable in 1967-68. In 1969-70 SUbmissions totaled 11,422 in the state and 

t 0,554 in Los Angeles. anil in 1968·~9 they totaled 10,674 for the state and 
, 10,136 for Los Angeles. 

\ r 'f , ! I 
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TABLE XX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT'S 
CONTESTED TRIALS' COMPARED WITH TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1969-70 

1967-68 

Number of conte.ted trials· •••••••••••••••••••• 32,477 
Percent cb.Dge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Dispositionsb ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 386,431 
Percent cb.nge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Exclusive of submissions on the record of the preliminary hearing. 
b Exclusive of dismiss.ls for lack of prosecution. 
RRevised. 

1968-69 

32.253 
-0.7 

R414,460 
R.j-7.3 

1969-70 

35,011 
+8.6 

416,014 
+0.4 

TABLE XXI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

PCl'eent of total dispOsitions' 

Arter tri.1 

Type of proceeding Tot.lb Before trial Uneontested Contested 

Total, all prc.ceedings ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 29.2 62.4 8.4 

Probate and guardi.nship ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 1.4 96.9 1.7 
Family Law· •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 4.8 89.0 6.2 
Personal injurY, death and property dam.ge ••••••••• 100 83.3 8.4 8.3 

Motor v~hicle ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 86.3 6.6 7.1 
Other ••••••••••••• : ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 76.7 12.3 11.0 

Eminent dOlDain ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 67.7 31.2 11.0 
Otbcr civil ...................................... 100 38.6 M.l 7.4 

~~illl~~~~8:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 100 59.4 24.6 15.9 
100 24.5 74.0 1.6 

iJl!anity and otber infirmities •••••••••••••••••••••• 100 6.1 88.8 6.1 
Juvenile •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 11.0 80.9 8.1 

crP£~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
100 11.3 80.9 7.7 
100 9.3 80.9 S.8 
100 67.9 d18.0 d14.1 

w.~aI8 from lowcr courts •••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 13.8 86.2 
• as corplJa ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 100 77.4 22.6 

• Exclusive of dismissals for lack of prosecution. 
b Percentages may nol equal total bec.use of rounding. 
I) Former1f "Divorce, separate maintenance and, annulmcot.1t 

d Submisslo~ on the record of the preliminary hearing are counted as arter trial uncontested disp08itions. 

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 highs 
of 15.9 and 14.1 in "other civil complaints" and "criminal cases," 
respectively, to less than 2 percent in probate proceedings. 

1 
r .•.•. 1.! ~ 
~ 
[' 
J 
''1 

A 
it 
;j 

3 JURIES SWORN 24 ~1 
For the first time in fiv~ years the superior courts swore more juries ~1 

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 increase of 4 percent, or 10 times the four· 
tcnths of one percent gain in total dispositions (excluding dismissals 
~ 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, 

i 

Juries 
sworD •••• 

Amount 
cbange ••• 

Percent 
cb.nge_ •• 

RRevised. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF 'l'HE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

TABLE XXII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JURIES SWORN 

Fiscal Years "1959-60 Through 1969-70 
, 

1959-60 1960-61 1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967·68 ----------------
6,551 6,792 6.699 6,805 7,247 7,933 7,876 7.676 7,492 

.. +241 -93 +196 +352 +686 -57 -200 -184 

.. -3.7 -1.4 +2.9 +5.1 +9.7 -0.7 -2.5 -2.4 
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1968-69 1069-70 
----

R7,387 7,703 

R-I05 +316 

-1.4 +4.3 

for lac~ of prosecution). The gain was due primarily to an increase 
of 555 m the number of juries sworn for criminal cases which more 
tha~ offset a d~op of 293 in juries sworn for personal 'injury cases. 
WhIle most maJor metropolitan superior courts reported an increase 
in the number of cr~min~l juries, the drop in personal injury juries 
largely reflected declmes m the Los A.ngeles, San Francisco and Santa 
Clara courts. There has been a downtrend in both the number and 
proportion of juri~s required for personal injury cases for several 
years, but the declme 'has been offset in part by an increase in the 
number of juries required for criminal cases. 

A.I~hough only .about 2 ?ut of each 100 superior court dispositions 
req~ure the swe~rmg of a Jur.y the rate varies substantially among the 
varIOUS categorIes of proceedmgs. For example in 1969-70 about 1 in 
each 15 dispositions of criminal and personai injury cases involved 
the swearin~ of a jury, :vhile at the other extr~me almost 5,300 family 
law proceedmgs were dIsposed of for each jury sworn. A.monD' other 
categories, one jury was sworn for about each 25 eminent domahl cases 
(parcels) termi?ate.d, each 56 other civil complaints disposed of and 
each 1,078 termmatlOns of probate and guardianship proceedings. 

TABLE XXIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JURIES SWORN BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1965-66 Through 1969-70 

1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 

Type of proceeding Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount 
--------

Total juries sworn • 7,876 -100.0 7,676 -100.0 7,492 

Personal injury, death 
and property dam. 

Cr~~n~i:::::::::::: 3,607 45.8 3,141 40.9 3,135 
"3,374 42.8 3,512 46.8 3.517 

~~inen.1 ~omain ••••• 374 4.7 336 4.4 306 
er CIVIL ••••••••• 346 4.4 349 4.6 336 

~nsanity •••••••••••• 162 1.9 304 4.0 157 robate and guardi. 
F anship._ •••••••••• 18 0.2 22 0.3 24 

amily Lawb •••••••• 5 0.1 13 0.2 17 

: Percentages may not equal total because of rounding. 
R FR°l1!'erly "Divorce, separate maiutenance and annulment." 

eVIBed. 

Percent 

--
-100.0 

41.8 
46.9 
4.1 
4.6 
2.1 

0.3 
0.2 

1968-69 

Amount Percent 
----

R7,387 -100.0 

R2,835 38.4 
3,680 49.8 

297 4.0 
377 6.1 
164 2.2 

19 0.3 
16 0.2 

1969-70 

Amount Percent 
----

7,703 '100.0 

2,542 33.0 
4,235 55.0 

271 3.5 
483 6.3 
103 1.3 

50 0.6 
19 0.2 
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As noted, the number and proportion vf 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 
droppcd 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 criminal 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 criminal 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 togcther 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 co)1-
ditions are peculiar to individual courts and that each may differ from 
others and from descriptive generalizations. 

The Judicial Council 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 1I;he 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, whcn new pretrial rules became effective in September 
1967 allowing cases to be pilaced 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 n 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 1 f 
backlog and delay increased dramatically as a result of the rule change I •.•. t. 
it is unlikely that increases of the same magnitude occurred in the "'l 
actual backlog of cases read.y and awaiting trial or in the actual delay /1. 
in the trial of trial-ready cases. ., 
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Backlog. 

Table XXIV shows the number of civil 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 
32932 civil cases awaiting trial in these courts as of June 1970 was 
th~ hiO'hest on record, more than two and one-quarter times the total 
in 1965 when many courts were reporting notable success in reducing 
backloO' by use of certificate of readiness techniques for managing trial 
calend~rs 25 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 ceri:ificates of readiness, civil backlog 
in these courts has increased by slightly more than 75 percent. Civil 
active lists have continued to increase each year since 1967, by 25. 
percent between June 1967 and 1968, and by 9 percen~ from ~u?e 1968 
to 1969. Again between June 1969 and 1970 the hst of CIVIl cases 
awaiting trial in these courts increased by 7,268 cases or 28 percent. 
Most of the increase in total backlog both year-to-year and over the 
Ion O'er term consists of civil cases awaiting jury trial. Thus, between 
Ju;e 1969 and 1970 the increase in cases awaiting jury trial amounted 
to 4,230 or about 58 percent of the increase in total civil backlog. 

TABLE XXIV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE 
JUDGES a_NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1962 THROUGH 1970 

~umbcr of civil CIISCS all:~iting trial . 
Court 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

------ ------
Alameda _____________________ '1,307 1.414 1.160 1,117 1,349 1,853 2,861 3,389 Contra Costa .. _______________ 683 813 755 876 1,041 995 1,120 1,097 Fresno _______________________ 

421 293 553 561 470 571 538 468 Kern ________________________ 
577 361 397 405 391 502 471 431 Los Angeles __________________ 23.796 23.600 20.091 10.109 9.026 9,030 23,200 30.747 Marin _______________________ 
305 376 397 475 540 538 599 706 

~l~~:s~d;;:::::::::::::::::::: 1.462 1.552 1.261 954 1.155 1.467 1.584 1.870 
168 454 312 328 485 493 773 823 Sacramento __________________ 1,649 1,517 1.466 1,589 1,864 2.388 2.185 1.713 San Bernardino _______________ 1,022 1,018 1.135 958 1.003 942 1,036 1,073 San Diego .. _________________ 1.054 1,054 1,170 1.247 1,145 1,240 1.828 2,268 San Francisco ________________ 4.778 4,095 2,730 2.712 3,139 3.754 5.549 6,395 San Joaquin_ .. ___________ .. __ 355 269 276 359 378 471 537 700 San Mateo ___________________ 1,133 1.452 810 955 1.075 1,227 1,542 1.327 Santa Barbara .. ______________ 325 327 250 273 353 375 412 448 Santa Clara __________________ 2,500 2,340 1,701 941 843 1,301 1.566 2,087 Stanislaus ____________________ 57 74 88 114 145 211 332 275 Ventura _____________________ 276 225 274 295 391 411 518 594 

TotaL ____________________ 
41.868 41,234 34,826 24.268 24.793 27.769 46,!l5! I 56,411 

Total excluding Los Angeles _ 18,072 17.634 14,735 14,159 15.767 18.739 23.451 25,664 

• As of June 30, 1970. 

1970 
--

3,788 
1,451 

789 
574 

41,019 
872 

2.994 
1,060 
2,192 
1.472 
3,199 
7.804 

945 
1.602 

617 
2.596 

355, 
622 

73,951 

32,932 

Since. cases. in which a jury is demanded lie at the heart of problems 
of civil conO'estion and delay in the superior courts it is revealing to 
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 
~dlclal 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, ill 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.26 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 settlc 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 to a "per authorized judge" basis.27 Increases in aut.hori~e~ 
judgeships in these courts in part offset the recent growth m CIVIl 
backlog so that generally the number of cases awaiting t!i~l 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 assess the true 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 proceedin"', the current lists consist of a much larger proportion 
of nonready cas~s 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 non trial ready 
cases and that the proportion probably increases as the backlog gro',"s. 
Secondly as indicated in the discussion of the backlog of personal m· 
jury cas:s, only a small proportion of "cases awaiting trial" will ever 
be disposed of by a contested trial. Thus, 511 1969-70 only about 9.1 
percent. of personal injury cases "aw.aiti.ng trial" wer~ actually d~s. 
posed of at a contested triaP8 DespIte these reservatlOns the rapId 
and sustained increase in civil backlo~ 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 
.. 'I'he number of juries sworn for personal Injury cases In 1969-70 as a percent of 

at-Issue memoranda flied In 1968-69. Figures for the Fresno and San Bernardino 
courts are eXCluded. 

rr See note 12 supra, regarding "per judge" comparisons. 
II! The numher of contested trials of personal Injury cases In 1969-70 as a percent 

ot at-Issue memoranda .filed In 1968-69 In the courts being discussed. 
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TABLE XXV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE 

JUDGES a_NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 
PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE b AS OF JUNE 30, 

1962 THROUGH 1970 
.-

Number 01 civil CII8e8 all'aiting trial per authorized judge 

Court 1962 1963 1964 I 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 I ----------------
Alameda ..................... 73 79 64 56 67 93 143 154 165 
Contra Coota ................. 98 116 108 110 116 111 124 1~2 145 
Fresno ...................... 70 49 79 80 .67 82 67 69 90 
Kern ........................ 115 72 79 81 78 100 94 72 96 
Los Angele. .................. 198 197 167 84 75 75 173 229 306 
Marin •• " .................... 102 125 132 119 135 135 150 141 174 
Orange ...................... 122 119 84 60 64 77 75 80 136 
Riverside .................... 24 65 45 47 69 62 77 82 106 
Sacramento .................. 165 152 122 132 155 184 156 114 146 
Ban Bernardino ............... 146 127 126 106 160 94 104 98 134 
San Diego ................... 55 65 62 66 67 59 87 103 128 
San Francisco ........... _ .... 217 186 124 123 143 156 231 266 325 
Ban Joaquin .................. 71 54 55 72 76 94 107 117 158 
San Mateo ................... 162 207 116 106 119 136 140 111 134 
Santa Barbara ................ 81 82 50 55 71 75 69 75 103 
Santa Clara .................. 179 167 100 55 50 77 82 110 124 
Stanislaus .................... 14 19 22 29 36 53 83 55 71 
Ventura ..................... 92 56 69 74 78 69 86 85 89 

Average cases all'aiting trial 
per authorized judge: 

Total for the above courta ••• 153 149 122 83 83 91 141 165 211 

Total excluding Los Angeles • 118 113 89 82 88 101 119 123 152 

• As of June 30, 1970. 
b Nute that compariaolU relate to the lotal number of judges authorized 118 of June 30 of each tis"al year and are not 

adjusted 10 reBect the number actually available to dispose of civil backlo!<. Seo not. 16 !upra, regarding "per judge" 
analysis. 

. despite record or nearly record output by tqe courts. The fact that 
backlog continues to increase in .the face 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 judicial 
manpower where necessary. . 

The following analysis attempts to forecast the workload potential 
of the June 30, 19'70 backlog and to relate it to the judicial 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" (15.9%) in these courts on June 30, 1970, 
will actually result in a contested trial 29 of which somewhat less than. 
half (7.6%) will be tried by a jury. On this basis the June 1970 civil 
backlog can be expected to produce about 2;500 jury trials and about 
2,730 contested court trials.3o Approximately 64 percent of the au
thorized judgeships in these courts or about 145 judges will be avail
able to hear all civil proceedings 31 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 

"Exclusive of probate, family law and contested special proceedings. 
I/) Ibid. . 
Sl ThIs estimate Is based on a 1970 study of the departmental assignment of judges 

In 13 superior cl)urts with seven or more judges and Includes the judgeships 
authorized by the 1970 Legislature. 

... See Weighted 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 non trial 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 ayerage of 14 jury and 15 nonjury 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 a.doption of such 
readiness procedures. As with the other courts, the backlog in Los 
Angeles has continued to increase each year since June 1967, and 
also as with other courts, there is no indication that the trend will 
slacken or reverse. Even after maldng allowances for differences in the 
rclative 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 
t.hat thc 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 1970-71,33 

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·isstie 
memorandum, certificate of readiness, etc.) 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 II court delay" or " delay in the courts" with the implication 
that the period being measured results from internal conditions which 
nre controllable by the courts. 
13 The 1970 Legislature 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 a_MEDIAN INTERVAL TO TRIAL FROM COMPLAINT AND 

AT·ISSUE MEMO FOR .cIVIL. JURY CASES TRIED IN 
JUNE 1967, 1968, 1969 AND 1970 

Civil jury cases 
Median interval in months from: 

Complaint to trial 

June '70 I 
At-issue memo to trial 

Court June '67 June '68 June '69 bJune '67 June '68 June '69 
--- ---

Alameda __ - .-•• -.---- 21 20 30 26 10 12 9.5 Contra Costa _____ • ___ 23 22 19 19 20 17 12 Fresno ____ • __ ._ •• ____ 15 25 13 12 6.5 14 9 
Kern _____ --- - -•• "--- 12 16 27.5 16 8 8 16.5 Los Angeles ___________ 25.5 24.5 31.5 34 8 9 18 Marin ________________ 

'37.5 '44.5 '36 43 '23 '20.5 '20 Orange _____ • _______ ._ 16 18 22 23 10 Ii 12.5 Riverside ______ • ____ •• 18 17 23 36 9 11 15 Sacramento _______ •••• 27 22 '21 28 12 16 5 San Bernardino _______ 15 23 11 19 9 12 8 San Diego ____ ••• _____ '9 14 23 22 '5 7 9 
Sao Francisco ___ -••• _. 29 31 41 34 19 20 22 San Joaquin __ ._. _____ 21 17 29 20 12 11 12 San Mateo ______ • __ ._ 30 '24 29 25 18 '15 16 Santa Barbara ________ 15 20 30 24 

I 
7 12.5 18 Santa Clara ___________ 11 18 13 18 4.5 6 8 Stanislaus __ • _____ • ___ 19 25 14 16 5 16 7 Ventura ______ •• _. __ ._ 17.5 28 27.5 25 11.5 12.5 11.5 

• As of June 30, 1070. 
b Prior to September 1967 medians were computed from the date mema-la-set was filed to trial dale. 
I For month of May. 

June '70 

---
15 
12 

t~·~ 
24 
29 
11 
22 
9 

14 
15 
28 
17 
16 
13 
8 
9 

13 

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 measures 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 inaccurate 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 ill 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 to June 1967 
when none reported a delay of that length. 

Table XXVI 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 thre~ 

'. 
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years in June 1970 in contrast to the one court (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 

'l'his Report is the first to attempt an assessment of the condition 
of criminal calendars in metropolitan superior courts. Earlier reports 
have concentrated on civil cCthmdar conditions because criminal 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 criminal calendars. Moreover, a more 
meaningful analysis of criminal calendar operations is now possible be· 
cause in June 1967 a revision of monthly statisticalf'eports to the Judi· 
cial Council was inaugurated with this purpose in mind. Iu addition the 
Bureau of Criminal Statistics of the California Department of Justice 
has been very helpful in furnishing detailed statistics on criminal cases 
to the Judicial Council. 

This discussion of criminal 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 descriptive 
generalization. The Los Angeles Superior Court is discussed separately 
because inclusion of its very large figures would obscure 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.84 Although a substantial number of defendants demand trial and 
waive time, the requirement of a speedy trial nevertheless tends to 
limit the number of criminal 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.85 

Excluding Los Angeles, cases calendared for trial in these courts 
totaled 3,105 in June 1970, up by about"329 cases (+12%) from the 
year before and up more tllan three times the 1,014 cases awaiting trial 
.. Cal. Pen. Code § 1382. 
S5 The figures In Table XXVI are not precisely comparable from court to court and 

In several courts do not represent the total baclclog 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 XXVIJ.-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 

Courts 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 
, 

Alameda ••••••••••••••••••••••• 72 173 207 263 224 Contra Co'ta ••••••••••••••••••• 66 58 96 58 92 Fresno •••••••••••••••••••••••• 32 108 102 61 JC Kern •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17 20 16 33 41 Los Angeles •••••••••••••••••••• 2,399 2.593 2,938 3,879 5,498 Oraoge •••••••••••••••••••••••• 93 159 161 233 203 Riverside •••••••••••••••••••••• 80 152 153 187 304 Sacramento •••••••••••••••••••• 52 59 62 44 67 San Bernardino ••••••••••••••••• 61 206 190 175 805 San Diego ••••••••••••••••••••• 131 158 199 243 561 Sao Fr,ncisco •• " ••••••••••••••• 128 181 292 278 237 Sao Joaquin •••••••••••••••••••• 53 16 57 120 95 Sao Mateo ••••••••••••••••••••• 48 63 91 148 163 S<ota Barbara •••••••••••••••••• 29 31 53 75 85 Ilaota Clara •••••••••••••••••••• 96 110 179 160 274 Veotura ••••••••••••••••••••••• 56 43 48 34 59 
Total •••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,413 4,130 4,844 5,001 8,274 
Total excluding Lo, Angeles •••• 1.014 1,537 1,006 2,112 2,776 

• As of June 30, 1970. 

119 

1970 

243 
102 

40 
109 

J.103 
208 
215 
99 

378 
476 
500 
82 

226 
91 

274 
62 

9,208 

3,105 

in June 1965. The rate of increase in cases calendared for trial far 
exceeded the growth in criminal filings in these courts. Since June 
1965, cases on criminal trial calendars rose by 206 percent in these 
co~rts, ~r more than double the 95 percent 'increase in filings. Since 
a ,Ju,ry IS demanded in the great majority of criminal cases, these 
cl'lmmal calendars to a great extent also represent jury trial calendars. 

As 'Yith civil cases in a backlog, many criminal cases are calendared 
for trIal where a trial is neither desired nor all;ticipated by the 
d~fendant, 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 cou~ts are 
terminated by a plea of guilty.36 Based on 1969 figures from the Bureau 
?f Crimi.nal Statistics, 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 chan~e 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 
t? 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 hav~ 
~d had the case gone to jury trial (see Table XXX). 
"Including certifications on pleas of guilty from lower courts. 
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Though a trial is demanded in the first instance in a great number ! 
of criminal cases, relatively few are actually terminated by a trial.37 :1 
Thus, the 3,552 trials in 1969-70 reported in courts other than Los 
Angeles amounted to only some 12 percent of all criminal dispositions. 
In contrast, some 15,600 defendants (about 50 percent of all defend· 
ants) demanded a 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 would 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 I 
full time of about 226 judges for one year,SS a figure which compares fl~ 
to the total of 282 then authorized judgeships in these courts. "1 

Over 80 percent of the criminal cases tried in 1969-70 in superior 1 

courts exclusive of Los Angeles were tried by jury. Table xx."VIII ' } 
'shows the ratio of juries sworn to criminai filings in the 16 superior ,1,'" 

courts with six or more judges.80 . 

Delay 

Unless defendants consent, criminal cases must be gismissed if not' ! 
brought to trial within 60 days after being filed in the superior court. I 

Thus, where the time to disposition exceeds 60 days the excess is delay 
that defendants have sought or agreed to.40 In practice many defend· 

TABLE XXVIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH 
SIX OR MORE JUDGES' 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN 

Filcal Vear 1969-70 

Court 

Alameda ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Contra COIIta •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fresno •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kern •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
L<lOI Angeles ................................. . 

~I:~~'d~::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::: ::: :::::: 
Sacramento •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ban Bernardino ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ban Diego ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ban Franci.co •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

t~ ~~~~:::::: :::: :::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Banta Barbara ............................... . 
Banta Clar ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ventura ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total "lcludioK tOIl Angel." •••••••••••••••••• 

• , .. 01 June 00, 1~70. 

Filings 

3,351 
1,127 

847 
730 

36,619 
2,190 
1,418 
1,488 
3,025 
4,252 
3,403 

912 
1,317 

759 
2,532 
m 

27,878 

Criminal 

Juries sworn 

247 
94 

107 
59 

1,350 
101 
177 
142 
215 
300 
184 
58 
97 
81 

129 
43 

2,214 

Percent of 
juries sworn 

to tolal filings 

7.4 
8.3 

12,6 
8.1 
3.7 
8.7 

12.5 
9.5 
7.1 
7.1 
5.4 
6.4 
7.4 

10.7 
5.1 
8.2 

7.0 

J 

! 
1 
J 

I 
'f 

I 
1 

I 
., Unless otherwise Indicated "trials" are exclusive of those on the transcript of the I 

preliminary hearing. ' 
""!.lee Weighted Caseloads. infra. ' 
.. The ratio for Los Angeles Is not comparable with that for other courts for reasonS ',I' 

that will be discussed later. 
iO 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.,'I, 
l! the sentence Is considered as the point of disposition then this will exceed ! 
the time to start of trIal by the number of trIal days plus the number of daYS ':,1' 
to sen lenclng. 
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ants plead not guilty at arraignment (50 percent in courts exclusive 
of Los ~ngeles), dema!1d a jury trial and waive their right to a 
spee~y trIal. ~he 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. t~ial calenda~s. under which many courts and district attorneys 
labor I~ IS .not surprlsl!1g 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 excl~sive of Los 
Angeles and of this number 1,072 or 50 percent were sworn within the 
GO.day statutory limit while 1,052 or 50 percent exceeded tlIis limit 
There are wide differences among courts in the proportion of jury .. 
trials that commenc; more than 60 days. from filing, ranging from a • 
low of 13.2 percent In Santa Clara 41 to hIghs of 76:5 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 frdm lows 
of 79 days in Sacramento and 85 days in Kern and Santa Clara to a 
high of 186 days in San Francisco. 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 

Fiscal Vear 1969-70 

Court 

&~":t::'(j;,sia.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Fresno •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I~·ll~!!ll!l!!!!!!i!!!!i!lllll~lli 
tnta Barbara •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ve~\"ur~I.~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total elc\uding Los Angeles •••••••••••••••••• 

• As of June 3D, 1970 • 

Total 
criminal juries 

sworn 

247 
94 

107 
59 

1,350 
191 
177 
142 
215 
300 
184 
58 
97 
81 

129 
43 

3,474 

2,124 

Juries sworn more tban 60 days frQm 
• indiotment or informalion 

Number Percent of tolal 

189 76.5 
59 62.8 

b54 b50.0 
9 15.3 

'987 <73.1 
75 30.3 
95 53.7 
35 24.6 

dl27 d59.3 
155 51.7 
85 46.2 
37 63.8 
44 45.4 
43 53.1 
17 13.2 
28 65.l 

2,039 58.7 

1,052 49.5 

b BBased on percent over 60 days in March, April, May and June 1970. 
• ased on percent over 60 days in August 1970 • 
~n 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 o~ crIminal cases. The methocls used to achIeve these results have 
been described In a letter from the judge managIng the cOllrt's criminal cal· 
endar In 1970, copies of which are available on request from the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. 

"See note 40, 8upra. 
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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 b 

1968 1969 and First Half of 1970 , 
Pleas of guilty 

I Subsequent Transcript 
Dis· At to of 

missals arraignment· arraignment Jury trials Court trials preliminary 

Me· Me- Me- Me- Me· Me· 
dian dian Dc· dian De- dian De· dian De- dian De-
time time layd time IByd time layd time layd time layd 

----------------------
Alameda 

56 2~ 65 97 236 97 265 127 294 88 193 J068 •••••••••••••••• 
84 240 60 213 60 27 6P 99 255 102 303 J969 •••••••••••••••• 

310 67 289 64 209 1st half 1970 ••••••••• 59 22 59 79 223 129 
Contra Caeta . 

1068 •••••••••••••••• 37 29 67 88 199 103 217 93 257 85 .. 
81 165 117 216 108 25ii .. .. 1060 •••••••••••••• _. 57 36 90 

1st half 1070 ••• __ •••• 67 33 90 86 214 114 187 .. .. .. .. 
Fresno 

1968 •••••••••••••••• 94 21 88 92 204 80 183 85 .. .. .. 
1969 •••••••••••••••• 81 21 li4 84 201 90 132 •.. .. .. .. 
1st half 1970 ••••••••• 63 25 46 86 189 120 195 _. .. .. .. -Kern 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 32 21. 42 74 164 88 180 27 .. 56 .. 

33 21 36 78 189 93 210 .. .. ' .. .. 1969 •••••••••••••••• 
27 44 82 ' 145 85 123 .. .. ., .. 1st half 1970 •••• _ •••• .. 

Los Angeles 
82 36 82 91 190 114 232 ' 107 211 105 187 1968 ••••••••••••••• _ 

1969 •••••••••••••••• 57 33 72 93 189 123 201 108 234 90 192 
1st half 1970 ••••••••• ~ 35 

Orange 
8P 93 201 124 282 112 255 93 no 

1968 •••••••••••••••• 68 21 56 97 203 119 236 120 242 103 266 
1969 •••••••••••••••• 60 1 45 81 174 114 237 102 216 172 ., 
1st half 1970 ••••••••• 69 1 52 91 196 12·1 262 111 243 128 ., 

Riverside 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 54 27 62 95 215 102 241 79 266 105 256 

78 30 81 102 195 102 2W 120 274 .. .. 1969 •••••••••••••••• 
87 37 122 105 240 107 252 108 218 .. .. 1st half 1970 ••••••••• 

Saeramento 
55 27 41 75 125 79 138 71 105 . 80 .. 1968 •••••••••••••••• 
57 27 30 72 114 81 132 78 p~ .. .. 1969 ••••••••••••• _ •• 
59 28 45 72 112 70 135 .- .. ., lat half 1970 •••••••• _ 

San Bernardino 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 77 42 Q5 126 232 115 250 121 3U 136 .. 
1969 •••••••••••••• _. 165 42 79 144 264 135 258 117 225 .. .. 

74 39 83 132 282 137 281 191 320 .- .. ht half 1070 ••••••• _. 
8an Diego 

59 21 35 81 165 92 200 95 182 84 
177 

1968 •••••••••••••••• 
21 39 87 186 102 202 99 180 95 1969 •••••••••••••••• 63 

1st half 1070 ••••••••• 55 27 48 83 189 99 202 87 216 79 155 
San Franciseo 

1968 •••••••••••••••• 54 39 112 107 255 139 275 73 209 132 349 
1069 •••••••••••••••• 39 36 111 114 330 138 354 183 438 138 .. 
1at half 1970 ••••••••• 88 50 145 119 294 186 377 _. .. .. ., 

San Joaquin 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 50 18 35 84 185 81 251 88 144 59 .. 
1060 •••••••••••••••• 69 21 48 100 240 87 216 .. .. .. ., 
1st half 1970 ••••••••• 80 27 76 103 188 93 219 .. .- .. .. 

San Mateo 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 112 23 53 119 133 111 288 122 .. 118 .. 

130 213 .. .. 1960._ •••••••••••••• 66 24 93 96 204 
li4 

.. 
88 22 45 100 178 101 197 .. .. ., 1st half 1070 •••••••• _ 

Sanla Barbara 
1968 ••••••• _. __ ••••• 39 35 80 75 153 88 139 91 .. 52 ., 
1969 •••••••••••••••• 55 33 108 90 192 87 195 ., .. .. .. 
1at half 1970 ••••••••• 86 41 118 86 192 119 285 .. .. .. ., 

Santa Clara 
59 21 52 84 161 85 164 129 221 98 

165 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 

54 75 144 78 165 94 153 64 1969 •••••••••• ____ •• 51 21 
lst half 1970 ••••••••• 45 28 64 68 125 85 183 86 228 .. ., 

Ventura 
1968 •••••••••••••••• 48 28 62 91 165 108 176 114 192 .. .-
1969 ••••••••••• _ •••• .. 24 27 93 159 120 216 121 .. -. ., 
let half 1070 ••••••••• .. 28 50 89 171 .. . . .. .. .. .. 

. t of Justice • Source: Bureau of CrImInal Stabshes. California Departmen 

: t~ rteJ::., 3~r' ~~~~. judgmen.t or verdict'ol. guilty the ~ime to disposition includes the peried between such plea, 
'udgment or \'erdict and the hOle to sentencmg (apf,roXlmatelY 21 days). 

d t.'l)~y!"!'.:dt~:n~i~i~~:j~~ rr~J:I~Ji~~ ~~i1~~wo~r~~ ~~~;;;gthiest 10 percent of cases. Data not shown wbere 
lelll than 15 defendants. 
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number of days to disposition for the 10 percent of cases that experi. 
enced the most extreme delay.43 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 the delay 
of 123 days encountered by such cases in Kern. 

Los Angeles Superior Court 

The Los Angeles Superior Court must be considered separately in 
any discussion of criminal proceedings since its criminal filings ac. 
count for half the state's total and its inclusion with statewide figures 
would obscure the trends in other courts. More important, however, is 
the fact that felony filings in the Los Angeles court appear to include 
substantially more relatively minor offenses than is the case in other 
comparable courts.44 

In 1969-70, 36,619 criminal defendants were filed on in the Los. 
Angeles Superior Court. This accounted for 51 percent of the state., 
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 in 1969-70 
as against a rate of 523 in Los .A.ngeles. 

The proportionately higher level of criminal filings in Los Angeles 
appears to result from the substantial number of relatively ruinor 
offenses prosecuted in the superior court, offenses which in other 
eounties would be disposed of as misdemeanors in municipal or jUfJtice 
courts. Thus, in 1969 in Los Angeles 95 percent of defendants were 
held to answer in the superior court following felony preliminary hear
ings in municipal courts, in contrast to only 63 percent in other courts. 
Conversely, in other areas 37 percent of the· defendants originally 
charged with felonies were disposed of a§l. misdemeanants by the lower 
courts, while in Los Angeles the comparable figure was approximately 
5 percent.46 

A superior court, of course, cannot control the matters presented to 
it as felonies and the fact that many matters of a relatively minor 
nature come before a superior court reflects the policy of the prosecut
ing officers. Part of the Los Angeles difference appears to reflect the 
fact that, while most counties vest authority for the prosecution of 
public crimes in a single agency, in Los Angeles the district attorney 
handles felony complaints and the several city prosecutors han. 
dIe mIsdemeanors. Thus, the matters tend to be filed and prosecuted 
as felonies in the superior court if the complaints contain any elements 

of a felony. Consequently, many matters which would be disposed of in 
municipal courts in other areas, reach the Los Angeles Superior 
Court where they are often disposed of by a Iflis.dilm~anor sentence. 
In 1969, for example, 60 percent of the defendants convicted in the 
Los Angeles Superior Court received misdemeanor sentences, 
double the 30 percent rate for the balance of the state.47 Thus, the -.. The ninetieth percentile range. 
"Also see pages 102-103. 8111n-a • 
.. SuperIor courts of Alameda. Sacramento. San Diego and San FrancIsco . 
.. Source: Bureau of CrimInal Statistics. uIcl. 
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available data tend to indicate tllat 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 
except that: (1) the disposition of such cases has been substantially 
delayed (see Table XXIX); (2) critically limited superior court reo 
sources have been expended on their adjudication; and (3) by pre· 
empting superior court resources that could be devoted to other mat· 
tel'S these cases contribute to overall congestion and delay in the court. 
For example, 35 percent of the Los Angeles court's judicial posi. 
tions 48 were required to dispose of criminal defendants, in contrast 
to 23 percent in comparable metropolitan courts.49 

Traditionally, a large proportion of criminal cases in the Los An· 
.gcles Superior Court are disposed of on the record of the prelimi. 
nary hearing. In 1969-70 such dispositions on the transcript, which 
are known loeallyas "slow pleas" ( of guilty), accounted for 32 per· 
cent of all criminal dispositions in the Los Angeles Superior Court 
while in other courts such dispositions are insignificant. It is estimated 
that mattcrs disposed of on records of the preliminary hearings reo 
quircd the full time of 15 superior court judges.GO 

6. WEIGHTED CASELOAD 
Judicial workload of individual superior courts is measured accord· 

ing to a weighted· caseload system approved for use by the Judicial 
Council in 1968.Gl 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 
uscd 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 current 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 find shows the workload weights rounded to the nearest 
fh'e minutes applicable to each category of filings in 1969-70; thp 
right-hand column lists 1968-69 weights. 

Referring to Table XXXII, the weights assume, for example, 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 bench 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· 
tel's) in 1969-70 and 25 minutes in 1968-69. 
~t assigned to criminal departments during the week of October 26. 1970 

adjusted to exclude absences and to Include judges sitting on B.1lslgnment bY 
tho Chairman Of the Judicial Council. "Judicial positions" Includes authorized 
judges plus full·tltne commissioners and referees . 

•• Superior courts of Alameda, Sacramento. San Diego and San Francisco. 
"" Soe Weighted Casololl.d. Ill/ra . 
• , See Judicial Council Reports (1969) 140-145; (1970) 103-106. 
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TABLE XXXI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
AVERAGE BENCH TIME PER'FILING BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

AND WEIGHTS PER FILING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Type or proceeding 

Probate and guardian.hip 
Unconte.ted dispositions Contested di.position ............................... .. 
Supervisory ordem .. ~::::::: ::::::::::::::::: :::: ::::::: 

Family Law· 
Uncontested di.positions Contested di8Position ............................... .. 

~~f~C~~i~~~n~~~;~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Pe",."nal i~jury. deat,h and property damage 
DISPOSItIOns after lury .worn... ...... • Cnnteste!! nonjur t'a! .................. . 
Unconteeted nonj;;';\J~~'" .......................... .. 
Law and motion .............................. . 
Settlement c()JIfe~en~e"""""""-'''''''-'''''''''''' 
Pretrial conference. • ................................. . 
Trial .etting cOllfcr;nce~""""'-""""""""""'" 
Hearings arter judgment~:::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: 

Otber civil (complaints) 
g~~:::::l ~~~~~a~:.( ................................ . 
Uncontested n . rIi ~'G"""" ...................... . 
Law and motignlUry rIa ...................... ~ ...... .. 
Pretrial co f n ...................................... .. 
Trial .etti~g e~~nte ...... _ ............................. .. 
Hearings after ·~dr':::c~~ .......................... - .... .. 

I g e ................................ . 

Otber civil (petitions) . 
Di.positions aft~r hearing .............................. .. 

Insanity and other infirmities 
Unconte.ted dispositions Conte.ted dispositions (n;,j'Ur·y ........................ • 
Jury trials ............... I .. :':::: :::::::::::::::::::::: 

Juvenile (delinqu,enoy) 
gncontested di.po,"tions (original petition.) 

ontested dispositions (original petitions) ..... _ ....... _ .. 
Unconteate~ dis~itions (.ubsequent petitioMr.::::::::::: 
Coont •• ted dISposItIon. (.ubsequent petition.) e!ention b ' ............. -. 
Probation h:;l~g··{"h~.iJbe·fm·)""""""""""·"· gs I e .................... _ .. . 

Hearings 

AverB{!e time Portion of 
(in mlDutes) filin~ 

(col. a) (col. ) 

2.0 .827 
178.7 .018 

3.1 2.500 

6.7 .679 
142.4 .043 

16.9 .300 
29.0 .050 

1200.0 .069 
460.0 .009 
25.0 .061 
30.0 .300 
45.0 .100 
25.0 .043 
15.0 .496 
35.0 .OBO 

1600.0 .066 
15.0 .083 
10,0 .076 
10.0 .076 
45.0 .038 

1200.0 .013 
400.0 .096 
15.0 .164 
15.0 .330 
20.0 .034 
10.0 .396 
36.0 .010 

14.0 .641 

9.6 .620 
61.8 .057 

330.0 .055 

14.3 .793 
V5.7 .070 
14;8 .617 
51.8 .063 
9.2 .905 
9.5 1.484 

Weigbl8 
(col. a x b) 

1.654 
3.217 
7.750 

Total 12.621 

4.649 
6.123 
4.770 
1.450 

Tota! 16.892 

82.BOO 
4.050 
1.626 
9.000 
4.500 
1.076 
7.440 
2.800 

Total H3;190 
= 
106.600 

1. 245 
.760 
.760 

1. 710 

Total 110.075 
= 

16.600 
38.400 
2.460 
4.950 

.680 
3.960 

.350 

Total 66.400 

8.974 

Total 8.974 

6.952 
3.523 
1.650 

Total 11.126 

11.340 
4.699 
9.132 
3.263 
8.326 

14.098 

Total 50.758 
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TABLE XXXI:-CAI..IFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS-Continued 
AVERAGE BENCH TIME PER FILING BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

AND WEIGHTS PER FILING 

Fiacal Year 1969-70 
..... ;:0," 

!leari,ngs 

Avera~e time Portion of 
(in msnutes) filings Weighta 

Type of proceedin~ (col. a) (col b) (col. a X b) 

'.-
Juvenile CdePtndency} • . • 10.3 ,7b8 7.801 Uncon\toltd d~p()I!ilioua (original petlllona) •••••••••••••• •• 

Con\toted diAl'Q6i\[ona (original petitiona) ..... ----..... --.. 26.2 .Il86 2.253 

D~tention hearings •••••••••••••••• -....... •••••••••••••• 6.8 .7~2 5.114 

l'robAtion hwingJI {chamber time) ......... __ • __ •••• ____ .. 9.6 .374 3.590 

Annual review, ........ .: .................. -- ••••••• -.. -. 5.0 3.207 16.035 ---
Total 34.799 

CriminAl 867.8 .Il81 10.292 
Dill'Q6i\1ontl "Cter jUt'y awow ....... -........ -· .... ··--.. • 
Court triala ••••••••••• _ ......... • .. ••••• ____ •• .. •• __ ••• \10.5 .039 4.310 

Dilpooltione on record of preliminary bearing .... __ .... _ •••• 21.4 .025 ,535 

Arr.lgn.menl4l ffJ< plc .................. • .... ··--.. ••• .... 8.3 .82B 6.872 

Hearings under Ptnal Code Sec. 995 and Sec. 1538.5 ........ 27.2 .210 5.712 
15.6 .313 4.883 

Tria' confirmalion conf.r.ncllIl ............... •••• .. • .. •••• 7.3 1.011 7.380 
Otll., Iltaringe before triiJ .................. -............ 
!'rob.ilon htuingl (l1l~ludil\g th&mbor lime) ........ , •••••• 30.3 .899 27.240 

~ 

Total 127.224 

.Ar~.u. from loWtr court.. 
UlllOOiiio(la after hearing 135.0 .309 41.715 
On auuUone ofll"', .................................. 
Tria de OQV(l ...... "' ............... _ ........ "' .......... # .. • .... • .. ,.· ... _ ............... 

180.0 .342 61,580 ---
Tolal 103.216 

U abeM ~ort\U, 22.4 .703 15.747 
Diltpooilio!l' wiihaul h~arjng ........................... •• -\4.(\ .222 9.001 
DiJpooiiiona l<ft.er hearing .................. , ......... • .. • -Total 25.M8 

• FormtrlY "Oj1orce, separate maintenance and $nnulm.nt." 

TABLE XXXII-CAI.IFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
WEIGHTING FACTORS BY CATEGORY OF PROCEEDINGS' 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

I'rolmltl ""d guardl .. lI.hip ..... __ ............. • •••• ••• .. •• .... •••••• 
F1IJnily L .. w~" ."' .................. of ............... "' ............... "' .... • ............ -- ............ ---- ....... ~ .. 
P~rtQtiallltjtl.!y. d.a,h And Ilfopert)' WimJlgt .................. • .. • .. •• 
Eniill~nt domain ................. •• .... ••• .. •• .... •••••• .. •• .. •••• 
Olh.r civil . 

COmplalnt.. ............................................... --•••• 
}'etlUOh5 .. ~ '" .... "' ........ ,. ..................... " ................................. ".-_ ... _ .... "' .... - ... .-....... .. 

lO11.n\l), and 'llhtr Infirmll;ts ................... ••• ...... • ...... •••• 
Juvtnllc 

Dtliqqll~ney ........................... ., ....................... . 
O'~'<lnd .• ney ................................................... . 

Ctimin.t, ................................... "' .. ,. .. .,. ..................................................... _-.............. .. 

~~I:':~o;~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Weighting factor. 

1969-70 1968-69 

15 
15 

115 
110 

65 
10 
10 

50 
35 

126 
105 
25 

16 
2Q 

120 
130 

65 
)0 
15 

50 
25 
!iO 

115 
l> 

'Tbb ,,"'l~httd .ud""da (0{ Indi\'idual aUperior eonrla for 1968-69 and 1969-70 are given in Appendix T .. bl. 26 and 
Ih~ ~IQo.d& art relate<! lQ the tpuru' judiei&! po!itiona. .. 

~ fOfmWy "Divorce ... ~.t. malOtcnaoce and annulment. 
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D. MUNICIPAL COURTS 

1. FILINGS 
1969-70 Filings Up 8 Percent 

127 

The 75 municipal courts located in 25 counties of the state reported 
approximately 5.1 million nonparking cases 62 filed during 1969-70. 
This is the largest volume ever recorded in the municipal courts and 
l'efiects a gain of 8 percent or 366,400 cases over the volume reported,' 

TABLE XXXlIl-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NONPARKING AND PARKING FII.INGS 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Numbor of 
authorized judgeship!!" Nonparking filingA Parking filings 

Number 
of 

Fiscal year 
municipal 
courta· 

1959-60 ........... 67 
1960·61.. ......... 69 
1961-62 ........... 72 
196Z·63 ........... 72 
1963-64 ........... 73 
19M-65 ........... 73 
1965-66.. ......... 71 
1966-67 ........... 73 
1967-68 ......... __ 73 
1968-69 ........... 74 
1969-70 ........... 75 

" A t end of fiscal year. 
R Revised. 

Numb.r 

208 
212 
236 
237 
255 
256 
271 
289 
a05 
326 
337 

Increase Change 
from from 

preceding preceding 
year Numbllr year Number 

'4 3,236,827 
168,406 

3,358,191 
3,405,233 3,528,579 

24 3,553,693 148,460 3,604,031 
1 3,722,333 168,640 3,921,811 

18 4,Q61,020 338,B87 4,240,687 
1 4,251,434 190,414 4,418.631 

16 4,467,407 216,063 4,535,653 
18 4.717,737 250,240 4,749.854 
16 4,742.581 24,844 5,087,658 
21 R4,712,098 R-20,583 R5,354,938 
11 5,079,3i4 3BB,376 6.Hi,DeS 

TABLE XXXIV-CALIFORNIA MUNICI'PAL COURTS 
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Change to )969-70 from: 

Change 
from 

precedina 
year 

170,3S8 . 
760458 

317,780 
318,770 
171.94-l 
117,122 
214,201 
337,804 

R267,2BO 
793,020 

1965-B9o 1959-60 

Type Qf proceeding 

Total nonparking .................... .. 

Crimin.l ................................. .. 
Traffic violations ................ _ ........ . 

Sole.ted m.jorb ....................... .. 
" Otberb ....... : ................... ____ .. 
"onlraffic misdemeanors .................. . 

Intoxicalion b .......................... . 
Olberb ................................ . 

Felony preliminaries ..................... .. 

c~li~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Other civiL ........................... . 

1969-70 

5,079,374 

4,517,876 
3,942,606 

191,165 
3.751,441 

460,158 
210,133 
260,025 
115,112 

561.498 
286,04& 
2750450 

33,573 
241,877 

• Ch.nges were b""ed on revised figures for 1968-69. 
~ified separ~tely prior to 196&-67. 

Amount 

3B6,376 

350,891 
305,826 

8,699 
297,127 
30,973 
9,665 

21,308 
14,092 

15,485 
8,600 
6,8B5 
2,673 
4,212 

Percent Percent 
cbange Amount change 

7,8 1,842,547 56.9 

8.4 1.683.933 59.4 
8,4 1.528.777 B3.3 
4,8 
8.6 76,927 2o:i 7.2 
4.8 
9.3 

78,229 21Z:i 13.~ 

2.8 158,614 39.4 
3.1 96,475 50.9 
2.6 62,139 29.1 
8.7 11,547 62.4 
1.8 50,592 26.4 

"Throughout the mUnicipal and justlce court sections of this report "filings" and 
"cases" do not Include parking violations unless otherwise Indicated. 

< r ( , 
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in 1968-69 when the first decline in 26 years had been recorded. The 
increase w~s thc largest year to year gain of the past decade. Com
pared to the level of 10 years ago there were 57 percent more cases 
filed in the municipal courts. . . . 

Municipal court judgeships rose to ?3? WIth the authorlZatIOn of 11 
additional judges during the year. ThIs mcrease of 3 percent over t?e 
number authorized in 1968-69 was less than half the percentage rIse 
in filings. With filings outrunning the increase in judicial m~npower, 
the averarre number of cases filed per judge rose to 15,072. ThIs figure 
was not o~]y 600 more than the 14,457 cases filed per judge i,n 1968-69 
but was also the first increase in six years. The filings per Judge rate 
is only an approximate index of the. mun~cipal court :vorldoad, how
ever, since it does not take into con~IderatlOn th~ varymg amo;mts of 
time required to dispose of the. varIOu~ categorIes. of proce~dmgs .. A 
better picture of the workload IS ~rovId~~ by weIgI:ted umts! WhICh 
are discussed in a subsequent sectIOn. FIlmgs per Jud~e durmg the 
preceding 10 years ranged from a low of 14,457 to a hIgh of 16,607: 

Fucal Year Filino! per Judo. 
1959-60______ __ _________ ____________________ 15.56~ 

1960-61_________________________ __________ __ 16.06 
1961-62___ ____________________________ ______ 15.058 
1962-63_ _ __ ___ __ __ __ ___ _ __ __ __ _ __ _ __ _ ___ __ __ 15,7~6 

1963-64_____________________________________ 15,9 6 
1964-65_ ---- -- ---- -- -- ---- --- - ------ ---- -- -- 16'ra7 
1965-66_ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- --- --- - ---- - 16, 32~ 1966-67_____________________________________ 1~, 549 1967-68_ __________________________________ __ 1 .~ 

1968-69 - _ --- ___________________________ -____ R 1 ~, O~~ 1969-70____ _ ___ _ _ ___ _ _ _ ___ __ ___ _ _ _ _ _______ __ 1 •• 

n Revised. 

ff,l/ony P(efjminari~~ lJp 14 Percent 

Il1cl'cases w(>1'£.' reported in al1 categories of p~'o~eedings wi~h new 
peak levels reported ill most of the criminal categorIe~, ~pproximately 
115,100 of the municipal court filings w('re felony prel~m111ary pr~c~ed
ings. 'fhis was a new record number of felony cases I~ the mUl11Clpal 
courts and was about 14,100 or 14 percent more than 111 1968-69. The 
percentage gaill in felony preliminaries ,~as. the highes~ for all pro .. 
ceedings and apparently reflected the contmumg emphasIs on prosecu
tions of drug violations.G3 

About 460,200 of the cases filed in municipal court were n?ntraffic 
misdemeanors. This was a record high for such cases and C~IstItuted a 
rise of 7 percent or 31,000 cases oYe~ the pl'ece~ing ~ear. ihe amount 
of increase was almost twice the size of the prevIOUS hIgh o~ ~he decade. 

Of the non traffic misdemeanor cases filed in the mUl11Clpal courts 
approximately 250,000 cases 01' 54 percent involved charges other than 
intoxication. These more serious misdrmeanor cases were up 9 percent 
from 1968-69. Intoxicatioll contributed about. 2!0,100 cases or 46 
percent of the non traffic misdemeanor filings. TIllS ngure was 5 percent 
higher than in 1968-69. . . 

Traffic filinas ill municipal courts rose to about 3.9 mIllIon cases, 
establishing a ""new record for traffic cases in the munic~pal courts an.d 
repl'",senting a gain of 305,800 cases over the precedmg year. ThIS 
~ublll:lhed by the Bureau of CrIminal Statistics Indicates that dryg vlolai 

'Uons made up' about ~o percent of the crIminal cases ftIed In super or courr 
(after preliminary hearings In the municipal or justice courts) In calenda 
year 1969 ami accounted for 93 percent of the Increase over 1968.' 

"( 
l 
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TABLE XXXV-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
WEIGHTED UNITS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 lind 1969-70 

Weighted units Change from 1968-69 

Type of proceeding 1969-10 1968-69 Amount Percent 

Total nonparking ____________________ 
21,790.361 20,291,840 1,498,521 7.4 Crimin.l ________________________________ 
16.810,470 15,461,227 1,349,243 8,7 Traffic violations _______________________ 
8.717,661 8,181,022 536,630 6.6 Selected major _______________________ 
2,419.515 2,310,790 108.716 4.7 Other _______________________________ 
6.298,146 5,870,223 427,923 7.3 Nonlraffie misdemeanors ________________ 
3.624.837 3,329.253 295.584 8.9 Intoxieation _________________________ 

420,266 400,936 19,330 4,8 Other _______________________________ 
3,204,571 2,928,317 276,254 0.4 Felony preliminarics ____________________ 
4,467,972 3,950,952 517,020 13.1 Civil. ______________ ~ ___________________ 
4,979,891 4,830,613 149.278 3,1 Small claims. __________________________ 
1,310.821 1,273,168 37,653 3.0 All other eivil.. ________________________ 
3.669,070 3,557,445 111,625 3.1 

annual increment was the largest in the past 10 years and accounted 
for llE·arly 83 percent of the increase in municipal court filings during 
1969-70. Interestingly, two courts, the Los Angeles Municipal Court 
and the Oakland-Piedmont Municipal Court, reported approximately 
three-quarters of tlle increase in traffic filings.54 

Selected major traffic violations 55 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 munici
pal courts, these more serions 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 
mort' than thp level in 1968-60. 

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 
i'ecord peak of 1965-66. Other civil filings followed a similar pattern, 
rising by 3 percent to the 275,500 level. 'fhe rise in other civil filings 
was also the first increase in four years. 

Weighted Units Up 7 Percent 

Municipal court filings jn 1969-70 constituted approximately 21.8 
million weighted units.GO This was a gain of 7 percent over 1968-69 
and only slightly less than the percentage increase in total filings. -

&I Data receIved from the courts Indicated that the Los Angeles court contributed 
about 180,800 and Oakland-Piedmont contributed about 38,100 of the additional 
traffic cases filed in munIcIpal courts. The Los Angeles court, however, Is currently reexamining Its figures, 

:Vlolatlons of §§ 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code. 
For a description of the Weighted case load system, see 1968 JudIcIal Council 

R~port 103-106, The weights for the courts In general and for the Los Angeles 
Court applicable to 1968-69 and 1969-70 tlIlngs are listed below: 

State Le88 L. A. Mttlliclpal 
TYpe 01 Proceeding L08 Angele8 Court 
Selected major traffic violatIons ___________ 14 9 
Other traffic vlolations___________________ 1.8 1.2 Intoxication ----________________________ 2 2 
Other non traffic misdemeanors ___________ 13 12 
Felony preliminaries _____________________ 36 48 
SmaIl claims_____________________________ 4.5 5 
Other clvIL______________________________ 16 10 

6-81244 

, '! : I 
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Weighted units, however, gave a vastly different picture of the case. 
load in muuieiplll courts from that depicted by iilings, particularly in 
thc two important catc!!,ories of felony preliminaries and traffic yiola
tions. Felony preliminaries, ·which mafle up only 2 percent of the un. 
-weighted cases filed in municipal courts. were responsible for over 20 
percent of the weighted units filed during the year. Moreover, felony 
preliminurr caseS accounted for mo.re than one·third of the overall rise 
in tlH;! weighted easeload. On the other hand, traffic. matters which ac
counted for 78 percent of the unweighted filings comprised only 40 
percent of the weighted units. Mor('over, tr.affiC! cases, while compris
ing 83 percent or th(' increase in cases filed, provided only 37 percent 
01 the increase in weighted 'Units. The proportion of total filings and 
weighted units each category of proceedings provided in 1969-70 are 
listed below: 

Pel'ccnt oj 
TVllfJ 0/ t))'orccc1/IIQ filings 

Total •. _ ••. _~_ ,,_ •• _. ___ ~ _____________ ~ _____ 1 OO.() 
Selected ll1fljof tram" <"lolntlon5 ______________ 3.8 
Olllel' lrnfllc Vlolutlons ______________________ 73.9 
Intoxlcntlon ' ••• , ... "_______________________ 4.1 
Olher nonlrnnlc mlsd!)meanol's ________________ 4.9 
Felony [lrelimlnnrles ____________ .___________ 2.3 
Small ('lnlmR _____ ._________________________ 5.6 
Qlher ·clvll ___ ._.____________________________ 5.4 

Percellt oj 
1oe(glttecl mlltB 

lOO.O 
11.1 
28.9 

1.9 
14.7 
20.ii 

6,0 
16.8 

Under the weighting system's standard elf 60,000 weighted units 
per y('nl' for a judge, the 21.8 million wej~hted units filed in the 
municipal ('0\l1'!8 represented a caseload. for 363 judicial positions. The 
gnin of 1.5 million weighted units over the preceding year reflected 
work for 25 /ldditionnl judicial positions. rrbere were 358 judicial posi
tions lluthori7.C'd in the mtm)cipal courts in 1969-70, of which 337 were 
jll(1g€s nnd 21 were court commissioners. 

TABLE XXXV!-=CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING ANI)PAIHSING CASES 
PER JUDGE·EQUI\fAl.Et\IT 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 'through 196!}"70 
c--. N onT>b.l'lcin~ dislWlitions megal PArkin~ disl,~iiiollS . 

Number of Number of e._ > 

Rut},Ofi.ed iUdf.c, 1'.r iudg~ Pcr judkO. 
Fi.sCllt ycar judgeshl)l8 tQui~a enta. Number .quinlent> Number equiv~lcnt' 

I06\).jJ() ........... 2QS 2\)4 3.0S8.00~ 15,142 3.2H,781 15,891 
UIOO'61 ••••• ~ ••••• 212 21~ 3.218.306 15.181 3.371.896 15,905 
1~nl.62 ........... 236 230 3.329,394. 14,471 3.458.470 16,037 
1002-63 ........... 237 240 3,458,278 14,409 3,650,362 15,210 
1963-61 •••••• _._ •• 266 263 3.736.219 14,168 3,900.992 1Ml9 
19IH-6~ ••••••••••• 256 266 3.932.563 H,184 4,106.797 15,~39 
19M-66 •• , ........ 211 2iO 4.13t1.\)37 14,825 4,282.406 16,349 
1966-67 ••••••••••• 2$9 297 ~,321.199 14,549 4,359,956 14.680 
lQ61.6R ........... SOS 316 4,398.823 

I 
13.91~ 4,733,536 14,980 

196$-Ga ••••••••••• 32~ 341 R4,35().268 1<12.757 R4,930,304 l\IM5S 
1061l-70 ........... 337 367 4,513,363 12.811 5,493.110 15,3S1 -
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TABLE XXXVII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING 

Fiacal Year 1969-70 

Cnlnge to 1969-70 from: 
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196&-6g- 1959-60 

l 
,i 
'I 

~ 

~ 
i :1 
I 

~,,~ 

\! 
Ii 
:.i ·,f 

Tn>e of prOt~iDa 1969-7() 

ToW»onparking ........................ 4,573.363 

Cr+~Ui~·;;~iatl~~················· .. ········ 4,149.116 
Select«l majo~b··············- .. •••••••• 3,612,793 Otbub ......................... 180,400 

Nontraffie;i6dem~~~o~;··················· 3,432,204 
Intoxication b. • ••••••••• _._ •••••• 445,969 

Fe?o~;~;cif~l~a;i~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
193,695 
252,214 
90,354 

CiviL ......... _ ••••• 
424,247 Small claims ••••••• :····_················· 

An6~~!;~c;~~~~::::::~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
213.460 
210,787 
20,564 

190,223 

~ ~han~e8 l"ere b ... cd On r~vi.ed pgurea for 196&-69 
Not e JI&l\fied separately prior to 1966-67. • 

Amoun~ 

223.0115 

208,406 
158.316 
16,836 

141.481 
40,577 
O.61l 

30,986 
7,513 

I{!,£SO 
11.892 
4.797 

732 
4,065 

~1 
; l. 2. DISPOSITIONS 
;J 1969-70 Dispositions Up 5 Percent 

Amoun~ 
Fercent 
ch~K. 

Percent 
change 

5.1 1.484.369 48,1 

1,370,644 49.3 
1,241,624 52.4 

5.2 
4.6 

10.3 

70:706 i8~8 
4.3 

10.0 
5,2 

14.0 
9.1 6s:ai:j 182:0 

113,726 36.6 
68,509 47.4 
45,126 27.2 
5,714 30.0 

39,362 28.1 

4.1 
5.9 
2.3 
3.7 
2.2 

. 9.23 100 < ose 0 III mUl11clpal courts were about ••.. 11 
The 4.6 million cases disp d f' . . 

1968-69 ~asets or 5£ ~el'c.e~t more than the number disposed of in 
, . n erms 0 Jud1<nal manpower the c d' d 

"
,· •.. 1 an average rate of 1') 811 ' .". ases were Ispose of at I D' 't' . -, cases per Judge.equwalent. 57 
~f lSpOSl Ions lllcreased in all caterrories of d' S' 
] ~~~~!~~~ 7~nt~:;~yp~~~':~~~1 tgl~e'~h:~~ J~l, filing}'s, r{:.~:~g~~g:;til1~n~:tl~~; 
:,. f were a f' mgs a so gamed the most There 

.~ .. ,. e\~ exc~~tlOIlS .. The percent increase in traffic and felo~ r-H ... Jntt~,nary dISPOSItIOns dId 110t equal the increase in fir .' th Y P e 
"n gO)'leS but the perc t " .. lllgS m ese eate· 
,~ stripp'ed tIle percente;~:~~s~~:~l fi~n~~sdemeanor cases disposed of out. 

:1 19~~~Omunicipa: :ourts Qisposed of 90:0 cases PCI' 100 cases filed in 

~i r;os~~~liZl~~~~~';i:~ ~;oc~u~s~,~o~~e 7~~JI~~~~~d~~~~:d t~~ ~~e!g~i£I~~ 
f

t 
c auns matters to a l1igh of 100 9 . t ffi . 

.~.~ .. ~... ru:~l1;~:e e~~I~niyoxp.~c~tf~opn.oThel~111m~er ?£ ;as:: d~~;o~:a ~£ ~~s:~~~~~~: 

. r cee( mg' IS gIVen below: 
f' Tvpe oj prooeeding Dispo8lti' ... .4 peT' 
~1 g~he;;~ra?ft~jo.:~_t~~~:~:--------------______________________________ ~ IJO s1.1!ngS . 

_.{.I. Intoxication -------------------------_________ 91 [; 
1 ~lrer nontraiH-c--~Sden1;anori---------------------------::::::::::: 92:2 

.. 'J S~~W' cfii~:lnarles --________ ::::::::::::::::::::::::---.. --------- l~g.~ 
J Other clvll ---------------------------------------::::--------- 74'S 
" - -------------------------~------- - --------- 7~'5 

IfF . - ----------.. -------- v. 
or the definltlon of judge·equlvalent, see Tahle XXXVI, footnote a. 

,., , ' , ' 
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TABLE ,XXXVIII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL 'COURTS 

TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKIN(" CASES 

Fillcal Year 1969-70 
~ 

Changf' to 1989-70 from: 

1968-e9a lU&9-60 

P.t: .. n~' Pe!'Cent 
Tfll~ of dllpoeition 1989-70 AlDount cbanlle Amount cb~,e 

Tpll\l dUlplJllitiollJl •• _ .................. 4,573,363 223,095 5.1 1,484,369 48.1 

PloJlOllltionB before tri.l •••••••••••••• _ ....... 4,156,962 205,043 6.2 1,303,459 46.7 
Dan lorfeitur ............... _ .......... _ ••• 2.402,238 51,920 2.2 520,400 27.1 
Diomiooal. anti trallorer .... ___ •••••••• _ ••••• 5G8.613 89,689 17.6 345.684 136.7 
Convicted or bOUlld over af~r pIe. of guilty_. 1.052,514 66,418 6.7 413.306 &4.7 
Jud~mehta bJ, clerk .. _ ...... ____ • __ • __ ._ ••• 100,937 -2.743 -2.6 22.539 28.7 
Summary lu gmenta ••••• __ •••••••• _ •• __ ._. 2,600 -IH -5.0 1.530 135.4 

Diu:itiona .Ct<or tri.l •••••••••••• _ •• _ ••• _ •• _ 4160401 18,052 4.5 1SO,910 76.8 
ntont.!.((.od matters .... _ •••••••••••••••••• 204,l57 6,1114 3.5 S3,400 .. " 

CQnt.eted m.lt<or ••••• _ .................... 188,928 10,495 6.9 134.238 b 

Juvenile orde ........................ _ ••••• 23.316 643 2.8 13.212 130:8 -
• Chang .. .,.ere bruled on revised ugurea Co. 1968-69.. • • 
b Per';tntage cbanges "ero no~ computed because 01 tbe ch.~ge in dennitlon ~f UDCO'!t.eeted and cont:eoted trym~nlll 

pratecdil1ga on July I Ig66 which made earlier 6~.etI unaUitable ror COl1lp~.qD. Prior to July I. 1966 all Cntnl?1Il 
CUel tried were cODBidered \III conleated mattel'l. Subtequently. only tbolle CrlmlD.1 cueo after both the proeecutlon 
and tbe defcn .. IDtroduced t.:etimoninl evidence (exclusive o[ croae-txBJninstioD ot witD ..... called by the other 
_Ide) were cl,..i5ed II cOQteated lIlattere) al\ otber crimiD .. 1 triala wete counted II uncont.eeted matten. 

Dispositions Before Trial Also Up 5 Percen' 

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 occurred in traffic 
matters. Pleas of guilty accounted for about 1.1 million of these cases, 
wbich was 66,400 or 7 percent more than in the preceding ye~r. Ap· 
proximately 26,300 or 40 percent of the increase occurred 111 non· 
traffic misdemeanor cases (other than intoxication) and 18,500 or 28 
percent in selected major traffie violatiolls. P1eas o~ gu~lty ~r:d b~il 
forfeitures accounted for 83 percent of the before trial dISpOSItIOns III 

municipal courts. At 18 percent, dismissals aD;d transfers re~ister~d 
thc highest percentage gain among the categones of before trlal dIS' 
positions. 

Unconteoed Trials Up 4 Percent 

Approximately 204,200 or 49 percent of the after trial dispo~itions 
in municipal courts in 1969-70 were uncontested mattel's, consIstIng of 
74500 criminal cases and 129,700 civil cases. The total was 4 percent 
ll1~re than in 1968-69. Felony preliminary hearings accounted for 
54500 or 73 percent of the uncontested 58 criminal matters heard and 
27' percent of all uncontested cases disposed of in municipal cour.ts. 
Of the uncontested civil matters tried about 90,100 or 69 percent m· 
volved small claims cases. 
~the rep()rtlng definitions used In collecting municipal court data requIre that 

orlmlnal cases In whlc.h the defenjie does not fntroduce evidence be treated ~ 
uncontested, most felony preliminary hearings are COUnted asunoonteste 
ll\ll,tterB. 
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ANNUAl; REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFIOE 

TABLE XXXIX-CALIFORNIA MUNI~IPAL COURTS 

CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD (INCLUDING UNCONTESTED 
CRIMINAL MATTERS) PER JUDGE·EQUIVALENT 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Contested matters beardb 

Numherof 
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Fiscal ye/ll' jUdge.equivalents· Number Per judge-equivalent. . 
iQ5G-80._. _._._ •• __ ••••••• 204 138,111 617 1960-61 •• _ •• _ •••• _ ••• _ •••• 212 162,773 721 
1961-62 •••••• _ ••••• _ •••••• 230 164,280 7!( 
1962-63 ••• _ • ___ •••• ,. _ •••• 240 171,192 716 
1963-64 •••••••••• -•• _ •• _ •• ~53 186,129 736 1961·65 ••• _._ ••••• ___ •••• _ 266 205,901 774 1966-66 •••••••• __ •••••• _ •• 279 234,961 842 1960-67 •••• _ •••• _ •• _ ••••• _ 291 241.175 812 
1961·68 ••••••••••• _ ••••• _. 316 251.381 790 
1965·69 •••••••••••• _ •••••• 341 R240.321 731 
1969·70 •••••••••• _._ •••••• 357 203.400 738 

• For definition oC judge'equivalents, see Table XXXVI, footllole a. 
b For Ihe PurPose of establishing trend, contested figure. for 1906-67 and subsequent years Include uncontested 

criminal matters since atl criminal trials, exclusive of juvenile cases, were considered as contested matlers ~rio. to 
the reporting change on July 1, 1966. 

R Revised. 

~l 'f Contested Trials Up 6 Percent 

.
",. Approximately 188,900 contested cases were disposed of after trial 
;1 in l111,micipal courts l 6 pcrcent more than in 1968-69. Although com
n pl'ising only 4 percent of the total cases disposecl of in municipal 
II courts, contested matters represent the most timc-consuming cases in 
'j municipal courts and provide an important measure of workload. 
;1 Data on contested matters as currently defined has been collected 
1'1 for only four years. As a result, for comparison v,·1th eurlicr data cur· 
~.( rent figuL'es were adjusted to include those criminal trials now reportcd 
'd as uncontested matters. The result indicates a gHin in cOl1tested dis
<i positions of 6 percent and a record volume of 263,400 contested cases 
I disposed of, almost twice the 138,200 contested cases disposed of 10 

';1 yeats earlier. In terms of judicial manpower, this l·cpl.·esented nn 
f{ ascl'age of 738 contested cases disposed of per judge-equivalent com. 
;1 pareel to 677 such dispositions 10 years ago. 
;:} Dispositiol1s of contestcd matters increased in almost all categories of 
:1 proceedings. Approxitnate1y 175,400 or 67 percent of these contested 
;!:l dispositions were criminal matters, representing It gain of 8,500 01' 5 
f percent from the preceding year. 

}! 
;'1 

~l 
l~; . '~ 

{ 

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 
morc than in 1968-69. This represented an average of 33 jury cases 
per judge.equivalent cOll1.pared with 34 in the preceding year. 

About 11,300 or 95 percent of the juries sworn were impaneled to 
try criminal cases, 6,800 for the trial of traffic matters. and 4,400 ior 
the trial of llolltraffic misdemeanor cases, the latter belllg an 18 per· 
c~nt increase over the number tried in 1968-69. 
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TABLE XL-CAl.IFORNIA MUNICIPAL. COURTS 

CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD (INCL.UDING UNCON!ESTED 
CRIMINAL MATTERS) BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING' 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Change to 1969-70 from: 

190B-60b 1969-60 

Percen~ Pment 
TYl\6 or proecedin" 1969-70 Amount chanllB Amount eha,nl\e - -

Toul, all proeeedingl •••••••• 270,281 IMI6 a.6 ... 0 

NQ~J?1U.klng"...... .. ........... 263.400 14.079 6.0 125,241 m.m 8.m 6.1 01,055 Cruom.l ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
98.025 2.953 S.1 52,3~7 T,affi~ vioi.lioua .............. 

Seteeled malor d ............... 0.619 -18 -1.9 . , 
Other4 ...................... 88;500 2.971 3.6 

3,3ti NOl1u~lIie mlsdemeUIlQrs ....... 21,365 1.732 B.B 
ItI\o~ic.~ion d ............... 2.527 271 12.0 ., 
O\ll¢r d ..................... 18.83B 1,461 B.4 

30,2~i Felony preliminaries ........... 5B.034 3,776 7.2 

Civil ........................... B7.976 5,618 6.B 33,286 
Sm.net.It" ................... 75.151 6.881) SA 33,123 An olher civil ................. 12.225 .. 262 -2.1 103 

2,102 -292 -9.8 -1,171 TorI ....................... 
3() o.a 1,334 Olhertivil .................. 9.~23 

Illeg.l parkiIlK ..................... n,SS7 2,437 64.7 .. ' 

TABInE XI-I-CALIFORNIA MUNIOIPAL COUfl,TS 
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT 

Fisoal Years 19&9-60 Through 1969-70 

Juriealwomb 

.. 
90.6 

110.2 
UU . . 
18:4 .. 

183;i 

60.9 
i7 .1 
1.4 

-30,2 
16.3 

.. 

~ 

F\$eaI yc&r 
Number of 

judiHilUivtlent.· Number Per judiHilulnlen\' ..... 
2a~ 6,616 32 1959-60 ................... 

32 1060-61 ................... 212 6.792 
30 I061~~ ................... 230 6.845 
31 1~62-1)3 ................... 240 7.S42 
31 1963-1)( ................... 253 7.~3S 
35 1~6H5 ................... 266 9,396 
30 1965-1lO ••••••••••••••••••• 279 10,193 
39 196H7 ................... 291 U.Sa1 
38 1967-68 ................... 316 11,868 
3. 1908-69 ................... 341 I1,M3 
33 1969-70 ................... 3S7 U.811 --• For definition of iud~C-<'Quil'nlellts, .ee Tuble XXXVl, (ootno.\e a, 

b heludl~ number of luriea ,worn in botb nOllpuk!ui .1Id PtJ'kin, CUeto 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THJ!1 ADMINISTRATIVEl OFFICE 

TABLE XLII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NUM8ER OF .JURIES SWORN BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 
, 

Chanao to 106~70 t~'lI: 

1008-69 19a~ro 

.' Percent Type of prQceedin, 196~70 Amount cbanao Amoun\ 

Total, aU prCltfedinge ...... 11,817 274 2.4 5,201, 
Nonl1"1king ....................... 11,808 289 U 6,222 Ctlminal ........ , ............... 11.261 349 3.2 5,107 Traffic violations .............. 6.820 -333 -4.7 3,\46 Seleoted major .............. 2,442 -104 -u .. Oth.r· ..................... 4.378 -229 -5.0 

1.91ii Nontrallic misdemeanors ....... M41 682 lS.1 Intoxic~tioD ................ 289 60 2()'9 
" Olber ...................... 4,162 632 IB.O 
" 

Civil ........................... M7 -60 -9.9 \16 Tort. ........................ 418 -70 -14.3 102 Otb.r civil, ................... 129 10 8.4 13 

135 

-
Percen~ 
chao •• 

78.6 

79.3 
8a.o 
85.6 

" 

7g~i .. .. 
26.6 
32.3 
11.2 

megAl parking .................... 9 -15 -62.6 -21 -70.f!. -
• Not .lwlSed aeparately prior to 1966-67. 

In 1969-70 there were 6.6 juries sworn for every 100 cases tried 
in which juries were available (Le., all cases except felony preliminary 
and small claims cases). Although the ratio of jury impanelment to 
total cases tried has remained relatively stable dttring the past 10 
sears, the 1969-70 rate was up considerably from the 6.1 percent rate 
experi.enced in 1959-60. 

The ratio varied considerably, lw.vevcr, among the categories of 
proceedingH. The rates ill criml}ull case's fluetullted from 25.7 percent 
in selected major traffic filings to ';'9 I)ercent ill other traffic matters. 
In civil proceedings, only {)ll~ jUrY was sworn for every 100 after
trial dispositions. 

E. JUSTICE COURTS 

t. FILINGS 

:f 1969-70 Filings Increase 3 Percent 

'f Approximately 928,600 nonparking cases were filed in justice 9ourts, 
~"~.. representing an increase of 29,300 cases or 3 percent over 1968.69. 
! Despite a decline in the number of justice courts in the past decade, 

:1 filings in 1969·70 were nevertheless 131,100 or 17 percent greater than 
., the 1959.60 level. 
'.:.' At the end of the 1969·70 jascal year there were 244 justice courts 

located in 53 counties of the lstate. The number Ot justice courts was 
;~ one less thailin the preceding year and 63 less than 1959·60. O~ly 
11 Orange, San M:ateo, San Franciseo, Santa Cruz and Ventura counties 

do not have justice courts. . 

.. , 

'I 
11 
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TABLE XLIII-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

NODparkin, &Ii11p ParkiDi jjlinp 

Number Percent Pereent 

FiM!yev 
of iustice 
oourta· Number 

c~elrom 
prec 109 ye.r Number = from prec 109 year 

-~. -!~ 

·1951)-60 •••••••••••••••• 307 791,568 -12.6 507,562 1.8 
1960-61 ................ 302 822,745 3.9 479,669 -606 
1961-62 •••••••••••••••• 298 SOO,91O -2.7 452,998 -6.6 
1962-63 ................ 293 838,229 4.6 459,003 1.3 
1963-64 •••••••••••••••• 288 882,481 5.3 446,327 -2.8 
1964-65 •••••••••••••••• 276 914,090 3.6 393,313 -11.9 
1961\-66 •••••••••••••••• 268 901,8M 5.2 401,869 2.2 
1966-67 •••••••••••••••• 263 902,478 -6.2 398,963 -0.7 
1967-68 •••••••••••••••• 253 912,065 1.1 371,719 -u 
1968-69 ................ 245 899,345 -l.4 353,383 -4'.9 
1969-70 •••••••••••••••• 244 928,630 3.3 300,350 -15.0 

• At· Iud or lilcal YIU. 

TABLE XLIV-CAL.IFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING 

Filcal Year 1969-70 

Chance 14 1~9-70 from: 

1888-69 195HO 

TotallloPPlll'I.:ing •••••••••••••••••••• 

Criminal ................................. . 
Tram. violations ......................... . 

Selected maior· ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~. 

Nontraflic miademeanore.; ••••••••• ~ ••••••• 
lntoxica tion· •••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Felony preliminariee ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CiviL .................................... . 
Small claims •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
All other civil ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tort ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other civil ............................. . 

• NCI& .-6ed IIpvat.elt prior W I~H7. 

1989-70 

928,630 

861,589 
769,691 
32,457 

737,234 
SO,SI6 
26,323 
54,493 
1l,OS2 

117,041 
50,601 
111,440 

618 
15,822 

Amoun~ 

29,285 

34,207 
31,882 

1,207 
30,675 

892 
-2,270 

3,1112 
1,433 

-4,922 
-6,l26 

204 
66 

138 

P_I Amount Peroeill 

3.3 137,062 17.3 

4.1 l64,9n 23.7 
4.3 l8t,06\) 31.6 
3.9 

-23,738 -22;7 
4.3 
1.1 

-7.9 

3,750 61:i 
6.2 

14.9 

-11..8 -27,910 -29,& 
-~.2 -23,794 -32.0 

1.3 -4,116 -20.0 
2.0 -276 -30.9 
0.9 -3,840 -19.& 

i 
j 
1 

1 
1 
.~ 
a 
ii 

4 
f! 
;1 
:1 
;j 

~1 
!1 

~.:l 
:,·1 
',;t 

Felony Preliminaries Increase 15 Percent H 
Numerically, the largest increase over 1968-69 occurred in traffic i.I 

filings. The 769,700 traffic cases reflected a gain of 31,900 cases or 4 I 
percent over a year earlier. The largest percentage increase, howeverl 'i~1 
occurred in felony preliminaries, where filings were 15 percent greater ; 
than a year ago. Although there were fewer intoxication and small 1 
claims filings compaied to 1968-69, increases were recorded in all other , 
categories, :·f 

Courts by Number of filings j~ 
The number of cases filed in most justice courts is usually small sinee 

justice courts are generally located in the less populous areas of the 
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stat~. In 19~9.70 filings ranged from a low of 10 to a high of 19,834 
per Judge, WIth an average caseload of just over 3 800 cases since almost 
three·fourths of the justice courts in the state had'less than 5000 filin"'s 
In comparison, municipal courts had an average caseload of 15072 
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 Gorgon~o ~ith 16,142. and GilroY·Morga~ Hill with 15,373. 'Th~ 
caseload of Jushce courts III 1969·70 was distributed as follows: 

Ntlm~er of Number of 
NOllparking Filings Oourts 

Less than 100 --_____________________________ 12 
100-999 -----------__________________________ 52 
1,000-2,999 -----------_______________________ 59 
3,000-4,999 -------___________________________ 53 
5,000-6,999 ----------________________________ 24 
7,000-9,999 --------__________________________ 29 

10,000-14,999 ---------________________________ 11 
15,000 and over -----__________________________ 4 

Total ------_____________________________ 244 

2. DISPOSITIONS 

Percent of 
Oourts 

5 
21 
24 
22 
10 
12 

4 
2 

100 

. Over 833,800 caSer.; were disposedfof by justice courts in 1969·70 an 
mcrease .of nearly 32,100 or 4 percent over the preceding year. About 
766,800 or o,:er nine· tenths of the dispositions occurred. before trial, 
5~2,6~ .by ball forfei~ures and 171,700 by pleas of guilty. Of the 67,000 
dlspOiinbons after trIal, only one·third were contested matters. The 
nu~ber of jury trials remained virtually unchanged irom a year 
earher. 

TABLE XLV-CALIFORNIA ,JUSTICE 'COURTS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING PROCEEDINGS 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Chanlle to 19611-10 from: 

1968-69' 19511-60 -Type of diapooition 1969-70 . Amount Percent Amount Peroent 

R~rdi;~itf;ns.-.-::::::::::::::::::::::::: 928.630 29,285 3.3 137,062 17.3 833,831 32,073 4.0 143,778 20.8 'jf0llltions before triaL ••••••••••••••••••• 766.807 33,140 4.6 156.450 25.6 nfoil ~orfeitur.8 •• __ ...... - ••• --.-.-._ •••• 502.At~ 25.946 6.4 138,779 38.1 ISIDWlal. and tran.fe[s ................. 8! 6,773 8.7 19,507 30.6 Convicted or bound OVer .fte[ plea of guilty: 171 -197 -0.1 -3,202 -1.8 n~ud~ents by cle~k.. ••••••••••••••••••••• 7,bU~ 618 8.5 1,066 16.7 V:"'" lOllS .fter trtaL ••••••••••••••••••.• 67,024 -1,067 -1.6 -12.672 -15.9 C Dcontested m.tters ••••••••••••••••••••• 27,6&7 -3,256 -10.5 -5.868 _b 
. J ont,,!,ted matter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 22,216 1,01l 4.8 -14,657 _b 

J . uventle orders •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17,141 1,178 7.4 7,853 8U 
J:'lIIv~"J\~'t;::::: ::::: :::::::: ::::: :::::::: 1,946 -15 -0.4 627 47.5 1,634 -6 -0.4 .. ., - .. 

: Ch.ngee .. ere based On reviee<! figure!! £orI968-69. 
Percenf-!'ge changes .. ere not c~mputed bec,,:use of the ch.~ge in definition of uncontested and contested criminal 
proceeding. on July,. 1966 .. hlch m.de earlier figure. unsultllble ror comparison. Prior to July I 1966 aU criminal 
cas,rt~rledd rere ~onsldered as c0!ltest.ed m~tter8. 8ub.CQ~entl)' only tho.e crimin.1 CaBes .fter both the prosecution 
~) e el,en~e Introduced teshmonral eVIdence (exclUSIve of ctoss..,xamination of .. itnesses called b~ the other 
.1 e are c asBlfied as contested m.tters; .U 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 GC)ilstitution ul) 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 Chairmall made 3.785 such assign
ments in 1969-70, 15 fewer than the all·time high established in 
1968-69. The 1969-70 total 'WI\S 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 assist in other justice courts. The number of assignments is not a 
measure of the amount of assistance provided since an assignment may 
be for less Ulan day or may cover many days. Table XI..J VII lists the 
total days of assigned assistance provided from all sources to trial 

Court receiviull 
... iO\al,le~ 

TABLE XLVI-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGES 

Fiscal Years 1959-60 Through 1969-70 

Number of wignmenlll 

1959- 1960- 1961- 1982· 1963- 19M- 1965· 
60 61 62 63 64 65 66 

1966- 1961- 1968· 1969· 
67 68 69 70 ------------------ -

TQlal al) tollrl<l ••••••• , ••••••• 'l,OOI 2,132 2,372 2,782 3,010 3,175 3,41S 3,575 3,160 3,800 3.186 . 
81lprel1l~ Couri .................... 13 7 7 7 3 8 8 9 12 13 18 . 
Court.! of ... ppeal •••••••••••••••••• 38 30 ZI 21 16 49 35 5S 66 62 M 
SUperiQ' eow;t.I ........... _ •••••••• 670 m 539 688 698 753 821 923 960 926 1.014 
Municipal COu{ta .... __ •••••••••••• 431 m 566 610 689 741 785 731 733 852 155 
Ju,Uee eO\lllo ..................... 9'19 1,0S' 1,239 1,456 1,604 1,62<l 1,769 1,854 1,939 1,947 1.91! 

TABLE XLVII-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
TOTAL DAYS OF ASSISTANCE AND DAYS GIV.EN BY RETIRED JUDGES 

Fileal Years 19~0-61 Through 1969-70 

196G-61 •••••••••••••••••••••• _ •• 
1961-62 ........ _ •••••••••••••••• 
1 V62~ ....... ___ ••••••••••••••• 
1 V6S-M ........................ . 
1964-65 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lQ6t>-66 ....................... .. 
lQ61H11 •••••••••••••••••• _ ••• _ •• 
1 Q67-68 ••••••• _ ••••••••••••• _ ••• 
1905·09 ••• _ •• _ •••••••••••••••••• 
19611-70 •••••••• _ ••••• ".,., ••• _. 

"Romed • 

... Cal. Const. Art. VI, § 6. 

TaW day, 
of lMiatance 

1,467 
5,853 
6,677 
6,817 
S,O~8 
8,727 
9,471 

10,058 
R10,129 

10,118.5 

Dafs eiveu by 
retlred iuda.-

1,967 
854 

1,112 
1,703 
3,266 
8,e7() 
4,163 
4,226 
4,500.5 
5,095.5 

Percenta&~ af toW 
given by retired jud&ei 

2&.3 
1U 
16.9 
25.0 
40.5 
42.1 
44.0 
42.0 

Ri4.4 
.50.4 
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TABLE XLVIII-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS 

Fiscal Year1l196~9 and 1969-70 , 
Days o£ aasiatanee given to: 

Courts of Appeal Supe rior court. Municipal coum 

Assistance given by: 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1908-69 1969-70 1908-69 
-

Total, an judges •••••••••••• 1.325.0 1,930.5 5,259.0 R4,969.0 3,534.5 3,229.5 
Retired /udgea .................. 755.0 797.0 3,023.() 2,534.5 1.311.6 1,169.0 COllrt 0 Appeal iustices •••• _ •••• 

570:0 1,133:5 
4.0 9.0 Superior court judges •••••••••••• 1,8IS.() 1,617.5 3(0 11 :ii Municipal court judges._._ •••• __ .- .. 252.5 R571.5 390.5 521.6 lustice court iudges ••• __ • __ •• _._ .. .. 161.5 R236.5 1,792.5 1.522.0 

RRevi!ed. 

courts and Courts of Appeal from 1960·61 tlirough 1969·70 and shows 
the am?unt and proportion furnished by retired judO'es. 

The Judge·days of assigned assistance given to co;rts has increased 
almost ~ontinuously since the early 1960's as have the number and 
proportIon of days provided by retired judges, Courts received a total 
of 10,1.18.5 days of assistance, virtually unchanged from the record 
total of a yeai' earlier and more than a third again greater than the 
num?er of days pr~}Vided in 1960-61. Retired judges have increasingly 
prOVided such assistance. For the first time in 1969-70 this source 

i ~e(lounted for more than half of the total days of assistance. Retired 
i Ju.dges provided courts .with 5,095.5 days of assistance compared to 
i 4,000.5 days a year earher and more than two and n. half times the 
t ~,967 days provided in 1960-61. Assistance provided' by retired judges 
i In 1969-70 amounted to the equivalent of nearly 25 full·time judges . 
J 
.{ 

~ 

j 2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR COURTS 
1 l Courts of Appeal 

BY ASSIGNED JUDGES 

I Courts of Appeal received 1,325 days of assigned assistance, down 
" by 31 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 
1 mlp~rtant ractor contributing to the reduced assistance was the au
i thorlzation of nine additional appellate court judgeships since Novem
I bel' 1968, thus reducil:'lg the overall demand for assigned assistance. 
i The days of assistance superior court judges gave to Courts of Appeal 
~ dropped b? almost half from a total of 1,133.5 days in 1968-69 to 570 I days.in 196.9-70, wh~le th~ amount provided by retired judges declined 
I r~lahvely httle. RetIred Judges provided nearly 60 percent of all as. 
• slstance given Courts of Appeal ill 1969-70 compared to about. 40 per. 
f cent a year earlier, Assistance provided the Courts of Appeal 
): RlUounted to the equivalent of about six appellate justices. 

f 
f 
~ , 

! I 
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Superior Courts 

A new record. of 5,259 days of assigned assistance were provided 
to superior conrts, up by 290 days or 6 percent from the previous 
high in 1968-69. Superior courts receiv€d a net of 2,837 da~rs of 
assistance after subtracting assistance superior court judges gave to 
Courts of Appeal (570 days) and municipal courts (34: days), and 
after eliminating the 1,818 days superior court judges assisted in 
superior courts other than their own. The net was up by 636 days 
from 1968-69 and was the hirrhest on record. The increase in net as· 
sistance primarily reflects th~ fact that superior court judges were 
required to give substantially less assistance t~ Courts of A~peal than 
in earlier years. Net days of assistance recelVed by supenor courts 
amounted to the equivalent of about 13 full-time judges. The Los 
Angeles court alone received 1.522 net days of assistance in 1969-70, 
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 1,4:59 days to other superlOr 
courts. 

Municipal Courts 
A record. 3,534.5 days of assigned assistance was provided to mu· 

niClipal courts in ] 969-70, up by 305 days or nearly 10 percent fr?ID 
a year earlier. Net llssistance given munic:ipal courts after .s~btractmg 
assistance given other courts and that gIven by one mum~lpal court 
to another totaled 2.891.5 days. This was also a record hIgh, up by 
755 days from 1968-69. Net assistance receiv~d b~ muni~ipal courts 
amounted to the equivalent of about 13 full-hme Judges III 1969-70 . 
• TLlstice court judges provided 1,792.5 days and retired judges gave 
1,317.5 days to municipal courts in 1969-70. 

3. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS, REFEREES 
AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Superior Courts 
Some superior courts receive substantial amounts of judicial assist· 

ance from commissioners, l'cferees and temporary judges and such 
assistullce must be considered when analyzing workload or produc· 
tivity of individual courts. Assistance received from these sources has 
increased suhstantially over the years and the record 211684 days o! 
stich assistllnce received by superior courts in 19.69-70 was llP by 917.0 
days 01' 4: percent from the previous h~gh e~tablished in 1968-~9 and 
more than double the 10,276 duys provlded 111 1960-61. The aSSIstance 
provided by juvp.nile CO~.1rt referees. has more than triple~ (+224%) 
since 1960-61 while aSSIstance l'ecelVed from temporary Judges more 
tillln doubled (+119%). Virtually aU of the as~ista~:lCe from temporary 
judges is provided by court commissioners actll1~ 111 tba~ capaclty'. 

In 1969-70 commissionert'; and referees prOVIded aSSIstance to suo 
perior courts equivalent to 100 full-time judges. 
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TABLE XLIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS, 

REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Commissioners-

Court Total days 
As temporary As 

judges commi88ionel'1l nerereesb 

State total.. _______ .. _ .. ______ 21,684.0 6.707.5 2,081.5 12.850.5 
Alameda _________________________ 

406.0 496.0 Butte ______________________ • __ • _. 
110.0 110.0 Contra Costa ____________________ • 233.0 233.0 Fresno. _. ________________________ 
250.0 

242:0 
260.0 Kern •••• __________ -_ -. __ -_ -______ 710.0 

U.382:g 
468.0 

tl:~~~·:~~:::::::::::::::::::::;: 
12.613.5 400.5 5,827,5 

160.0 
223:0 

135.0 
390.0 176.0 Monterey __________________ • _____ 230.0 230.0 

gr:~e~::::::::=:=:=::::::::::::::: 1.064.5 1.064.5 
86.5 

83~0 16(0 
86.6 Riverside •• ______________ ... _ .. ___ 379.0 124.5 Sacramen to •• _ .. _. _______________ • 498.0 

228~0 
498.0 

San Bern.rdino ... __ , .. _______ • ___ 712.0 484.0 San Diego ____________________ .. __ 702.0 
14:0 1,058:0 

702.0 San Francisco •• ___________________ 1.741.0 666.0 San Mateo .. _____________________ 251.0 251.0 Santa Barbara ________________ .... 124.5 124.5 Santa Clara •••• ________ • __________ 232.0 232.0 Solano. __________________________ 
140.5 140.5 Sonoma •• ________________________ 
310.0 310.0 Tulare_. _ ... ____ • ________________ 114.0 114.0 Ventura. __ .. _ "''' _______________ 124.0 124.0 

O\h~ eourls ___________ .. _ .. __ .... 3.5 3.5 

• Excludes jurY commi5Sione!l!. . 
b Does not include municipal and iuatice court judge<! serving 116 juvenile court rererees. 
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Lawyer8 
118 

tem\lOrary 
judges 

38.5 

3:0 
25.0 

3:6 

Table XLIX lists the days of assistU11ce given by commissioners and 
referees for courts receiving such assistance. In almost all cases com
missioners perform functions \vhicll would other'\vise require the time 
of judges. In some courts commissioners hear matters on stilmlation 
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 municipal courts ill Los 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 equiYalel}t of lUore than 
20 full-time municipal court judges in Los Angeles Oounty. The Los 
Angeles Municipal Court alone received 2,360 days of assistan~e 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, aiso received assistanee 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. 
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TABLE L-CALlFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS 

Fiscal Year 1969-70 

Cou,tt Tot~l daye 
Commissioners 

DB i.emwrary judges 
CommiMioners 

lIB commissioners' 

'I'ob.I. ...................... . 

... nu.lo~ ........................ . 
novelly 1lilb .................... . 
Citru ........................... . 
Corn~ton ...................... .. 
EA.I!t Ll1<IAn~el .................... . 
t;l/donl'l ...................... .. 
OI~lIda(o ........................ . 
Inglewood ..................... .. 
LoII~ Ilc:.ch ..................... . 
Lon AnA.I ........................ . 
Nflwll!~'1'" ... "' .............................. _ ....... _ .. ... 
Sail Antonio .................... . 
South \Jay ...................... . 
Soutb Gate ..................... . 

• ~~cludee jury camrnissionm. 

4,837,0 

112,0 
222,0 
210.11 
203.0 
239.5 
229.0 
234.0 
230.0 
20LO 

2,360.0 
133.0 
224.0 
22.0 

151.0 

4.094.5 

172.0 
222.0 
210.5 
175.0 
184.5 
229.0 
234.0 
230.0 
187.5 

1,808.0 
133.0 
224.0 

85:0 

742.5 

28:6 
55.0 

22:0 
69.11 

4. JUDICIAL EQUIVALENCE OF COMMISSIONERS AND REFEREES 

In n number of cases tltroughout this report statistics are analyzed 
on 11 I< per judge Jl basis. Such treatment reflects only the number of 
authorized ;;udgcs and does not reflect assistance given or received 
through judicial assignment or through the use of commissioners, rer· 
el.'ees twd temporary judges. As shown, these sources provide the courts 
with substantial assistance and in individual courts significantly in· 
Cl'l'I1S(, the judicial manpower actually available. A valid assessment of 
workload 01' productivity in s~lch courts requires that "per judge n fig. 
ures he ndjUsteu to reflect the actual jtldge and quasi.judicial UlaJ.lpower 
available, 

I I 
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Table 34, Filings und Disj)ositions of Orher NontruOicMisdemeanors_----- 189 
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Tnhle 38, Illeglll Parking Filing::; ulld Dispositiont.! _______________________ 201 
~'ab]e 39, Numher of Juries Selected lind Sworn __________________________ 21M 
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1.46 JUPlCIAtJ COUNOIL OF CALIFORNIA. 

TAB!..E 1-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 

Flleal Vea,. 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Type of BUn, 

T~W fiUn ........................................................................ . 

~Pl:1~\~: ............................................................................ . 
Cda1iual. <#41 ....... _ ..... #>.~_._ ....... .; ..... _to.". .... ·.·., ................ ••••• .......... I" .. ". ................. •• .. -i!"·· ...... · 

Or~i(:u~ ~r~:~~~~: ................................................................. . 
Criminal. III'" .................. oi .. l' .... ........................ fIO .. ·_ - ................. ". ........... ~. _ ................ - .......... ,.. .......... .. 

Motlonl W dlatnlu on clerk!. ctttlficafAl: 

g~r~i~;r: ::::::: ::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: :::: ::: ::: :::::: 
l'etlUoflllor ht.al'lD~ of CMH previou.ly dtdded by the Court. or Appeal .................... . 

TABLE 2-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Veart 1S68-69 and 1969-70 

Tolal bpI)of*J tta.o.-c~ .................... •• .. •••••••••••••••••••• ... •••••••••••• 
Appeal.: 8, .rittell opinloo: 

ClvU ..................................... ~ .. ~ -........... 1' ...... _<t> ........................................... ~ ....................................... .. 
CriU1ln~t.- ....... .,.. ....................... ~ ..... -........... "" .. " ..... • ........ ·-............................................. ""~ ...... - .. - ...... .,. .. 

Without opInion (by diomt...J. allirQl&llce or rev.,..l on It\PulaUol1, mollon. etc.): 

~J~i;;~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Orll~;l ,fr~:~n\1~~\~:~~u!!~~.~=.c~:~~~: ......................................... .. 
~1lhoUI oplnloo •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• ................... . 

Mallon. (ml,c,llaneou.) denied or uanted:& 
IIr "'ri\\.~ Gllfnloa ............................................................... . 
Without opioion •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• •• ••• ... •• ••••••••••••••••••• 

n..,lep\ I 

OrAn\ed ......................... ••••••••••••••••••••••• ......................... . 
I>tn\td .......................................................................... . 

JUhwlnUl 
g~r!r;::::::::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Ord.ro:b 
Tt&t!.r.,. ~d ,.\nIl.t.ro .............................. ·········•········ .......... . 
Mio~.U&nto~ ...................... •••••• .. •••••••••••••••• .. • .................. .. 

tllt(uUU ~Iem,"ey appUeaUonf ....................................................... . 

1969-10 

3,400 

0 
17 

84 
1,236 

0 
0 

2.064 

1969-10 

4.172 

65 
40 

0 
0 

01 
1.121 

0 
67 

191 
1.813 

0 
05 

117 
097 

46 

1968-69 

a.an 

0 
1& 

84 
1.340 

0 
0 

1.814 

1968-60 

4.124 

13 
67 

2 
0 

66 
1,180 

G 
26 

158 
1,716 

4 
93 

157 
6:11 

30 
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ANNUAL REPORT O}) THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

TABJ.E 5-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 

SUMMARY OF UUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Year'l 1968-69 and 1969-70 

149 

BusinCliS tranBatited t96g..~O IgaS-6Q 

Total business transacted............................................... •••••••• •••• 14,600 12,808 

Ap~al.: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Criminal ••• __ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Wi,tbout opinion (by dismissal, af!innane9 or reversal (In aUpulation, motion, etc.): 
Civil •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " •. " ................................. . 
Crimin.I ...................................................................... ' •••• 

Original prpceedio!\1' ,(including habelll! corpua): 

W;tt~~tteonpf~~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Motiona (miseellatteous) denied or granted:-

Witb~~~~~iiR~J~~:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Rebea(ings: 

Oranted •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• __ •••• 
Denied •••••••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

,Orders (miacellaneoua)b ......................................... ' •••••••••••••••••••••• 

- Excludea granted motions to dismiss rewr\ed under appeala, 
b Not reported elsewhere. 

1,600 
1,721 

783 
830 

221 
2,897 

0 
317 

65 
720 

5,44& 

TABLE 6-FIRST APPEL1.,ATE I(SAN FRANCISCO) DISTRICT 
(Four Divisiona-12 Judges) 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fi.cal YearlS 1968--69 and 1969-70 

Business ttanaacted Ig6~-10 

1,374 
1,6810 

730 
698 

245 
2,379 

• 320 

73 
4,641 

106S-61l 
~ ---

Total busine811 transBcted. __ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. .... 

AJlpealsl 
By written opinion: 

Civil ............................................................................. . 
Criminal. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• , •• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

WitboutopinioD (by diem;" •• I, affirmance or revers.l on sbpulatlon, motion, 0"".): 
Civil .......................... -· •• •••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Criminal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

,OrigiMI prpceedin~s.(illcJllding habe.s corpus): , 

With~~~~~l~~~~:.:::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Motions (miscell.neous) denied or gr.nt~d:· • 

~tra~:e:pg:j~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Rehearings: 

Gr.oted ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••• • •••••••••••••••••• , ••••••• 
Denied .......................................................................... . 

Ordera (miscellaneous) b •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Esdudes granted ~llDtions to dismiss reported under appea1a, 
b Not reported elaewhere. 

3,60G S,~~3 

451 421 
246 287 

255 240 
144 lag 

73 61 
801 703 

0 1 
112 108 

28 la 
195 203 

1,198 1,077 

f t, 
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TABLE 7-SECOND APPELLATE (L~S ANGELES) DISTRICT 
(Five Divisions-20 Judges)' 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

BuaineLll transacted 1969-70 1968-6t 

Total blJ1!lneu tranaaeted ........................................... _ ••••••••••••• ,. 7,000 6,828 

Appeau.: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ••••••••• __ • ___ • _ •. , _. _ • __ •• __ ••• _., _ ••• _ ••••• -•• , -•••••• _ ••••• -_._ •• _. -_' _' __ 
crimina� _________ •• _. __ • _. __ • ______ - __ - ___ ----- -_-- --- --- -_ -------- -------_ -. ___ • 

Withnut opinion (by diamiBSal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 
Civil ___ • _ .. ___ • _._. _ .. _____ "_' ___ '_' __ •• ____ "" -. -. -- .-•• -_ -- -. --- --- __ -- -•• _ •• _. 
Criminal __ •• __ ••• _' __ •• _. __ ' _. _. __ •••••• _. __ ••• _ ••••••••• '" ., ••••••• _ •••• _ -•• , •• 

Original proceedin~s (including babeas corpus): 

With~~t'o~b1~~i~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or grsnted: b . 

With:)~t'onpl"Ji~;~~.:_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Rebearlo' •• : Gra'Ated __ ., •••• _ ••••••••••• , ••••••• ____ • __ • _ ••• _ •••• _._ ••••••••••• _., ____ • __ ._._. 

Derlied" __ • _ •• __ • __ •• __ ••• _ •• _ ••• _ •• _ •• _ •••• __ •••••••.•• __ •• __ •• _ •••• _. _'" _ -•••• _ 

Orders (miscellaneous) • _ •••••••••• _ •••••••••••••• _ •• _ ••• _ •• __ " _ ••• _. ___ • _ •• , • ___ ••• _., 

• Eflective November 13, 1968 five judges were added. one to each division, for a total of 20. 
b Elcludes granted motioM to dismiaB reported under appeals • 
• N 0\ reporled elsewhere. 

660 
1,053 

361 
466 

69 
1,249 

0 
81 

11 
;15 

2,699 

TABLE 8-THIRD APPELLATE (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT 
(One Division--4 Judges)" 

BUSJNESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Business transacted 

'J'-!ltal busine$! transacted_ ••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Allpeale: 
By written opinion: 

Civil._ •• ___ ••••••••••••• _ •• _ ••• _ •••••••••••••• ·._· ••• • ••••••••••••• -.--•••••••••• 
Criminal ••• _. __ • _.'. _ '_'" __ -•••••• , •••• --.- --••• --. -••• --•••• -••• -. --••••••••••• -

Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation. motion. etc.): 
Civil._ •••• _ •• _ ••• _""" _. --. -••••••• --.• -' -"" ••• -. -•• ,.-••• --••• --. -••• -••••• , 
Criminal. _ •• __ ., •••••• _._ •• , ••• --. -•• ,. -. --. -""'-••• --•• --............... -••••• 

Original proceedin~& (including babe&!! corpus): 

Witb~~t'o~i"Ji~;~~_:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::: 
Motions (misceUaueou.) denied or granted:· . • 

Wit:~{~~i:1l~;~~:_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
RehearingS: 

Granted •••••• "_" •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••• -•••••• , ••• -•• -.---. _ -•••• ,. 
Denied •••• _ •• __ ................ -. __ ._ •••• ,_ ••••••• _" -••• -. -" •••••••••••••••• ---

Orders (miscellaneous)' _ ••••••• __ ._ •••• ___ •••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• -'- --•• --•••• -. 

, Effective November 13, 1968 ope judge Was added for a total of four. 
b Esclude. granled motions to dismiss reporled under appealB. 
- Not .eported eIJ!e'Rhere. 

1969-70 
---

1,161 

138 
113 

68 
51 

34 
330 

0 
70 

8 
73 

216 

676 
932 

329 
361 

82 
962 

~ 
89 

26 
362 

2,107 

1968-69 
---

1,066 

80 
99 

67 
at 

63 
352 

0 
72 

1 
60 

231 

~ 
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TAB~E g.:...FOURiH APPELLATE (SAN DIEGO AND 
SAN ·BERNARDINO) DISTRICT 

(Two Divisiona-9 Judges)" 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fi"cal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Business transacted 1969-70 
---

Total business transacted._ ••• _ •••• _ '" _" _ •••• _ •• _ •••••• _ •• _ ••••• _ •••••••• __ ._ ••••• 2.119 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

g~Y~i~aC:::::::::::::::::::: :::: :::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: -::: .. :.:. -.. 
Wit,,~ut opinion (by dismiaBsl, affirmance or reversal on stipUlation. motion, etC.): -- - .-.-

g~r~h;aC:::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

189 
223 

16 
134 

Orig~al pr.oieedin~5. (including babellS corpus): 

Wit~~~t e;pi:1l';~~~_:: :: :::::::::::::: ::::::::: ::: :::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::: 38 
336 

Mot~ns ~a;>i~"elJan.e~us) denied or granted:b . 

Vlith~~\ ~~h,li~~I~~.::::: :::::: :::: :::::: :::::::::: :::::: :::::::::::: :::::::::: :::::: 0 
38 

.Rehearings: 

g~':rl:t::::::::::::::·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 
82 

Orders (miscellaneous)'. _ ",,_, __ ,_ •• _._ •• _ •••••••••• __ •••••••••••••••••••• _._ •• _ •••••. _ 1,002 

151 

1968-69 
---

1,976 

200 
196 

74 
100 

32 
268 

0·, 
21 

1 
114 

954 

, E~e.c\ive November 10 • .1969 one judge was added to the First Division and two ludges were added to the Second 
DIVISIon (or a total of nme. . 

b Excludes granted motions to (lismiss reporled under appeau.. 
• Not rePQrted elsewhere. 

TABLE 1G-FIFTH APPELLATE (FRESNO) DISTRlCT 
(One, Division-3 Judgel), 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

BU6ineSB transacted 1969·10 ---
Total business trall.B8aled_ ....... _._._ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••• __ _ 621 

Appeals: , 
By written opinion: 

g~i~l~~r::.:::~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Witbout opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 

g~~i;;~r:.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

66 
86 

23 
3G 

Original proceedings (including babeas corpus): 

Wit:~{~pi:1l~~~~_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7 
91 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:-

Wit~~~~~pf~i~n~~~::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0 
16 

Rebearings: 

g~~i~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::: 11 
25 

Orders (miscellaneous) b _ •• _ •••••• _ •• _.,. _ ••••••••• _ •••• __ "" "" •••••••• _ •• , •••••••••• 271 

• Elcludes granted motion. to dismiss reported under appeals, 
• Not reported elsewhere. 

1968-69 

---
6S61 

BS 
10 

20, 
~7 

17 
94 

1 
24 

1 
46 

278 

~-
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TABLE 11-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiseal Yea" 1~ and 19~70 

Number oljudgeeruPt. Tota161inp 

County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 

State total_. _________ 416 408 608,432 
Alameda.. ______________ ~. 

1023 <22 26,224 Alpine.. __________________ 
1 1 28 Amador __________________ 
1 1 303 Butte ____________________ 
2 2 2,199 Cal"VenII!. _______________ 1 1 417 COluea ___________________ 
1 1 376 Contra COOta _____________ bi~ \I 12.789 , Del Norte ___________ .. ___ I 1 458 EI Dorado _______________ 2 2 1.371 Freano ___________________ 
8 8 8.147 GlenD ____________________ 
1 1 392 lIumboldL ______________ 3 3 2.369 Imperial __________ • ______ 2 2 1.S80 

l{':;:'-_-::=:=:::::::::::::: 1 1 449 
1\ -t\ 7.773 Kinl!1l ____________________ 
1 1 1,322 Lake ____________________ 
1 1 608 Luoen ___________________ 
1 1 388 Loa Angel ... ______________ 134 134 187.043 Mader.. __________________ 
1 1 836 Marin ___________________ 
II -5 4.937 Maripoea _________________ 
1 1 128 Mendocipo _______________ 2 2 1.594 MerCOld __________________ 
2 2 2.3.12 Modoc ___________________ 
I 1 235 Mor • .". ___________________ 
1 1 126 

~:~:::=:=:=:=:.::::: 
4 "4 6,022 
2 2 2,025 
1 1 704 

~~-:::::::::::::::::: b22 21 30.957 
2 2 1.921 

PlulDM __________________ 
1 1 

368, 
Rivmide ________________ 

10 10 11.532 &cramento ______________ 
15 -15 17.230 Ban Benito _______________ 1 1 360 San Bernardino ___________ 11 dll 19.793 San Diego ________________ h25 <22 32.260 San Francisco ____________ 24 24 25.55:1 San Joaquin ______________ 6 ttl 7.105 San Luis Obillp" __________ 3 -3 2.987 San Mateo _______________ 12 "12 13.3.10 Santa Barbara ____________ 6 6 6.027 Santa Clara ______________ b21 19 26.684 Santa Crus _______________ 
3 "3 3,058 Shaota ___________________ 
2 2 2.379 Siena ____________________ 
1 1 45 Sillkiyou _________________ 1 1 912 SOlano ________ ; __________ 3 3 3.790 SOnoma __________________ 
4 ' .( 4.905 Stanislaus ________________ II "5 50413 Sutter ___________________ 
1 1 1.060 Tehama __________________ 
1 1 711 Trinity __________________ 
1 1 161 Tulare _____________ ; _____ 
3 3 3,962 Tuolumne ________________ 1 1 760 Ventura __________________ 
7 -7 7.671 yuh} _____________________ 2 2 

I 
2.309 yuba ____________________ 

2 2 1.108 

Number olautboriud judg .. hipo .. t the end of tbe fuJeal YfIIIJ. 
b Statute provided (or increase effective November 10. 1009. 
" Statute provided for increase effective November 13. 1968. 
d Statute provided lor increase effective JIIIluary I, 11169. 
-Reviled. 

1968-69 

"493.1131 

25,878 
19 

321 
2.335 

333 
333 

13.069 
459 

1.319 
9.226 

461 
2.082 
1.940 

412 
7,425 
1.270 

597 
385 

180.921 
903 

4,482 
t64 

1.661 
2,360 

202 
137 

5.597 
2.005 

758 
29.754 
l.945 

409 
11.880 
16.845 

368 
1117.688 

32.549 
24.575 
111.251 

3.114 
12.733 
5,813 

24,593 
2.651 
2.331 

52 
1.000 ' 
3.797 
4.715 
11.320 
1.052 

103 
lli4 

113.728 
782 

7.613 
2.083 
1.073 

Total dillpoeitione Dispaoritione before trial 

1969-70 1968-tll!. 1969-70 1968-69 

424,577 11419,442 129,866 11119,358 

22,706 23,135 6,636 6.100 
13 9 8 7 

223 231 66 49 
M03 2.193 678 692 

301 272 113 83 
214 245 45 38 

10,762 "10.777 3.051 112,603 
397 466 • 162 184 

1,080 1.077 435 603 
7,358 7.534 1.965 1.898 

314 R394 98 98 
2.057 1.790 548 515 
1.559 1.724 614 694 

378 334 160 91 
6.768 6.246 2.097 l.441 
1.111 1,113 306 447 

454 478 139 158 
357 397 161 137 

155.338 155,716 46.359 «.238 
707 839 238 268 

4.058 3.868 1.352 1.227 
144 157 28 55 

1.456 1.364 501 468 
2.067 U7l 777 745 

153 163 22 32 
83 104 49 35 

4.773 4.826 1,549 1.567 
1.147 1.597 452 418 

428 620 146 221 
26,523 25.489 9.010 7.983 
1.683 1.133 498 493 

333 349 120 126 
10.083 10.649 2.853 2.875 
15.176 14.633 4.652 ",522 

296 295 78 35 
15.183 14.630 3,521 3.161 
27.888 26.690 7.146 5.813 
18,929 19.991 6,321 6.699 
5,885 R6.291 1.854 111.884 
2.499 2.872 941 1.120 

13,095 10.385 4,869 112.573 
5,007 4.874 1.344 1.254 

20,783 18.438 7.168 1l.696 
2.473 2,387 674 603 
1.999 2,057 703 661 

18 22 4 I 
751 827 ~45 276 

3.099 3.225 1110 871 
3.891 3.941 949 899 
4.218 4,626 1.376 1.456 

852 896 287 21\7 
1i28 491 147 121 
146 ~36 57 30 

3.246 3,213 006 1.141 
623 616 204 20Z 

6.889 6.588 2.179 2.325 
1.835 1,808 476 422 - 1.647 1,380 I 1.023 810 

DiIIllOIitiOllll alief trial _ 

Uncontatro _tten Contested matWt. 

1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

248,278 11267.157 46.433 1142,927 

13.785 14.859. 2.286 2.176 
4 0 1 2 

132 171 25 6 
1.179 1.333 146 168 

149 164 39 25 
156 194 13 13 

6,941 7.216 770 "958 
:lOO 254 35 48 
522 460 123 124 

4.929 U65 464 471 
201 11265 15 31 

1.290 1.036 219 239 
853 888 92 142 
212 210 16 33 

4,160 4,242 601 551 
711 628 34 38 
270 251 45 69 
]73 211 23 49 

84." .. "2 89.299 24.487 22.179 
381 449 88 122 

2.394 2.380 312 261 
92 74 24 28 

794 734 161 162 
1,103 1.254 187 112 

121 99 10 
., 22 

21 35 13 33 
2.848 2,913 376 346 
1,129 1.085 166 94 

244 349 38 50 
16.816 16.790 1.697 1.716 
1.090 1.127 95 113 

172 187 41 3e 
6,239 6.528 991 1.246 
9,176 8.854 1.348 1.257 

196 232 22 28 
10,171 10.355 1.491 1.114 
17,1)28 19.129 2.214 1.748 
10,998 11,657 1.604 1.635 
3,654 114.071 377 336 
1,372 1.537 186 215 
7.180 116.806 1.046 Rl.006 
3.301 3.303 362 317 

11.930 11.519 1.685 1.223 
1.668 1.671 131 113 
1.133 1.211 163 185 

11 18 3 3 
384 451 122 100 

1.905 . 2,065 284 289 
2.684 2,851 258 191 
2.439 2,785 403 385 

606 551 1i9 52 
289 2~'il 92 81 
74 96 15 10 

2.083 1,912 257 22(1 
303 308 116 106 

4.287 3.938 423 325 
1.213 1,187 146 199 

530 609 94 61 
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TABLE 12-0ALIFORNIA SUPERIOR OOURTS 
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

, Dispositioos after trial 

Total Dispositions Uncontested Conlel!led 
Total filings dispoeitions before trial matters malters 

-
County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968·69 .1969-70 1968-69 1969-10 1968·69 1969-70 1968·69 

--------------------------
Slate tobl •••••• 61,822 58,312 54,035 R49,779 924 491 52,198 1148,828 913 460 

Alamed& ... _._ •••••• 3,508 3,549 3,195 3,096 8 0 2,960 3,004 221 92 
Alpins •••••••••••••• 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Am.dor ••••••••••••• 77 88 61 68 4 0 57 68 0 0 
Butte •.••••••••••••• 443 425 408 403 1 0 400 394 7 9 
Calaver""_ .......... 46 69 48 67 1 0 47 67 0 0 
Colus ............... 72 83 63 96 0 0 63 96 0 0 
Contra Cosla ••• ___ ._ 1,556 1,469 1,172 1,037 28 9 1,136 1,019 8 9 
Del Norto ••••••• __ •• 56 64 60 103 3 5 57 98 0 0 
EI Dorado .......... 152 109 113 76 0 0 113 76 0 0 
Fresno •••••••••••••• 1,265 1,268 1,Q49 1,018 7 0 1,040 1,011 2 1 
Glenn •••••••••••••• 70 76 67 R76 0 0 67 1176 0 0 
Humboldt ••••••••••• 441 398 404 328 1 1 400 324 3 3 
Imperial. ••••• __ .... 200 196 152 154 4 1 147 153 1 0 

I{ir~:::: :::::::::: 78 74 71 56 0 0 71 56 0 0 
90S 760 832 602 18 5 798 581 16 16 

Ringe ••••••••••••••• 245 150 lS3 134. 6 0 176 132 1 2 
Lake ............... 10) 112 89 100 1 0 87 92 1 8 

. L ... en •••••••••••••• 69 67 63 76 1 1 62 75 Q 0 
Lo. ADgelel! ••• ___ ••• 20,529 19,960 18,840 17,736 597 292 18,057 17,291 186 153 
Madera ••••••••••••• 128 131 123 128 4 7 119 119 0 2 
Marin •••••••••••••• 582 684 564 580 0 1 564 676 0 3 
M.ti£o~~ ........... 28 25 45 34 0 0 45 34 0 0 
Men OClDO •••• ~ ••••• 197 208 . 237 226 6 3 227 221 4 2 
Mefced_ •••••••••••• 419 324 383 301 5 1 377 297 I 3 
Modoc •••••••••••• __ 67 39 47 37 0 0 47 36 0 I 
Mono •••••••••••••.• 19 12 9 4 1 3 S 0 0 1 
Mooterey ••••••••• _. 839 713 575 490 7 8 665 478 3 4 
Napa •••• _ •••••••••• 338 311 329 262 9 7 313 255 7 0 
Nevada ............. 108 140 102 95 2 S 100 87 0 0 
Orange •••• _ .... _.,. 2,800 2,556 2,271 1,879 6 3 2,232 1,856 33 20 
placer ••••••••• _ •••• 262 271 226 226 0 3 225 223 1 0 
PluDl ............... 57 63 66 61 0 0 56 6) 0 0 
Riveraidc ••••••••••• 1,572 1,286 1,354 1,107 15 11 1,323 1,095 16 1 
Sacramento ••••••• __ 1,802 1,732 1,477 1,559 7 4 1,457 1,542 13 13 
Sao Benito •••••••••• 78 66 66 56 0 1 66 55 0 0 
San Bernardino._ •• _. 2,217 1,844 l,631> 1,412 4 12 1,571 1,361 54 39 
San Diego •.••••••••• 3,92S 3,928 3,534 2,882 119 1 3,329 2,873 86 8 
San Franci,co ••••• ,. 4,204 4,109 3,41'1 3,516 23 9 3,439 3,503 9 4 
Ban Joaquin ••••••••• 1,220 1,137 1,099 973 4. 3 1,088 968 7 2 
San Luis Obi.po ••••• 395 360 321 366 0 14 320 352 1 0 
San Mateo •• __ •••••• 1,832 1,722 1,715 1,365 2 24 1,711 1,340 2 1 
Santa S.,bar" .• - •••• 880 928 769 i28 10 29 758 696 1 3 
Santa Clara ••••••••• 2,990 2,163 2,696 2,030 6 4 2,505 2,012 185 14 
Santa Cru ••••••••••• 650 618 548 574 2 1 645 573 1 0 
sbasla ••••••••• , .... 291 274 212 251 1 0 211 251 0 0 
Sierra ••••• , •••• "'" 9 10 4 2 0 0 4 2 a 0 
Si.lciyou •••••••••••• 151 149 140 146 0 0 139 146 1 0 
soilloo ••••••••••• _._ 332 338 290 320 0 1 282 318 8 1 
Sonoma ............. 843 792 750 744 0 () 742 740 8 4 
Btanislaul ••••••••••• 650 674 499 563 0 8 495 544 4 11 
Su!ter ........ _ ••••• 160 107 102 142 1 1 94 141 7 0 
Teham •••••••••••••• 94 99 91 81 0 1 91 80 0 0 
Trinity ••• ____ •••••• 24 24 18 27 0 0 18 26 0 1 
Tular~ •• _ ••••••••••• 610 542 410 417 0 2 408 415 2 0 
Tuolumne ••••••••••• 94 87 84 69 1 0 81 69 2 0 
Ventura ••••••••••••• 723 679 553 545 7 4 544 539 2 2 
yolo •••••••••••••••• 284 260 235 273 2 0 231 262 2 21 
Yuba .. _ ............ 138 124 125 82 0 3 124 79 1 0 

a Revited. 

- ------; - -~----- ----- --- ---. ------; -
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Di.position. after trial 

Tolal filing' 
Total Dispositions Uncontested Conrested 

dispositions before trial matter. matters 

County 1969-70 1968·69 1969-70 1968·69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968·69 1969·70 1968-6\1 ---------------------------
State totaL ••••• 131,571 120,740 103,944 96,447 8,246 6,591 89,442 84,646 6,256 5,210 

Alameda ••••••.••••• 1,514 6,922 5,582 5,287 229 323 0,103 4,760 260 204 Alpine •••••••••••••• 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Amador ••••••••••••• 48 52 30 38 1 1 29 37 0 0 Butle ••••••••••••••• 696 553 440 445 33 26 391 405 16 14 Cal.ver"" •••.••••••• 80 49 53 42 2 2 50 39 1 1 Colus3 •••••••••••••• 62 66 45 38 1 0 42 37 2 1 Contra Cost ••••••••• 3,669 3,597 2,789 2,697 129 141 2,492 2,417 168 139 Del Norte •••••••• _._ 121 95 90 95 9 19 76 73 5 3 El Dorado •••••••••• 293 231 196 178 17 14 162 140 17 24 FresDo ••••••••.••••• 2,163 1,927 1,564 1,368 122 99 1,405 1,239 37 30 G1enri ••••••.• _ ••••• 81 77 57 68 5 7 52 57 0 4 Humbold! •.•.••••••• 668 600 511 482 23 25 459 418 29 39 IDlperi.L •••••••••.• 377 322 272 21>2 18 31 246 217 8 4 lnyo •••••••••••• _ •• _ 117 99 96 96 9 3 85 88 2 5 Kern ••••••••••••••• 2,176 1,834 1,725 1,672 121 106 1,498 1,484 106 82 

~!~~~.::::::::::::: : 369 295 278 232 20 22 258 209 O. 1 
141 111 105 78 S 6 93 71 4 1 

L...aeo ••••••••••••.• 72 75 60 58 3 5 54 50 3 3 Los Angeles ••••••••• 45,366 43,546 35,099 35,226 1,596 1,788 30,912 31,231 2.691 2,207 
Madera ••••••••••••• 201 172 149 134 16 6 107 107 26 21 Marin •••••••••••••• 1,390 1,090 967 832 51 46 843 732 73 54 
Mlllis,os ••••••••.••• 18 19 14 12 0 1 14 11 0 0 
Mell acino •••••••••• 363 385 299 275 10 5 268 257 21 13 
Mer~ed •••• ••••• •• •• 498 474 376 412 26 21 320 357 30 28 
Mcdoo •••• •••••••• •• - 33 41 29 38 0 1 28 3t\ 1 1 Mono •••••••••••••.• 20 18 6 8 2 1 4 2 0 5 Monterey ••...•••••• 1,538 1,332 1,116 1,006 43 43 1,023 904 50 59 N.p ••••••••••••••• ~ Mii 553 481 416 50 31 402 370 29 15 
Nevada ••••••••••••• 172 166 .s8 120 6 8 51 104 t 8 Orange •••••..•.•••• 10,054 9,076 8,S34 8,061 1,691 1,&71 6,770 6,076 373 414 Placer •••••• _ ••••••• 45{ 408 380 341 22 23 345 309 13 9 
Plumas •••••• ••• •••• 80 73 57 49 1 0 54 49 2 0 
Riverside ••••••••••. 2,764 2,384 2,137 1,917 80 96 1,921 \,747 130 74 Sacr.mento •••.••••• 4,709 4,128 3,803 3,472 197 194 3,394 3,055 212 223 San Benito •••••••••• 89 88 71 56 1 0 M 82 6 ( 
San Bernardino •••••. 4,378 3,914 3,194 3,009 149 146 2.846 2,688 199 176 Snn Diego ••••••••• _. 9,467 8,483 7.599 6,268 329 238 6,873 5,766 397 264 
S.n Fr.ncillco ••••••• 4,521 4.076 3,525 3,083 149 125 3,160 2,788 207 170 
San Joaquin •.••••.•• 1,996 1,837 1,550 1,408 64 69 1,448 1,306 38 33 San Luis Obispo ••••. 609 526 475 376 31 13 429 348 15 15 
San Maleo •••••••••• 3,925 3,046 4,792 3,052 1,851 268 2,568 2,453 373 331 
Sant .. Barbar ......... 1,657 1,495 1,209 1,253 80 84 1,108 1,144 21 26 
Sanla Clara ••••••••• 1,509 6,488 5,276 4,763 189 192 4,684 4,356 403 215 
Sanla Cru ••••••••••• 774 666 616 533 30 44 liM 464 32 25 
Sh.st ••••••••••••••• 713 672 568 506 4.0 18 498 469 30 19 
Sierra ••••••••••••••• 9 14 6 6 0 0 5 5 1 1 
Siskiyou •• """_'" 208 191 158 162 14 S 124 137 20 17 
SOI.no •••••••••••••• 1,172 1,091 821 813 49 74 751 723 21 16 
Sonoma ••••••••••• _. 1,317 1.176 995 915 41 38 911 831 37 46 
Stanislaus ••••••••••• 1,371 1,331 1,042 1,053 80 71 909 919 53 63 
Sutter •••••••••••••. 252 253 209 189 15 7 184 171 10 11 
Teham ••••••••••••.• 192 167 110 90 7 4 100 85 a 1 
Trinity ••.•••••••••• 39 37 30 31 0 0 29 30 1 1 
Tulare ••• _._ •••••••• i,1l8 899 916 812 128 171 159 628 29 13 
Tuolumne ••••• ,._ •• , 161 137 109 123 4 14 

90 I 98 15 11 
Ventura ••••••••••••. 2,322 2,082 1,944 1,657 110 121 1,739 1,:;88 95 48 
yolo •••••••••••••••• 669 581 505 470 18 18 470 437 17 15 
yuba ••.•••••••••••• 296 220 ·526 344 320 191 179 142 21 5 

• Fo~morly "Divor~e, Separate Maintenance and AnnUlment." Cwge was necessitated by tbe Family IAow Aet 
whIch be~ame law on January I, 1970. 
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TABLE 14-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

MOTOR VEHICLE PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH 
AND PROPERTY DAMAGE' 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Year. 1968-69 and 1969-70 
~, 

Dispositions aCter trial 

Total Di·fo°.itio •• Uncontested Contested 
Total filings dispo.itions be ore tri.! matter. m.tte,a 

County 1961l-70 1965-69 1961l-70 1965-69 1961l-70 1965-69 1961l-70 1968-69 1961l-70 1968-69' 
~ ---------------------------

Stale Iota! •••••• 40.067 R34.986 26.816 26,750 23.319 22,763 1,687 2,084 1.810 1,903 

Alamed ............. 2,273 1,915 1,457 l,537 1,327 1,340 41 110 83 87 
Alpin ••••••••••••••• 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Am.dor ••••••••••••• 7 8 10 3 9 1 1 2 0 0 
Butte ••••••••••••••• 114 79 73 111 49 89 12 11 12 11 
C.!ave' ............. 20 14 16 8 12 11 2 (l 2 2 
Colu ................ 29 26 Ii 2 3 1 1 0 1 1 
Contra Costa •••••••• 799 74(l 601 615 518 618 33 32 50 65 
Oel Norte ••••••••••• 23 21 25 25 17 20 5 5 3 (l 
El Do.ado .......... 86 90 81 80 69 74 3 1 9 5 
Freanl> .............. 666 698 476 365 431 326 15 17 30 22 
Glenn •••••••••••••• 15 10 8 7 6 4 0 0 2 3 
Humboldt ••••••••••• 12(l 92 72 96 55 80 0 0 17 16 
Imp.ri.l •••••••••••• 74 69 57 56 54 48 0 0 3 8 

i{ir~'::: :::::::::::: 11 18 16 8 16 7 0 0 1 1 
'404 387 296 252 268 154 9 28 19 10 

King •••••••••••••••• 43 39 42 46 38 a9 3 "- I Z 
Lake ••••••••••••••• 22 17 II 13 I) 10 0 0 0 3 
L ... ell •••••••••••••• 13 7 12 8 10 6 (l 0 2 2 
to. AnReles ......... 18,175 1M65 10,648 11,401 9,623 10,221 435 >1\8 590 582 
Madera ............. 72 66 55 50 46 43 0 () 9 7 
M~rin .............. 245 2()4 177 175 150 133 1 21 26 15 
M~r~_ ••••••••••• 6 3 6 5 4 4 1 0 1 1 
Men ociDl) •••••••••• 68 80 57 28 47 24 0 0 10 4 
Merced ............. 182 186 120 128 107 117 4 2 9 9 
Modoc •••••••••••••• 6 7 1 4 1 4 0 0 0 0 
Mono ............... 4 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Monterey ••••••••••• 279 273 249 19S 214 174 11 5 24 19 
N.p •••••••••••••••• 1\5 133 89 82 71 66 5 5 13 11 
Nev.d •••••••••••••• 24 31 25 24 20 20 1 3 4 1 
Oraoge ••••• ,. •••••• 2,090 1,900 1,599 1,57S 1,397 1.286 102 203 100 89 
Placer .............. 91 74 92 78 1)8 52 11 24 7 2 
Plumas ••••••••••••• 12 16 10 7 5 4 (l 0 5 3 
Riversido ••••••••••• 633 478 407 401 331 332 42 32 34 31 
Baeramento ••••••••• 1,524 1,480 1.624 1.397 1,306 1,209 133 106 8li 82 
San Benito ••••••• _ .. 27 22 16 7 10 6 (l (l Ii I 
Son B.rn",dino ••••• , 785 R061 623 725 485 624 89 34 49 67 
S~n Di.~o ••••••••••• 1,3H 1,197 1,133 956 913 750 U3 107 71 \19 
S~n Franei.co •••• , •• 3.401 2,733 2,211 2,103 1,824 1,612 213 300 174 191 
San JO"'luln ••••••••• 517 463 376 397 311 317 40 59 25 21 
San Lui! Obi.po ••••• 102 95 73 108 50 80 8 16 15 12 
S"" M.teo •••••••••• 1,009 908 964 643 888 576 9 6 67 61 
Santa Barb.ra ••••••• 268 234 186 205 163 18Q 10 8 13 8 
Banta Clara ••••••••• 2,390 1,985 \,394 1,351 1,208 1,059 105 177 81 115 
S.nta Crul •••••••••• 124 13S 117 103 85 73 27 26 5 4 

bast ••••••••••••••• 82 100 95 93 63 65 10 9 22 19 
Sierr •••••••••••••••• 1 2 (l (l () (l 0 (l 0 0 
SiAkiyou •••••••••••• 51 65 48 40 37 25 3 6 8 10 
Bolano •••••••••••••• 211 19a U5 167 116 120 17 29 12 18 
SOnoOl& ••••••••••••• 276 256 189 177 125 147 47 13 17 17 
St..nial.u •••••••••••• 310 250 190 230 150 184 12 18 28 28 
SuIter .............. 72 62 40 49 31 37 2 4 7 8 
Teham •••••••••••••• 26 28 24 21 16 12 0 2 8 1 
Trinity ••••••••••••• 2 4 5 2 4 1 0 0 1 1 
Tul.r ••••••••••••••• 127 160 121 135 77 100 35 30 9 5 
Tuolumne ••••••••••• at 26 15 16 12 15 1 1 2 0 
Ventur •••••••••••••• m 380 359 248 314 206 29 18 16 24 
yolo •••••••••••••••• 146 12(l 90 96 77 78 4 4 9 13 
yuh •••••••••••••••• 89 94 91 9{) 83 74 () 3 8 13 

S 

• l'fOt~Ung. involvio( molor vehicles have been reported separately from other peraonrJ injury, deatb fJld property 
damlll\< proceedin&1IIDCe JulY 1, 1967. 

1\ ~viaod. 
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OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DTZATH liND PROPERTY DAMAGE' 

County 

State total •••••• 

Alameda •••••••••••• 
Alpine •••••••••••••• 
Amador ••••••••••••• 
Butte •••••••••••••• ~ 
C&l&veraa ••••••••••• 
Colusa •••••••••••••• 
Contra Cnat.. •••••••• 
Del Norte ••••••••••• 
EI Dorado •••••••••• 
Fre.no •••••••••••••• 
Glenn •••••••••••••• 
Humboldt ••••••••••• 
Imped.l. ••••••••••• 

~~':;.:::::::::::::: 
Kings ............... 
Lake ••••••••••••••• 
Las .. n •••••••••••••• 
Los Angelea ••••••••• 
Madera ••••••••••••• 
Marin •••••••••••••• 
Mar~oea ••••••••••• 
Men ocino •••••••••• 
Merced ••••••••••••• 
Modoc •••••••••••••• 
Mono ••••••••••••••• 
Monterey ••••••••••• 
Napa ................ 
Nevada ••••••••••••• 
OtanK •••••••••••••• 
Placet •••••••••••••• 
Piumllll ••••••••••••• 
Riv .. sid •••••••••••• 
Sacramento •••• _ •••• 
San Benito •••••••••• 
San Bernardino •••••• 
San Diego ••••••••••• 
San Francisco ••••••• 
S.n JO"'luin ••••••••• 
San Luis Obispo ••••• 
Son Mateo ..... • •••• 
Sont. Barbara .••.••• 
Santa Clara •• ""'" 
Santa Cruz •••••••••• 
Sbast ................ 
Sierr •••••••••••••••• 
Siskiyou •••••••••••• 
Solaoo •••••••••••••• 
SOnom .............. 
Stani.laUB ••••••••••• 
Sutter •••••••••••••• 
Tehama ••••••••••••• 
Trinity ••••••••••••• 
Tul.re •••••••••••••• 
Tuolumne •.••••••••• 
Ventura ••••••••••••• 
yolo •••••••••••••••• 
yuba ••••••••••••••• 

FILINGS AND DISPI)SITIONS 

Fiscal Year. 1S~~~ and 1969-70 

DiapoeitioDl after trirJ 

Tot.1 Dia:r:itions Uncoo~ted Contested 
TolalfilingB diBpoeitionB be ore trial matters matten 

1901l-70 1965-09 191)1l-70 1965-69 1969-70 1968-69 1961l-70 19611-69 1901l-70 1968-69 
---------------------------

14,362 Rla.568 12,470 12,G40 9,763 8,959 1,437 1,770 1,280 1,3n 

705 698 683 a37 59{) 445 22 37 11 53 
0 0 0 0 () 0 0 (l 0 0 
6 7 3 8 2 4 1 3 (l 1 

67 69 66 81 45 66 2 6 II 9 
9 It 9 8 5 7 0 0 4 1 
6 8 2 2 1 1 1 0 (l 1 

325 348 290 310 205 233 24 18 . 61 5g 
10 20 5 16 4 10 0 1 1 ~ 
70 45 47 43 3a 36 1 3 8 1\ 

186 167 182 214 164 191 1 II 17 12 
8 21 :; 12 3 10 0 () 2 2 

56 31 34 25 25 15 1 1 8 9 
32 40 18 31 13 28 0 (l 6 3 
3 1\ 9 9 8 II 1 0 0 0 

160 190 110 162 93 67 4 23 13 72 I. 33 17 35 14 34 0 1 3 0 
2. 16 7 20 4 15 2 2 1 3 
9 5 6 3 5 2 1 0 (l 1 

6,493 5,346 5,480 6,211 4,092 3,821 1.005 1,016 383 374 
26 28 13 17 10 9 1 0 2 8 

131 101 87 81 73 69 () 3 14 11 
3 11 13 5 .10 4 1 1 2 0 

31 28 21 23 16 16 0 () 5 7 
62 47 27 32 24 24 0 0 a 8 
5 1 1 2 0 (l 0 0 1 2 
6 7 0 1 (l () 0 1 0 0 

131 109 107 103 83 88 '7 4 17 11 
64 59 37 33 24 26 2 0 .t1 7 
24 16 16 19 14 14 (l 0 2 6 

867 655 673 497 462 369 54 M 57 17 
68 78 71 101 56 67 Il 29 0 1\ 
7 11 15 6 11 0 2 1 2 5 

262 221 199 206 146 160 23 24 30 2~ 
606 660 552 609 456 423 40 44 56 42 

5 5 4 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 
298 R345 455 324 392 238 20 61 43 n 
498 486 32; 357 275 300 16 21 36 30 

1.799 1,614 1.262 1,300 999 993 96 131 167 176 
l56 159 105 152 8. 119 8 19 12 14 
41 45 39 46 31 40 2 2 6 4 

381 384 352 242 295 185 3 5 54 52 
156 112 90 63 66 54 11 2 13 7 
700 613 451 496 349 271 35 146 13 79 
48 43 44 36 31 34 4 0 3 a 

115 106 85 64 75 43 r. 7 5 14 
(l 1 1 0 1 0 0 (l (l 0 

32 32 23 32 11 27 0 0 6 II 
51 83 47 47 31 35 8 6 l! 6 

120 100 93 62 77 47 1 3 15 12 
93 72 88 61 65 45 8 5 15 11 
27 74 40 44 31 31 3 3 6 10 
13 16 II 16 8 9 1 0 0 7 
5 2 4 4 3 2 () 2 1 0 

81 55 38 311 211 26 1 9 2 4 
18 17 9 7 8 6 0 (l 1 1 

169 160 142 175 126 139 3 12 13 24 
51 02 42 29 37 25 1 2 4 2 
37 32 III 21 16 20 0 (l a 1 

• Othe~ peraonal iojury, death .. d property darntlie p.rocetdin&1 have been reported Ie~.tely from moWr vehicla 
I1<rsonol injury, deat~lIIld prope. rly dtuntl&e proceedinga eince July 1, 1967 • 

a Revieed. 
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T·ABLE 16-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiaeal Yearl 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Dispositions after trial 

Total D~itionB Uncontested Conltoted 
TotallilinKt dioposition. be ore trial mattetll matlets 

County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-10 1968-69 1969-70 1968-6~ 1969-70 1958·69 1969-70 1968-69 ----------------------------
State total •••••• 8,122 110,403 6.005 116,504 4,009 R3,946 2,140 111,837 766 721 

Alameda ••• _._._ •••• 184 210 134 211 94 109 22 71 18 31 Alpine .............. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Amador ............. 1\ 4 4 2 0 1 1 1 3 (} 
Dult •••••••••••••••• 3 22 14 33 12 26 1 3 1 4 
Calaveras ••••••••••• 9 0 (} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Coluaa •••••••••••••• 95 13 3 4 2 0 0 0 1 4 
Contra COila •••••••• 99 204 110 197 94 142 3 21 13 34 
D.I Norte ........... 20 ( 6 0 4 0 :I 0 0 0 
EI Dorado ••••••••••• 32 44 6 20 6 20 0 0 0 0 
FrCllno •••••••••••••• 216 69 105 72 76 49 26 18 4 6 
Glenn ••••••••••••••• 6 3 :I 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 HumboldL ••••• ___ .. 20 60 9 7 7 :I 1 4 1 1 
lJnperial ............ 13 6 4 10 1 6 1 1 2 a. 
lnyo ................ 3 6 6 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 
Kern ............... 819 604 386 117 316 72 41 42 28 3 
Kin(! ...... """"" 3 9 6 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 
Lake ............... 6 6 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Lassen .............. 6 2 10 19 10 17 0 2 0 0 
Lo. Anileles ...... _ •• 3,071 3,603 4,038 3,325 1,856 1,727 1,723 1,233 459 366 
Mader .............. 5 10 4 4 2 3 1 0 1 ! Marln •••••••• _._ ••• 49 53 45 47 36 28 4 16 Ii 4 
Marig,0 •• '" """" 14 37 11 42 0 22 0 4 11 16 
Mell oelno ___ ••••••• 1 12 6 2 4 2 0 0 1 0 
Merced ....... _ ••• ~. 35 9 8 12 Ii 4 0 3 3 6 
Modoc .............. 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 {\ 0 
Mono ............... 4 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Monterey ........... 97 41 25 60 23 66 1 12 1 12 
N.pa._ ••••••••••••• 33 37 III \1 16 11 0 0 3 0 
Nevadl' ••• _ ....... _. 26 7 Ii 2 Ii 2 0 0 0 0 
O7""g ............... 421 643 383 267 201 198 77 35 15 24 
Plater .............. 11 11 3 9 2 3 0 4 1 2 
Plum" ............. 0 22 12 Q 12 6 0 1 0 z 
Riv.r.ide ............ m 349 298 359 236 255 47 79 16 2& 
Sacram.nto ......... 149 196 82 158 55 130 15 7 12 21 Sail B""lto •• _._ •• __ • 4 1111 2 0 2 0 0 ~ 0 0 
San nernllol'dino ...... M2 305 80 207 48 150 7 3S 25 19 
San O;"go •••••••••• 620 669 106 288 20 149 68 m 25 18 
Ban Fun.ileo ....... 128 240 63 6t 20 38 18 6 15 17 
SAll JoaquIn ......... 68 1168 61 1136 47 RI4 8 R13 6 ~ 
San Luis Obiopo ••••• 157 73 37 SS 24 12 7 16 6 6 
San Mateo •• __ •• _ .. _ 179 304 129 204 104 196 18 4 7 4 
Sant. Darbara ....... H 82 53 46 31 39 15 6 7 I 
Banta Cllll ....... , •• 37! ill 36t 237 321 177 14 24 26 3a 
Santa Crul .......... 8& 54 20 64 20 H 0 8 0 2 
Sb •• ta .............. 29 12 16 9 13 4 3 & 0 0 
8ie.rr ....... ". ...... _ .... _~ .... _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Bioklyou .. __ .0"'_'_ 21 61 32 45 ~1 37 2 0 9 8 
Bol""o .............. 7Q 66 16 18 10 8 • 7 2 S 
8oDorna ...... ~ __ ._f' ......... 104 74 22 18 17 11 5 3 0 t 
Stania1."' ........... 101 65 9 12 0 1 3 6 6 6 
Sutter _' """""" 9 10 26 33 2a 33 3 0 0 0 
Tehama._ •• ____ •••• 8 10 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Trinity ............. 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 3 0 1 
Tul", ............... 38 34 8 46 4 21 2 14 2 11 
'l'uolumn~ ........... 27 90 11 11 7 11 0 0 4 0 
Venturi ••••••••••••• 126 163 96 104 86 81 I II 9 14 
yolo ................ 37 32 13 21 It 21 0 0 2 0 
yub ................ 6 2 • II 1 6 2 0 1 0 

I , 
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TABLE 17-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS. 

Fileal Yearl 1968-69 and 1969-711 

DisPOIitions alter trial 

Total Oi.poiIition. Uneonltoted Contested 
Total filing. diapo.ition. before trial mattei'll m .. tl.ert 

County 1969-70 1968-61l 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-6~ 

--------- --'-----------------
State total. ... " 41,198 R40,040 26,918 R29,194 18,OM 17,753 6,699 7,391 4,265 14,044 

Alameda ••••• __ ..... 2,010 1,1l09 1,850 1,921 1,323 l,t87 314 439 213 295 
Alpine .............. 16 5 7 4 6 4 0. 0 1 0 
Amador __ ........... 72 86 ~4 67 19 16 21 51 14 0 
Butt ................ 156 357 166 331 121 260 29 41 16 30 
Calaver ........... __ 83 80 47 60 16 23 20 14 12 13 
Colue ............... 36 59 11 12 2 2 b 9 3 1 
Contra Costa ........ 752 668 413 689 223 458 97 131 93 100 
Del Norte ........... 64 66 51i 66 35 33 13 '15 7 18 
EI Dorado ....... ___ 359 397 281 304 151 182 67 63 63 69 
Fresno .............. 678 665 409 375 278 273 91 76 40 26 
Glenn .............. 40 61 26 34 19 20 6 8 1 II 
HumboldL ......... 152 151 137 163 eo 74 38 67 39 3:1 
Imperial. ........... 365 380 244 278 175 194 49 60 20 2~ 
Inyo ................ 61 68 2~ 38 16 16 6 16 7 1 
Kern ............... 540 484 392 331 229 104 98 152 66 76 

E!~~~':::: :::::::::: 162 195 107 191 68 134 38 66 1 I 
126 177 106 146 47 79 40 32 19 3. 

Lassen .............. 36 41 31 43 17 18 7 9 7 16 
L08 AngeICII ......... 14,425 12,999 9,649 9,923 6,105 6,753 2,219 2,876 1,3~~ 1,29t 
Madera ............. 131 144 91 119 66 62 15 37 20 
M.rin .............. 393 389 27& 266 182 193 40 33 63 40 
Marto.a ............ 11 16 2 21 0 10 2 7 0 ( 
Men ocino .... __ .... 291 324 202 204 U8 111 39 65 46 38 
Merced ............. 424 499 423 452 265 263 111 144 47 411 
Modoc .•••••••••••••• 49 61 19 36 4 Ii 13 16 2 15 
Mono ............... 46 56 39 27 21 11 1 1 11 15 
Monterey. """' __ ' 332 300 194 199 113 126 39 37 42 36 
Napa ............... 235 269 99 149 &8 105 26 34 16 10 
Nev.d .......... __ •• 146 121 87 90 60 52 1b 32 22 6 
Orange .............. 2,710 2,613 2,272 2,035 1,385 1,325 645 486 242 225 
Plac.' •• _ ........... 4)5 461 358 414 158 201 170 182 30 26 
Plumas ........... _. 43 56 40 35 20 13 9 14 11 8 
Riverside ........... 687 650 640 568 317 317 159 165 64 80 
Sacram.nto ••••••••• 1,565 1,411 1,014 801 593 517 266 IS6 166 148 
San Benito .......... 46 1\52 33 24 21 8 6 6 6 11 
San Dern.rdino •• _ ••• 845 1,551 570 730 329 641 149 130 92 53 
S.n Di.go ........... 2,215 1,864 1,389 1,402 858 757 282 408 249 2a7 
San Franciscc .. _____ 2,679 2,495 1,511 1,381 958 953 279 257 274 171 
San JO&Q.uin .. ~ __ •••• 462 443 217 274 113 176 64 62 40 36 
San Luis Obispo ••••• 286 295 229 277 122 180 62 53 46 4( 
San Mateo .......... 1,049 S51 1,099 R702 781 454 158 99 160 ;&149 
'Santa Bllrbar ........ 313 323 246 283 162 202 53 47 41 34 
S.ontll Clar •••• """ 2,406 2,694 1,311 1,039 610 618 464 342 237 m 
S~Ma Cru~ •••••••• _. 230 194 131 121 90 63 24 33 17 2& 
Sbllilta .............. 393 452 313 . 452 201 289 45 70 67 93 
Sierr~ ........... __ •• 8 9 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 
Si.kiyau .... " __ "" 200 ISS 143 134 88 87 20 27 35 2G 
Solano .............. 154 160 III 95 74 49 14 35 23 11 
Sonoma ..... _ ••••••• 405 292 203 226 85 ll7 65 64 53 45 
Stanislaus ........... 455 357 226 217 113 116 5~ 68 58 43 
Sutter ............... 174 182 113 136 87 104 11 19 16 13 
T.ham .............. 88 139 68 58 31 33 15 12 12 13 
Trinity ....... __ ., •• '47 41 41 18 25 7 9 10 7 1 
Tulare .............. :115 176 112 167 87 U8 11 27 14 22 
TuOlumne .. • .. • .... ·1 103 141 94 111 44 45 33 48 17 18 
Ventura ............. a98 482 365 338 279 242 31 68 55 38 
yolo ................ 2~3 251 141 184 91 142 32 2i. 18 ~1 
Yuba ....... __ ...... 192 204 S33 442 490 399 20 29 23 14 

• Otber civil compl.ints bav. been r.ported separ.tely from other civil petitioDa sil!ce July 1,1967, PrevioUll¥ til .. 
two catellories were ,eported togetber as "other civil actions," , 

R Rev.i.ed. 
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TABLE 18-CALIFORNJA SUPERIOR COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL PETI"IONS~ 
Fi.cal· Year. 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Diap08itioOll "Iter hearing 
---;-

Tou.l DisposiljoOll Unconi..eted ("..onte8led 

Total filinl!! disposilion, before hearing lI"tttro .matte"' 

19~&-69 19Q9-70 196&-69 19611-70 1965-69 1969-70 106&-69 1969-70 196&-69 
19611-70 County - - - - - - -- - - -

41.l35 40,$67 141,571 10,407 R7,609 29,336 R33,OO9 624 953 
Btat" total ... _ •• 46,889 

2,210 2,435 2,209 288 161 2,1l2 2.01li 32 33 
Alameda •••••••••••• 2,219 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Allline ••• - •• - ••••••• 1 1 a 4 8 1 0 

22 lQ 6 8 1 
A.tn~dor ••••••••••• -. 33 119 149 0 3 
Butte ••••••••• -•• ••• 261 212 338 186 219 

11 13 1 1 
18 12 15 0 1 

C.lllverlLO ••••••••••• 19 
16 34 2 4 13 29 1 1 

COlu .......... -•••• • 13 n 
199 334 677 701 10 22 

C~lltr. GQII~ ••••••••• 1,264 1,225 1,486 1,057 1 1 
56 47 48 23 26 ~3 21 

Pel Norta ••••••••••• 52 68 1 1 
EI Dorado 114 136 08 126 34 57 63 

6 2 
78 Ii ue 3SS 

FreaDD ••••••• ••••••• 438 669 601 395 49 0 0 
45 27 49 t 0 26 

Ql.un .............. 36 
344 206 161 125 175 79 2 2 

Humboldt ........... 283 212 
2 Z 68 79 2 1 

lnlllcrj.l ............ 70 66 72 82 20 0 1 
H 22 21 1 0 21 

ID>'a ..... ~ .... _ .. * ........ .,.~ 29 224 m 2.5 18 4 
sea 447 H7 523 250 0 0 Ktltl".'" .... />. ........ ~ ..... ., .... 69 62 77 

King ........... -···· 101 165 92 146 30 23 0 3 
42 32 17 26 1 0 16 3 L~k~ ••••••••••• •••• 10 1 28 39 0 

Lllt&tn .... _; ......... "'f' .......... ~ .. 37 48 38 43 9,864 13,611 165 506 
Lot Anaelta ......... 15,787 to,889 11,812 16,050 1.793 2,033 

40 2 3 
46 63 63 26 10 35 

M .. dtr ............ •• 58 100 429 361 t 3 
573 455 536 4H 106 0 MlU'ju"' .... .,._ .... _~ .. ~ .... f!I 0 0 18 16 0 MI.liJ:."' ... >I ..... ot ......... ., 

18 19 IS 16 66 a 6 
96 88 75 16 4 70 

~ Men OC\,.'lo ... ,.. ............... ,.. ... )04 
143 115 41 4 102 109 0 

Merced ............ • ll9 117 
0 1 12 I I 0 

Madoo •••••••••••• -· 12 9 13 2 
0 0 0 0 

2 I 0 0 a 0 
469 2 8 Mouo •• <I,.. ... "'.,. ......... ,. .. 103 242 430 

Monlel~Y ••••••••••• 692 793 636 719 128 0 1 32 42 135 
N.p ............. ••• 167 )48 ~1\1 HI 19 13 0 0 

47 46 ~) 18 2 15 
1,979 83 43 N~.ad' ....... -•• ••• 1,.1S \.011 1,910 

Or.nat .... ~'"',..-~ ..... - ... ,. .. 3.862 3,668 3,b71 3,IlD3 114 93 1 1 
163 10i 151 ~~ :lll () 

0 0 Jllac~t .... "' ..................... () 11 29 
2~ 30 It 20 0 755 (I 4 Plumas ............ .,. ....... .,. .. 

1,163 1,074 1,H3 1,016 330 m 807 3t Riveralde •••••••••••• 630 619 1,08·\ Sg~ 4\ 
B~er&m.nto •••••••• • 1,166 2,106 1,655 1,444 

0 0 aQ 3~ 1 Z 
32 36 31 35 11 B~n Il.nlto .......... },602 1,338 1M 86 l,aH ~,2H 64 

San Btfn~rdiuo •••••• I.Q59 1.620 1,245 45 1,857 ~.2~5 62 l~ S.n Diego ••••••• _ ••• 3,103 3,183 3.164 2,454 
165 25 715 gill Hi s_. }·,.ocitlc<l •••••••• 1,156 1,229 8Dd 1,023 
69 1\75 300 11363 4. a 

S.a JOI\II~ln ••••••••• 426 422 37:1 R38! 111 2 t 
184 149 46 25 136 

S"" Lula Obi,po ••••• 224 189 
145 R152 751 R7B8 1 ~ 

903 Rg29 
B)\~ M .. tt<> .......... 1,246 1,280 

592 b40 IS4 139 401 308 7 3 
S'Dta Batb"' •••••••• 708 661 1,683 1,496 ~9 J8 
Soota CI.r •••••••••• 3,314 3,481 2,683 2,597 ),071 I,OS~ 

228 292 4 1 
S.uta Crul •••••• - ••• 326 290 267 293 25 

141 147 1 8 
266 224 201 172 63 17 0 0 Sb...,I .............. ••• 0 0 0 0 

8 1 0 0 0 () 
Sitrre. ........... "'~.-..,-.r""~· .. 105 67 75 Z 4. 55 71 

0 Si •• lyo\l ........... • 76 72 72 2S2 266 :I 
426 356 338 7 Sclano •••••••••••••• HS 
727 624 715 144 84 46S 624. 12 

4 SonoOl •••••••••••• •• n~ 90 154 39& 406 7 
Btanial.UI .......... • fi5; 631 493 564 

3 0 7b 73 1 1 
Bultec ... i< ........ ,. ............... 96 101 79 74 

11 38 4S 5 0 
M 56 59 13 0 'l'~b .. Ill •••••••••••• • 108 a a 6 11 0 

'I'tluily ........... •• 14 12 6 11 
9 234 ~09 0 1 

262 285 238 219 4 0 3 
Tulllf~ •••••••• •••••• 46 39 0 0 46 36 
Tuolumne ........ ·••• 61 32 267 626 486 18 12 

912 1.029 
765\ 

385 16 V.,ulur.t."" ... <1 ........ .,-". .. • 
1,059 7 2 207 li1 1 

yol~ •••••••••• •••••• 232 207 215 188 
22 ~ 36 71 0 2 

\"\lbl. ... f' __ ... ~_ ...... _ ...... 81 109 6S S'l 

.. 'oual y tIl_ 
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TABLE 19-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

INSANITY ,AND OTHER INFIRMITIES FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS' 

Fiscal Years 196B-69 and 1969-70 

Ois)lQSitions alter henring 

Tolal Dispositions Uneontested Contested 
Tot.l filings dispositiona belore hearing matters matters 

County 1969-70 1968-59 j960-10 1965·69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-iO 1968-69 1069-70 1068-89 

------------------- ----
Slate totaL. •••• 0,1611 20,430 7,500 20,258 381 987 6,661 18,OB 45S 621 

Alam.da •••••••••••• lOll 1,077 100 1,08g 10 3S 87 1,030 3 3 
Alpin •••• _ •••••••••• 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador ••••••••••••• 2 4 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Butte ............. _. 9 43 6 3p 0 2 4 31 2 2 
C~laver"" ........... 2 3 1 3 0 2 0 1 1 0 
Colusa .............. o· 3 () 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Contra Cos\a ........ 426 1,165 238 1,\40 26 30 190 1,002 22 108 
nel Norle •• _ •••••••• 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 
El Dorado .......... 9 9 6 9 0 3 a 4 0 2 
Freano •••••••••••••• 156 417 149 405 15 15 134 386 0 4 
Glenn •••••••••••••• 6 5 1 0 1 5 0 1 0 0 
Humboldt ••••••••••• 19 33 16 26 2 2 12 22 2 Z 
Imperial •••••••••••• 56 179 54 105 0 13 54 140 0 3 

IP!r~: :::::: :::::::: 1 7 0 1 , 0 1 0 4 0 2 
96 50li 147 4D7 68 6S 76 419 3 1(l 

f~~~:·::::::::::::: 18 24 13 29 2 4 11 24 0 1 
1 0 1 3 1 0 0 3 () 0 

Lassen •••••••••••••• I 2 1 2 t 0 0 2 0 0 
Los Ang.le$ •••••• , •• 2,945 4,557 2,897 4,1>'.10 21 15 2,60~ 4,414 72 101 
M.dera ••••••••••••• 6 60 6 65 1 14 4l 2 8 
Marin •••••••••• _ ••• 19 152 18 125 15 7 3 111 0 1 
Mar~oaa ••••••••••• 1 1 0 I 0 0 0 1 a () 

M.n odnQ .......... 29 27 25 32 1 3 16 23 8 6 
Merced .............. 2 110 Z 110 1 1 1 108 0 1 
Modoc •••••••••••••• 0 ~ 0 5 0 2 0 a 0 0 
Mono ............... 0 () 11 0 0 0 0 () 0 0 
MontereY •• - .•••••• , 70 272 73 264 8 19 59 238 6 7 
N~pa ............... 30 129 31 134 0 8 28 liD 3 7 
Ne •• d •••••••••••••• () 20 3 31 2 13 1 11 0 1 
Orange ••••••••••• ". 528 1,241 396 1.070 20 46 353 090 23 26 
plac.r ••.••••••• -•••• 10 97 15 87 0 0 15 85 0 2 
Plumas ••••••••••••• 1 16 1 14 0 0 1 12 0 2 
Riverside ••••••••••• 238 B5D 226 807 5 26 216 795 5 46 
S.crameDlo ......... 261 479 246 525 8 26 163 493 85 6 
San Benilo .......... 1 18 0 15 0 2 0 13 0 0 
San B.rnardino •••••• 1,602 1,616 607 1,610 98 46 383 1,658 126 6 
San Diego ••••• _ ..... 707 2,3M 615 2,326 13 13 698 2,266 4 47 
S~n. Franciseo •••••••• 609 1,149 600 1,267 H 115 561 1,106 26 46 
fi.nJo~quin.- ••••••• 84 554 66 55() :I \} 69 539 5 2 
E.~ Luis Obispo ..... 14 104 19 84 0 1 16 77 3 6 
San Malto •••••••••• 192 473 137 527 8 40 128 476 1 11 
Sants Batbara •••• _ •• 187 315 161 293 3 7 142 262 6 24 
Sant. Clnra ••••••••• 189 853 lS5 795 4 149 178 613 3 33 
S.nla Cru ••••••••••• 63 71 59 72 0 10 59 62 0 0 
Shasta •••••••• " •••• 1 29 0 29 0 2 0 2; 0 0 
Bittr •••••••••••••••• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Si.kiyou ••••••••••• , 2 31 2 32 0 2 2 30 0 0 
Solano ••••• _ •••• : ••• 48 191 52 171 1 42 47 114 4 15 
Sonoma •••••••••••• , 18 202 18 20S 0 23 IS 185 0 0 
St.nislaus ••••••••••• 73 314 68 300 1 1 60 250 7 43 
Sutter ......... _ •••• 1 39 2 35 1 4 1 31 0 0 
Teh.m •••••••••••••• 8 II 6 17 0 1 1 14 5 2 
Trinity ••••••••••••• 0 8 0 9 0 1 0 B 0 0 
Tulare •••••••••••••• 66 177 56 158 4 64 43 103 \} 1 
Tuolumne •••• _ •••••• 2 19 1 22 0 0 1 16 0 U 
Veotura ........ _ •••• 233 301 165 316 19 26 125 268 21 22 
Yolo ............. _ •• 29 4S 16 51 2 4 12 H 2 3 
Yub ••• _ •••••••••••• 1 38 1 38 1 6 0 31 0 1 

'Procedures for committing mentally ill persons to stale hospitals were aubl!\aDtiaUy changed by tbe Lanterman· 
Petris-Bborl Ae~ which beC3me law on July 1, 1969. 

6-81244 
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TABLE 2o-(~ALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

,JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS' 

Fiscal Year,s 1968-69 and 1969-70 

-
Dispositions after bearing 

Total Dispositions Uncontesled Contested 
Total filings dispositions before hearing matters matters 

------
Counly 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

------------------------------
State tota1. _____ 60,781 60,115 59,582 58,829 6,756 5,527 48,222 48,129 4,604 6,173 

Alameda_. __ • _______ 3,166 3,439 3,163 3,445 309 216 2,545 2,785 309 444 Alpine ______________ 
4 3 4 3 0 3 4 0 0 0 

Amador._._. ________ 33 24 25 19 14 14 11 5 0 0 
Butte ••• ____________ 

261 248 246 346 41 46 184 273 21 27 
Calaveras ________ •• _ 26 32 27 35 9 12 16 23 2 0 
Colusa ______ • ____ • __ 23 20 34 22 13 5 21 16 0 1 
Contra Costa. _______ 2,162 2,063 2,103 1,839 66 42 1,921 1,601 116 196 
Del Norte. __________ 28 46 27 52 6 15 14 35 7 2 
EI Dorado •• _____ • __ 121 94 113 98 11 19 98 75 4 4 
Fresno_. ____________ 

1.753 1,812 1,639 1,945 0 22 1,483 1,723 156 200 Glenn ____ • _________ 
42 57 51 67 18 12 29 45 4 10 

Humboldt. __________ 224 207 224 197 30 52 170 \)4 24 51 
Imperial. ___________ 348 274 332 294 122 104 192 150 18 40 

Irir~·::::: :::::::::: 38 24 34 28 9 5 25 23 0 0 
1,062 1,204 1,031 1,123 80 62 907 963 44 98 

~!k~~':::: :::::::::: 221 198 237 160 31 46 201 100 5 14 
67 40 33 24 15 9 17 12 1 3 Lassen ______________ 
21 18 16 16 2 0 13 16 1 0 

Los Angeles •• ______ • 17,786 16,579 17,537 15,915 1,814 1,072 14,140 13,537 \,583 1,306 
Madera ___ •••• _. __ ._ 128 117 127 151 22 35 93 91 12 25 
Marin_. ____________ 

569 495 504 488 35 17 442 461 27 10 

Marixosa------ ------ 16 14 12 7 2 5 8 0 2 2 
Men ocino __________ 140 152 165 175 34 48 121 94 10 33 
Merced _____________ 

212 236 227 286 49 86 164 171 24 28 
Modoc ______________ 

18 14 21 10 1 3 16 5 4 ~ 
Mono_. _____________ 

7 23 10 42 8 8 1 31 1 3 
Monterey ___________ 792 724 844 707 148 79 649 595 47 43 
Napa _______________ 

227 167 230 167 46 19 161 130 23 18 
Nevada _____________ 

81 101 56 113 9 32 46 72 1 9 
Orange _____________ 

4,407 4,665 4,008 4,333 526 377 3,305 3,717 177 239 
Placer. _____________ 

197 258 162 207 20 2l 127 153 IS 32 
Plumas __________ • __ 

80 98 7Ii 98 43 73 25 16 7 9 
Riverside ___________ 1,641 2,013 1,654 2,028 178 167 1,318 1,546 ISS 315 
Sacramento __ • _____ ._ 2,430 2,373 2,432 2,390 14 7 2,180 2,154 238 229 
San Benito ____ • ____ • 29 33 27 30 1 2 25 27 1 I 
San Bernardino. _____ 3,055 3,039 3,472 2,920 96 93 3,074 2,595 302 232 
San Diego. __________ 4,600 4,990 4,M8 4,906 318 418 3,888 4,183 342 306 
San Francisco _______ 2,557 2,697 2,308 2,662 87 85 1,958 2,075 263 502 
San Joaquin. ________ 815 921 S26 919 271 225 520 659 35 35 
San Luis Obispo _____ 404 549 406 565 54 61 347 500 5 4 
San Mateo ______ • ___ 1,853 1,740 1,714 1,586 12 0 1,586 1,425 116 161 
Santa Barbara. ______ 80a 819 826 736 32 32 725 660 69 44 
Santa Clara. ________ 3,480 2,705 3,364 2,715 1,255 679 2,009 1,872 100 164 
Santa Cruz __________ 294 193 281 237 87 76 191 160 3 1 
Shasta ______________ 

183 179 200 195 19 10 179 179 2 6 
Sierra ___ • ___________ 

2 9 1 7 0 0 1 7 0 0 
Siskiyou ____________ 48 38 40 39 11 11 23 27 6 1 
Solano. _____________ 

476 457 467 501 5 6 404 413 58 82 
Sonoma _____________ 

520 438 430 365 125 87 283 273 22 5 
Stanislaus ___________ 713 718 615 692 140 144 401 487 74 61 
Sutter ______________ 118 115 111 102 14 10 94 92 3 0 
'l'ehama. ____________ 75 77 73 83 9 5 39 45 25 33 
Trinity _____________ 12 9 13 17 3 12 10 5 0 0 
Tulare ______________ 703 719 720 740 185 239 488 428 47 73 
Tuolumne ___________ 83 65 79 65 9 3 47 30 23 32 
Ventura _____________ 1,249 1,399 1,248 1,515 250 575 970 936 28 4 
yolo_. ______________ 

221 224 242 238 29 8 184 211 29 19 
yuba _______________ 

146 151 168 165 19 12 139 138 10 15 

• Juvenile delinquency proceedinis have been reported separately from juvenile dependency proccedinas since July 1, 
1967. 
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TABLE 21-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS' 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Dispositions arter hearing 

163 

---
Total filings 

Total 
dillpositiolls 

Dispositions 
before hearing 1--"'7"-'-__ -,. ___ 1___ -

Uncontested 
matters 

Contested 
matters 

County 
1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 ------ ___ __ __ ___ 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

Statetota!. _____ 13,885 13,497 ------------------
Alameda ___________ _ 
Alpine _____________ _ 
Amador _. _________ ._ 
Butts. _. __ • ________ _ 
Calaveras __________ _ 
Colusa. ____________ _ 
Contra Costa _______ _ 
Del Norte __________ _ 
EIDorado. ________ _ 
Fresno. ____________ _ 
Glenn _____________ _ 
Humboldt __________ _ 
ImperiaL __________ _ 

f~I~~~~m~~~~f~~ Los Angeles ________ _ 
~Ia~era. ______ • ____ _ 
~ar!n __ • __________ _ 
b. tUJpOSB" .... ___ .......... 
MEndocino ___ • _____ : Merced ____________ _ 
Modoc. ____________ _ 
Mono ••• __________ ._ 
Monterey _____ • ____ _ 
Napa. _____________ _ 
Nevada. ___________ _ 
Orange ____________ _ 
Placer ___________ • __ 
Plum"",_. _________ ._ 
Riverside _____ --___ _ 
~acraBmcpto--. _____ _ an emto. ________ _ 
~an Bernardino. ____ _ 
an Diego_. ________ _ 

San Froncisco ______ _ 
SSan Joaquin ________ _ 
S.n Luis Obispo __ • __ 
San Mateo _________ _ 
S.nta Barbara ______ _ 
santa Clara ___ ------
s~nta Cruz •• _______ _ 
S' asla_ .. _. ________ _ 

sl:ki~ou-:: :::::::::: Solano _____________ _ 
Sonoma ____________ _ 
Stanialaus __________ _ 
Sutler _____________ _ 
+e.b~ma----- _______ _ 
TrlDlty - ------------T uJare. ____________ _ 

V uolumn6 ___ --------yentura. __ • ________ _ 

y~~a::::::::::::::: 

721 
o 
6 

71 
7 
6 

461 
10 
8 

304 
38 
67 

137 
6 

343 
36 
10 
10 

4,364 
16 

101 
4 

59 
67 
6 
5 

\10 
82 
13 

697 
84 
31 

507 
499 

13 
909 

1,103 
715 
235 
79 

223 
119 
449 

69 
46 
o 

15 
105 
184 
192 
57 
19 
8 

149 
9 

285 
86 
40 

756 
o 
2 

\16 
20 
6 

379 
13 
24 

514 
55 
5S 
86 
6 

329 
47 
13 
12 

3,993 
44 
79 
3 

59 
103 

5 
3 

112 
53 
28 

580 
48 
8 

482 
507 

10 
783 

1.163 
u\1 
i9S 
78 

263 
100 
566 

SO 
62 
o 

26 
155 
207 
\49 
32 
9 
4 

174 
14 

206 
62 
15 

13,052 12,940 1,216 974 10,556 10,813 1,231 

718 783 60 71 573 o 0 0 0 599 
13 2 6 2 ~. 0 
70 42 18 13 0 
3 9 0 1 37 20 
9 8 0 1 3 7 

417 337 14 10 9 7 
13 8 1 3 368 274 
9 26 0 10 5 

334 330 0 2 9 20 
23 37 2 3 1i17 302 
49 57 0 3 19 29 

137 142 36 4~ 34 37 
2 4 0 0 96 79 

342 329 21 34 2 4 
26 40 5 13 250 255 

i~ n ~ ~ r~ ii 
4,1~5 3,837 38u 150 3,3'1~ 3,532 

8~ ~~ g ~ 6~ H 
n ~ u d d J 
5~ 76 18 12 34 63 

J 1J i g , 5 
H ~ U 4 ~ I~ 

'6181 23 0 ~ t~ ~1 
• 71 4~g 5~ 32 368 389 

55~ d 4~ 3i aU 2:l 
51~ 498 4 3 465 423 

712 7~~ 2~ 2~ 5 17 
1,054 1,311 S9 86 652 649 

600 546 10 13 884 1,139 
224 204 86 45 550 600 
52 73 0 119 143 

253 253 0 18 2:g 2g& 
111 88 7 5 78 80 
416 566 48 33 353 481 
~ 73 U 14 H a 
4~ 5~ 7 11 41 47 

23 11 g g I~ ~ m 185 3 0 96 154 

l~~ }ii ~~ ~~ M~ 1 Ji 
12 6 0 g 39 23 
9 1 7 4 3 

134 125 25 6~ 2 1 
\0 15 0 3 9~ 49 

286 203 60 76 21n 10 
93 53 4 u 124 
48 37 9 1~ ~5 t~ 

85 
o 
o 

15 
o 
o 

35 
2 
o 

17 
2 

15 
6 
o 

71 
1 
o 
o 

459 
o 

15 
2 

10 
o 
o 
o 
9 

14 
o 

47 
o 

10 
13 
42 
o 

34 
81 
49 
19 
7 

11 
26 
15 
2 
o 
o 
5 
ij 

11 
26 
o 
8 
o 

13 
6 
7 

17 
9 

1,153 

113 
o 
o 
9 
1 
o 

53 
o 
4 

25 
5 

20 
22 
o 

40 
2 
3 
o 

155 
17 
5 
1 
6 
1 
1 
o 
7 
6 
o 

54 
H 
o 

151 
72 
o 

60 
86 
33 
16 
6 

23 
3 

52 
II 
o 
(), 
1 

31 
6 

10 
o 
3 
o 

13 
2 
3 
6 
3 

• Juvenile dependency ed h 
1967, ploce IUia ave been reported separately from juvenile delinquency proceedio~a since July 1, 
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TABLE 22-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1!t69-70 

DispoeitioD8 .fter tri!J 

Tot.l.fili~1!lI Tot.l dispositions 
Dispositions 
before trial Conteste~ m.tters" 

County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

---------------------
St.te tot.L. •••••• 72,048 68,159 6a,554 58,510 43,171 40,355 20,383 18,155 

Alameda ••••••••••••• 3,351 2,875 3,092 2,681 2,30~ 2,119 786 562 

1~~"deor: ::: :::::: :::: 2 2 2 1 0 0 1 
23 22 15 12 9 8 6 4 

Butte •.••••••••• • •• •• 202 191 182 172 137 128 45 44 
C.laveras •••••••••••• 108 42 76 34 67 29 9 6 

Col us •••••.•••••••.••• 32 13 25 25 21 24 4 1 

Contra Cost •••••••••• 1,127 1,025 1,004 720 870 627 134 93 

Del Norte •••••••••••• 71 64 66, 65 58 50 8 15 

EI Dor.do •.•••••••••• 120 126 120 103 106 94 14 \I 

Fresno ••••••••••••••• 847 1,002 880 905 744 783 136 122 

Glenn •••••••••••••••• 48 50 44 37 42 36 2 1 

HumboldL ••.•••.•••• 284 208 232 •. ' 177 177 133 55 14 

lmperiaL •••••••••••• 205 314 206 255 185 224 21 31' 

Inyo ••••••••••••••••• 81 56 72 59 70 48' 2 11 

Kern ••••••••••••• " ••• 730 581 655 559 579 498 76 61 

Kings •••••••••••••••. 112 120 106 95 90 86 16 9 

Lake ••••••••••• •••••• 68 ij3 64 43 45 37 19 6 

Lassen •.•••• ~ ••••• •·• 36 37 38 50 30 28 8 22 

LOB Angeles ••••••••••• 36,619 35,793 32,979 30,556 17,790 16,709 15,189 q,8~~ 
Madera: ••••••••••••• 57 78 62 79 42 71 20 

M.rin ••••••••••••• ••• 414 342 325 308 265 261 60 47 

Mariposa ••••••••••••. 9 16 18 13 12 9 6 4 

Mendocino .•••••.•••• 298 281 274 251 239 217 35 34 

Merced ••••••••• · ••• • 294 249 296 243 230 205 66 38 

Modoc •••••• ••••••••• 16 19 17 15 16 15 I 0 

Mono .•••••••••• ••••• 12 11 11 21 10 12 I 9 

Monterey •••.•••••• ·· 954 764 803 712 668 600 135 112 

N.p •••••••••• · •• ••·• 144 144 129 114 114 98 15 16 

Nevad ••••••••••••.•• 58 73 38 75 34 55 4 20 

Orange •••••••••••• ••• 2,190 2,059 1,818 1,983 1,483 1,634 335 349 

PI.cer •••••• •••••••••• 155 131 144 129 128 111 16 18 

Plumas •••••••• ••••••• 34 24 26 34 23 28 3 6 

Riverside ••••••••••••• 1,418 1,829 1,~66 1,436 1,122 1,126 344 310 

S.cramento ••••••••••• 1,488 1,431 1,452 1,445 1,194 1,1'12 258 273 

S.n Benito ••••••••••• 36 26 40 21 38 14 2 7 

S.n Bernardino .•••••• 3,025 1,864 2,007 1,397 1,637 1,062 370 335 

San Diego •••••••••••• 4,252 3,995 4,083 3,357 3,479 3,007 604 350 

S.n Francisco ••••••••. 3,403 3,225 2,145 2,716 1,922 2,550 223 166 

San Jo.quin •••••••••• 912 935 734 901 626 748 108 153 

S.n Luis Obispo ••••.•• 167 181 173. 180 150 152 23 28 

San Mateo •••••••••••• 1,317 1,162 924 809 779 672 145 137 

S.nta Barb.ra •••••••• 759 666 663 585 564 439 99 146 

S.nt. Clar •••••••••••• 2,532 2,176 2,336 1,693 1,977 1,500 359 193 

S.nt. Cruz ••••••••••• 368 285 317 265 267 237 50 28 

Sbast •••••••••.•••••• 244 204 246 ~II 228 194 18 17 

Sierra ••••••••••• ••••• 8 6 4 2 2 1 2 1 

~~l~t~~:::: :::::::::: 94 104 78 93 53 61 25 32 

425 356 427 328 339 271 88 57 

Sonom ••••••••••••••• 347 415 343 324 286 286 57 38 

St.nisl.us •••••••••••• , 833 829 784 759 678 680 106 79 

Butter ••.••••••••••••. 91 77 75 65 70 59 5 6 

55 83 53 59 44 24 9 
Tehama ••••••••••••• ,. 73 5 
Trinity .••••• , .•••••••• 10 13 20 11 15 6 5 

Tulare ••••.••••• ••••• 584 484 467 397 357 335 110 62 

Tuolumne .••••••••••• 109 73 97 58 67 39 30 19 

Ventura •••••••••••••• 527 680 522 621 463 545 59 76 

yolo ••••••••••••••••• 252 233 183 184 148 112 35 72 

yub:> •••••••••••••••• 73 80 66 73 59 66 7 7 

" Included in tbe Btate total for 1969-70 were 11,422 cases tried on .the transcript of the pr~liminary hearmg.01 wti~h 
10554 were reported by the La. Angeles court. The 1968·69 total Included 10,674 c .. es tiled on the transcrlp a e 
pr~liminary hearing of which 10,136 were reported by the Los Angeles court. 
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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 he.ring 

Tot.16nngs 
Tot.l Dispositions Questions 

dispositions befor~ he.ring of law Tri.ls d. novo 

County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969·70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 
-------------------------

State tot.l. ••••• 4,084 R3,132 3,340 R2,927 461 R393 1,394 Rl,359 1,485 1,175 

Alamed ••••• _ ••••••• 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 0 C 

Butte ••••••••••••••• 9 12 2 4 2 1 0 1 0 2 
Cal.vcr ............. 6 5 7 1 0 0 4 1 3 0 
Colus ••••••••••••••• 2 1 J 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Contra Cost ••••••••• 76 115 69 R62 13 R7 35 R31 21 24 
Del Norte •••.••••••• 0 5 1 4 0 1 1 2 0 1 
EI Dor.do ••••••••••• 8 7 7 8 2 2 1 2 4 4 
Fresno ••.••••••••••• 33 23 18 17 2 2 8 3 8 12 
Glenn ••••••••••••••• 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
HumholdL ••••••••• 34 26 21 24 0 6, 19 9 2 9 
Imperi.l. ••••••••••• 10 8 7 1 3 0 1 1 3 0 
Inyo •••••••••••••••• 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 2 
Kern ••.•••••••••••• 62 29 28 22 2 1 10 7 16 14 

f!k~~·: ::::::::::::: 4 3 2 5 1 0 1 3 0 2 
0 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 

LasseD •••••••••••••• 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Los Angeles •••••.••• 1,806 1,287 1,555 1,332 161 149 689 675 705 508 
Maderll .............. 5 1 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 
Marin •••••••••••••• 38 ~ 52 44 50 16 6 17 31 11 13 
Marido:sa ••••••••••• 0 " 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Men ocino ••••••.••• '6 3 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 
Merced ••••••••••••• 13 2 5 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 
Modoc •••••••••••••• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mono •...••••••••••• 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Monterey ••••••••••• 50 30 39 25 8 3 12 6 19 16 
N.p •.•• _ ••••••••••• 5 4 5 3 0 0 1 1 4 2 
Nev.d •••••••••.•••• 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

~[:c~~:: :::::::::::: 338 207 235 158 37 18 87 68 111 72 
2 ' 2 4 4 0 1 4 2 0 1 

Plumas •••.••••••••• 1\ 2 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 
Riverside ••••••••••• 81 65 70 67 1 4 22 23 47 40 
S.cr.mento ••••••••• 112 - 92 104 84 11 9 36 32 57 43 
S.n Benito •••••••••• 1 1 1 1 0 0 I 1 0 0 
S.n Bern.rdino •••••• 87 44 79 76 5 4 30 27 44 45 
S.n Diego ••••••••••• 152 155 139 III 12 9 96 83 31 19 
S.n Fr.ncisco ••••••• 228 219 185 216 65 89 63 77 li7 5C 
San Jo.quin ••••••••• 29 22 26 12 8 3 6 4 12 5 
S.n Luis Obispo ••••• 20 12 10 13 2 4 0 0 8 9 
San M.teo ••.••••••• 112 89 102 53 0 3 38 27 64 23 
S.nt. Ba,b.ra ••••••• 67 42 43 17 12 2 24 4 7 11 
Santa Clara •.••••••. 221 152 186 145 38 24. 54 40 04 81 
S.nta Cru ••••••••.•• 18 12 13 14 4 2 6 6 3 6 
Shasta •••••••••••••• 16 12 15 12 3 3 5 4 7 5 
Sierra •••••.•••••••.• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Siskiyou •••••••••••• 6 5 5 ~ 0 1 0 2 5 1 
Sol.no •••••••••••••• 11 17 9 Itr \ 4 7 2 4 3 8 
Sonom •.•••••••••••• 22 19 15 9 ' 1 3 6 0 8 6 
St.nisl.us ••••••••••• 23 19 23 20 4, 3 14 15 5 11 
Sutter •.•••••••••••• 2 4 ,4 4 0 1 2 1 2 2 
Teh.m •••••••••••••• 0 5 0 5 0 1 0 3 0 1 
Trinity ••••••••••••• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tulare •••••••••••••• 15 1\23 12 11 2 2 3 4 7 5 
Tuolumne ••••.•••••• 8 6 12 4 1 0 4 4 7 0 
V.ntur •••••••••••••. 58 69 63 61 26 11 15 29 22 21 
yolo •••••••••••••.•• 8 9 3 7 0 2 0 1 3 4 
yuba ••••••••••••.•• 4 4 5 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 . 

R Revised. 
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TABI.E 24-CAI.IFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

HABEAS CORPUS FII.INGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

I I Dispositions 
Total filings Total dispositions without hearing 

Dispositions 
arter bearing 

Conteste<l matters 

County 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1901l-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

------------------------
State total. •• _____ 4,434 3,814 4,094 3,693 3,170 3,020 924 673 

126 82 83 61 43 Alameda. ____________ 143 126 143 
0 0 0 0 Alpine ______ • ________ 0 0 0 0 

2 1 0 1 5 1 2 0 
3 3 

Amador _. __ • _________ 
5 0 2 7 8 3 

0 0 0 
Butte. __ • ____________ 

0 2 Calaveras. _____ •• ____ 2 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

52 4 25 
Colu.a _______________ 

77 66 Contra Costa. ________ 73 71 70 
1 2 0 1 1 3 1 3 

2 5 
Del Norte. ___________ 

6 2 1 5 7 4 
4 1 

EI Dorado ____________ 
125 48 124 53 125 52 

0 1 0 
Fresno _______________ 

4 0 2 0 1 
3 2 

Glenn_. ______________ 
2 1 0 11 6 • 3 2 

Humboldt ____________ 
4 1 2 Imperial __ •• ___ • ______ 3 1 4 

17 2 3 3 20 5 20 5 
52 16 5 

Inyo _________________ 

n 68 57 52 
2 1 

Kern. __ • _____________ 
63 

0 0 3 2 2 1 
0 3 

Kings. ____________ • __ 
3 0 0 0 3 0 

58 2 1 
Lake. ________________ 

78 63 70 59 68 
448 91 106 

Lassen. ______________ 

677 614 622 554 531 
0 1 0 

Los Angeles. __________ 
3 0 1 0 0 

10 20 
Madera ______________ 

385 423 365 Marin __ • _____________ 433 386 433 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 13 ~l:~iJg~i':io:: ~:::::::: 2 4 7 13 9 17 
4 1 1 4 5 4 5 5 

1 0 0 
Merced •• ____________ 

0 1 0 1 0 
0 0 

Modoc _____ • _________ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 6 
Mono •• ______________ 

131 126 125 Monterey •• _. ___ • ____ 138 134 135 
5 8 4 27 1 Napa. _______________ 39 8 35 
0 2 0 3 0 5 0 5 

53 14 17 
Nevada. _____________ 

103 91 ~5 70 81 
3 1 0 

Orange •• _ • __________ • 
6 3 5 PIBcer __ • ____________ • 3 2 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
41 112 

Plumas. ______________ 
201 44 89 89 199 85 

47 42 
Riverside_. ___________ 

324 351 277 309 Sacramento_. _________ 330 350 
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 

59 20 
San Benito ___________ 

114 147 HO 88 126 
121 32 

San Bernardino. ______ 271 
197 72 76 40 

25 
San Diego ____________ 265 82 

91 92 60 153 118 151 117 
60 3 

San Francisco •• _______ 
168 84 108 81 

74 San Joaquin.--------- 185 95 
602 431 528 50 San Luis Obispo _______ 489 607 481 
20 4 3 7 17 San Matco _______ • ____ 12 11 11 
37 40 33 28 4 61 36 68 

26 4 
Santa Barbara. _______ 

118 11 92 7 Santa Clara. __________ 134 6 
2 5 5 2 8 7 7 7 

5 0 0 
Santa Cruz ___________ 

5 0 0 5 0 
0 0 0 

Shasta. ______________ 
0 0 Sierra. _______________ 0 0 0 

0 11 2 3 3 15 2 14 
186 47 37 

Siskiyou ______________ 
253 223 206 

2 
Solano _______________ 278 265 

14 9 2 7 12 14 8 
24 7 0 0 

Sonoma. _____________ 
24 7 

0 
Stanislaus. ___________ 26 5 

0 1 0 1 2 0 2 
0 2 2 

Butter ••••• _. ___ ••• ___ 
3 2 1 

0 7 2 
0 0 

Tehama. ______ ._ •• _._ 
0 0 0 

6 
Trinity __ ._. _____ •• ___ 0 0 

7 4 1 10 4 10 14 
66 5 10 

Tulare __ • _ •• __ ._. ____ 
76 51 61 75 56 

54 32 63 8 
Tuolumne ____________ 

101 40 117 40 
50 8 7 7 

Ventura. ____ • ________ 
56 14 57 15 

0 2 0 
Yolo _________________ 

3 0 1 Yuba. _______ .,. ______ 5 0 
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TABI.E 25-CAI.IFORNIA SUPERIOi'{ COURTS 

NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN' 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Personal injury, death 

167 

All other proceedings 
Total and property damage Criminal -------

1969-70 l 1968-69 
-------County 1969-70 1968-69 1909-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 -----------------------------------State totaL. __ . __ 7,703 R7,387 2,542 R2,835 4,235 3,680 926 872 Alameda. _. _. ________ 

446 394 155 149 247 197 44 48 ~~~~~~ ::::~::::::::: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6~ 2 0 1 3 1 2 0 

Butte_. ________ • _____ 
47 22 20 29 22 12 5 Calaveras. __ • __ • _____ 

10 5 5 3 5 2 0 0 
Colusa. ________ •• ____ 

5 a 0 2 3 2 2 4 Contra Costa •• _____ ._ 209 186 93 lOa 94 45 22 33 Del Norte __ • _________ 
12 9 3 2 8 3 1 4 EI Dorado •• _. ________ 
28 19 15 7 10 ·3 3 4 Fresno. _____ ._. ______ 

168 144 52 34 107 ~9 9 11 
G1enn. _______ • _______ 

2 4 2 4 0 0 0 0 Humboldt _________ • __ 
77 69 15 1B 57 45 5 6 ImperiaL. ____________ 18 36 5 9 11 23 2 4 Inyo •. ___ • ____ • ____ ._ 
3 10 1 1 2 6 0 3 Kern_. ___ • _________ ._ 

111 98 29 28 59 54 23 16 Kings __ • _____ • _______ 
17 12 3 2 13 10 1 0 Lake ••• ______________ 
3 11 0 5 3 4 0 2 Lassen ____________ • __ 
7 7 1 4 5 3 1 0 Loa Angeles._ •• ____ • __ • 2,322 2,356 660 812 1,350 1,226 312 318 Madera. ________ • ____ 

29 17 11 11 18 5 0 1 Marin._. ___________ ._ 
96 67 34 22 48 36 14 9 tl:~~g;i~o: :::::::::: 7 9 2 2 3 4 2 3 52 33 18 10 31 21 3 2 Merced_. _____________ 
51 39 11 17 36 19 4 3 Modoc ________ • ______ 
2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 Mono _____ • ___ • ______ 
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 Monten;! _._ •• _. _____ 130 128 30 29 87 83 13 16 Nana. _____________ •• 

37 32 20 17 14 14 3 1 Nevada ___ • __ • ______ • 8 16 5 5 2 11 1 0 Orange. __________ . ___ 
387 374 145 149 1~1 185 51 40 Placer •• ., _________ ._. 38 36 11 11 14 18 13 7 Plumas .. ________ • __ ._ 4 11 3 ·5 0 5 1 1 Riverside ____ • __ • _____ 
267 237 72 61 177 158 18 18 S!lcramento~~ ___ • _____ 298 323 121 145 142 147 35 31 San Benito __ ._. _____ • 7 8 5 1 0 5 2 2 San Bernardino. ______ 320 261 68 66 215 170 37 25 San Diego ____ " _____ ._ 461 388 117 149 300 197 44 42 San Francisco •• ______ • 533 509 287 332 184 123 62 '54 San Joaquin ________ .. 99 95 35 39 58 46 6 10 San Luis Obispo •• ____ . 42 R42 18 R21 14 17 10 4 San Mateo __ • ___ . ___ • 230 206 109 98 97 87 24 21 Santa Barbara. _______ 116 115 24 21 J1 84 11 10 Santa Clara •• _____ • ___ 315 365 128 185 129 128 58 52 Santa Cruz ________ • __ 
29 37 11 8 15 21 3 8 Shasta __ • __ • _________ 
36 45 23 31 12 12 1 2 Sierra. _______________ 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Siskiyou _____________ • 

32 41 12 14 11 23 9 4 Solano. ____ • ___ • ___ •• 80 76 13 21 64 49 3 6 Sonoma. _____________ 
66 56 36 25 23 23 7 8 Stanislaus_. __________ 129 106 35 35 85 69 9 2 Sulter. _______________ 
13 17 9 10 3 7 1 0 Tehama. __________ . __ 
23 23 S 12 10 10 5 1 :j:~I~~t{::::::::::::::: 4 5 2 1 2 4 0 0 93 55 9 7 78 41 6 7 Tuolumne ____________ 
17 18 2 2 14 15 1 1 Ventura. ____ • ____ ._._ 94 112 26 39 43 52 25 21 Yolo. __ • ___________ ._ 
39 44 12 12 22 31 5 1 Yuba ____________ • __ • 
12 21 8 11 4 9 0 1 

• "Juries sworn" are not the equivalent of cases disposed of by verdict since a single jury may try consolidated Cll8e& 
or a settlement may occur following the swearing of the jury. 

II Re'lised. 
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TABI,.E 26-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 1968-69 

Judicial POllitions- Weighted Judicial pooiliollB A 

units per 

County Total Judges 
Weighted judiCial Wei~hted 

unitsb . POllition Tot.l Judges UUltsh 

---- f-._-- -------
Alamed •••••••••••••• 25 '23 1,317,115 52,085 24 1122 1,162,185 
Alpine •• '.'.' ••• "." 1 1 1,575 1,575 I 1 890 
Am.dor •••••••••••••• 1 1 13,itO 13,710 1 1 13,775 
Butte •.•••••••••••••. d3 2 91,475 30,492 2 2 97.935 
Calaveras ••••••••••• , 1 1 27,545 27,545 1 1 16,745 
Colusa ••••..••••••••• I 1 24,525 24,525 1 1 15,000 
Contra Costa ••••••••• 11 '10 559,220 50,838 dl0 9 542,655 
Del Norte •••••••••••• 1 1 24,000 24,000 1 1 22,155 
EI Dorado •••••••.•••• 2 2 74,995 37,498 2 2 72,955 
Fresno ••••••• __ ••• _ •• 9 8 431.865 47,985 9 8 408,800 
Glenn ................ 1 1 18,100 18,100 1 1 20,120 
Humboldt •••••••••••• 3 3 104,515 34,838 3 3 86,500 
Imperi.l. ••••••••••••• 2 2 95,555 47,778 \\ \\ 96,190 
lnyo ••••••••••••••••• 1 1 21,970 21,970 1 1 18,325 
Kern ................. d9 6 360,760 40,084 -8 '6 363,750 

~!k~::: ::: :::::::::: 1 1 M,5S5 54,585 1 I 54,775 
1 1 30,450 30,450 1 I 28,680 

Lasaeo ••••••••••••••• 1 1 15,870 15,870 1 1 12,845 
Los Angeles •.••••••••• 1189 134 10,083,495 53,352 .184 134 9,197,350 
Madera •••••••••••••• 1 1 40,595 40,595 1 1 42,880 
Marin .••••••••.•••.•• 6 6 208,225 34,704 6 '5 173,080 

~:~l:i~ii: :::::::::: 1 1 6,235 6,235 I 1 10,705 
2 2 87,260 43,630 2 2 82,530 

Merced ••••• ".".'" 2 2 125,620 62,810 2 2 115,760 
Modoc ••••••••••••••• 1 1 11,710 11,710 1 1 9,035 
MODO •••••••••• __ •••. 1 I 7,355 7,355 1 1 7,980 
Monterey. __ •••••••. ,. 4 4 294,075 73,519 4 '4 231,895 

~ :~:d~:::::::::::::: 2 2 88,440 44,220 2 2 86,960 
t 1 34,415 34,415 1 1 33,045 

Orange ............... 27 '22 1,352,185 50,081 d26 21 J,273,01O 
Pl.cer ••••• ' •••••••••• '2 2 91,450 45,725 2 2 90,485 
Plum ................. 1 1 16,705 16,705 1 1 20,025 
Riverside ••••••••••••• 11 10 566,875 51,534 11 10 547,740 
Sacramento .•••• __ • __ • d17 15 825,865 48,580 16 '15 77\,225 
San Benito .•••••••••• 1 1 16,390 16,390 1 1 R15,780 
San Bernardino ••••• ,. 14 11 932,425 66,602 d14 '11 0763,111: 
S.n Diego •••••••••••• 28 '25 1,422,240 50,794 h25 -22 1,302,245 
S.D Francisco ••••••••. 29.6 24 1,540,755 52,229 R29.5 24 1,361,045 
San Joaquin •••••••••. 6 6 338.890 56,482 6 -6 R31M80 
San Luis Obispo ••••••• 3 3 127,910 42,637 3 -3 114,940 
San Mateo ••••••.•••• 13 12 625,600 48,123 13 '12 574,965 
Santa Barb.ra •••••••• i6 6 268,950 44,825 7 6 236,730 
Santa Cl.r •••••••••••• 22 '21 1,277,770 58,080 20 19 \,151,860 
Santa Cruz •••••.••••• 3 3 134,645 44,882 3 -3 106,620 
Sbasta. "'.'.'.'."" 2 2 112,060 56,030 2 2 106,150 
Sierra •••••••••• _____ • 1 1 2,085 2,085 1 1 2,375 
SiskiYOU •••••••••••••• 1 1 47,050 47,050 1 1 50,620 
Sol.no ••••••••••••••• a 3 165,055 55,018 3 3 148,150 
Sonoma •••••••••••••• 5 4 201,710 40,342 5 4 184,750 
Stanisl.us •••••••••••• 5 5 273,995 54,799 5 -5 233,050 
Sutter ••• _ •••••••••••• 1 1 50,355 50,355 1 1 50,510 
Tehama •••••••••••••• 1 1 30,250 30,250 1 1 31,065 
Trinity ••.•••• ~ ••••••• 1 1 7,075 7,075 1 I 6,445 
Tulare ••••••••••••••• 3 3 186,211; 62,072 3 3 R158.630 
Tuol umne •••••••••••• 1 1 40,455 40,455 1 1 41,910 
Ventura •••••••••••••• d8 7 313,095 39,137 7 -7 327,815 
yolo ••••••••••••••••• 2 2 106,900 53,~50 2 2 95,050 
Yuba ••••••••••••• _ •• 2 2 53,330 ~6,665 2 2 52,145 

See footnotes on following p.ge. 

Weighted 
units per 
judicial 
position 

----
48,424 

890 
13,776 
48,968 
16,74. 
15,000 
M,266 
22,155 
36,478 
46,422 
20,120 
28,833 
48,095 
18,325 
45,469 
54,775 
28,680 
12,845 
49,986 
42,880 
28,847 
10,705 
41,265 
57,880 
9,035 
7,980 

57,974 
43,480 
33,045 
48,962 
45,243 
20,025 
49,795 
48,202 

R15,780 
R54,508 

52,090 
R46,137 
R52,780 

38,313 
44,228 
33,819 
57,593 
35,540 
53,075 
2,375 

50,620 
49,383 
36,950 
46,610 
50,510 
31,065 
6,44fi 

R52,877 
41,910 
46,831 
47,525 
26,073 

'--
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• In ord~r f<l permit meaningful compnrisons of kl d f 11 r . . 

COU!t!j were l11c\ud~d with the authorized numb:t~f j~dg \I T~rn1 co~rt commISSIoners and relerees employed by 
~vd'II,\,ble to handle matters which would have otherwise e:~quirISd 'teha mf 'Inl tt.assumffcs thaft these ~ourt officers were 
JU ge~ e ell· Ime cart 0 an eqUlv.lent number of 

b Tbe Judicial Council's .pproved system assigns tbe following weights f<l superior court filini': 

1969-70 1968-69 

t.~t~eL;;·(f;rm;~ii·Div~;;e----16- 15 

E~l~~;i ci~;;ai~·::···'··-····:- 15 20 PI' . • •••••••••••• 110 130 
On!on~ !rJury, etc.. ••••••••••• 115 120 
o r C!VI complainla ••••• ___ ... 65 65 
I ther.('vil petitions............ 10 10 
nsam y, etc.................. 10 15 

juven~le ~elinquency ••••••••••• : 50 50 
cuye~1 'I ependency............ 35 25 

~~I:'~~:. ~:=::::::::::::::::::: m I ~~ 
, .beaseorpus................. 25 Ii 

The values assign cd to filings are ba ed t' t f th . ., 
weights are drsigned to permit a a s on es Ima es o. e average ludlclal ben~h lime involved per filing. These 
purport to reBect the quality of j~df;i~r~~;~d;~:~~~3i~0:n~f the w('T~loabd poten.tl,\11II

1 
eo~rt filings bu t they do nol 

Los Angeles and San Diego SUperior Co Ia F .. l m·way: e a ave cTlnnnn welfh!s do not apply to the 
and 100 in 1969-iO. The weights .pplie~rto· cr~t;;!r~\lia I !ngs m 59s Angeles a 'Yeight a 80 was uaed in 1968-69 
The standard of 50,000 weighted umts is thea r • ngs In an l~gO .,,:ere 75 In 1968-69 and 110 in 1969-7r.j 
~dge per yea!'. The methodology in arriving al t~~ ~~l~h1~ei::r.,~~~t ad lu~bcl,\l ~¥~cr ~fe ~vailab!. in mi~utes 'ler 

~ or exp,lana.tlon, ~ee lootnote applicable to the court on Table 1 L e In e JU lela s Isltes seotlon of thlB repo;t. 
• ~ iull.t!me luveml. court referee w.s .dded during the year. 
'F ull.tlme. court C0I!'rnISSloner was added during the yesr 

~ Fi~"e' f~~\:ii*,: i);::I:il~e cC~~:tt ::le~~~~ :~~ ~d~!t~~~~ c~h~~~~~miSSioner were added during the year. 
I i'Ue:-Iull;tlme !luvell1le court referees were added during the year 

II R~vis~:.e juvem e court releree became a part·time referee. • 
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County 

State tolaL __ ,_ 

Alameda ________ ••• _ 
Alpine ____ ._._. _____ 
Amador _____________ 
Butte _______________ 
Calaveras __________ • 
ColuBa .. ____________ 
Contra Costa ________ 
Dol Norte ___________ 
EI Dorado __________ 
FreBno _____________ • 
G1eIlD __ • __ • ____ ._._ 
Humboldt ____ • ______ 
ImperiaL _________ •• 
lnyo ____ • __ ••• __ •••• 
Kern __ "'_" ___ "'_ 

, ~!k~~-:::::::::::::: 
Lassen._ •• _ •• _. ___ •• 
LOB Angeles •• __ •• __ • Madera _____________ 
Marin _______ • ___ • __ 
Mar~oBa _________ ._ 
Men ocino _______ •• _ 
Merced ___________ ._ 
M odoc _____________ • 
Mono _____ • _________ 
Monterey ____ •• _____ 

~:~:dii::::::::::::: 
Orango._ ••• ________ 
Placer ____________ ._ 
Plumas _______ • _____ 
Riverside ___________ 
Sacramento ____ • _____ 
San Benito __________ 
San Bernardino ______ 
San Diego ___________ 
San Francisco ___ • ___ 
San Joaquin ___ • __ • __ 
San Luis Obispo ____ • 
Sail Mateo __ ._. _____ 
Santa Barbara_ •• ____ 
Santa Clara_. _______ 
Santa Cru. ____ •• ___ • 
Shasta ___________ -_. 
Sierra _________ •• ____ 
Siskiyou ____________ 
Solano ________ • _____ 
SonomB ____ • ______ ._ 
StaniB1Rus ____ • ______ 
Sutter ___ • __ • ____ .•• 
Tehama ______ • ______ 
Trinity ___ • __ • ______ 
Tulare ___________ ._. 
Tuolumne ______ • ____ 
VentU?a_. ___________ 
yolo ________________ 
yuba _______________ 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 27-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 
As of June 30, 1969 and June 30, 19'70 

Number of 
Cases awaiting trial at end of monthb 

judicial 
pOBitionB' Total Civil Criminal 

------
6/30/70 6/30/69 6/30/70 6/30/69 6/30/70 6/30/69 6/30/70 6/30/69 

--------------------
503.6 R487.5 88,130 69,261 78,214 60,384 9,916 8,877 

25 24 4,031 3,613 3,788 3,389 243 224 
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 
I I 16 11 16 11 0 0 
3 2 377 367 365 362 12 5 
1 1 35 20 32 17 3 a 
1 1 10 14 7 14 3 0 

11 10 1,653 1,189 1.451 1,097 102 92 
1 1 26 24 24 23 2 1 
2 2 167 173 - ~~~ 164 7 9 
9 9 829 534 468 40 66 
1 1 12 12 11 12 1 0 
3 a 255 180 220 m 35 43 
2 2 296 465 276 440 20 2. 
1 1 18 25 9 17 9 8 
9 8 683 472 674 431 109 41 
1 1 63 55 58 55 5 0 
1 1 111 126 109 124 2 2 
1 I 8 8 8 7 0 1 

189 184 47,122 36,245 41,019 '30,747 6,103 5,498 
1 1 50 59 48 52 2 7 
6 6 947 791 872 706 75 85 
1 1 4 12 4 8 0 4 
2 2 136 182 129 169 7 13 
2 2 242 169 207 148 35 21 
1 1 22 5 21 5 1 0 
1 1 12 13 12 12 0 1 
4 4 199 254 123 2Q6 76 48 
2 2 254 232 244 223 10 9 
1 1 78 52 H .52 4 0 

27 26 3;202 2,073 2,994 1,870 208 203 
2 2 197 153 182 146 15 7 
1 1 4.l 36 35 36 6 0 

11 11 1,275 1,127 1,060 823 215 304 
17 16 2,291 1,780 2,102 1,713 99 67 
1 1 11 19 10 19 1 0 

14 14 1,850 1,378 1,472 \,073 378 305 
28 25 3,675 2,829 3,199 2,268 476 561 
29.5 R29.5 8,304 6,632 7,804 6,395 500 237 
6 6 1,027 795 945 700 82 95 
3 3 155 220 147 210 8 10 

13 13 1,828 1,490 1,602 1,327 226 163 
6 7 708 533 617 448 91 85 

22 20 2,870 2,361 2,596 2.087 274 274 
3 3 133 68 100 52 33 16 
2 2 206 222 192 213 14 9 
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 
1 1 90 89 87 84 3 5 
3 3 323 264 301 226 22 38 
5 5 415 352 390 324 25 28 
5 5 458 402 355 275 103 127 
1 1 154 131 153 125 1 6 
1 1 32 23 28 22 4 1 
1 1 12 11 12 S 0 3 
3 3 349 193 233 138 116 55 
1 1 74 53 63 41 11 12 
8 7 684 653 622 594 62 59 
2 2 '135 INA '102 INA '33 INA 
2 2 75 70 71 69 4 1 

Total cases 

i udicial'~:;'itioD' 

6/30/70 6/30/69 
---

176 R142 

161 161 
0 1 

16 11 
126 184 
35 20 
10 14 

141 119 
26 24 
84 87 
92 59 
12 12 
85 60 

148 233 
18 25 
76 59 
63 55 

111 126 
8 8 

249 197 
50 59 

158 132 
4 12 

68 91 
121 85 

22 5 
12 13 
50 64 

127 116 
78 52 

U9 80 
99 77 
41 36 

116 102 
135 111 

11 19 
132 98 
131 113 
281 R225 
171 133 
52 73 

141 115 
'U8 , 76 
130 ' 118 

44 23 
103 III 

a 1 
90 89 

108 88 
83 70 
92 80 

154 131 
32 23 
12 11 

116 64 
74 53 
86 93 

'68 INA 
38 35 

• For. description of "judicial positionB" see footnote a, Table 26. For a liBt of judgeships Bee Table 11. 
b Cases awaiting trial include cnminal and civil caseB Bet for future trial and civil cases in which at-iBBue memorandi> 

have been filed butno trial dates assigned. 
'As of July 31, 1970. Information for June 30, 1970 was not available, 
INA-Information not aviUlable. 
R Revised. 
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TABLE 28-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS. 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 1968-69 
-

Days DaYB 
Net daYB Net dnys 

County 
received (or Days Days received (or 

received rendered rendered) • received rendered rendered) • 
-

State total. ________________ 
5,259.0 2,422.0 2,837.0 R4,96g.U 2,768.0 R2,201.0 

~~;!:~~!~~~~~~ .. ~:.~!:~: 32 0 32 74 3 71 0 161 -161 1 131 -130 
14 67.5 -53.5 2.5 76 -73.5 38 0 38 R57 a R54 
18 86.5 -68.5 36 96 -60 

Contra COBta _______________ • ___ 27 56 -29 29 72.5 -43.5 
Del Norte _________ • ___________ 70 1.5 68.5 45 13 32 
EI Dorado _____ • ___ • __ ._. _____ • 10 57.5 -47.5 8 58 -50 21.5 14.0 7.5 5 3 2 
~l:~~~-.:: ::: :::::::::::::::::: 33 19 14 32.5 29 3.S 
Humboldt ___ • __________ ._._ •• _ 21.5 28 -11.5 18.5 80 -61.6 

~8 20 8 76 14 62 

~~:'~:~:~~~~~~~l~~'l:'~~~ 
10 2.5 7.5 2 0 2 
9 80 -71 38 17 21 44 43 1 46 15.5 30.5 

37.5 18 19.5 17 9.5 5b' S
, 17 5 12 52 2 

11 31 -20 32 28 4 Los Angeles __ • _______________ ._ 
1,865 343 1,522 1,714 641 1,073 

~~t~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 
93 50 43 58 16 42 
6 2 4 37 0 37 

Men~ocino _____________________ 34 67.5 -33.5 12 56.5 -44.5 
25 28 -3 49 37 12 

I;!;;i:!ir!!~::il:i:ii 
32.5 23 9.6 14 3 11 
12 45.5 -33.5 9 62 -53 
56 174 -1lS 40 148 -108 
65.5 5 60.5 87 6.5 SO.5 
26 20.5 5.5 13 26.5 -13.5 
89 4 85 21.5 11 10.5 

204 104 100' 60 45 15 
36 4.5 31.5 77 3 74 
29 48 -19 49 54 -5 

287 5 282 198 23 175 Sacramento ___________________ • 
96 1 95 52 a 52 San Benito _____________ • _______ 
3 99 <·96 6.5 Rl04 R-91.5 San Bernardino ________________ • 157 45 112 88 114.5 -26.5 San Diego ___ • ___________ • _____ 92 SO 12 leO 241 -81 San Franciaco_._._ •••••••••• __ • 482 0 482 300 0 300 San JoaQuin ___ • _____ • ___ .• _____ 77 1 76 lI3 0 113 San Lui. Obispo_. ___ • __________ 36.5 46 -9.5 73.5 R23 R50.5 San Mateo _____________________ 

114 1 113 46 31 15 Santa Barbara ______________ • ___ 
200. 6.5 193.5 141 10 131 Santa Clara ____ • _______ • _______ 
115 1.5 113.5 209 24 185 Santa Cruz ___________ • ________ 

0 34 -34 52.5 1.5 51 

t~}lflJ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~m~ 
25.5 45.5 -20 30 39 -9 
30 107 .:-77 14 86 -72 

128 27 101 129 15.5 113.5 
52 1.5 50,5 R96 17.5 R78.5 
58 22 36 54 20 34 

I~;);;t!!lll~!~!:!::! 
23 23 0 12 8 4 
47 15.5 31.5 32.5 12.5 20 
45 6.5 38.5 08 4 64 
1.5 77.5 -76 4,5 68 -63.5 

49 72 -23 26.5 77.5 -51 
23 22.5 0.5 37 27.5 9.5 
56 10 46 166 9.5 15&,5 
33 4 29 16.5 0 IS.S' 
14 58.5 -44.5 31.5 51 '-'19.5 

• Minus sign (-) in~icates lhe court ~e~der'''1 m~ro daYB 01 ",!"istance tha!, it received during they"!'" througb B8Ilign. 
ments by tho Chairman 01 the Judicial C'"uncil under SectIOn 6 01 Article VI oftbc State Constitution Each di>y 
wor~ed In e~cess of three hours was report';d as a full day with three hours or less as a hal! day. . 

R RevlBed, . 



County and 
judicial district 

State total ______________ 

Alameda: Alameda.--_______________ 

Berkeley-Albany-----------
Fremont,.Newark-Union City 
Oakland-Piedmont-_-------
San Lcandro-Hayward-----

Butle: Chico , ___________________ 

Cont". Costa: Mt. Di3blo~ ______________ 

Richmond __ --------------River b ... ______ .. ___________ 
San Pablo ________________ 

Walnut Creek-Danville-----

Fresno: Fresno ___________________ 

Humboldt: Eureka ___________________ 

Kern: Bakersfield ____________ 

Lilli Angeles: Albamb"' _________________ 
Antelope __________________ 
Beverly HU18 _____________ .~ 
Burbank __________________ 

Cifluo ____________________ 
Compton _________________ 
Culver ___________________ 
Downey __________________ 
El\llt LOB Angeles __________ 
El Monle _________________ 
Glendale __________________ 
Inglewood ______________ ~_ 
Long Beach _______________ 
Lilli Angel .. _______________ 
Los CerritOB _______________ 
Newhall. _________________ 
Pl\lladeDB _________________ 
Pomona. _ ,.. _____ ._._ ... _____ 
San Antonio ______________ 
Santa Anita _______________ 
Santa Monica _____________ 
South Bay ________________ 
South Gate _______________ 
Whittier __________________ 

Marin: Central ___________________ 

Monwrey: Monterey-Carmel __________ 
Solinas ___________________ 

Orange: 
Central Orange County _____ 
North Orange Counly ______ 
Orange County HarbDr _____ 
South Or"nge County ______ 
W .. t Orange County _______ 

Riverside: Catona ______ .. ______ ... _____ 
Desert ____________________ 
Riverside _________________ 

Sacramenta: Sacramento _______________ 

Sao Bernardin,,: 
San llernardino County ____ 

San Diego: El Cajon __________________ 
North County _____________ 
Sao Diego ________________ 

TABLE 29-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

SUMMARY OF NONP.ARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968--69 and 1969-70 

Nnmber of Total Total Dispositions 

judgeshiJl8" filing!! dispositions before trial Uncontested matters 

1969--70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1958-69 1969-70 ·1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

---------------------------
337 326 5,079,374 R4,712,998 4,573,363 lt4,350,268 4,156,962 R3,951,919 204,157 RI97,243 

1 1 13,788 14,690 13,253 14,087 12,497 13,355 378 378 

3 d3 36,586 31,767 32,523 27,881 29,665 25,437 1,597 1,212 

2 2 29,999 27,035 28,656 22,697 26,167 20,376 781 836 

11 11 193,477 150,404 199,324 149,364 184,591 136,595 6,220 5,730 

-5 4 71,870 69,893 65,138 66,772 59,155 60,700 2,199 2,923 

1 -- 10,832 -- 10,380 -- 8,169 -- 888 --

2 2 32,-483 29,847 30,410 28,305 24,384 22,Il24 1,21l9 1,318 

3 3 21,786 18,740 20,294 16,964 11l,568 13,443 1,396 1,322 

1 1 12,116 3,845 11,276 3,457 8,932 2,727 1,056 361 

1 1 13,073 13,096 12,593 12,107 10,338 10.016 446 437 

2 2 31,480 R30,545 30,049 29,961 24,862 24,914 847 900 

II 1\ 91,007 91,619 86,279 86,894 SO,920 81,055 2,675 2,536 

1 1 9,304 9,096 9,633 8,340 S,462 7,276 862 746 

16 dS 61,673 1165,249 61,147 64,292 56,427 59,252 3,063 2,217 

3 3 32,729 35,477 31,902 38,668 28,777 35,523 1,504 1,647 

1 1 22,857 22,910 21,595 22,314 20,349 20,850 1191 727 

3 3 42,320 41,916 35,212 37,087 31,486 33,644 1,592 1,558 

2 2 29,737 30,866 28,499 29,443 26,781 27,809 824 &1* 

I> i5 84.695 77,897 86,400 74,632 80,198 IlS,877 3,368 3,087 
5 d5 86,994 89,540 77,490 79,390 68,494 71;452 6,754 5,769 
1 I 19,715 17,786 lS,530 15,S12 17,466 14,743 4S1 504 
4 4 66,766 64,743 61,163 57,493 56.703 53,283 2,067 2,079 
4 d4 81,702 73,419 70,858 63,264 66,512 59,036 2,633 2,874 
3 3 13,3tl5 78,174 66,122 74,438 61,051> 69,304 2,S20 2,379 
2 2 28,878 29,336 26,885 27,439' 24,304 25,132 1,242 1,126 
3 d3 67,574 69,557 64,989 1l3,21:1' 59,503 57,832 2,916 3,044 

-7 6 119,665 118,991 115,378 117,654 106,168 108,668 4,208 4,252 
1i8 >58 1,679,M8 896,755 820,950 781;812 742,112 700,543 46,009 48,891 

3 d3 39,666 40,755 38,021 41,760 34,936 38,553 1,524 1,459 
12 1 34,335 40,944, 32,468 39,Il1l 31,726 38,765 247 255 
4 4 52,908 48,862 p 48,289 44,211 42,002 38,694 3,136 3,067 

'3 2 44,733 43,128 42,545 39,290 39,711 36,585 1,546 1.490 
3 3 41,469 43,217 33;889 42,925 34,610 39,045 2,903 2,509 
1 1 18,506 17,783 17,691 17,735 15,838 15,935 845 845 

-3 2 40,596 32,9~9 37,284 29,559 34,516 27,082 1,437 1,408 
4 4 83,009 81,438 77,915 76,062 70,245 1l8,601 3,738 3,618 
1 1 17,403 17,438 19,278 16,639 17,384 15,084 1,266 964 
4 .d4 66,202 71,694 Ill,On tl4,229 56,531 59,900 1,693 1,526 

3 3 46,416 43,358 4,4,l55 40,1l34 38,558 35,99t 1,083 1,006 

21,552 2 2 23,731 23,160 23,609 21,557 18,788 841 795 
2 2 25,966 28,382 23,763 27,057 21,993 24,462 1,127 1,012 

"'8 d7 117,886 98,112 107,291 88,530 99,744 S1,089 4,493 4,412 
8 8 100,620 94,364 93,055 87,074 83,720 78,166 4,412 4.062 
3 3 51,468 5O,uH 48,244· 47,742 45,327 45,044 1,143 1,104 
2 2 33,057 30,587 28,310 26,312 25,860 24,038 343 R317 
III d5 89,673 81,637 82,934 76,873 74,739 1l9,264 3,757 3,162 

1 1 14,047 13,461 13,187 13,207 \1,954 12,324 636 568 
2 2 29,386 26,250 26,443 23,186 24,254 21,102 996 1,040 
4 4 54,324 51,048 53,523 45,013 49,352 40,708 2,487 2,665 

-10 ,9 129,672 126,819 117,033 118,434 107,172 109.256 4,736 <i,386 

;io 9 117,339 110,564 104,275 99,897 95,731 91,787 4,793 4,686 

-
Dispositions alter trjalb 

Contested matters J uveni.te orders· 

1969--70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

------------
188,928 lt178,433 23,316 R22,673 

378 354 0 0 
1,261 1,232 0 0 
1,708 1,485 0 0 
8,513 7,039 0 0 
3,784 3,149 0 0 

514 -- 809 --

1,455 1,375 3,302 2,\188 
1,224 1,257 1,106 942 

492 125 796 241 
989 958 820 696 

1,6\2 1,695 2,728 2,452 

2,002 1,694 6S2 1,609 

309 318 0 0 

1,657 2,823 0 0 

1,621 1,498 0 ( 

·555 737 0 { 

2,134 1,885 0 ( 

894 830 0 ! 

2,834 2,668 0 0 
2,242 2,169 0 0 

613 5tl5 0 0 
2,393 2,131 0 () 

1.713 1,354 0 0 
2,246 2,755 0 0 
1,339 1,181 0 0 
2,570 2,337 0 0 
5,002 4,734 0 0 

32,829 32.378 0 0 
1,561 1,748 0 0 

495 591 0 0 
2,551 2,450 0 0 
1,288 1,215. 0 0 
1,311l 1.37\ 0 0 
1,008 P.i,S 0 0 
1,331 1/1.69 0 0 
3,932 3:i37 0 0 

628 \\91 0 0 
2,849 2.',03 ° 0 

1,664 1,472 2,850 2,Ift2 

1,211 989 0 \180 
643 601 0 982 

3,054 3,029 0 0 
4,547 4,549 376 2\17 
1,774 1,594 ° 0 

759 R731 1,348 1,226 
4,438 4,447 0 0 

597 315 0 0 
1,193 1,044 0 0 
1,684 1,640 0 0 

5,125 4,792 0 0 

3,751 3,424 0 0 

g I 3 3 42,803 41,575 40,583 39,084 1 36,843 1 35,918 1 1,280 I 1,
116 1 2,460 I 2,050 I 0 

3 3 tl5,tlOO 63,154 66,476 60,886 60,461 55,416 ;;,835 3,558 2,180 1,912 0 
22 d22 313,756 326,481 298,830 298,185 278,784 281.177 7,690 6.46t 12,35tl 10,547 0 

~ 
I):) 

~ q 
t:1 
H 
o 

~ 
'0 
o 
q 
Z 
a 
8 
o 
"El 

o 
> 
~ o 
::<l 
Z 
> 

> 
Z 
Z 
~ 
> 
t' 
~ 
I':l 
"C 
0 
~ 
>-3 

0 
"El 

>-3 
III 
I':l 

> 
1:;) 

~ .... 
Z .... 

. ~ 
~ 
> 
>-3 .... 
;1 
0 
":l 
"El .... 
c 
I':l 

.... 
-l 
CO 

• I 



\-

...... 
-'I 
fI'o. 

TABLE 29-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Conti"ued 
SUMMARY OF NONP.ARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

.. ~ ....... - ---- 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Dispositions after trial b 

Number of Total Total Dispositions 

judgeships' filing!! dispositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters luvenile ordet8· 

County and 
judicial district 1969-10 19G5-69 1969-10 1965-59 1059-70 19G5-59 1969-70 1965-69 "--,, \ "..., 1969-70 1965-69 196~-70 191 

-
- 17 17 184,610 178,871 166,555 169,639 143,106 146,302 14,091 14,248 9,358 9,089 0 

- 1 1 10,535 9,950 10,165 9,483 8,630 7,922 636 579 334 285 565 

- 4 4 50,024 44,626 46,031 44,155 39,S06 38,080 2.177 2,158 1,572 1,568 2,476 

- 3 ~3 43,013 38,114 40,264 35,220 35,487 31,065 2,819 2,602 1,958 1,553 0 

.- 3 3 44,786 39,657 45,674 41,M5 42,330 38,852 2,1M 1,660 1,ISO 1,13. 0 

.- 3 3 39,217 36,600 37.191 34,772 34,581 31,450 1,193 1,784 1,417 1,538 0 

.- 3 3 37,255 33,938 33.068 31,129 30,359 28.814 1.514 1,250 1,195 1,065 0 

.- 2 2 15,270 lI,914 13,616 10,854 12,364 9,920 665 530 587 398 0 

-- I 1 18,701} 18,986 17,242 17,S01 15,261 15,781 481 456 1,500 1,564 0 

-- 4 4 50,969 45,823 45,165 42,237 41,943 39,141 971 839 2,251 2,257 0 

-- 10 10 140,135 139,874 135,170 131,656 124,182 121,018 3,999 3,874 6,989 6,764 0 

-- 2 2 21,026 22,594 20,446 23,310 18,764 21,596 833 803 849 911 0 

-- 2 2 23,231 17,242 20,703 15,638 18,748 14,065 496 399 1.459 1,174 0 

-- 2 2 30,776 29,704 28,186 26,759 24,339 23,426 1,051 838 t,27\} 1,233 1,517 

._- 1 1 19,845 20,058 18,487 20,946 17,487 19,671 302 315 32\} 439 36\} 

._- 2 2 15,086 14,135 14,949 13,523 12,265 11,356 767 594 891 716 1,026 

VallejO ____ _ 

Sonoma; CentralP __________________ 2 2 28,463 26,791 25,328 23,853 22,600 21,134 1,338 1,383 I,031l 1,049 360 
Soutbern Sonoma Cou~ty ___ 1 1 03,231 oS,651 ~3,2M 04,603 '2,.188 03,286 -IS5 -158 oS51 q687 0350 

Stanw\aus: Modesto __________________ 3 3 26,191 27,174 25,531 23,626 21,300 19,614 1,099 1,165 1,296 1,197 1,836 

Tul .... e: VIBalia ____________________ 1 16,401 15,816 16,762 14,124 15,584 13,278 678 414 5QIl 432 0 

Ventura: Ventura County ___________ 7 7 99,914 83,783 87,484 75,828 SO,444 68,893 3,975 4.046 3.065 2,889 0 

tl 

1 
,7 

287 
·472 

1,650 

0 

0 

• Number or authorized judg""hips at the end of the fiscal year_ 
b Since July I, 1966, only those criminal cases disposed of after both tbe proseculion and the defense introduced testimonial evidence during the trial (exclusive of cross-examination by witnCS5es 

called by the other Bide) are classified as contested matwrs. Criminal cascs in which only the prosecution introduced evidence are considered uncontested. Prior to July I, 1966, all criminal cases 
disposed of during or after trial werc classified as contested matters. 

• Made by judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 563 of the Welfare and lostiLutiono Code. 
d Statute provided for increase cffective Novcmber 13, 1968. 
• Statute provided for iner""". effective Novcmber la, 1969. 
f Estahlished July I, 1969. 
a Port Chicago Justice Court District consolidated with Mt. Diablo Municipal Court District on January I, 1969. 
b Established March 10, 1969. 
I Stutuw providcd for increase effective July 1,1959. 
j Statute provided for incrcase effeelive March I, 1969. 
• St.~tute provided for increase of Ihr .. judgeships effective July I, 1968 and an additional thr .. effective November 13, 19GB. 
J Stutut" provided for increase effective January I, 1970. 

m Statute provided for increase effective May I, 1970. 
n Name of Santa Clara-Cupertino Municipal Court District was cbanged to Santa Clara Municipal Court District on November 29, 1968. 
• Name of Sunnyvale Municipal Court District was changed to Sunnyvale-Cupertino Municipal Court District on November 29, 1968. 
P Name of Central Sonoma County Municipal Court District was changed to Central Municipal Court Dislrict on November 13, 1968. 
q Figures are incomplele as no reports were received on activities of tbe Sonoma branch for the period of July 1958 through May 1969, and on activities of the court ... a whole for the period of 

January lhrougl, June 197U. 
R IWvised. 
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TABLE aD-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Total filings Total disDOSitions . I Dispositions beror" hearing 

County and judicial district 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-70 196!\-69 1969-70 1968-69 

Stat<> totaL _______________________ • ____________ 115,112 11101,020 90,3M "82,8-11 34,320 "30,583 

Alameda: A1ameda ________________________________________ 
288 210 131 183 70 131l Berkeley-Albany _______________________________ -- l,722 1.441 834 8Q3 394 385 Frernont-Newaric-U nion City ______________________ 510 538 250 316 95 145 Oakland-Piedmont ____________________ - __________ 4,399 2,9\12 2,462 2,\116 1,096 817 Sao Leandr<>-Hayward ____________________________ 

1,730 1,555 874 1,\129 478 540 

Butt<>: Chico
b 

__________________________________________ 
156 107 43 

Contl1l Costa: !Itt. Diablob _____________________________________ 
477 459 3~6 326 182 178 Richmond __________ -____________________________ 
579 534 434 410 155 163 River

b 
__________________________________________ 

242 113 229 81 99 46 San Pablo ______________________________________ 
185 214 163 15S 6& 70 Walout Creek-Danville ____________________________ 212 214 151 17S 40 85 

Fresno: Frcsno .. _ ... ________________________________________ 1,812 1,822 1,457 1,298 988 835 

Humboldt: Eureka __________________________________________ 
475 348 415 318 179 124 

Kern: 1 Bakersfield ______________________________________ 
1,51!! l.283 1,220 1.181 936 887 

LoeAngel<>s: Alhambra ______________________________________ 
554 488 492 40l 86 76 

:~a~~~~::::::=::::::::=:::::::::::::::::: 
207 162 158 140 37 61 

1,536 1,41H 1,307 1,.08 292 305 
369 300 321 295 67 73 

Cit.rus _________________________________________ 
1,640 1,650 1.588 1,415 468 482 

g~fv~~~:=:=:==:=:=:::::::::::::::=:=:::::::=::: 2,025 1,908 1,861 1.913 478 433 170 202 141 182 16 23 
~~ni~A~gcl;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,186 771 1,Q97 663 200 j8Z 
B Mont<> _______________________________________ 1,499 1,518 1.337 1.261 231 158 1,438 1,131 l,36fi 1,017 139 127 

611 561 58-1 &11 140 13Z 1,410 1~335 1.282 1,221 305 244 2,184 2,066 l,99lf ,\,870 286 199 26,\195 26,186 22.496 22,109 4,103 3,065 
601 402 496 394 84 23 141 91 140 92 75 92 1,338 1,129 1,321 1,062 284 179 
837 804 618 619 195 132 ;,284 975 1,099 8.12 149 121 ;lS4 438 3il 411 103 70 595 633 51H 591 116 145 2,050 2,057 1,947 1,910 373 -.15 ',89 498 763 408 181 66 917 688 S90 645 146 lOS 

Marin: CentraL ________________________________________ 
735 710 ~88 571 2~a 331 

Monterey: 
~ont<>reY-Catmel.- ______________________________ 

649 520 583 502 381 321 liuas .. _______________________________ .. _______ 
613 454 48! 4.52 215 258 

Omnge: 
~entral Orange County ___________________________ 1,903 1.611 1.046 887 757 525 o ortb Orange Count)' _____________________________ 2,236 1,570 1,599 721 1,235 490 So muge County Harbor -___________________________ 1,541 969 ti6t 429 530 339 W ulh Orange County --____ .. ______________________ 738 565 363 309 235 228 cst Orange County _____________________________ 

1.818 1.575 1,062 1,181 677 898 
Riverside: 

~~:fi.:::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::=::=::::: 
407 306 287 269 125 68 583 608 402 465 

1,822 
155 237 

1,776 1,333 1,348 700 631 
Saaamento: Sacramento ______________________________________ 

3,666 3,214 2,586 2,3U 1,781 1,725 
San Bernardino: Sao Bernardino County ___________________________ 

2.641 2,406 2,005 2,21'9 1,524 1,353 

Dispooitions after hearing" 

Uncontest<>d matt<>rs Contest.ed matl<>nl 

1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

54,524 50,801 1,510 1,451 

51} 44 2 0 
438 409 2 9 
155 169 0 2 

1,366 1,199 0 0 
367 407 29 82 

52 12 

U1 131 47 11 
271 247 2 0 
115 39 15 2 
91 SB 4 0 

101 89 4 4 

455 446 14 17 

214 186 22 8 

266 222 18 72 

401 369 5 16 
119 73 2 3 
1H7 986 t\8 17 
232 216 28 6 

"~r"'''I~"' ··',-'~C .. ·~·-",. 

1,098 929 22 4 
1,341 1,476 42 4 

119 155 6 4 
896 481 1 0 

1,089 1,100 11 3 
1.214 865 13 25 

430 :tB!i" 14 21 
936 005 41 72 

1,69D 1,607 11 64 
18,253 18,903 140 141 

~<;O 358 12 13 
62 0 3 0 

1,037 883 0 0 
461 476 22 11 
945 705 5 6 
268 322 0 19 
431 442 17 4 

1,499 1.457 75 38 
581 338 1 4 
744 537 0 0 

2tO 222 2 1':: 

201 179 1 2 
259 175 10 16 

276 3~S 13 14 
330 203 34 28 
96 61 38 23 

120 17 7 4 
339 252 4& 37 

143 i84 19 17 
225 212 22 16 
628 711 Ii 3 

805 606 a 10 

1,046 ~ 35 33 
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""ABLE 3O-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT5-Continued 

FELONY PRELIMH!A.RY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 196&-69 and 1969-70 

Diopoaitiotll! after heAring· 

Total filingo Total Wspoaitioll8 I Diopoait,ioll8 ,before bearing I Uncontestedmatt.ere Conteoted matt.era 

County and iuilicial district 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-7il I 1968-69 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-10 I lU6H9 1969-70 I 196H9 

&nDie~o: E! Calon •••• __ • _________________________________ l,OSI 738 727 561 363 285 330 259 34 17 
North County ___________________________________ 1,448 1,04& 1,039 734 511 244 491 474 37 16 
San Diego _________ • _____________________________ 6.021 4.633 4.480 3,597 2.370 1.960 2.007 1.539 103 98 

San Francisco: San Francisco. ___________________________________ 7.136 6.612 5.814 5.655 3.230 3.131 2.579 ,2.470 5 48 

Ban J!!ruluin; 
Lodi_~ __________________________________________ 190 174 152 142 ' 86 103 64 35 2 4 
Stockton._. _____________________________________ 1.469 1.360 1.184 1,603 814 1.253 369 300 1 () 

San Mateo: Central _________________________________________ 846 561 i33 520 227 256 296 263 10 1 
Northern._. _____________________________________ 890 705 731 5B8 436 354 276 184 19 50 
SOuthern _______________________________________ 

~.OS4 977 678 692 390 345 252 309 36 38 

Santa Barbara: 
Banta Barbara'Oo!eta. ___________________ ~._- ----- 913 738 767 604 374 aoo 323 255 70 .49 
Santa Maria _____________________________________ 315 207 193 186 112 148 53 21 28 ' 17 

Santa Clara: 1.00 Gatos-CrunpbcJl-Saratoga ______________________ ,284 186 205 145 64 61 141 84 0 0 
Palo Alto-Mountain View ___________ • _____________ 767 513 480 371 196 183 276 179 8 Q 

~~~L~i~ ______ ============:========:::::=:: 
2.611 2,112 1.913 1.678 1.021 829 806 773 86 76 

345 239 3113 225 173 115 124 102 (; 8 

Synnyvale-Cupcrtinob __ -- ----------------------- 429 318 258 227 124 90 121 130 13 7 

Santa Cruz: 
.. 

! Santa Crm County _____________________ ,, _________ 624 487 51B 44~ 233 275 264 162 22 \I 

Solano: 

~:n!1~~~~~:~:::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::: 274 au 161 184 I 90 105 65 78 (; , 1 

559 403 404 331 IS8 220 173 1/4 43 17 

~ 
00 

eo. q 
1;;1 ... 
0 .... 
>-
::" 
0 
0 q 
Z 
0 
8 
0 
"'l 

0 

~ .... 
"'l 
0 
~ 
Z .... 
>-

I 

ii'-=~'- .=, ~ '1. : ,;.$iiiir: 

SOll"mll~ 
(J~"t,aih _______________________________________ 1 ~70 

St.iltborn Sonoma County_________________________ h24 
620 348 391 155 189 193 163 0 31/, 
b48 b13 b34 "11 b?ll b() bO bl b5 

Str.r-ll]a\llj: M"'lcsto __________________________________ .. _____ 1 1.1172 835 799 701 248 209 535 471 16 21 

~rullU.: VlBlilia ___________________________ ._ •• __________ .1 261 218 272 2U 99 211 170 0 3 0 

V,'utura: Ventura CountY __________________________________ 1 1.3il8 l.440 1.502 1.5n 912 947 580 633 10 12 

-.since July 1. 1966. only those felony""""" dinpooed of after both the prosecution and the defelUle introdqced testimonial evidence during the hearing (exclusive of crtlI!!l-CnIIlinatioD by witn_. 
called by the other side) sre classified as contested matters. Felony""""" in "ruch onlytbe prosecution introduced evidCl!ce arc cousidered uncontested. Prior to July 1. 1966, all felony _ diS-
]lOsed of during or after hearing were classifi',d as contested matters. ' 

b For explanation. ace footnotellpplicable to the item or court on Table 211. 
RRevjsed. . 
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TABLE 31-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS· 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Total filingo I T"'A:_" . OIoW UJD,VUDltiOns 
DiapalitioDII 
belore trial 

DiIlpalitioDII after trialb 

Uncontested matters I Contested matter.; Juvenile ordersb 

County and judicial diatrict 1969-70 I 196&-69 I 1961l-70 I 196&-a9 I 1961l-70 I 196&-69 I 19S9-70 I iU6&-69 I 1969-70 I 196&-69 I 1961l-70 I 196&-69 
-------------------1----'----'----'----'----,----,----,----,----,----,----,----

Stote total ••••• _ •• _ •.•••••••••••••••••••••••.• 

~:<U: zuaweda __ ._ .• __ . ____ •••• _. __ •. _ .• __ ••.. _._ •. _ 
Berkeley.Albany .. _ •••.• _ •• _ .• _ •• __ ._ ••• _ .•••••• 
Fremont-Newark·Union City •.• _ •. _. __ ••••••••••• 
Oaklarid·Pioomont __ • ___ •••• _ •• _. __ •• __ ._ ••••• __ 
San Leandro-Hayward __ •• __ •• _. __ •. _ •• _ ••• _._._. 

But"': • 
Chico b_ •• _ ••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Contra Coola: 
M t, Diablob __ •••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••• _ 
Richmond.._. __ • __ ._ ••. _._ •• _ ••• __ ••• ___ ••..• __ _ 
Riverb __ .. ________ ... _____ ~ __ ... __________ ... ________ _ 
Sao Pablo __ ••.• _ •• _ •••••••••••• _ .•••••••••. _ .•• 
Walout Creek·Danville_ •••.••••.••••.••••••••••. 

F....,o: 
F ... oo ••••••.••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Humbold!: 
Eureka_ •••••••••••••••••• _ •• _ ••••••••••••••••• 

Kom: 
Bakers5eld •••••••••••••••• _._ ••• _ •••••••• " ••• __ 

tt. Angeles: 
Alhambra_ ••••••.••.••. _._ ••••••••••••••• _ ••••• 

::!:~riiru;::::=:::::=::=:::::::::==:==::=:::: 
Burbank •.•••.•••• _ •..••••.• _ •• _____ •• ___ . ____ • 
CilrUII._. __ •• _._ •••••••• _ •• _ •. _ .•. _ ••••••.••.•• 

~~:..~-.: .. ~:=::::::::::::=:=:==:=::=====:=::::: 
Downey_ •• _._ ••• _._ .•••• _ ••••••.••.••••••.••.• 

t"~~~~~:::==========:==::::=::::::=:==: 

Glendale ••••••••••••.. _ •••••• _ •• · •• •• ••• __ ····_ 
Inglewood ••••••• __ ._ •• ___________ ••.. __ ._ •• •· __ 

E~~Er:~=:=::=:=:::::::=:::::=::==::=:=:=== NewhalL •• _____ •• __ • ____ • _________ • ____ • _____ _ 
Passdena •• _ ••••••. _ ••••••• ____ ._. ____ ..•••• __ . 
Pomona ______ • ______ ._ •• _ •.•••••••• ·· ••• ··_···_ 
San Antonio __ ._. __ ••••• _____ ._. __ .• ____ • ____ . __ 
Santa Anita_ •• ______ ._._ .• __ • ____________ ._·_._ 
Santa Monica ___ •• _ •••• ___ •• _. _____ ._._. _______ _ 
Soutb Bay ___ ._ •• _____ • __ • ______ • ____ •• _____ • __ 
South Gate. __ • __ • __ • __ •• _ •• _. _______ • __ • __ •• __ _ 
Whittier ___ ._._ •• __ ._ ••••• ________ • ______ •• ___ _ 

Marin: 
CentraL._ •• ____ • __ ••• _. _____ ••••. ·· .••• ·····._ 

Monterey: 
Monterey·CarmeL_ •••••••••••••••••. _._ •••••••• 
Salinas •••• _. _. ___ •••••••••••• _ -•...•••••• _ .••• 

Orange: 
Central Orange County •• _ ..••.•.•. __ ... _ ••••..•. 
Nortb Orange County .•••••.•• _ •.• _ •••••••. ___ •• 
Orange Couoty Harbor. _ •.••. _ ••.. _._ ...••••.. __ 
South Or8l1ge County •. _. ___ •• __ • __ • __ ••• ____ • __ 
West Orange County ••. ___ • ___ •• __ ._ ••• ___ •••• __ 

Riverside: Corona_. ______ •• __ ._. __ • _____ • ____ ._. _____ ._._ 
Desert •••• _._._ •• _ .•••• _._. ________ •• _______ .• _ 
Riverside_. ___ •• __ . ____ • ______ • ____ • __ ._. ____ •• 

Sacramento: Sacramento_._. ____ • ___ •• __ • __ •• _._. __ .• __ ._ .• _ 

. San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County_ ••• _. ____________ •• _._. __ 

Sao Dielfo: EI CBJon _______ ._. __ ._ •. _. __ ._. __ •. _ •• _ •• _ •. _._ 

~t8i~~~~~:==:============:======:======::=:= 
San Francisco: 

Ban FranciacG_. ______ ._. _____ ••• _._ •• _ ••• _._ •• _ 

San Joaquin: Lodi.. ____________ ._ •• __ •. _. __ •• _. __ ._ •• _ •• ___ _ 
Stockton __ .• _. __________ • __ •• _._ ••••• __ ._ .••••• 

San Mateo: Central ______ • __ . __ • ____ • ___ ._ •• _ •••••••••• _.~ 

~J:~=:::::::=:=:=:::::::=:::::::::::::::=:: 
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TABLE 31-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-C;on~inued 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS a 

Fiscal Years 19~9 and 1969-70 
----

Dispositioll!i after trialb 

Dispositions 
Total filinga Total dispositions before trial Uncontested matlen! Contested matlAlr1l 

County and iudicial district 1969-70 1905-09 1969-70 1965-69 1969-70 1965-69 1969-10 1965-69 1969-70 1965-59 

---------------------------
Santa Barbara: Santa Barba.ra-Golet& ___________________________ 869 735 881 708 816 672 45 8 20 28 Santa Maria. ___________________________________ 572 376 550 343 541 334 0 0 \} 9 

Santa Clara' LOll Gatoo-Campbell-Saratoga ____________________ 512 543 496 • 479 419 381 0 0 77 98 
Palo Alto-Mountain View ________________________ 1,591 1,553 1,380 1,267 1,266 1,163 20 29 114 75 

t:~'1:1!i~~~~=::=::::::::::::=:::::::::::::: 4,21l 4,089 4,080 3,796 3,785 3,540 27 33 248 223 
927 713 923 786 860 752 11 4 52 30 

Sunnyvale-Cupertinob 
--------------------------- 846 695 727 807 664 764 2 2 61 41 

Santa Cruz: Santa Cruz County ______________________________ 905 832 824 655 771 609 5 6 46 40 

Solano: Fairfield-Suisun _________________________________ 449 387 454 354 436 334 7 5 7 15 '''.lIoio. ________________________________________ 555 590 546 474 485 442 12 5 47 27 

Sonoma: 
Centralb 

_ -------- -----------------------_ .. ----- 751 102 696 560 675 551 {} 0 21 9 
Southern Sonoma County ________________________ b89 b176 b63 b120 bg b22 b6 bg b48 b89 

Stanihlaus: Modesto _______________________________________ 1,163 1,111 1,101 989 1,001 889 6 19 94 74 

Tulare: Visalia _________________________________________ 
763 648 733 651 680 624 4 2 49 25 

Ventura: Ventura County ________________________________ 3,313 3,540 4,087 3,881 3,909 3,675 8 54 170 152 

Juvenile order1lb 

1969'-70 19Gs-69 

------
{} 0 
{} {} 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 {} 
0 {} 

2 {} 

4 {} 
22 {} 

{} {} 

bO bO 

0 7 

0 0 

0 0 
---- -~--

• Some of the more senous1rallic offenses, i.e., violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 7.}104 and 23i06~of th. Vehicle '~e, bave breD reported aeparately from other nonparkins traffic 
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violations since July I, 1966. . 
b For explan~tion,1Iee footnote applicable to the item or court on Table 29. I 
Ii Revioeil. 

---m ___ ww -m-"" "~A8::_::::~7:~~~::::==~U:T~-~.=-----d -~ 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS· 

Fiscal Years 1!ffi8.-69 and 1969-70 

Total filingB Total dispositions 
Dispositions 
before trial 

Dispositions after trialb 

Uncontested maUer1l I Contested matters Juvenile order1lb 

County and judicial district, 1969-70 I 1968-69 I 1969-70 I 1965-69 I 1969'-70 I 1965-69 I 1969-70 I 1965-69 I 1969-70 I 1965-69 I 1969-70 I 19Gs-69 • 
-------------------1·----·----·----·----·----,----·----.----.----.----.----.----

State totaL __________________________________ 
3,7:>1,441 "3,454,314 3,432,294 "3,290,813 3,320,552 

Alameda: Alameda _______________________________________ 
10,705 11,819 10,576 11,580 10.151 Berkeley-Albany ________________________________ 25,908 22,140 23.734 20,583 23,268 Fremont-Newark-Union City _____________________ 23,455 21,266 23,168 18,054 22,303 Oakland·Piedmont ______________________________ 140.973 103,706 145,447 108.580 140,344 San Leandr<>-Hayward ___________________________ 55,081 54,44~ 51,818 53,783 49,797 

Butte: Chicob _________________________________________ 
7,ll3 7,409 I -- I 6,454 

Conlra Coota: Mt. Diablob ____________________________________ 
24,649 21,785 24,096 21,586 I 19,923 Richmond. _____________________________________ 
12,494 10,644 12,948 to,365 11,463 River b _______________________________ -: ________ 
7,612 2,545 7,378 2,262 6.408 San Pablo._~ ___________________________________ 9,227 9,254 9,517 9.019 8,179 Walnut Creek-Dan,ille ___________________ - ______ 26,012 R25,442 25,653 25,619 22,020 

Fresno: 
Fr~no~ __ ... ________ .. ___________ .. ________ ... __ ... ____ 

62,285 63,136 59,239 60,243 58,213 

Humboldt: Eureka ________________________________________ 
5,414 5,187 5,613 4,977 5,576 

Kern: Bakersfield _____________________________________ 
42,633 46,133 43,762 48,035 43,186 

LOll Angeles: Alhambra ______________________________________ 
24,687 27,014 24,913 31,509 24,2~2 

~~!!~lrHil~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: IB.134 18,922 18,13! 19,012 17,921 
31,000 30,834 26,584 28.178 25,650 Burbaok.. ______________________________________ 
24,557 26,141 24,284 25,535 23,9~ Citrus _________________________________________ 
66,288 GO,909 70,149 60.302 69,203 

g::~~----:::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::: 67,064 69,590 61,372 62,:197 58,855 
16,551 14.805 16,082 13,467 15,862 

~!~~~~~~::=====:=======:==:========== 
54,541 53,378 51,477 48,128 SO,282 
85,263 57,880 57,870 50,314 50,900 
58,238 64,162 53,385 62,503 52,464 Glendale _______________________________________ 
21,821 23,307 2~,OOI 22,286 20,669 

R3,182,633 

11,433 
20,138 
17,309 

104.513 
51,961 

17,944 
9,034 
1,973 
7,923 

22,090 

58,389 

4,921 

46.784 

30,967 
18,717 
27,472 
25,282 
59,258 
60,368 
13,272 
46,835 
49,717 
61,111 
21,928 
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4,692 3,479 0 
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659 534 3,300 2,986 
371 362 1,098 942 
161 32 785 238 
517 401 820 695 
826 929 2,721 2,45%-

340 218 670 1,599 

32 48 0 {} 

576 1,245 0 0 

594 503 0 0 
188 289 0 0 
909 704 0 0 
288 224 0 0 
930 1,012 0 0 
847 839 0 0 
218 181 0 {} 

1,178 998 0 0 
922 585 0 0 
901 1,392 0 0 
279 327 0 0 
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TABLE 32-CALIFORN1A MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

FILING$ AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPAR!<ING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS' 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Total 5linga Total diBpositions 
Dispoeitions 
before trial 

Dispoeitions after trialb 

Uncontested matters f Contested matters Juvenile ordersb 

County and iudicial diBtrict 1969-70 I 1968-69 I 1969-70 I 1968-69 I 1969-70 I 1968-69 I 1969-70 f 1968-69 f 1969-70 f 1968-69 I 1969-70 I 1968-69 

LosAngeles-'~ntinued ---------------------------------
Inglewood______________________________________ 53,076 56,108 53,267 51,897 52,274 50,840 45 84 948 973 0 0 
Long Beach____________________________________ 88,960 88,398 88,150 89,1Si 85,150 87,407 109 96 I,R91 1,648 0 0 
Los Angeles____________________________________ 757.412 579,237 547,275 525,772 536,858 515,68{ 162 1~5 10,255 9,913 0 0 
Los Ccrritoo____________________________________ 30,624 32,645 31,027 35,194 30,351 34,383 0 0 676 811 0 0 
NewhalL_____________________________________ 29,610 37,716 28,133 36,726 27,878 36,28,1 7 1 248 441 0 0 
Pasadena______________________________________ 39,347 36,343 37,936 34,359 37,215 33,681 13 46 70S 632 0 0 
Pornona .. ______________________________________ 35,014 34,169 34,962 32,544 34,548 32,040 19 8 395 496 0 0 
San Anlonio_.__________________________________ 28,M6 aO,456 27,879 32,516 27,468 32,097 11 18 400 401 0 0 
Santa Anila____________________________________ 14,212 13,497 13,843 13.855 13,423 13,477 18 23 402 355 0 0 
Santa Monica ________________ '-_________________ 31,585 23,471 29,244 22,174 28,786 21,829 20 35 438 310 0 0 
South Bay_____________________________________ 62,697 61,134 60,433 58,249 58,776 56,66:1 69 51 1,588 1,535 0 0 
South Gate_ .. __________________________________ 11,052 12,830 13,842 12.771 13,591 12,4161 50 111 201 244 0 0 
Wbittier_______________________________________ 55,487 61,488 51,856 55,225 50,244 53,572 2 2 1.610 1,651 0 0 

Marin: CentraL ______________________________________ _ 

Monterey: 

:li~~_'::~~~~~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange: Central Orange County _________________________ _ 

North Orange County _________________________ _ 
Orange County Harbor _________________________ _ 
South Orange County __________________________ _ 
West Orange County ___________________________ _ 

Riverside: 
Corona~ .. __ .. _____ ,.. ____________________________ .. 
Desert. ______________________________________ __ 
Riverside ___ • _________________________________ _ 

Sacramento: 
Saeramento ___________________________________ _ 

3: ,;< 

17.2.~~ 
13,;:"; 

87.369 
74,406 
39,083 
27,251 
66,090 

9,931 
22,975 
40,440 

83,439 

35,610 

17,066 
15,760 

70,123 
70,398 
40,058 
25,182 
60,500 

9,507 
19,034 
37,884 

83,491 

36,927 

17,515 
12,817 

83,025 
73,442 
37,862 
24,091 
62,073 

9,624 
20,6,16 
41,787 

77,298 

34,145 

16,209 
15.433 

66.712 
69.261 
38,698 
22,OH 
58.419 

9.638 
16,900 
33.071 

81.633 

33.097 

16.895 
12.614 

81,816 
1',216 
3\',.94. 
22,.;)4 
60,002 

9,412 
20,297 
41,383 

75,526 

31.165 

14,758 
14.172 

65.465 
67.082 
37,884 
20,463 
56.210 

9,580 
16,M1 
32,728 

79,762 

171 
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35 
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80 
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821 

574 
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1,183 
1,825 

623 
349. 

1,991 

164 
313 
369 
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739 

427 
251 

1,198 
1,842 

774 
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1,348 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

2,16t 

1179 
982 

o 
297 

o 
1,226 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
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SaD, Bernardino: 

~_"r".:: .. ::::~::::::=::~~-:=~r~::: :::_ :1 ::~:~·':.-:~r_~.:::: 1 ~ 
San Di~o: EI CaJon ______________________________________ _ 

North County ________ ~ ____ ---------------------San Diego ______________ .... ___________________ _ 

San FranCISCo: San froncisco _______ ---_______________________ _ 

San Joaquin: Lodi __________________________________________ _ 
Stockton ______________________________________ _ 

San Mateo: Central _______________________________________ _ 
Northern ____________ -_________________________ _ 
SOuthern ___ ---________________________________ _ 

Santa B~rbara: Santa Barbara-Golela __________________________ _ 
Santa Maria. __________________________________ _ 

Santa Clara: • 

~~uGAi~:~~~~ri~~~~!:'O!..~:~:=:::::::::::::::: San Jose.Milpitas. _____________________________ _ 
Santa C1>",,"_. _______________________________ _ 
Sunnyvale.C';pertinob 

_ ------------------------

Santa CruZ! Santa Cr"" Cou.nty _____________________________ _ 

Solano: Fairfi.ld-8uisun ________________________________ _ 
Vallcio ________________________________________ _ 

Sonoma: Central b ______________________________________ _ 

Southern Sonoma County _______________________ _ 

Stanislaus: Modesto ______________________________________ _ 

Tulare: 
Vl8lllia. _______________________________________ _ 

V"'Jt~:_ ~ Yt:1J"iWd \.iounty ... __ ~ __ ~ __ ... __ '" __ ... _______________ _ 

34,097 
53,548 

255,460 

108.362 

6,B76 
30,428 

35,92\l 
37.429 
30,735 

26,036 
11,342 

15,016 
42,783 

102,353 
1'6,540 
18,175 

23,088 

17,711 
10,456 

19.791 
b2.511 

17,625 

11,983 

76,038 

33,675 
52,305 

271,665 

106,618 

6,439 
26,306 

31.658 
33.579 
27,015 

24,640 
8,554 

15,889 
38,251 

104,552 
18,433 
13,250 

22,691 

17,888 
9,894 

18,811 
b4,236 

18,938 

11,526 

60,580 

32,801 
55,827 

250,130 

97,375 

7'165 
27:789 

34,004 
40,181 _ 
28,705 1 

I 
22,683 
10,187 

14,475 
38,5S6 

103,554 
16,676 
16,983 ' 

21,555 

16,f5O 
10,1144 

18,371 
b2,740 

18,191 

12,701 

64,312 

32,429 
51,715 

250,665 

107,947 

6,526 
25,597 

29.475 
37,143 
25,651 

22,522 
8,088 

15,485 
36,209 

102,126 
19,730 
12,338 

20,723 

19,121 
to,136 

17,482 
b3,721 

16,555 

10.253 

53.975 

31,573 
54,055 

242,671 

89,888 

6,473 
24,966 

31,128 
38,548 
28,193 

22,394 
10,039 

13,625 
37,220 
99,960 
16,153 
16,221 

19,552 

16,084 
9,592 

17,752 
"1,934 

15,815 

12.515 

63.345 

31,330 
50,034 

244,847 

99,033 

5,738 
22,885 

"27,049 
35,954 
24.754 

22.225 
8,043 

14,469 
34,774 
98,345 
19,192 
l1,70B 

18,905 

18,309 
9,071 

10,86~ 
b2,824 

14,395 

lO,i27 

53,010 

129 
810 
142 

2,813 

31 
5 

1,792 
1,226 

24 

133 
o 

o 
66 

109 
38 

1 

71 

52 
17 

23 
b97 

27 

:: I 

89 
812 

71 

4,518 

24 
18 

1,658 
789 
424 

153 
o 

o 
74 

156 
41 
'3 

50 

48 
19 

37 
bQ 

64 

Ii 

131 

1,099 
962 

7,317 

4,674 

96 
342 

1,084 
407 
488 

ISO 
148 

850 
1,270 
3,485 

485 
761 

417 

149 
231 

236 
b359 

513 

127 
I 

896\ 

1,010 
869 

5.747 

4,396 

67 
345 

768 
400 
473 

144 
45 

1,016 
1,361 
3,625 

497 
627 

506 

243 
189 

294 
b425 

453 

120 

834 I 

o 
o 
o 

o 

565 
2.476 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1,615 

365 
1,004 

360 
b350 

1,836 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

697 
2,349 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1,262 

521 
851 

287 
b412 

1.643 

o 

o 

• Excludes violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102. 23103, 23104 aod 23106 of the Vehicle Code, which have been reported Beparately from other nonparking traffic violations since July 1. 1966. 
b For .>planation, see footnote applicable to the item or court on Tabl. 29. 
R Revised. 
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~ 

CilUDly and judicW di!lrict 

State LoI&L ..... __ ._ •••• _ •••• , ••• ___ •••• ____ ._. 

~cda: 
Alamed3_ ••••••• ___ • __ •••••••• _ ••••• _ ••• _. __ ._ •• 
Retkcl~y·AIba.ny ••••••• __ • __ ••• __ ••• ___ ._._. ___ .. 
f'remont.-New .... k·Union Gily ... _ ••••••• _ ......... _ 
Oakland·Piedmont ••••• _._ •••••• __ ._ ..... _____ ••• _ 
&n l.eandro-ll.YI<ilrd._ ••••• _. __ ._ •• ____ ••••• _ ... 

Butf.<!: 
Chlto b ..... _._ •• _____ •• ___ ..... ___ •• _____ • ____ • 

Contra C""ta; 
lot t. Diablob ••• _____ ••• _ •••••••••• ____ .... _ •••• _. 
Ricbmond._._. ____ •••• _ ..... _ •• __ • ,,_._ ••• __ ._ •• 
Rivet b ••••••••••• _ •••• _ •• _ •• __ ._ •• ______ ..... _ .. 

San l'ablo ••••••• _ ........ _ ......... _ •• __ ....... . 
Walnut Creek·DRnville •••••• __ • __ •••••• _ .. _ ••••••• 

Fr""no: 
FtctlDo .... ___ •••••• _______ .... _ ... _._ •• _ •••• __ • 

IJumbuld~: 
Eme4" ..... _. ___ •••• _. ______ •• ___ .. _ ...... _ .. 

Kern: 
lla\ultBfie\d .... _ •• ______ • __ ._ ....... ___ .... _. __ .. 

Leo Angcle:!: 
Albambra •• __ • __ ._ .... _ ••••••• _ •• _ ......... _ ... . 

i~~!~~\~·~::==::::==:::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Citrua., ...................... _ ........... _ ••••• _ 
Compton, ................... _ ........ _._ ...... .. 
Culver ................. _ ...................... .. 

~!~~.~~~:==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::I 

TABLE 33-CAL.IFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

H>lTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSI.TIONS· 

Fiscal Years 196s-69 and 1969-70 

Tollillilingli 

196!1-70 

211l,133 

676 
501 
:In 

13.206 
1.435 

In 

:lS~ 
852 
46a 
2.11 
139 

9.475 

376 

3,635 

1968-69 

R200,46S 

512 
WI 
293 

11,990 
1.339 

360 
685 
121 
195 
141 

9.75\1 

449 

3.455 

Total di!pooitioos 

J96!1-10 

193.695 

680 
596 
2H 

13.0S\ 
1.695 

106 

352 
926 
458 
251 
98 

9.495 

418 

3,576 

t96!Hl9 

RI8~.O&l 

~~ 
264 

12,119 
1,53t 

342 
621 
III 
195 
140 

9.436 

419 

3,211 

Dispooit.io"" before trial 

1969-70 

191,168 

668 
oil 
2-· I~ 

13.017 
1,638 

105 

331 
894 
H6 
240 

89 

9,494 

416 

3,569 

1968-69 

1<181.825 

5U 
519 
263 

12,On 
1.476 

328 
581' 
110 
ISO 
132 

9,435 

414 

3,187 

s 

DispQSitioos after t.rial~ 

UnconlesWnu.11/!ra 

1969-70 

751 

-t 
18 

1 
49 
19 

o 

5 
2 
4 
o 
3 

1 

o 

o 

1968-69 

515 

4 
4 
1 

26 
19 

8 
:I 
o 
o 
3 

:I 

11 

Conlest«i UlS\1I!ra 

IP69-70 

1.776 

S 
7 
I 

15 
3S 

10 
30 
8 

11 
6 

o 

:I 

7 

1968-69 

I,m 

5 
a 
o 

51 
36 

1\ 
45 
1 

15 
(; 

o 

2 

13 

486 593 491 512 4SO 552 2 6 9 H 
514 386 Mol 33& 492 322 2 3 20 13 
928 146 129 647 721 6-H 5 0 3 3 
663, S04 679 700 671 773 1 7 7 to 
839 1,191 831 1.242 S04 1.221 :; 1 22 20 

2,230 2,201. 2.192 2.134 2,033 20422 146 1 13 11 
341 274 349 246 338 242 2 3 \I I 

1.407 1.193 1.320 1.179 1.217 1.123 0 14 43 42 
3.446 2.998 2.885 2.409 2.860 2,384 1 1 24 24 
2.089 1,977 1.794 1,853 1.768 l.m 0 (l 26 26 

I-' 
co 
Q 

~ 
o 

~ 
g 
z 
9 
t:' 

~ 
o 

~ o 
::0 
Z 
?= 

,.tlIl'~::ra :~::~~!'O"!' ~~.:t7' .,._~ ,"1".!f!~ 

g,1~k~~::::===:::=:::=::::::::::::::::=::::::1 
I.ung Beach ................ _ ..................... ) 

t: ~~~~::~.:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
NewhalJ .. ~ ........... _ ........................ .. 
Pasadena ............ _ ........................ _ .. P()mona .. ~ __ .• ~ ... ___ ... __ ... _ ... __________ ... ____ .. _ .. ___ .. __ _ 

&n Antonio ....... __ ........................... . 
Santa Anita •• _. _____ ............ __ ............ .. 
Santa Monica .................................. .. 
South Day .............................. _ ....... . 
South Gaf.<! __ ....................... _ ........... . 
Whitlier .......... _ ........................... _ ••• 

Marin: 
Centr.l ........ _ .............................. .. 

Monkrey: 

~:.'!:~~~:~~:::::::::::::=:::===:::::::::: 
Orange; 

Central Orange County '''' __ .......... __ ....... .. 
North Orange County ....................... ___ ••. 
Orange County Haroor ...... _ .................. _ .. 
South Onmge County ............................ . 
W""t Orange County ............................ . 

Rivel'llide: 
COrona··· .. • ...... ·_·· .. ···_ .. •• .. ••••c ....... .. Dellert. __ ..................... _ ............... .. 
RivCt!!ide ................. __ ......... _ ......... . 

&c-nmento: 
&cramento ................. _ ....... _ ........... . 

&n Detnardino: ! &n Betnardino Cilunty .... _ ............. _ ....... . 

San Di~o: 
EI CaJon ......... _ .... _ ••• __ ................... _ 
North County ......... _ ................ _____ .. .. 

. Sa~;:~::~:--·-·····-············ .. ········· .. ··I 
&n FranclSco. ____ ........ _ ....... _ .......... .. 

San Jl"'Quin: 
Lodi •• _ ............................... _ ....... . 
Slockton ........ __ .. _ .... __ ........ _ ........... . 

626 
1.553 
6,048 

58.082 
681 
291 

1.383 
925 

1,919 
332 

1,034 
2.145 
1.604 
1,339 

610 

594 
5,943 

4,366 
1,820 
1.113 

511 
2,255 

357 
787 
nO 

9,762 

2,4.l» 

578 
1.316 
6,450 

19.385 

132 
6.7~ 

719 
1,553 
6.005 

54,013 
834 
183 

1,495 
849 

1.610 
458 
962 

2.511 
8.~7 

1.137 

583 

619 
6,914 

3,152 
1.444 
1,058 

505 
2.010 

519 
1.062 

741 

9.016 

2.583 

579 
1.316 
6,969 

17.272 

81D 
6.317 

E7G 
1.416 
6.0,11 

4.3.920 
754. 
290 

1.174 
185 

2.003 
335 

1,066 
2,291 
l,6Jl 
1,342 

649 

615 
5,790 

4.279 
1.887 
1.071 

391 
2.359 

338 
790 
604 

9;691 

2.279 

5S8 
1.3\4 
6.623 

19.436 

611 
6.792 

783 
1,307 
6.514 

40,507 
842 
151 

1,340 
714 

1,749 
441 
948 

2,781 
83~ 

1,098 

~20 

630 
6,714 

3,516 
1.413 

984 
421 

1.982 

467 
I.mO 

117 

8.966 

2.534 

648 
1.242 
7,123 

17.236 

&11 
6.456 

564 
1.394 
6,005 

43,673 
720 
28\ 

1.146 
7i2 

1,976 
323 

1,062 
2.164 
1,578 
1.261 

631 

604 
5.789 

4.222 
1,836 
1.054 

a80 
2.322 

296 
774 
588 

D.629 

2.2.'iO 

648 
1,146 
6.470 

19,332 

664 
6.7~ 

774 
1.280 
6.474 

40.240 
814 
149 

1.315 
109 

1,728 
433 
947 

2,669 
803 

1.034 

504 

606 
6,113 

3.473 
1,369 

972 
418 

1,919 

460 
1,019 

691 

8,906 

2,484 

634 
1.108 
6,972 

17.158 

832 
6.437 

I 
2 
6 

32 
2 
o 
o 
8 
1 
o 
o 

25 
1 
o 

5 

3 
o 

21 
10 
o 
o 
6 

15 
1 
3 

8 

4 

8 
136 
17 

90 

o 
2 

2 
8 
8 

22 
o 
o 
3 
I 
1 
o 
1 
6 

10 
o 

1 

13 
o 

2 
3 
1 
o 
4. 

o 
5 
5 

1\ 

6 

o 
94 
\I 

63 

o 
1 

1l 
20 
30 

215 
32 

9 
28 
5 

21\ 
12 

4. 
108 
26 
81 

13 

8 
1 

36 
4t 
17 
11 
31 

21 
15 
13 

64 

25 

32 
32 

136 ., 

14 

7 
3.'i 

7 
19 
32 

245 
28 
2 

22 
4. 

20 
14 
o 

106 
21 
64 

9 

11 
1 

41 
41 
11 
\I 

59 

7 
16 
21 

64 

44 

14 
40 

142 

25 

16 
2& 

:.-
~ c: 
~ 
~. 

t"l 
'tJ 

~ 
0-3 

~ 
0-3 
rII 
t>j 

f; 
~ 
§ 
~ 
::0 
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~ 
;j 
o 

~ a 
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TABLE ~ALIFOP.NIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a 

Fiscal Year. 1968-t\9 and 1969-70 

.' 

Dispoeitiona aflB trialh 

Total filings Total dispooitioDB Dispooitiona before trial Uncontested matton Contested matton 

County ~d iudicial district 

San Mateo: 
CentraL __________________ --- -------------------Northern. ______________________________________ _ 
SOuthern ______________________________________ _ 

Santa Barban&: Santa Barbara-Goleta ____________________________ _ 
Santa Maria _____________ .----------------------

Santa Clara: 
Los Gatoo-CampbelJ-Saratoga-------.--------------Palo Alt<>-Mountain Viow ________________________ _ 
San ·1c..e-Milpilae _______________________________ _ 
Santa Clara b _______________________________ -----

Sunnyvale-Cupertinoh __ -- ------------------- ----

SantaCruz: Santa Cruz Cnunty ______________________________ _ 

Solano: Fairficlc-.luiBun _________________________________ _ 
Valleio _________________________________________ _ 

Sonoma: Central
b 

_______________________________________ _ 

SoIlthcrn Sonoma County ________________________ _ 

Stanisbus: . M OO""to ______________ • ________________________ _ 

Tulare; Visalia _________________________________________ _ 

Ventura: Ventura County _________________________________ _ 

1969-70 

362 
382 
407 

2,416 
220 

196 
470 

8,001 
219 
416 

1,019 

liS 
537 

839 
b137 

1,053 

705 

~,285 

1968-69 196!/,-70 1968--69 

422 357 448 
311 423 364 
414 2SO 421 

. 2,300 2,316 2,250 
190 231 19P 

134 175 123 
421 404 326 

8,158 7,895 7,743 
212 202 212 
349 399 332 

925 1,063 996 

163 122 183 
399 531 371 

670 758 566 
b156 b19 ~101 

1,006 U05 956 

628 669 619 

3,175 3,113 3,208 

1969-70 

337 
392 
273 

2,313 
233 

J54 
387 

7,870 
19~ 
3SO 

1,017 

II6 
492 

757 
b36 

1,063 

661 

3,084 

1968--69 

~~-l 
;;;;-2 
410 

2,250 
190 

108 
305 

7,706 
196 
321 

974 

ISO 
349 

566 
b79 

943 

595 

3,146 

1969-70 

7 
18 

1 

3 
o 

o 
4 
4 
o 
() 

9 

2 
6 

t 
bO 

9 

3 

1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

8 13 16 
25 13 7 
I 6 10 

0 0 () 

0 4 9 

() 21 15 
8 13 13 
7 21 30 
7 8 9 
1 19 10 

6 37 16 
, 

2 4 I 
4 33 18 

0 0 () 

b22 "43 bQ 

2 33 11 

0 7 24 

33 26 29 

l-' 
CD 
CD 

Co, 
0 
t:1 ... 
0 

~ 
0 
0 
d 
Z 
0 
8 
0 
"!l 

0 
> 
!: 
"!l 
0 
:Xl 
Z 
~ 

.,,' -c"t 

:,·21i 
.--.~~ ..... ..., . 

I 
II 

I 

• Intoxication cases have been reported separately from other 'n~ritr:Ulic misdemeanors since July 1, 1966_ I 

:~-~~~:~~:.~:'::::~:=--"--~-----.--"'~ 
TABLE 34-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS a 

FiacaJ Year. 196&-69 and 1969-70 

DispooitioDS after trialb 

Total filings Total dispooitioDS I Dis"""itioDS before trial I Uncontested malters I Contested matte"' 

County and judicial district I 1969;-70 1968--69 1969-70 1968-69 19611-70 1968-69 1969-7t> 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

State total _____________________________________ 
250,025 R228,717 252,274 R221,308 233,436 1t203,931 4,316 3.195 14,522 1t13.882 

Alameda, Alameda. ______________________________________ 
631 588 767 1Il 721 669 20 19 26 23 Berkeley-AlbanF. __ • _____________________________ 3,428 3,462 3,974 11,006 3,688 2,754 180 110 106 142 Fremont-Newack-Union City ______________________ 1,841 1,366 1,971 1,418 1,749 1,270 " 10 218 138 Oakland-Piedmont ________________________________ 10,073 8,305 9,646 7,872 8,883 7,007 245 312 518 553 San Leandro-HaYWard ____________________________ 2,486 2,010 3,136 2,500 2,784 2,239 ,Iii 34 309 :ill 

Butle: Chico
b 

__________________________________________ 
1,472 -- l,tli7 I -- J 1,119 1 -- J 1 I -- J 37 

Contra Costa: M t. Diablo' _____________________________________ 2,068 2,211 1,982 

I 
2,160 

I 
1,829 

I 
2,016 

I 
73 

I 
48 

I 
80 

I 
96 Richmond _______________________________________ 

2,157 1,947 2,446 1,980 2,236 1,731 12 39 198 210 Fiverh ____________ ... _________ ... ___________________ 990 290 942 262 884 247 17 2 41 13 San PabIQ _______________________________________ 
1,297 ],444 !,161 1,181 1,037 1,035 () 2 124 144 Walnut Creek-Danville. ___________________________ 1,200 925 ~ ,., .. ~ 869 1,076 SOt 17 7 50 58 .l,~,,,, 

Fre8no: Fresno __________________________________________ 
4,525 4,128 3,710 

I 
4,126 

I 
3,610 

I 
4,037 

I· 

10 I 12 

I-
110 i 77 
) 

Humboldt: Eureka _______________ .. __________________________ 
619 680 190 603 771 578 4 6 ]5 I 19 

Kern: BUCnlfield ___ • __________________________________ 
3,216 113,374 3,1113 3,226 2,963 I 2,867 1 0 I 84 I 190 I 271i 

lM; Angelea: A1hambra _______________________________________ 
1,067 1,006 ],125 871 1,054 196 () 21 11 54 

~:~Jriiia;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 715 740 690 649 646 573 ]3 5 31 71 
1,793 1,705 1,866 1,737 ],629 1,562 35 30 202 145 Burbank _______________________________________ 

784 613 652 568 610 501 3 16 39 51 Ciiruo __________________________________________ 
3,883 3,063 3,949 2,985 3,591 2,718 14 25 344 242 

~:V~~ 2:=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,040 3,534 3,616 3,277 3,298 3,197 235 34 83 46 
623 704 562 583 536 556 3 3 23 24 

~~~~~:==:==:=:====:==::::=:::=::=::::: 
2,153 2,192 1,941 2,113 ],732 ],918 6 37 203 158 
2,033 2,192 1,622 1,843 1,540 1,742 I 4 81 97 
2,186 2,317 ],765 1,814 1,474 1,550 1 1 2110 263 
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TABLE 34-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT5-CDntinued 

FIl.INGS ANO DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS' 

Fi.cal Year. 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Dispcsitions alter Iris! b 

'rotal filinp Total dispo,oitions Piapoeitions before trial Uncontested w.o.lters Contest.<d matters 

Counly and judicial W,.rid 1969-70 1965-69 1969-70 lU68-69 19G1HO I%S-69 1969-70 1965-tl9 11l69-10 1965-69 

rol!.'tt~~~.~~ ________________ .. ________ 
1.589 $46 1.581 824 1.421 742 26 H 134 68 Ingle .. ood. __ -____________ -______ •••• ___ ..... ___ 
2.615 2.3M 2.451 2,609 2.236 2,370 30 86 ISS 153 

l:'~=:::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 6,021 6,001 5,408 6.025 4,907 6.536 54 75 ·H7 ~14c 
45.754 45,004 51.906 «,224 48.417 40,494 281 280 3,208 3.450 Lao Cerri\Ol!, __________________ - ________________ • 
1.293 1.038 I,U8 783 1.078 693 1 1 69 59 NewhalL. ___ • _____ • _____________________________ 

606 3U 476 2lH ~60 282 Il 0 16 12 Puadena _____________________________________ 
2.150 1.750 1.882 1.371 1,659 1.145 9 12 214 214 

POtI1Qna .......... ~-., .. _ .. ____ .. __ .. __ ........ ___ ". ____ .. __ .. ____ .. 2,590 2.297 2.329 1.896 2.152 1.794 38 H 139 ll!I San Antoni" _____ -_____________________________ 
1.927 I.1131 1.909 I.iD5 1.746 1.648 4 3 159 144 Santa Anita"' __ .. _"' ... ___ .. _ .... _ .. __ ... ___ .... _-_______ ~ 840 727 Si3 743 808 631 8 9 57 103 Banta Atonica _______ ........ _ ... _ .. __ ,. ____ .. ______ ..... ____ 1,825 1.609 1,947 1.529 1.884 1.504 5 6 58 19 

t~~~ ~:~=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4.643 4.881 4.594 4,642 4,212 4.374 123 42 259 226 
1.071 757 948 758 839 6S5 38 33 71 .0 Wbittiu _____________________________________ 
1.891 1.$32 1.666 1.561 1.466 1,343 0 0 200 218 

MariD: r..,ntral. _______ • ______________________________ 
1,774 1.684 1.124 1.498 1.646 1.432 6 8 72 5S 

Mvnterey: M onlerey-ClII1Iiel ________________ .. _____________ 
2.167 1.752 2.284 1.681 2.142 1.539 19 29 123 113 Salillall. _________________________________________ 
1,422 1.585 1.303 1.596 1.246 1.549 1 6 56 U 

Orange: Central Orange County __________________________ 
5.864 5.514 6,251 :-.1151 6.00 5.664 16 15 148 272 },!",th Orange County _____________ '. ____________ 3.161 3.053 3,758 3.664 3.548 3.501 21 16 189 147 Orange County Harbor ___________________________ 3.902 3.460 4.465 3.802 4,3M 3.762 U 6 100 34 South ONmIl" CouDly _____________________________ 
2.590 2.555 2.069 2.165 2.009 2,099 3 0 57 tl6 West Orange COunty ____________________________ 
5.339 4,537 5.002 4.090 4.763 3.863 44 36 195 191 

Ri...nide: Corona. ______ --_______________________________ 
1.408 1.471 1.286 1.450 1.189 1.419 28 1 69 SO P"""'L _______________________ '.. _________________ 
1.428 1.438 1.459 1.465 1.338 1.273 14 51 107 141 Rivemide _______________________________________ 
2,801 2.378 3.025 2.526 2.854 2.352 18 25 163 149 

&.:rarnento: Sacramento _____________________________________ 
10,767 8,862 8,981 7.531 8.334 7.015 123 109 524 407 

Ban Bernardino: Ban Bernardino County _______________________ 
7,743 8.457 7.167 7.837 6.64& 7,Sll 181 34 MB 292 
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• "I_-v·_·><~,'W.~uc •. "<·--;I.;,~~; .•. :;:t;~. ~ --;.;"' .... ", .. ~:L"" ·t~"",:-!!r!_'J 

Ban Die~o: 
1,882 1,551 2,238 I' 1,532 2.009 1,321 1 33 44 196 167 

EI COS91l. _______________________________________ 
N ortn County ___________________________________ 3,245 2,747 2,958 2,338 2,011 1,602 ' 682 560 265 176 Ban Diego _______________________________________ 13,13r 12,447 1l,414 11,323 10,397 10,330 115 75 002 918 

Ban .Ii't~ncisco: San Francisco ____________________________________ 18,535 17,145 19,683 16,454 18,286 15,115 1,081 735 316 604 

Ball Joaquin: 
705 6m 637 521 587 485 11 9 39 27 ~ Ladi ____________________________________________ 

Stockton ________________________________________ 
2,806 2,588 2,003 3,352 2,741 3,226 11 1 151 125 Z 

f Z 
Ban Ma"'o: ~ CentraL ________________________________________ 1,011 ' 970 1,291 1,180 1,141 1,091 49 -16 101 73 Northern ________________________________________ 

1,205 822 1,236 1,019 1.144 919 41 57 51 43 t" Southern ________________________________________ 
1.133 1.094 ],408 1.234 1,338 1.139 3 7 67 88 :tI 

l':l 
Banta Barbara: 'tJ 

Santa B.rbara-Goleta _______ .. _______ c _____________ 2,594 ],418 2,589 1.570 2.430 1.527 84 4 75 39 0 Banta Maria ____________________________________ 
73~ 640 745 583 692 563 0 0 53 20 :tI 

>-3 

Santa Clara: ~ Loa Galoo-CampbelJ-Saratoga ______________________ 533 400 564 365 451 260 0 0 113 105 Palo Alto-Mountain Vi.,, _________________________ 1.497 1.272 1,360 1.094 1,279 1,017 12 22 69 55 >-3 San Jooe-Milpitaa ________________________________ 6,280 5,288 6,573 5.111 6,160 4.713 13 29 400 369 III Santa Clarab ____________________________________ 
696 579 758 652 717 615 7 3 34 34 l':l 

SunnyVale-Cupcrtinob __ -- ------------------------ 750 452 641 480 57< 457 2 2 64 21 :.-
Santa Cruz: t;r 

Santa Cruz County _______________________________ 1,781 • 1.482 1.890 1,627 1.698 1.510 19 6 173 111 Is: ..... 
Ealano: Z ..... Fr,jrfield-Buisun __________________________________ 524 516 557 508 517 491 7 5 33 12 t;2 

Vall ejo __ ---------------- --c--__ --_ -- --- -----____ 987 865 l,lf9 730 986 651 25 21 108 58 ta 
Sonoma: 

:.-
>-3 Central b ________________________________________ 1,849 1.694 1.794 1,631 1.699 1,541 15 10 80 80 ..... 

Southern Sonoma County _________________________ b119 b214 b77 bl39 bOO b73 b6 b30 b21 b36 tij 
Stanislaus: 0 

Madesto _______ • ________________________________ 1.597 1.419 1.406 1.143 1.232 1.002 16 9 158 132 :g 
..... 

Tnlare: a Visalia __________________________________________ 
639 784 710 747 648 686 4 2 58 59 l':l 

Ventura: Ventura County __________________________________ 5.436 4.871 6,065 5.311 5,747 5,010 41 76 277 225 

• Ezcludes intoxication cases wbich have been reported separa"'ly from other nootraflic miademeanora since July 1. 1966. 
b For explanation. see footno'" applicable to the i"'m or court on Table 29. r-a 

R J/.evioed. ~ 
r-a 
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TABLE 3s---c.ALiFORN IA.WI UN IGlPAL COURTS 

~MJ\.LLCLAiMS FlI.INGS .,4.NOPISPOSITIONS 
.j,-l. 
.c.o 
J-\:l 

Fisc~1 ¥o .. rs 1~~B-69 .. "d'l969-?O ------.... -
J)i6JlO~iti{)l!~"rll;r Ilia! 

T~lnliili"""ll T~W disp<ISiWODl! DU!pa!IIlOM .. ,[ore \ent UUCGu\esl,d:matwn C<I.!l\<!.It><imat\<ll1l 

-~- ---------------------~ .... 
County ;>o!lddudichlt ·dir.~ict I lQ69-3(} 196i\-G9 lWir-70 1968-£9 ,96!1:-70 196&-£9 1969-,(0 !{l6lH!) 19i19~10 lUtlS-69 

---~.--~.-- ~--'-----
. ~!&te- tot.L_" ___ ... -.·.·-···············,·-··· 

2S6.0-18 P.27'i.4!l8 213.~1 R.20l.t,(IS 47.\l:J6 1\41&21 90,073 :n9O.!J76 'iq,1/il 1169,.BJl ;.. 
c:: 

.AI:unlldo: 

b 

.A1·~od,a- ... ,.. ... _ .............. - .. - M_ ............ _ ...... _ .. - ...... - ........ ""-.. 

.543 715 ~S5 MO tOO Ha H7 211 229 lSI} 
..... 
-Q 

;!!.r1;'fl~Y·.'Ill>\U\Y. _.; ••••• -,- •••••••• - , •• , .... ---. 2.30S 1.&;7 l.313 l.fil9 134 . 103 M6 <lSZ Ii\)3 j\3~ :!; 

,;trcmoiit-N.".,l;,.lJ.<\ioll C;W .... ••••• .. • .... • .... • 
l,511 1.424 1,118 l.I~6 258 .24tl ~23 456 487 431 t-< 

,~:L~~~~~~.;:;d:::::: ::::::::: ::::::::::::: 
S,~75 i.2.'i\} ~1),Jll 5,230 0,385 1.t6~ 2,<117 2.2'lO ~,249 1,84.4 

4.569 .t.2.5~ 1,~3 :l.1J;l4 i'SO 690 1,226 1.::45 1,187 1,090 '0 
0 

Bulte: 

c:: 

. ,CP,il\On ••• _.~ ...... _._.,._. ____ "._. ___ .···_·_·"·' 1;,152 921 ~18 ~38 295 
~ 
'0 

. C,<m!.lll.Cc.ta: 

l;: 

~i~~~j:l;:~m~;m~~m;mm~ 
~,269 2,262 1,530 1.701 393 SSll GIO 1L4 j;~l 5~9 C 

3,Il12 2,19U 1,5Q'J l.m al0 ~21 ';'58 tiE9 432 Ill, ".l 

1.525 425 1,2.% 127 214 70 Bo-~ 2jll 2'lO ,66 

Si9 &14 ;)39 £\\·1 143 HZ 2~3 289 213 263 -p 

.1,SQI 1.1!/o 1.3Q8 1.4.63 S~~ 4~~ -!S8 ~Dl 511 fiJ7 b 

:,li'JIll;no: 

.\;j 

.1l'r~sf.\;o ........ --- ........... ---..... ,.. ... - ... - .......... - ... ----~-"''''''''---'''''' 
5Jll10 1.000 4.tl't3 a",m 1.078 889 1.7fJ7 1,1'>66 1."288 1,1.05 c 

:::: 

IIWlIholdt: 

~ l', 

. :ji;lllvlin ....... -•••• -·--·· .. ··---· .. • .. --···-----· 
1.0;12 561 S05 !(b3 U3 101 5ii9 m 103 t89 t= L! 

l 

Kern: 

\1 

, . ,»i~!';1f.i~l,d •• -' --.--.-.----.--•• -••• ---.... "-'" 
·J,,148 4,844 1.3W 2,Wl 1.2'19 f!!8 2.m 1,~8~ 674 701 

;Loe·J,»g~I.8: .,Uhi"'!\l':> •••• ----•••• -... ---.-•• ----.-.----.-... !l.9~5 :\,7?7 2.ISS !l.19Z~5 -t,7g11b9 ~6g 7tH 744 
.Ant!'lope". _.,._ ...... ,._ ..... "_ ..... ____ .. _.... l,3,~2 1.4S0 905 1.000H 1.6fi '233 471 btl 'W! 1l\l4 ;B~vprly:Uill •• - •• - ••• -.-•• --.--.. --••••• - .. -.-.. - 2.212 1;916 1.6.50 1.4~~ 33B '3SS 6;l1 470 181 001 I I Ilut~ank.-- ....... --.-•• --.-•••••• -.---- ... -.--.. l.~l{} 1.~~9 1,197 l,()Ol m 116 465 432 ~52 ~63 l 
Ciku._ ... _ ..... ______ --.. --.-•• - ...... __ ... __ ... li,l109 5,1H :1.983 3.863 !JO!I 954 ),b"J5 1.163 l,:l7V l,W' \ ' 

.lXUllIJIAln ....... --•••••• ---... ----............... 5.5U66.Q:;9 3,71:l 1,\91 .'!lil2 ~3 't.O'tl~ 2.'1IU 1.063 1,141 ;1 -oolv~r •• _.-- •• - .... --.... -... ---.--- •• -.... --.. ~ 1.lm J/{l 6\12 'iOR .1~5 151 217 2S:l .820 824 ;, 
,D.o)l'l •• y ............. _ ........... ---....... -..... 3,080 .a,~19 1.0!IH 2,07[; ~12 RIG 911 il\!1i III 5 7118 I" E~st Los AIlS.lell-.. - ..... ---.... ----...... _- .... _ 3.674 3,571 :l,:r~i 2.737 261 ~~ \,;<511 1'.1119 66G 660 Ij .E1'~~<\tl.t.c .•• -- .. --... --..... - ••• --.---------.. -.. ;l,79R 3,.23 ~,ill:J 2.'lUJ 696 mil 1,-2\1;1 t.~04 .824 7.11'J I ,.GlO!'!I£le---~ •• -,.,.----.-----•• ------.. -... ---.. - ~,lti3 2,'128 ),1>94 1'.6~7 341 1119 ~H 5ti~ 71lii 6~O ; 

; 

.,~""""""""_~l\l"~~,~~''''f~'''''''''.,.''~'''!';~,~''';:j:i;f'1l\.'''-W'~''''.:~~'1i''''''jC;;;::-c,~~''iT';:.'"' .:;"'~.";;;_;'.-~:-~""~"~""'~~"1-:-":"-... Oh.'~~~.,-""'"-:::: "I$' Ii 
,F-,,::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::~::l t::: 'l'Sl: '·1" !l' ". ,.," "" · ,. l r L .. ":" .. • .. ••• .... • .... • .. • .... • ...... ·...... ,"~o ""'" "''''' ,F! "'!! '·1'1 ,.", ,.~. --j,! ,.. : 
N ~.~:.rpt,oo.-... ,. ••• ---.... -.-...... -.-.h ..... ~ )),:lS9 2.326 J.!I()9 l'~? l,~g l,~~ H.~8D 16,:l7(t ItWl 1~'1:Il~ ;'1 ~ 1': e.!'i(! _ .. _.,.. ____ .. _ ............ _............. .:>,0 000 4!ll .• '69 . .>'1 . S!i" .BUS ~67 V51'" k 

,,,, :1.''''' t.Wl----.. --,. ............... -.............. 1.9!1~ ,1,i\7D ;H06 ;f (43 UO la3 168 Zd:l 1\;3 659 ;:1 
>!:" .s=1-.; .... ., ..... -" .. -.............. -......:\.776 ~,S<i6 J'S05 l'~-" ~~ ~& Mil .1.763 1."~S ,~~t i' ~ ,fhnl.:1;~:--.-••.• -................... -........ . 3.lI10 4,009 2:!)l)3 .,.~;; ': .. ilH .1l22 604 "019 -' q 

SlIJ) ".hI . " .... _ ••• _ ............ _............. 1,296 l.25i 1.().Ja "' 9 .l7 ~ '?~fI. 1,5~3 1.489 103 ,6~~ 
· iSoJl~ 13~llloa ................... - .......... - •••• • ;I,m 2.2'J2 l.1H l :7 aso ~s ~s . !9! 460 ~8:; 
· Sout~ Oa1:; ...... ---.................. ••• ••••••• • 1i.379 Ii.02 3.9111 '/,'~3" ul.~ ,2S9 ,,5 119 7ail <IB, 
W}lit,ie ........ - __ •• ___ ..................... __ ?1~8 1;,187 J.tr.J3 • t\lii ~tiii 1Il7 ,!;bt2 1.tlll .I.5ll3 I %~ 

r .............. _ ••• _ ............... _._... 2,032 ll'iH J 1I7Jl J 1>'7'1 a. l~O ,503 4111 ~2 '268 :> '~biiJl: • • • ' 40a ~84 762 828 708 '615' ~ 
.~~ Z •• _ •• _._ ....... _ ...... _._ ...... _ •• _ •• __ •• 2,117 1.993 1 sa .1154 .~ q 

Alollt .. (ey: • , s~~ 11
8 

llll7 4li2 liiS I,M .~ 
'AlM"'r<:v"C""lIIeI l.7. 1:'" s"linas • ..--••• --••••• --••• """"'---- .BD 1.229 9Pt ~71 " '. .~ .... _._ ... _ •• _._._._. ___ ••• _. __ ._ ••• ___ •• 2.110 ) 815 1 t.5~ :J 20" J9" J2~ g14 gl~ llB4 ~ 'm • ,.t ~ __ ;) 4-J!J Z31 ",r.: -0 .8 G .-Jk""$.~ ,7 .. ,,010 278 . 196 :5 
· Ct'Jlir.i~ OUJl$" l1ountl' ]0 ~U~ ~ N",ih OrJJl c-C",' t' ----... --.---•• -.--••• -.--- ',. lD.illS If.SuB 5.9~2 1 S~. , H Or;Ul C -'\ lIu'\~) •• -.-••• ---.-----•• ----.-.-. y.312 fl,605 5,586 5.7H •. ~ ~,23n a.li90 .3.478 ,l~fl .t' H 
r"Olltt"Or::',/C,/\ f .. ___ • _______ • ______ •• _____ • 3',U4 ~.781.; !l';~1)1 2'.l~7g22 7:lU Z,981 2,n70 l,s!:3 2~3 ~o 
VlestO, I/,Co(l' "'i"'-.-.-.--.-------.-------.---~ 895 887 Ml ~!I . P1 &I~ EM 1fi7 883 'liH ·tel 

3Jll:C an.l'------.---.--.-•• ------__ ---. !l.()J() 7.399 7.)99 U,3$5 2.~~~ 2 ZQ~ "Illy :ltJ3 278 2.41 ·8 
.11Iven;:lk .1G~ _,823 ~.41i5 1,859 l;1i18 .::: 

};croo:-----.-.---------.------.--.-.--------- 1;1116 933 en -n. t-:l ll":"'~---------------•• --.. --.-."-.. ---------. .un 2.m::. -l.OOI 160~ 2~B 702 336 ,,61263 loR . .;> · we c. ______ • ________ • __ ._. __ .". _______ .____ 4:.t4~ ~,061 :l.OUi, '/06~ f3M~ ';587 OJ2 GSl ..-& P 
Sur.uuml<l: "'- . 34 ~91 1;1>35 1;:;78 1l1G n9 ;' 

.&r=enoo 7-_. ______ • ___ ._ .. ____ .. ____ ..... __ . ___ • 7.027 a.S5G 5.710 Ii Sf> ' ( ~ 
lim llenuriiino: • " 1.399 j,2fi1 l,~H 1.~7 2.427 2.2U5 e'3 

limlkm:",;;,:,)' COllJ"l' S .;;;, ____ ._ .. ____ •• __ ..... ______ .427 Il m If 81'- If 205 po fun )}i"",,: • , " • 1.1I2V 1.514 :U170 3.056 l,1ll6 1.025 8 

'ElOo' ... 
II u:(f-------.---.----... ---------------.. -.. 2.SS! 3 wa 1 98" 1 65" . t.a ~J)i:~Y __________ • __ .. _________ .. _____ " ;1.653 3:162 2:827 ,,' S5il ·lOl 1\15 000 593 961 .mn 

b ______ •• ____________________ .. _.____ lP,52I (l,Sll 8:490 1'992 ;-179 ~g! 923 1.036 ,.725 66- 0 
lXmFr.mciCC<l: •• ~.'J55 l.OIl. 2.811~ 2,930 3.143 2oUl5 ~ 

&nIt· . ... ta1!CJDCO •• ______ ... _________________ ._____ 41.M8 8,535 H oon II (10" 0 Ban Joaquin: • • .a .1,001 079 2.602 2.361 3,3\l3 :I,WS m 

j.<lIli_.___ U11 Btod . --.----.--------.... --.-.-.... 1.166 Y7~ P 4 · ~tO!l._. ___ • _________ • __ • ______ •• _._. ___ ..3.alO 3.50'.1 :l.osi :1 ~o 3~4. 3~~ 4S5 d66 l6" gt 
.Ban Mateo: • 814 7.", 1.314 1,255 Sa;! BlO 

~~~~--~--------.. ----.------------------.. 1.~D3 l.419 J..3ag 12'<8 ? " • 
Bonthem ------------------------··--------1 l.83Q 1.535 1.102 1'oi)'t jg5 2.:13 4B3 4JG 1\39 553 .;-0 • ________ ._. ____ ._. ____ • ___ • ___ ••• __ '2.600 3,064 !tBOU ,!' OSI ~ • 7~ 425 413 !>-3S 1iI7 to • 1,5-1 2;S~, 601 7l!9 6H 735 0.:> 

-j 
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TABLE 35-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Dispositions ,after trial 

Total filings Total dispositions Dispositions before triaJ Uncontested matters Contested matters 

County and iudicial district 1968-70 

Santa Barbara: &nta Barbara-Goleta _____________________________ 2,422 Santa Maria _____________________________________ 
1,458 

Santa Clara: Los Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga ______________________ 1,0« 
Palo AI~Mountain View _________________________ 1,811 San Jose-Milpitas ________________________________ 7,875 Santa Claraa ____________________________________ 

1,568 
SunnYllale-Cupcrtino-____________________________ 1,34.3 

Santa Cruz: Santa Cruz County _______________________________ 1,872 

Solano: Fairfield-SuisuD __________________________________ 
498 Valleio __________________________________________ 

1,082 

Sonoma: Cenltal-________________________________________ 
3,103 Southern Sonoma County _________________________ -224 

Stanis\a1ll!: Modesto ________________________________________ 
1,239 

Tulare: VisaIia __________________________________________ 831 

Ventura: Ventura County __________________________________ 
7.285 

• Fot explanation, _ footnote applicable f<> the eourl. on Tahle 29. 
B Revised. 

1968-69 1968-70 1968-69 

2,217 2,233 2,113 
1,383 1,245 1,039 

951 631 546 
1,737 1,427 1,407 
7,093 5,562 4,910 
1,490 1,064 1,135 
1,1M 988 807 

1,836 1,283 1,206 

542 365 433 
1,020 890 835 

2,84.4 2,122 2,001 
-511 <180 -338 

1,302 954 1,155. 

870 601 587 

7.263 5,957 6,639 

1968-70 1968-69 1968-70 1968-69 1968-70 1968-69 

701 700 754 693 778 720 
346 289 580 473 319 217 

21 22 226 245 378 279 
361 4.39 372 357 694. 611 

1,146 957 2,157 1,934 2,259 2,019 
311 296 526 51'l 227 322 
183 159 343 248 462 400 

188 119 588 599 007 488 

96 125 154 162 115 146 
146 149 369 329 315 357 

S93 588 456 941 1,016 529 
'55 -U5 '56 -97 -69 a126 

257 342 337 454 360 359 

166 138 257 299 1711 150 

1,453 1,325 2,924 2,813 1,580 1,501 

i-' 
m 
~ 

a 
t;:I ... c 

~ 
§ 
z 
c 
8 
o 
'<l 

Cl 

5 
o 

~ ;... 

·'··~.·,c'",', " ..... =;.", ,,,.=; i~ •• " ,;;;;,,;;;;, ....... ~~;:. ",' ,,,,,,.-~~ 

County and judicial district 

State total ____________________________________ _ 

Alameda: A1ameda _______________________________________ _ 
BerkeleY-Albany _______________________________ _ 
Fremont-Newark-Union City _____________________ _ 
Oakland-Pi edmon t. _____________________________ _ 
San Leandro-HaYWard ___________________________ _ 

]lutte: 
Chicoo _________________________________________ _ 

Contra Costa: 
MI. Diablo. _____________________ ~ ______________ _ 
Richmond ______________________________________ _ 
River1ll ... 

4 
___________ .-_________ ... ________ ... ____ ... ____ _ 

San Pablo ____ ~ _________________________________ _ 
Walnut Crcek-Danville ___________________________ _ 

Fresno: 
Frcsno _______________________ ... ____________ .. ____ _ 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ____________ ~ ____________________________ _ 

Kern: 
Bakersfield _____________________________________ _ 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ______________________________________ _ 

~~;ti~!~:::====:=~~=======:=::::===:====:: Citrus __________________________________________ _ 
Compton _______________________________________ _ 
Culver _________________________________________ _ 

:Oowncy --- --------------------------------------

t"1\~.:t'e~~~~~~~=====:==:==:====:===:===:::::::= 

CIP. 
TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Total filings Total dispositions Dispositions before trial 

1968-10 

33,573 

81 
351 
174 

1,725 
907 

20 

1968-69 

RaO.900 

70 
333 
174 

1,621 
669 

199 225 
347 266 
U9 29 
83 85 

147 168 

533 534 

69 88 

297 / 216 

111 143 
39 51 

413 321 
116 96 
282 206 
344 32,1 
90 75 

208 177 
190 187 
221 244 

1968-70 

20.564 

37 
222 

80 
1,325 

40tl 

9 

1968-69 

19.832 

42 
222 
'82 

1,140 
336 

135 159 
166 163 
51 4 
36 58 
JJl 117 

351 415 

57 I 60 

147 I 139 

90 85 
32 44 
78 96 
76 80 

120 120 
111 144 
36 47 
94 125 
59 90 

118 140 

1969-70 

13.323 

23 
133 

61 
87l 
177 

84 
98 
23 
25 
40 

209 

30 

106 

50 
22 
59 
53 
82 
80 
21 
58 
40 
78 

1968-69 

i2,481 

37 
137 
70 

672 
175 

111 
107 

4 
38 
80 

279 

31 

87 

55 
25 
65 
49 
76 

102 
28 
78 
64 
96 

Dispositions after trial 

Uncontested matters 

1968-10 

4.539 

5 
53 
2 

297 
147 

o 

1968-69 

4,357 

2 
38 
o 

288 
116 

28 34 
41 29 
16 0 
2 3 

24 11 

103 I 101 

15 I 11 

24 I 21 

15 12 
4 16 
o 0 

18 11 
17 18 
14 15 
8 12 

21 28 
6 16 

23 29 

Contested matters 

1968-70 

2,702 

!l 
36 
17 

157 
82 

3 

1968-69 

2.994 

13 
47 
12 

180 
45 

• M 
U ~ 
d 0 
9 n 

U ~ 

39 I' :l5 

12 / 18 

17 I 31 

25 18 
6 3 

19 31 
5 20 

21 26 
17 27 
7 7 

15 19 
13 10 
17 15 
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TABLE 36-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 1-" c:o 
Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 C'> 

Dispositions after trial 

Total filings Total dispositions I DiBpoaitions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters 

County and judicial district 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 l. 1968-69 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-70 I 1968-69 

Los Angeles-Continued 
216 24 44 19 

c:.., Glendale ________________________________________ 
164 80 119 19 76 17 q Inglewood _______________________________________ 

349 357 199 178 140 117 42 35 17 26 l::' 

t:~~i::~::=:::=::::::====::=:=::::=:::::::: 
663 704 566 661 341 346 108 179 117 13G ..... 

0 10,740 10,032 6,9~g 6,553 5,170 4,517 1,178 1.239 5BO 197 ..... 
111 109 95 81 46 21 38 37 11 23 :.-NewhaIL _______________________________________ 

33 33 15 18 12 7 0 3 3 8 t" 
PllSadena _______________________________________ 

356 283 156 174 98 107 29 41 29 26 0 Pomona _________________________________________ 
161 125 64 79 35 49 6 13 23 17 0 San Antonio _____________________________________ 174 179 93 121 29 1;7 48 38 16 16 q Santa Anita _____________________________________ 
77 84 67 65 41 44 14 13 12 8 Z Santa Moniea ____________________________________ 

213 181 131 122 98 92 29 17 4 13 0 South Bay _______________________________________ 
550 483 350 367 195 178 84 12Q 71 69 ..... 

South Gate ______________________________________ 
88 105 67 59 36 34 27 18 4 7 

t' 
Whittier __________________ . _______________________ 

162 166 138 115 92 65 19 18 27 32 ~ 
Marin: 0 Central _________________________________________ 

225 229 137 111 84 70 33 24 20 17 :.-
Monterey: S 

"l MontereY-Carmel ________________________________ 
115 119 56 69 42 51 6 7 8 11 0 SoJinaa __________________________________________ 
249 243 71 68 48 51 .{ 2 III 15 ::a 

Z 
Orange: .... 

Central Orange County ___________________________ 
376 33~ 205 153 139 46 38 70 28 31 

:.-
North Orange County ____________________________ 

1.367 BOt! 922 534 218 150 532 307 72 77 Orange County Harbor ____________________________ 
150 115 3 21 . 3 21 0 0 0- 0 

South Orange County _____________________________ 41 50 6 2 2 2 1 0 3, 0 West Orange County _____________________________ 
276 306 213 224 122 US 59 68 32 38 

Riverside: Corona __________________________________________ 
29 28 13 12 10 8 1 1 2 3 DeaerL _________________________________________ 
70 82 37 51 22 33 7 12 8 6 Riverside _______________________________________ 

200 161 122 135 74 82 26 19 22 34 

&cramento: 
Sacramento ______________________________________ 968 1.027 736 783 496 385 136 282 1M 116 

San Bernardino: San Bernardino County ___________________________ 
460 441 333 I 1.:60 

,-,~:- ""-~~~ 

&nDi~o: 

127 79 91 38 45 19 34 

EI CaJan ________________________________________ 

8 12 U 
North County ___________________________________ 

lI5 102 71 70 69 56 2 3 (I 11 

San Diego _______________________________________ 
630 504 384 374 311 302 19 33 54 39 San Francisco: San Francisco ____________________________________ 

2,986 3,077 2.097 1,937 1.343 1,278 441 403 313 ~}56 San Joaquin: 
55 24 :.-

LodL __________________________________________ , 
26 4 17 3 2 0 5 t Z 

Stockton ________________________________________ 
477 492 346 393 254 239 50 SS 42 66 Z 

San Mateo: 

c: 
Central _________________________________________ 

225 237 136 147 128 129 I 1 7 17 :.-
Northern ________________________________________ 

221 326 79 BO 17 10 24 39 38 31 
t" 

SOuthern ________________________________________ 
310 292 235 234 176 194 22 0 37 40 ::a 

to! 
Santa Barbara: 

't1 
0 

Santa Barhara-Goleta _____________________________ 
157 115 55 .64 53 45 2 10 0 9 ::a 

Santa Maria _____________________________________ 
24 31 7 21 3 13 3 6 1 2 >'3 Santa Clara: 

0 
Los Gatos-Campbell-Sarataga ______________________ 

121 92 56 51 42 26 4 5 10 20 
';J 

Palo Alto-Mountain View _________________________ 
283 206 183 156 107 105 43 21 33 30 >'3 

San Jose-Milpitas ________________________________ 
1.159 936 464 4H 156 235 205 78 103 98 ~ 

Santa. Clara" _________ • __________________________ 
105 97 78 71 37 37 26 31 15 3 to! 

SUDnyvale-Cupertinoa __ -- ---- -------------------- 168 10(1 66 77 48 64 0 1 18 12 :.-Santa Crut: 

t::l 

'" 
Santa Cruz County _______________________________ 

101 113 34 61 11 44 11 3 12 14 
,.. 
Z 

Solano: 

W 
Fairfield-SuiBun __________________________________ 

5 9 2 9 1 7 0 0 1 2 >'3 

Valleio _________________________________________ 
120 131 53 68 23 24 17 al 13 13 ::a 

:.-
Sonoma: 

>'3 
Central" ____________________________ -___________ 

93 94 30 42 22 22 2 3 6 17 <l 
Southern Sonoma County _________________________ 

-11 • a34 -3 at "3 aO '0 '0 ao "I to! Stanislaus: 

0 
"l 

MGd"'t<> _______________________________________ 
179 191 132· 150 74 94 35 30 23 26 "l 

~ 

Tulare: 

a 
l':I 

Visalia __________________________________________ 
106 105 42 84 22 58 11 7 9 19 Veutma: 

V •• tura County __________________________________ 
2~7 263 166 146 117 86 21 32 28 28 

a Fotexplanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29_ 
B Rev',.ed. 
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TABL.E 37-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

County and iudicial district 

State totaL ___________________________________ _ 

Alameda: Alameda _______________________________________ _ 
Berkeley-Albany ________________________________ _ 
Fremont,.Newark-Union City _____________________ _ 
Oakland-Piedmont _______________________ -----___ _ 
San Leandro-Hayward ___________________________ _ 

Butte: 

Totallilings 

1969-70 

241,617 

429 
1,764 
1,008 
8,652 
2,850 

1968-69 

R237,665 

364 
1,262 

922 
9,301 
2,918 

Total dispositions 

1969-70 I 1968-69 

190,223 RI86,I58 

336 275 
1,060 902 

853 713 
12,901 8,3!U 
2,078 2,243 

Dispositions before trial 

1959-70 1958-69 

145,627 R144,743 

227 205 
165 656 
586 499 

11,265 6,984 
1,787 1,615 

Dispositions aft.,.. tn .. l 

Uncontested matters 

1969-70 

35,013 

87 
232 
185 

1,291l 
180 

1968-69 

31,922 

49 
170 
136 

1,007 
476 

Contested matter. 

1969-70 I 1968-69 

9.523 9,493 

22 21 
6.~ 76 
92 78 

346 393 
111 151 

Chico· __________________________________________ 1 621l 483 51 396 36 

Contra Costa: . Mt. Diablo· ____________________________________ _ 
Richmoud ______________________________________ _ 
River· ____ .. ________ ~ ________ "" ______ .. ___________ _ 
San Pablo ______________________________________ _ 
Walnut Crcck-DanviUc ___________________________ _ 

Fresno: . Fresno _____ .. __________________________________ _ 

Humboldt: 
Eureka~ .. ____ .. _ .. _________ .. ____ ...... ________________ _ 

Kern: Bakersfield __________ .. _________________________ _ 

Los Angeles: Alhambra ______________________________________ _ 

~~~~fIiIl8:::==========::==::::::::::========= 
~lf..:~~::=:==:=:=:=:==:=:=:==:=:=:==::==:====:= Complon ____________________________ ~ __________ _ 
Culv.,.. _________________________________________ _ 
Downey ________________________________________ _ 
East Los Augcles ________________________________ _ 

I.4.42 
1,446 

514 
489 
973 

5,OS6 

641 

3,311 

1.560 
1,435 

162 
448 

1,002 

5.482 

730 

3,640 

1,099 
\,127 

404 
360 
713 

4,290 

562 

3,020 

1,249 839 
1,091 755 

116 308 
330 261 
783 506 

4,698 3,718 

595 474 

3,487 2,550 

946 196 
760 285 
104 77 
264 69 
577 114 

4,158 380 

515 65 

2.912 346 

243 
254 

8 
54 

135 

363 

57 

381 

64 60 
87 ff1 
19 4 
30 12 
93 7t 

192 177 

23 23 

124 194 

1.222 1,616 I,On 1,217 748 952 IS6 ISS 77 77 _ W _ m w m M • H 30 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g • rn _ m ~ _ m ~ m H 84 • ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m m w m 
3,206 2,440 2,192 1,817 1.298 1.092 797 641 97 84 

497 316 294 192 184 109 96 77 14 6 
1.868 1.461 1,261 1.197 990 932 214 19I 57 74 
~ _ ill m m u ~ 00 23 ~ 

,-" 

,...... 
<0 
00 

c.. 
d 
0 ..... 
Q 

~ 
t' 

Cl 
0 
d 
Z 
Cl 

8 
0 
"!l 

0 
;t-

E: 
"!l 
0 
::0 

~ 
;t-

E1 Mon!e ______________________________________ _ 
1,525 1,018 !l43 716 ti79 456 187 190 77 70 I 

"~-," .=, . ". ','-' .~~~., ......,."7"".~,,, .,. • ;,,=,,=' ~ 

Marin: CentraL _______________________________________ _ 

Monterey: Mon!creY-Carmel _______________________________ _ 
Salinas _________________________________________ _ 

Orange: 
Central Orange County __________________________ _ 
North Orange County _______________________ -____ _ 
Orange County Harbor __________________________ _ 
South Orange County __________________ .. ________ _ 
West Orange County ____________________________ _ 

Riverside: Corona _________________________________________ _ 
Desert ________________________________________ _ 
Riversidc ______________________________________ _ 

Sacramento: Sacramento ____________________________________ _ 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County __________________________ _ 

San Diego: 

~a~~i~~~~~~~:=:===:=======:=:=:====:====:=== 
San Francisco: 

San FraIJcisco~_.,. ______ .. ________ ... ____________ .. _ ... _ 

san Joaquin: LodL __________________________________________ _ 
'Stockton ____________________ .---_______________ _ 

San Mateo: CentraL ________________________________________ _ 
Northern ______________________________________ _ 
Southern ________________________ :. ______________ _ 

912 
2,206 
4,563 

81.796 
1,610 

212 
1.9~5 
1,149' 
2,021 

684 
1,778 
3,105 

498 
1,198 

1,568 

832 
1,322 

4,593 
5,772 
1,513 

451 
2,635 

275 
896 

1,600 

8.160 

3,249 

650 
8·13 

8.580 

16,298 

362 
2,987 

1,8.11 
1,565 
1,689 

661 
1,669 
4,770 

84,17-1 
1,428 

171 
1,503 

8\l2 
1,823 

448 
2,923 
2,290 

343 
956 

1,447 

1,026 
J87 

4,209 
5,081 
l,to4 

282 
2,063 

192 
1.010 
1,639 

8,278 

3,031 

8!17 
798 

8,750 

16,356 

319 
2,880 

1,676 
1,352 
1,682 

518 
1,418 
3,566 

62,488 
1,136 

152 
1,324 

710 
1.444 

476 
1,721 
1,921 

310 
804 

1.148 

(i39 
1,260 

3,527 
3,682 
1,036 

3O() 
1,902 

184 
7i7 

1,223 

7,026 

2,395 

534 
666 

8.097 

12,194 

299 
2,504 

1.~19 
785 

1.790 

51-1 
1,159 
3,739 

66,070 
1,1{2 

122 
1,145 

5.13 
1,336 

341 
1,729 
1,650 

198 
669 

1,058 

80! 
968 

3,248 
3,602 

882 
262 

1,292 

177 
815 

1,292 

6,877 

2.365 

709 
647 

8.371 

11,718 

300 
2,562 

1,252 
518 

1,557 

392 
830 

2,911 
48.321 

928 
133 
875 
460 

1,062 
317 

1.485 
1,321 

238 
56! 

832 

448 
1,073 

2,820 
2,979 

797'" 
236 

1,375 

143 
559 
816 

5.395 

1,746 

356 
493 

5,317 

7,636 

243 
1,966 

1,035 
634 

1,394 

366 
691 

3,t77 
51,640 

903 
94 

73\1 
329 

1,057 
247 

1,0199 
1,158 

147 
482 

799 

641 
796 

2,623 
2,735 

666 
188 
882 

126 
594 
904 

5,635 

1,732 

557 
471 

6,344 

7,798 

238 
1,981 

951 
374 

1,205 

l11i 
53l 
415 

11,898 
167 
10 

368 
186 
356 
126 
172 
394 

51 
166 

227 

HI 
132 

523 
4\0 
137 
26 

391 

3~ 
110 
225 

1,282 

481l 

12a 
117 

2.454 

3.996 

42 
425 

178 
73 

285 

95 
397 
388 

11,915 
196 
19 

309 
168 
250 
68 

188 
306 
44 

141 

207 

104 
125 

4'19 
521 
113 
37 

297 

23 
120 
2,19 

987 

456 

III 
no 

1,704 

3,436 

42 
434 

221 
78 

239 

41 
57 

240 
2.269 

41 
9 

81 
64 
26 
33 
M 

206 
21 
74. 

89 

50 
55 

184 
293 
102 

38 
136 

11 
log 
182 

349 

169 

52 
56 

326 

562 

14 
113 

36 
78 

111 

53 
71 

174 
2,515 

43 
9 

97 
46 
29 
26 
42 

186 
7 

46 

52 

59 
47 

176 
346 
103 
37 

113 

28 
101 
139 

255 

177 

41 
66 

323 

4M 

20 
147 

80 
66 

113 
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.TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA MUNICiPAL COURTS-Continued 

FILINGS AND OlSPOS1TIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED 
I Years 1965-{i9 and 1969-70 

Dispositions after trial 

'fotal filings Total dispositions Dispositions before trW Uncontested matters Conlcsted matters 

County and judicial district 1969-70 19tiS-69 1969-10 1 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

"'" -
Santa Barbara: 

,. 

Santa Barbara-Goleta ___ .------------------------- 1,848 1,715 1.544 1,298 1,278 1.095 170 127 96 76 

Santa Maria _____________________________ -______ 6(11 533 452 395 398 346 29 30 25 19 

Santa Clara: 
Loo Gntos-Campbcll-&ratoga---------------------- 1.000 791 640 607 479 454 110 122 51 31 

Palo Alto-Mountain View -------------------------' 1.767 1.857 1,3;5 1.407 1.127 1,155 178 149 70 103 

San Jooc-Milllit"" _____________ -_________________ 7,645 7.646 5,149 5,8S1 4,\l84 4,693 678 864 387 324 

Santa Clara".---________________________________ 626 711 442 499 ~19 393 101 9S 22 8 

SunnyVa! ... Cupertino"--------------------------- 1.044 914 641 510 553 502 27 12 61 56 

Santa Cruz: Santa Cruz County _______________________________ 1,386 1,338 1.018 1,045 869 990 84 6 65 49 

Solano: Fairfield-Suisun __________________________________ 265 237 116 154 147 120 15 15 14 19 

Vallcio ___ ---------------------------------------
790 833 562 5711 373 450 148 91 41 37 

Sonoma: Central" ________________________________________ 1.467 1.356 1.209 1.180 952 945 163 154 94 8f 

Southern Sonoma County _________________________ "116 "276 "99 -149 "92' -144 aQ -0 "7 "5 

Stanislaus: . Modeslo ________________________________________ 2.263 2,372 1.843 1.977 1.610 1.740 134 116 99 121 

Tulare: Visalia __________________________________________ 1,113 1,097 1.034 912 793 839 172 98 69 35 

Ventura: Ventura County _________________________________ 3,002 2.651 2.282 2,076 1.817 1.694 327 2i4 78 108 

I¢ 
o o 

c:.. 
C 
t::1 
o 
~ 
Cl 
g 
Z 
Cl 
8 
o 
"1 
Q 

~ 
"1 
o 
:;;l 

~ 
;:.. 

• For explanation, BOO footnoto applicable to the court oD Table 29, 
B Revised. 

-~ "~......--=:::::::::==::::::::::=: 
-~. "-"-"~~ 

County and judicial district 

State totaL ____________________________________ 

Alameda: Alameda ________________________________________ 
Derkeley-Albany ________________________________ 
Fremont-Newark-U nion City ______________________ 
Oakland-PiedmonL. ______________________________ 
San LeandrcrHllywar<! ____________________________ 

Butte: Chico" __________________________________________ 

Contra Coot,,: Mt. Diablo" ____________________________ --------
Ricbmond ______________________________________ 
Rivers __ ,... ___ .. __________ .. _~ ____________ .. _ .. ______ 
San Pablo _______________________________________ 
Walnut Creek-Daoville. __________________________ 

Fresno: Fresno ___________ - ______________________________ 

Humboldt: Eureka __________________________________________ 

Kern: BakCJ'Bfield _____ " _______________________________ 

Lo.! Angeles: A1hambra _______________________________________ 

R~~J~~~I~:::::::=:::::==::::::::::::::::::: 

~f~~~~~~~~ 

TABLE 38--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 196&-69 and 1969-70 

Total filings Total dispooitions Dispositions before trial 

1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1 196
8-69 

1969-70 I 1965-69 

6.147,95S RS,354.938 5.493.119 04,930,304 5.486,211 04,925,845 

17.168 17,207 17,093 16,612 17,087 16,609 
278,924 281,328 283,09S 281.276 283,043 281,252 

2,229 1,832 1,917 1.HH 1,917 1,164 
368.192 251,995 284,501 236,438 283,158 235,023 

67.178 58,253 6O,6211 58.661 60.587 58,625 

4.,307 43,154 43,145 

22.179 19,049 21.771 17.872 21,678 17,ID5 
H,175 15,1)00 13.186 15,681 13.1SO 15.676 
4,926 1,040 5,579 747 5.569 143 
3,4·10 3,038 3,435 2.741 3,385 2.709 

28.464 28,433 28,660 27,727 28.631 27,710 

6B,43B 58.481 62.205 57,145 62.199 57,136 

23.10B 25,655 23,151 25,439 23.151 25,439 

23,548 21.951 20,078 17,094 2Il.018 17.072 

23.238 16,221 20.176 20.671 20,169 20,659 
• 1.595 1,579 !.lS7 1.109 1,187 1.109 
135,994 135,943 117,881 116,49& 117,878 116,496 
42,216 40.204 42.600 36,427 42.599 36.425 
15.205 13.524 15.388 13,465 15,383 13,461 
27,022 23.085 16,399 16.300 16.336 16,260 
19.302 19,138 19,231 11,283 19,220 17,274 
18,603 17.399 17.089 15,978 17,074 15,90! 
23,885 16,919 19.934 14.490 19.9311 14,490 
n,104 16.943 9.8i2 17.593 9,810 17,552 

Dispositions after trial n 

Uncontested mattersb Contested mattern 

1969-70 1968-69 19ri9-70 1 196
8-69 

b4.750 b2.556 2,158 1,903 

2 2 4 1 
38 2 14 22 
0 0 0 0 

516 600 827 815 
2 16 33 23 

\l 9 

43 23 50 44 
0 0 6 5 

'4 b4 6 0 
b5 0 45 32 

b15 4 14 13 

"1 b4 5 5 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 22 

0 2 7 10 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 6 2 
0 0 1 2 
0 1 5 3 

54 31 9 9 
0 3 11 6 
5 65 10 9 
0 (J 2 0 
tl 32 2 9 
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TABLE 38-CALIFORNI-A MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1%8-69 and 1969-70 

Dispositions after trial" 

Total filings Total disp<lSilions Dispoo;tions berore trial Uncontested m3ttem" Contested 1D3ttem 

County and judicial district 

Lo.. An~clcs-Continued Glendale. ___________ • ________________________ _ 
Inglewood _____________________________________ _ 

i:1~;I!:::::::::::::::=:::::=:===:::=:==:=:== Los Cerritos ____________________________________ _ 
NewhaIL ______________________________________ _ 

P"""denlL.-_________ ---------------------------Pomona. ______________________________________ _ 

t~~A~rt!:'::::::==:=:::::::::::::::::::==:::::: Santa Monica ___________________________________ _ 

t~l~i~r;~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::==::=:==: 
Marin~ 

1959-70 

34.259 
93.623 

247,454 
1.216.411 

8.881 
301 

65.538 
29.636 
73.115 
4.108 

147.635 
121,480 
19.401 
15.254 

Central---------________________________________ 1 134,647 

Montaey; 
Mon~ey-C=el ______________________________ _ 
Salinns ______________________________________ _ 

Orange: Centr&l Orange County _________________________ _ 
North Orange County ___________________________ _ 
Orange County liarbor ___________________________ _ 
South OrlUlge County _________________________ _ 
West Orange County ____________________________ _ 

llivC/lIide: Corona __________________________________ --_____ _ 
DeserL ________________________________________ _ 
:Riverside _____________________________________ _ 

Sacramento: Sacramento _____________________________________ _ 

San Bernardino; San Bernardino County ________________________ _ 

. 'htiH; i; 1t .f:: p. _'~ 

San Di"lto: 

~~~h'c:;u;ty-::-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Sao Diego _____________________________________ _ 

San FfllllC;"O; 

78.308 
29.211 

42.508 
72.067 
55.456 
44.152 
35.771 

462 
11.995 
37.414 

145.043 

29.767 

5.584 
13.061 

178,684 

San Fnwc;..n--------------______________________ ll.I06.915 

SanJ'1'I<tuin: Lndi ___________________________________________ _ 
Stockton _________ : ____________________________ _ 

San Mateo: Central ________________________________________ _ 

ra~1~:rr::= :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Santa Barbara: 

Santa Barbara-Golet3 ___________________________ _ 
Santa Maria.. ___________________________________ _ 

Saota CJara; 
Los Gatos-CampbcU-Saratoga ___________________ _ 
Palo Alto-Mountain Yiew ____________________ _ 

~!~~TI!i!~i~::_:.::::::::==::=::::::::::=:::: SunnyVa/e-CupertinoA ____ • _______________________ _ 

SantaCruz: Santa Cem CCUnty ________ • _____________________ _ 

Solano: 

~~h~j:~~~~~::=::=:::::::::::::::::==:::: 
Sonoma: 

Cenlral" _____________________________________ _ Southern Sonoma COul!ty _______________________ :_ 

Stanislaus: 
Modesto_ -- ------------------------r-----------_ 

Twe: Visalia _________ :-_______________________________ _ 

Ventura: 

28,916 
101.183 

61,OG! 
76.405 
51.496 

55.~10 
2.745 

10.707 
72,704 

125.565 
5.352 

14.264 

58.317 

2.4.."!l 
16.552 

22.218 
-8.984 

15.542 

474 

19GB-69 

41.240 
87.969 

221.3U 
1.073.383 

8.145 
1.081 

65.794 
26,312 
72.249 
4.997 

160.012 
97.381 
16.988 
13.960 

130,395 

63.265 
24.011 

45.836 
5i'.~61 
50,3li;} 
44.066 
29.226 

417 
12.601 
33.284 

147,373 

26.!l10 

4.293 
11,465 

143.220 

821.628 

26.662 
96,286 

62.681 
74.853 
45.495 

60.628 
6.362 

10.688 
56,921 

123,705 
5.940 

14.745 

59.272 

2,495 
10,901 

19.922 
"13,316 

16.566 

918 

1\)59-70 1968-69 

31.942 38.632 
87.340 75.641 

222.486 19M!ilI 
988.053 868.559 

8.126 8.851 
234 869 

64.966 48.382 
28,343 24.891 
69.-195 72.549 
4.156 4.788 

142.514 149.295 
119.727 92.804 
17.231 13,235 
14.974 14.934 

126.459 122.406 

78.420 62.752 
28.264 23.439 

44.671 49.352 
65.724 58.\)03 
54.297 49.967 
38.508 41.744. 
24,154 22.996 

302 463 
11.769 12.634 
34.906 2';.?.J0 

H9,579 107,977 

24.737 26.024 

4.910 3.750 
12.723 1l.tM 

160.2011 109.284 

993,537 852.456 

27.365 25.494 
97.504 96.126 

60.352 61.265 
70.251 84.203 
46.860 42.255 

48.075 54.058 
2.149 5.787 

10.084 9.701 
6~.269 55.913 

121.i51 115.694 
5.251 6,438 

13.646 14.524 

57.943 53.164 

1.522 1.977 
14.339 9.443 

2O.4110 19.897 
-8.663 -11.476 

14.552 16.122 

509 SO! 
Ventum County ________________________________ / 32.057 34.971 36.042 28.138 

• For explanation. see foolnow applj""ble to tbe item or court on Table 2Q. ~ IucJudes 21 juvenile n"'.~ .... ,, __ onD. -- - -

lUver ____________________ _ 
Sail Pablo ________________ _ 
Walnut Crcek-Danville ___ _ Frosno __________________ _ 
Contnu (Marin County) ____ _ 
Omngc County Harbo< ____ _ 
Santa Cruz County ________ _ 
Fairficld-SuisuD ___________ _ R Revised. 

1969-70 

31.930 
87.322 

222,422 
987.921 

8.113 
231 

64.951 
28.343 
69.491 
4.156 

142.480 
119.6S9 

17.2'2!l 
14.956 

126,424 

78.380 
28.258 

44.670 
65.592 
54.267 
38,508 
24.117 

302 
11.753 
34.901 

H9.555 

24.735 

4,905 
12.714 

160.190 

989.992 

27.365 
97.465 

60.060 
70.092 
46.688 

48.012 
2,749 

10.076 
64.203 

121.715 
5.243 

13.623 

57.928 

1.519 
14.332 

20.430 
"8.659 

14.552 

009 

36.038 

1968-69 1969-70 

38.617 3 
75.637 4 

196.417 12 
868.246 10 

8.848 0 
869 0 

48.366 5 
24.891 0 
72.543 1 
4.784 0 

149.275 8 
92.757 2 
13.231 11 
14.910 0 

122.377 b6 

62.722 10 
23.437 4 

49.323 0 
58.835 1 
49.942 b8 
4t.737 0 
22.931 4 

463 1\ 
]2,631 4 
24.230 0 

107.958 6 

26.018 1 

1968-69 

2 
2 
6 

31 
o 
o 
4 
o 
5 
2 
1 
2 
3 
o 

6 
1 

o 
o 
3 
o 
o 

I) 
o 
o 

12 

2 

1969-70 

9 
14 
52 

122 
13 
:I 

10 
0 
:I 
0 

26 
36 
2 

18 

29 

30 
2 

1 
131 
22 
0 

33 

0 
12 
5 

18 

-:-~ ~~~ --r---

3.743 t 5 

I 
4 1l.I47 8 6 1 109.270 2 0 15 

851,165 3.545 1.291 

I 
I) 

25.494 0 0 0 96.120 0 1 39 

60.967 235 264 57 84.119 127 67 32 42.251 23 4 149 

54.047 17 0 46 5.787 0 0 0 

9.680 0 0 8 55.907 7 3 59 115.650 5 10 31 6d36 2 2 6 14.512 0 2 23 

53.137 b3 13 12 

1.951 0 bg 3 9.440 0 0 1 

0 19.897 I) 
0 AlI.469 at' "7 A4 

16.120 1) 0 0 

802 0 0 0 

28.136 1 3 

1968-69 

13 
2 

27 
282 

3 
0 

12 
0 
1 
2 

19 
45 
1 

24 

28 

24 
1 

29 
68 
22 
7 

65 

I) 
3 
0 

7 

4 

"';;,1::;; 

2 
1 

14 

0 

0 
5 

34 
17 
0 

11 
0 

21 
3 

34 
0 

10 

14 

8 
3 

0 
ao 

2 

2 

~ 
~ 

e.. 
d 
'0 a ;; 
t:' 
0 
0 
d 
Z 
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t"' 
0 
":l 

0 
> 
t"' 
:ij 
0 
~ .z 
;; 

> 
Z 
Z q 
> 
t' 

~ 
t:l 

'" 0 
~ 
8 
0 
'Ol 

>-3 
:z: 
t:l 

> 
\:) 

'" '"' Z 
rn 
>-3 
~ 
> 
>-3 ::: 
t:l 

0 
'Ol 
":l ..... 
0 
t:l 

I:\:) 
o 
CO 
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CounLy and judlcial diBtrict 

Slate tolaL _______________________ ~ _________ 

Alameda: A1ameda _______________________________________ 
Berkeley-Albany ________________________________ 
Fremont,.Ncwark-Union City _____________________ 
Oakland-Piedmont ______________________________ 
San Leandro-Hayward ___________________________ 

Butte: Cbico
d 

_________________________________________ 

Contra Coeta: Mt. Diablod ________________________ c ___________ 
Richmond __________________________ ----________ 
River

d 
_________________________________________ 

San Pablo ______________________________ ~ _______ 
Walnut Creek-Danville __________________________ 

Fresno: Fresno _________________________________________ 

Humboldt: ,Eureka ________________________________________ 

K=: I Bakera6eld _____________________________________ 

'L<1o Angeles: A1hambra __________ .. __________________________ 

i~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: CiwllB _________________________________________ 

MlUin: 
CentraL _______________________________________ 

Monterey: 
Monterey-Carmel ___________ , ____________________ 
Salinss _________________________________________ 

Orange: 
Central Orange County __________________________ 
North Orange Counly ___________________________ 
Orange County HIUOOr __________________________ 
South Orange County ____________________________ 
West Orange County ____________________________ 

Riverside: 
Corona __ .. _____________________________________ 
Desert _________________________________________ 
Riverside ______________________________________ 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento _____________________________________ 

San Bernardino: 
&n Bernardino County __________________________ 

San Die~o: 

~~~~C':;u;;iy===:====:==:===::======::::::::=: San Diego ______________________________________ 

. 

TABLE 39-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN' 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Traffic 

Total Total Selected!> Others· 
Nontraflie 

wisdemeanolll Civil 

I\:) 
o 
~ 

c:... 1969-70 /196fHi9 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 19~fHi9 1969-70 196fHi9 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 
c:j ._-------------------------------- "0 

~l~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m - ..... a 
> 

19 15 4 5 2 0 2 5 12 10 3 0 t< 
74 80 1 14 0 11 1 3 63 60 10 6 a 

109 102 56 69 21 36 35 33 51 27 2 6 0 
269 25B 68 46 40 27 2B 19 164 180 37 32 c:j 

98 83 53 4B 44 34 9 14 32 25 13 10 Z 
a .... 
t:' 

27 16 11 5 11 0 0 
bj 

45 45 26 24 11 11 15 13 1'1 17 :I 4 a 
n 77 24 24 14 12 '0 12 35 3S 13 15 :>-
14 4 4. 3 4 3 () 0 7 1 3 0 ~ 53 51 29 34 26 30 3 4 21 16 3 1 
83 77 59 56 28 39 31 17 14 14 10 7 ,g 

Z 
102 97 33 43 30 38 3 5 58 39 11 15 

.... 
:>-

3: I 22 25 11 7 9 7 2 10 16 2 

250 15S 127 62 14 25 113 119 94 I 4. I 2 

110 135 75 115 24 48 51 67

1 

25

1 
~I 1~ I 4 

B6 125 53 73 15 26 3B 47 32 2 
166 139 77 93 6 12 71 81 76 31 13 15 
56 48 as 39 H 8 25 31 16 3 1 6 

277 233 179 168 41 47 13B 121 92 59 6 6 

57 56 31 33 10 7 21 26 25 22 1 1 

46 44 33 33 10 8 23 25 13 10 0 1 

294 255 221 193 39 30 182 163 68 60 5 2 

1B4 152 138 102 2B 2B 110 74 45 45 1 5 

302 469 242 373 4B B2 194 291 57 94 3 2 
123 73 5B 42 38 21 20 21 57 29 8 2 
151 108 8B 75 24 7 64 6B 56 31 7 2 
273 241 141 130 80 59 61 71 118 98 14 13 > 

1.660 2.005 '<l01 1.374 370 415 531 959 711 530 48 101 Z 

98 146 5a 10{ 29 30 30 74 36 40 :I 2 Z 
so 117 69 106 10 13 59 93 11 8 0 :I c:: 
70 122 32 62 19 33 13 29 31 54 7 6 :>-

87 93 43 46 15 10 28 36 40 41 4. 6 t' 

UB 139 71 8() 12 30 59 50 46 58 '1 1 
70 69 37 3e! 19 19 IB 15 29 33 4 2 ~ 

105 29 66 13 6 3 60 10 35 12 -1 4 l':l 
't1 

315 271 202 177 34 4B 168 129 103 85 10 9 0 

59 52 26 19 1 7 25 12 33 33 0 0 ~ 

530 412 379 321 91 85 2BB 236 145 89 6 2 "3 
0 
~ 

56 37 30 20 17 12 1;:. '. 8 20 12 6 5 
"3 
::r: 

182 172 103 8B 39 34 64 54 72 75 7 9 l':l 
41 42 18 20 !J 12 9 8 17 17 6 5 > 

CI 
292 376 212 245 40 59 1B6 75 ~ 172 

127 5 4 .... 
402 307 287 210 64 19 223 191 99 75 16 22 Z 
90 123 5& 73 4 11 52 62 31 45 3 5 .... 

U1 

67 32 46 21 13 7 33 14 20 11 1 0 "3 

517 53B 400 419 102 113 298 306 112 113 5 6 :0 
:>-
~ 

46 25 33 18 14 12 19 6 12 6 1 1 -:: 
67 49 36 31 14 21 22 10 24 16 7 2 l':l 

149 16e! 97 125 51 80 40 45 50 33 2 6 0 
bj 193 
bj 

199 85 86 80 

"/ 
5 8 8B 96 26 II 0 

t"J 
265 259 145 153 60 61 85 92 105 93 15 13 
215 14. 

t.o 51 34 1 8 

145 101 36 109 69 
160 100 57 69 17 13 40 56 100 26 3 5 
699 578 4SO I 338 11i5 175 ! 285 163 201 21B 18 22 

l\:) 
0 
01 

,I 

I 

.1 
1 
I 
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TABLE 39-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN a 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 
---

Traffic 

Total Total Selected" Others' 
Nontrnffic 

misdemeanors Civil 

t>:l o 
O'l 

"-< 
CounLy and judicial districL 1969-70 I 196&-69 1969-70 1965-69 i969-70 196&-69 1969-70 196&-69 1969-70 196&-69 1969-70 1965-69 c::: 

-------------------------.-------- 0 
Q 

San Francisco: Sao Fmncisc<> __________________________________ 
2()2 196 11 6 11 6 0 0 136 122 55 

San Joaquin: IM1i. _________________________________________ 
10 10 4 7 4 2 0 :. 6 3 0 StockLan _______________________________________ 
52 52 5 11 1 7 4 4 32 16 15 

San Mateo: Central .. ______________________________________ 
75 59 28 23 19 14 9 9 41 32 (\ Northern _______________________________________ 
33 24 10 6 10 6 0 0 19 13 oj SOUthern _______________________________________ 
46 58 19 25 12 16 7 9 22 30 :. 

Santa Barbara: Santa Ilarbara-Goleta ____________________________ 60 29 12 2 5 1 7 1 43 24 5 Santa Maria _________________________________ -
33 14 16 5 4 3 12 2 16 9 1 

Santa Clara: Loa Gatos-Campbell-Samtoga _____________________ 28 34 26 30 S 6 18 24 2 3 0 Palo All<>-Mountain View ________________________ 139 129 104 103 68 44. 36 59 3{ 18 1 San Jose-Milpitas __________________ --___________ 415 469 209 278 97 i15 112 163 184 171 22 
Santa Clara 1 _______ --------____________________ 126 88 90 62 48 24 42 38 34 25 2 SunnYValc-LlJpertinod _________________ --________ 86 80 46 64 26 33 20 31 M 15 6 

SantaCruz: Sauta CrUJ< County ______________________________ 
74 59 40 42 15 

2: I 2; I 19 I 31 I 15 I 3 I 
Solano: Fairfield-8uisun _________________________________ 

29 36 14 25 7 1~ 1 141 Ig I ~ I Vallejo _________________________________________ 
24 34 8 13 5 11 15 

Sonoma: Central
d 
_______________________________________ 

41 45 13 13 7 ~I ~I d~ I 271 ~I ~I Southern Sonoma County ________________________ d3 dl d2 dl d2 dl 

Stani.laos: ModesLa ______________________________________ _ 

Tulare: Visalia ________________________________________ _ 
61 64 

82 49 

5 9 

62 

14 

114 ISO 60 35 25 33 45 9 

22 Z5 17 16 25 18 Ventura: 
Ventum County _______________________________ _ 

1.65 I 169 J 89 I 97 I 43 I 51 I 46 I 46 I 71 I 66 I 5 

• "Juries selected and sworn" are not the equivalent of cases dis)Jooed of by verdict since a single jury may try collllOlidated C8BeB or a settlemeaL may occur foUowing the swearing of the jury. "Violations of SectioliS 14601. 20002. 23102, 231(13. 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code. 
"Includes 9 iuries SWOrn in illegal parking proceedings during 1969-70 and 24 in 19G5-59 reported as follows by the courts listed below; 

d For explanation, see footnote applicable La the court on Table 29. 

Culver _______________________ _ 
Downey _____________________ _ 
Inglewood ____________________ _ 
Los Angeles ___________________ _ 
MontereY-CarmeL ____________ _ 
North Orange County __________ _ 
Orange County Harbor _________ _ 
Central San Mateo ____________ _ 
Santa Cruz COunty ____________ _ 

1969-70 1968-69 

1 
o 
o 
8 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
6 
9 
2 
3 
I 
1 
1 

68, ~ 
0 

25 

'" 5 
3 

3 
0 

1 
8 

20 
1 
1 

Z 

3 
2 

7 
d() 

6 

21 

6 

0 g 
Z 
0 ..... 
t:' 
0 

'" 0 ;... 
s: 
~ 
0 
:0 
Z ..... 
~ 

> 
Z 
Z 
c::: 
> 
t' 
~ 
r,j 
'Tj 
0 ::a 
r3 

0 
'-'j 

r3 
::r: 
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Z u; 
r3 
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;... 
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<: m 
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t~ 
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208 JUDICIAl" COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

T.ABLE 4O-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

WEIGHTED UNITS PEl{ JUDICIAL POSITION 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 I 1968-69 

Judicial 
positions' Weighted unitsb 

Pc: 
judicial 

County and judicial district Totul Judges Number position 

-
Alameda: 

1 1 54,429 54,429 
AI~meda ............... -••• 
llerkeley·Albany _'" ••••• _-- 3 3 204,716 6S,239 
Fremonl.Newark.Union City. 2 2 126,178 63,089 
O.kland.Piedmont· •••••••••• 11 11 8·18,S05 77.164 
S.n Le.nura-H.yward ••••••• 5 '6 312,897 62.519 

Hutle: 
1 1 55,061 55.061 Cbico· •••••••••••••• ••••••• 

Coulra Cosla: 
2 2 138,260 69,130 MI. Di.blo· ••••••••• • •• •••• 

Richmond •••••••••••••••••• 3 3 126,113 42,038 
Ri .... tr q __ ~ 100 ..................................... 1 1 60,992 60,992 

1 1 62,675 62.675 San P.blo .................. 
W"lnu~ Creek·D.nville ••••••• 2 2 109,111 54,586 

Fresno: 
6 6 403,319 61.220 Fresno,.. ..................... • .... •• ........ '" 

Humboldt: 
1 1 60,430 60,430 

Eur.kn •••••••••••• ••••••••• 

Kernt 
llakersfield ••••••••••••••••• 6 '6 288,229 48,038 

L"" Angele.: 
3 3 135,824 45,275 Alh.mbra •••••••••••••••••• 
1 1 77,043 77,043 Antelope ................... 
4 3 218,019 54,505 lleverly lIills ............... 
2 2 101,752 50,876 Hurbank ................... 
6 5 347,255 i 57,876 

Citrus ............... ••••••• 60,646 Campton ••••••••••••••• •••• 6 5 363,873 
1 1 6·1,133 64,133 

Culver •••••••••••••• ••••••• 
4 4 249.t38 62,285 

Downey ............. ••••••• 
5 4 303,302 60,660 E .... l Loa Angeles •••••••••••• 
4 3 286,673 71,668 

EI Monle •••••••• ••• ... ••••• 
3 2 123,656 41,219 OI.nd.I .................... 270,0B 67,503 [ngl.wood •••••••••••••••• •• 4 3 
8 '7 503.258 62,907 Lang Deaeb ••••••••••••••••• 

d69 68 4,403,507 65,123 Los AnRcI¢S ••••••••••••••••• 64,831 Los Cerritos •••••••••••••••• 3 3 164,494 
50,636 2 .2 113.272 N.wh.II ............... "0 •• 

4 4 227,091 56,773 
l'lIBuden ......... - ••• ••••••• 

3 '3 178,753 59,584 
Pomona •••••••••• • •• ••••••• 4 3 201,348 50,337 Sun Antollio •••••••••••••••• 

1 1 77,771 77.771 Santa Anit ••••••••••••••••• 
3 .~ 160,732 53,577 Santa Manka ............... 
4 4 3M,49~ 91,124 

South D.y •••••••••••••• •••• d2 1 92,487 46,244 South O.to ••••••••••••• •••• 
4 4- 229.778 57,H5 Wbiltl.r •••••••••••••••• •••• 

Marin: 
C~ntr~I •••••••••••••••••••• a 3 177,761 59,250 

MonlereY: 2 2 US,W6 57,523 
MOlllercy·Carm~l ••••••••••• 
Saliou ••••••••••••••••••••• 2 2 118,434 59,217 

Oranlla: 
8 -8 476,143 59,518 

Centr~l Orange Counly •••••• 
S 8 4.43,793 55,474 Nortb Orango COunty •••• - ••• 
3 3 232,463 'l7,488 Orange Count)' U.,bor ••••••• 
2 2 129.839 64,920 South Orange County ........ 

, Oran Count· •••••••• 6 '6 38~,197 64,033 
go 

Judicial 
positions' 

Total Judges 

1 1 
3 '3 
2 2 

11 11 
4 4 

.. . . 

2 2 
3 3 
1 1 
I 1 
2 2 

6 6 

1 1 

6 '5 

3 3 
1 1 
4 3 
2 2 
6 '5 
6 -5 
1 1 
4 4 
5 '4 

d4 3 
d3 2 
4 '3 
7 6 

'68 '58 
3 '3 
2 1 
4 4 
2 2 
4 3 
1 1 
2 2 
4 -l 
1 1 
4 <4 

3 3 

2 2 
2 2 

7 -7 
B 8 
3 3 
2 2 
Ii '5 

Weighted unitsb 

Per 
judicial 

Number position 

----
53,598 

182,003 
113,567 
694,149 
293,579 

.. 
135,884 
114,895 

19,679 
64.169 

RI03,494 

393,666 

58,289 

R291,803 

144,909 
74,463 

218,342 
96,955 

319,875 
360,906 
00,287 

226,417 
283,773 
280,194 
108,166 
262,QZ8 
491,609 

4,227,·:91 
149,539 
107,212 
201,267 
168,933 
197,020 
76,331 

157,603 
355,177 
76,693 

231,031 

163,208 

107,764 
114,499 

417,922 
391,039 
200.203 
116,718 
342,890 

53,598 
60,668 
56,784 
63,Hl4 
13,395 

.. 

67,942 
38,298 
19,679 
64,169 

R51,H7 

65,611 

68,28Q 

R58,379 

48,303 
74,463 
54,586 
48,478 
63,313 
60,151 
60,287 
66,004 
66,755 
70,049 
$6,055 
65,507 
70,230 
62,169 
49,846 
53,606 
60,317 
84,467 
49,25 S 

2 
4 
3 
8 

76,331 
78,80 
88,79 
76,69 
57.75 

54,40 

53,88 
57,25 

2 

° 
59,70 3 

SO 
4 
9 
S 

48,8 
66.73 
58,35 
68,57 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFIOE 

TABLE 4O-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 

WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

F;iscal Years 196s-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 IP68-69 

Judici.1 Judici.1 

209 

positions' Weighted units~ positiollfl' Weighted unit"b 

Per Per 

County .nd judicial district Total Judges Number 
judicial 
[lOai!ion Tolal Judge/! Number 

judicial 
position 

--- ------
Riverside: 

Caron •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 69,129 69,129 1 1 62,858 62,858 
Desert ••••••••••••••••••••• 2 2 116,245 58,123 2 2 115.859 57,930 
Riverside ••••••••••••••••••• 4 4 258,363 64,591 4 4 243,MO 60,878 

Sacramenta: 
Sacramento •••••••••••••• '" 10 '10 691,910 69,191 9 9 6M,703 72,74& 

San Bernardino: 
S.n B.rnardino County ••• '" 10 -10 51S,421 51,842 9 9 503,S71 5G,9S6. 

San Die~o: 
EI C.Jon ••••••••••••••••••• 3 3 176,570 58,857 3 3 160,016 53,339 
North County •••••••••••••• 3 3 249,168 83,056 3 3 221,341 73,782 
S.n Diego •••••••••••••••••• 22 22 1,227,158 55,780 22 023 1,1SO,602 63,664 

San Fr~ncisco: 
S.n Francisco ••••••••••••••• 17 17 1,105,489 65,029 17 17 1,062,860 62,521 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi. •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 46,256 46,256 1 1 4a,488 43,488 
Stockton ••••••••••••••••••• 4 4 246,879 61,720 4 4 225,481 56,370 

San Mat~o: 
Central. ••••••••••••••••••• 3 3 165,088 55,029 3 '3 144,309 48,103 
Northern ••••••••••••••••••• 3 3 168,582 56,194 3 3 143,586 47.862 
Soutbern ••••••••••••••••• _. 3 3 169,681 . 56,527 3 3 162,565 54.188 

Santa Barb.ra: 
Santa Darbara·Gole!a .••••••• 3 3 171,427 57,142 3 3 142,571 47,624 
Santa Mari ••••••••••••••••• 2 2 65,734 32,B67 2 2 61,497 25,749 

Santa Clara: 
Los aatos.Campbell-Sar.toga. 1 1 73,255 73,255 1 1 65,891 65,891 
Palo Alta-Mountain View •••• 4 4 186,196 46,549 4 4 165,357 41,339 
San Jose-MilpitllS ••••••••••• 10 10 602.325 60,233 10 to 567,180 56,718 
Santa CI.r ••••••••••••••••• 2 2 82,677 41,339 2 2 SO,281 40,141 
Sunnyv.le-Cupertino' ••••••• 2 2 94,929 47,465 2 2 72,05(} 36,025 

Santa Crul: 
Sanla Cruz County •••••••••• 2 2 132.612 . 66,306 2 2 121,167 60.584 

Solano: 
Fairfield·Suisun ••••••••••••• 1 1 61,371 61,371 1 1 61,985 61,985 
Vallelo ••••••••••••••••••••• 2 2 79,139 39,570 2 2 71,670 35,saC. 

Sonom.: 
Central' ................... 2 2 129,736 64,868 2 2 123,9t8 61,959 
Southern Sonoma County •••• 1 1 -11,364 '11,364 1 1 '21,860 '21,860 

Stanislaus: 
Modesto ••••••••••••••••••• 3 3 151,612 50,557 3 3 144,465 48,165 

Tulare: 
Visali •••••••••••••••••••••• 1 1 73,389 73,389 1 1 71,060 71,060 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ............. 7 7 389,094 65,585 7 7 356,611 60,930 

See (ootnotes an (ollowing page. 
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• In order to permit meaningful comp&ri!ona of workload, full-lima court commissioners employed by cau!ta were 
included wilh the luthorbed number of judies. This treatment assumes that these court officers were aVllllable to 
handle matte ..... hich would bave otherwise required the full-time effort of "n equivalent number of iu~~ea. 

b The Judicial Council's approved system 88Si~8 the following weighla to 1968-69 and 1969-70 munIcIpal court 
fllin,! (filinga in the Loa Angeles court are weIghted separately): 

Felony preliminaries_ ••••••••••••••••• 
Intol1catioo ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
other misdeme&llors •••••••••••••••••• 
Selected major traffic violations •••••••• 
other traffic ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Small cl.ims •••••• __ • __ ••• __ ••••••••• 
Civil •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Municipal 
courla 

elcludina 
Loa Anaellll! 

36 
2 

13 
It 
1.8 
4.5 

15 

48 
2 

12 
9 
1.2 
5 

10 

The weighla lIMigned are b&eed on estimatee of the aver&ge court time involved per filing and are designed to permit 
a more accurate evaluation of potential workload than 61inga alone. The weighting Sya~m does not purport to 
r.Bed the quality of judicial performance in any "ay. The weighla are reviae<! each year If necessary to reHect the 
moat recent experience of the courts. The .tandard of 60,000 weighted unila is the approximate amount of court 
time in minutes per judge per year. 

• For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 20. 
d A court commiaeioner was added during the year. 
• Court collUDilllIionera were increased from leven to len. 
II Reviled. 
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TABLE 41-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 
THROUGH ASSiGNMENTS-

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

1969-70 1968-60 

Dsys Davs 
Net days Net days 

County and judicial district 
received (or D.ys Days received (or received rendered rendered) • received rendered tendered)" 

Slate tota!. •••••••••••••••• 3,534,5 643.0 2,891.5 3,229,5 RI,093.0 R2,136.6 
Alameda: 

A1.meda ••••••••••••••••••••• 13 2 11 13 6 7 Berkeley·A1baoy •••••••••••••• 41.6 1 40.0 77.5 0 77.5 Fremont-Newark·Union City •• 53 3 50 61 1 60 Oakland·Piedmont •••••••••••• 120 1l.5 108.5 16.5 7,5 9 San Le.ndro-Hayward •••••••• 10 8 2 63 I 62 
Butte: 

Chico· •••••••••••••••••••••• 25 2 23 .. .. .. 
Contra Costa.: 

Mt. Di.blob ••••••••••••••••• SO 2 78 61 5 56 Richmond ••••••••••••••••••• 1 28 -27 16 31.5 -15,1\ Riverb •••••••••••••••••••••• 42 0 42 9 1 8 San Pablo ••••••••••••••••••• 76 1 75 88.5 0 au Walnut Creek·Danville •••••••• 75.5 13 62.5 82 1 81 
Freeno: 

Fresno •••••••••••••••••••••• 97 20 77 34.5 36.5 -2 
Humboldt: 

Eureka. •••••••••••••••••••••• 118 48 70 70 5 74 
Kern: 

Bakersfield •••••••••••••••••• _ 3 2 1 13 0 13 
Loe Angeles: 

Alh.mbra •••••••••••••••••••• 47 I 46 25.5 0.5 2,5 
Antelope ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 3 -2 7 53 -46 Beverly Hills ••••••••••••••••• 0 0.5 :"'0.5 0 0.5 -0.5 Burbank ••••••••••••••••••••• 86.5 1 35.5 37 0 37 Citrus ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3.5 I 2.5 82 24 58 Compton •••••••••••••••••••• 0 2 -2 0 48 -48 Culver ••••••••••••••••••••••• 28 a 28 25 0 25 Downey ••••••••••••••••••••• 41.5 19.5 22 38 2 36 
Eaat Loe Angel ............... 10 0 10 0 0 0 EI Monte •••••••••••••••••••• 0 6 -6 19 4 15 
Glendale ••••••••••••••••••••• I I 0 I D.6 0.5 
Inglewood ••••••••••••••••••• Z9 0.5 28.5 55 0 55 
tong Beacb •••••••••••••••••• 0 3 -3 0 39 -39 
Los Angel .................... 327 38 289 212 112 100 
Loe Cerritoe •••••••••••••••••• 0 0 0 22 0 22 
Newhall ••••••••••••••••••••• 5 I 4 2 4 -2 
Paaaden ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 18.5 -17.5 12 U 10.5 
Pomona ••••••••••••••••••••• 30 46 -16 75 0 75 
S.n Antonio ••••••••••••••••• 0 0.5 -0.5 0 3.5 -3.5 
Santa Anit ••••••••••••••••••• 17 0 17 43.5 0 43.5 
Santa Monica •••••••••••••••• 121 0 121 127 0 127 
South Bay ••••••••••••••••••• 7 0 7 9 1 8 
South Gate •••••••••••••••••• 76.5 0 7U 87 1 86 
Whittier ••••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 0 35.5 1.5 34 

Marin: 
Central •••••••••••••••••••••• 27.0 0 27.5 24 24 0 

Monterey: 
Monterey·CarmeL ••••••••••• 77 0 77 26 2 24 
Salinas •••••••••••••••••••••• 39 7 32 9 5.5 3.5 

Orange: 
Central Orange County •••••••• 21.5 31 -3.5 69 69 -10 
North Orange County ••••••••• 0 126 -126 Q 241 -241 
Orange CountJr Harbor •••••••• 30 0 30 0 10 -10 
South Or.nge County ••••••••• llO 0 llO 18 18 0 
West Orange County •••••••••• 250 0 250 516 7 609 

Riverside: 
Corona •••••••••••••••••••••• 23 Q ·23 57 0 57 
Desert ••••••••••••••••••••••• 94 0 94 142 0 142 
Riverside ••••••••••• __ ....... 0 0 0 0 4 -4 
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County and iudicial district 

TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1S6~9 and 1969-70 

Total 
DODparking filiDgB 

196!1-70 1 196H9 

Traffic violations 
other than 

illegal parking 

196!1-70 1968-69 

N0Uparking filiDgB 

Felony preliminaries 
and misdeme:monl not 

elsewhere clasoified 

196!1-70 1968-69 

Small claims 

196!1-70 I 1968-69 

'. 

AIl other civil 

196!1-70 I 1968-69 

Illegal 
parking filings 

196!1-70 1 1R68-69 
-------------1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1----U----I---

Slate total. ______ • ______ --__________________ _ 

Alameda: Livermore. ___________________________________ _ 
Pleasanton _____ • ______________________________ _ 

Alpine: AJpine_ ... ________ .. ___ ..... __ ... ________________ 
T 

___ _ 

Amador: Amador._. ____________________________________ _ 

But"': 

~~~~-:.:::::=:::=:::=::::::::::::::::::::::::: Durham. _____________________________________ _ 
Gridley _______________________________________ _ 
Oroville. _____ :. ________________________________ _ 
Paradise. ____________________________________ _ 

Calaveras: 

~~~.~~:::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::: West Point ____ ------. _________________________ _ 

Colusa: Col _______ • _________________________________ _ Wimam.. ____________________________________ _ 

928,630 

13,245 
8,869 

4~ 
3,268 

1,046 

1,135 
2,092 
5,333 
1,512 

2,076 
2,105 

177 

1,274 
5,830 

899,345 

13,659 
8,421 

242 

3,768 

1,161' 
9,124 

961 
2,063 
5,608 
1,218 

2,138 
1,836 

159 

1,485 
4,856 

769,691 

11,681 
7,854 

137 

2,442 

844 

l,olii 
1,425 
3,560 
1,Q.l7 

1,417 
1,355 

67 

712 
5,433 

737,809 

12,279 
7,490 

164 

2,903 

937 
6,366 

834 
1,522 
3,913 

781 

1,530 
1,398 

51 

854 
4.445 

91,898 

905 
635 

259 

407 

182 

98 
446 
970 
269 

282 
490 
48 

29S 
327 

&1,573 

829 
579 

74 

489 

197 
1,167 

102 
3M 
908 
272 

196 
290 
66 

374 
295 

50,601 

465 
269 

5 

392 

15 

12 
144 
435 
168 

347 
246 

59 

161 
59 

55,727 

447 
263 

4 

359 

25 
1,207 

25 
128 
448 
145 

397 
137 
51 

172 
94 

16,440 

194 
111 

5 

27 

5 

12 
77 

368 
28 

30 
14 
3 

105 
11 

16,236 

104 
89 

o 

17 

2 
384 

o 
59 

339 
20 

15 
11 
1 

85 
22 

300,350 

803 
1,102 

92 

1,205 

o 
415 
149 
63 
28 

215 
173 

6 

83 
107 

353,383 

801 
1,179 

53 

1,459 

o 
38,019 

201 
150 
102 
34 

328 
225 
.15 

191 
32 
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TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS-Continued 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING .AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 196fHi9 and 1969-70 

N onparking filings 

Traffic violations ! Felnny preliminaries 
Total other than and misdemeanors not I 

nonparking filings illegal parking elsewhere classified Small claims All other civil 

County and judicial district 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-70 I 1968-69 I96HO I 1968-69 I 196HO I 196H9 I~L.::68-69 
Contra COIIta: I Antioch b __________________ • ____________________ 

l,917 l 1,249 262 279 127 Brentwood-Byron· ______________________________ 682 501 121 49 11 Crockelt
d 
______________________________________ 

904 
159 135 19 

33 
4 

15 
1 

Crocket~Port C""tad ________________ --__________ 795 745 670 111 92 26 7 Delta· _________________________________________ 
3,153 1,826 2,203 1,142 672 545 228 95 50 44 EI Cerrito-Kensington ___________________________ 7,908 5,682 6,870 4,729 640 631 278 239 120 83 Oakley· _______________________________________ 

6,097 
382 

5,347 
284 61 

Isii 
33 4 Pino1e-HerculCll-Rodeo __________________________ 4,734 4,G79 439 442 133 125 80 

~~~~hf~~-;,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5,793 3,772 928 758 335 
198 167 22 6 3 Port COIIta

d 
____________________________________ 

0 0 0 0 0 

Del Norte: Crescent_ • _____________________________________ 
4,922 5,527 4,083 4,787 484 447 19S 225 157 68 Klamath _______________________________________ 

715 629 681 566 27 45 7 16 0 2 

EI Dorado: EI Dorado _____________________________________ 
7,832 5,473 7,574 5,199 163 181 81 86 14 7 

t:k~g~;\~~:.I:~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 220 256 84 89 84 110 37 41 15. 16 
11,147 9,927 9,21l3 8,444 1,212 802 523 483 209 198 P1acerville _____________________ : ________________ 7,605 7,124 6,676 6,167 384 396 405 429 140 132 

Fresno: 
Caruth~rs ________ .--___________________________ 1,667 1,517 1,124 1,056 317 335 219 115 7 11 Clovis _________________________________________ 3,257 3,041 2,285 2,Il33 636 690 290 280 46 38 

~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
2,059 2,620 1,587 2,IlZ5 228 261 211 286 27 42 

122 131 44 62 74 69 4 0 0 0 
3,200 3,139 1,991 1,897 862 927 323 219 20t 36 
3,074 2,741 2,713 2,496 265 167 90 77 , 6 7 

-.-.,~ .... ~...:..,-, .. - , -

megal 
parkiog filingS 

1969-70 1968-69 

761 
53 

2,932 
367 

1,903 
149 72 

4,072 4,289 

432 
13 

508 
915 
208 
11 

99 118 
0 3 

97 43 
0 0 

1,209 1,95S 
4,853 4,135 

14 10 
1,054 283 

166 180 
1 1 

119 44 
13 32 

~r:::r~ .:::::<;::h~-~-. -::=: . ..:...:: 

Kermnn ________________________________________ 
3,657 3,327 2,521 2,395 721 652 374 262 41 IS 19 27 

Kingshnrg _____________________________________ 
1,415 1,363 1,116 1,147 110 83 III 122 12 11 106 53 

l'arlicr ________________________________________ 
1,143 1,053 887 80S 189 198 60 41 1 6 133 215 

Ponderosa _____________________________________ 
1,173 951. 893 766 243 153 36 32 1 0 89 73 

Reedley ________________________________________ 
3,254 3,401 2,371 2,636 447 369 409 359 27 43 651 761 

Riverdale ______________________________________ 
1,590 1,719 1,333 1,543 144 147 103 81 10 8 9 10 

Sangci _______________________________________ 
3,018 2,991 ~,006 2,091 615 591 3111 283 36 32 419 894 

Selma _________________________________________ 
4,494 4,111 3,OSi 3,247 519 454 243 323 51 87 638 632 ,Glenn' Orland _________________________________________ 
3,593 2,918 3,169 2,519 231 207 146 168 41 24 59 50 

Willows ________________________________________ 
3,186 2,495 2,110 2,077 221 214 212 181 43 23 93 143 Humboldt: Arcata _________________________________________ 
9,000 10,615 7,497 9,129 505 499 463 317 535 700 7,185 7.098 

ForluDJi; _______________________________ ... ___ ... ____ 
4,391 5,211 2,961 3,582 50S 553 512 464 410 612 83 83 

Garberville _____________________________________ 
1,664 1,637 1,349 1,222 86 109 205 284 24 22 83 140 

K1amath-Trinity _______________________________ 
879 1,345 536 877 129 210 187 209 27 49 9 10 Imperial: Hrawley _______________________________________ 

5,62·1 4,745 4,215 3,357 793 827 562 516 54 45 1,697 1,443 

Calexico ____________________________ • _________ 
4,731l 4,875 3,785 3,728 631 802 292 331 22 14 3,940 4,451 

Calipatria _____________________________________ 
1,516 1,548 1,024 1,004 348 439 137 104 7 1 1 4 

III Centro ______________________________________ 
9,867 8,385 7,865 6,286 908 1,005 894 lHl 200 153 739 850 

Holtville _______________________________________ 
2,38'1 1,867 2,16S 1,591 118 172 82 94 21 10 108 148 

Imperial _______________________________________ 
3,278 2,612 2,867 2,247 289 260 11l~ 95 18 10 149 139 

Westmorlal.d ___________________________________ 
3,899 ~,718 3,703 3,476 168 186 25 52 3 4 9 9 

Winterhaven ___________________________________ 
3,988 Mill 3,193 2,222 782 ·773 III 4 3 2 55 77 lnyo; 

Northern lnyo __________________________________ 
3,903 3,829 3,149 3,149 397 383 328 265 29 32 2,129 6,014 

Southern lnyo __________________________________ 
3,955 3,473 3,491 3,009 296 302 141 135 21 27 li8 43 Kern: 

Arvin-Lamont. _________________________________ 
5,276 5,122 4,315 4,536 718 828 232 351 11 7 218 226 

Buttonwillow ___________________________________ 
722 502 439 327 220 112 61 60 Z 3 77 133 

Delano-McFarland _________________ ... _________ 
5,724 5,IlSIl 3,894 3,275 1,160 1,138 477 543 193 124 442 933 

Indian Wells __ :. ________________________________ 
3,299 3,217 2,614 2,549 283 278 380 370 22 

20 I 4 14 

Kern Rivr.r-P..nnd _______________________________ 
4,258 3,120 3,299 2,366 746 552 208 200 5 ld

j 
13 18 

Maricopa~jlart .. ~ _______________ .,.. ______ ... ________ 
19,834 20,771 18,663 19,675 647 595 334 348 190 725 1,12-1 

Mojave _______________________________________ 
8,736 7,015 8,010 6,255 433 510 247 232 16 26 39 

Shafter _______________________________________ 
7,612 0,435 6,765 5,868 601 341 191 205 55 21 154 132 ~~:~~~~::=::=::::=:=::::::=:==::::::::::::==: 5,250 3,918 4,733 3,638 463 243 50 34 4 3 25 25 3,457 2,926 2,654 2,047 502 559 199 219 102 41 218 224 Kinga; 

AvenaL _______________________________________ 
1,288 1,233 1,065 1.063 91 95 127 68

1 
51 71 1 I 10 

Corcoran~ _________________ .. _______ ... ___________ ... 
1,692 1,825 842 826 453 594 371 393 26 12 236 64 

Hanford _______________________________________ 
9,;J7 9,71l1 6,843 7,090 1,245 1.064 755 839 874 708 3,243 2,923 

Lemoore ______________________________________ 
3,611 3,862 3,026 3,233 388 411 170 202 27 16 413 478 
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TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS-Continued 

SUMMARY OF NONPAR KING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 19~9 and '1969-70 

~i onp Irking 61iags 

Traflic nolatio"," I Felony preliminaries I 
Total other th, ... and misdemeanors not 

nonparking 61ings iIIcg::! ""king elsewhere cWsified Small eIaims 

County and judicial district 1969-70 I 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 

---------------------
LAke: 

W~~I~~~~:=::::::::::::::::::::::::: 947 1,127 454 651 285 259 191 201 
365 362 1il 150 118 137 61 62 

kfi!d';lk~;;;:LO;'~~~:=::::=::::::::::::::::: 1,015 1,157 457 651 379 302 149 265 
395 539 258 371 78 76 52 81 Upper Lake __________________________________ 
487 517 289 289 132 129 53 80 

Lassen: 

~j!d~~:::_-.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 90 122 52 90 18 6 19 25 
301 338 270 315 30 23 1 0 W ... twood-Honey Lake. ________________________ 3,509 3,979 2,503 3,213 367 3iO 620 369 

Loo Angel ... : Catalina _______________________________________ 
275 361 47 61 182 256 42 44 Malibu _______________________________________ 

18,897 14,886 17,250 13,450 1,376 1,213 234 197 

Madera: Chowchilla. ____________________________________ 
8,536 8,369 8,065 7,678 171 257 260 416 Madera. ___________ • __________________________ 

10,966 13,458 8,255 10,192 1,428 1,572 886 1,101 I Sierra __________________________________________ 
990 1,231 440 642 325 276 218 306 

Marin: Noribwes!ern ________________________________ 
1,760 967

1 

1,431 I 815

1 

275

1 

131 I 38

1 

19

1 
Mariposa: Coulterville ____________________________________ 

87 92 47 1,2~ 14 51 13 16~ Mariposa •• _____________ ••••••• ___________ ••• ___ 1,351 1,690 1,006 248 235 91 

~' .J~~k...... ___ ~ ~:::::::::===C'----_ 

Mendocino: 
318 315 243 230 54 38 Andessoll ______________________________________ 19 38 

Arena _________________________________________ 397 409 220 213 82 74 89 115 

~~IT~~ecci;.;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
472 495 316 358 133 107 19 14 
127 232 86 207 39 21 2 3 

Little Lakc __________________________________ 2,6.11 2,709 2,249 2,257 192 246 139 165 
Leng Valley ____________________________________ 2,158 1,497 2,003 1,373 73 S9 71 42 
Round VaUey __________________________________ 150 143 57 43 75 71 14 20 
&nel _________________________________________ 549 620 5O'J 589 29 17 8 11 
T.d Mile River _________________________________ 2,158 2,112 1,538 1,393 293 348 270 286 
Ukiah _________________________________________ 7,875 7,313 5,967 5,531 1,171 817 538 726 

Merced: 3,865 A twa!er _ • ___________________________________ 4,982 4,487 4,236 652 355 155 251 
Dos Palos. _____________________________________ 6,081 5,082 5,448 4,:123 386 373 231 362 
GUStiIlC. ______________________________________ 2,48Q 2,118 2,117 1,755 245 234 101 lOS 
Le Grand __ • ___ .: ______________________________ 3,160 3,358 2,894 3,155 193 100 61 91 
Livingston _____________________ .--------------- 9,019 9,389 8,590 8,895 312 308 86 167 
Los llanos ____________ •• ________________________ 7,138 9,081 6,167 8,134 445 369 411 467 Merced. ______________________________________ 12,717 12,958 8,769 9,283 1,983 1,969 1,285 974 Soelling ____________________________________ 15:> 157 46 54 96 90 9 10 

Modoc: Adill·Leokout __________________________________ 78 43 21 17 51 18 5 8 
Alturas ___________________ ------ --------------- 1,490 1,322 1,085 57li 250 295 133 332 
Newell. _____________________________________ 192 309 120 238 65 54 13 17. 
Surprise Valley _________________________________ 40 24 16 14 4 5 18 4 

Mono: Mono ___________________ • ______________________ 
2,153 1,740 1,541 1,297 456 323 139 112 

Moninrey: C3l!troville-Paiaro ______________________ • ________ 6,342 5,656 5,829 5,069 352 361 130 199 
Goruales. ______________________________________ 3,205 2,353 2,986 2,066 119 205 86 73 
Greeofield _____________________________________ 1,328 1,423 1,152 1,200 96 138 65 ~5 
King City ______________________________________ 5,379 5;004 4,726 4,185 432 589 18S 202 
Pacific Grove. __________________________________ 1,699 1,309 1,126 790 290 217 216 236 San Ardo ___ : _________________________________ 

4,589 4,175 4,196 :1,909 366 247 22 15 SOledad ____________________ • __________________ 
3,670 2,844 3,211 2,583 352 152 98 98 

N~i:;;;:::::=:::::::::::::=::::::=::===:: 921 832 697 658 117 94 91 67 
13,103 12,197 10,547 9,469 1,494 1,411 703 927 
1,859 2,566 1,513 2,053 181 195 144 279 

Nevada: Grass Valley ____________________________________ 3,105 2,784 2,657 2,374 136 164 186 134 Ne''ada. _____________________________________ 
1,707 1,573 1,182 1,009 311 269 179 199 Truckee __________________________ • _____________ 
5,194 3,643 4,854 3,389 160 106 144 lOS 

All other civil II 
1969-70 1968-69 

17 16 
15 13 
30 49 

7 11 
13 19 

1 1 
0 0 

19 27 

4 0 
37 28 

40 18 
397 593 

7 7 

1; I 
211 

~ II 

2 9 
6 7 
4 16 
0 1 

51 51 
11 13 

4 9 
3 3 

57 85 
199 239 

39 16 
16 24 
26 21 
12 12 
31 19 

115 111 
680 732 

1 3 

1 0 
22 20 
4 0 
2 1 

17 8 

31 ,27 
14 9 
J5 20 
33 28 
67 66 
5 4 
9 11 

16 13 
359 390 
21 39 

126\ 1121 35 96 
36 40 

ru~ 
parking 61ings 

1969-70 1968-69 

59 52 
26 13 

248 445 
7 11 

32 86 

0 1 
0 0 

1,918 1,059 

133 71 
8,369 5,096 

130 126 
2,348 3,810 

95 50 

965 I 264 

12U 
3 

67 

23 47 
154 95 
389 423 
27 43 
71 207 
28 58 

1 0 
18 36 

1,508 1,592 
10,446 10,811 

181 165 
509 418 

55 102 
16 29 

112 132 
921 1,009 

18,6·15 19,717 
0 1 

0 2 
.17 31 
1 0 
0 , 

765 520 

120 40 
75 103 
21 19 

232 38 
2,386 3,220 

19 91 
268 360 

977 456 
18,046 19,41:!! 

2,824 3,180 

2,
685

1 
2.890 

774 1,705 
54 180 
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'TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS-Continued 00 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fis!=,al Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

Nonparking filings 

Traffic ,;olatioDB I Felony preliminari". 
Totol other than and misdemeanors no~ Illegal 

nonparking filings illegal parking elsewhere classified: Small claims All other civil parking filiogs .... 
q 
t:1 

County and judicial district 1969-70 I 1908-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969':70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 8 ..... --------------------- > 
Placer: t' 

Aubuw ________________________________________ 4,397 3,712 3,208 2,556 642 615 360 360 187 181 3,952 4,181 Q 
Colfax-Alto-Dutch F1at __________________________ 6,164 5,059 5,815 4,770 131 130 191 129 27 30 493 204 0 
ForesthilL __________________________ ........... 89 123 43 58 26 39 16 22 4 4 0 0 q 
Lincoln._ .. _ ............ _ •• ___ ._ ........ _ •• _ .. _ 681 791 437 528 119 113 60 107 45 43 22 9 Z Loomis ______________________ .... ________________ 

4,713 3,855 4,334 3,524 243 177 Hi 113 52 41 563 199 Q 
H Roseville _____ .. ______ .......... _________ • __ •• _. 4,450 4,397 3,367 3,608 372 168 359 305 352 316 1,387 2,027 t' Tahoe. _ •• ______ •• _. _______ • ____ • _____________ • 1,487 1,756 695 1,132 357 334' 363 233 72 57 1,090 1,630 
0 

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 > Plumas _______________________________ •• _. _____ 
1,290 1,725 768 919 194 296 294 487 34 23 253 93 t"' 

bj 
Rivernide: 0 Beaumont ___________ • __________________________ 

4,460 5,366 4,090 5,019 230 246 112 83 28 18 16 23 ::>;l 
Coachella ______________________________________ 

3,526 4,379 2,655 3,009 467 793 366 483 38 94 123 321 Z ..... Eisinorc ________________________________________ 
2,441 1,995 1,550 1,464 620 335 240 175 31 21 42 116 > Hem~.t ____________________________________ • ____ 
4,812 4,532 3,859 3,286 473 604 447 620 33 22 178 752 Jurupa ____________________ • ________________ • ___ 
8,337 8,598 6,774 7,045 633 859 535 553 195 141 0 0 Meeca _____________ .. ___ • ______________________ 
1,867 1,599 1,651 1,268 198 317 15 8 3 6 3 2 Murrieto _______________ • __ • ___________________ • 
1,543 1,140 1,414 1,074 68 41 60 22 1 3 0 0 Palo Verde _____________________________________ 
6,030 6,074 4,536 4,501 ,137 1,175 335 375 22 23 174 190 Pcrris __________________________________________ 
4,723 4,976 3,882 4,173 575 536 237 246 29 21 111 91 San Gorgonio ______ . ____________________________ 

16,142 16,229 15,36·1 15,601 528 397 206 200 44 28 24 15 San Jocioto_. ___________________________ • ______ 
2,133 2,117 1,798 1,789 IS9 231 134 95 12 2 299 373 

Sacramento: Elk Grovc-Galt. ____________________ , ___________ 
1,455 2,263 905 

1,
569

1 ~~ I 271 I 348

1 ~I 141 
3g II 

288

1 
465 

Fair Oaks-Folsom ________________________ • __ • ___ 5,599 4,170 5,029 3,6H 290 208 2~ I 86 146 
Walnut Grove-Isleton ___________________ •• ______ 760 793 438 515 230 159 86 89 30 61 

~. ' ' ":0--- 0., < - ••• ~t . .!h ~_ .•• -::'.,--~-.. -.--.-- ~7 "4 

San Benito: 

1O~1 Hollist", _____ • __________________________ .• ______ 3,093 3,138 2,171 2,244 435 401 379 367 126 2,481 2,619 San Juan ______________________________________ 
2,514 2,012 2,365 1,851 103 81 39 73 7 18 35 Trcs Pinos _____________________________________ 

87 50 39 16 32 28 12 6 4 0 0 0 

San Bernardino: Amboy-Ludlow _____ .. ________________________ .. 2,573 3,560 2,543 3.542 23 27 7 9 0 2 25 13 Baker _______ • ____ • _ .. ______ • __________________ 
6,307 6,154 6,209 6,054 72 88 12 10 14 2 57 34 Bamtow ______ • ____ • ___________________________ 

12,745 11,587 10,970 9,825 1,153 917 548 807 74 38 904 932 > 
~i:~~~~~:::========:==:=::::=::==::====:::= 2,712 2,108 1,746 1,351 408 354 519 351l 39 14 520 765 Z 

12,077 10,522 11,495 9.967 306 324 225 205 51 26 20 52 Z Calzona ___________________________________ • ___ • 
961 1,181 639 853 310 312 12 15 0 1 2 0 q Chino _________ ~ ______ • ________ • _______________ 

6,453 5,914 4,735 3,980 917 924 444 678 357 362 771 515 :> Colton ___________ • ________________ • ___ • ________ 
14,618 11,000 13.208 9,620 879 750 464 568 67 62 907 555 t' Crest Forest _________________ ._. _________ ... ____ 2,402 2,508 1,465 1,929 704 398 215 169 18 12 147 745 ::>;l 

~~i';..~~~~~~:::=::=::==:=:::::::::=:=====:==:== 3,000 3,155 2,502 2.646 285 214 143 214 70 81 31 76 1;:1 4,713 3,470 4,638 3,388 53 59 18 23 4 0 7 30 "d 

~ii~I~~~-:::=:::====:=====:=:=:=:=:==::::=~:=:= 3,262 3,151 2,725 2,650 355 375 167 111 15 15 297 656 0 
5,969 5,819 5,733 5,618 127 88 60 P9 49 24 1,375 1,555 ::>;l N eodles ___________ • ___ • _____ • __________________ 
1,779 1,934 1,191 1,412 437 376 146 143 5 3 760 461 >-3 Trona_. ___ • ____ ._. ____________ • _______________ 

332 439 204 321 60 38 66 75 2 5 24 14 0 Twentynine Palms ____ • __ • ______________________ 3,641 4.088 3,065 3,506 343 339 213 224 20 19 94 164 ~ Yermo-Belleville _____________________ " _______ • __ 7,451 6,214 7,305 6.056 80 80 58 74 8 4 22 30 
>-3 Yucaipa ______ • _______________ • _________________ 

4,860 3,905 4,589 3,614 97 81 150 191 24 19 0 0 
~ 

San Diego: 1;:1 
Coronado ______ ._. _ .. __________________________ 

6.,696 5,479 6,241 4.956 370 432 71 76 14 15 7,937 8,307 > East County ____________________________ ._. ____ 
1,605 2.133 1,404 1,859 168 197 33 76 0 1 19 34 t:1 Fallhrook ______ • ___ •• _. _. ________________ • _____ 1,894 2,132 1,~58 1,737 207 156 216 233 13 6 41 41 = NalionaL ___ • _____ • ____ , _____ • _____ • ______ • _____ 
9,687 10,285 8,u77 8,948 931 783 ' 591 480 88 74 3,657 4,7;2 Ra!n,.lU __________ .. ___ k_", __ " ___________________ 

2,023 1,726 1,148 918 620 583 244 219 11 6 23 10 Z 
@ 

Sau Joaquin: >-3 Manlcca-llipon-EscnloD __________________________ 8,162 7,443 6.478 6,182 834 679 547 380 303 202 1,242 l,6il ::;l Tracy __ •• _ • ___________________________________ 
11,159 11,466 9,990 10,260 569 580 424 512 176 108 8,291 9,521 > 

>-3 
San Lu;" Ob;"po: < First. __________________ .. __ • ____ • __ • __________ 

7,277 6,600 6,309 5,812 559 470 293 201 116 117 1,887 2,738 1;:1-

*'h~d~~~~===:===:=:====:====:::==:===::======== 3,'60 2,923 2,925 2,468 27J 235 218 204 4& 16 126 133 0 
8.~28 8,315 0,693 6,624 674 592 460 476 601 623 18,111 47,000 ~ Fourth. _____________ • _____________________ •• ___ 
9,409 9,927 7,940 8,129 1,113 986 252 703 104 109 700 1,119 "'J Firth ___________________ • _______ • ____________ ._ 
7,167 7,149 6,742 6,614 200 245 181 203 44 87 52 26 Q 

Santo Barbara: 
1;:1 

~F~~~~~:~~~~~i~:=================:======== 
3,122 3,048 2,074 2,160 289 360 144 203 15 5 534 466 

810 555 653 362 119 95 30 89 8 9 885 221 
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: 
t.:I Gilroy-MorgB/l HilL. ___________________________ 

15,373 12,417 13,682 10,657 705 i 765 731 769 255 226 828 814 I--' 
~ 

'!-
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TABLE 42-CALIFORNIAJUSTICE COURTS-Continued 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING .AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 196&-69 and 1969-70 

N onpacking filings 

Traffic violaiiona 1 Felony preliminaries 
Total other than and misdemeanorll not I 

nonpacking filings illegal packing elsewhere classified Small claims 

County and judicial district 19~70 I 196&-69 1969-70 196&-69 1969-10 196&-69 1969-70 196&-69 
---------------------

Sha.ta: Andel'llon •• __ •• ________________ • _______________ 
3,930 4,2\1 3,260 3,529 210 267 365 331 Burney ______________ • _________________________ 

9\1 816 575 530 178 75 148 201 Costella •• _____ • ___ • _________ • ________________ 
620 607 568 564 46 34 6 9 Central Valley._ ••••• _____________ • _____ • __ •• ___ 8,330 8,031 7,646 7,292 350 368 246 284 Cottonwood •• _. ____ • _______ • ______ • ____ ._. _____ 489 450 406 309 26 '2 39 34 Fall River Valley __________ • __________ • ______ • __ 
263 346 136 161 36 5 .. 8S 127 Mountain ___ • ______ •• __ • _______ • _____ ._. ______ . 265 233 233 220 18 5 12 6 Ono •• _ ••• ___________ • _________ • _______________ 
890 1,223 789 1,112 83 101 12 7 Redding _________________________ • _____________ 

7,950 7,693 4,979 4,470 1.135 1.259 1.223 1,288 

Sierra: Sierra County _________________________________ • 
244 449 139 272 60 114 38 62 

S"lI!kiyou: DorrUo ____________ • __________________ • _________ 
705 721 532 532 138 156 31 33 Dunsmuir-Mt, Sh .. ta ______ • ____________________ 3.011 2.720 2.4G2 2,135 169 139 411 425 

M~l(!j~u~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 715 740 4-13 51Z 8-1 90 182 134 
301 345 155 147 64 82 76 104 Scott Valley ____________________________________ 
6S2 325 522 176 93 62 63 86 

~'i:l:J.~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3.340 2,684 2.693 2,118 340 351 284 202 
314 482 158 278 146 190 7 10 Y.oka ____ • ______________________ • _____________ 

5,111 5.012 3.978 3.757 459 483 310 493 

Solano: 

~i:~t:::::=:=:::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::: 2.180 2.227 1.889 1,888 194 222 77 101 
4.842 4.022 4.484 3,662 149 151 199 190 Rio Vista __________________ • ___ • ______________ 

951 725 588 502 2G2 127 U9 83 Vacaville _______________________________________ 6.277 6.691 5,596 5,764 332 407 297 474 

Sonoma: Nor}hern_. ________________________________ . 
i4.616 5,069 13.822 4.338 1309 281 1426 404 

All other civil II 
1969-70 196&-69 

95 84 
10 10 

0 0 
88 87 
IS 35 
3 4 
2 2 
6 3 

613 676 

7 

4 0 
29 21 

6 4 
6 12 
4 1 

23 13 
3 4 

334 279 

20 16 
10 19 
12 13 
52 46 

'59 46 

t2.UZ ; Ii ~-"~' 

Stanislaus: 
6.907 6.052 6,255, 5.394 489 474 '163 

~:"'~~~=:=:::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
130 33 21 

1'.005 809 701 , 601 172 119 124 84 8 5 
Oakdal.,..Waterrord. _____ • ____________ ~ __________ 3.067 2,972 2,144 2.116 725 599 117 192 81 65 

Pattemon _________________ -.------------------- 1.839 1.714 1,469 '1.284 179 163 141 201 50 66 
Riverbank _______ -_____________________________ 1.48~ 't,173 1,162 960 219 13.5 89 65 11 13 
Turlock ________________________________________ 4.435 3.933 3.411 2;917 471 455 263 339 290 222 

Slltter: 
1.465 1.388 1.280 1,164 148 164 60 Butte __________________________________________ 23 14 10 

Yuba __________________________________________ 
8.643 9.421 7.047 7,778 805 904 460 442 331 297 

Tehama: - CorninK _______________________________________ 2,777 2,807 2.319 2.351 203 164 219 266 36 26 
Red.B1uff ______________________________________ 

9.483 9.788 8.218 8.608 599 585 417 401 249 194 

Trinity: , Hayfork. ______________________________________ 364 234 247 130 37 35 75 64 5 5 

Junction City-Sa\ycr ____ ~--------.. ------------- 246 402 211 366 22 24 6 12 7 0 
M ad River _____________________________________ 108 97 86 57 16 35 5 5 1 0 
Trinity Center __________________________________ 56 33 15 6 30 21 11 6 0 0 
Weaverville ____________________________________ 726 709 417 437 106 78 186 180 17 14 

Tulare: Dinuba ________________________________________ 5.675 5,739 4.501 4.417 580 830 536 458 58 34, 
Exeter-Farmcmville _____________________________ 2,28) 2,876 1.542 2.115 469 538 264 217 6 6 
Lindsay ________________________________________ 2,318 2,011 1,707 1,403 421 388 146 188 44 32 
Pixley _________________________________________ 6,262 6,316 5.587 5,5.13 572 677 95 101 8 5 
Porterville _________ • ___________________________ 8,561 8.855 6.322 6,259 1,304 1.642 517 590 418 364 
Tulare _____________________________________ • ___ J3,731 11,662 10.758 9,694 2,327 1,283 555 1i09 91 76 
WoodJakc ______________________________________ - 1.317 1.237 785 704 398 392 126 135 8 6 

Tuolumne: First ________________________ • -.--------------- 997 1,008 354 366 185 184 285 319 173 139 
SCcond ________ . ________________________________ 582 412 486 338 68 30 36 42 2 2 
Third __________________________________________ 

1,856 2,115 1.362 1.733 316 253 159 122 19 7 
Fourth _________________________________________ 260 269 120 145 132 109 5 12 3 3 
Fifth _______ .: __________________________________ 

2.956 2.784 2,536 2.476 257 1&1 151 114 12 5 

Yolo: Capay _________________________________________ 
23 21 6 11 15 10 2 0 0 0 

COttonwood ____________________________________ 42 88 41 80 1 8 0 0 0 0 
Davu. ________________________________________ 

8.138 9.992 7,199 9,296 578 360 293 292 68 44 

~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
' 70 80 30 47 17 11 2~ 20 1 2 

306 363 238 272 59 75 9 15 0 1 
Guinda ________________________________________ 

16 23 2 6 8 16 0 1 0 0 

~i:l':.~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::: 
8.666 7.\07 7.165 5,823 905 922 479 278 117 84 

735 758 577 534 79 103 66 115 13 6 

~ ~d .-------r--~------------------------- ~~.79J 8.414 8,355 6.001 1.449 1.354 liD7 705 .390 348 

.. 

1Uegal 
packing filiogs 

1969-70 1968-69 

41 70 
10 21 

4 7 
83 \18 
8 7 
2 0 
0 0 
5 2 

27.678 31.251 

12 6 

4 0 
519 382 

2 9 
27 6 
10 3 

427 305 
0 2 

207 199 

374

1 

229 
714 233 
82 35 

499 533 

'627 I 595 

l,\!) 
1'0 
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""' d 
t:' 
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:; 
c:< 
n 
0 
d 
Z 
n ..... 
c:< 
0 
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z ..... 
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247 439 
112 95 

1,885 1.926 
53 112 
74 155 

17.711 12.467 
> 
Z 

25 -17 Z 
958 588 d 

> c:< 
38 53 

~ 626 527 ttl 
'l1 
0 

0 20 :xl 
0 0 >-3 
0 0 0 
0 0 "!l 

18 39 
>-3 
III 

767 864 ttl 
31 112 > 
22 18 t:' 
69 0 "" 2,556 3,205 ~ 

1.025 1.898 Z ..... 
280 205 Ul 

>-3 
:xl 

2.552 1.894 > 
>-3 

34 11 :;: 
274 727 
30 8 ttl 
74 0 0 

~ 
~ 

0 0 
..... 
0 

0 2 ttl 
11.957 11.267 

0 1 
3 0 
0 0 

413 491 
64 119 

1,096 2.164 l,\!) 
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I-' 
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TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURT5-Continued 

SUMMARY OF NONPAR KING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 and 1969-70 

N ooparking filings 

Traffic violations Felony preliminaries 
Total other than and misdemeanDni not 

nooparking filings illegal parking elsewhere classified Small claims 

Couoty and jndicial district 196!}-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 1969-70 1968-69 
---------------------

Yuba: 
34 51 23 44 5 4 5 3 Camptonville ___________________________________ 

MarYBville _____________________________________ 9,186 9,696 6,462 6,688 1,731 1,957 529 563 WhcaUand ___________________________________ 1,306 583 1,281 62-1 15 28 7 
-----------

• Chico Justice Court District became B municipal court on July I, 1969. 
b Antioch and PitlAlburg Justice Court Districts conuolidated to become the River Municipal Court District on March 10, 1969. 
• Brentwood-Byron and Oakley Justice Court Districts coo80lidated to berome the Delta Justice Court District 00 November 7, 1968. 
d Crockett and Port Costa Jnstice Court Districts ronsolidated to berome the Crock.tf,.Port Costa Justice Court District on September I, 1968. 
• Port Chicago Justice Court Distrid roilsolidated with Mt. Diablo Municipal Court District on January I, 1969. . 
I Figures are incomplete as tbe rerorda in tbe Cloverdale branch were dClltroyed by fife in October 1969. 
• Blacks, CacbeviUe and Dunnigan Justice Court Districts consolidated ... ith Woodland Juatice Court District on July I, 1968. 
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All other chil 

1969-70 1968-69 

1 0 
464 488 

3 7 

Dlegal 
parkiog filings 

1969-70 1968-69 

1 1 
12,973 15,238 

7 0 
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