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1. THE ROLE OF THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS Q

Under contract with the Judicial Pilot Program (the Program)
the National Center for State Courts (the National Center) con-
ducted an independent evaluation of the Program. The terms of an
evaluation contract were set forth in the grant by which the Pro-
gram was funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA). (Contract No. D3295-1-74.)

Evaluation Scope and Approach

The grant award called for continuous evaluation of the Pro-
gram during the period beginning July 1, 1974 and endihg June 30,
1975. However, the contract between the Judicial Pilot Program
and the National Center set the period for evaluation bhetween June
10, 1975 and August 15, 1975. Thus, the evaluation was post-Program ! o
rather than continuous. Field work was completed on July 25, 1975,

The evaluation was conducted in twenty-eight man-days by
three representatives of the Western Regional Office of the Na-
tional Center.

The means for evaluating the program included a review of
the terms of the grant award, an examination of documentation con-
cerning the Program's historical and administration documentation,
and an analysis of approximately thirty personal interviews with
judges, representatives of criminal justice agencies in the
County, and representatives of citizen interest groups. Opinions
from interviewees were tabulated, and the results were documented
and analyzed, Two members of the evaluation team attended a

meeting of the Joint Committee of judges on July 23, 1975, and ‘.
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their observations at that time were incorporated in formulating
the conclusions that are reported.

The background and history of the Program in Seétion IIT was
adapted by the National Center from material originally prepared
by the Director of the Judicial Pilot Program, since the National

Center was not party to the activities or events described.

Evaluation Objectives

As required, this evaluation report addresses two basic
questions:

— Has the Program achieved the objectives set forth in

the grant award?

~ Should the Program be continued in its present form or

in a proposed revised form?

In order to attain an adequate perspective, the evaluation
team explored several subsidiary issues such as the impact the
Program had on the courts or criminal justice system in Santa
Clara County, the benefits of the Program that may not have been
contemplated originally, the compliance by the Program staff with
applicable administrative and policy directives, and what modi-
fications are desirable if the Program is to be continued.

Program Goals and Objectives

The following material represents the most relevant section
of the grant award in reference to the goals and objectives of the

Judicial Pilot Program:




*
A. goals

"The purpose of this project is to strengthen and
improve the criminal justice system in Santa Clara
county by giving all local judges substantial assistance
in developing, adopting and carrying out those means by
which they may better and more certainly perform their
proper activities and fulfill their public responsibili~-

ties in the performance of those duties which are devoted

to the administration of criminal Jjustice.”

In attaining this purpose, the project will develop and im-

plement an original process of systematic inquiry and action

designed to:

1. Enable the Judges to analyze and compare the goals and
standards of the Judicial system, having in mind the
major contemporary problems and issues facing them and
the criminal justice system as a whole;

2. Enable all Judges individually to formulate goals,
standards and recommendations which they feel to be
acceptable and to enrich their own judicial lives by
learning and experience.

3. To enable all Judges to adopt goals, standards and
recommendations which they feel are appropriate to
the Judiciary as a whole;

4. To enable Judges to determine the proper methods for
implementing such goals, standards and recommendations
which might be selected for the Judiciary as a whole,
and to compare the various alternatives whereby goals
may be met and standards upheld, and

5. To give to the Judges the tools with which they may
evaluate the general worth, utility and benefits of
goals, standards and recommendations which they may
adopt and enforce.

"While many goals, standards and programs which are
daefined and developed by the project may have value to
other jurisdictions, it is the testing and demonstration
of the methodology — an original process of systematic

* Discretionary Grant Award Contract No. D3295-1-74, Project No.
D-3295, pp. 9-1 - 9.3,

inquiry - used in conducting the proposed work which
gives this project experimental and "model" character-
istics.

"It is not assumed that techniques found to be ap-
plicable and successful in Santa Clara County will be
transferable to other jurisdictions without careful
thought given to differences in size, population makeup,
law, politics, and the like. However, by carefully
documenting and studying the methods used in conducting
the project, concepts and principles should emerge to
more completely describe and understand the process by
which local Judges in Santa Clara County have taken
concerted action to deal with common problems. This
increased understanding and its documentation should
have great interest and value to other parts of LEAA
Region IX and throughout the nation. . . . .

Objectives

"The primary objective of this project is to formu-
late goals, standards, and recommendations which will
assist the Judiciary in the administration of the
Criminal Justice System in Santa Clara County.

"Achieving this objective calls for the Judges to
determine and define their role outside the courtroom.
For example, what should be the role of the Judge in
terms of his/her relationship to the various programs
and services provided by the criminal justice system
and by the public and private sector? Should Judges
be involved in planning, policy-setting, directing,
administering or controlling any of these programs?. . . .

"To meet this major objective, it will be necessary
to develop and implement, under the direction and control
of a Judges' Committee, a program to:

Make more information available to the Judges regarding
local, state and national programs, trends and issues
in criminal justice, including goals and standards; and
to evaluate the impact and relevance of these programs
and trends, as they relate to the local Judiciary.

Strengthen existing, and establish new, methods of com-
munication, coordination and concerted action among the
various members of the Judiciary, and between the Judiciary
as a whole and the other criminal justice agencies and
private organizations which may be involved.

Define new programs in the Courts and assist interested
Judges in modeling, and implementing these programs under
the aegis of the committee.

Propose methods for providing the Judiciary with the capa-
bilitles for ongoing resecarch, planning and concerted
action.™




II. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This evaluation was undertaken to determine the extent that the
Judirial Pilot Program in Santa Clara County met its stated objectives.
Hence, the first task was to review the grant proposal and use it as a
guide to establish evaluation criteria. The list of these criteria
was then submitted to the Program Director and his staff for review.

Criteria focused on three areas: 1) Program impact within the
courts; 2) Program impact on the overall criminal justice system;
and 3) compliance with the contract and administrative directives.¥

Since the National Center's evaluation took place after com-
pletion of the first year of the Program, it was necessary to base
its findings, conclusions and recommendations principally upon inter-
views with the participants and others in Santé Clara County familiar
with it. For this purpose, two separate interview schedules were
established, one for court-affiliated personnel and the other for
non~court participants and individuals. A list of potential inter-
viewees was developed by the Program Director; this was used by the
evaluation team to choose those to be interviewed. The choice con-
stituted a wide spectrum of viewpoints, ranging from persons very
familiar with the Program to those comparatively unfamiliar with it.

Has the Program Achieved Its Objectives?

The National Center believes the Program achieved many of its
objectives, but it is still too early to judge its impact on the
criminal justice system in Santa Clara County. The Program's impact

on the Superior and Municipal Courts is more apparent and appears to
1

* See Appendix\C for the full set of evaluation criteria.
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be more substantial. These statements must be gqualified by explaining
that the Program's impact seems better judged by subjective attitudes
and hopes than by the objectives of the grant proposal.

e grant proposal was deliberately couched in broad and vague
terms in order to provide the judges' committee with ample opportunity
for testing various approaches and applying new concepts. Although
this is an acceptable strategy, it complicates the task of evaluation.

Not everyone involved shared the same understanding of the
Program's objectives. For instance, the grant proposal refers re-
peatedly to the development of standards and goals. At the time it
was submitted, the National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals
had just released its reports and California.was one of many states
that had begun developing a comprehensive set of such standardé and
goals for the entire criminal justice system through a program known
as "Project: Safer California." Therefore, some expected that the
Program would develop "standards and goals" modeled along lines similar
to those of the National Advisory Commission or the American Bar
Association. This was not the case.

As the Program developed, many of the participantsiin the Program
felt that traditional standards and goals would simply duplicate the
above-referenced work. They therefore turned their attention to
developing a statement of principles germain to the concerns of
Santa Clara’'s courts and justice system. The Statement of Principle¥*
is seen by many as a workable set of goals adequately responsive to
the objectives of the project proposal.

The National Center concludes that the Statement of Principle is

not a traditional, comprehensive selt of standards and goals, but it

*See pages 18-20, infra
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does respond to Santa Clara's needs and fulfills a less rigid defini-
tion of the term "standards and goals."*

Another principal objective of the Program was development of
a new process through which criminal justice issues could be addressed
and solutions tested. Again, the term "process" was not clearly
identified in the proposal. As the Program evolved, the "process"
canme to mean the formation and deliberations of a joint committee of
the Municipal and Superior Courts, using the assistance of fulltime

staff. That process 1is unique in California. Its success cannot be

measured objectively (other than pointing to the Statement of Principle).

The enthusiasm of its members and the non-court individuals who have
dealt with it is considerable, however, and perhaps a more meaningful
measure of success. The process evolved slowly, at times painfully.
The Committee's work gained stature and effectiveness through the
grant year: it now appears to be an effective working mechanism.

The impact of the County Charter Revision Commission on the pro-
cess and development of the Statement of Principle is unclear. The
comnission's questioning whether adult probation should remain the
responsibility of the courts may have forced them to define their

responsibilities in that area more fully. Others believe the same

roesult would have been achieved without the Charter Revision Commission,

but perhaps more slowly. It is impossible to tell at this point.
Rolated to the development of a new process is improvement in

communication between the courts and other criminal justice uagencies.

* After the field work for the evaluation was completed, the Program
Dircctor submitted to the Joint Committee a detailed analysis of the
National Advisory Commission's Standards and Goals for Courts and
their relevance in Santa Clara County. Action may be taken on the
Director's recommendations before the extension period ends.

The enhanced opportunities for communication with the courts that the
Joint Committee provided were appreciated, but were still seen as insuf-
ficient by several of these other agencies. On balance, the Program
appears to have met its objective of improving communication and co-
ordination with other segments of the criminal justice system, but
the evidence is not conclusive.

Improved communication is one aspect of the outward directed
objectives of the Program. It also was +o assist judges to define
their roles outside the courtroom. Adoption of the Statement of
Principle was a significant step toward the latter objective. The

conferences and written material distributed to the judges increased

their familiarity with the operations and facilities of some aspects

of the justice system. Although much remains to be done, the Program
made a significant start in helping the judges define their roles
outside the courtroom.

The grant proposal suggested the Program would implement the
standards and goals adopted. This was not done. There is virtual
unan&mity that this will be the principal goal of the coming year
(Lf funding for the coming year is obtained).

There was no implementation because the entire year was consumed
in developing a workable process and the Statement of Principle.

Some expressed disappointment that implementation was not achieved.
But most, at the same time, conceded that the Program probably achieved
all that reasonably could be expected.

The Program was a ploneering effort which had to overcome at
least three substantial barriers: 1) a traditional lack of commun Loa -

tion between Municipal and Superior Courts; 2) concern by some




Superior Court judges that the Program might lead to consolidation

of the trial courts; and 3) the reluctance of judges to act without
unanimous consensus. These barriers cannot be hurdled overnight.

The testing of alternatives and the gradual definipg of purpose
envisioned by those who had drafted the original proposal were neces-
sary for the Program to achieve the broad acceptance it seems now to
ave achieved. The Program failed to meet its stated objectives of
implenentation, but that does not mean the Program failed.

Should the Program Be Continued?

The Program has made a good start, but, as indicated, it is only
a start. It needs more time to achieve its potential, especially with
respect to implementation of the Statement of Principle. It requires
a staff to act as a focal point for its work. Judges could not effec-
tively conduct the Program without this type of support. A director
and a small support staff, plus sufficient funds to use consultants
as needed, should be adequate. Residual funds exist from the first

grant year. They should be used to continue the Program for implemen-

tation purposes. The Program then should be continued for an additional

period under a federal grant. The second phase should be continued
for a recasonable time, but at least until June 30, 1976. During this
second phase, a program should be developed for achieving county fund-
ing thercafter.

As soon as possible, LEAA, the California Office of Criminal
Justice Planning and the Regional Criminal Justice Board should clarify
and resolve their requirements regarding standards and goals. If the
Statement of Principle is deemed not to meet the requirements, a

clear statement of what will be accepted should be provided.

Superior Court judges that the Program might lead to consolidation

of the trial courts; and 3) the reluctance of judges to act without
unanimous consensus. These barriers cannot be hurdled overnight.

The testing of alternatives and the gradual definipg of purpose
envisioned by those who had drafted the original proposal were neces--
sary for the Program to achieve the broad acceptance it seems now to
have achieved. The Program failed‘ig meet its stated objectives of
implementation, but that does not mean the Program failed.

Should the Program Be €ontinued?

The Program has made a good start, but, as indicated, it is only
a start. It needs more time to achieve its potential, especially with
respect to ihplementation of the Statement of Principle. It reguires
a staff to act as a focal point for its work. Judges could not effec-
tively conduct the Program without this type of support. A director
and a small support staff, plus sufficient funds to use consultants
as needed, should be adequate. Residual funds exist from the first
grant year. They should be used to continue the Program for implemen-
tation purposes. The Program then should be continued for an additional
period under a federal grant. The second phase should be continued
for a reasonable time, but at least until June 30, 1976. During this
second phase, a program should be developed for achieving county fund-
ing thereafter.

As soon as possible, LEAA, the California Office of Criminal
Justice Planning and the Regional Criminal Justice Board shoulid clarify
and resolve their requirements regarding standards and goals. If the
Statement of Principle is deemed not to meet the requirements, a

clear statement of what will be accepted should be provided.




For the Program itself, there should be a more specific delinea-
tion of goals and objectives for Phase II. This delineation should
follow the setting of priorities by the Joint Committee for dealing
with problems and issues which appear to fall under the following

structure.
Problems and Issues

Outward Focused Policy Operational

- Criminal Justice
Agencies

*  Community Groups

Courts~Focused

- Municipal

- Superior

To date, attention of the Joint Committee seems to have been devoted
to problems and issues that are operational andAcourE focused. More
attention should be paid to outward focused concérns.

Judges still need to define their responsibilities. Some judges
do not see this Program and the areas to which it is oriented as part
of their responsibility. With this view, and since the judges who
have been involved in the Program have been using their own personal
time, they sometimes may choose not to participate. Consideration
should be given to defining judicial responsibility to include
efforts such as this Program.

The Joint Committee should determine guidelines and procedures

to handle more efficiently unexpected as well as regular agenda
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items which are brought to its attention. These should relate to
established priorities, 1f possible.

Public relations, communication and coordination of this Program
should be improved in relation to:

a. All members of both courts;

b. All court support functions;

c. Other criminal justice agencies;

d. Other county agencies;

e. Community groups.
The Program was weak in this regard. These should be an inherent
aspect of implementation and attention to them is needed to help
satisfy some of the original objectives of the Program.

The Program could be duplicated or emulated in other counties.
If it is, there needs to be an early orientation program (preferrab}y
before the grant year starts) for judges and staff, so they may obtain
a clear sense of direction and be educated 5ﬁ expected results. This
should reduce time which otherwise may be used to understand and define
what is to be done. Consequently, more realistic project timetables
could be developed. |

The Program during Phase Two and any similar program in another
county would benefit from independent evaluation proceeding concurrently,
to observe changes and problems and also provide helpful feedback to

the project.

~11-



III. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF THE PROGRAM

The quality of the judiclary in Santa Clara County is
regarded as being among the highest in the state. The County's
population is approximately 1,200,000. |

Santa Clara County has twenty-one Superior Court judges;
ordinarily, six judges hear criminal cases and two judges are
assigned to juvenile cases. There are twenty-six Municipdl
Court judges in the county (which is divided into six.judicial
districts), a judge of the justice court, and two traffic
commissioners. Each Municipal Court district has a presiding
judge, but no one person acts as presiding judge of Municipal
Courts for the entire county. The Municipal Court judges have
formed a Conference which meets once a month for a dinner meeting
- providing a convivial and convenient way to discuss problems
of mutual concern.

A group of Santa Clara County trial court judges, in early
1974, decided to take a close look at what their role should be
in the growingly complex criminal justice system. The inguiry
was launched by a joint committee of five Superior Court judges

1/
and five Municipal Court judges.

The inquiry began as a result of increased involvement by
the Santa Clara judiciary in pretrial release programs, diversion
programs, participation on the Regional Criminal Justice Planning

Board, and a number of other programs related to the criminal

justice system.

1 / See Appendix A for a list of the Committee members.
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As discussions on judicial responsibilities began, the judges

soon realized this was a substantial task, requiring both a co-

ordinated plan and more time than they had. The result was an

LEAA grant which permitted employing a small staff.

It should be noted that the judges of the county were not

unanimously in favor of this pProject. There were some strong

objections. Nevertheless, approval by a majority of both benches

was given and the Judicial Pilot Program was launched.
The joint committee continued its activities throughout the
Program. Many committee sessions wer

2/
needs and problems.

e spent identifying judicial
These covered a wide gamut, ranging from
complaints of inadequate secretarial service to the need to be
better informed about community treatment agencies which were
being used by the courts for defendants suffering from drug
addiction, alcoholic problems, and mental illness.

The job of staff was to help identify these judicial needs
and problems, suggest what the responsibilities of the courts
should be, translate the variety of suggestions and ideas dis-
cussed by the judges into some sort of sensible order, and sug-
gest a plan for the future. Research revealed no instance in
which a joint committee of Municipal and Superior Court judges had
bezn created and was served by a full-time staff.

A significant amount of joint committee and staff atten-

tion was devoted to drafting and reviewing a Statement of

2/ See Appendix B for a chronology of committee meetings and
conferences held during the Program.
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Principle. Some of the problems to which the Statement of

Principle addresses itself were known to the Jjudges, some were

not. The following specific problems headed the list and are
illustrative:
1. Neglect of and lack of interest in the problems of the Proba-

tion Department.

Complaints from all officials.in local criminal justice
agencies and programs that there was no way of getting the
judicial ear or support for new programs.

As a corollary, there were strong feelings that, as the judges
were the most important and critical people in the system and
refused to meet with other officials, they were a major obstacle
to any possible progress.

The failure of the courts to visit local or state institu-
tions to which they were sending defendants so that they
could familiarize themselves with the problems, programs,

and capabilities of these institutions.

Sentencing disparities which made the system seem like a

game of chance or "roulette wheel justice." The staff also
discovered, as did the judges, that their beliefs of how
other judges in their own court were sentencing were fre-
quently erroneous.

Charges of fiscal irresponsibility by people in the legis-
lative and executive branches of local government. The crux
of this was that, particularly when it came to the Probation

Department, judges placed numerous persons on probation who
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did not need supervision or could not be helped. This re-
sulted in a need for more probation officers and increased
taxpayer costs. It also frustrated professional probation
officers who had caseloads of people with whom they could do

little. Costs and casecloads soared, morale declined.

At the early stages, the views of judges regarding these and
other concerns were guite disparate, with some believing there
were no problems, others believing their roles were adequately
ana fully defined already, and still others believing they were
responsible for policy and administration of associated agencies.

To some extent, this disparity existed because the judges
had given little, if any, previous thought to what their respon-
sibilities should be. Gradually, more accord came about. As
converssztions went on, as staff memos pointed out problem areas,
and after two conferences were presented dealing with sentencing
problems and probation procedures, even those judges who were
strongly opposed to the creation of the project started talking
about judicial responsibilities, what they should be, and how .
they could be carried out.

The Statement of Principle set forth the responsibilities and
goals of the criminal and juvenile trial court judges of the
county. After completing the Statement of Principle, it was
unanimously agreed that without an implementation plan nothing
would change. The judges on the project agreed that a joint
committee of judges from both courts should participate equally
in the work that had to be done and that distinctions between

the two levels of trial courts should be eliminated in dealing
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with problems of mutual concern. The harmony with which their
own similarly composed committee had operated convinced them this
was feasible. Thus, the plan calls for equal representation from
the Superior and Municipal Courts. The committee selects the
chairman and vice-chairman from different courts.

There was unanimity that the committece could not functipn
effectively without staff. There was considerable debate as to
where the staff should be placed organizationally. The Superior
Court has a Court Executive; the Municipal Courts have six, with
one in each district. Some of the Superior Court judges believed
that the staff should be headed by their Executive Officer; they
felt that friction and derogation of his authority would result
if a separate, independent staff was created. The Municipal Court
judges feared that, having no authority over the Court Executive
(who serves at the pleasure of the Superior Court judges), they
would have no control over him and he would give first priority
to Superior Court problems. A compromise was finally reached:
the staff will be under the administrative supervision of the
Court Executive, but in the performance of these duties, he will
be soley responsible to the Joint Committee, not to the Superior
Court.

The Statement of Principle may be a landmark in the history
of the judiciary in that it marks, so far as is known, the first
attempt to define and set forth judicial responsibilities in the
criminal and juvenile area - at least by a group of trial judges
from one jurisdiction. Most laymen will see nothing surprising

in it; they thought judges were already doing these things. The
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fact that they now have accepted and defined them is a significant
step in judicial development in California.

The statements adopted by the judges are not inflexible. As
experience dictates, evolution and revision will take place. The
judges hope that as others hear and read of what is being attempted
in Santa Clara Counﬁy, suggestions and new ideas will be trans-
mitted for consideration. Perhaps some other jurisdictions will
proceed along similar lines and information about experiences,
successes, and failures will be circulated and éhared.

The Statement of Principle and the Resolution to Implement the

Statement of Principle are set forth in full on the following pages.

17~




" STATEMENT . OF PRINCIPLE

regarding

Responsibilities and Goals of Criminal and
Juvenile Trial Court Judges in Santa Clara County

The judges of the Superior and Municipal Courts of Santa Clara
County have made and agreed upon this Statement.of Principle which
we believe will assist us in our continuing efforts to resolve
problems of mutual concern and to improve further the administra-
tion of criminal justice in this county. In doing this, we recog-
nize and will preserve the right and responsibility of every judge
to exercise independent judgment at all times in fulfilling and
carrying out his judicial responsibilities. We believe, however,
that the principles and responsibilities set forth below may serve
as useful guidelines for all judges who sit in our criminal and/or
juvenile courts.

IT.

Making policy for agencies over which we have statutory
authority.

A.

The Superior Court judges have the exclusive, statutory
authority to appoint and remove the Adult Probation
Officer (pursuant to Section 1203.6 of the California
Penal Code). By reason of this authority, we have the
duty to set policy for the Adult Probation Department.

Since the Municipal Courts of this county rely upon
and utilize the services of the Adult Probation De-
partment in a most significant manner, we therefore
also agree that the judges of those courts should par-
ticipate in an advisory capacity with the judges of
the Superior Court in setting policy for the Adult
Probation Department. ’

We agree that the Superior Court judges should set
policy for the Juvenile Probation Department and over-
see 1ts management.

Making policy for agencies or programs over which we have
accepted authority.

A.

We agree that Superior Court judges and the Municipal
Court judges should jointly set policy for the three
pretrial programs over which they have accepted respon-
sibility: Release on Own Recognizance, Supervised Re-
lease on Own Recognizance, and Project Intercept. We
furthe ~ agree that whether we should set policy for
any future programs which may be created, and whose
operations like those of the above are dircctly related
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(Continued)

to the functioning of the courts, should be considered
on a case-by-case basis.

We have the responsibility of seeing that the policies
we set for such programs are administered competently.

III. Participating in policy making for agencies or prograns
over which we have no direct authority.

A.

We recognize a joint responsibility of both the Supe-
rior and Municipal Court judges to work closely with
the appropriate agencies of government to make certain
that the data furnished by the courts to the county
Criminal Justice Information Control System ({JIC) and
to other record-keeping systems is both accurate and
current.

IV. Standards of Post-conviction Activities

A.

We recognize 1t is desirable to visit, as soon as pos-
sible and as time permits after assignment to a crimi-
nal or juvenile court, state and local facilities to
which we sentence offenders, so that we will be ac-
quainted with these facilities and their programs.

We recognize the desirability of maintaining communt-
cation with the Sheriff regarding local jail programs
and problems and maintaining the security of the
courts.

It is desirable for us, within our available means, to
encourage and support effective state and community
agencies and programs which seek (1) to prevent or re-
duce crime, (2) to supervise or assist persons who
have been diverted before trial from the regular crim-
inal process, and (3) to supervisc or assist persons
who have been convicted and sent to them by the courts.

It is desirable that we exchange infori:ation and dis-
cuss with each other our sentencing policies and prac-
tices, to the end that we may eliminate any gross dis-
parities of sentencing and explore methods of
eliminating such disparities if they exist. We recog-
nize, however, that such interchange cannot and should
not interfere with the ultimate authority and indepen-
dence of the sentencing judge to render that sentence
which he deems most appropriate.

V. Promoting Continuing Education for the Judiciary of Santa
Clara County.

A.

It is desirable that we promote and participate in od-
ucational programs for all judges who newly assume the
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VI.

VII.

VITI.

A. (Continued)

criminal bench and that we promote and participate in
programs, both local and otherwise, respecting contin-
uing education in matters relating to our courts, to
the end that the highest standards of justice can be
assured, '

B. It is desirable that we remain currently informed con-
cerning available sentencing alternatives, so that we
may be assisted in determining what types of sentences
are most effective in protecting the community, deter-
ring criminal conduct, and rehabilitating offenders.

Promoting Open Communication Between the Courts and all
other Local Criminal Justice Agencies or Programs.

A. We have a responsibility to encourage and maintgin ef-
fective communication channels with our fellow judges
and with all local criminal justice agencies and pro-
grams.

We have a responsibility to see that competent private
counsel are appointed by us in conflict situations to de-
fend accused persons.

We have a responsibility to see that criminal cases are
brought to a conclusion as expeditiously as reasonably
possible, without impairing the rights of the accused ovr
the interests of the community.
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RESOLUTION TO IMPLEMENT STATEMENT OF PRINCIPIE

WHEREAS, the Judges of the Superior and Municipal Courts

of this county have heretofore adopted a Joint Statement of Princi-

‘ple to guide thelr respective efforts in continuing to improve the

quality of the Administration of Criminal Justice in this county;

AND WHEREAS, it is their desire to provide a practical
way to realize the goals set forth in this Joint Statcment of
Principle,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

1. There shall be established and constituted a Joint
Committee for the Administration of Criminal Justice, which shall
consist of ten judges. Five ﬁembers of said committee shall be
appointed by the Presiding Judgé of the Superior Court and fFive
niembers by the President of the Conference of Municipal Court
Judges of this county. The Judges so appointed shall hold office
for a term of two years commencing July 1, 1975 except that, in
order to achieve continuity, five of the original terms shall be
for one year only, the committée to determine by lot or otherwise
which of the original members shall serve for a one year term and
which for.a two year term. Vacancies in the committee shall be
filled by the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court or by the
President of the Conference of Municipal Court Judges of this
county, as the case may require. The members of the committece
will select a Chairman and Vice-Chairman, neiﬁhcr of whom may be

from the same bench.
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2. The Joint Committee will be empowered to do all such
things as it shall deem proper to realize the goals set forth in
the Joint Statement of Principle, provided that the committee may
not adopt any rule ortpolicy which in ordinary circumstances would
be one established by any Court pursuant to its individual and
inherent rule-making power or which would bind the absolute exercise
of discretion by any individual trial judge.

3. As funds or circumstances permit, the Joint Committee
shall be supported by a Court Services Staff consisting of one or
nore persons. Unless otherwise provided by a majority of the
Joint Committee, the Superior Court Executive Officer shall serve
as the Director of the Court Services Staff and shall be charged
with the duty of implementing the goals of the Statement of Prin-
ciple as directed by the committee. When acting in this capacity,

the Superior Court Executive Officer shall be solely responsible.

to the Joint Committee.

IV. COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA, CONTINUATION
AND TRANSFERABILITY OI' THE 1PROGRAM

The data reviewed and interview responses were tested against
the evaluation criteria. The results were critical input to the
conclusions and recommendations of Chapter II. This chapter reviews
in greater detail the degree to which the Program met the criteria.
Where appropriate, comments by interviewees are included to supple-
ment the summary conclusions regarding criteria compliance.

Evaluation Criteria

1. In evaluating the Program, it was necessary to determine
whether the judges understood its goals and objectives. The
National Center concludes that only those most actively en-
gaged in the process had a firm grasp of its objectives, but
that most of the others had at least an understanding of its
general thrust.

2. The Program may have met a basic goal by "giving all local
judges substantial assistance in develeping, adopting and
carrying out those means by which they may better and more
certainly perform their proper activities and fulfill their
public responsibilities in the performance of those duties
which are devoted to the administration of criminal justice,"
but the comment of one respondent seems most apt: "It is too
early to tell."

3. The Program did succeed in enabling "all judges individually
to formulate goals, standards and recommendations which they
feel to be acceptable and to enrich their own judicial lives

by learning and experience."
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4.

The Program enabled "all judges to adopt goals, standards and
recommendations which they feel are appropriate to the
Judiciary as a whole."

"The Statement of Principle is more realistic than

standards and goals for the judges of the County."
" . Development of the Statement of Principle

and Resolution was an original process."

The Program assisted judges substantially in developing
"procedures" whereby they could improve their individual
performances as menmbers of the bench and also as responsible
and involved participants in the broad context of criminal
justice administration

Only two of the four planned seminars were held. These
were not well attended. However, those who did attend seemed
enthusiastic about the programs and appreciated the cducation,
experience and materials.

Nearly all comments lauded the Program as a means for
expanding judicial knowledge and concerns about the criminal
justice agencies most directly affected by the courts, par-
ticularly probation services and corrections generally.
Several interviewees said that the Pilot Project helped in-
volve the judiciary in those programs, but that more time
was needed. Whether those programs and the issues they entail
are "proper activities" for a judge remained, for some judges,

a matter for debate. Also, a few judges felt other state-

wide organizations, such as the California Conference of Judges,

did the same or possibly a better job in this regard.
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The Program enabled judges to "determine the proper methods
for implementing such goals, standards and rccommendations
which might be selected for the Judiciary as a whole, and Lo
compare the various alternatives whereby goals may be met
and standards upheld..." The formation of the Joint Comnmittce
makes possible an on-going policy "board" for implementation
of goals that have now been formulated.
Through the "tools" and "assistance" offered by the Program
staff, the judges spent much of the year's "Program'" on
devising goals, standards and recommendations which were in
a form they felt to be more fitting for Santa Clarxa County,
namely, the Statement of Principle and Resolution.
Interviewees acknowledged that the various exemplary
national standards and goals were distributed, compared, dis-
cussed, and analyzed to some extent. Appropriate reference
was made to them by the Committee in formulating their own
Statement. Other materials on trends and issues in criminal
justice were distributed. These opportunities had a mixed
reception, although for the most part it was positive. Some
confessed there simply was not enbugh time to read it all.
Some wanted to concentrate on local matters. But there were
expressions of specific interest. One was glad to learn what
other Santa Clara judges were doing on drunk'driving cases.
Another was especially interested in rehabilitation and its

effectiveness.




10.

11.

12.

Santa Clara judges "tested and demonstrated" "“an original
process of systematic inquiry" - by forming a joint committee
of representatives of both jurisdictions - and those inter-
viewed by the National Center attested to the Committee as a
viable mechanism for the courts to identify, review and
address common problems on a regular basis.

The format developed by the Program will enable the Santa
Clara judiciary to strengthen its capacity to conduct research
and planning and to take concerted action for improving the
criminal justice system.

The Program made "more information available to the judges
regarding local, state and national programs, trends and
issues in criminal justice, including goals and standards;
and the judges are now better able "to evaluate the impact
and relevance of these programs and trends as they relate

to the local Judiciary."

There is evidence that the Program "strengthened existing,
and established new, methods of commuﬁication, coordination
and concerted action among the various members of the Judiciary,
and between the Judiciary as a whole and the other criminal
justice agencies and public and private organizations which
may be involved." This improvement occurred later in the

year. There is optimism that it will continue. The "methods"

now exist, and these can be counted an achievement.

The Program did not succeed in defining new "programs in the

Courts and assisting interested judges in modeling and imple-
menting these programs under the aegis of the Committee."

The majority of those who participated, in and outside of the

Santa Clara County courts, are convinced that it is too soon

to expect such implementation.
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13.

14.

15.

"Project: Safer California" did not have significance to the

Program.

There was equal opportunity for all 47 judges in Santa Clara

County to participate in the Program. But those assigned to
criminal and/or juvenile matters were much more interested
in participation.

One interviewee commented, "The Municipal Court originally
was more interested and more supportive (of the Program), but
the Superior Court judges came through and did the job.

There was a partnership and that is an intercsting result."

Some of the problems of participation were ascribed to
the need to overcome "suspicion and apathy of judges;"
“uncertainty over where we were going and whether we could
reach any product we would be proud of and that could bhe
accepted by the bench as a whole and the public;" "lack of
mutual trust and understanding between the Superior and
Municipal Courts regarding roles and functions toward common
agencies of the criminal justice system." It appears most
of these problems were overcome within the grant year, at
least among Committee members.

The Program staff performed their tasks in accordance with
the expectations of the courts. Since the Program was ex-
perimental and there was ample room for creative development,
the staff can be said to have complied with "applicable
administrative and policy directives."”

The implementation of innovative projects is approximately
three to six months behind the anticipated schedule, but is at
a stage now that makes many specific, unique opportunities scem

possible. The delay is explainable and understandable.
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16.

18.

It is not possible to tell whether the Program "produced re-
sults which were not planned." In large measure, this reflects
the ambiguities of the grant proposal. More careful documen-
tation of such results, if any, would have been helpful.

The overall rating given the Program on its impact on the
courts was approximately 3.5 on a scale of one to five, low

to high.

The question of how the courts assess the Program*s im-
pact on themselves brought mixed response. Generally, it
was felt that judges improved their own understanding of the
extent and limits of thelr responsibilities within the crimi-
nal justice system. This was especially true of those who
waere active members of the Committee.

The assessment of the Program's impact by non-court personnel
and persons in various segments of the Criminal Justice System
was less positive. "Look at its accomplishments in another
yvear," was a representative comment. The Program seemed to
have given a clearer picture as to "where the judges stand"
and this was taken as an improvement in communication.

One felt that the Program had been "too narrow" so far,
and should expand in the coming year. Another gave the judges
credit for listening, particuiérly at the seminars. But from
at least one person in corrections the comment was, "There
has been no perceivable change or improvement in the relation-
ship with the courts."

It appears that the Program, because of its focus on
developing the Statement of Principle, did not have as great
an impact on the other segments of the criminal justice system
as it might. Tts potential for impact is broadly acknowledged,

howaver.
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Continuation of the Program

lation and suggestions, but few negative answers.

Questions related to continuation of the‘Program/elicited specu-

Most of the responses

were indications of how the Program could have been more effective and

hew it shonld be improved if it were continued.

A.

Generzsl Comments

It was clear that many participants felt the Program needed
more time and an opportunity to be implemented, and that eventually
it could have a constructive impact throughout the criminal justice
system. Some few thought it already had. One commented that
although it is not yet evident, if the project's educational
function were continued, it could effect beneficial changes.

Some of the constructive suggestions and comments offered
included the following:

"It is sufficiently unique (the Program) that what

is happening in Santa Clara is not happening anywhere

else in California. If we can keep it going, we can

accomplish things accomplished nowhere else in the

country."

"This program produced a framework within which its

work can be continued."

"There should be greater participation by all judges

and existing staff. And there should be an organized

plan for ultimate total county level financial support."

"There should be‘a more systematic approach to the

problem - work on one department at a time, not several;

work with more important problems first, and allow for

staff feedback to the Committee."
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"There should be some mechanism for better public
access to the judiciary. There needs to be outward
communication to the public on program progress."
"A project of this kind simply cannot attain the
maximum noticeable results in a period of one year.
Additional work for a period of one or two years,
at least, is needed to accomplish the initial goals."
"There should be a better means of communication
between bench and Bar." |

"The Program should set up a formal arrangement for
judges to visit correctional facilities."

"There should be earlier identification of project
goals."

“There should be more local judicial education and

education of the Bar."

Staff and Organization

Lven though the weaknesses are recognized, those interviewed

felt that the best organizational arrangement for continuing
the Program is by assignment of the present Clerk and Executive
Officer of the Superior Court to staff the Joint Committee.

Relevant comments indicated no strong feelings one way or

the other about that assignment, although many expressed reserva-

tions. "It isn't the best alternative," one saild, "because of

the absence of representation of the administrative and operative

functions of the Municipal Court clerk's office." Tt was also

said that the Superior Court Executive Officer has no real control,

but that an independent director is not possible at this time.
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There was some feeling that there could be problems with the
staff person being appointed by the Superior Court, but trying
to sexrve both courts; most understood that the Joint Committee
staff assignments normally would be delegated.

Representative comments included the following:

"There has to be a staff to act as a focal point for

this type of a program. Judges could not effectively

conduct it without support."

"The judges won't meet with people. Staff is a key

because it can get to the judges and serve as inter-—

mediary. I'm a little concerned about the new staff,
though, because it may lead to Superior Court dominance
or two staffs, one for each court, and we'd be back

where we started."

"The biggest problem for the new director will be

getting the confidence of the Municipal Court.™

Funds and Responsibilities

Almost everyone wants to see the project continued and most
think federal funds are needed for at least awhile. There was
substantial opinion that the County cannot afford the Program at
this time. Representative comments about future funding were:

”Whoever.has the dollars. TLongterm, I'd like to

see the County pick it up."®

"Wherever funding can.be obtained. As a pionecering

effort, it is better to use federal funds. On an

on-going basis, it should be funded by the County." .
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"The County funding is always there and the County

can evaluate the project to see if it is able to

continue. There are too many problems with Ffederal
money."

"Ideally, it should be funded by the County, but
practically there must be federal support."
"Ideally, it should be funded permanently by the
County, but budget-wise this is impractical now. a
In two to three years, it should be completely ff‘
funded by the County."

Transferability of the Program

Most respondents felt the Program could be transferred to other
counties, although a number of suggestions were made to modify it
in order to shorten the time needed to develop another Statement of
Principle and to focus on achieving more tangible results within a
year's time. "There needs to be an carly orientation program for
judges and staff to obtain a clear sense of direction and be educated
on expected results before the grant year starts," according to one
respondent. Another said thére needed to be "early ildentification
of project goals.” To shorten the start-up period, one suggested that
people be brought into the County before the grant year starts to
help the judges get an early and full understanding of what is in-
volved in a project such as this. Finally, one interviewee suggested
that ondorsement by someone with the stature of the Chief Justice

could help overcome initial skepticism by some judges.

-32-




/ Q V. ADMINISTRATIVE AND CONTRACT COMPLIANCE

As part of the evaluation, the National Center conducted in-
terviews, reviewed Program records and documentation, and confirmed
whether or not there had been administrative and contract compliance.
The following numbered points identify features of the grant upon
which compliance was measured and conclusions formed.

1. The project approach as outlined in the grant award (pp. 9.11
to 9.23) was not followed specifically in detail. The dis-
crepancies between plan and actions did not appear to be
critical. Some of the key differences are as follows:

Chronologically, the project did not actually begin un-
til August, instead of July 1. Thus, the Program started

. behind schedule.

The Program did not pursue the development of standards
and goals throughout the grant year, since both the Joint
Committee of judges and the Program staff believed that such
efforts would duplicate the work of "Project Safer California."
(See page 6 , supra.) During the 90-day extension period,
the Project Director is preparing a memorandum addressing the
application of the NAC standards and goals to the Santa Clara
County municipal and superior courts.

Four symposia were originally planned, one to be held

each quarter of the grant year, as follows:
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Title "To Be Held

I. Criminal Justice: September 28 & 29
Santa Clara County Q

II. Criminal Justice in the
United States: Santa
Clara County in
Perspective

Januvary 4 & 5

ITI. The Role of the
Judiciary: Goals,
Standards and
Recommendations

March 29 & 30

IV. The Courts and Criminal
Justice in Santa Clara
County: The Future -—
Where We Go From Here

June 27 & 28

Instead, only two were held during the grant year as
a result of the low attendance at the first symposium.
This decision was made by the Joint Committee,

a. Overview of the Crim-

inal Justice System
in Santa Clara County '

October 18 & 19

. What Works — Prison,
Jail, Rehabilitation

May 17

Site visits to consult with other state and national
agencies and organizations were not made on the determination
of the Project Director.

There were no outside consultants on the Project since
those available locally were deemed to be adeguate. Guidance
and alternative viewpoints were obtained from independent
organizations kthe National Center for State Courts, the
National College of the State Judiciary, the california
Judicial Council - Administrative Office of the Courts, Cal-

ifornia Youth Authority, the California Center for Judicial

Bducation and Rescarch, police chiefs, sheriffs, out-~of-county ‘
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judges, etc.).

A complete chronology of the joint committee meetings and
those who attended them and the two symposia is included in
Appendix B.
Methods used in this Program have been documented and can be
studied for purposes of transfer to other jurisdictions. These
include Irxving Reichert's articles, minutes, and binder of
materials and the Statement of Principle.
Results of the program were clearly documented and include
the above listed items, together with a Resolution on Imple-
mentation and a final report.
Conclusions and recommendations which emerged during the
Program were clearly documented; they consist of the Statement
of Principle; the Director's report; and the rcsults of the
evaluation interviews.
Financial resources for this Program were not used according
to the plan in the grant award. The National Center reviewed
the financial records maintained in the Program office and
confirmed them with the Santa Clara County Finance Office.
Review of records maintained in the Program Office, produced
the following summary information for the period ended June
30, 1975:

Total
Cumulative %

Federal
Portion %

County
Portion %

Total Budget $l44,348 100 $129,913 100 $14,435 100

Expenditures 79,984 55 70,937 54 9,047 62

Unexpended

Balance $. 64,364 45 £.58,276 46 §.5,388 38
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This information was confirmed with Mr. C. Minaker of the
County Finance Office on July 31, 1975. Accounting informa-
tion for the month of July can not be confirmed until mid-
August (after field work is completed).

Program office records for the period ehding June 30,
1975, show unexpended balances in each of the nine Program
expenditure accounts. Unexpended balances according to major
account classifications are as follows:

$18,973

Travel

Consulting and

Professional Services 36,852

Egquipment 3,247

Operating Expenses 5,292
$64,364

AlL of the above financial information is unaudited.
These unexpended balances are attributed to the following:
1. Program funding did not start until August or
September 1974, instead of July 1.
2. OQverall, fewer personnel were employed than planned
and for a shorter period than planned.
3. Two instead of four conferences were held and facil-
ities costs were not incurred as expected.
4. Travel expenses were significantly less than esti-
mated as there was no out-of-state travel.
Poersonnel resources were not used according to the plan in
the grant award. The plan called for:

. A consulting Project Director (100%).

-36-

. An Associlate Project Director (100%).
. A Judicial Research Consultant (50%).
A Project Secretary (100%).
Special consultants.

. Student ir‘*“arns.

The actual program staff was employed for a shortecr per-
iod than originally planned. They included personnel in all
the above classifications. However, savings which accrued
from the associate project director's salary were used to em-
ploy the judicial research consultant for a longer period than
originally planned (October to present). Also, a non-lawyer
research associate was employed from September through January.
Student interns were used substantially less than had been
planned.

Consultant resources were used substantially less than planned.
Rasearch consultants and special consultants were budgeted in
the grant award without designating specific tasks which they
would perform. The research skills of the Associate Project
Director were sufficiert to offset the need to use additional
research consultants, according to the Project Director.

Consultants were used primarily as resource people for
the two symposia. Several were paid honoraria and were re-
imbursed for their expenses.

Proper, timely and informative interim oxr progress reports

were made to LEAA and OCJIP.

-37 =




lo.

Progress Reports Issued Date of Report

First Quarter Ncevember 19, 1974

Second Quarter January 17, 1974
Third Quarter April 18, 1975

FFourth Quarter July 24, 1975

Generally, these reports includec.

1) A Financial Status Report:;

2) A Summary of Activities for the Report Period;

3) Appendices related to details of the program activities
and progress, €.9., joint committee meetin% minutes, con-~
ference transcripts, and drafts of the Statement of Prin-
ciple. »

These reports did not indicate by task line item what was

accomplished, nor compare actual tasks with the work plan in

the grant award, but otherwise they appear to have been com-
plete and to comply with the regquirements.
No fFfinal report has yet been prepared nor submitted to

LEAA and OCJP on the Judicial Pilot Program. According to

the Project Director, a final report will be pPrepared and

issued during the grant extension period (July 1 to September

30, 1975).

This Program was monitored by Mr. Kevin Ford, representing

Criminal Justice Planning Board, Region J, Santa Clara

County.

The Regional Criminal Justice Planning Agency's monitoring

consisted of attendance at all of the Joint Committee meetings
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1.

12.

and numerous discussions with the Program staff. Also the
Program staff contacted other regional criminal Justice plan-
ning representatives.

Periodic feedback from the Regional Criminal Justice Planning
Board concerned funding the Program, and did not include any
’substantive pProgram suggestions.

There were various explanations given by interviewees for the
90-day extension of the grant award ang what would be ac-
complished during it. These seemed to reflect less than complete
understanding, although this apparent absence of understanding
by some should not affect the Joint Committee's and staff's

work during the extension period.
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Appendix A
Membership of the Joint Committee for
Judicial Pilot Program

Santa Clara County (as of June 30, 1975)

Superior Court Representatives

Hon. James Duvaras, Jr.
Presiding Judge of the Criminal Division

Hon. William J. Fernandez
Criminal Court Judge

Hon. William A. Ingram
Civil Court Judge

Hon. J. Barton Phelps
Criminal Court Judge

Hon. Eugene M. Premo
Criminal Court Judge

Municipal Court Representatives

Hon. Robert Beresford
San Jose/Milpitas Municipal Court

Hon. William F. Brown, Jr.
Santa Clara Municipal Court

Hon. Sidney Feinberg
Palo Alto/Mt. View/Los Altos Municipal Court

Hon. Edgar P. Taylor
Los Gatos/Campbell/Saratoga Municipal Court

Hon. Lawrence F. Terry
San Jose/Milpitas Municipal Court

Hon. Mark E. Thomas, Jr.
Sunnyvale/Cupertino Municipal Court

Criminal Justice Pilot Program

Robert Cushman, Director
John Pearson, Associate Director

Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board - Region J

George Shannon, Manager
Kevin Ford, Analyst (Courts Specialist)




Office of the County Executive

Paul Yarborough, Deputy County Executive
Dina Iguchi, Administrative Analyst

Judicial Pilot Program Staff

County of Santa Clara

First American Bullding

675 N. First St., Suite 508

San Jose, California 95112

Irving F. Reichert, Jr. . ... . . . . .
Martin L. FOrst . o ¢ o o o o o o o o
Marialice Foley . v ¢ v o ¢ v o o o o &

April Elizabeth Lewis . . o ¢« o + o «

Linda G. Jackson . ¢ v v o v o o o o .

Other Members of Joint Committee During

. Director

« «» Assistant Director

Legal Consultant
Research Consultant

Project Secretary

First Year

Hon. John R. Kennedy
Superior Court, Criminal Court Judge

Hon. John S. McInerny
Superior Court, Presiding Judge (1974)

Hon. John T. Racenelli
Superior Court, Civil Court Judge

Appendix B
Chronology of Joint Committee and

Subcommittee Meetings (Conferences Included)




L. Joint Committee - Wednesday, August 28, 1974

Present:

2. Conference -

Judge Sidney Feinberg
Judge John R. Kennedy
Judge J. Barton Phelps

Present:

14 Judges

Traffic Commissioner

Speakers

Guests

Judge John T. Racanelli
John Pearson
Irv Reichert

Friday & Saturday, October 18 & 19, 1974

10 Judges

2 Traffic Commissioners
3 Speakers

4 Project Staff

5 Guests

3

3. Joint Committee

T

Prasent:

l

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

4. Joint Committee

Present:

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Kevin

1
5
4 Project Staff
7
1

Present on 10/18/74

24 Present on 10/19/74

- Wednesday, October 30, 1974

Robert Beresford
Sidney Feinberg
Fernandez
Ingram
John R. Kennedy
John S. McInerny

J. Barton Phelps
Premo

William J.
William A.

Eugene M.

Judge John T. Racanelli
Judge Lawrence F. Terry

Dina Iguchi
John Pearson
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
Marialice TFoley
Linda Jackson

~ Tuesday, November 26, 1974

Robert Beresford
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
William A. Ingram
John R. Kennedy
John S. McInerny

J. Barton Phelps
Lawrence F. Terry

Ford

B-1

Sid Friedman
Sheriff Geary
Jim Hinman
Dina Iguchi
John Pearson
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
April Lewis
Linda Jackson

16.

17.

18.

It is not possible to tell whether the Program "producad ro-
sults which were not planned.” In large measure, this reflects
the ambiguities of the grant proposal. More careful documen-
tation of such recsults, if any, would have been helpful.

The overall rating given the Program on its impact on the
courts was approximately 3.5 on a scale of one to five, low

to high. )

The guestion of how the courts assess the Program's im-
pact on themselves brought mixed response. Generally, it
was felt that judges improved their own understanding of the
extent and limits of their responsibilities within the crimi-
nal justice system. This was especially true of those who
were active members of the Committee.

The assessment of the Program's impact by non-ccurt personnel
and persons in various segments of the Criminal Justice System
was less positive. "Look at its accomplishments in another
year," was a rcpresentative comment. The Program sccmed to
have given a clearer picture as to "where the judges stand"
and this was taken as an improvement in communication.

One felt that the Progran: had been "too narrow" so far,
and should expand in the coming year. Another gave the judges
credit for listening, particuiérly at the seminars. DBult from
at least one person in corrections the comment was, "There
has been no perceivable change or improvement in the relation-
ship with the courts."

1t appears that the Program, because of its focus on
developing the Statement of Principle, did not have as great
an impact on the other segments of the criminal justice system
as it might. Its potential for impact is broadly acknowledged,

however. _28-
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Tt was clear that many participants felt the Program needed
more time and an opportunity to be implemented, and that eventually
it could have a constructive impact throughout the criminal
system. Some few thought it already had. One commented that
although it is not yet evident, if the project's educational
function were continued, it could effect beneficial changeé.
some of the constructive suggestions and comments offered
included the following:

wit is sufficiently unigue (the Program) that what
is happéﬁing in Santa Clara is not happening anywhere
else in California. 1f we can keep it going, we can

accomplish things accomplished nowhere else in the
country."

nphis program produced a framework‘within which its
work can be continued."

nphere should be greater participation by all judges

and existing staff. And there should be an organized

plan for ultimate total county level financial support."”

T"Thcre should be a more systematic approach to the

problem - work on one department at a time, not several;

work with more important problems first, and allow for

staff feedback to the Committee."
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at le i 3 1
ast, is needed to accomplish the initial goalgs."
“"The |
re should be a better means of communication
between bench and Bar."
"The
Program should set up a formal arrangement for
jJudges to visit correctional facilities.®
"There i i
ere should be earlier identification of project
goals."
"The
re should be more local judicial education and
education of the Bar."

Stzff and Organization

Even though t!
. he weaknesses are i
recognized, those i ]
e 1nterviewed

the Program is by assignment of the present Clerk and Executive
Officer of the Superior Court to staff the Joint Committee
Relevant comments indicated no strong feelings one way or
the other about that assignment, although many expressed rescrva-
tions. "It isn't the best alternative," one said, “"because of
the absence of representation of the administrative and operative
functions of the Municipal Court clerk's office." It was also |
said that the Superior Court Executive Officer has no real éontrol

>
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staff

There was some feeling that there could be problems with the

person bheing appointed by the Superior Court, but trying

to serve both courts; most understood that the Joint Committee

staff assignments normally would be delegated.

Representative comments included the following:
"rhere has to be a staff to act as a focal point for
this type of a program. Judges could not effectively

conduct it without support.’

"The County funding is always there and the County
can evaluate the project to see if it is able to
continue. There are too many problems with federal
money."

"Ideally, it should be funded by the County, but
practically there must be federal support."
"Ideally, it should be funded permanently by the

County, but budget-wise this is impractical now.

"The judges won't meet with people. Staff is a key In two to three years, it should be completely

because it can get to the judges and serve as inter- funded by the County."

mediary. I'm a little concerned about the new staff, Transferability of the Program

though, because it may lead to Superior Court dominance Most respondents felt the Program could be transferred to other

or two staffs, one for each court, and we'd be back counties, although a number of suggestions were made to modify it

where we started.” in order to shorten the time needed to develop another Statement of

"Phe biggest problem for the new director will be ql’ Principle and to focus on achieving more tangible results within a
gotting the confidence of the Municipal Court.” year's time. "There nceds to be an early orientation program for

Funds and Responsibilities judges and staff to obtain a clear sense of direction and be educated

Almost everyone wants to see the project continued and most on expected results before the grant year starts," according to onc

think federal funds are needed for at least awhile. There was respondent. Another said there needed to be "early identification
substantial opinion that the County cannot afford the Program at of project goals." To shorten the start-up period, one suggested that
this time. Representative comments about future funding were: pcople be brought into the County before the grant year starts to
"whoever has the dollars. Longterm, 1'd like to help the judges get an early and full understanding of what is in-
see the County pick it up." volved in a project such as this. Finally, one interviewece suggestaed
yherever funding can be obtained. As a pioneering that endorsement by someone with the stature of the Chief Justice
offort, it is better to use federal funds. On an could help overcome initial skepticism by some judges.

on-going basis, it should be funded by the County."

~32-
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V. ADMINISTRATIVE AND CONTRACT COMPLIANCE

As part of the evaluation, the National Center conducted in-
terviews, reviewed Program records and documentation, and confirmed

whethe : Lni i .
ther or not there had been administrative and contract compliance

The following numbered points identify features of the grant upon

which compliance was measured and conclusions formed.

1. The project approach as outlined in the grant award (pp. 9.11
to 9.23) was not followed specifically in detail. The dis-
crepancies between plan and actions did not appear to be
critical. Some of the key differences are as follows:

Chronologically, the project did not actually begin un-
til August, instead of July 1. Thus, the Program started
behind schedule.

The Program did not pursue the development of standards
and goals throughout the grant year, since both the Joint

Committee of judges and the Program staff believed that such

efforts would duplicate the work of "Project Safer California."

(See page 6 , supra.) During the 90-day extension period,
the Project Director is preparing a memorandum addressing the
application of the NAC standards and goals to the Santa Clara
County municipal and superior courts.

Four symposia were originally planned, one to be held

each quarter of the grant Year, as follows:

~-33-

Title To Be Held

I. Criminal Justice: September 28 & 29

Santa Clara County
IT. Criminal Justice in the January 4 & 5
United States: Santa
Clara County in
Perspective

ITITI. The Role of . & March 29 & 30

Judiciary: Goals,
Standards and
Recommendations
IV. The Courts and Criminal June 27 & 28
Justice in Santa Clara
County: The Future —
Where We Go From Here
Instead, only two were held during the grant year as
a result of the low attendance at the first symposium.
This decision was made by the Joint Committee,
a. Overview of the Crim- October 18 & 19
inal Justice Systenm ‘
in Santa Clara County

b. Wwhat Works — Prison, May 17
Jail, Rehabilitation

Site visits to consult with other state and national
agencies and organizations were not made on the determination
of the Project Director.

There were no outside consultants on the Project since
those available locally were deemed to be adeguate. Guidance
and alternative viewpoints were obtained from independent
organizations (the National Center for State Courts, the
National College of the State Judiciary, the cCalifornia
Judicial Council -~ Administrative Office of the Courts, Cal-
ifornia Youth Authority, the California Centexr for Judicial

BEducation and Rescarch, police chiefs, sheriffs, out-of-county
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judges, etc.).

A complete chronology of the joint committee meetings and

those who attended them and the two symposia is included in

Appendix B.

Methods used in this Program have been documented and can be

studied for purposes of transfer to other juriédictions. These

include Irving Reichert's articles, minutes, and binder of
materials and the Statement of Principle.

Results of the program were clearly documented and include
the above listed items, together with a Resolution on Imple-

mentation and a final report.

. - Conclusions and recommendations which emerged during the

Program were clearly documented; they consist of the Statemen:

of Principle; the Director's report; and the results of the

" evaluation interviews.

Financial resources for this Program were not used according
to the plan in the grant award. The National Center reviewed
the financial records maintained in the Program office and
confirmed them with the Santa Clara County Finance Office.
Review of records maintained in the Program Office, produced

the Ffollowing summary information for the period ended June

t

30, 1975:
Total Federal County
Cumulative % Portion % Portion %
Total Budget $144,348 100 $129,913 100 $14,435 100
Expenditures 79,984 55 70,937 54 9,047 62
Unaxpended
Balance $64,364 45 § 58,976 46 § 5,388 38

Per

This information was confirmed with Mr. c. Minaker of the

County Finance Office on July 31, 1975, Accounting informa-

tion for the month of July can not be confirmed until mid-

August (after field work is completed)
Program office records for the period ending June 30

1975, show unexpended balances in each of the nine Program

expenditure accounts. Unexpended balances according to major

account classifications are as follows:

Travel

$18,973
Consulting and
Professional Services 36,852
Equipment 3,247
Operating Expenses 5,292
564,364

All of the above financial information is unaudited

These unexpended balances are attributed to the following:

1. Program funding did not start until August or

September 1974, instead of July 1.

2. Overall, fewer personnel were employed than planned

and for a shorter period than planned.

3. Two instead of four conferences were held and facil-

1ties costs were not incurred as expected.

4. Travel expenses were significantly less than esti~

mated as there was no out-of-state travel.

sonnel resources werc not used according to the plan in

the grant award. The plan called for:

A consulting Project Director (1L00%)
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8.

. An Associate Project Directoxr (100%).
. A Judicial Research Consultant (50%).
A Project Secretary (100%).

. Special consultants.

. Student intexrnms.

The actual program staff was employed for a shorter per-
iod than originally planned. ‘They included personnel in all
the above classifications. However, savings which accrued
from the assoclate project director's salary were used to em-
ploy the judicial research consultant for a longer period than
originally planned (October to present). Also, a non-lawyer
rescarch associate was employed from September through January.
Student interns were used substantially less than had been
planned.

Consultant resources were used substantially less than planned.
Reszecarch consultants and special consultants were budgeted in
the grant award without designating specific tasks which they
would perform. The research skills of the Associate Project
Director were sufficient to offset the need to use additional
rasecarch consultants, according to the Project Director.

Consultants were used primarily as resource people for
the two symposia. Scveral were paid honoraria and were re-—
imbursed for their cxpenses.

Proper, timely and informative interim or progress reports

wore made to LEAA and OCJP.
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10,

Progress Reports Issued Date of Report

First Quarter November 19, 1974
Second Quarter January 17, 1974
Third Quarter April 18, 1975
Fourth Quarter July 24, 1975

Generally, these reports included:

1) A Financial Status Report;

2) A Summary of Activities for the Report Period;

3) Appendices related to details of the program activities
and progress, e.g., joint committee meeting minutes, con-
ference transcripts, and drafts of the Statement of Prin-
ciple.

These reports did not indicate by task line item what was

ccomplished, nor compare actual tasks with the work plan in
the grant award, but otherwise they appear to have been com~
plete and to comply with the requirements.
No final report has yet been prepared nor submitted to

LEAA and OCJP on the Judicial Pilot Program. According to

the Project Director, a final report will be preparcd and

issued during the grant extension period (July 1 to September

30, 1975).

This Program was monitored by Mf. Kevin Ford, representing

Criminal Justice Planning Board, Region J, Santa Clara

County.

The Regional Criminal Justice Planning Agency's monitoring

consisted of attendance at all of the Joint Committee mecetings
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and numerous discussions with the Program staff. also the '
Program staff contacted other regional criminal justice plan-

ning representatives.,

Periodic feedback from the Regional Criminal Justice Planning

Board concerned funding the Program, and did not include any
substantive program suggestions.

There were various explanations given by interviewees for the

90-day extension of the grant award and what would be ac—

complished during it. These seemed to reflect lesé than complete
understanding, although thisg apparent absence of understanding

Appendix A

‘ Y M 3 t =g LR i
by some should not affect the Joint Committee!s and staff's Membership of the Joint Committee for

work during the exte sio eriod. .
d g nsion peri Judicial Pilot Program

o ~ ’7|"‘
ganta Clara county (as of June 30, 1975)
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Superior Court Representatives

Hon..James Duvaras, Jr.
Presiding Judge of the Criminal Division

Hog.'William J. Fernandez
Criminal Court Judge

Hgn: William A. Ingram
Civil Court Judge

ImQ.J,Bmmmummhx
Criminal Court Judge

Hop..Eugene M. Premo
Criminal Court Judge

Municipal Court Representatives

Hon. Robert Beresford
San Jose/Milpitas Municipal Court

Hon. Wi;liam F. Brown, Jr.
Santa Clara Municipal Court

Hon. Sidney Feinberg
Palo Alto/Mt. View/TLos Altos Municipal Court

Hon. Edgar P. Taylor
Los Gatos/Campbell/Saratoga Municipal Court

Hon. Lawrence F. Terry
San Jose/Milpitas Municipal Court o

Hon. Mark E. Thomas, Jr.
Sunnyvale/Cupertino Municipal Court

Criminal Justice Pilot Program

gobert Cushman, Director
John Pearson, Associate Director

Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board - Region J

Geo;go Shannon, Manager
Kevin Ford, Analyst (Courts Specialist)

ges

Office of the County Executive

Paul Yarborough, Deputy County Executive
Dina Iguchi, Administrative Analyst

Judicial Pilot Program Staff

County of Santa Clara

First American Bullding

675 N. First St., Suite 508

San Jose, California 95112

Irving F. Reichert, Jr. . . . . o o o &
Martin L. Forxst ¢« « o o o o = « « « o o
Marialice Foley . . . « o o« ¢ o ¢ o 5

April Elizabeth Lewis . .« . + ¢ o « o

Linda G. Jackson « v e o o » % « 2 o o

Other Members of Joint Committee During

® LY

Director

Assistant Director
Legal Consultant
Research Consultant

Project Secretary

First Year

Hon. John R. Kennedy
Superior Court, Criminal Court Judge

Hon. Jdohn S. McInerny
Superior Court, Presiding Judge (1974)

Hon. John T. Racanelli
Superior Court, Civil Court Judge



Appendix B .

Chronology of Joint Committee and

Subcommittee Meetings (Conferences Included)

®

Joint Committee

Present: Judge
Judge
Judge

- Wednesday, August 28, 1974

Sidney Feinbery
John R. Kennedy
J. Barton Phelps

Judge John T. Racanelli
John Pearson
Irv Reichert

Conference - Friday & Saturday, October 18 & 19, 1974

Pregent: 14 Judges 10 Judges
1 Traffic Commissioner 2 Traffic Commissioners
5 Speakers 3 Speakers
4 Project Staft 4 Project Staff
7 Guests 5 Guests '
31 Present on 10/18/74 24 Present on 10/19/74

Joint Committee

Prasent: Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Joint Committee

Present: Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Kevin

- Wednesday, October 30, 1974

Robert Beresford
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
Ingram
John R. Kennedy
John S. McInerny

J. Barton Phelps
Premo

William A.

EFugene M.

Judge John T. Racanelli
Judge Lawrence F. Terry

Dina Iguchi
John Pearson
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
Marialice Toley
Linda Jackson

- Tuesday, November 26, 1974

Robert Beresford
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
Ingram
John R. Kennedy
John S. McInerny

J. Barton Phelps
Lawrence . Terry

William A.

Ford

Sid Friedman
Sheriff Geary
Jim Hinman
Dina Iguchi
John Pearson
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
April Lewis
Linda Jackson




W

Present: Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Present:

o b et

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

7. Joink Committoe

Present: Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Kovin

Mark I.

Joint Committee - Wednesday, January 8, 1975

Robert Beresford
William F. Brown, Jr.
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
William A. Ingram

J. Barton Phelps
Eugene M. Premo

John T. Racanelli
Lawrence F. Terry

James Duvaras, Jr.
William J. Fernandez
Sidney Feinberg
William A. Ingram
Lawrence ¥. Terry

Judge Mark E. Thomas, Jr.
Judge George W. Bonney
Chuck DeWitt

Kevin Ford

John Pearson

Irv Reichert

Marty Forst

Marialice Foley

April Lewis

Linda Jackson 9.

Subcommittee* - Wednesday, January 15, 1975

Judge Mark E. Thomas, Jr.
Iry Reichert

Marty Forst

Linda Jackson

- Wednesday, January 22, 1975

Robert Beresford
William ¥, Brown, Jr.
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
J. Barton Phelps
Edgar P. Taylor
Lawrence F. Terry
Thomas, Jr.
Mariam E. Wolff

Ford

Gerry Gruwell
Jack Loveless
Kent Lowell
John Pearson
Jim Tate
Lysle Smith
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
Marialice Foley
April Lewis
Linda Jackson

* subcommittee formed to review the Court Service Staff Proposal

to Implement the Statement of Principles

and Responsibilities.

12.

Subcommittee - Tuesday, February 4,

Present:

10.

11.

Judge
Judge
JdJudge

Joint Committee

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Present:

Joint Committee

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Present:

Joint Committew

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Present:

Joint Committee

Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Present:

James Duvaras, Jr.
Sidney Feinberg

William J. Fernandez

- Tuesday, February 11l

Robert Beresford
William . Brown,
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
William A. Ingram
Mark E. Thomas, Jr.

Jr.

- Thursday, March 13,

Robert Beresford
James Duvaras
William J. PFernandez
J. Barton Phelps
Mark E. Thomas

- Wednesday, March 19,
Robert Beresford
William F. Brown,
Sidney Feinberg
William J. Fernandez
William A. Ingram
J. Barton Phelps
Eugene M. Premo

Jr.

- Thursday, April 24,

Sidney Feinberg
William A. Ingram
J. Barton Phelps
Lawrence F. Toerry
Mark E. Thomas, Jr.

1975

Irv Reichert
Marialice Foley
Kevin TFord

r 1975

Kevin Ford

John Pearson
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
Marialice Foley
April Lewis

1975

Judge Brucce F. Allen
Irv Reichert

Marty Forst

Linda Jackson

1975

Judge Lawrence F. Terry
Judge Mark E. Thomas, Jr.
Irv Reichert

Marty Forst

Marialice TFoley

Linda Jackson

1975

Dina Iguchi
Irv Reichert
Marty TIorstl.
Linda Jackson




13. Sentencing Conference - Saturday, May 17, 1975

Present:

=
N W

3]
DN~ o>

Judges

Traffic Commissioners
Speakers

Project Staff

Guests

14. Joint Committee - Tuesday, May 27, 1975

Present: Judge
Judyge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

L5. Joint Committee

Present: Judge
T Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge
Judge

Robert Beresford
William F. Brown, Jr.
James Duvaras
William A. Ingram

J. Barton Phelps
Lawrence F. Terry

Chuck DeWitt
Dina Iguchi
John Kazubowski
Irv Reichert
Marty Forst
Marialice Foley
Linda Jackson

- Wednesday, June 25, 1975

Robert Beresford
Sidney TFeinberg
William J. Fernandez
William A. Ingram

J. Barton Phelps
Fugene M. Premo
Lawrence F. Terry

B-4

Judge John T. Racanelli
John Kazubowski

Kevin Ford

Irv Reichert

Marty Forst

Marialice Foley

Linda Jackson

Appendix C

Evaluation Criteria




The following criteria were used in evaluating the impact
‘ of the Program within the Municipal and Superior Courts of
Santa Clara County.

Judicial Pilot Program ~- Evaluation Cﬁiteris (for the Courts)

1. The Program strengthens and improves the criminal Jjustice
system in Santa Clara County:

a.

Gives Judges substantial assistance in developing,
adopting and carrying out those means by which they
may better and more certainly perform their proper
activities and fulfill their public respomnsibilities
in the performance of those duties which are devoted
to the administration of criminal justice.

Judges better and more certainly perform their
proper activities and fulfill their public respon-
sibilities in performing those duties devoted to
the administration of criminal justice.

Develops and implements an original process of
systematic inquiry and action designed to:

1. Enable all judges to analyze and compare goals
and standards 6f the judicial system.

2. Enable all judges individually to formulate
goals, standards and recommendations.

3. Enable all judges to adopt goals, standards
and recommendations appropriate to the judiciary
as a whole.

4, Enab}e all juéges to determine the proper methods
fqr implementing goals, standards and recommenda-
tions selected for the judiciary as a whole.

5. Enable all judges to compare the various alterna-
tives whereby goals may be met and standards up-
held.

6. Enrich each judge's judicial life by learning and
experience.

7. Give judges the tools with which they may
evaluate the general worth, utility and benefits
of goals, standards and recommendations Ffor
Santa Clara County.

This Program is a model, in that it incorporates an
original process that has been tested and demonstrated,
of systematic inquiry into goals, standards and
recommendations for the Santa Clara County judicial
system.

The Program formulates written goals, standards and
recommendations which will assist the judiciary to
define and understand its role in the criminal justice
system in Santa Clara County.

a. Judges determine and define their role(s) outside
the courtroom.

b. Under the direction of a judges' committee, the
Program develops and implements a program to:

1. Meke more information available to the -judges
regarding local, state and national programs,
trends and issues in criminal Jjustice, includ-
ing goals and standards; and to evaluate the
impact and relevance of these programs and
trends, as they relate to the local judiciary.

2. Define new programs in the Courts and assist
interested Judges in modeling, and implementing
these programs under the aegis of the committee.

3. Propose methods for providing the judiciary with
the capabilities for on-going research, planning
and concerted action.

This Program improves the operation and/or administration
of the criminal and juvenile functions of the Municipal
and Superior Courts of Santa Clara County.

The judges of the Municipal and Superior Courts of Santa
Clara County understand the goals and objectives of this
program.

The Municipal and Superior Courts participate as equal
partners in the conduct of the Pilot Judicial Program.

This program produced results which were not planned,
but which enhanced or will enhance the role of the
judiciary in the criminal justice system.

This program effects beneficial changes in the County's
judicial system -- immediate, intermediate term, and
long-texrm.




: Judicial Pilot Program -- Evaluation Criteria (administrative
Judicial Pilot Program -- Bvaluation Criteria (for the and contract compliance)
Criminal Justice System -
. . 1. The project approach as outlined in the grant award
1. The program formulates written goals, standards and (pp. 9.11 to 9.23 is followed.

xecgmmendatlons which WlllwaSSlst ﬁhe ju@l?lary;to . 2. Proper, timely and informative interim or progress
define and understand its role in the criminal justice ‘ remorts and a final report are made to LEAA and OCJP
system in Santa Clara County, in that it develops and ‘ k ‘ rep : iy

implements a program to: 3. Project staff perform their duties in accordance with

. s . ) ] ' Cati 2g1re ithin the framework
a. Strengthen existing, and establish new, methods | ggdgiz iﬁngtatiggs and desires withi ' h
of communication, coordination and concerted Pro) P )
action among the various members of the judiciary, : ; £ :
LT . s ; xntation plan is prepared and
and between the judiciary as a whole and the other 4 idgogzgehen0lve imp leme pla Prep ‘
criminal justice agencies and public and private P i

organizations which may be involved. 5. This project produces a framework within which its

b. Aid judges to better understand the extent and work can continue.
limits of their judicial responsibility in the £ F . 57 1 anbc
c¢riminal justice system. 6. Results of the project are clearly documented.
e . . ‘o | . : ioi ; ndations that may evolve from
2, The activities of this project positively (rather than 7 %ﬁ?;luié§gitaggeriiggii§ documZnted. W
negatively) interrelate with those of other on-going P

criminal justice projects in Santa Clara County. 8. Methods used in this Program arc documented and may

|

|

|

|

| e i Fos s E sfe t jurisdictions.
} 3. Attitudes of non-judicial agencieg and personnel be studied for purposes of transfer to other juris

;eggr@mng,.and their working relationships with, the 9. TFinancial resources are used according to project plan.
judiciary improvn as a result of this project.
' A . P . . . O . rsonnel resources are used according to project plan.
4. This program produces beneficial side effects within 10 Person S g prod P
the County's criminal justlce system -~ immediate, . . I
i i ’ il. nt services are used according to project plan.
intermediate and long-term. 1 Consultant serv = gl prod P
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Appendix D
Tabulation of Interview Responses '3
4.
N
5‘

Was the criminal justice system in
Santa Clara County strengthened and

improved as a result of this project?

Did this project give judges sub-
stantial assistance in developing,
adopting and carrying out those
means by which they may better and
more certainly perform their proper
activities and fulfill their public
responsibilities in the performance

of those duties which are devoted to

the administration of criminal
Jjustice?

As a result of the project, have
judges better and more certainly
performed their proper activities
and fulfilled their public
responsibilities in performing
those duties devoted to the
administration of criminal justice?

Did this project develop and
implement an original process of
systematic inquiry and action
designed to enable all judges to
analyze and compare goals and
standards of the judicial system:

Did this project develop and
implement an original process of
systematic inguiry and action
designed to enable all judges
individually to formulate goals,
standards and recommendations?

The following questions YfﬁﬁPasked Oof all respondents.

Number of Responscs

Yes  No
23 2
20 3
10 5
15 4

17 2

Cannot
Answer

1

13




"

10.

id this project develop and ‘
?;glégéntpanjor%ginal procgsi of
systematic inguiry and gcglgs o
designed to enable all judg
adopt goals, standards an o
recommendations approprlite
the judiciary as a whole?

pid this project develop and .
implement an or%glnal proggss o
systematic inquilry and chloE o
designed to enable all judqe;f ‘
determine the proper ﬁe;g§i§~ Zid
implementing goals, standards
regommendations selected for the
judiciary as a whole?

Did this project @evelog anf‘ oc
implement an or}glnal ploiggi
systematic inguiry and ?cdlec o
designed to enable all‘ju gt7ves
compare the various alternadl
whe%oby goals may be met an
standards upheld.

Did this project @evelog and
implement an origlgal plocesi‘on
of systematic inquiry anq gc lto
designed to enab}e eagh judge
enrich his judicial life by
learning and experience?

pid this project @evelop and
implement an oglglpal process
of systematic inquiry an@ dnos
action designed to give juage
the tools with which they may
evaluate the gene;al worth,l
utility and benefits of goa S,
standards and recommendations
for Santa Clara County?

Number of Responses

Yes
Yes

21

18

17

17

17

Cannot

No Answer
2 5
3 7
1 10
2 9
2 9

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Number of Responscs

Yes

Was this project a model, in

that it incorporated an original

process that was tested and

demonstrated, of systematic in-

quiry into goals, standards and
recommendation for the Santa

Clara County judicial system? 21

Did this project formulate written

goals, standards and recommendations
which will assist the judiciary to

define and understand its role in

the criminal justice system in

Santa Clara County? 24

As a result of this project, have
judges determined and defined their
role(s) outside the courtrooms? 16

Was the judges' committee effective
in directing the development and
implementation of this pProgram? 17

Did this project strengthen existing,

and establish new, methods of commun i.—
cation, coordination and concerted

action among the various members of

the judiciary? . 23
Did this project strengthen existing,

and establish new, methods” of communi—
cation, coordination and concerted

action between the judiciary as a

whole and the other criminal justice
agenciLeg? 20

Did this project strengthen existing,

and establish new, methods of communi-
cation, coordination and concerted

action between the judiciary and

public and private organizations

which may be involved? 13

Cannot
No Answor
3 4
2 2
3 9
3 7
1 4
3 5
5 10




18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23,

As a result of this project,

were new programs defined in

the Courts and were interested
judges assisted in modeling,

and implementing these programs
undexr the aegis of the €ommittee?

Is there any evidence this
project improved the operation
and/or administration of the
criminal and/or juvenile func-
tions of the Municipal and
Superior Courts of Santa Clara
County?

Did the activities of this
project positively (rather than
negatively) interrelate with
those of other on-going criminal
justice projects in Santa Clara
County?

s a result of this project, did
the attitudes of non-judicial
agancies and personnel regarding,
and their working relationships
with, the judiciary improve?

Have the Municipal and Superior
Courts participated as equal
partners in the conduct of the
Pilot Judicial Program?

Were the results of this project
clearly documented?

Have conclusions and recommenda-—
tions evolved Lrom this project?

Are they clearly documented?

Did this project produce results

which were not plarned, but which
enhanced or will enhance the role
of the judicliary in the criminal

justice system?

D4

Wumber of Responses

Yes

14

15

20

16

19

18

23

20

13

Cannot

Answer

12

7

13

27.

28.

29.

30.

32,

Will this project effect beneficial

changes in the County's judicial
system - immediate, intermediate
term, and long-term?

Will this project have beneficial
side effects within the County's
criminal justice system - ilmmedi-

ate, intermediate, and long-range?

Has a comprehensive implementation

plan been prepared and adopted?

Should this project be continued
in a second phase?

a. Under a federal grant? or

b. Completely funded by the
County?

On a scalé of 1 to 5 (low to high)

how would you rate this project in

terxms of the impact it had on the
Municipal and Superior Courts of
Santa Clara County?

(civcle) L 2 3 4 5

On a scale of 1 to 5 (low to high)

how would you rate this project in

terms of the impact it had on the

criminal justice system (courts and
other criminal justice agencies) in

Santa Clara County?
(circle) 1 2 3 4 5

Number of Responses

Cannot
20 3 4
21 2 2
13 5 9
24 1l 1
19 2 2
6 4 3
(1) (2) (3) (4)
2 2 6 6
(1)  (2) (3) (4)
2 6 7 5

-t




The following question was

As a rcgult of this project, did
the attitudes of non-judicial
agenaies and personnel regarding,

and their working relationship with,

the judiciary improve?

asked only of non-court respondents.

Number of Responses

Yes

Cannot

Answer

The following questions were asked

respondents.

Have methods used in this project
been documented? Can they be
studied for purposes of transfer
to other jurisdictions?

Did this project :xake more informa-

tion available to the judges re-
garding local, state and national
programs, trends and issues in
criminal justice, including goals
and standards?

Did this project help judges to
evaluate the impact and relevance
of these other programs and trends,

only of court-affiliated

Number of Raesponses

Cannot:

Yes No Answer

1l 1 3

10 2 3

as they relate to the local judiciary? 8 1 6

Did this project propose methods
for providing the judiciary with
capabilities for on-going research,
planning and concerted action?

Basad on this project, do judges
better understand the extent and
limits of their judicial responsi-
bility in the criminal justice
system?

Did the judges of the Municipal
and Superior Courts of Santa
Clara County understand the goals
and objectives of this project?

Did this project produce a frame-
work within which its work can be
continued?

11 2 2

11 2 2

14 1 0



10.

Under the proposed implementation
the Clerk and Executive Officer of
the Superior Court, John Kazubowski,
would direct the project under a
committee of Municipal and Superior
Court Judges. 1Is this the best
organizational arrangement for
implementing the Pilot Judicial
Program?

What problems were encountered in
conducting this project? ' Ccould
they have been avoided?

Did project staff perform their
duties in accordance with judges'
expectations and desires within
the framework of the project plan?

Numbexr of Responses

Yes

Cannot

Answer

Appendix E

List of Interviewees for the Evaluation®

* The original list of possible interviews was prepared by

the Project Director, Pilut Judicial Program.
were selected for the interviewers at random.

All intervicwees




Non~-Court Affiliated

Court Affiliated

‘ Lou Bergna* 4
Hon. Bruce F. Allen**% District Attorney, Santa Clara County
Superior Court Judge - Presiding Judge as Lad]
Nordin Blacker®

Ilon. George W. Bonney* Attorney and Chairman of the
Municipal Court Judge Corrections and Criminal Justice Section

of the County Bar Association
IHon. William F. Brown, Jr.#*#%
Municipal Court Judge ' Richard Bothman*

Chief Juvenile Probation Officer, Santa Clara County
Hon .« qames Duvaras, Jr.* .
Superior Court Presiding Judge -~ Criminal Division %iﬁzgzogusggiﬁz*clara County Pilot Program

: ' C .

Hon. Sidney Feinberg#®

Municipal Court Judge Kevin J. Ford#*
Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board
John Kazubowski*##* santa Clara County

court Clerk/Executive Officer, Superior Court G ¥
James Geary®

Hon. J. Barton Phelps** v Sheriff, Santa Clara County
Superior Court Judge - Criminal 1 1
‘ Ms. Dale HilLi®
Hon. EBEugene M. Premo¥* Charter Review Commission and Grand Jury
Superior Court Judge -~ Criminal i ik
Ms. Dina Iguchi*¥*
J. J. Speciale** ‘ County Executive's Office, Santa Cclara County
Clerk, Municipal Court
; John Xaplan, Professor¥®
HHon. Paul R. Teilh¥**¥* ' Stanford University Law School
Municipal Court Judge
Ms. Betty Moore*
Hon. Mark B, Thomas, Jr.*% Director, Voluntary Action Center
Municipal Court Judge
Ron Obert, Director#®¥*
Hon. Homer B. Thompson® : Office of Pretrial Release Services
Superior Court Judge - Civil 14
sheldon Portman®¥
Hon. James A. Wright#+# 1 public Defender, Santa Clara County
Municipal Court Judge
Trving F. Reichert, Project Director¥
Judicial Pilot Program
»
: Ms. Lillian ¢ilberstein¥®
*Interviewed by Clifford s. Lightfoot. : National Conference of Christians and Jews
**Interviewed by Alexander B. Aikman.
EkkkInterviewed by Larry L. Sipes.

*Interviewed by Clifford S. Lightfoot.
xkTntervicwed by Alexander B. Alkman.
*k*Tnterviewed by Larry L. Sipes.

..




Non-Court Affiliated

Cy Shain**
Administrative Office of the Courts

Lysle D. Smith%%
Chief Adult Probation Officer, Santa Clara County

Robert Smith*#*
California Youth Authority

*Interviewed by Clifford $. Lightfoot.
**Interviewed by Alexander B. Aikman.
*&%Interviewed by Larry L. Sipes.









