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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS 
FOR THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

Thejudicial Council wa.~ originally provided for in Section la of Article 
VI of the State Co:nstituti()'h':~dopted November 2, 1926. This section was 
amended November 8,1960. On November 8,1966, a revised ArticleVI 
was adopted and Hie provisions of Rumer Section. la were amended and 
renumbered as Section 6. As further amended effective 1975, Section 6 
reads: 

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

Council membl~rship terminates if a member ceases ~o hold the position that qualified 
him for appointment. A va.cancy shall be filled by the appointing power for the remainder 
of the term. 

The council may appoint an Admi.'1is~rative Director 'of the Courts, who serves at its 
pleasure and performs functions delegated by the council or Chief Justice, other than 
adopting rules of court administration, practice and procedure. 

To improve the administration of justice the council shall survey judicial business and 
make recommendations to the courts, make recommendatiol}s annually to the Governor 
and,Legislature, adopt rules for court administratio.; \ practice and procedure, not incon­
sistent with statute, and perform othe'r functions prescribed by statute. 

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

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

Other c~f1stitutional proviSions dealing with..the Judicial 'Council or its 
Chairman are found in Article VI, Sections 15 and 18 (e), and in Article 
XXIV, Section 4. There are also a number of statutory provisions referring 
to the Judicial Council.* Rules of practice and procedure adopted by the 
Judicial Council are published commercially and by the State Printer as 
the California Rules of Court. ' 
• Statutory provisions ate found im Civ. Code §§ 3259, 4001, 4356, 4363, 4450, 4530; Code Q'v, Proc. H 7S, 77,117J,117/,170.6, 

170.8. 201(a), 204(b), 204(d), 394, 404, 404.3, 404.7, 404.8, 412,20, 41S.30, 422,40, 429.40, 472(a}, 482.030, 489.230, SI6,01O, 
516.020. 57S, 363, 632, 901.911,1034.1089. 1178,1710.30; Evid. Code § 451; Gov. Code H 18004.68070-72,68110, 6B1\OO-12. 
68540-48, 68551-52, 68701, 69508, 69752,69796. 69894.3. 69899.S, 71042, 7!l80.4, 71801, 71601.3, 71610, 72ZT4, 72450, 
72602.14,72624.726:)1.73105,73106,75002.75003.75028,75060,6; Pen. Code H 853.9, 1029, 1038. 1050. 1053. 1235, 1239, 
1241. 1246.1247k, 1428b, 1432.1, 1468. 1471. 1506. 1507, 13810, 13830. 14003; Prob. Code §§ 303, 1232, 1233; Veh. Code H 
40513. 40600; We/f. &- Inst. Code H 569. 570. 
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THE JUDICIAL COUNCil OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

H:ON. DONALD R. WRIGHT 
Chief Justice of California 

Chairman of the Judicial Council 
State Building, San F~ancisco 

H:ON. STANLEY MOSI( 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 
S~ate Building, San Francisco 

HON. GERALD BROWN 
Presiding JUstice, Court of Appeal 
Fourth Appellate District, Division One 
Sta~e Building . 
San Diego 

HON, GORDON L. FILES ~ 
A.~sociate Justice, Court of Appeal 
Second Appellate District, Division 

Four 
State Building 
Los An8,eles 

HON. WAKEFIELD TAYLOR 
Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal 
First Appellate District, Division Two 
State Building 
San Francisco 

H:ON. JEROME H:. BERENSON 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Ventura County, Ventura 

HON. MELVIN E. COHN 
Judge of the Superior Court 
San Mateo County>,Redwood City 

HON.ALFREOJ,McCOURTNEY 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles 

HON. BRUCE W. SUMNER 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Orange County, Santa Ana 

HON. WARREN K. TAYLOR 
Judge of the f;uperior Court 
Yolo County, Woodland 

H:oN. R. DONALD CHAPMAN 
Judge of the Municipal Cour~ 
San Jose.Milpitas Municipal Court 

District, San Jose 

H:ON. WARREN L. ETflNCER . 
Judge of the Municipal Court 
Pasadena Municipal Court District 
Pasadena 

H:ON. MARTIN N. PULICH 
Judge of the Municipal Court 
Oakland·Piedmont Municipal Court 

District, Oakland 

H:ON. WARREN C. CONKLIN 
Judge of the JUStice Court 
Fifth Justice Court District, Atascadero 

HON. CHARLES W. EDWARDS 
Judge of the J ustiCEl Court 
Reedley Justice Court District, Reedley 

H:ON. AI.FRED H. SONG 3 

Senator, 26th District 
Monterey Park 

HON. JOHN J. MIi.LER • 
Assemblyman, 13th District 
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MR. THOMAS M. JIi!NK/NS • 
Attorney at Law 
San Francisco 

MR. FORREST A. l'LANT 6 

Attorney at Law 
Sacramento 

MR. RICHARD R. ROGA.N • 
Attorney at Law 
Burbank 

o 
MR. WILLIAM J. SCHALL ~ 
Attorney at Law '0 
San Diego 

MR. RALPH N. KLEPS 
Administrative Directt.r of the Courts and 

= ~ Secretary of the Judicial Council 
San Francisco ' 

SD, 

1 Except as otherwise indicated. appointed by the Chief Justice on February I, 1973, for a two-year term expiring January 
~~ n 

• Appoinledby the Chief Justice on September 1, 1973, for a term expiring January 31,1975, vi'~e Hon.HnroldW. Schweitzer, 
whose membership terminated on his resignation, 

• Appointad by the Senate Rules Commlttee1>n August 7, 197<1, pursllant til Section 6 of Article VI of the Constitution Bnd 
Senate Rule 13 of the 1973-74 Regular Session of the Leglslature . 

• Appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly on August 7,1974. vice Hon. Chru:les Warren pursuant to Section 6 of Article 
co VI of the Constitution and subdivision (n) of Assembly Rule 2fi of tho 1973-74 Regular Session of the Legislature. 
• Appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar for a two.year term expiring JanUary 31, 1975. 
• Appointed by the Board of Governors of the State Bar for a two-year term expiring January 31, 1976. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCil COMMlTTeE$~Continued 

Advisory Committee on the National 
Center for State Courts' Court of 
Appeal Study 

Hon. Stanley Mosk, Chairman 
Hon. Murray Draper I" 

Hon. Gordon L. Files 
Hon. Frank K. Richardson 1 

Hon. Gerald Brown 
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7 

• Advbory members. not members of the Judicinl Council. 
3 An advisory committee appointed by the Chairman of the judicial CQuncii with equal representation from the Judicinl 

Council and the Conference of Cillifornia Judges. 
• Judic!al Counct! representative. 
• Conference of California Judges representative. 
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1975 REPORT OF THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

INTRODUCTION 

The Judicial Council in the discharge of its constitutional duty is re­
quired to survey the condition of business in the several courts and to 
report and make appropriate recommendations to the Governor and the 
Legislature a~ the commencement of each general session. (Cal. Const., 
Art. VI, Sec. 6.) This 1975 Judicial Council Report contains the CounciPs 
report and its recommendations to the 1975-1976 Regular Session of the 
Legislature for amendment of certain laws relating to the administration 
of justice. , 

Continuing the practice commenced in the Nineteenth Biennial Re­
port, the Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the Courts, which 
is the staff agency serving the Council, is also included. The Annual Report 
contains summaries of the continuing activities of the Judicial Council and 
its staff. It also includes detailed statistical data on the volume of business 
in all the courts for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. 

* * * 
The 1975 Report was produced under the general editorial supervision of Edward P. Hill, 

staff attorney, Administrative Office of the Courts. Electronic composition assistance was 
provided by Susan M. Seymour. 

* * * 
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CHAPTER 1 
'1, 

STUDY OF '~OURTS" OF APPEAL 
The California Courts of App,~al have, in recent years, been the supject 

of numerous proposals for enla,tgement, restructuring, and even funda­
mental change in function.1 InJ,lthe light of th~se proposals, and in view 
of its own continuing concern w~th the effective adminlstrati9n of justice 
at the appellate level, the Judici\\l ClJuncil consid~r~d it desirable,tQhave 
an in-depth study of the Court\~ of Appeal carried out by an,,impartial, 
expert grQup.2 At the request 0\\ the Council, this study was undertaken 
by the Western Regional Office of the National Center for State Coutts, 
for the purpose of considering: .. (a) the most effective system of inter­
mediate appellate courts; (b) the optimum number of courts and court 
locations; (c) the desirability of retaining the ~xisting divi:ional arrange­
ment; (d) the number of judges and research attorneys needed in the 
recommended structure," a 

The National Center's full report 4 and its executive summar~ of the fun 
report 5 have both been widely distributed throughout the stat~ 

In the following pages, the National Center report is summarized for the 
benefit of those who have not had access to either the full report or the 
executive summary. Except as expressly noted, the Judicial Council has 
not yet considered or approved any of the National Center's recommenda­
tions, and the views expressed are entirely those of the National Center 
for State Courts. ' 

The Judfcial Council will welcome observations and comments dealing 
with these proposals, as well as other proposals for improving the adminis­
tration of justice at the appellate level. Comments and suggestions should 
be sent to: 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
4200 State Building 
Ssm Francisco. California 94102 

;S;:-e,s:, 1974 Judicinl Council Report at 1:1-22, especially at J9-21: Report of Specilll Committee ot the State B~r of 
CalIfornia on Appel~~ki) Coutb daled March 2.9. 1973; Report!pf Covernor's Talk Force on Appellate Coutts' Workload 
dated September I(); ~97:!. 

21973 Judicial Council ~~port 21-22. 
3 "The california Court! of Appeal," National Center for State Courts' Publ. No. ROO13 (August 1!n'4) nt 4. 
41d. 
~ The CalifornIa Courts o£ Appeal (executive summary) Natlon~~ Center for State Courts' Pub!. No. ROO13a (August 1914). 

i7 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

SUMMARY, REPORT OF NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
STATE COURTS ON THE CALIFORNIA 

COURTS OF APPEAL 6 

The report was prepared under the guidance of an advisory committEle consist­
ing of members of the California judiciary. the State Bar. the Legislature. and a 
representative of the Attorney GenElral's office. All judges of the Courts of Appeal. 
and many other personnel of the courts. were interviewed. and statistical data was 
collected and analyzed. 

Except when a sentence of death has been imposed. appeals from superior 
court judgments run to the appropriate Court of Appeal.7 The Courts of Appeal 
also have jurisdiction over various petitions for extraordinary writs. The organiza­
tion of.the appellate ,system is established by the state Constitution and statutes. 
Procedure in the appellate courts is governed by rules of court adopted by the 
Judicial Council. by statutes and. to some extent. by the Constitution. 

A. Monitoring the. Appel/ole Process 

Under present practice, records and briefs are rarely completed with.in the time 
limits prescribed by the California Rules of Court. The appellate court should carry 
a direct responsibility to assure prompt completion of the steps necessary before 
the court canoegin review of the case. The following recommehd,;ltions are there­
fore made: 

1. Initiating the appeal 
a. A copy of the notice of appeal should be forwarded to the Court of Appeal 

as soon as it is flied. 8 ' 

b. The fee for filing a civil appeal should be payable at the time the notice 
of appeal is filed.~ . 

c. Timely payment of the filing fee should be jurisdictional.10 

2. Preparation of the record 
a. Authority to grantextensions for record preparation in civil appeals should 

be taken from the superior court and vested exclusively in the Courts of 
Appeal. 

b. The Government Code should be amended so as to impose the same 
penalty on a court reporter who is late with a civil tran,~cript as is presently 
imposed on one who is late with a criminal transcript. 

c. A court reporter's compensation should be proportionately reduced for a 
. traJ1script which is late. 

3. Briefs '- , 
a. The authority of the parties to a civil appeal to stipulate an extension of 

time for briefing should be reduced to a maximum of 30 days per brief,.l1 
b. Extensions of time for briefs should be granted only upon a showing of 

good cause supported by affidavit. and should generally be limited. Rou­
tine extensions should not be granted. and rules imposing penalties for II~ta 

_ briefs should be enforced. \ 

6 Unless otherwise noted. the views expressed in this summary are those of the National Center for State Courts only, ai\.~ 
have nQthcen considered or approved by theJudicial Council of Calif om i •. For greater detail. see the National center)1 
Publ. No. Room (August 1974), /I 

7 Death penalty cases are appealed directly to the Supreme Court.· . ),J 
6Thi. is already reqUired in criminal appeals (Rule 31 (c». so the National Center's recommendation applies only to cliVil 

appeal •• 
9 This recommendation was considered IUld approved by the Judicial Council at its November 1974 meeting,lUld appropri-

ate legislation Will be rccomml'nded. 
lOThis recornme!ldation was considered IUld rejected by the Judicial Council at its November 1974 meeting. 
11 This recommendation and a proposal that automatic extensions by stipulation be eliminated entirely were considered 

ti and ,relected at the Judicial Counen meeting 'Of November 1974. 

1 
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B. Case Assignment 

There should be random rotational assignment of cases to three-judge panels. 
who can reallocate their workload as needed. There should be enough flexibility 
to permit a judge to add to or reduce his monthly assignments if this method of 
case assignment produces an uneven flow of work. 

C Central Stoff Research Aflorneys \1 

In addition to the research attorneys assigned to each individual judge. there 
should be a central research staff in each appellate district. Central staff organiza­
tions. where they have been utilized. have resulted in greater court productivity 
than has the addition of an equal number of attorneys assigned to individual­
judges. Detailed recommendations for the recruitment establishment. organiza­
tion. training and use of a central research staff are given in the full report. and 
include the following: 

1. There should be a principal attorney who is generally responsible for the 
personnel in the central staff. for the application of uniform criteria for selecting 
staff work. and for the operations of the staff. 

2. In addition to their substantive work on assigned cases central staff attorneys 
should prepare and maintain indices and files of research memoranda. digests of 
pending cases. and training materials for new research attorneys, including a 
research manual. Adequate facilities. including dIctating machines and secretarial 
assistance. should be available for all research attorneys. 

D. Classification of Appeals 

Appeals should be examined and categorized according to their degree of 
complexity. and procedures adopted to assure that the amount of judiCial time 
spent on each case will be roughly proportional to its complexity. This should be 
accomplished by screening out "routine" appeals in which the preliminary re­
search and a draft memorandum opinion should be prepared by the central re­
search staff. Specific recommendations for this process are as follows: 

1. Criteria for screaqing to identify "routine" cases should be eSJablished by 
members of the court. 

2. Tentative screening should be done by the principal attorney. who should 
examine each appeal as it becomes "ready." . J) 

3. Cases selected by the principal attorney as probably "routine" should be 
assigned to central staff attorneys. who should conduct in-depth research. con­
tinually reevaluating the tentative conclusion that the case is appropriate for staff 
research. 

4. If the case continLles to appear to meet the court's criteria for a routine 
appeal. a detailed memorandum aop 8 draft "By the Court" opinion should be 
prepared by the central staff attorney. If substantial research has been completed. 
(but it appears t~at the case is not appropriate for "By thEl Court" treatment. the 
central staff attorney should preserve his research in the form of a memorandum 
but should not prepare a draft opinion. c:? 

5. Memoranda and draft opinions should be reviewed by the principal attorney 
before they are forwarg,ed to the members of the court 

6. Cases in which central staff has prepared a memorandum and a draft opinion 
should be referred to a three-judge panel of the court. one judge having primary 
responsibility for the case. All three members of the panel should thoroughly 
review the case, and should not hesitl:lte to modify or reject the draft opinion. 
Unanimous agreement of the three-judge panel should be required for the case 
to be disposed of on the basis of an opinion pn~pared in this manner. 

\\ 



16 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Eo COllrt Conferences and Oral Argument 

It is recommended that each panel have regularly scheduled conferences. Sepa­
rate conferences should be scheduled for cases that will be orally argued and for 
cases in which argument has been waived. Conferences on cases to be argued 
should be far e.,.'::LJgh in advance to permit notification to attorneys of issues the 
court considerl·, I':,f particular importance. Waiver of oral argument should be sug­
gested where IYappears unlikely to be helpful. but argument should always be 
permitted i(not waived. The court should have procedures for informing counsel 
in advance when there are issues which will be of particular in~erest at oral argu-
ment. '.\ 

F. "By the Cou,.t" Opinions 

"By the Court" opinions should not be used in cases which present novel or 
important legal issues. 

G. Writs 

,; 1. Writ assignments should continuously rotate among all panels and should be 
random: Three judges should participate on every writ Preliminary evaluation 
responsIbility should rotate among them. 

2. Writ petitions should initially be reviewed by a judge or an e~perienced writ 
attorney to determine if they can be decided without extensive research or a 
written memorandum. A writ attorney should (~ear primary responsibility for re­
searching petitions following the initial review. 

H. persormel 

cRecent court opinion volume and projected future filings were evaluated. Flexi: 
ble .interimworkload standards for judges and central staff were developed. It is' 
estimated that each judge should be respollsible annually for between 90 and 100 
opinions and that approximately one-half of those will be memorandum opinions 
initially proces3ed by staff. Based upon those factors. the percentage of appeals 
anc!,writs which will require written opinions and the percentage of memorandum 
and full-scale opinions. workload equations were developed to estimate future 
court personnel needs.12 

.~ 

I. Division~ . .~ 
The JPfBeJlJrgest appellate districts are currently divided into divisions{each of 

which ~ operates ?autonomously. Absencelof centralizEid administrative {~uthority 
precludes development of uniform policies where needed and impedes rapid, 

e consistent resolution of administrative problems. Unification of these courts 
would help prevent "one man opinions" and forum shopping. would encourage 
communication between judges. and would reduce intradistrict decisional con­
flicts. It is therefore recommended that in the Courts of Appeal now having more 
than one division: 

(a) Permanent djvisions should be abolished; 
(b) Them should pe three-judge panels with annual membership rotation; 
(c) Judges should be assigned to the panels at random; 

12 Personnel recommendations were reViewed by the Judicial Council ~t its November 1914 meeting. As a result of this 
review, the Judic!al Council is recommending legislation wWch would Increase the size of the Court of Appeal for the 
FirstAp[lellato District by 4 judges. to a total of 16; tWs legislative recommendation, which would not become effective 
until January 1916 If adopted. will be reevaluated by the Council at its May 1915 meeting,ln the Ught of the sUccess 
of n program whereby the First District is receiving the help oHQur judges assigned temporarily by the Chairman of 
the Judicial Council. The Judicial Council has also voted to authorize the following additional central staff attorneys: 
for the First Appellate District, 2; for the Second Appellate District, 4; for the Fourth Appellate District, 2. . 

1 
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(d) The Administrative Presiding Justice should have authority to assign judges 
within the district to keep eE;lch panel at full membership; 

(e) The Administrative Presiding Justice should have authority to transfer mat­
ters from one pan.el to anothe~ in such extraordinary circumstances as 
disqualification or illness an:d in order to equalize the workload. 

J. Courf Administrator 

Administrators, specialty qualified in court management. should be employed to 
assist the Administrative Presiding Justices of the Courts of Appeal in administer­
ing the nonjudicial functions of the court. The number. qualifications. salaries and 
!?uties of these administrators. and their relationship to the clerks of the Courts of 
'Appeal. should be provided for by the Judicial Council. Appointment should only 
be upon unanimous approval of judges of each court to be served by the adminis-
trator. " 

K. COllrf Size and Location 
. For geographic reasons. and because of the distribution of population in the 
state. it was concluded that it would not be feasible to have a single statewide 
Court of Appeal; some geographic districts appear necessary. On the other hand. 
it was considered undesirable to have numerous small appellate courts because 
they would be inefficient and excessively expensive (e.g., because of the need to 
duplicate clerk's office facilities and the like). In addition. the number of separate 
courts should be determined in the light of the desirability of promoting collegiality 
within a court. minimizing chances for conflicting opinions. and promoting equal 
judicial workloads. It is also noted that/travel of attorneys and litigants is not as 
significant in appellate courts as it is in triell courts. since all aspects of an appeal" 
except oral argument are normally handled by mail or telephone. In the light of 
these factors. it is recommended that instead of the present structure of five 
appellate districts having permanent court locations in six cities, there should be 
four appellate districts with permanent court locations in four citiea: San Fran­
cisco. Los Angeles, Sacramento and San Diego. The counties which make up the 
present Fifth Appellate District should be merged into the Third District. Panels 
of judges should periodically hear oral argument in cities other than those of the 
permanent court locations. Specifically. it is suggested that periodic court sittings 
should be held in Fresno arid San Bernardino. which are now the sites of perma­
nent court locations, and in Santa Ana. 

l. Representation of Indigent Criminal Defendants 13 

M. libraries l~ 

It was found that only the Second Appeliate'Distrlct. which has a professional' 
law librarian and additional library personnel, has adequate library services avail­
able for jUstices and research attorneys. It was recommended that a statewide 
Court of Appeal law library system be established. directed by an experienced 
trained law librarian. Library personnel should be available in each appellate dis­
trict. 

13 A summary of the National Center's recommendatlon~ on this subject Is omitted here because the Center's conclusions 
and recommendations substantililly parallel Ille conclusions and recommendations of the Judicial Councll, reported hi 
Chapter ~ pages 19-24 of this Annual Report. 

14 This recommendation W!IS approved at the November 1974 Judicial Council meeting. 'The Council determined that 
adequate funds should be b:"eted so as to permtt Implementation of this recommendation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM 
A. Background 

. ~ 

Providing effective legal representation for indigent criminal defend­
ants at the appellate level has been a continuing problem in recent years, 
and is a source of growing concern~ In 1969, the Court of Appeal justices 
adopted the following recommendation: 

Increasing dispositions in criminal cases requires the services of an adequate number 
of competent, knowledgeable cou.nsel, particularly incYuding the counsel assigned for 
indigent appellants. A state-supported professional staff is needed to undertake. this work 
aI\d~ State Public Defender) Offic]; should be created to sen,'e that purpose. 1 

. ~esp~nd~ng to this an~ ~th~ call~ ~or improved appellate representa­
bo~ for mdIgents, the JudIcIal CouncIL m 1969 proposed the creation of the 
post' .. of State Public Defender, to carry the primary responsibility for that 
appellate defense. A full statement of the Council's analysis of the problem 
appears in the 1970Judici81 Council Report, commencing oni.page 15; that 
report, briefly summarized, stated:. 

1. The State is constitutionally required to furnish counsel to indigents on appeal. 
2. The cost of providing counsel by individual assignment has steadily increased, both 

as a result of increasing numbers of appeals and increased rates of compensation. 
3. Assigned counsel are frequently inexperienced, and the level of representation fUr­

nished by assigned counsel is uneyftn and frequently only marginally adequate. 
4. It appe.~red doubtful that increasing the level of compensation paid assigned counsel 

'would solve these PLr~blems. ,,~ 
5. Serious problems would be encountered in seeking to ~'~ce the burden of appellate 

representation on county public defenders. ~ 
6. The most feasible and desirable solution of the problem, f\ erefore,'is the creation of 

a State Public Defender system analogous to the Office of the Attorney General. 

Proposed legislation to implement the Judicial CgJlncil's recommenda­
tion receiv~d substantial legislative support in 19~ro, and in 1971 passed 
both houses of the Legislature but was vetoed by th¢' Governor.2 

r;, 

B. Subsequent De~e/opments '=z:::~-------ff -------'---'--
Since the Judicial Council last reported on this subject, two signific'ant 

developments have occurred: (1) the cost of ptoviding appellate'.de­
fense by means of assigned counsel has continued to rise, and (2) a pilot 
project in San Diego has demonstmted that an appellate defense organiza­
tion, staffed by specialists, is feasible .and can in fact eliminate many of the 
deficiencies which have been noted in the assigned counsel system. 

(1) Increased expense of providing assigned counsel 
In fiscal year 1973-74, $84p5113 was paid to counsel assigned by Courts 

of Appeal in 1,921 cases, and another $13,816 was paid in 22 cases where 
counsel were assigned'by the Supreme Court. In' the same year, new 
assignments were made in 2,455 ca$ElS in the Courts of Appeal. Considering 
this increased number of assignments, and a modest increase in the aver-
t Statement ofParticlio'!lnts' Recommendations,Iune 1969 Workshop for Court of Appeal Justices, Full text appears in 1970 

Judicial Council Report, page 30.' 
2 Assembly Bill 1419 and Senate Bil124, 1971ll.egular Session. 

,I 
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age payment per case, it is estimated that in 1974-75, $1,227,500 will be 
paid to counsel assigned by Courts of Appeal, and an additional $16,900 to 
counsel assigned by the Supreme Court, or a total of $1,244,400 in that 
fiscal year.3 

Despite modest but significant increases in the average payment to 
assigl[led counsel, it is the consensus of presiding justices that most of the 
deficj~encies previously . noted remain: counsel are frequently inex­
peri~lUced and representation is, at best, frequently marginal. The result 
of these deficiencies is not merely to give unequal representation to appel­
lants, but to impose added work upon the Courts of Appeal and upon the 
Office of the Attorney General. Since it is in the interest of the state to be 
sure that all reasonable claims of error are adjUdicated on the initial ap­
peal, it is the policy of the Attorney General to bring to the court's atten­
tion ~ny reasonably arguable claims not presented by defense counsel; and 
when the ·defendant's brief is only marginally adequate, this forces the 
Attorney General's Office to examine the record independently tobe sure 
no points have been overlooked. When the case comes before a Court of 
Appeal with a marginal brief on behalf of the defendant, the court must 
independently research the law at greater length than is otherwise neces­
sary to be sure that points favorable to the defendant are fully considered. 
The deficiencies in the present system of appellate defense are further 
documented by an independent consultant's report.4 

(2) San Diego Appellate Defender project 
Commencing in the latter half of 1972, a federally funded demonstration 

project has operated in San Diego serving the First-Division of the Fourth 
Appellate District. This project, which was organized with the assistance 
of the kcal bar, provides appellate representation of indigents in two 
ways: through "panel" attorneys, private practitioners selected by the 
project director, whose work is closely supervised and edited by staff 
counsel; and by staff counsel directly. 

The Presiding Justice and the Principal Attorney of the Court of Appeal 
in San Diego havep~?orted: 

The briet~ fj)e~LlJy staff members of Appellate Defenders are of uniformly high 
calibre .... Unlike past experienc~.with appointed counsel, it is highly unusual for the 
court to be burdened with ferreting but the appellate issues on it~,)own in appeals handled 

'by Appellate Defenders' staff. . ,,' 
The,briefs are concise, well thought out, clearly organized and frame the issues raised 

with clarity. 
The briefs prepared by Appellate Defenders' panel attorneys are also of high 

calibre ..• ,s 
* * * 

Appellate Defenders furthers not only the quality of representation of appellants in 
criminal cases, but also by the writing of well considered and thoroughly professional 
briefs, aids this court in the quality of its work and the dispatch with which we get our 
work out. What we have said in this regard in earlier reports still has validity.6 

o Despite recent increases In fees paid to appointed counsel there Is great doubt whether the compensation received is 
reasona,ble on n per·hollr basil;. For example, a recent study in the First Appellate DislTict showed an average payment 
of$499.53 per case, with an average of611/4 hours time claimed per case; thus, after allowing for out-of-pocket expenses 

4 claimed by counsel, eomp~nsation WII!l only $6.8,1 per hour. 
sNational Cent~ for State Courts, "The California Courts of Appeal" (August 1974), Chapter IX, particularly at 245-49. 

Interim Report, June 1973, of Hon. Gerald BroWl) and Mr. Edward M. Wright. 
6 Quarterly Report. April 1974, of Hon. Gerald Brown and Mr. Edward M. Wright. 

j 
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The Assistant Attorney General in charge of criminal appeals in the San 
DJego area is equally enthusiastic: 

Based on my experience in the criminal division in the San Francisco and Sacramento 
offices I believe the briefs filed by Appellate Defenders in the Fourth Appellate District 
are, on the average, of higher quality than those of appointed counsel generally. Appel­
lants, of cO,!rse, benefit. The Attorney General does as well. The task of preparing a 
respondent's brief is made easier and indeed more interesting when the appellant's brief 
in question conforms to the rules of court and addresses itself to colorable appellate issues 
in a lawyer like manner.7 

c. 

The results of the pilot project completely support the view that a 
specialized appellate defender organization would substantially improve 
the efficiency with which cr'.::'.chinal cases are handled on appeal, commenc­
ing wi~h an eJ.:pedited and simplified process of appointment of counsel 
and continuing on through the court's consideration of the merits of the 
case. 

C Recommendations 

1. Proposed legislation 
The Judicial Council therefore recommends enactment qflegislation to 

establish the Office of State Public Defender to represent indigent crimi­
nal defendants in the appellate courts. The State Public Defender would 
have the qualifications of a justice of a Court of Appeal, and would be 
appointed by the Judicial Council, with the assistance of an advisory com­
mittee which would include members of the State Bar expe.rienced in 
criminal law. . " 

The Office of the State Public Defender would be appointed in appro­
priate cases, except (1) when the State Public Defender refuses to repre­
sent a defendant because of conflict of interest or other reason, in which 
case otheNlOunse1 would be appointed, (2) when the court concurs in a 
defendant's request for the appointment of his trial attorney, and (3) in 
death penalty cases where the Supreme Court determines that other 
counsel should be appointed. 

The existing authority of county public defenders, to represent defend­
ants on appeal when they believe a reversal or modification may reason-
ably be expected would be unchanged. \ 

The State Public Defender would be authorized, subject to Judicial 
Council and court approval, to contract with nonprofit corporations such 
as the existing San Diego appellate defen~e organization for the provision 
of regional appellate defense services. He would also be authorized to 
arrange for representation by members of the private bar, much as i~ done 
in the pilot project, as well as by full-time deputy defenders. This authori­
zation would permit the State Public Defender lo .,expand his full-time 
staff gradually, and would permit flexible arrangements.in different parts 
of the state. The State Public Defender would be required to secure the 
approval of the Judicial Council, and of the appropriate Court of Appeal, 
of a specific plan for representation in each appellate district. 
7 Memn from Danie\1. Kremer to Jack R. Winkler, fcbruary 28,1974, representing the opinion oFtheauthor only, and not 

necc$sarily thc views of the Attorney Gcneral. 
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2. Staffing and budget 
Although estimates of the capacity of an experienced attorney to handle 

criminal appeals have run as high as one case per week, or 50 cases per 
year, experience to date suggests that it is more reasonable to anticipate 
that staff counsel Can properly complete 30-35 cases per year. This esti­
mate is confirmed by experience in the San Diego pilot project, where it 
has been found that the average number of hours required per case. is . 
approximately 58. 

Based on estimated salary levels for staff attorneys, and with an allow­
ance of 50 percent/or overhead (including supervision), there would be 
an estimated cos(bf $1,000 per case, an estimate which also conforms to 
experience in states having similar organizations. In fiscal year 1974-75, it 
is estimated that there wiU be approximately 2,400 cases in the CQurts of 
Appeal in which counsel will be appointed. The annual operating";)udget 
of a state appellate defender, therefore, will be approximately $2,400,000 
and the defender bill should carry an appropriation in this amount. 

The Council has a!lthorized the Administrative Director to apply for 
any available federal funds to assist in the creation and initial operating 
expense of the State Public Defender's Office and, assuming passage of the 
recommended legislation, to include adequate provision for its continued 
operation in the Judicial Council's budget requests. 

The following legislation to provide for the establishment of an appel­
late public defender system is recommended. 

An act to add Article 4 (commencing with Section 68555) to Chapter 
2 of Title 8 of the Government Code and to amend Sections 1239 and 
1241 of, and to add Section 1240 to, the Penal Code, relating to counsel 
in criminal cases.8 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 
Section L Article 4 (commencing with Section 68555) is added to 

Chapter 2 of Title 8 of the Government Code, to read: 

Article 4. State"Public Defender 

68555. (a) The Judicial Council shall appoint a State Public Defender 
who shall serve at its pleasure ard have the same qual!fications as required 
by. Section 15 of Article VI or the Constitution for a jugge of a court of 
appeal. "' . "c. 

(b) The Chairman of the Judicial Council shall appoint an Advisory 
Committee on the State Public Defender consisting of an Associate Justice 
of the Supreme Court, designated by the court; a presiding justice from 
each appellate district selected by the Chief Justice; and five members of 
the State Bar of California, designated by its governing body, who shall 
have substantial experience in the defense of persons accused of crime. 
The committee shall furnish advice to the Judicial"Council with regard to 
the appointment of the State Public Defender and shall advise him on the 
conduct of the office. . 

68556. The annual salary of the State Public Defender shall be fixed by 
the Judicial Council but shall not exceed that of a judge of a court of 
appeal. 
8 llnse<\ upo~ AD 1419 (1971 Reg. Sess.) ns amended In the Senate. 
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68557. The State Public Defender m~!c employ such deputies and 
other employees as he may need for the prqr.er performaIlce of his duties .. 
With the approval of the Judicial Counc):l and the court for which the 
services are rendered, he may contract with nonprofit corporations organ­
ized to furnish defense services to indigents and pay a reasonable sum for 
those services pursuant to such contracts. He 'may provide for participa­
tion by private attorneys in his representation of indigents. Such priva.te 
attorIleys shall serve under the supervision and control of the State Public 
Defender and shall be compensated for their services in the manner 
provided in Penal Code Section 1241. The funds necessary for the Office 
of the State Public Defend~r shall be paid out of appropriations for the 
support of the Judicial Council. ' 

The State Public Defender shall formulate plans for the representation 
of indigents in the Supreme Court and in~e&ch appellate district as pro­
vided in this Article. Each plan shall be adopted upon the approval of the 
Judicial Council and of the court to which the plan is applicable. Any such 
plan may be modified or replaced by the State Public Defender with the 
approval of the Judicial Council and of the court to which the plan is 
applicable.' " 

68558. Upon appointment by the Supreme Court or court of appeal the 
State Public Defender is authorized to represent any person who is not 
financially able to employ counsel in .the following matters: 

(a) An appeal pursuant to the provisions of Section 1237 or 1237.5 of 
the Penal Code, an appeal taken by the people pursuant to Section 1238 
0.£ the Penal Code, or an appeal from a judgment declaring a person to 
be a ward of the court pursuant to Section 601.or 602 ofthe Welfare and 
Institutions Code;' " . '" 

(b) "A petition for an extraordinary writ to the SupreJl10 Court or 
court of appeal fo1l9~ifig a final judgment of conViction when the per­
son has a: right to representation at public expense; ri 

(c) A. proceeding of any nature after a judgment of death has been . 
send'ered; pi' 

(d) A proceeding of any nature where (~ person is entitled to 
representation at public expense. . 
68559. Upon appointment by the Supreme Court or court of appeal, 

the State PubH~: Defender is authd)jzed to file a petition for rehenring in 
the court of appeal,' a petition for~earing or rehearing in the Supreme 
Court,.9r an appeal or petition fo;r certiorari in the United State~;Supreme 
Court. He may file such petit~on or appeal at his discretion)yhen he 
determines SUGh action is justlfied,cl:lUt in a case in which a judgment of 
death has been rendered he shall file the petition or appeal upon request 
of the defendant. rU,o, 

68560. ,A person requesting the appointment of counsel shall make a 
financial statement under oath in a manner provided by Judicial Council 
rule. I 

.7 
Sec. 2. Section 123~ of the Penal Code is amended to read: 

J/ 1239. (a) Where~n appeal lies on behalf of the defendant or the 

o 
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people, it may be taken by the defendant or his counsel, or by counsel for 
the people, in the manner provided in rules adopted by the Judicial Coun­
cil. 

(b) When upon any plea a judgment of death is rendered, an appeal is 
automatically taken by the defendant without any action by him or his 
counsel. If the defclldallt is URe:ble ~ ftffeFd the services ef counsel, the 
Supreme Geuff shaH: apPOillt coURsol ~ represellt ftim ift af.I:Y appeal ~ the 
Supreme Gourt; Oi' t'!:fij' appeal Oi' etheF revie'!'t' ift the Supreme Geul't ef 
theUruted~ 

Sec. 3. Section 1240 is added to the Penal Code, to read: 
1240. (a) When in a proceeding falling within the provisions of Sec­

tion 68558 of the Government Code a person is not represented by a public 
defender acting pursuant to Section 27106 of the Government Code or 
other counsel and he is unable to afford the services of counsel, the court 
shall appoint the State Public Defender to represent the person except as 
follows: 

(1) The court shall appoint counsel other than the State Public De­
fender when the State Public Defender has properly refused to repre­
sent the person because of conflict of interest or other reason. 

(2) The court may, in its discretion, appoint either the State Public 
Defender or the attorney who represented the person at his trial when 
the person requests the latter to represent him on appeal. 

(3) A court may appoint a nonprofi,t corporation with which the State 
Public Defender has contracted to fl/,rnish defense services pursuant to 
Government Code Section 68557. 

(4) When a judgment of death has been rendered the Supreme 
Court may, in its discretion, appoint' counsel other than the State Public 
Defender or the attorney who represented the person at trial. 

(b) If counsel other than the State Public Defender is appointed 
pursuant to this section, he may exercise the same authority as the State 
Public Defender pursuant to Sections 68558 and 68559 of the Government 
Code. 

Sec. 4. Section 1241 of the Penal Code is amended to read: 
1241. In any case in which counsel other than a public defender has 

been appointed by the Supreme Court or by a court of appeal to represent 
a party to any appeal or proceeding, such counsel shall receive a reason­
able sum for compensation and necessary expenses, the amount of which 
shall be determined by the court and paid from any funds appropriated 
to the Judicial Council for that purpose. Claim for the payment of such 
compensation and expenses shall be made on a form prescribed by the 
Judicial Council and presented by counsel to the clerk of the appointing 
court. :A:ftep the eettf-l: fttw ffitlde its effier. ffitffig the amoullt ~ he ~ the 
eleflt shall trammit ft ~ ef the ordeit ~ the Sffire COlltroller whe shaY: 
tlfllw his Wtlrrallt ill paymellt thereof ftlld ffiHl5ffli.t if ~ the ~ 

Sec. 5. Sections 68555, 68556, and 68557 of the Government Code, as 
added by Sec,tion 1 of this act, shall become operative on January 1, 1976, 
and the remainder of this act shall become operative on July 1,1976. 

o 
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The Judicial Council recommends the enactment of legislation to re· 
quire that an order granting a motion for a new trial must be signed by 
the judge and filed with the clerk within the 60-day jurisdictional period 
prescribed by Code of Civil Procedure Section 660. The proposed legisla­
tion would also delete the existing provision of Section 660 that permits 
a motion for new trial to be determined by an order entered in the 
permanent minutes of the court. 

This legislative proposal resulted from Judicial Council consideration of 
a measure sponsored by the State Bar in the 1973-74 Legislature 1 to 
provide that a motion for a new trial would be determined at the earliest 
of the following dates: (1) the date any minute order, memorandum of 
decision or other written decision or order bears; or (2) the date when the 
decision or order is 'entered in the minutes or records of the court or 
department, :regardless of the form in which such minutes or records are 
maintained. The State Bar proposal was formulated because of apparent 
uncertainty as to what constitutes entry in the "permanent minutes of the 
court" within the meaning of the present statute.2 That proposal would 
avoid the possibility that an oral direction by the court that a new trial be 
granted might be held ineffective because the clerk's rough minutes were 
not translated into permanent minutes of the court within the 6O-day 
jurisdictional period.3 

After a study of the matter,4 the Judicial Council concluded that the 
State Bar's proposed legislation would not be a satisfactory solution, and 
that no useful definition of "permanent minutes" could be drafted be­
cause of widely differing ,practices in the court clerks' offices. Therefore, 
the Council recommends that, in lieu of the proposal that was sponsored 
by the State Bar in the 1973-74 Legislature, C:ode of Civil Procedure 
Section 660 should be amended to provide that a motion for new trial is 
determined when an order ruling on the motion is signed by the judge and 
filed with the clerk. This change would introduce certainty into this proce­
dural area, because there would be only one final date upon which a 
motion for new trial coulid be determined, and there w()Uld be little if any 
possibility of cqnfusion :regarding the time limit upon the court's exercise 
of its jurisdiction in this regard. 

Following is the texf; of the proposed legislation. 
An act to amend Se(,'tion 660 of the Code of Civil Procedure, relating to 

motions and ordej .. s Following trial. 

1 58 ~99. os amended January 21. 1In4. 
2 E.g.. compare Dosh.row Y. Rhodes (19\\9) 1 CIlI.App.3d 733. 740-741 and !i'ortenberry y, Weber (1971) 18 CIlI..-\pp.3d 213. 

219-220. 
3 See Mes~el1 y. Culver City Unified Sch\lOl District (1970) 12 Cal.App.3d BUS. 820-822. 
(Sec 1 California Law Revision Commlsslon Reports (1957) K-l to K-27; Fourth Sonate Interim Judiciary Committee 

Prosre55 Report to the Legislature (19tI5-1957). pngesl89-192, at 192.1 Appendix to Senate Journal (1957 Reg. 5055.); 
:WStute Bar J. 86; 2 California Law Revision Commlssion Reports (1958) 14; Siegal v. Superior Court (1968) 68 CaI.2d 
97. 100-101. 
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Tl1e people of the State of California do enact as follows: 
Section 1. Section 660 of the Code of Civil Procedure is amended to 

read: 
660. On the hearing of such motion, reference may be/had in all cases 

to the pleadings and orders of the court on file, and when the motion is 
made on the minutes, reference may also be had to any depositions and 
documentary evidence offered at the trial and to the report of the pro­
ceedings on the trial taken by the phonographic reporter, or to any certi­
fied transcripf ot such report or if there be no such report or certified 
transcript, to such proceedings occurring at the trial as are within the 
recollection of the judge; when the proceedings at the trial have been 

, phonographically reported, but the reporter's notes have not been tran­
scribed, the reporter must upon request of the court or either party, 
attend the hearing of the motion and shall read his notes, or such parts 
thereof as the court, or either party, may require. . 

The hearing and disposition of the motion for !I. new tna2 shall have 
precedence over all other matters except: criminal cj)ses, probate matters 
and cases actually on trial, and it shall be the duty of the court to deter­
mine the same at the earliest possible moment. 

. Except as otherwise provided in Section 12a of this code, the power of 
the court to rule on a motion for a new trial shall expire 60 days from and 
after the mailing of notice of entry of judgment by the clerk of the court 
pursuant to Section 664.501'60 days from and after service on the moving 
party by any party of written notice of the entry of the judgment, which­
ever is earlier, or if such notice has not theret.ofore been given, then 60 
days after filing of the first notice of intention to move for a new trial. If 
such motion is not determined within said period of 60 days, or within said 
period as thus extended, the effect shall be a denial of the motion without 
further order of the court. A motion for a new trial is not determined 
within the meaning of this sectiol1 until an order ruling on the motion +It 
i5 enteree in Hle permanent mlXlutes sf #te eetH't; 6i' f.S1- is signed by the 
judge and filed with the clerk. !!!he en-trr ef ft new ~. effiep ift #te 
permanent minutes sf #te eetH't; shall eonstit1:lte ft eetermination sf #te 
motion e¥efI: tho1:lgh 51:left min1:lte effiep as entered expfessly ~ ~ 
ft Vifitten effiep be pfepafed, signed anti file&: ~ min1:lte ent-ry shall ffi 
all ea5e5 shew -the Elate Oft wffieh #te effiep act1:lally is entefed in -the 
permanent min1:ltes ~ .. fail1:lfe ffi cOffiply wil:h fhis direction shall ~ 
impair #te ¥at.~ 6i' eff6t:tr .. eness sf -the eftler.; 

-'--"------
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Due in part to the unavailability of court reporters in many municipal 
and justice courts, these courts face a difficult problem in providing an 
adequate record in appeals from misdemeauor convictions. 

In . a recent federally funded study conducted by the Administrative 
Office of the Courts, tape recorders were placed in several municipal a,l\d 
justice courts to determine their utility when court reporters were othei'­
wise unavailable. Based upon findings made during the course of that 
study, the Judicial Council recommends the enacthlent of legislation per­
mitting the use of tape recorders as a supplement to the present record· 
keeping process in municipal and justice courts. 

Recent decisions recognize the constitutional right of a convicted mis­
demeanant to an adequate record on appeal. It should be emphasized, 
however, that the appellate courts have not held ~at a complete\rerbatim 
transcript is absolutely required in every case. Both the United States and 0 

California Supreme Courts have recognized that alternative methods of 
reporting proceedings, such as settled statements on appeal, are permissi-
ble if they place before the appellate court au equivalent report of the 
events at trial from which the appellanfs contentions arise.co 

These general principles have long been applicable in California, but 
until Mayer v. Chicago (1971) 404 U.s. 189, a defendant in California had", 
the burden of showing why alternatives to a full verbatim transcript would 
not suffice.2 The significance of Mayer in California is that it shifted the 
burden from the defendant to the state, whenever the grounds of appeal 
make out a colorable need for a complete transcript, to show that only a 
portion of the transcript or an "alternative!' will suffice for an effective 
appeal on those grounds.3 

cO 

In March v. MunicipaJ Court (1972) 7 Ca1.3d 422, the California Su­
preme Court partially: disapproved its earlier . decisions that required a 
I A recent survey revealed that In misdemeanor proceedings the number and percentage of m\mlclpal courts roullnely 

providing court reporters were as follows: 
MlsdemeaJlor MlsdcmclUJor MisdemefdIor 
drrnlgnment Court 'I'rluJ Jury TriuJ 

Courts routinely providing reporters .......................................................................... 29 23 31 
(Percent of tlltnl number of municipal CO\lrls) ........................................................ (38) (30) (41) 
Number of judges twlgned 10 courts routlifuly providing reporters .................. 150 176 195 
(Percent of total number of Il5Slgncd judges) .......................................................... (41) (48) (53) ;. 

Report and Recommendation concerning Alternatives to Court Reporlers In Municipal Courts CApp. B, p.33). (Hereafter 
referred 10 j\S "Tape Recorder Study.") ., 
Some courts which experimented with court reporters In misdemeanor coses subsequently discontinued their use In tho 
bellefthelr usc did not justify the expense. For example, In the Burbank Municipal CourUt WIlS indicated that no trnnscript~, 
were ordered In such cases during a one-year periOd that a courl reporter was employed. Tape Recorder Study at 38 •. 
2 Sec, e.g., Grimes v. Municipal Court (1911) 5 Cat.3d 643,646; Magezis v. Municipal Court (1910) 3 Cal.M 54, /57$ 
3 Attacks upon the sufficiency of the charge or the validity of a statute and rulings on limited evidentiary Issues were elted 

as examples of Issues which would permit less than n cornpWte transcript. "mho foct thnt an appellant with funds 
may choose to wasle his money by unnecessarily blctudlng In the record all of the transcript docs not mcan thnt the. 
State must waste Its funds by providing whot Is unnecessary for adequate appellate revlew." Maycr v. Chicago, SUPTII, 

404 U.S. at 195. 
o 
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.~!e substantial showing by defendants than is required under Mayer. 
What constitutes a 'record of sufficient completeness' depends on the contentions being 

, .urged in the appeaL .•. Under the rule announced in Mayer, as soon as an inQigent 
c:V' 'appellant has made the requisite showing of a colorable need for a complete transcript, 

the burden switches to'the state to show that an alternative such as a settled statement 
will suffice,4 ' ' I 

It has been shown that a tape recording of a court proceeding can be 
very helpful to both sides and to the court in the formulation of a settled 
statement for purposes of an appeal. Tape recordings may also be useful 
in crimin~l proceec;lings where guilty pleas and waivers of constitutional 
rights are taken. The Judicial Council therefore recorrtmends to the Gov­
ernor and the I.;egislature that legislation be enacted that would permit 
the use of tape recorders as a supplement to the present recordkeeping 
l?tocess in municipal and justice courts, (I 

Following is ~e text of the proposed legislation. 
,;/ 

An 'apt to add Section 72194.5 to the Government Code, relating to 
electronic recording of municipal and justice court proceedings. 

The peopJe of the State of California~b enact as follows: 
Section 1. Section 72194.5 is added to the Government Code, to read: 
72194.5. Whenever an official court reporter or a temporary court 

reporter is not present to report an action or proceeding in a municipal 
or justice court, the court may order that such action or pr6Ce~ding be 
electroniCally. recorded, including all the testimony, ,the objeclio!1 s made, 
the Crulings of the court, the exceptions taken, all arraignments; ~leas and 
sentences of defendants in criminal cases, the arguments of attorneys to 
the jury, and all statements and remarks made and oral instructions given 
by the judge. 

Sec. 2. The Legislature finds and declares that in many actions and 
proceedings presently heard in municipal and justice courts, official re­
porters are either physically unavailable in a given geographical location 
or it is not practical from a cost-benefit standpoint to have official report­
ers continually available for such proceeitlings. The Legislature declares its 
intent that electronic re(,!ording devices should be used to supplement, not 
supplant, the present recordkeeping process in municipal and justice 
courts and that such devices be considered for use in (1) criminal proceed­
ings in whi~h guilty pleas and/or waivers of rights are taken, (2) misde­
meanor trials at which official reporters are not presently used, and (3) 
civil trials which may require a settled statement. 

4March v. Municipal Court. supra. at 428. 

/'? 
1/ 
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The Judicial Council has conducted a study of the functions,. duties and 
authority of municipal court commissioners and traffic referees with a 
view toward recommending legislation to improve the processing of traf­
fic cases.1 Following is a summary of the Council's study, with specific 
recommendations for legislative action. 

,~ 1. Qualifications, Powers and Duties of Commissioners and Traffic Referees 

The qualifications, appointment procedures, powers and duties of mu­
nicipal court commissioners and traffic referees are prescribed by statute. 
A commissioner is required to have the same qualifications that the law 
requires of a municipal court judge, /.e;, be a member of the State Bar for 
a minimum of five years.2 A traffic referee is required to be a men~ber 
of the State Bar or have had five years' experience as a justice court judge 
within the eight years immediately pr~ceding his appointment.3 

Generally, commissioners and traffic referees are appointed and hold 
office at the pleasure of the majority of the judges of the court.4 The 
appointment of a "traffic trial commissioner"-a specially designat~dposi­
tion originally created to conduct a federally funded summary traffIc trial 
project for the Judicial Council-may be made either by the mlmicipal 
court, with the approval of the Chairman of the Judicial Council or by th€l 
Chairman of the Judicial Council, with the approval of the court, to serve 
at the pleasure of the appointing authority. A traffic trial commissioner 
must have the same qualifications as a municipal court judge and other­
wise serves "as a commissioner." 5 

Many of the duties of commissioners and traffic referees tend to merge 
and overlap. The statutes provide that any commissioner having the 
qualifications prescribed for a traffic referee may at the. direction of the 
cOUrt exercise any of the powers which a traffic referee may exercise.6 

. Conversely, a traffic referee possessing the qualifications of a commission­
er lllay be appointed to serve as a commissioner.7 

Within the jurisdiction of the court and under the direction of the 
judges, the statutes provide that municipal court commissioners have the 
powers and duties of commissioners of superior courts and such additional 
powers as may be prescribed by law.s Commissioners are also authorized 
to conduct arraignments if directed to do so'by the presiding judge.9 

1 During f974.legislation was Introduced which would have authorized municipal court commissioners and traffic referees 
to handle criminal Infraction offenses in their entirety. Including trial, verdict, and the imposition of sentence (S82341 
(Ayala and Biddle«). In May 1974, .the]udiclal Council requested that furtherlegislati~e actionrehlting to the power 
and authorityofco(i)missioners and traffic referees be deferred pending]udicial Council study. S8 2341 was ultimately 
retained in the SerMe Judiciary Committee. See Senate Weekly History, .october 4, 1974, at page 588. 

2 Gov. Code § 72190. (Hereafter, all section references are to the Government Code, unless otherwise noted.). 
3.§ 72400. [) 
• §§ 72192, 72400. 
: H 72450, 72451. 

§ 72405. 
7 § 72403. 
B § 72190. 
9 § 72190.1. 

~~----------------~---~-
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A traffic referee may with respect to any misdemeanor violation of the 
Vehicle Code fix the amount of bail, grant continuances, arraign the de­
fendant, hear and recommend orders to be made on demurrers and mo­
tions other than for continuances, take pleas and set cases for hearing or 
trial. lO With regard to most traffic violations, a traffic referee has authority 
to sentence on pleas of guilty or no contest. In such cases, however, the 
traffic referee is limited to imposing a fine not to exceed the bail provided 
for that offense in the county bail schedule and he may ~also order the 
defendant to attend traffic schoo1.11 

On stipulation of the parties litigant, any member of the State Bar may 
be sworn and empowered to act as a tempQrary judge upon order of the 
court.12 Court commissioners, as well as those traffic referees qualified to 
act as commissioners, are authorized by statute to sit as temporary 
judges.13 Due to a lack of express legislative authorization for commission­
ers and traffic referees to perform certain functions incidental to hearing 
ordinary traffic matters, many of them obtafn stipulations to sit as tempo­
rary judges even in traffic' cases, An expansion of their present express 
authority to permit commissioners and' traffic referees to accept guilty 
pleas in a larger number of misdemeanor cases, to impose certain condi­
tions of probation in such cases, and to have the same jurisdiction as a 
judge when handling infraction matters would eliminate the present need 
for them to go through the burdensome formality of obtaining stipulations 
to sit as temporary judges before so acting. 

2. Advanfages of Commissioners and rraffic Reff!tees in Traffic Malters 

In the Final Report of a federally funded "Summary:. Traffic Trial 
Project" sponsored by the Judicial Council, the advantages of using com­
missioners and referees to handle ordinary traffic matters were summa­
rized as follows: 

Many judges, as well as others, feel that the less serious traffic cases do not require 
services of a regular judge and, of course, by providing commissioners for this purpose, 
the judges will have additional time for handling more serious matters. Moreover, com­
missioners l:Jy reason of their training and interest, may be able to dispose of traffic matters 
more effectively than judges. 

A corhmissioner serving for an extended period of time handling traffic cases will gain 
considerable expertise in the field. Most judges in the larger municipal courts, in contrast, 
are likely to serve only a relatively short period of time on traffic-perhaps six 
months-until they are given an opportunity to take another assignment. Moreover, a 
commissioner may be selected on the basis of his interest and knowledge of traffic matters, 
while a newly appointed judge is unlikely to have either interest in or knowledge of the 
traffic court. ' . 

The participants at the May 1973 Judicial Council-sponsored Municipal 
Court Management Conference similarly recognized the advantages of 
utilizing commissioners or traffic referees in this area: 
10 P2401 (a). "'. 
u<.72401(b) /' 
I~" . 

Cal. Const .. Art. vr, § 21. 
13 Code Civ. Proc. § 259a. See also Gov. Code §§ 72403 and 72405. In several courts, commissioners and traffic referees are 

occupied solely On traffic matters. However, In courts where there Is not a sufficient traffic workload to occupy them 
full time, commissfoners frequently are assigned as temporary judges for the purpose of hearing matters other than 
trllfl'ic. I 
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The use of subordinate judicial personnel in conducting arraignments. and court trials 
in minor traffic matters has been of great value to the courts that have employed such 
personnel. Greater convenience for defendants in such cases is provided, and the judges 
are freed for more serious judicial assigrl'ments, Courts are encouraged, therefore, to 
employ subordinate judicial personnel to conduct arI'itignments and to presiqe over court 
trials in less serious traffic caseS .... 

It should be noted that the trend nationally has. been toward the de­
criminalization of all but the more serious traffic violations or their desig­
nation as infractions. There has also been a movement towa1:ds the 
removal of traffic adjudication from the courts. The Judicial Council's Ii' 

policy, however, has been that adjudication of traffic matters should re- .~ . 
. main within th~ court structure. . ~,: 

3. Constitutional Authorizafion-"Subordinate Judicial Duties" 

Any proposed legislation describing or enll}.rging upon the duties per} 
formed by a commissioner or traffic referee rtrust be considered in relation 
to the constitutional provision limiting them to the performance of "subor­
din ate judicial duties." 

Article VI of the California Constitution relating to the judiciary was 
generally revised in 1966. Drafted by the California Constitution Revision 
Commission and approved by the. Legislature, it ,was ratified by the elec­
torate in November of that year. Section 22 of the revised Article VI, 
adopted exactly as draft~d by the Commission, reads: " 

The legislature may provide for the appointment by trial coUrts of record of officers 
such as commissioners to perform subordinatejudiciai dl1,b'es.14 (Emphasis added.) 

Article VI, Section 22 is not .a self-executingprovisioD.. Therefore, one 
source for determining the meaning of the words "subordinate judicial 
duties" would be the statutes in existf'mce before 1966 as well as those 
subsequently enacted li~Jing duties which might properly be included in 
that term. For example{\~p Rooney v; Vermont Investment Corp. (1973) 
10 Cal.3d 351. the California Supreme Court recognized that the phrase 
was intended by the draftsmen to be broad enough to permit specific 
details to be later enacted or adopted by the Legislaturepr rulemaking 
agencies. IS The Court examined the powers that commissioners hap and 
were exercising in. 1966 and found nothing in th,e history of the drafting 
and adoption of Article VI, Section 22 to indi&ate that the phrase "subordi­
nate judicial duties" should be interpreted as foreclosing or limitip.g com­
missioners from exercising powers that the Legislature had conferred 
upon them prior to 1966.16 Looking at legislation 'enacted subsequent to 
14 This section replaced fOntlet Article VI, Section 14, which readt "The Legislature rnay also provide fot Ihe appointment, 

I) by the severlil superior courts, of one or rnore commissionerS in their respe~tive. counties or cities and counties, with 
authority to perfontl charnber business of the judges of.th~~uperior courts, to take depositions, and to perforrn such 
other business connected with the adrninistratlon of justice as may he prescribed by Inw." . ' 
In comparing the new prOvision with the old, three substantive changes rnay be noted: (1) It now applies to all trJlll 
courts of ~ecord, that is, municipal as well as superior courls; (2) it now applies to "offi""'rs such as comrnissioners," 
thereby enabling the Legislature to provide by statute for olher subordinate judicial posftlons such as that oftrafljc 
referee (see H 72400(72406); and (3) ttnow describes the type ofIudiclai duties which rnay be assigned to such pfficeO 
by the phrase "subordinate judicial duties:' The latter phrase replaces that which auth?dzed tornrn~sioners "\0 
perrOntl chamber business of the judges •.• , to take depOSitions, and to perfontl such otl)er business connected ,with 
the administration o£justlce oS may be prescribed by law." See Rooneyv.. Vermont Invf)Jtment COrp. (1!l13) 10 Cal.3d 
351, 361-.'162. • . ., 'i 

13 Rooney v. Ventlon! Investment Corp., SUpl'8, 10 Cal.3d at 362. Sell also 1.961 Judicial CouncU Report 90. 
16nooney v: Vermont Investment Corp., supra, at 362-36S. "'~ 

o 

. " 

(~ 

IJ 



32 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

1966, the Court also gave weight to the legislative judgment that Arocle 
VI, Section 22 authorized the continued assignment to court commission­
ers of judicial duties that were at least "at the same or comparable levels 
of responsibility." 17 . 

Another basis for analyzing the phrase "subordinate judicial duties" is 
to examine the language itself. According to Websters Third New Inter­
national Dictionary, the word "subordinate" means "lower or inferior" in 
class or rank. Thus, the Legislature may provide by statute for the appoint­
ment of commissioners or referees who may perform judicial duties that 
are of a relatively inferior or lower order in importance as compared with 
those that would normally be performed by a judge,lS 

The general limits ofthe Legislature's authority in this regard have been 
!lefined by the apiJellate courts. In dicta, the California Supreme Court has 
indicated that the power to impose punishment that includes imprison­
ment is "in its nature a judicial power of the highest degree." 19 The Court 
of Appeal has held th~t a mUnicipal court commissioner, at least in the 
absence of express legislative authorization, does not have the. authority 
to accept a misdemeanor guilty plea and to pronounce sentence, including 
imposition of probation.20 

On the other hand, the Court of Appeal recognized as valid the legisla­
tive grant of authority found in Goverrup.ent Code Section 72401 (b) which 
permits a commissioner or traffic referee to accept guilty or nolo I:'.onten­
dere pleas to a limited number of Vehicle Code misdemeanors and to 
impose a fine not in excess of the bail provided for that offense in the 
county bail schedule.21 Under that statute, payment of the fine or any 
portion thereof may be suspended and the defendant may be ordered to 
attend. traffic school, but under the present terms of the statute, express 
conditions of probation may nohbe imposed. 

Appellate courts have also indicated that a commissioner may forfeit the 
bail of a nonappearing defendant in a criminal case 22 and, if expreSsly 
authorized by statute, could punish disobedience of an order as a con­
tempt.2:l 

Based upon the authorities cited above, it would seem that if the Legisla­
ture should conclude that commissioners or traffic referees could, in an 
expanded number of misdemeanor violations, appropriately take guilty 
pleas, impose sentence within specified limitations, and impose designat­
ed conditions of probation, the courts would recognize a strong presump­
tion in favor of ~he Legislature's interpretation that such judicial duties 
were subordinate in nature.24 ';:9 

In addition, it is believed that the Legislature could validly authorize 
commissioners or referees to hear certain types of contested matters,25 so 
17/d at 365-366; see ~so People v. Oaxaca (1974) 39 CaI.App.3d 153, 158, recognizing duties described In § 72401 as 

subordinate Judicial duties: Estate of Roberts (1942) 49 CaI.App.2d 71. 77, 
18 See Opinion of Legislative Counsel. 1 Assem. J .• pp. U50,1I51 (1970). 
19 Bums v. Superior Cour~ (1903) 140 Cal. 11,13. . 
IlO People v. Oaxaca (1974) 39 CaI.App.3d 1IS3. 
21/d al158. 
22 People v. Surety Ins. Co. (1971) 18 CaI.App.3d Supp. 1. 
: See Marcus v. Workmen's Camp. Appeals Bd. (1973) 35 CaI.App.3d 598, 603. 

Rooney v. Vermont 1nvesbnent Corp., supra, at 366. 
211 Rooney. suiTs, at 36:h'i66, held that the Legislature could assign to such officers duties comparable In responsibility to 

iliose exerclsed by commissioners or referees prior to 1966. Under ilie Juvenile Court Lew, referees have long been 
auiliorized to "hear such cases as are assigned ••• by ilie presIding judge of ilie juvenile court, with the Same powers 
as l\ judge of the juvenile callrt." Welf. 6: Inst. Code ~ SM. Factually, iliese cases may be contested and, mllY involve 
ac,'S which, but fdr ilie age of ilie minor, would be treated as felonies. Except for orders removing a minor from his 
home, (Welf. &: Inst. Code' 3M). 1m order by ajuvenUe court referee is effective immediately (id.. 4 556) and may 
constilUte an order appealable to the Court of Appeal (id'l ~ 800). A minor may, however, /irst seek a rehearing before 
ilie juvenile court Judge (id.. U 556, 556). " . 
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long as those matters could rationally be determined to be "suborditlate" 
iIi nature when compared with the full judicial authority exercised by the 
judge of the court. At the municipal court level, at least, there already 
exjsts an appropriate demarcation line by which subordinate duties may 
be distinguished from those which should be handled only by judges­
namely, the line between misdemeanor and infraction litigation.26 

Cdnc/uslon 

To assist the municipal courts in the effective ·use of subordinate judicial 
personnel, the Judicial Council recommends that. the Legislature enact 
amendments to the Government Code, as follows: 

1. Amend Section 72401 (b) to expand the number of misdemeanor 
violations in which a traffic referee or commissioner, subject to certain 
express limitations, can take a plea of guilty and impose sentence, and also 
to permit traffic referees and commissioners to impose specific conditions 
of probation in such cases; 

2. Amend Section 72401_( c) to permit a commissioner or traffic referee 
when authorized by the court to have the same jurisdiction as a judge in 
the handling of infraction matters; ',~ 

3. Declare that the duties specified in Section 72401 as amended are 
subordinate judicial duties within the meaning of Article VI, Section 2~2J 
the California Constitution. -~ 

An act to amend Section 72401 of the Government Code, reJating to the 
duties of traffic referees. 

The people of the State of CaiJ10rnia do enact as follows: {('1l 

Section 1. Section 72401 of the Government Code is amended to read: 
c) 72401. At the direction of the court the traffic referee may do any of 
the follOwing: . 

(a) With respect to any misdemeanor violation of the Vehicle Code he 
may fix the amount of bail, grant continuances, arraign the defendant; 
hear and recommend orders to be made on demurrers and motions other 
than for continuances,< take pleall and set cases for hearing or trial. c· I 

(b) With respect to any misdemeanor violation fftllffig w#hlft the prey:i:­
siel¥.I ef subdivision 15t ef Section 49OOl- of the Vehicle Code, except 
violations of Sections 14601, 14601.1, (jI' any misdemeanor violation requir­
ing a violation point count of two pointspursuant to Section 12810 of the 
Vehicle Code, eF tlftT infraction he may perform any of the duties set forth 
in subdivision (a) of this section and in addition he may impose a fine 
following a plea of guilty or nolo contendere not to exceed the hail pro­
vided for that offense in the county bail schedule adopted pursuant to 
subdivision (c) of Section 1269b of the Penal Code and;,he may order that 
payment of the fine or any portion thereof be suspended but may not 
impose express conciitions of probation~, except as otherwise provided in 
this section. The traffic refereeH:e may ftIse order the defendant topartici­
pate in a work program In lieu of paying a fin~ or to attend a school for 
26 See Pen, Code ~ 19 (punishment Ellr misdemeanors); Pen. Code ~ 19c;Vl'h. Code i 42.001 (punishment for infroctions). 

cr. Gordon v. justice Court (1974) 12 Cal.3d 323, 326, n.l!. Iflay Justice court judges may hear contesled Infractions, 
it seems anomalous that" legally qualified commissi<Y.ler should be unable to do so. 

2-86766 
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traffic violators pursuant to the provisions of Section 42005 of the Vehicle 
Code. 

(c) With respect to any infraction violation a traffic referee may per­
form any of the duties set forth in subdivision (a) and, if expressly author­
ized by the court may also conduct hearings; r.ule on motions.. conduct 
trial, render a decision, and impose sentence. 

Sec. 2. The Legislature finds and declares that the duties specified in 
Government Code Section 72401, including but not limited to the hearing 
and determining of infraction violations, are subordinate judicial duties 
within the meaning of ArtiCle VI, Section 22 ofthe California Constitution. 
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In Gordon v.justice Court (1974) 12 Cal.3d 323 the California Supreme 
Court ruled that nonattorriey judges may no longer preside over criminal 
trials of offenses punishable by a jail sentenceunl~ss the defendant waives 
his constitutional right to an attorney judge. The effective date of the 
Cordon ruling was temporarily stayed by the California Supreme Court 
and a further stay was obtained pending United States S!.lpreme Court 
action on the California Attorney Gen,eral's petition for writ of certiorari. 

At the time of the Gordon decision there were more than 120 single­
judge justice courts presided over by nonattorney judges. To provide a 
temporary means of assisting these courts to meet the impact of the Gor­
don ruling, the Judicial Councii sponsored legislation enacted as Chapter 
1493 of the 1974 Statutes (1974 Assembly Bill 2260) 1 as standby legislation 
to become operative if the Attorney General does not succeed in obtaining 
a reversal of the California Supreme Court's ruling in Gordon. " 

Under this legislation the Governor may appoint as many as 22 new 
justice court judges in judicial districts where the Judicial Oouncil finds 
attorney judges are needed. The new full-time judges would travel on 
"circuit" to assist Qther justice courts and would receive an annual salury 
of $30,000, paid by the counties with reimbursement by the state. In 
addition, up to 30 incumbent attorney justice courtju\Vzes may be selected 
to become full-time judges with the responsibility of assisting other courts 
as they are needed. These judges also would receive annual salaries of 
$30,000, for which the counties would be reimbursed by the state. The new 
legislation would require that every justice court vacancy be filled by an" 
attorney. 

The judgeships created by this standby legislation would expire on 
January 2, 1977 and the Judicial, Oonnc,il would be required'lo make 
recommendationll tQ the Legislature anCl the Governor on or before June 
1, HY75 for a permanent l'eorganizaticp of the justice courts. Th~ CO,"lncil 
is presently preparing a report of its tecommendation~ for submission in 
the event Chapter 1493 of the 1974 St~.tutes becomes operative. 

,I Gov. Code ~~ 711()().11704. 
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The Judicial Council's recommendations, which are described in the 
preceding section of this report, represent only a small proportion of the' 
work undertaken by the Council. A number of other significant activities 
were carried on by the Council and its committees and staff, some of 
which are summarized in this section. 

Workshops 

During the past year the Judicial Council organized and presented five 
management workshops for judges and court personnel and a workshop 
for traffic commissioners and referees, One of the management workshops 
was devoted to finding ways of expediting felony cases, another brought 
together superior court judges from the smaller superior courts to discuss 
common administrative problems, one involved superior court adminis-
trators and two concerned management information and statistical re- I 
porting by superior and municipal courts. In chronological order, these 
workshops were held as follows: '\ " 

1. Workshop for Superior Court Administrators, San Francisco, Febru- l" 
ary 8-9, 1974 

2. Traffic Workshop for Municipal Court Commissioners and Referees. 
San Francisco, April 19-20, 1974 

3. Workshop for Small Superior Courts, Sacramento, May 3-4, 1914 
4. Workshop on Expediting Felony Cases, San Fra,ncisco,June ~-8;-'1914 
5. Superior Court Workshop on Reporting of Court Management Infor-

mation/ San Francisco, June 25, 1974 ',," " 
6. Municipal Court Workshop on Reportfng of Court ~anagement In-

formation, San Francisco, June 28,1974 , 
The two judges' workshops were unique, eacb: featuring al~ussions of 

major topics involving administrative problem areas. The Wor~hop on 
Expediting Felony Cases brought together 41 superior and mulli~ipal 
court judges from the 11 largest counties, as well as 19 prosecutors, defe1lCk:.", 
ers, court executives and other nonjudicial personnel for two days of ~\ 
discussion of methods of achieving more effective management and calen- -­
daring of criminal cas~s. At the close of the workshop, the workshop 
participants issued a consensus statement E:)mbodying 10 recommenda­
tions for expediting felony cases. These recommendations dealt with cal~ 
endaring, screening of cases, and steps to promote better int~fagen~y 
action on felony cases. " 

The Workshop for Small Superior Courts brought together 34 judges ", 
from 29 courts with 3 or less judges. Among the topics discussed in the 0 

workshop were appropriate fees and procedurep-f6r appointing counsel to 
defend indigent criminal defendants, fees for testamentary trustees and 
other extraordinary fees, effective utilization of bailiffs, calendar ql/:mage-

o 

\ 
" 



42 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFbRNIA 

ment techniques for small courts, federal grants for court projects, and a 
variety of other common problems. Financed by a federal grant, the 
workshop 'produced favorable evaluations from the participants and a 
unanim,';lls consensus that annual workshops for this unique group of 
courts s~'k)Uld be planned. The participants also voted to explicitly call the 
next workshop the Workshop for Cow CountyJudges, rather than the title 
used for the 1974 program.,_ 

The Traffic Workshop for Municipal Court Commissioners and Referees 
also proved successful. The topics which were discussed included infrac­
tions, traffic court procedures, penalties in traffic court, authority of com­
missioners' and referees, public relations and the traffic court, and 
recurring problems in these courts. The 26 participating commissioners 
and referees produced a set of recommendations and requested.,the Judi­
cial Council to sponsor legislation to provide that commissioners and re­
ferees be authorized to hear and sentence in all tramc infraction cases, 
impose conditibns of probation where warranted, issue warrants, and pun­
ish for contempts arising out of any matter heard before them. They also 
encouraged greater statewide uniformity in traffic court procedures and 
administration, including forms, sentencing practices and the conduct of 
traffic schools. 

The Workshop for Superior Court Administrators, held on February 
8-9, 1974, consisted of roundtable discussions of court personnel proce­
dures and problems, audio and/or video court reporting, management 
information systems, ways of procuring federal grants from the Offic.f! of 

.' Criminal Justice Planning, and comments on judicial and nonjudicial 
workload factors. The 20 administrators Present also heard a presentation 
on appropriate duties and responsibilities of court administrators and ex­
changed views on Judicial Council statistical reporting problems. 

Finally, in the last week in June. workshops were sponsored for superior 
court and municipal court personnel responsible for reporting court man­
agement information and statistics. The Superior Court Workshop attract­
ed 79 participants from 43 of the state's 58 superior courts, while the 
Municipal Court Workshop brought together 92 participants from 62 mu­
nicipal courts. Both workshops featured small and large group discussions 
of current problems in reporting and effective ways of collecting statistics. 
The discussions produced a considerable exchange of ideas concerning 

" effective ways of collecting accurate statistical data, as well as discussions 
of appropriate manual and automated methods of compiling statistical 
data. Since these workshops were the first ever to be sponsored by the 
Judicial Council on these subjects, there was much interest in the partici­
parts' evaluations of the programs. For both workshops, enthusiasm was 
high and the workshops were adjudged a success. 

liaison and Assistance to the Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Last year, responsibility for three institutes formerly sponsored by the 
Judicial Council was transferred to the newly-established, federally fund­
ed Center for Judicial Education and Research. In order to effectuate a 
smooth transition, Judicial Council staff formerly responsible for organiz­
ing the Sentencing Institutes for Superior Court Judge!!> the Institutes for 

" r. 
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Municipal and Justice Court Jucl:~~s, and the Institutes for Juvenile Court 
Judges and Referees, assiste~fthe Center's staff in organizing these pro­
grams. While the Cent&'s st~~ had overall responsibility for the organiza­
tion and imple'mentatior~ of t.~~ programs, aided in each instance by a 
judges' advisory committ~~Jyd:icial Council staff members furnished con­
siderable guidance and administrative assistance. 

Public Information Services 

·.tthe continuing growth in the volume and scope pf services performed 
by the public information attorney has had a beneficial effect on the 
reporting and understanding of the function apd decisions of the Supreme 
Court, and the actions of the Judicial Council. There have been a number 
of press and magazine articles describing the California Supreme Court, 
its members and its major decisions. S~ilarly, the activities of the Judicial 
Council, including special projects, have received more extended cover­
age and analysis than in previous years. 

In 1974 the number of press releases totaled 215, a new high for the 
decade the public information program has been in operation. Of these, 
132 reported Supre,~~""G0uFt decisions or other actions, 52 listed the cases 
accepted for hearing by tB:e Supreme Court (see 1914 juCfjcial Council 
Report, p. 15), 17 concerned Judicial Council activities, and l~ were relat­
ed to other judicial matters, such as actions by the Commission on Judicial 
Appointments, special statements, commendations, appointments, etc. 
Distribution of each news release is tailored to the "market," so that 
varying matters are called to the attention of .particularly interested 
media. Thus, distribution may be made among or include legal, statewide 
and national media and other recipients interested in selected areas of law 
or ,judicial administration. Such distribution ranges from 25 to over 250. 
The Weekly Summary distribution is generally limited to the legal press, 
since that material is subsequently included in the advance sheets to the 
Official Reports. 

These news releases generate both written and telephone inquiries 
concerning background data, related legal and.i.udicial procedures, the 
relevance of the ruling or action to other state iir federal decisions, stat­
utes, etc.) or the practical effect of the ruling or action. 

Beyond this, the public information service responds to numerous inqui­
ries from citizens, legislators, judges, administrators, court personnel, and 
othetiagencies regarding the function of the California court,system. In 
1974, for example, unusual interest was shown in the judicial selection and 
.election process. Participation in programs designed to alleviate friction &z. 
between the bench and tpe media is also a related function of the public 
information attorney. v 

A bimonthly newsletter is prepared for judges, court personnel and 
others, including organizations interested in court administration. Dis­
tributed nationally, it reaches over 2,000 recipients. The . Newsletter 
focuses on reporting Council actions, programs, and publications and 
proposed and adopted rules, standards and forms. Also noted are judicial 
appointments) statistics, important legislation and key court rulings. 
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Judgeship Reports 

As in previous years, the Judicial Council prepared statistical reports for 
the Legislature on the judgeship needs of courts seeking additional judge­
ships. In. the 1974 session, the Council prepared 31 such reports, 21 of 
which affected municipal courts and 10 of which applied to superior 
courts} , 

The Council utilized a weighted case load system to measure judgeship 
needs, developed on the basis of time studies of various judicial proceed­
ings. 

Federally Funded Proiects Completed During the Year 

A comprehensive listing of the currently approved federally funded 
projects is set forth in Section G of this report. The following projects, 
previously mentioned in the 1974 Judicial Council Report, were com­
pleted last year: 

1. Alternatives to Using Reporters in Municipal Courts 
This project provided funds to install electronic recorders of vari­

ous types in municipal court departments where shorthand reporters 
are not utilized. Standards concerning storage, retrieval, retention 
and security of recordeg. proceedings were recommended in the 
project report ofJuly 1, 1974. . 

2. Nonjudicial Staffing Requirements. California Courts 
This project developed weighted caseload values as a means for 

measuring workload requirements and determining nonjl,ldicial 
staffing needs, other than for bailiffs and reporters, in California trial 
courts. The final report was made by Arthur Young & Company, the 
project consultant, in June 1974. A discussion of the recommenda­
tions in the final report and the Judicial Council's actions thereon is 
found in Section H, infra, of th~s chapter. 

3. Study of Operations of Branch Courts 
This project analyzed and evaluated the location and operating 

efficiency of existing branch courts at the trial court level and recom­
mended criteria for locating future branch courts and for determin­
ing the extent and variety of matters to be handled at such branches. 
The final report was made by Arthur Young & Company, the project 
co~sultant, in August 1974. 

4. judlcial Time Study and Update of Weighted Caseload Values 
This project updated the judicial, weighted caseload factors and 

established procedures for future revisions of weights. The report 
dated May 1974 provides the Administrative Office of the Courts, the 
Legislature and other interested parties, with a more accurate means 
of measuring and projecting judicial caseload and staffing needs. 

IThe courts for which judgeship reports were prepared were: 
$upen'or Courts: Counties of Tuolumne, Orange, Stanislaus, Santa Clara, Sacramento, Placer, Butte, San Diego, San 

Bernardino, SAn Francisco and Los Angeles. 
Municipal Courts. Wrunu~ Creek-Danville, Visalia, Compton, Downey, Snn Antonio, Culver, Desp,rt, San Bernardino, 

North Orange, West Orange, Modesto, Fresno, Central Orange, El Cojon, Orange County Harbor, Llvermore,"North 
County (Snn Diego), Mount Diablo, Stockton and San Diego. 

, t 
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B. SUMMARY OF 1974 LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON JUDICIAL 
COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS AND OTHER SELECTED 

LEGISLATIVE MEASURES 
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The Judicial Council recommended 12 measures for enactment by the 
Legislature d\\ring the second year of the 1973-74 Regular Session, One of 
these 1;lleasures (concerning arbitration) had been a subject of interim 
study as a result of legislative action during 1973. Of tlfese 12 measures, 10 
received favorable action by the Legislature ana the Governor; the arbi­
tration proposal was passed by the Legislature but vetoed by the Gover­
nor, and a justice court judge salary equity proposal failed to pas~J the 
Legislature. 

In addition to its sponsorship of these measures, the Judicial Council was 
concerned with a number of other legislative measures significantly af­
fecting the judiciary and the administration of justice. This report, there­
fore, summarizes a few of these other measures that were enacted into law 
in addition to reporting legislative action on measures sponsored by the 
Judicial Council, In the material that follows, the Judicial Council meas­
ures are summarized first; thereafter, a selected number of Senate and 
Assembly measures of particular interest to the judiciary are summarized 
chronologically in the order of their introduction, with Senate measures 
preceding Assembly measures. " 

Senator Alfred H. Song and Assemblyman Charles Warren were the 
legislative members of the Judicial Council at the time these measures 
were introduced, and they were responsible for handling IIlost of the 
measures sponsored by the Council. . 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEASURES 

Arbitration 

Senate Bill 1211, introduced by Senator Moscone, would have imple­
mented the Judicial Councirs recommendation providing a. system for 
arbitration of civil litigation in superior courts.2 Following its reference to 
interim study in 1973,3 it passed the Legislature in 1974, but was vetoed 
by the Governor on the stated ground that procedural details of the sys­
tem should be contained in the statute rather than in rules promulgated ~ 
by the Judicial COUI1cil. The measure wa's based upon a published study 
of arbitration made by the Judicial Council under the mandate oWa~ate 
Resolution 139 (1971).4 The study resulted in the Judicial Council's reiom­
mending the enactment of an arbitratioI1 statute and the adop~i~n of 
proposed rules designed to detail the form and. procedures for arbitration 
of superior court actions. g, 

Senate Bill 1211 was introduced as a spot bill on May 1, 1973, and was 
amended five times, originally to incorporate many of the procedural 
provisions recommended in the 1913 Judicial Council Report, then to 
require the Council to provide by rule for a uniform system of consensual 
2 See 1973 Judicial Council Report 1l(j...U4. 
3 See 1974 Judicial CouncU Report 77-78. 
4 See 1973 Judicial Council Report 35-114." 

() 
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arbitration, once for technical reasons, once to add a provision that a 
plaintiff could require arbitration in cases where the award would Eot 
exceed $7,500, and once to make the measure operative July 1, 1975:-! 

As passed by the Legislature, the bill would have required the Judicial 
Council to provide by rllie for a uniform system of arbitration in superior 
court actions at the plaintiffs election if he agrees the award shall not 
exceed $7,500 and in other cases on stipulation of all parties. 

Retirement fund 

Senate Bil11617, introduced by Senator Song, appropriates $578,636 to 
augment deficiencies in the Judges' Retirement Fund. The bill was intro­
duced as an urgency measure\and enacted without amendment, becom­
ing operative F~.burary 28, 1974.5 

CompensqHon of Judges \, 

Senate Bill 1686, introduged by· Senator Song, amends Government 
Code Sections 68103 and 75083 to provide that a retired judge be paid for 
services as a master for the Commission on 1udicial Qualifications on the 
same basis as a master for the Supreme Court or a Court of Appeal. Due 
to the pendency of several matters before the Commission in which ap­
pointment of masters was necessary, the bill was enacted without amend­
ment as urgency legislation, effec·tive April 4, 1974.6 

/~ ~ 

Occupational Salety Orders 

Senate Bill 2164, introduced by Senator Song, repeals and adds Chapter 
8 (commencing with Section 6650) II to Part 1 of Division 5 of the Labor 
Code to reenact a revised judicial enforcement procedure for enforce­
ment of occupational safety orders under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1913.1 Numerous provisions of law were revised by the 1913 
Act to provide for general regulation of industrial safety and to assess civil 
penalties in certain circumstances for violation of safety orders. 

Senate Bill 2164 was occasioned by a failure to include provisions for 
exercise of judicial discretion in the original Act. The measure was 
amended twice to clarify its provisions, and enacted in amended form.s 
Also enacted was Assembly Bill 3335, introduced by Assemblyman Fenton 
as a general clean-up measure which also reenacts Chapter 8.9 Although 
slightly different from Senate Bill 2164, it is not inconsistent and both 

, chapters are effective. 
I 

Criminal Records 

Senate Bill 2217, introduced by Senator Song, amends Sections 13125, 
13150,13152,13153,13177, and repeals Section 13126 of the Penal Code to 
specify the criminal history information which must be supplied by courts 
and others to the Department ofJustice and to eliminate provisions which 

. 8 would have permitted the Attorney General to require additional infor-,. 
5Cai:ShltS. 1974, Ch, 43. 
6 Cui. StiltS. 1974, Ch. 149. 
7 CIII Stuts. 1973, Ch, 993. effective October 2. 1973. 
8 CuI. Stilts. 1974. Ch, 1253. 
9 Cui. SI!!Js. 1974, Ch. 1284. 

i 
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mation to be supplied by administrative· action. 
This legislation was an Qutgrowth of a resolution adopted at the Novem­

ber 1913 meeting of the Judicial Council.lO As originally introduced, Senate 
Bill 2217 provided for approval by the Chairman of the Judicial COl,lncil 
of any forms on which statistics and data would be accumulated from the 
courts by the Department of Justice. Following extensive negotiations 
between staff members of the Attorney General's Office and the Judicial 
Cotihcil, the measure was amended to place the Legisl21ture in control.of 
those criminal history matters which the courts and other agencies would 
report to the Department of Justice. The bill was then enacted in 
amended form. to become operative July 1, 1918,u 

Assignment of Judges 

Senate Bill 2289, introduced by Senator Song, clarifies Section 68547 of 
the Government Code relating to payment of assigned judges. This legisla­
tion was made necessary by an Attorney. General's Opinion 12 which 
questioned the long-standing practice by which judges have been given 
full pay when serving on successive assignments invanous qourts (tfor 
continuous periods exceedirig 30 days. The bill assures that under such 
circumstances thEljudge will be paid on the same basis as a full-time judg~, 
with proper credit for weekends al1d holi~fays, regardless ofthe length o~-i 
his assignment to any particular cO\llt. The >measure was amended once­
for technical reasons and was then enacted \~s an urgency measure,'opera-

, tive September 6, 1974,13 ~. 

Compensation of Assigned Justice Court Judges 

Senate Bill 2290, introduced by Senator Song, would have effectuated 
a Judicial Council recommendation for more equitabl13 compensation of 
justice court judges serving on assigJ:.lment in municipal and· s\.lperior 
courts.14 The measure would have permitted an assigned justice court 
judge to receive, under specified conditions, the full salary of the office to 
which he was assigned in addition to his regular compensation. The bill 

> appropriated an unspecified amount for disbursement to local agencies for 
the increased costs involved, which the Department of'Finance estim,ated / 
to be approximal:ely $100,000 per year. After favorable action by the Sen­
ate Governmental Organization Committee, the measure failed to receive 
approval by the Senate Finance Committee. 

Assigned Judges for the First Apfel/ate Districf 

Senate Bill 2291, introduced by Senator Song, appropriates $325,000 to 
provide assigned judges and supporting staff to assist the Court of Appeal 
in San Francisco. This measure was introduced. as a spot bill in anticipation 
of the results of the extensive study of the Courts of Appeal by the National 
Center for State C04rts. Thereafter the amount and purpOse of the appro-
10 See 1974 Judicial Council Report 16-21. 
11 Cal. StiltS. 1974. Ch. 790. 
12 56 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 151. 
13 Cal. Stats. 1974. Ch. fi/9. 
14 See 1974 Judicial Council RePort 67~. 
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priation was added by amendment. Further technical amendments were 
made, .and the measure was enacted as amended.I5 As a measure which 
funds usual court expenses, the bill took effect immediately on September 
26,1974. 

Infraction Pleas by Moil 

Senate Bill 2295, introduced by Senator Song, amends Section 40519 of 
the Vehicle Code to permit in-county as well as out-of-county residents 
to plead not guilty by mail for a traffic infr;.'wtion. The bill was amended 
twice to. require that a statement informing the defendant of this right 
appear on citation forms after January 1, 1976, and was enacted as 
amended.I6 

Penalty Assessments 

Senate Bill 2296, introduced by Senator Song, amends Sections 42006 
and 42050 of the Vehicle Code to clarify that the Vehicle Code penalty 
assessment and the special night court assessment apply to all Vehicle 
Code offenses (and offenses involving violations of local ordinances 
"adopted pursuant to" the Vehicle Code, rather than those local ordi­
nances "relating to vehicles or their operators or owners") except offenses 
relating to parking or registration or offenses by pedestrians or bicyclists 
or orders for payments under Section 564 (3) (c) of the Welfare and Institu­
tions Code. 

The bill was amended four times, once for technical reasons, once to 
make similar changes in Section 42006 of the Vehicle Code relating to 
night court special assessments, once to exempt from such assessments 
offenses by bicyclists, and once to deny reimbursement to local agencies 
for any costs involved. The bill was then enacted as amended.I7 

los Angeles Juror Selecfion 

SB 2317, introduced by Senator Song, amends Sections 204 and 206, and 
adds Section 203.3 to the Code of Civil Procedure to provide that in Los 
Angeles County all trial jurors for the municipal and superior courts will 
be selected annually on a countywide basis. Jurors summoned for duty in 
municipal courts need not be residents of the district in which they are 
summoned to serve, but any juror may exempt himself from service in a 
court located more than 20 miles from his place of residence or if there 
is no adequate means of transporation between his residence and the 
court for which he is summoned. This measure was introduced to resolve 
oertain constitutional questions presented by the jury selection system as 
applied in the various judicial districts in Los Angeles County, and also as 
a means of streamlining procedures for selection of jury panels. The bill 
was amended once to exempt jurors lacking transportation to court, and 
was enacted as amended,Is 
:5 Cal. Stats. 1974. Ch. 1429. 
6 C.l. St.ts. 1974. Ch. 1264. 

17 Cal. Stats. 1974, Cli. 1265. 
18 Cn!. St.ts. 1974, Ch. 806. 
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Justice Court Judges 

AB 2260 (Z'berg) adds Article 3 (commencing with Section 71700) to 
the Government Code to provide for temporary lawyer judges in justice 
courts to meet the requirements of the decisietiih Gordon v,Justice Court 
«1974) 12 Ca1.3d 323). The measure becomes operative on. January 7. 
1975. or on the date that the Gordon decision is final for all purposes,­
including any review by the United States Supreme CO,",rt, Whichever is 
later. 

The bBl provides for up to 22 circuit justice court judgeships to become 
operative when the Judicial Council makes a finding of necessity after 
examination of the workload needs of various justice courts in the state. 
The circuit judgeships are temporary! with terms expiring on January 2, 
1977 (Section 71700). The Judicial Council is required to report its recom­
mendations to the Legislature and to the Governor by June 1.1975; regard­
ing organization of the justice courts of the state so that judgeships can be 
filled on a permanent basis at the elections held in 1976 (Section 71703). 
On or after January 7. 1975, justice court vacancies are to be filled by 
attorney judges who are residents of the county (Section 71701). 

The bill provides that circuit judges must have five years' experience as 
lawyers, must serve on a full-time basis, and will earn an annual salary of 
$30,000 to be paid by the counties and reimbursed by the state from special 
appropriations or from funds made available to the Judicial Council for 
assignment of judges generally. The bill also authorizes the Chairman of 
the Judicial Council to certify up to 30 incumbent justice court judges who 
meet the foregoing qualifications as acceptable for judicial assignments to 
other courts after determination of need and available funding; such 
judges would then be paid the specified $30,000 salary by their county. 
subject to state reimbursement. (Sections 71700 and 71702.) The measure 
also requires the Judicial Council to adopt implementing rules of adminis-
tration (Section 71704). . 

This proposal was submitted to the Senate Judiciary Committee as an 
amendment to an existing measure which had passed the Assembly and 
was awaiting consideration by the Senate. The bill was then approved 
without further amendment. 

An appropriation of $810.000 was included in the bill to provide reim­
bursement to counties and administrative expens,es. However, this appro­
priation was deleted by the Governor in anticipation that the act would 
not become immediately operative due,~~o anticipated United States Su~ 
preme Court review of the Gordon deCIsion. The measure, without the 
appropriation, became law as amended.19 

OTHER MEASURES 

Structure of the Judiciary 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 136, introduced by Senator-Song, creates 
, a joint comrhittee on the judiciary to study state funding of the judicial 
system, small claims, the appellate process, and the optimum structure for 
i9G.i.' S\l\ts. 1974. Ch. 1493. 
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California's judicial system.20 Senate Concurrent· Resolution 1611 intro­
duced by Senator Song, creates fin advisory commission to assist the joint 
committee.21 Qne amendment was made to extend the final reporting 
date of the committee, and to specify its powers and funding. The commit­
tee began its work July 2,1974, and is to report its findings by January 30, 
1976. 

Judicial Succession Upon Consolidation 

Senate Bill 1511, introduced by Senator Grunsky, amends Section 71080 
of the Government Code to provide explicitly that, where consolidation 
of judicial districts into a newly established municipal or justice court 
requires an election to select the first judge or judges due to an excess 
number of eligible incumbents over the number of available judgeships, 
only eligible judges of the courts to be superseded may appear on the 
ballot and be elected and the successor is the judge who receives the 
·highest number of votes. The bill was amended once to specify that judges 
elected in such an election serve until a successor has been elected or 
appointed, and was enacted as an urgency measure operative J ~ulUary 27, 
1974.22 

Small Claims Courts 

Assembly Bill 2413, introduced by Assemblyman Alatorre, amends Sec­
tion 117g of the Code of Civil Procedure to require evidence to be present­
ed to prove the claim in. small claims default cases. J'he bill was amended 
four times, initially to make technical changes, then to insert the proposed 
change.in existing Section 117 g and finally t6 eliminate any alteration of 

",,forms. It was then enacted as amended.23 

Judgments,. 

Asserribly Bill 2829, introduced by Assemblyman McAlister, amends, 
adds, and repeals various sections of the Code of Civil Procedure to permit 
enforcement of sister state money judgments (other than support orders 
subject to the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act) by filing 
an application with the clerk oHhe superior court and obtaining immedi­
ate entry of a judgment, subject to the judgment debtor's right: to file a 
motion to yacate within 30 days. With certain specified exceptions, e~ecu­
tiori upon"the judgment is stayed until expiration of the time for filing a 
motion to vacate and until determination of any such motion. The bill was 
enacted as introduced.24 

Venue 

Assembly Bill 3439, introduced by Assemblyman Z'berg, revises variQus 
sections of the Code of Civil Procedure to permit the court.to award the 
prevailing party his attorney's fees and expenses, which are the personal 
liability of the attorney, in change-of-venue proceedings where an action. 
~ Ca\.. Stuts. 1974. Res. Ch .. ~06. 
22 Cal. Stuts. 1974. Res. Ch. 116. 
2:l CuI. Stats. 1!l74. Ch. 3. 
24 Cal. Stuts. 1S!14. Ch. 120. 

Cal. Stats. 1974. Ch. 211. 
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is allegedly commenced in an improper court. The measure also prevents 
voluntary dismissal of an action when a motion for change of venue is 
pending. The bill was amended three times, once to clarify that the meas­
ure does not apply to cases where venue is changed for the convenience 
of witnesses, twice to make other clarifying and technical changes, and 
was enacted as amended.25 

lawyers 

Assembly Bill 3688, introduced by Assemblyman Maddy, adds Section 
6180 et seq. to the Business and Professions Code to provide that, When 
a lawyer leaves practice without arranging for his pending caseload to be 
undertaken by substitute attorneys, the court may through appOin~d 
counsel supervise the transfer of matters to other legal counsel. The bill 
was amended once to make clarifying and technical changes, and was 
enacted in amended form.2.6 . 

C. CHANGES IN THE CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT 
DURING 1914 

During 1974 the Judicial Council revised a substantial number of appel­
late and trial court rules and made several changes in its recommended 
Standards of Judicial Administration. The appellate rule amendments gen­
erally concer~ the form of appellate briefs and applications for extension 
of time on appeal. The trial court rule changes relate principally to: a 
standard format for interrogatories, requests for admission and responses; 
voir dire of prospective jurors in criminal cases; the authority of traffic 
referees to act as temporary judges; family law confidential counseling 
statements; and the coordination of civil actions pending in separate 
courts. New rules were added relating to procedures following bifurcated 
trials, the reporting of income and transcript production by court report-

" ers, videotaping of court proceedings for approved studies, and the auto­
mated maintenance of court indexes. A new rule was also adopted relating 
to the chairmanship of the Judicial Council. 

Amendments to the Judicial Council recommended Standards of Judi­
cial Administration provide suggested guidelines and questions for theo 
conduct of jury voir dire in criminal caseS, and clarify existing guidelines 
for granting continuances in civil cases. 

Following is a summary of all the revisions, which became effective 
July 1, 1974 or January 1, 1975, as indicated below. 

1. APPELLATE RULES 

form of Appellate Briefs 

Rules 15,37 and 44 were amended effective July 1, 1974 to permit briefs 
prepared by processes of duplication other than printing to use both sides 
of the paper, subject to certain reqUirements designed to ensure the 
quality and legibility of such briefs. In adopting these amendments, the 
:1.'5 Cal. StMs. 1974, Ch. 1369. 
26 Cal. Stats. 1974, Ch. 589. 



52 JUDICIAL COONCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Council recognized the many improvements made in duplication proc- ,. 
esses in recent years, as well as the need to conserve valuable resOUrces 
and to reduce the cost of litigation. Previously ~ the use of both sides of the 
paper was permitted only in printed briefs. 

Applications for Extension of Time and Other Routine Applications on Appeal 

To simplify the procedures for informing the other parties of an applica­
tion and order to extend time or for other routine relief on appeal, Rules 
43 and 137 were amended, effective January 1, 1975, to require a party who 
applies for an extension or other routine order to furnish addressed, post­
age prepaid envelopes and, unless the court has required prior service, 
additional copies of the application to the clerk for later mailing with the 
court's order to all other parties. 

2. TRIAL COURT RULES AND STANDARDS 

Standard Formal for Interrogalories,"Requesls for Admission and Responses t 
To resolve the problems that had resulted from having differing local 

rules regarding interrogatories, requests for admissIon and respoJ).ses, 
Rules 201 and 501 W'ii!Je amended effective July 1, 1974 to prescribe a 
standard format. The new slandardized format provides croSs-identifica­
tion ofilie questions and a.nswers without duplication or repetition of the 
questions an'd answers in the papers presented by either party during 
discovery. However, the rules require that when an interrogatory, request 
for admission or response is used in court for any purpose other than 
impeachment, the question and answer must be set out in a single docu­
ment for the use of the court and opposing counsel. 

<'Voir Dire of Prospective Jurors in Criminal Cases 

To prescribe the procedures to be followed by the 'trial courts when 
conducting voir dire of prospective jurors in criminal cases, Rules 228 and 
516 were amended, effective January 1, 1975, to extend the applicability 
of these rules to criminal as well as civil cases. 

Further, a new Section 8.5 was added to the recommended Standards 
of Judicial Administration, effective July 1, 1974, to provide suggested 
guidelines for the conduct of jury voir dire in criminal cases, 

A'State Bar sponsored amendment to Penal Code Section 1018, effective 
January 1, 1975, permits reasonable voir dire examination "to be con­
ducted orally and directly by counsel."27 The Judicial Council agreed with 
the State Bar to support this amendment with the understanding that 
Rules 228 and 516, as amended, together with Section 8.5 of th.~J recom­
mended Standards would prescribe procedures and gUideline./il' for trial 
judges when conducting voir dire in criminal caseS and when ,;~ermitting 
reasonable examination of prosp~~tive jurors by counsel orally:;.hd direct­
ly. Pursuant to these rules and standard, the trial judge would initially 
exa,mine the prospective jurors and ask any additional questio:Tls requested 
by counsel. Upon request, counsel for each party would be permitted to 
21 Cal. Stats, 1974. Ch. 900, 
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supplement the judge's examination by oral and direct questioning oEany 
of the prospective jurors. The scope of the additional questions or supple­
menta.! examination shall be within reasonable limits prescribed by the 
trial judge in his sound discretion. Thus, except for a provision permitting 
counsel to stipulate to the examination of prospective jurors outside the .. 
presence of the judge, which remains applicable to civil cases only, the 
procedures for examining prospective jurors in civil and criminal cases 
will hereafter be the same. 

Findi"gs, Judgmenf and Motion for New Trial following Sifurcafed Trial 

To clarify the procedures for requesting and preparing findings and 
judgment when a case has been bifurcated for separate trial of factual 
issues, the Judicial Council adopted, effective January 1, 1975, a new Rule 
232.5 which specifies that when a factual issue is tried separately and prior 
to the trial of other issues, the judge conducting such prior trial shall follow 
the procedures set out in Rule 232 for preparation of findings, but the 
proposed judgment shall not be prepared until all the issues have been 
tried. The neW rule also provides that when the remaining issues are tried 
by a different judge or judges, each judge shall perform all acts required 
by Rule 232 as to the issues tried by him and the judge trying the final issue 
shall prepare the judgment. Any motion for a new trial will be made a:fter 
all the issues have been tried and each judge will hear and determine the 
motion as to the issues tried by him. 

Authority 01 Traffi~~Referees to Act as Temporary Judges' 

To make it clear that a traffic referee haVing the qualiffcations of a court 
commissioner may act as a temporary judge on the same basis as a corrimis­
sioner, subdivi,sion (b) of Rule 532 was amended, effective January 1, 1975, 
to exempt traffic referees who have these qualifications from the require­
mi3nts of subdivision (a) of Rule 532. Subdivision (a) of Rule 532 provides 
that a written stipulation must be obtained and certain other procedqres 
must be followed when a case is to be heard by a temporary judge. 

Reporting of Income and Transcript Productlon b}' Court Reporters in Designated 
Counties 

To fulfill its duties under 1974legislatioh designed to aid the Legislature 
and the countie~. in setting the basic salary rates of court reporters, the 
Judicial Council-adopted new Rule 860 requiring that officii,l reporters 
and temporary officinl reporters of any court in the counties of Fresno,28 
Marin,29 Riverside,30 San Mateo,31 Santa Cruz 32 and Ventul"a 33 shall 
maintain records of their production of transcripts and income~eceived. 
and the time spent in attendance~upoh the court. Summaries of this infor­
mation are to be made to the Judicial Council periodically under specified 
procedures on forms prescribed by the Judicial Council. 

2S Slats. 1914. Ch. 1544 (Cov. Code ~ 68513). 
29 Slats. 1914, Ch. 1266 (Cov. Code § 68:113). 
~ Slats. 1914. Ch. 733 (Cov. Code § 685H). 
2 Slals. 1914. Ch. 1192 (Cov. Code ~ 685l4). 

3 Slats, 1914, Ch. 1201 (Cov. Code § 68515). 
33 Slats. 1914. Ch. 1126 (CW, Cod", ~ 68513), 
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Exception of Judicial Council Approved Studies from Prohibition Against Videotaping 
of Court Proceedings 

Recognizing the desirability of carefully contr611ed experimentation 
with new technologies for recording courtroom proceedings, the Judicial 
Council adopted a new Rule 980.1, effective July 1,1974, by which persons 
or organizations seeking to conduct such studies for the purpose of im­
proving the administration of justice iIi the courts may apply to the Judi­
cial Council for specific exempl;i,on from . Rule 980 which gerlerally 
prohibits photographing, recording for broadcasting and broadcasting in 
a courtroom while court is in session. 

Court Indexes-Automated Maintenance 

To enable the trial courts to utilize modern technology in maintaining 
indexes of actions and because of the increasing difficulty of obtaining the 
high quality paper forms required for these indexes, the Judicial Council 
adopted a new Rule 1010, effective January 1, 1975, that authorizes trial 
courts to create, maintain and make accessible the index:es by photo-' 
graphic, mechanical or electronic means. The rule perulits a court to 
maintain a single alphabetic index so long as the plaintiff-defendant dis­
tinction is retained, and requires that indexes maintained under automat­
ed procedures shall by, accessible for public use. 

Confidential Counseling !I;tatement 

In response to State"Bar sponsored legislation repealing Civil Code 
Section 4356 and amending Civil Code Section 4508, the Judicial Council 
amended Rules 1224, 1228 and 1284, effective January 1, 1975, replacing 
the Family Law Confidential Questionnaire form with a simplified Confi­
dential Counseling Statement form designed to assist the courts in identi­
fying those persons who are in need of counseling services, without 
requiring the parties in every dissolution proceeding to disclose the de­
tailed personal information previously called for by the confidential ques­
tionnaire. 

Coordination 6f Civil Actions 

To improve the new procedures adopted effective January 1, 1974 for 
coordinating civil cases having similar issues pending in different courts 
(Rules 1501-1550), the Judicial Council amended two rules effective 
July 1,1974: (a) the definition of liaison counsel (Rule 1501 (1)) was revised 
generally to limit the specified powers and duties of liaison counsel; (b) 
Rule 1514(d) was amended to provide that an order assigning a judge to 

.~;determine whether coordination is appropriate will not automatically stay 
further proceedings in a case in which the trial has begun prior to the 
assignment of such judge. 

() Guidelines for Granting Continuances in Civil Cases y=~( 
At the request of the State Bar, Section 9(b) (3) (i) of the recommended \ 

Starldards of Judicial Administration was amended effective January 1, 
1975 to add to the present provisions of that section a requirement that 
an attorney seeking ~ continuance on the ground he is engaged in the trial 

D 
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of another CMe should show that the court at a specified time in advance 
of trial made n:fihding concerning the attorney's specific assignment to the 
case for which the continuance is sought. 

3. OTHER RULBS \\ 
. (I 

Chairmanship of the Judicial COlJncil 

A constitutional amendment approved at the general election in No­
vember 1974 deleted from Article VI, Section 6 of the California Constitu­
tion words designating the Chief Justice "uschairmun" oflhe Judicial 
Council. Since many statutes and rules; vest authority in the Chairman of 
the Judicial Council, the Council adopted a new rule to make it clear that 
the Chief]ustice of California shall act as Chairman ofthe JudiCial Council 
for all purposes. 

D. JUDICIAL REDISTRICTING 
Realignment of judicial dishict boundaries eliminated six judicial dis· 

tricts during 1972-73, and.,reduced the total number of judicial'districts in 
California to 291 at the end of fiscal year 1913-74. The six distr.icts that were 
eliminated were all justice court districts. One was eliminated when the 
district was annexed to an adjoining municipal court district."" :Another 
two justice courts were eliminated when they were consolidated and the' 
consolidated district annexeq, to the adjoini'ng municipal CO\:lrt district.35 

Three justice courts were eliminated when the districts were consolidated " 
with adjoinin~ justice court districts.36 In addition, one justice court dis~ 
trict becam.~· a municipal court district when its population exceeded 
40,000 residents.31 

Table A gives the total number of judicial districts as ofJune ;lfi; for each 
year since the lower court reorganization 38 and the numbei' served by 
justice courts and municipal courts. There were 109 fewer judiCial districts 
at the end ofl973-74 than atthe end cHhe')year oFreorganization. During 
this 21-year period, justice court districts decreased by 135 districts or 39, 
percent and municipal court districts increased by 26 districts or 51 per­
cene 

The number of districts served by justice courts has decreased since the 
reorganization largely because of two factors: (I) redistricting by local ~ 
boards of supervisors resulting in the co~olidation of'1leparate jusfice 
court districts to form eithq/r municipal coi\1-t or larger justice court dis- , 
tricts and (2) the creatiop. of municipal courts as district poi,1ulations \i7-l 
$I San Bernardino ComIty: Chino ]u$tlco Court District was lUUIexed to the Snn Bernardino Cauntyfiitunicipal cou~t us 

Chino Division on Novenlber 26. 1973. ~ 
3:s San Bernardino County: Ba~tow and ),ermo-BeUovUlo Justlco Court Dbtrtcts were ~Ilifated nnd bee;une the 'ar· 

stow Division of tho San Bbrnnrdino Count~· Municipal Court on August 6. 1973. Y 
36 Monterey Count)'l Greenfield Justice Court Dlstrlct WIIS consolidated with the J(lng City Justice Courl Dlstrictllo tme 

King CltY-Grcenlield Justice Court District on ]anuQl'}' 1. 1974. 
San Benito County: Tres Pinos Justlce CourtoOistrtct W!lS consolidated with tbe Hollister Justice Court 'trict. 
becoming the Hollister Justice Court District on December 19. 1973, ;. 
Stanislaus Courtty: NewmanJustlce Court District WIIS consoUdnted with the PattersonJU$tlco Court Pbtri

1
t t como 

the Newman-Patterson Justice Court District on March 14. 1974, 
3T Los An~eles County: The Malibu Justice Court District b~cnnlc th" Malibu Munlc/pal Court Dtltrict on De mbcr 14. 

1973. 
38 Sec Judicial Council Fourteenth Dlennlal Hepart (1953) 12-28. 

D "j 
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cr~ase to levels in excess of the 40"uOO constitutional limit for justice courts. 
(, 

TABLE A-CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
As of June 30. 1953 Through 1974 

Tottll 
jttdJcia} 

Yell/' districts 
1953 .................... " .......................................... " .. " ....................................... " .............. " 400 
1954 ............. " ...... " ............................................................... : ............................. "........ 400 
1955 ................. "." ........................ " ........................... , ........... " .................................... , 395 
1956 .......... " ..................................................... " ................. "........................................ 395 
1951 ......................................................................................... ; ... :,: ....... "..................... 393 
1958" .• 01 .. +1 ......... 1>1 ........ , ............. 10 .......................... / ............. , ...... "J .................... " ...... f 390 

~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: 
1961 ............. "."." ....................................................................................... :................. 371 
1962 ........................... " .......... "..................................................................................... 310 
1963.............................................................................................................................. 365 
1964.............................................................................................................................. 361 

~. 1965 ........................................... " ... , .................................................... "....................... 349 
1966" ....................... " .................. "............................................................................... 339 
1961., ............................................ , .. , ........................................ "01 .............. ,................. 336 
1966 ................. , ........................................................................................................ ".. 326 
1969, ................ ;, .......................................................................................... ,................ 319 
1910· ............ • .. ·li ... · .......... · .... · .................. · .. · .. · ............... · .... · ....................................... .. 
~~~:::::::::::::::r:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

319 
309 
303 

1973 ..... 1' ...... \(1. ................ , ......... 01 ..... , .. , .................................................... 10 ........... ,....... 2gT 
1914.............................................................................................................................. 291 

Number 
of justice 

courts 
349 
348 
342 
341 
335 

329 
312 
307 
302 
298 
293 
288 
276 
268 
263 
253 
245 
244 
232 
226 
2.21 
214 

Number 
of municiplil 

courts 
51 
52 
53 
54 
58 
61 
61\ 
61 
69 
72 
72 
73 
73 
71 
73 
73 
74 
75 
77 
77 
76 
77 

The Judicial Council completed districting surveys in Fresno, Plumas, 
San Diego and Sutter Counties in 1973-74. The surveys were made at the 
request of the respective boards of supervisors and pursuant to Section 
71042 of the"Government Code. The Council's report to the Fresno Board 
of Supervisors recomrp.ended that the board adopt a plan designed to 
bring about the eventual consolidation of judicial districts into one county­
wide municipal court sitting full time in Fresno and holding regular ses­
sions in other locations as needed. The Council's report to Plumas Board 
of Supervisors recommended that the board consolidate the judicial dis­
tricts into a single countywide justice court district sitting in Quincy and 
holding sessions in Chester, Greenville and Portola. The Council's report 
to the San Diego Board of Supervisors reaffirmed its earlier recommenda­
tions that National and Coronado Justice Court Districts be consolidated 
with the San. Diego Municipal Court District and that the former South 
Bay Municipal Court Dist~ict remain within the San Diego Municipal 
Court District. The report to the Sutter Board of Supervisors recommend­
ed consolidation of the two justice court districts into a single municipal 
court district upon the termination of the current term of office of the 
incumbent judge in Yuba City. 

I~~~~ _,~, E. JUSTICE COORT QUALIFYING EXAMINA nONS 
-- No statewide qualifying examination for layman candidates for the of­
fice of judge of the justice court 39 was given during the 1974 calendar 
year, due to the case of Gordon v.]ustice Court40 The Gordon case, which 
involved .the questi0p of whether the trial of a criminal charge before a 
39 Gov. Coda ~ 71601; Cal. Rules of Court 75()"76O. 
40 (1914) 12 Cal.3d323. ,~ 
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nonlawyer judge denies the defendant due process of law, was accepted 
by the California Supreme Court late in 1973. In August 1974 the'Court 
issued its decision, ruling that nonattorney judges may no longer preside 
over criminal trials of offenses punishable by a jail sentence unless the 
defendant waives his constitutional right to a lawyer judge. Unless the 
Gordon decision is reversed by the United States Supreme Court, it is 
unlikely that any qualifying examinations for layman candid!ltes will be 
given in the future,41 '0 

The oral examination required whenever there are more than three 
qualified candidates for appOintment to a justice court judgeship 42 was 
given in three coun.ties during the 1974 calendar year.43 

F. JUDICIAL COUNCIL LEGAL FORMS 
During 1974, the Judicial Council approved 21 new and ~evised court 

forms for statewide use. Eleven new forms were approve~ for optional 
use effective July 1, 1974 under the new claim and delAiery law that 
became operative on that date.44 The claim and delivery forms are: (1) 
Application for Writ of Possession; (2) Notice of Application for Writ of 
Possession and Hearing; (3) Order for Writ of Possession; (4) Writ of 
Possession; (5) Undertaking by Sureties; (6) Notice of Exception to 
Sureties and Hearing on Justification of Sureties; (7) Application and 
Notice of Application and Hearing for Order to Quash Ex Parte Writ of 
Possession; (8) Order for Release and Redelivery of Property; (9) Dec­
laration for Ex Parte Writ of Possession; (10.) Declaration for Temporary 
Restraining Order; and (11) Temporary Restr,aining Order. -

The remaining 10. forms which were approved effective January 1, 1975, 
are: Summons, Summons (Unlawful Detainer). Summons (Joint 
Debtor), Summons (Marriage), Summons (Joincler), Notice .and Ac­
knowledgement of Receipt, Confidential CounselIng Statement (Rule' 

\", 1284 of the California Rules of Court), Declaration under Uniform Custo­
dy of Minors Act, Notice of Entry of Sister State Judgment and Writ of 
Execution (Possession of Real Property). Of these 10. forms, the summons 
and the Notice and Acknowledgment of Receipt were approved for man­
datory use pursuant to Rule 982. of the California Rules of Court; the 
Confidential Counseling Statement was approved for mandatory use pur­
suant to Rule 1284; the Declaration under Uniform Custody of MinQrs Act, 
the Notice of Entry of Sister State Judgment and the Writ of Exec:ution 
(Possession of Real Property) were approved for optiona11.lse .. An eXplana­
tion of suggested uses of the new forms and the background of the changes 
in Council forms follows. 

The new claim and delivery forms are suggested for the foliowingSllses: 

;; " 1. Application for Writ of Possession. This form is designecp';;>r use in 
applying for a writ. of possession either aft~r nopce and a hea.ringor ex 
parte pursuant to Sections 512.010. and 512.0.20.. The form may also be 

41 See also GoY. Code ~ 71701. added by Stats. 1974. Ch. 1493. 
42 Gov. Code §§711BO.4, 71601,3: Cal, Rules of Court 7e,s;..770. 
43 Oral examinations were given in Mariposa. Nevada and San Beroardino Counties. In Mnrlposa County six attorneys filed 

statements of candidacy for the vacancy in the Mariposa Justice Court. Six candidates. including five attorneys, med 
statements of candidacy for the vacancy in the Nevada Justice Court, Nevada County, and in San BernardinQ County 
four candidates, including th.ree attorlleys, filed for the vacancy In the Bear Valley Justice Court. ,. 

44 Code Clv Proc. H 511.01().516.05(); Stats. 1973, Ch. 526. 6 
; All section references are \0 the Code of Civil Procedure unless otherwise indicated. 

/ .... j 
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used with the "Declaration for Temporary Restraining Order" form 
(see para. No. 10 below), to apply for a temporary restraining order at 

.. the time of or subsequent to plaintiff's application for a writ of posses­
sion pursuant to Sections 513.010 and 513.020. 'l'he form is to be com­
pleted by the plaintiff and may be supported by the verified complaint, 
by affidavits or declarations, or by facts stated within the form itself. 

2. Notlce of Applicatlon for Writ of Possession and Hearing. Except 
when a writ of possession is. to be issued on an ex parte application, 
Section 512.030 requires the defendant to be served with a notice of 
application and hearing. This form is designed for the entry of informa­
tion Which must be contained in the notice in accordance with Sections 
512.030 and 512.040. 

3. Order lor Writ of Possession. This combined form of order for writ 
of possession may be issued either after a hearing or ex parte. Items 1 
and.2 of the for~ indicate whether the order is in response to an applica­
tion on notice or ex parte. The special findings required under Section 
512.020 (b) for issuing the writ ex parte are set forth in item 4 under a 
distinct heading. 

It sho\lld be noted that paragraph 5 (e) of th~ order requires the clerk 
of the issuing court to attach to the writ a copy of the order and a copy 
of plaintiff's undertaking. 

The order also includes (item 5 (d» a space for specifying the amount 
of defendant's undertaking required for redelivery or to stay the deliv­
ery of the property (see Sec. 515.020(a», and a space to enter the 
amount required for plaintiff's undertaking if the order is issued condi­
tionally upon the later filing of plaintiff's undertaking (item 5 (c». 

Item 5 (g) of the order provides, pursuant to Section 512.070, for an 
order requiring the defendant to transfer possession of the property to 
the plaintiff. As the form indicates,·this item should be IItricken if the 
court does not order defendant to transfer possession pursuant to Sec­
tion 512.070. 

4. Writ of Possession. This form may be used for a writ issued either 
ex parte or after a hearing. The statutory requirements for the w~!t are 
~~t forth in Section 512.080.. I~ 

5. Undertaking by Sureties. This form is for·use in filing the \fnder­
taking required for the issuance of the writ of possession and any tempo­
rary restraining order that may be sought. The form may also be used 
by the defendant pursuant to Section 515.020 to prevent the plaintiff 
from taking possession of the property levied upon or to regain posses­
sion of the property. The form incorporates the special requirements 
listed in Section 515.020 for defendant's undertaking. 

6. Notice of Exception to Sureties and Hearing on Justification of. 
Sureties. Section 515.030 specifies the procedures to be followed jn ex­
cepting to and justifying sureties. This notice form may be used either 
by plaintiff or by defendant in excepting to the sureties of the other 
party. 

7. Application and Notice of Application and Hearing for Order to 
Quasl1 Ex Parte Writ of Possession. This form is for use by a defendant 
whose property has been levied upon pursuant to a writ of possession 
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issued on an ex parte application. Pursuant tq the provisions of Section 
512.020 (b) , such a defendant may apply by l,l.oticed motion for' an order 
that the writ be quashed and any property le~~ied on pursuant to the writ' 
be released. '\ " 

, \\' ,', 
8. Order for Release and Redelivery of Propeii':y. If at the hearing on 

the defendant's motion to quash the writ of p&;;~Jssion issued ex parte 
it appears that the plaintiff is not entitled to the writ of possession, the 
court may quash the writ and order the release and redelivery of the 
property previously levifrid upon and, in addition, may award certain 
damages as set forth in S~ction 512.020 {b). It should be noted that this 
same section of the code authorizes the courtl pending the hearing on 
defendant's application to quash the writ, to stay the delivery to the ~ 
plaintiff of any property previously levied upon pursuant to the writ.-

9. Deciaration for Ex PaTte Writ of Possession. Under limited circum­
stances, a plaintiff may 'apply ex parte for a writ of possession (see Sec. (,' 
512.020 (b) ). This declaration form is designed to assist the plaintiff in \\ 
presenting to the court the information that is required by th~tatutE} 
to support an application for a writ of possession issued ex parte. 

10. DeclaIlltion for Temporary Restrmning Order. Section 513.010 
sets forth very limited circumstances .within which the court can grant 
a temporary restraining order under the claim and delivery law. Section 
513.020 specifies the types of acts that the defendant may be prohibited 
from performing, pending a hearing or until the property'is seized 
pursuant to a writ of possession. This declaration form is for use by 
plaintiff applying for a temporary restraining order. 

11. Temporary Restraining Order. This form incorporates the provi­
sions of Sections 513.010 and 513.020. It should be noted that item 3 of 
the form provides that the court may order that a copy of the undertak-
ing be attached to the temporary restraining order. ' 

12-16. Summons, Summons (Unlawful Detainer), Summons (Joint 
Debtor), Summons (Marriage) and Summons (Joinder) have been re­
vised in accordance with a 1974 legislative ena,<,;tment (Stats. 1974, Ch. 
36~). This measure :requires all summons forms to carry .an English­
Spanish notice that generally warns the defendant he has been sued and 
the consequences of not responding. Chapter ~63 (St~ts. 1974) also re­
quires that the summons forms bear the warning that a default could 
result in garnishment of wages, taking money or property, or other 
relief. \ 

17. Notice and Acknowledgment of Receipt. The existing CoUncil 
form feiF? use in s€lrvice of summons and other documents by mail has 
been revised to substitute "Confidential Counseling Statement" for 
"Confidential Questionnaire," a form revoked by the Judicial Cou.~cil 
effective January 1, 1975 (see para.' No. 18 below). No other substantive 
changes were made in the revised form.' ", 

18. Confidential Counseling.:Statement. This new form '(Vas adopted 
by the Judicial Council as new Rule 1284 ofthe California~ules of Court 
in response to 1974 legislation resulting. from a California State Bar 
proposal to eliminate the family law Confidential Questionnaire and to 
substitute in its place a simplified form of request for counseling. The 
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Confidential Counseling Statement is designed to assist family law 
courts in identifying those persons who are in need of counselirlg serv­
ices. 

19. Dcc1arab'on, under Uniform Custody of Minors Act. This new 
form was approved for statewide use in proceedings under the Uniform 
Child Custody J uris'diction Act, Title 9 of the Family Law Act (Civ. Code 
§ 5150, et seq.). The form provides for the standard entry of information 
required in every proceeding that relates to the c\\Istody of minor chil­
·dren. 

20. Notice of Entry of Sister State Judgment. The 1974 California 
Legislature enacted a new, Simpli~jed procedure for the entry of sister 
state judgments to be operative January 1, 1975 (Stats. 1974, Ch. 211, 
adding Code Civ. Proc. § 1110.10, et seq.). Upon the filing of the judg­
ment creditor's application, the clerk of the superior court must enter 
judgment for the U1lp~id amount of the original sister state judgment. 
The judgment creditor must then promptly serve the judgment debtor 
with ilotice of entry of judgment on a form prescribed by the Judicial 
Council that informs the Judgment debtor there are 30 days within 
which to make a motion to vacate the judgment. The new form, Notice 
of Entry of Sister State Judgment, provides for the insertion of essential 
information undet this proceeding. 

21. Writ of Execution (Possession of Real Property). The Judicial 
Council authorized the continued use of the existing Writ of Execution 
(Possession ()f Real Property) form with the following notice required 

"by Chapter 331 (Stats. 1974) operative January 1, 1975, printed, typed 
or rubber stamped on the form: 

Personal property remaining on the premises at the time of its restitution to the land­
lord will be sold or otherwise disposed of in accordance with Section 1174 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure unless the tenant or the owner pays the landlord the reasonable cost of 
storage and takes possession of the personal property not later than 15 days after the time 
the premises are restored to the landlord. 

Since Chapter 1251 (Stats. 1974) (adding Code Civ. Proc. § 682b) will 
require further revisions in the Writ of Execution (Possession of Real 
Property) effective July 1, 1975, the Council determined to postpone the 
revision of this form until then in order to avoid the expenses of reprint­
ing and restocking the form twice within one year. The addition of the 
above notice to the existing form will ensure compliance with Chapter 

"331 (Stats. 1974) pending issuance of a revised form incorporating the 
changes. required by Chapter 1251 (Stats. 1974). . 
With the exception of the forms designed for use in family law proceed­

ings, the f6rms approved after July 1974 have a standardized "block" 
heading developed for eventual use on all Judicial Council forms by the 
Council's Advisory Committee on Legal Forms, a statewide committee 
appointed by Chief Justice Donald R. Wright in March 1974 with 

, representation from the State Bar, the judiciary and court clerks' 
organizations. The new and revised forms approved by the Council gener­
ally had been developed and recommended for Council approval by the 
Advisory Committee on Legal Forms. 

Copies of these forms were distributed to each California trial court for 
local reproduction.::; I 

J 
oj 



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 61 

G. CURRENT FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJECTS 
The' following Judicial Council projects funded by federal grants are . 

now in progress: . 
1. CALIFORNIA STATE JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM 

$178,709 (LEAA) 1$222,945 total project cost. 

This project is to design and implement on a pilot basis, a computerized 
system that will provide the judicial branch of state government with 
management and statistical data. It will also provide the design needed to 
implement the system as the judicial segment of the state's Comprehen­
sive Data System (CDS). 

,_ 2. CENTER FOR JUDICIAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH (eeeJ #1~42-2) 
~. $224,000 eeCJ (LEAA) /$252,000 total project cost. 

This grant furnishes continuing funding for a California center for judi­
cial education and research under the joint sponsorship of the Judicial 
Council and the Conference of California Judges. In light of the. rapid 
turnover in the California judiciary, amounting to about 80 t;lew judges a 
year, and in light of the fast-changing requirements in the cnminallaw 
field, both organizations concluded that the creation of a permanent, 
long-range educational structure was the highest priority need of the 
California judiciary. Major areas undertaken include: (1) development of 
a "grant outline" of educational topics important to everyday judicial 
work; (2) publishing benchbooks and materials pertinent to the outline; 
(3) conducting all educational programs for judges (including orientation, 
institutes and the California College of Trial Judges) ; and (4) research into 
new methods and materials of judicial education (including videotape). 

3. COURT AUTOMATION/INFORMATION SYSTEM COORDINATOR 
(CeeJ #1456--2) . 
$37,956 eeCJ (LEAA) 1$42,173 total project cost. 

One of the primary objectives of the Integrated Court Automation/ 
Information System project (1973judiciaJ Council Report, p. 155) was to 
assist the courts through the design of information systems on a uniform 
basis, thereby reducing the duplication of developmental efforts. 

A number of court information system projects are planned or are in the 
initial stages of development in California. Toliihsure that maximum bene­
fit is received from the ICAIS conceptual designs, the Judicial Council 
through the Administrative Office of the Courts needs to 12e provided 
descriptions of all court information systems projects for which federal 
funds are requested, including those in the early stages of design and 
implementation. 

This grant continues to make such assistance available to the court~, in 
their project development by providing for a resource person with exper­
tise in data processing on the' staff of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. 

4. CRIMINAL COURT COORDINATORS (CecJ #1267) 
$50,921 eeeJ (LEAA) 1$56,579 total project cost. 

This is the third year of a pilot project to demonstrate the feasibility of 
the post of criminal court coordinator. TwO' coordinators were selected: 
one f<lt a large superior (;ourt, Alameda, and one for a medium-sized 

.~--~ 
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superior court, Marin. The coordinator works with the district attorney, 
public defender and private· counsel in calendaring criminal matters fOr 
trial, identifying likely jury trials and coordinating appearance dates. The 
presiding judge supervises activities in each county. 

5. FOURTH APPELLATE DISTRICT DEFENDER PROJECT 
$167,612 eee] (LEAA) 1$186,236 total project cost. 

This pilot project will continue the examination of the feasibility of 
organized appellate defender services by instituting a service in the 
Fourth Appellate District (San Diego) which will provide staff appellate 
counsel, train law students, supervise appointed private counsel and pro­
vide supportive services to those appointed counsel. 

6. JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 
$61,725 eeG] (LEAA) 1$68,583 total project cost. 

These funds support the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
organized pursuant to Section 13833· of the Penal Code. The committee 
reviews and makes recommendations to the Office of Criminal Justice 
Planning on any California court project submitted for funding. It also 
develops planning material for trial court use and serves to provide direc­
tion for courts' projects. 

7. JUDICIAL IMPACT ANALYSIS TEAM (GeG] #1340:U-2) 
$100,000 eGe] (LEAA) 1$111,111 total project cost. 

This grant continues funding of a Judicial Impact Al1alysis Team which 
was established by consultant contract with the California Judicial Coun­
cil. The team includes an attorney, a court management analyst, an ac­
countant, and related support staff. Working in Sacramento, it will 
prepare on a pilot basis judicial impact reports for selected bills proposed 
in the California Senate and Assembly with three major areas of interest: 
(1) projected costs and manpower needs, (2) projected court manage­
ment needs, and (3) procedural impact. Bills will be identified through 
liaison with the Legislative Counsel and Legislative Analyst, analyzed 
through reports, discussed with authors, and presented to appropriate 
legislative committees, the judiciary, and related state and local agencies 
affected by the impact reports. The feasibility of impact analy~is for judi­
cial and executive decisions will be examined in the project's evaluation. 
It is expected that evaluation efforts may extend well beyond the project 
period in order to adequately determine the effect of new legislation on 
local court systems, the accuracy of impact analysis, and the feasibiJity of 
establishing the team as a permanent entity. 

8. LANGUAGE NEEDS OF NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING CITIZENS 
$84,600 eeG} (LEAA) /$94,000 total project cost. 

Pursuant to 1973 Assembly Concurrent Resolution 7 4,the Judicial Coun­
cil is undertaking this project to identify and evaluate, at every stage of 
the judicial process, both criminal and civil, the language needs of non­
English speaking citizens and residents. The study will identify documents 
and forms which should be provided in languages other than English and 
will develop standards for the training and utilization of interpreters. 

9. MANAGEMENT CONFERENCES 
$54,000 eeq (LEAA) 1$60,000 total project cost. 

The conferences funded by this grant will convene court administrative 
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staff from trial courts all over the state for the purpose of sharing successful 
management techniques to improve the effectiveness and efficiency, of 
the judicial system, 
10. NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS--WESTERN REGIONAL OJi'FICE 

$318,076 eee] (LEAA) 1$353,422 total project cost. 

The National Center for State Courts, headquartered in Washington, 
D.C., has emb«J:ked upon a policy of establishing regional offices to better 
assist its constituent state courts. The Center proposed that a regional 
office to serve the entire western United States be established in Califor­
nia. The principal difficulty in implementation was one offunding; hence, 
the purpose of this grant is to continue to provide adequate funding to 
establish the office until it becomes self-sustaining. Together with' an­
ticipated foundation funds, the grant funds will provide sufficient funding 
for the first and second years ofpperation. 

11. PERSONNEL AND CLASSIFICATION SPECIALIST FOR SUPERIORANDMUN1CI· 
PAL COURTS 
$26,964. eee] (LEAA) 1 $29,960 total project cost. 

The Administrative Officr. of the Courts has been increasingly called 
upon to perform job audits, classification studies, salary surveys and re­
Cruitment for the trial and appellate courts. These funds will provide a 
professional position and supporting clerical staff for these functions. 

12. REGIONAL LECAL RESEARCH STAFF FOR $MALL SUPERIOR COURTS 
$41,400 eGCJ(LEAA) 1$46,.QOO:lotal project cost. 

This project will assess the usefulness ofregionallegal assistance to small 
superior courts in the Northern California area in order to reduce avoida­
ble reversible error and to improve the quality of court rulings. 

13. STATEWIDE CALENDAR MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TEAM 
(GGe] #134O-R-2) 
$118,896 GGG] (LEAA) /$132,108 totel project cost. 

This grant continues the principle recognized under the System Devel­
opment Plan that improvements in calendaring and management tech­
niques provide a primary means of reducing judicial process delay. The 
Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team offers its services upon 
request to superior and municipal courts throughout the state. Staffmem­
bers assist local courts to implement recent developments in calendar 
management techniques (see, e.g., Report of the Select Committee on 
Trial Court Delay and the Superior Court S'urvey of the Sacramento Cal­
endar Management Team) and also assist in the organization and opera- . 
tion. of the System Development Plan projects assigned to the Judicial 
Council.. .. 
14. STUDY OF UNPUBLISHED OPINIONS OF APPELLATE COURTS 

$29,986 GeGJ (LEAA) /$33,317 total project cost. 

The goal of this study is to <;letermine whether some of the appellate 
court opinions which have not been published meet the standard for 
publication prescribed by RulE6 976 of the California Rules of Court. 
15. Tf!IRD APPELLATE DISTRICT DEFENDER PROJECT 

$130,000 G9GJ (LEAA) 1$144,444 total project cost. ." " 

This pilot project will examine the feasibility of organized appellate 
defender services iIi the Third AppeHaf~ Dis.trict (Sacramento) based on 
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theinil:ial success of the Fourth Appellate District Defender Project, 
supra. A service will be instituted which will provide staff appellate coun­
sel, train law students, s~pervise appointed private counsel and provide 
supportive services to those appointed counsel. 

16. TRIAL COURT CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATOR (CCC] #1300(2) 
$27,544 CCCJ (LEAA) /$30,604 total project cost. 

A large number of improvements in the administration of justice are 
court centered and require implementation through a local court or 
courts. Oftentimes, these improvements call for federally funded projects. 

The above grant continues the Trial Court CriminalJustice Coordinator 
position. The Coordinator delineates specific projects, prepares grant ap­
plications for funding, and coordinates the implementation of such funded 
projects in suitable trial courts. He also assists CCCJ regional boards in· 
preparation of judicial components of their comprehensive plans, assists 
trial courts in the preparation of additional applications for federal fund· 
ing, and distributes pertinent information to all appropriate. trial courts. 

17. UNIFORM JUVENILE COURT RULES PROJECT (CCC] #1873) 
$45,000 CeC] (LEAA) / $50,000' total project cost. 

'. With this project, a set of rules of juvenile court procedures will be 
developed under the authority of the Welfare and Insti,tutions Code Sec­
tion 507. An advisory committee of juvenile court judges will guide and 
assist the project iIi preparing the drafts of rules for Judicial Council 
review and adoption. Greater procedural uniformity among the state's 58 
juvenile courts will be promoted upon the project's completion. 

18. VIDEOTAPE EXPERIMENTATION PROJECT . 
$181,901 ccq (LEAA) /$202,112 total project cost. 

This is a pil~t project to test the feasibility of recording courtroom' 
proceedings on videotape for the purposes of providing a more compre­
hensive court record and improving the efficiency and effectiveness' of 
courtroom procedures. Other potential uses of videotape in the judicial 
system will also be explored. 

H. NONJUDICIAL STAFFING 
A study whose goals were to develop (1) a valid statistical method for 

determining nonjudicial staffing requirements of California's trial courts, 
and (2) a recommended position classification plan for nonjudicial em­
ployees was completed for the Judicial Council by the management con­
sultant firm of Arthur Young & Company. The study was federally funded 
under the proviSions of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (P.L.20-351) through the California Council on Criminal Justice. 
The project's goals were achieved and the Judicial Council accepted the 

C consultant's Final Report and adopted most of its recOI:nmendations. 
Prior to the study,there was no organized data at the state level regard­

ing nonjudicial staff levels and workload in trial courts or regarding per­
sonnel and classification practices. Hence, no statewide criteria existed 

. that courts, county government and state agencies could use to assess 
court staffing requirements. Similarly, there was no logically organized 

':C position classification plan available for use as a guide in the area of trial 
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court personnel planning and classification. Consequently, an important 
phase of the study was the collection and organization of basic information 
regarding existing staffing and classification practices of the California 
trial courts, and the consultant's Final Report and its recommendations 
are based on an analysis of this data,i 

The Judicial Council acted in regard to eaqh of the recommendations 
made by the consultant in the Final Report. TH~se actions are summarized 
below together with a brief discussion regarding each action. (For a full 
discussion, see, Final Report., Nonjudicial Staffing Study, Arthur Young & 
Company, May 1974.) 

1. The Judicial Council authorized its staff to use the following weighted 
caseload and clerk-year values recommended by the consultant as guide­
linesin studies, analyses or reports regarding nonjudicial staffing in superi­
or and municipal courts and also authorized the staff to adjust these values 
as appropriate to reflect individual differences between courts.45 

The caseload and clerk-year values result from a clerical time and work· 
, load study conducted by the consultant over a four-week period begirt­
. ning November 1, 1973 involving 14 superior and 15 municipal courts, 

including both large and small courts, The data represents the first compi· 
lation of reliable clerical workload data from a representative number of 
California courts .. 

Case/oad Values 

Separate weighted caseload values were developed for each case type 
(e.g., parking, traffic, etc.) reported to the Judicial Council by municipal 
courts. Several superior court case types were combined for weighted 
caseload purposes resulting in a single weighted value for the combined 
category. A separate set of weights was developed for the Los Angeles 
Superior and the Los Angeles Municipal Courts to take cognizance of their 
unique size, operating requirements and service levels. Each caseload 
value represents the average minutes of clerical time required to dispose 
of that given type filing. As averages the values may not "fit" each court 
or take into account special problems or circumstances that exist in a 
particular court. To provide for this, and on the consultant's recommenda­
tion, the Council authorized the staff to make appropriate adjustments in 
the. average values to provide for different levels of staffing reflective of 
differences in clerical procedures, court policY, service levels, etc. 

Clerk-Year Values 

Clerk-year values represent the average time (in minutes) available 
per nonjudicial em~loyee for case-related work based on the data devel· 
oped during the cOllsultant,>s workload study, The value is calculated hy 
multiplying the aVeril1!e time per day available per clerk fot case-related 
matters by the number of days available per year. Included in the value 
is an adjustment for indirect time required for noncase-related activities 
such as court administration, stenographic and secretarial assistance, etc. 

r The calculation for the superior court clerk year also il}fllu~ an allowance 
for the time spent by county cl~rk employees on noncase-related matters. 
4S Presently theJudlclnl Council makes no studies or recommendations regarding the nol\ludltlalsljlf/lng of Indlvldulll trial 

courts. nor have such studies been requested by courtS;'the Gove.mor, the Legislature or county gdyemtnent in tho 
past. Thus, this authorization would become operative only if such reports were requested In the future. 

3-86766 
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Because of variation in these allowances, one clerk-year vMue is 
applicable to municipal courts except the Los Angeles court, while a 
graduated set of values reflective of size of court is used for superior courts. 
Again, the clerk-year values are averages and as such may not "fit" 
particular situations in individual courts. To accpmmodate these special 
situations the Council, on the consultant's recommendation, authorized 
the staff to make appropriate adjustments in the calculated value. 

Application of the caseload and clerk-y~ar values results in determining 
nonjudicial staffing requirements according to a weighted caseload system 
that in all essential features corresponds to the weighted caseload systems 
that the Council has used successfully for many years to assess the need 
for additional judges in superior and municipal courts. Essentially, the 
system reaches its determination by equating the time available (clerk­
year value in minutes) with the workload potential of a court's filings 
(total weighted caseload in minutes). In the case of nonjudicial staffing, 
the average values and thus staffing levels will be adjusted as appropriate 
to allow for differences between courts. 

2. The Judicial Council endorsed the consultant's recommended 
position classification plan for use by courts and county government 
agencies in developing position classification systems and authorized the 
staff to use the plan as a guideline in any reports or studies it is called upon 
to make in this regard. 

The Council-endorsed classification ,l.?lan resulted from an in-depth 
study by the consultant of existing pOSition classification systems used in 
superior and municipal court~ and county clerks' offices. The survey 
included analysis of: the number, location ~.nd salaries of authorized 
positions; methods used to determine the mfinber and scope of each 
position classification; and methods used to assign individuals to classified 
positions. The survey produced the first compilation of information 
regarding the personnel practices and classification systems used in 
California superior and municipal courts. The classification plan is based 
on the consultant's analysis of this data and observations made regarding 
the needs of the courts and the deficiencies of existing systems. The Final 
Report noted that existing classification plans: have been developed by 
individual courts and/or- county administrative offices; lack uniformity 
from court to court; are "tied in" to county civil service systems to a 
greater or less degree rather than being responsive to real court needs; 
and in a number orcases are defective in other respects. To the extent that 
the plan is adoJ;ited by local courts and county government, these 
deficiencies would be corrected. 

The following Position Classification Matrix graphically depicts the 
classification plan for support functions that are universally performed 
from court to court. 
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The position Glassification plan is intended as a model and guide for trial 
courts. Thus; the function of a particular classified position can either be 
expanded or contracted using methods detailed ip. the Report, so as to fit 
the needs of individual courts. The basic elements of the plan are widely 

, followed in government and industry and inclu?e the following: \ 
The establishment of job families covering universally performed 

court-supportive functions (e.g., court administration, courtroom serv­
ices, accounting, etc.). 

The establishment of functional position classification titles and de­
scriptions for positions within these job families (e.g., court administra­
tor, courtroom clerk, senior accounts clerk, etc.). 

The establishment of master position classification titles applicable to 
each position classification level (e.g., senior clerk, clerk II, clerk 
trainee). These titles cart be used as the court's official position classifica­
tion titles f01: purposes of legislative authorization, budgetary requests, 
salary administration, promotional examinations and labor negotiations 
and can be used internally by the cour'ts in personnel administration. 
3. As recommended by the consultant, the Judicial Council has author-

ized its staff to seek funds to create a staff of specialists to assist trial courts 
in personnel matters. 

Most municipal and superior courts are not staffed with skilled person­
nel and organizational spedalists. They tely upon assistance from the 
county administrative offices in such matters as salary setting, position 
descriptions, orgapizational studies, etc. This source of assistance is apwo­
priate since court and county, clerk employees are funded by the county 
and are covered, in many respects, by county personnel policies and 
procedures. However, courts have need for assistance from specialists 
with an in-deJ?th understanding of court operations and organization as 
well as thorough knowledge of the techniques of personnel and organiza­
tional planning. Since most cour~s do not need this assistance on a continu­
ous, full-time ~sis, the Judicial Council would provide this selivice at a 
court's request in a manner similar to technical assistance provid,ed by the 
Council at a court's request in other specialized areas (e.g., Calendar 
Management Team, EDP Coordinator). 

4. The Council authorized its staff to assist in drafting legislation affect, 
ing the organization, level of staffing or rate of employee Comp4msation 
of individual trial courts when such assistance is requested by an appropri­
ate representative of the court, the county board of supervisors or Il~ legisla­
tive committee. 
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CHAPTER 2 

(~!DICIAL STATISTJ'tS 
,-.., __ , J 

A. SUPREME COURT 
(\ 

1. SUMMARY OF FILINGS AND BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

In 1973-74 the Supreme Court recorded 3,513 filings an increase of 374 \\),' 
or 11.9 percent over the previous year. The two areas of substantial in­
crease were petitions for hearing of matters previously decidecl by the" 
Courts of Appeal, which incr~3~ed by 185, and criminal Qriginal proceed~ 
ings (habeas corpus), which increased by 164. Petitions jer hearing of CaSE)S 
previously decided by the Courts of Appeal amounted to 73.2 percent (~& 
all filings in the Supreme Court. For the se~ond consecutive year ther«;'l 
wete no direct 'appeals filed. 1 

TABLE I-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 through 1973-74 
1963- 1904- 1965- 11J66- 1967- 1968- /969- J97()-

7}pe of Filing 64 65 68 67 68 69 '10 ~ 71 
Total Filings .... : ............................... 1,872 2.569 2.522 2,716 2,959 3,322 3,400 a,HI} 

Petition for henrlng of elISe. previous-
Iy decided by the Courts of Ap-

2,198 Apenl .......................... " ........................ 9·11\" 1,111 1,205 1,319 1.769 1,874 2,0&1 
t:.V\1 nppeals ........................................ 444 40'1 491 593 5\\~.;:. ~M. ti36 
Criminal nppeuls ................................ 306 357 oW '6Z\'o 66ir' 1>iI':~i24 
Civil original proceedings ................ ,-,245 265 il.52 3&.1 457' t& Itiill 
Crlmln.1 original proceedings ........ .. 47 4~ :14 ~7 "71 72 61 
Miscellaneous ...................................... 69 135 15t 168 148 132 111 

Direct appeals .......................................... 257 278 iI.53 211 49 1~ 17 3S 

Original proceedings 
Civil ........................................................ III 100 74 91 83 84 84 lOS 
Crimlual ...... I ......................................... ll30 1,056 983 1,025 1,0lS1 1,349 1,235 835 

Motion to dismiss on clerk's ccttlflcate .. 29' 15 7 \I r 0 0 0 

• Brel1kdowtl not Qvallable. 
o 

J§n~ 19'1J1- 197;)" 
'IS '13 'II 

3,23a 3,139 3,51::1 

2,417 2,386 2,m 
~~, ~A 711 
7 r 915 

•. 849' 75,9, ,1,&'1.:, 
B5 44' '"SO' 
93 126' '~~l,' 

11 0 iii",. 

1~. 178 160 
632 593 75 

0 0 0 

During the fiscal year) the Supreme Court disposed of 2,571 petitions for 
hearing, 936 original proceedings anf;l 9 executive clemency applications, 
in addition to npmerous motions an~ petitions for rehearing. 
I Direct oppenls to the Supreme Court MC pen~It,ted'~ntYln crlmlnalcnse~whercJudgmentofdcnth hIlS been proo()'~nccd. 

'<"' Cui. Const., Art. VI, f 11. 

,I -J 

\,: 

eJI 

o 

c 

;:) 



'.> 

70 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE II-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1963-G4 Through 1973-74 
1963- J964- 1965- 1966- 1!J6'l- 1966- 1969- HIlO- 1971- 1972- 1973-

Business trnnsocted 64 65 66 67 66 69 70 71 '12 '13 74 
Tot.1 business transacted ........... , .. 2,563 3,6I.JI 4,016 4,135 4,296 4,124 4,772 4,637 4,673 4,691 5,288 

CUUses disposed of: 
Appeals 

By written opiruon ......... , .............. 100 111 118 140 116 140 114 116 86 117 79 
Without opinion (by dismissal, uf· 
Ilrmance 

or reversal on stipulation, 
motion,. etc.) .................................... 2 6 8 8 2 0 11 7 2 

Original proceedings 
habeas corpus)" 

(including 

By written opinion ........................ 27 41 62 58 58 86 91 86 76 62 76 
Wit}jou~ opinion ... " ......... tI ....... ~\I.I!. 434 1,128 1,120 1,028 1,048 1,ISO 1,121 911 802 586 880 

Petit;ions for hearing 
Granted ............................................ 103 148 127 157 168 158 191 204 230 181 198 
Denied .............................................. B42 9ro 1,078 1,222 1,601 1.716 1,873 1,994 2,187 2,205 2,373 

Motions (miscellaneous) b 
Denied or granted .............................. 0 12 20 35 33 20 67 67 30 68 6·1 

RehearinlfJ 
Granted ................................................ 3 3 5 1 1 5 0 1 2 3 
Denied .h) ............................ " ................ 72 84 87 106 66 93 95 87 55 62 50 

Orders· :0" 
Transfers and retran.fers .................. 591 740 908 749 452 157 177 169 198 231 189 
A1ternntive writs or orders to show 

caused .............................. _., ............... ,'- 52 
MisC<lllaneous ...................................... 367 423 414 608 717 551 997 948 940 1,161 1,331 

Executive clemency applications" ...... 23 6 11 23 30 36 46 43 61 12 9 

"Includes those llIed initially in the Supreme Court, and those previously decided by Courts of Appeal but trallsferred to 
the Supreme Court on 'petition for hearing or on its own motion. 

b Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
C Not reported elsewhere. 
d Data previous to 1873--74 included in miscellaneous, 

." Cal. Const., Art. V, § 8. 
.;:::: 

The Supreme Court's workload also included one roview of a recom­
mendation by the Commission on Judicial Qualifications concerning the 
discipline of a judge, and several disciplinary proceedings against attor­
neys, as reflected in Table III below. 

TABLE III-CALIFORNIA SUPR~ME COURT 
ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS 

fiscal Year 1973-74 

Re~ord of coll:vicllon of crime med 
Suspension onlered because offense involved moral turpitude ...... ,................................................................................. 14" 
Referr~d to State Dar for determination whether offense involved moral turpitude .................................. ;............. 7 

Stute Bllr recomnf.fua.tions of suspension,or probation .......................................... (', ........................................... "............. 26b 

State Bor' recommendntions of dIsbarment flu.u ............ , ............. " ............ II ............... :.:: ..... n ... Ol ........... ~('; .................. ~ ...... gC 
Resignation while disciplin.~y proceedings pendlnll, ......................... , ............................................................................. S· 1 
Potitions for reillstatement ..................................................................................................................................................... ::::::~\J 2 

~ j>e:~~:s .. ;~·~:·;·~id·;·~~·~;~;·;~~;~~~;~~·;;::·~: .. ·· .. · .... · ........................................... , .................................................................... J 59 

Writs of review filed in 12. 
eWrlts of review Iiled in 6. 

Although the number of disciplinary proceedings is similar to that in 
recent years, the number of writs of review requiring deliberation on the 

. , 
'-') 

(-
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part of the Supreme Court has increased by 50 percent: there were 11 such 
reviews in fiscal 1971-72, 12 in 1972-73, but 18 in 1975-74. When an attor­
ney files a writ of review in the Supreme Court, the disciplinary matter 
is docketed as a civil original proceeding, and the case is reflected both in 
the summary of filings and, when decided, in the business transacted 
tables. 

2. PETITIONS FOR HEARING 

Despite an increase of 7.8 percent in the number of petitions for hearing 
in 1973-74, the Supreme Court granted petitions in a higher percentage 
of cases (7.7%) than in 1972-73. As a result, hearings were granted in 198 
cases, t,pe third highest number in the past decade. 0 

TABLE IV-CALIFORNIA SUPREIIIIE COURT 

PETITIONS FOR HEARING IN SUPREME COURT-NUMBE:R 
FILED, GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 

1963- 1964 1965- 1966- 1967- 1968- 1~ 1970-. 1971- 1972- 1973-
~ M M ~ ~ ~ m n ~ m U 

Filed .............................................................. 945 1,111 1.205 1,379 1,769 1,874 2,064 2,198 2,417 2,386 2,571 

Granted ........................................................ 103 148 127 157 168 158 191 294 230 1.81 198 

Percent granted .......................................... 10.9 13.3 10.5 11.4 9.5 8.4 9.3 9.3 9.5 7.6 7.7 

/~~-" 
A substantial portion of:tli{ Supr~me Court's workload arises from the 

granting of petitions for hearing"n crimin~l cases, and many of the matters' " 
denominated "civil original proc~edings'" ad~e out of criminal cases.2 The 
virtual doubling of criminal original proceedings (habeas corpus) in which 
petitions for hearing were filed, and the even greater increase in. the 

" percentage of those petitions which were granted, parallel the sharp in­
crease in such proceedings in the Courts of Appeal and, as discussed 
below, appear to be related to expanded rights to hearing in parole revoca­
tions and analogous proceedings. 

TABLE V-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 

PETITIONS FOR HEARING GRANTED AND DENIE~\ 
BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING U 

Fiscal Ye~rs 1972-73 and 1973-74 

1973-U 1972-73 
1)pe of proceeding Filed Percent-granted Denied 

Total ................................. :.......................... 2,571 19S- 7.7 2,373 
Filed Percent-granted Denied 
2,386 181- 7.6 2~' 

Civil appeals ...................................................... 771 
Criminal appeals .............................. "............. 915 
Civil original proceedings ............... ,:............. 709 
Criminal original proceedings' .................... 80 
Miscellaneous motions and applications .... .96, 

• Habeas corpus. 

81-10.5 
44- 4.8 
51- 7.2 
~27.~ 
0-0 

,690 
871 
658 
58 
96 

687 
.770 
759 

44 
126 

'66- 9.6 
4S- 6.2 
44- 5.8 
6-13.6 

17-13.5 

621 
722 
715 
38 

109 

2 This categ6ty includes petitions for review of orders or motions for l;le return of property or suppression of evidence 0 

under Pen. Code § 1538.5, and review of trial court rulings on motions to set aside an indictment or information under 
Pen. Code § 999a. . 

k~ ____ ~ __________ __ 
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3. ORIGINAL 'PROCEEDINGS 

Both civil aIld criminal original proceedings in the Supreme Court in­
creased significantly over the two prior years. As is true of petitions for 
hearing, these filings impose a workload on the Court which is not neces­
sarily reflected in the number of dispositions by 'written opinion, since 
each matter filed I:Qust be evaluated by the Court to determine if it pre­
sents a question of substantial merit. A significant number are found to be 
sufficiently meritorious to require a full hearing, which the Supreme 
Court may direct shq,uld be held in a lower court.3 

. . 

4. APPEALS 

For the second consecutive yearj there were no direct appeals to the 
Supreme COUrt. Appeals shown as disposed of in Table II are, therefore, 
cases which had previously been decided by a Court of Appeal and in 
which a hearing was granted in the Supreme Court pursuant to petition 
or on the Court's own motion. 

Summary 

B. COURTS OF APPEAL 

1. FILINGS 

Filings of contested matters 4 in the Courts of Appeal continue to evi­
dence a steady upward trend; the 9,418 such matters filed in fiscal 1973-
74 represented an increase of 7 percent over the previous year. As the 
discussion of individua,ttypes of matters will demonstrate, some matters 
(for example, criminal' appeals) are increasing at a more rapid rate than 
others. 

The 1973-74 Court of Appeal filings included 5,680 appeals, which com­
prised 60.3 percent of all contested filings in those courts. This perceptage 
is substantially unchanged from 1972-73. 

TABLE VI-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 

SUMMARY OF FILINGS (lNCLUDIN'G TRANSFERS 
FROM SUPREME COURT) 

Fiscal Years 1Q63-64 Through 1973-74 
196.J- 1964- 1965- 1966- 1967- 1968- 1969- 1970- Jfl71- 1972- 1973-

TYpe of filing 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 
Totnl lilings ...................................... 3.872 4.5720 5.013 5.538 6.411 6.874 8.039 8.684 8,548 9.186 9.805 

Appeals 
Civil" ................................ , .......... " ..... ",. 1.389 1.392 1.462 1.478 1.664 1.751 1.981 1.921 2.191 2m 2.380 
Crl~in.I ................................................ 1.108 1,330 1.634 1.948 2.037 2.120 2.562 3.025 2.764 3.106 3.300 

Orlglnol proceedings 
r:" 

Civi!. ................................... " ..... " ........... 733 907 977 975 1,347 1.608 2.172 2.520 2.492 2.520 , 2.593 
Criminal ................................................ 447 722 713 861 1.073 1.051 1.006 861 747 903 1.145 

Tot.1 contested m.tters ........................ 3.677 4.351 4.786 5,262 6.121 6.530 7.721 8.327 8.194 8.806 9.418 

Motions to dismiss on clerk's certlfi· 
,t~~~~"',:~ 

" ente II 
Civil ... ,., ............... d .... ,,,,, •• ,, •• , ...... , .. i ....... 195 221 225 273 2!J8 3;)7 317 357 353 377 384 
Crhninnl ......... "~ ........... i'.j ... uh" ...... , ... ,, 0 0 2 3 2 7 1 0 1 3 3 - \ 

3 Sec Table n. Transfers lind Retransfers, "'" \ 
~ "Contested m.tters" includes oil .ppeals and orlglnol Pj\oceedlngsl it excludes motions to dismiss on clerk's certiAcate. 

which dCi ,not significlmtly add to the courts' worklo~~", 

n 

) 
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Appeals-Civil 

The 2,380 civil appeals filed in 1973-74 were 4.5 percent above 1972-73. 
As the chart below indicates, civil appeals have been increasing at a rela­
tively constant annual tate of approximately 6 percent since 1967-68.5 

3000 

2.\QO 

2000 

, 
1.\QO 

CV A T T OA 

1000 

1965-66 66-67 67-68 .9-70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 

Appeals-Criminal 

There were 3,300 criminal appeals filed in 1973-74, an increase of 6 
percent over 1972-73. The trend in criminal appeals is depictec:l in the 
followhig chart. 

2000 

1~ 

1966-66 66-67 . 67-66 611-70 71)..71 71-72 72-73 73-74 

The temporary respite from increased criminal filings during 
1971-72 6 has now been more than offset, and criminal appeal filings 
appear to be increasing at an average annual rate 7 of approximately 8 
percent. As the following table indicates, this rate of increase results more 
from a greater percentage of felony cases being appealed than from an 
increase in the trial of such cases. 

51he I~crease 0(6 percent Is stated as the equlVUle~t ofa compound interest rate: that is, on the avcrage each year Increases' 
by about that rate over the total civil appeals in the previous year, 

6 This depline was abnost entirely attributable to a change In policy In Los Angeles, In which certaln types of criminal 
offenses which had been prosecuted as felonies were disposed of as misdemeanors In the municipal court, See 1973 
ludlelnl CO/lllciJ Report, pages 1~'8 and 186. 

1 See note 5; this is the eqUivalent of a cpmpound interest rate. C::-

~~.,-~- -
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TABLE VII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTESTED.SUPERIOR COURT DISPOSITIONS 

AND APPEALS FILED 
Fiscal Years 1967-08 Through 1973-74 

Fiscill Year 1967-&1 1968-69 1969-'10 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 
Statc Totals: 

Superior ~oUrt contested disposition. 
CiViL ................................................................................ 15,90.1 14,612 15,898 11,641 19,185 20,074 21,034 

Courts of Appeal civil appeals llIed-Number ...... 1,664 1,751 1,981 1,921 2,191 2(1:17 2,380 

Percent .. ,,, ..... " .. "' .... ,' ••• 10' ......... , .... ;; .............. , ..... '1'" 10.5% 12.0% 12.5% 10.9% 11.4% 11.3% 11.3% 

Superior cOurt contested dispositions' 
CRIMINAL ....................................... " ............... , ............. 5,704 6,400 7,203 7,015 6,114 6,189 6,484 

Courts of Al'peal criminal appeals Oled-Number 2,037 2,120 2,562 3,025 2,764 3,106 3,300 

Percent··, ........................................... , ................ , .... 35,7% 32.7% 35.6% 43.1% 45.2% 50.2% 50.9% 
• Excludes change of plea or dl.mi;sal following .tart of trial. 

" Note that this does not necessaril,,\ reflect the precise percentage of appealable dispositions actually appealed. For 
example, "superior court contes~ Jd dispositions" include nonappealable acquittals and excludes convictions on plens 
of guilty, a Few of which are appealable. The table is, therefore, presented only to show the general relationship 
between appellate workload and suporior court dispositions. 

Original Proceedings-Ciyil 

After four years of sharp annual increases, from 1967-68 through 
1970-71, civil original proceedings have stabilized at a level of approxi­
mately 2,500 to 2,600 filings per year. Much of the increase in civil original 
proceedings in 1966-71 was apparently attributable to proceedings 
brought under Penal Code Section 1538.5 to review superior court deter­
minations with respect to claims of unreasonable search or seizure. Bar­
ring any unsettling change in the law, it is reasonable to expect civil 
original proceedings to remain relatively) constant, with some increase 
rE(fiecting the overall growth of court bus~pess in the state, 

~ ~/!' 
".~, 

::: 
2500 
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- ~l • G ru-$l~'IC' I 
·,rTtp'ROPI 

1500 

Original Proceedings-Criminal 

By contrast, criminal original proceedings (primarily habeas corpus) 
showed a sharp increase for the second consecutive year. This upward 
trend coincides with the United States Supreme Court decision in 
Morrissey v. Brewer~8 which established certain hearing rights in parole 
revocations, and would appear to be attributable to petitions for habeas 
corpus based upon that decision. It is likely that this upward trend will not 
be of indefinite duration, 

8408 U.S. 471, 33 L.Ed.2d 484, 92 S.Ct. 2593 (197£). 

1\ 
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Filings-Highlights by District 

District 1. Civil filings in the First District show a remarkably constant 
annual percentage of increase. ., 

Mter sevtt:al years of sharply increasing crimihalappeal filings, 1973-
74 showed a-~rlght decline, from 785 in 1972-73 to 763 in 1973-74. In view 
of the significant and steady increase over the preceding four years, 
however, it would probably 'be unwise to assume that criminal filings in 
this d~strict will remain constant for another year. 

fiRST APPULATI DISTRICT 

District g. As noted earlier, a change in prosecution policy in Los Ange­
les County resulted in a decrease in criminal filings in the Second District '. 
in 1971-72. In the two succeeding years, however, criminal appeals have 
shown slight ipcreases, and further increases may be expected. 

SlCOND ""ILLATI DISTIICT 

o 
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District.:1. Both civil appeals and criminal appeals appear to be increas­
ing in this district at a mOre rapid annual rate than for the state generally. 
Af.ter a period of relative· stability, civil appea.ls began increasing in 
1971-72, and increased from 178 filings in 1970-71 to 263 filings in 1972-
1:3, an increase of 48 percent in two years; while this upward trend was 
arr.!'lsted in 1973-74, with only 264 civil appeal filings, further increases 
may be expected. I' . 

\) Criminal appeal filings· in the Third District show an even steadier 
upward trend: the 10 percent inc tease (from 261 to 288 in 1973-74) ap­
pears typical of a trend which averages 10 to 12 percent annual increases. 

1.\41 
I \ pt ilitTJ II '':'''" 

'"IRD APPELLATE DISTRICT 

District 4. Criminal appeals continued to follow a steady upward trend. 
Civil appeals were substantially unchanged from last year, but the long­
term trend is for a moderate annual increase: _ f 



o 
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District 5. For the second successivey~r, civil appeal filings in~ this 
district decreased. Criminal appeal filings remained roughly cOllstant, 
although they had been showing a significant upward trend. The total 
volume of appeals in the Fifth District is at a level which makes it difficult 
to draw any generalization from theseyear-to-year chang~s,. 

2. BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Summary 

In 1973-74 the Courts of Appeal set a new record indisposing of 4,685 
contested matters 9 on the merits by written opinion; of these, 1,199 were 

. civil appeals, 2,590 criminal appeals (4,389 total appeals), and 296 were 
dispositions of original proceedings. The previous record number of dispo­
sitions on the merits was 4,318 in 1971-72. Even the current high rate of 
dispositions, however, was not quite sufficient to keep up with the steadily 
increasing number of filings. . 

T ABL(VIII ..... CALIFORNIA COURTS Qr APP~AL 
, BUSINESS TRANSACTED ,. 

Busi{wS$ transacted 

Total business lTansacted •. 

Appeals 

Fiscal Y0ars 1963-64 Through ,1973-74 

J963- J!J6,1- 1965- 1966- ~- 191J8-. 1969- 1970- 1971- 1972- 1973-
64 65 66 67 !(! 69 70 71 72 73 74 

6,388 7,1163 9,664 10,293 13, ~ 12,808 14,500 1111891 16,482 11,375 18,639 

By written opinion .... "............ 1,551 1,151 2,081 2,323 2,695 2,95$ 3,221 3,544 3,997 3,890 4,389 
Without opinion (by 

dismIssal, affirmance or 
reversal on stipulation, 
motion, etc.) ........................ 804 792 1,021 935 ,i;190 1,428 1,613 ;\,769 1,495 1,614 1,655 

Original proceedings (Includ· 
ing habeas corpus) nr wrllt~.opinlol\ ................ .. 

,!"i~hout opinion .. n ..... i\h.H'n .. . 

104 
1,060 

64" 103 
1,537 l,559 

\' 

" 

121 161 245 221 269 321 271 296 
1,641 2,118 2,379 2,891 2,915 2,902 11,1)74 3,455 

Total by written opinion •.• "',.... 1,655 1,835 2,190 2,440 2,856 3,203 3.442' 3,513 4,318 4,10. 4,685 

Motions (miscellaneous) II 
Denied or granted .................. 200 171 201 223 302 324 317 '$8,2 396 436 525 

Rehearings 
Granted ...................................... 68 60 42 " 53 63 42 65 51 73 00" 65 b2 
Denied........................................ 44() 418 526 651 740 765 720' 8U 920 933 1,030 

Orders (miscellaneous) b ........ .. 2,161 2,950 4,125 
C','?) 

4,346 6,134 4,641 5,446' 6,090 6,378 7,086 7,221 
'J 

~ Excluding grunted motions to dismIss reported under appeals. 
Not reported elsewhere. 

The increase in dispositions of criminal app~als by written opinion from 
1972-73 was 366, or 16 percent; civH appeals disposed of by wriUen opirlion 
increased by 133, or 8 percent. . 

While most appews disposed of without written opinion constitute little" 
burden on the court, because they are largely the result of settlement or 
abaq,donment, the same is not true of original proceedings disposed ,of 
without written opinion, since all of them require judicial review in order 
to determine their merit. Thus, although written opinions in original pro­
ceedings were substantially .. unchanged (296 in 1973-74 complited to 277 
g;;C;;;;tcsted mallcrs" melU\s appeals and orlglruil proceedings. While some motions (e.g:, a contested motion to disll.iss) 

maY,add si';ihlficantly to the courts' work. the ml\lority of motions do not do so to any great extent. , 
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in 197~73), the 3,455 original proceedings disposed of without written 
opinion represent a substantial increase in judicial workload over the 3,014 
so disposed of in 191~73. 

The Courts of Appeal, as in past years, received substantial assistance 
fron1.retiredjudges and superior court judges sitting on assignment by the 
Chairman of the Judicial Council. Even considering this assistance, howev­
er, the average number of dispositions on the merits per judge showed a 
marked increase: 

District 

I ........... ,," 
2 ............... 
3 ............... 
4 ............... 
5 ............... 

State ............. 

TABLE IX-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE·EQUIVALENT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Full·time Orig. procei1dings Total IJppeais 
Jlldge- Appeals disp. Disp. qy &- Orig. Proc. 

E9.lIlvalents· bt. Written 0e,ln. Written 0Bin. bt. Written 0B/n. 
197£-73 197£-73 197;]:,71 197£-'13 197;]:.1/ 197£-73 197;]:,74 

12.8lI5 13.008 l,rrn 1,172 lIT 95 1,164 1,267 

2I.2?:1 21.466 1,583 1,795 63 75 1,646 l,IITO 
5.097 6.097 354 430 49 58 403 488 
9.547 9.184 676 764 63 43 729 827 
3.291 3.265 200 208 25 25 225 233 

52.057 63.020 3,890 4,389 
0' 

277 296 4,167 4.685 

Per Jlldge-
Eg.uivalent 

197£-73 197;]:,7-1 

90.3 97,4 
77.5 1IT.1 
79.1 80.0 
76.4 90.0 
66.4 71.4 

SO.O 88.4 

• "Full·timejudge·equivalents" includes a courl's regular justices plus the time reported for judges assigned 10 the court. 
minus the time reporled for assign'mimls of the court's regular members to anolher court and for extended absence. 

As reflected in Table X, the number of opinions authored by assigned 
judges was substantially unchanged from the corresponding number in 
197~73; and the number of "By the Court" opinions increased only 148, 
'from 990 to 1,138. The increased disposition rate in the Courts of Appeal 
is, therefore, largely due to the efforts of their regular judges. 

TABLE X-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
MAJORITY OPINIONS WRITTEN 

Fiscal Years 1968-69 Through 1973-74 
Ml!!orltyopinions written 1!J68...Q9 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 197£-73 197;]:,74 

Total opinions ...................................................... 3,148 3,384 3.746 4,259 4.120 4,805 

"By the Court" opInions.................................................... 57 225 632 1IT2 990 1.138 

Authored opinions .............................................................. 3,091 3.159 3,214 3,3II1 3,130 3,467 
By court of appeal judges.............................................. 2,680 2,814 2,990 3,128 2,783 3,116 
Dr assigned judges .......................................................... 411 34~ 224 259" 347" 351" 

a '!'hu number of opinions written by judges who Were assigned to cOVer vacancies or extended absences have been reported 
, since 1971-72 and are as tollows: 

1971-72 127 
1972-73 84 
1973-74 131 

3. BACKLOG AND DELAY 

Tolal Appeals Pending 

There were 4,820 appeals pending in the Courts of Appeal on June 30, 
1974, an increase of31O over the number pendirig a year earlier. An appeal 

. is treated as "filed" for statistical purposes when the record on appeal is 
transmitted to the Court of Appeal and, in civil appeals, the appropriate 
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filing fee has been paid. It is not ready for action by the courtj however, 
until briefing has been completed, which is normally several mq}ths after 
the appeal is filed. During the intervening period, a significant percentage 
of appeals is dismiGsed as a res~t of settlement, abandonment or the like. 

TABJ.E XI-CA.LI~~RNIA COURTS OF APPt:AL 

APP:EALS PENDING . 

June 30, 1973 and June 30, 1974 

/unc:Jo,l974 June 30, 1973 
Total Total 

Courts of Appeal pending CiVil Criminal pel/dlllg CMI Crilllinal 
State total ............................ , ................. , ............... 4.820 2,454 2,366 4,510 2,258 2,252 

District I-Total ................... , .... , ............................. , ... 1.5$0 965 615 1,543 884 659 

Division 1 .................................................................. 426 259 167 400 !I:l2 176 
DiVision 2 ................................ , ........................ , ........ 425 274 151 413 243 170 
Division 3 ......... , .. I' •• ,"' ....... \ .. ".h ... IOI ..... II .............. ~ ••• 388 !I:l9 149 370 225 145 
DIVision 4 ...................... : ................................ ,.", ...... _ 341 193 148 352 184 168 

,< '''''\ 

District II~ Total........................................................ ~,814 819 995 1,623 729 894 

Division 1 • .............................................................. 221 49 172 185 14 171 
Division 2. Il ...... , ...................... "101 ... )\ ......................... 230 38 192 180 15 185 
Division 3' .. ' ........................................................... 227 20 207 198 15 181 
Division 4' m ........................................................... 200 34 166 191 24 173 
Division 5 a b .. I1 ..................... ,,,.,, .............................. 322 84 258 259 55 204 
Unassigned ............................................................ 614 614 606 606 

District Ill· .................................................................. 468 284 184 421 241 180 

District lV-Tot.1 ...................................................... 6:J4 257 377 609 25Il 351 

Division I ~ .............................................................. 338 157 181 251 112 145 
Divlston 2. .. ' ..... nh .. ~ ............ H ....... ' ..... >ln .... " .. \ ...... ~ 2lJ6 100 196 352 146 ~ 

District V ....................... " ................ " ....................... ".. 324 129 195 314 146 168 
• Division. with four Authorized Judges, 
b Since August 1, 196'/ newly mce! dvil appeals have not been immediately usslgnee! to a dlvIsron. AS!lignmenls nre made 9 

(rOln n "master ready Ust" by a periodic equal distribution of a portion of the oldest cases. 
~ Two additional judgeships authorized on Janunry I, 1914 Inctenscd the total 10 silc posltl6ilS. 

DMsion with five authorized judges. 

Accordingly, while total appeals pending indicate the courts' potential 
workload, only that portion in the category "argued, calendared or ready 
for calendar" represents appeals ready for judicial action. 

Pending'Appeals Argued, Calendared or Ready for Calendar 

An appeal is ready for judicial action when the last brief has been filed, 
or the time for its filing has passed. Of the total appeals pending on June 
30, 1914, there were 2,016 ready for judicial action, as compared with 1,638 
pending a year earlier, an increase of 318 appeals or 23 percent. Criminal 
appeals ready for judicial action had increased 29 percent, and civil ap­
peals were up 20 percent. 

----_' ' __ J 
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TABLE XII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 

APPEALS ARGUED, CALENDARED OR REAI)Y FOR CALENDAR 

June 30, 1973 and Juno 30, 1SI74 

lune30, 1974 lJ1ne 30, 1973 
Courts of Appenl Totnl CMI Criminnl Totnl Civil Griminnl 

State tot.1 .................................................... ' ........ 2,016 1,233 7&3 1,638 1,029 609 

District I-Tot.I .......................................................... 751 641 210 677 448 229 

Division 1 , ............................... u ............ II.u .... • ...... n 224 161 63 190 124 66 
DIvision 2 ................................................................ 218 167 51 20S 141 64 
Divlsion:3 UlOll •• ' ...... UI""U .............. , ....................... " 167 134 53 147 102 45 
D1Yisltm -I ................................................................ 122 79 43 135 81 64 

District II-Tot.t ........................................................ 564 335 249 446 269 177 

DIvision 1 • .............................................................. 69 49 20 37 14 23 
DIvIsIon 2" .............................................................. 77 38 39 37 15 22 
DIvIsion 3" .............................................................. 73 20 53 46 15 . 31 
Division 4" .............................................................. 78 34 44 74 24 50 
Division 5 • ~ ............................................................. 157 64 93 106 55 51 
Unl\S$lgned ............................................................ 130 130 146 146 

District III C ................................................................ 237 175 62 174 122 52 

District IV-Totnl ...................................................... 237 96 141 187 91 96 

DIvision I ~, .............................................................. 108 59 49 75 39 36 
Division 2 .............................................................. 129 37 92 112 52 60 

District V ...................................................................... 207 86 121 164 99 55 
• DIvisions with four .uthorized judges. 
b Since August I, 1967 newly filed civil appeals have not been Immediately assigned to a dlYislon. Assignments are made 

from n "master rendy list" by 8 periodic equal distribution of a portion of the oldest cases. 
~TWO additional judgeships authorized on J.nu.ry 1,1974 Increased the tot.1 to six positions. 

Division with Ovc .uthorized judges. 

A more useful measure of the significance of the backlog of ready ap­
peals is to compare their volume with the rate at which they are being 
disposed of, in order to equate ready appeals with some fraction of a year's 
work for the court.!O The "ready pending ratio" in the following table is 
that percentage of a year's dispositions of appeals, based upon 1973-74 
dispositions by written opinion.There is, of course, an irreducible mini­
mum number of cases that will be on hand. For example, if one month 
were allowed for calendaring and' notice and one month for decision, 
there would be two months' ready appeals, or a ratio of 16.7 percent. 

TABLE XIII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
READY APPEALS PENDING ANALYSIS 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 
Appeals disposed Appeals argued, Ready.Pending 

by written opinion cale/ldared or ready Ratio 
District Flscnl Yellr 1973-'14 lun" 30, 1974 {f!!!.rt.'ent li8!!,rtlSl 

Civil Grim. Total Civil Crlm. ToW Civl1 Grim. Totnl 
1 " ..... ,,, ..... "u ..... 526 646 1,172 541 210 751 102.9 32.1S 64.1 
2 ........................ 712 1,083 1,795 335 249 5&1 41.1 23.0 32.5 
3 til ...... " .. " ......... 170 260 430 175 62 231 102.9 23.8 55.1 
4 ........................ 319 465 784 96 141 237 aQ.l 30.3 30.2 
IS ........................ 72 136 208 86 121 207 119.4 89.0 99.5 

St.te ........................ 1,799 2.590 4,389 1,233 783 2,016 68.5 30.2 45.9 

10 Dispositions by written opinion are used here because dismlss.ls by stipul.tion .nd the like generally occur before cases 
arc Uready." 

t 
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Deloy 

The ratios in the preceding table correspond closely to the average 
times for decision of ready .appeals in the several districts. Criminal ap­
peals receive priority in. consideration and they aiEl uniformly decided, 
quite promptly after briefing is completed. 

Civil appeals in some districts, however, are quite commonly pending 
for extended periods of time after the last brief is flIed. In evaluating the 
table below it should be noted that times are stated as the median number 
of months that Ii case which was decided during· the last quarter was 
pending. It therefore follows, by definition, that: (a) one-half of all cases 
decided during the quarter-were pending for a greater period of time than 
that stated, and (b) in a court whose backlog of cases is increasing, appeals 
still pending on June 30 will. on the average, take longer until decision 
than the times shown in this table. 

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

Appeals Decided-Quarter Ending June 30, 1974 
(, 

Notice of Bl!peal 
to filing dfb.d.lIfol, 

\) 
Rendyfor 
ralendarto 

filing {Jf cpln/on 

,-, 

Courts 01 Appeal Civil Criminal Civil Crimln'" 
District I 

Diviston 1 fO ................. f' ................. UIU .. '·U"' ..... I ..... ''' ....... I ............... n ....... '.. 23 14 12 II 
Dlvis!oti !Z.................................................................................................... 30 13 16 :I 
Division 3.................................................................................................... 19 13 U 4 
Division 4 .................................................................................... ;............... 18 14 6 4 

District n 
Division 1 • ................................................................................................ 16 11 4 I 
Division !t a................................................................................................ 15 U II I 0 

Division 3 a ..... HU.lltllOll, .... O\U .. ' ...... ~ .... , ..... "i" .. II .. " ........ " ...... , ...... u ... jA ...... ' 15 11 4 1 
Divtslon 4. a ~ ... ;n" .. \\\' ..... ,,\.U\"OI.U"\UUhUU ............. U .. H .. ,""".Hh ..... " ••• Ul....... 19 11 4 I 
DIvision G· ................................................................................................ 21 13 7 3 

District III b.................................................................................................... 19 8 10 2-

Dl3trlct IV 
Division I • ................................................................................................ 13 11 4 3 
Division 2 c ................................................................................................ 13 11 3 2 

District V ........................................................................................................ !1.6 14 
• DIvisions with four nuthori~ed judges. • . 
bTwo ndditlonnl Judge$hlps authorized on Januat)' 1, 1914lncreased the lolnl toD\X positions. 
o Division with nve authorized judges. 

13 6 

In criminal appeals, the preparation of briefs apparently took nine or 
more months in the average case in all but three divisions, and was a much 
more significant source of delay than court b!l.cklog. In civil appeals; 'brief­
ing apparently took nine or more months in the average dase in all but 1 
diviSion, and was a year or more in 6 of the 13 divisions. Consequently in 
civil cases briefing caused about the same amount of delay as court calen­
daring and decision time ... 

4. OPINIONS PUBLISHED 

The follOWing table indicates the percentage of majority opinionspf 
Courts of Appeal certified for publication during 1973-74. Despite some 
variations among the districts and divisions, the percentages for the state 

0 
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as a whole are not significantly different from the percentage published 
in 1~12-73. 'i 

\ . TABLE XV-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY OPINIONS PUBLISHED 

Fiscal Year 1\973-74 

Courts of Appenl rafnl 
Stuto totnl........................................................................................ 15 

Dlsttle\ 1 ........................ ,.......................................................................... 14 
Division 1............................................................................................ l!3 
Division 2............................................................................................ 16 
Division 3 ............................................................................................ 5 
Division 4 ...................................................................................... ".... 13 

Dlslnet II................................................................................................ )8 
Division 1 " ............... ' ..... "1011 ............ 1 ...................................... , ......... " 14 
D(vlslon2............................................................................................ Zl 
Divlslo" 3 ..................................... ,,;.................................................... 8 
011'1,10114 ............................................................................................ 21 

,,"'vision 5 ....... " ....... " ............ " .. 0\ ............... ,., .. " .... ., .... " ..... '10 ........ "".. ~ 

District U) .............................................................................................. 13 

District IV .............................................................................................. 10 
DIvision 1 .................................................................... ,...................... 11 
Dlvlslol1 2 ... " ...................................... l \.................................... 9 

District V· .... I .. , ....... ,.j ..... " ....................... ~ .. m~ftlt.., .. , ..... " ... " ...... H........... 22 

CM} 
appeals 

2Z 

18 
Z4 
Z8 
6 

17 

n7 
21 
:U 
13 
32 
38 

17 

14 
12 
15 

39 

CrimlllaJ 
nppe'~f 

7' 

6 
15 
5 
2 
4 

10 
B 

13. 
2 

11 
17 

2 

5 
9 
3 

9 

Orlgillnl 
proceedillgs 

46 

4\1 
56 
48 
29 
44 

54 
f)f 
71 
43 
59 
50 

42 

33 

m 
36 

43 

In September 1974, the Chiefjustice pointed out that the present publi­
cation rate of about 15 per,cent produces 6 to 7 volumes of reports pt:lr year 1 

while full publication would require about 45 volumes per. year. But he. 
announced plans for a proj~\ct tO,study u~published Court of Appeal opin­
ions to be sure that the criteria for publication 11 are being uniformly 
applied. 

Highlights 

C. SUPERIOR COURTS 

1. FILINGS 

During 1973-74 approximately 562)00 cases were filed in the state~s 
superior courts. The y:9lume is a new record high, and the increase of 
29,500 cases over the preceding year is the largest year-to-year increase 

I" of the past decade. (See Table XVI.) Last year>s sharp rise (allowed two 
years ofrelatively small fluctuations. (See Chart 1.)-Compared to 10 years 

, ago, filirtgs in 1973-74 were up 42 percent, while the 47Bjudges authorized 
in 1973-74 were 38 percent above ~~63-64 but only' one more than in 
1972-73, ~ .. 

The overall increase in filings, however, was not representati\fe of all 
categories. of cases. Eight catego:ries showed gains in 1973-74 over the 
preceding year. The largest increments were in other civil complaints 

. (9,701) juvenile delinquency (9,?..52) and the combined personal injury 

. categories (7,989). Also contributing to the gain were family law (5,731), 

It See Calif. Rl:les of Court, Rule 976(b). 

rj 
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TABLE XVI-CALIFORNIA $UPJ:RIOR COURTS 

NUMBE~ OF JUDGESHIPS, TOTAL FILINGS, AND FILINGS PER i~UDGeSHIP 
. Fiscal Vears 1963-64 through 1973-74 

Fiscal 

Numbcrof 
judgeships· 

IncfellSe fram 
preceding 

yenr year Total 
1963-04 ............................. "'................................ 346 
1964-65 ............... " .... , ............... u .. "" ................ ". 3.53 
196.'S-il6 ................................................. ;;............. ~. 361 

Tolal 
396.649 
4/5,338 
'4$5,893 

1966-$7 ................................................................ 368 

., 
8 ., .. (,;'446,1SOO 

1967-68 ......... "'.................................................... 394 
1968-69................................................................ 408 
1969-10 ................... ,........................................... 416 

·!970-11................................................................ 443 

26 
14 
8 

21 

El1ings Total 
ChllJlgofram RJ1rIGS 

E,rt!CCdlni, t!1U' per 
Amount Percent ludgt!shlp .-

19,689 5.0 1;'179 
19,51l7 4.7 1:;m 
10,6Ol$ 2.4 1,213 

() 

21,060 4.7' 1,187 
26,071 5.6 1,210 
13~ 2.7 1,219 
2Q,32.5 4.0 1,191 

1971-72................................................................ 471 28 31\2,2i56 -11,232 -1.0 \\1,109 
)972-73 ............................... i.\.............................. 477 6 RS32,l!63 R~1.307 2.0 1,116 
1973-14 ............... ,.,.............................................. ~78 .. I ~'lS62,062 29.499 S.lI 1,176 
~,Dased on authorized judgeships at end or lisen! year. See £oolnoto 18. with respect to "per Judge" comparisons. 
'Revlded. . .... . 

habeas corpus (3,358» appeals frlilm lower courts ($,146) and probate and 
guardianship (504). Filings declined in the five categories of crimiIl~l 
(7,126) '1 emiiient domain (2,112), other civil petitions (627), insanitYli!J.n;tl 
9~her infirmities (285) and juvenile dependency (32).' ~ 

., 
" 

.. 
is 
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filings by Category 

Other civil complaint filings, continuing the sharp upward trend started 
in 1969-70, rose by 9,700 to a record level of nearly 67,000 in 1(173-74. The 
amount of increase was. the largestcgf alljpategories and reflected a rise of 
17 percent. (See Tabie XVII.) As noted/fh the 1972-73 annual report, the 
other civil complainLcategory is fast ar1proaching the filings level of the .. 
personal ii'ljury category. (S~e Chart 2.)'\'!n 1973-74 the nearly 67,000 other 
civil complaint filings were~Q9-1y 5 perc~lltJess than the personal injury 
filings. 'The increas~ in other cl~iL¢ompiaintsjs significant because of the 
impact1luch cases have on judicial workload. As the section on weighted 
filings"'indicates, filings of other civil complaints represent a potential 
workload actually exceeding that of personal injury cases because of the 
greater average time required to process such cases. 

TABLE XVII-'CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 
Change in filings from: 

Filings 1972-73 1963-64 

Total 4(ngs "''''''':~~,~~:~=~~, .. " .............. " ............ ".... 1:t~~ Amount Percent Amount Percent 
29,·199 5.5 165.413 41,7 

r. J 
Probate tifid guardlnnshlp ......... " ........ " ................................. "" ... "". 00.910 504 0.8 6,558 11.6 

Family law ........ " ... " ............................. ""." .• , ... " ............... " ................. . 

Personal I"Jury, denth nod property damnge .............. , ............... .. 
Motor vchicle 11 .... " ... " ............ ' ... H ............................... ,., ........... II ..... . 

Other • ............. " ........... , ............................................................... " ... , 

o~:'n';~~~:: ·d~;;:;~i~·I;':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Complaints' lI.e.c ..... " ... ,,, ....... ,, .... ,, .. ,.,, ............... ,, ..... ,, ... , .. ,, .......... . 
Petitions • .......... " .......................... " ...... "."" ..... " ........ " ............. " .... ". 

hlsnnlty and other Infirmlties ........................................... , .. 'j)" ....... . 
]uvenlle .............. """" .... """ ... " ..... "" .................. " ... , ...... " ...... t,,, ... ,,,,, 

Delinquency n .............. f··l ............................... , ................ t{ ..... " ...... . 
p~pcndet~cy a .......... H .................... " ...... , ......................... ., ... ) ............. . 

Crhntnttl ... ; ...... " ................................... ,,-., ..... , ..... , ..... , .................... " .. , .. . 
1-..:'., 

154,793 

70,854 
48,205 
22,649 

119,394 
4,340 

66,!J95 
48,059 

6,400 

73,437 
60,588 
12,649 
54,479 

Appeals from lower court " .• " ..... " .......... """." .•• "" .... """,." .... ,, ... ,.,, 10,212 

5.731 

7;189 
4,664 
3,305 

6,962 
-2,112 

9,701 
-627 

3.8 

12,7 
10.8 
17,1 

6.2 
-32.7 

16.9 
-1.3 

-285 -4.3 

9,220 14.4 
9,252 18.0 
-32 .-0.2 

-7,126 -11.6 

3,146 44.5 

56,929 

26,679 

36,Wl 

-20,389 

25,418 

18,661 

8,154 

58.2 

60.4 

43.5 

-76.1 u 

52.9 

53.0 

396.2 

lInb"ns corpus""'''''''''''''''''''''''''';''''''''7'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''",'' 9,583 3,358 53.9 J' 6,983 268.6 
• neported as n separate category stn~ting in 1967-$, JJ 
b Emlnent domain filings (parcels) are shown separately starting In 196.5-00. In mior years they \Vere included us part 01 

"Other civil," "'" 
n.ll,c. Not elsewhere classified. 

The second largest numerical increase was i~ the number of juvenile 
delinquency cases filed, The number of minoR for whom wardship peti· 
tioris were filed in 1973-74 was up/rom a year earlier by almost 9,300 01' 

18 percent to 60,600. The,.increase was the first in four years as juvenile 
delinquency filings declined in. each of the preceding three years. The 
1973-74 volun1te was almost back to tha'1969-70 level. 

Personal inj\~Il:y filings dufingi:he 12-month period rose by almost 8,000 
cases 01; 13 percent to 70,900 cases, Approximately 68 percent of t~e per­
sonal Jnjuryfilings i10vol'f~d motor vehicles, See Chart 2 for the growth 
trend "in personal in'juI'Y mings. . 

\) 

}~~r __________________ ~«, ____ _ 
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CHART 2-CALIFOIINIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

FILINGS OF PERSONAL INJIIRY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 
AND OTHER CIVIL COMP1.AINTS 

, Fi«al'Years \967-68 through \973-74 

'----I------I'------t--"'---.;----+----<.,---1 
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68 

68 
69 

69 
70 

70 

71 
71 
72 

72 
73 ' 

73 

74 

fISCAl YEARS 
I ""'I, Il 

Family law cases which rose sharply in 1969.".70 when the FaWily Law 
Act became effe9tive on January 1, 1970 had supsequently grown ~t a 
deoreasing rate each year. That trend ':':~s reversed ~n 1973--'~ when filings 
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rose by 4 percent to 154,800 cases. Listed below are the annual filings and 
the percentage increases for the past 10 years (filings for years prior to 
1969-70 are for divorce, separate maintenance and annulment cases): 

Jf!63.S4 1964-65 196$-66 1966-67 1961-88 1~ 1969-70 19'/IJ..71 197J-72 1973-74 1973-74 

Filings .......... !17,864 99,8Z7 104,551 109,589 116,381 120,740 131,571 139,019 145,148 149,062 154,793 
q Annual'"' 

P~rce"t 
Change ........ 2.0 4.7 4.8 6.2 3.7 ~.O 5.7 4.4 2.7 3.8 

(, 

Pe"r~n~.gewise the largest filings increase of 54 percent was registered 
in the habeas corpus category, with a,lmost 3,400 more petitions in, 1973J\ 
74 than in 1972-73. While most courts participated in the gain, a handfu~ 
of courts in counties with correctional institutions was responsible for ", 
almost two-thirds 6f the total net rise. Many petitions were filed protest­
ing terms of sentencing, such as credit for time served prior to sentencing; 
lack of formal hearing when parole was revoked and general conditions 
of prison confinement. 

Ca'lI~ 

CIV'L Aft'IALS FILED IN 'HI SUPI!UOIt COU., TlIAL Dll'AtnMiNTI COMPA.ID WITH 

SMALL CLAIMS. CAlIS "LID AND DIJPOSID 0' A" •• 7IUAL IN LOW •• COURU 

.be.1 Y •• ,. 1'64-65 tkr .... h 1973-74 

1~1 1?67~ "69-70 197()..7) 1971 .. 72 

,I$('AL '(EARS 
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The second largest percentage increase occurred infiHngs of appeals of 

cases decided in the lower' courts. About 10,200 appeals were filed in 
1973-749r 45 percent more than in 1972-73. The most dramatic rise oc­
curred iii small claims appeals from municipal courts to the trial depart­
ments of the superior courts which increased by 2,600 or ~62 percent. The 
filing of small claims appeals has been facilit~ted by the California, Su­
prem.e Court decision in Brooks v. Small Claims Court in Januaryo 1973) 
which invalidated the statutory re~uirement that the appellant must post 
a bond equal to the amount of the judgment when a small claims case is 
appealed. Chart 3 shows the trend of civil appeals filed in trial depart­
ments of the superfbr courts compared with the trends of small claims 
cases filed and dispos~d of in the lower courts (municipal and justice, 
courts' figures were combined). 

The most noteworthy decrease was in the criminal category where 
filings dropped by 7,100 cases or 12 plercent from the year earlier level to 
54,500 cases in 1973-74. This decrease wae the third in a row. The decrease 
is sifJ:riificant in that a criminal case on ~e 'average consumes a l,arge 
amount of court processing time and has l'hiority over other matteI:s on 
the court calendar. Ofthe 7,100 loss in criminal filings abouHhree-fourths' 

o ' 
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or 5,300 cases occurred in the Los Angeles Superior Court. A major factor 
in the reduction of the supe~ior cqurt cdminal caseload is the application 
by both the prosecution and the court of Section 17 of the Penal Code as 
amended in 1969. Section 17, as amended, allows district attorneys to 
prosecute as misdemeanors those criminal offenses that are punishable as 'i 

either felonies or misdemeanors and alternatively allows the magistrates 
with the consent of ~he defendants and prosecutors to dispose of these 
cases as misdemeanors at the time of the preliminary hearing. As a result, 

.. many criminal cases filed in the lower courts which previously would have 
been held to answer in superior courts are being disposed of at the lower 
court level. Chart 4 shows the trend of superior court criminal filings for 
the past 10 years and selected lower cOUrt criminal filings for the past 7 
years. 

Weighted Filings 

Weighted filings give recognition to the considerable variation in 
amounts of judicial effort that different tY0es of cases require. Each weight 
is the average amount of case-related time required to dispose of a par­
ticular type of filing. When the weight is multiplied by the corresponding 
number of filings, an estimate of the total amount of case-related judicial 
time required to dispose of those filings is obtained. Thus, weighted units 

TABLE XVIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

STATE LESS LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND LOS ANGEI.ES COUNTY 

WEIGHTED UNITS BY PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1973-.74 
State less Los Angeles COlmty Los Anfeles COlmtl. 

Chl10ge from Change from 
1973-.14 1972-13 1973-.14 1972-13 

Weighted Pe[> Weighted Per-
Proceeding Weights units Amotp:-1 cent WeIghts units Amount cent 

Tolalllling .... ,,, .......... ,, ...... 21,637,573 1,546,938 7.7 13,206,882 l\I,149 0.4 

Probate and gunrdlnnshJp ...... ZO 877,240 24,380 2.9 23 438,104 -16.445 -3.6 

Family law ............. " ... " .. "" ...... 27 2.863.161 131.490 4.8 43 2,096,250 37.023 I.B 

Personal Injury, death and 
property damage ...... , ....... 88 3,5O:l.808 361,240 11.5 67 2.079,1S46 260,228 14.3 

Motor vehicle ., ........ ~ ............. ~:;~,904 223.672 10.7 1,460.399 143.380 10.9,. 
Other ...................................... 1,179,904 137,388 13.2 619.147 116.848 23.3 . 

Eminent domain ...................... 85 249,985 -44,115 ~15.0 91 127.309 -144,963 -53.2 

Other civil ....... , ............. " ........... 5,257,710 731,088 16.2 3,111,5;\0 408,696 14.8 
Compln!nts ~1I.1 .... \ ...... I .. IIt .... h 108 4,957,848 726.948 17.2 142 2,994,638 421,740 16:4 
PetitiQns ... , ........ '.,~u ... .-.. ! ...... , .. 9 299,862 4,140 1.4 12 176,892 -13.044 -6.9 

Insanity and othe;lnfirmitles 18 92,970 1,764 1.9 32 3fI,520 -12,zs -23.7 
Juvenllc ...................................... 2,191.926 381.480 15.8 1,574.703 167,830 11.9 

Delinquency ...... \~_'~ ............... 54 2,303,478 397,656 20.9 75, 1.344.825 141.600 !l.8 
Dependency .... ; ........ " ... " ..... , 46 488,448 -16.176 -:l,2 86 229,878 26,230 12.9 

Crlmin'll ...................................... 1~9 5,295,336 -2a3,020 -5.1 146 3.133.900 -791,208 -ro.2' 

Appeals' from lower court ...... ',' 89 578,589 190.727 49.2 140 519,540 140,420 " ,,37.0 
U d.l\ 

Habeas corpus •. : ....................... 16 126,848 
1/ 

51,904 69.3 16 26.480 1,824 7.4 

I Q 

:; ... -..,.'. 
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are a measure of potential judicial workload or effort. Table XVIII shows 
the weights and the total ,weighted units for eaoh category reported.12 

Since the Los Angeles Superior Court weights generally differ from thE! 
average weights for the other 57 counties, the two sets are displayed 
separately. 

For the 51 counties, exclusive of Los Angeles, the weighted caseload 
increased by almost 8 percent from a year ago to more than 21.6 million 
wejghted units. Thus, even though fewer criminal cases were filed last 
year, the decrease was not sufficient to reduce the overall judicial weight­
ed caseload in superior courts. Approximately 96 percent of the net in­
crease of 1.5 million weight~\d units occurred in the other civil complaints, 
juvenile del\:ii~uency and personal injury categories. 

Even thou.'m1t fewer criminal cases were filed, the criminal category 
accounted forcW.3mi1lion",,~~eighted units or about one-quarter of the total 
superior court weighted caseload in 1973-74. Other civil complaints, the 
second largest weighted category with almost 5.0 millien weighted ullits, 
were responsible for almost another quarter of the overall superior court 
caseload. . 

In Los Angeles County, the increase of 51,100 weighted units in 1973-
74 raised the weighted caseload to only a fraction of a percent over the 
volume in 1972-73. While the total was relatively unchanged, the trends 
of the various categories were mixed. Thus, there was a substantial in­
crease in other civil complaints and personal injury cases but a substantial 
drop in criminal filings, 

2. DISPOSITIONS 

Highlights 

During 1973-74 the superior courts disposed of approximately 461,400 
cases exclusive of civil cases dismissed for lack of prosecution, a level:~i 
almost 11,500 or 3 percent over that recorded in 1972-73. (Se~~Table XIX 
and Chart 5.) Since dispositions normally follow the pattern established by,. 
filings, the categories with lower filings in 1973-74 generally had lower 
dispositions also and those with higher filings showed increa!les ill disposi­
tions. An exception to that pattern was in the personal injury· category 
where dispOSitions decreased 4 percent from a year ago while filings rose 
13 percent. I' 

Personal injury dispOSitions, exclusive of dismissals for lack of prosecu­
tion, were down almost 2,300 or 4 percent from the previous year to about 
51,8OO cases. (See Table XX,) The Los Angeles Superior Court ex­
perienced a cutback of llearly 2,500 cases, while dispositions in the state's 
other 57 counties were relatively stable, with a net increase of 200 cases. 

The slight rise in per-sonal injury dispositions,.~ the courts outside of Los 
Angeles County, however, was not sufficient to bring the number back to 
the record level of 26,300 personal injury cases disposed of in those courts 
in 1971-72. The Los Angeles court haclcits record nunlber of 28,400 person- 0 

al injury dispo.sitions in 1972--73. ,p .. 
__ • (, I: Q 

12 A study to verify the nVl'rage lime required to process !he various categories of filings nnd to updn~e the wej~hb was . 
completed in June 1974. The,velghted caseload figures ill Table XVlIfnnd in AppendJJCTable 26 arebllSCd 01) curnnt 
weights ·tu'id .not ilie ones newly developed. 
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TABLE XIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PF\OCEEDING 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES rllSMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 
Chlll1ge in disl!!!.sltlons from: 

D'$posltions 1972-'{3· 1963-64 
Type of proceeding 1973-74 Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Totol dispositions ... , .• , ............ , ....... OIj ... , ..... , ... " ..... , •• ! ... ,., .. 461,365 11,464 2.5 139,027 43,1 

Probate nnd guardianship ." .................... " .. " ......................... 57,002 -1,220 -2.1 8,331 17.1 

Family law ...... ''' .......... j ....... ' ...... ' .... IIU .. h .. I ....... ,~j: .. '' ... ,I .. , .. j ..... 128,812 6,255 5.1 52.606 69.0 

PetsonnllnJurr, death and property damage ..................... 51,760 -2,275 -4.2 21,129 69.0 
Molor vehicle 11 .. , .. /I ...... " ... ,{I ..... , .................. , .... , .................. , 36,400 -1,110 -3.0 
Other a ., ..... Il .... H .... "\ ... U .. I." .......... " ..... h' .. ~ ................. ".".1., •• I'~ 15,360 -1,165 -7.0 

Other civil ................ 6 .......... , .................. , ............. ,· ....... " ........ ;. 79,869 -1,268 -1.6 21,774 37.5 
Emlnellt domain .. ~) .................... " .... , ..... " ... " ...................... 4,251 -60 -l.4 
Complaints • n.e.c .... ,1 •• "" ... " .... " ........ , ...... " ......... " .............. 40,767 2,194 5,7 
Petitions· .............. i ........................................................... 34,851 -3,402 -8.9 

Insnnlty and other In I~ltles ................................................ 6,177 -101 -1.6 -20,340 -76.7 
,~, 

Juvenile .... , .. ' ... , ... ' .. ' ............... " ... :.-.. 1 ..... :;.'( ........... , .... 1 ... , ................. 70,472 8,649 14.4 25,143 55.5 
Delinquency ° ..... 01 ............... " ........ ,"" .. '11 ............................... 58,956 8.990 18,0 
Dependency ......................... , ............................................... 11,516 -141 -1.2 

Crimfna! /11 ......... " .. "., ..... " ...... " .... " ...... 11 ••• 1 ........ ', ......... , ............. 49,570 -5,321 -9.7 16,920. 51.8 

Appeals from lower courts ...................................................... 9,175 3,637 65.7 7,343 400.8 

Habeas corpus ............................................................................ 8.528 2,908 51.7 6,121 254.3 

• Reported us a separqte category starting in 1967-$. 
b Eminent domain dispositions (parcels) PIC shown separately starting in 1965-06. In prior years they were included as part 

of "9ther Civil." 
lI.e.c. Not elsewhere classified. 

n 
TABLE XX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

PERSONAL INJURY DISPOSITIONS EXCI-USIVE OF DISMISSALS 

FORI 1.J.'~CK OF PROSECUTION 

Fiscal Years 19~ through 1973-74 

Dispositiont Jess dismissals for Jack of prosecution . 
J:.'Yscal year Total State less Los Angeles Los Angeles 

1963-64 ......... ; ....... , .................... <I ...... I .............. " .............. OI ...... ".U ............ .. 30,631 16,685 13,746 
1964-65.,,, ............... , ........ , ........ 10 .. , ........ 40., ..... ,,,,,,,.,.1 ....... ,, ...... " ................ . 34,254 19.438 14,816 

36,586 19.856 16,730 1965-66 .................................. , .......... " ............ t •• Jt,.Ilt/,,, ...... , ................. ;" .. u 

1966-6'7 ...... " ............ ; .. ,;" ... ,.11 ................ 10" ............... , ........... " ......... ~ ......... .. :17,084 19.663 17,221 

1967-$ ....................................................................................................... , 37,695 
1~9 ..................................................................... "'................................ 37,000 
1969-70,i! ........................................................................... "........................ 37,175 
1970-71,....................................................................................................... 42.569 

i~t~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: R ~:: 
"neYtsed 

(> 

21,424 
21.109 
21.726 
24,654 

16,271' 
15,891 
15,449 
17,915 

20,641 
28,386 
25.938 

Although there was only a slight rise in overall clisp6~itions, the superior 
courts disposed of 15 percent more contested'matters than in 1972--73. Jury 
trials as gauged by the number of juries sworn, however, were relatively 
unchanged from the year earlier level. . 
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Ji'isc.1Iye.'lJ' 

1967-68 ................ , ............................................... .. 
1965-ll9 ................................................................. . 
1969-70 ........................ , ....................................... .. 
1970..71 ................................................................ .. 

Number 
32,477 
32,253 
35.005 
41,764 

1971-72.................................................................. 40.504 
1972-7:) .. ,,, .................... ,........................................ R 42,560 
1973-74 ........................................... ,...................... 49,212 

~ :r.xCIU5\Y,C nf dismissals for lack ot"proseclItion. 
Revi'ed 

TAaLE XXI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS a 

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1973-74 

Toll" 
Percellt of 

totlll 
dispositiolls • 

8.4 
7.1\ 
8.4 
9.3 

9.0 
9.5 

10.7 

atherc,...il 
Persolllll illjurr. comE./.ullts 

Percell/of Percelltof 
totlll totlll 

Number c!isposiUolls· Number dispositiolls 

3.741 9.9 4,574 14.1 
3,214 B.7 4,044 12.5 
3,090 8.3 4,265 12.2 
3,111 7.3 4.573 1M 

R 3,119 6.6 5,081 12.5 
3,516 6.5 5,152 12.1 
3,141 6.1 5,166 10.5 

" . 

~. < ' , .• "-~""'.\ "" .... -=- .......... ~:...~-. 

§ .... 
() 

Crim/IlRI Juvellile 
~ 
() 

Percelltof percelltof 0 
totsl totlll 2 

Number dispositiOIlS, Number disposibollS () 

6.613 14.0 6,270 10.0 F 
7,481 12.8 6,326 8.8 Sil 8,961 14.1 5,1)85 8.1 

11,032 16.0 6,746 10.2 () 

8,571 R 13.9 6,451 10.1 ~ 
I'1l 

R7,66f' 1M 7,482 12.1 0 
7,983 16.1 8,783 12.5 ~ 

s: 
r', 



). 

- - ~~- ~- ~~- ~-------------~{" 

ANNUAL REfbllT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFl"1CE 93 

Confested Matters 

A new record was established when the superior courts disposed of 
more than 49,200 contested matters in 1973-74. (See Table XXI.) The new 
record volume is 6,700 contested matters or 16 percent more than were 
disposed of in 1972-73. During the three--year period up to 1973-74, con­
tested dispositions fluctuated between 40,500 and 42,600 per year. 

The number of contested cases and the proportion such cases represent 
of the total cases disposed of in the category are listed in Table XXI for 
four categories of time-consuming cases-personal injury, criminal, juve-
nile and other civil complaints. . 

About 3,100 contested personal injury cases were disposed of in 1973-74. 
This figure is not only 11 percent below that for 1972-73 but also, at 6.1 
percent, represents the lowest proportion of total personal injury disposi­
tions during the past seven years. Contested criminal matters on the other 
hand rose by a slight 1 percent from a year earlier to almost .8,000 cases 
despite a decline of 12 percent in criminal filings. Contested criminal cases 
were also 16 percent oftotal criminal cases disposed of during 1973-74, the 
highest proportion in the past seven years, 

The almost 8,800 contested juvenile cases disposed of in 1973-74 were 
11 percent more than the number in 1972-73. As a proportion of total 
juvenile dispositions, contested dispositions at 12.5 percent were also the 
highest since 1967-68. The nearly 5,200 contested other civil complaint 
dispositions were virtually unchanged from the year earlier level. 

3. JURIES SWORN 13 

In 1973-74, jury trials which are the most time-consuming and expen­
sive method of disposition were almost unchanged from the previous year. 
Most juries are sworn to try personal injury or criminal cases, and last year 
these two categories"were responsible for almost nine-tenths of all juries 

TABLE XXII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN AND JURIES SWORN AS 
PERCENT OF DISPOSITIONS 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS fOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 

Fiscal Ve~!'s 196-3-84 thro~sh 1!!?:!--74 
All proceedings Personal il/iury Criminal 

Juries sworn Juries sworn 
Junes 8$ s percf!Rt Junes 8$ a percent 

Fiscal yenr sworn of diSposJ//lJ/ls sworn of disposillons 
Jun'es 
slVom 

Juriessll'om 
asn percent 

01' dispositions 

196$-64 ...... "" ............................... , ....... ,.. 7:;.47 2,2 3,693 12.1 
19fi4.Q5.................................................... 7,933 2.3 4,009 U.S 
1965-00.................................................... 7,576 2.2 3.1'H1 9.P 
1966-$7 ................ , ..... "............................ 7,fj/6 2.1 3,141 8.5 

1967-00 ........................... "....................... 7,492 
1968-69 ............................ "...................... 7,387 
1969-70 .............. ".................................... 7.700 
1(170-71.................................................... 7,757 

1971-72 .............................. 1, ... " ............... 118,012 
1972-73.................................................... 8,fj/6 
197~74 ......................... , ........ , .......... :·"... 8,m 
8 Revised. 

1.9 
1.8 
1.9 
1.7 

1.8·~ 
1.9·~' 

1.9 

3,135 
2,835 
2,542 
2.594 

2.738 
R3,021 

2,140 

B.3 
7.1 
6.8 
6.1 

5.8 
5.6 
5.3 

o 

2.620 
3,On 
3,374 \ 3,1512 
3,517 
3.68Q 
4,235 
4,278 

4.320 
84,690 

5,020 

S.O 
8.4 
8.6 
8.6 

7.4 
6.3 
6,7 
~,2 

7.0 . 
H8.5 
1M 

13The number of juries sworn Is not the °equlvlllent of ClISes dlspos~d of by ju~y verd(ct since a srngle jury may try 
c6nsolldated cases or 0 settlement m.y occur follow/os the swearing of ojur)'. 
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sworn in superior courts. Although fewer personal injury cases were tried 
by juries, 2.700 in 1973-74 as against 3,000 in 1972-73, the number of jury 
trials in criminal cases increased from 4,700 to 5,000. (See Table XXII.) 

During 1973-74 there was on the average a jury sworn for every 19 
personal injury cases disposed of (ie., 5.3 percent of the total personal 
injury dispositions were by jury trial) ami a jury sworn for every 10 crimi­
nal dispositions (l:e., jury trials accounted for 10.1 percent of the total 
criminal dispositions). 

4. CONDITION OF CIVIL CALENDARS­
.. MSTROPOLITAN COURTS 

In 1973-74 many superior courts reported a continuance of the im­
proved position of civil calendars that was first noted in 1971-72 and 
repeated in 1972-73. The backlog of civil cases awaiting trial first declined 
in many courts in 1971-72 following four years of substantial annual in­
creases. This improvement continued in 1972-73 and again in 1973-74. 
Similarly, in most courts measureS of elapsed time to trial in June 1974 
continued to decline below levels that had been reported in earlier years. 
These results were achieved despite rapidly mounting caseloads. For in­
stance, although civil filings increased by 19 percent since 1970-71, the 19 
metropolitan courts as a group reduced ICivil backlog by 12 percent over 
the period. 

The backlog of civil cases awaiting trial and the elapsed time to trial 
measured from (1) the filing of the complaint and (2) the fiUng of the 
at-issue memorandum are the indices that the Judicial Council uses to 
describe the condition of civil calendars. The measures are closely related 
and an increase or decrease in backlog often forecasts a like change in 
measures of elapsed time to trial. For instance, substantial increases oc­
curred in the number of cases statistically counted as "awaiting trial" 
following September 1967 when changes in the pretrial rules allowed cases 
to be placed on active lists of many courts much earlier in the proceedings 
than previously. Further, since cas~s joined active lists earlier, the meas­
urement of elapsed time to trial from at-issue memorandum subsequently 
tended to increase. Conversely, as courts increased the disposition of "old" 

, cases over the past three years and thus reduced backlogs to more man­
ageable proportions, they- also correspondingly reduced the elapsed time 
required to bring cases to trial. 

It is noteworthy that the recent improvement'1n civil calendar condi­
tions occurred during a time that many courts implemented the calendar 
management practices recommended by the JudiCial Council.14 The ex­
tent to which better case management contributed to these improve~ 
ments cannot be determined because of the many interrelated variables 
that together .influence these results (e.g., volume of filings, available 
judicial manpower, uature of litigation, settlement poliCies of litigants, 
attorney-court cooperation, enforcement of calendar management poli­
cies, etc.). Nevertheless, gross figures indicate that superior court judges 
have increased the volume of business disposed of and that many courts 
have reduced both civil backlog and the ela~sed time to trial despite 
l4 See Calendnr Manngement-Superlor Courts, inFra. 

1 
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mounting civil filings. Further, as indicated by Table XXIII, these results 
were achieved by an increase in dispositions rather than because of such 
factors as reduced filings or large additions of judicial manpower. 

TABLE XXIIl-MlSTROPOLlTAN SUPERIOR COURTS 
WITH FIVE OR MORE JUDGIES· 

Total Personal Injury Cases, Dispositions and At·issue. Memoranda 

For Fiscal Years 1968-69 Through 1973-74 
P"rsolllul1IIUty cnses J!J68..1i9 " J969-'/O 

Memoranda to set flied " ...... 
Disposition (exclusive of dis· 

h32,Q14 b36•344 

miS$(\\s for lack of prose< 
cution) " ........... " ........... ,," 34,196 34,425 

Net efl'ect on civil backlog -2,182 +1.919 
• As of June 30, 1974. 
b Dnta for FreSno and San Bernilrdlno Incomplete. 
o Dnln for Fresno '1~1 available. 

J!J1o.71 J!J1J-72 J!J1£..73 
b35,575 35.719 e35,819 

39,368 43,828 50,033 
-3,791 -8,109 -14,2/4 

J973-74 
38,681 

51,76(/ 
-13,0'19 

Despite these recent notable gains, current levels of civil backlog in 
most courts were well above the levels reported prior to the 19~7 rule 
change. Similarly, in a nlll:l'lber of courts measurements of elapsed time to 
trial remained above the levels reported prior to the rule change. Statisti­
cal mea~ures notwithstanding, it is unlikely that increases of that magni­
tude have occurred in the actual backlog of trfilf. ready Cllses or in the 
elapsed time to trial of cases that are in fact ready for trial. 

The follOWing discussion of civil calendar conditions is based on the 19 
superior courts with five or morejudges.15 Together these courts account 
for about 90 percent of civil filings statewide and For a corresponding 
proportion of both backlog and jury trials. Also, problems of congestion 
and lengthy waiting time.10 trial g~nera1ly are most severe in these larger 
courts. Even though the courts are described as a group, each calendar is 
unique to an individual court and may differ from descriptive generaliza­
tions. 

Backlog 

The backlog of civil cases awaiting trial (cases on the civil active list as 
the result of filing an at-issue memorandum) as of June 30, 1967 througi1, 
1974 is shown at Table XXIV. The total of 70,000 civil cases that awaited 
trial in the 19 courts as of June 30, 1974 was virtually the same as reported 
one year earlier and, except for 1973, was lower than for anyliJ une since 
1969. The 1974 tota] was down by 9,380 cases or 12 percent from the June 
high pOint of 79,380 civil cases backlogged in 1971.' Jury cases, which are 
the critical component of backlog, declined fd'r the third consecutive year 
in Hl73-74. The June 30 jury list of 42,226 cases was the lowest since 1970 
and down by 3,6~ or 8 percent from the lligh recorded in 1971. The past ~ 
year marked the third year-to .. ,year drop following five years of substan­
tial annual increases. 

Despife the recent declines, backlog in mosl: courts remained substan­
tially higher than in the years prior to the 1967 :rule change when many 
courts were successfully reducing backlog by the use of certific?te of 
readiness procedures to manage civil calendars. IS For the 19 courts, back-

, " 

1~ As of June 30. 1974, Superior Courts of Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern. U)S Angeies, M!illierey, Marill, Orange, 
Riverside. Sa@ramento.Snn Bernardino, Sun Diego, Son FranciscO, Snn Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara. Snnta Cln,rn, 

, Slonlslaus, I.Ind V cnrum Counties. , 
HI See 1968 Judiclttl Council Report 28-,'J7; 1967 Judlclnl CouncU He,?!,rt 202-213. 
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TABLE XXIV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE 

JUDGES "-NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL (' \J AS OF JUNE 30, 1964 THROUGH 1974 
~ ,< Number of civil csses "wsJtin~ trisJ 

J97l( Court 1964 1965 1966 1967 1966 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 
\:-: 

Alnrncda """ ........ 'H ......... ,, ....... , ............. !f ..................... 1,160 1,117 1,349 1,853 2,861 3,389 3,788 3,686 3,549 4,01>1 4,351 
(? Contra Costn ............................... ,; ............................. 755 1f/6 1,041 995 1,120 1,097 / "\ 1,451 1,817 2,090 &,110 2,151 

Fresno ............. " ........................................................... 553 561 470 511 538 488V' 789 838 1f/6 915 1f/9 § Kern ............. " ........................ UI ........... " ... I0' .... ;., ........ ,. 391 405 391 502 471 431 574 563 627 643 491 
Los Angeles ................................................................ 20,091 10,109 9,026 9,030 23,200 30,747 41,019 44,586 38,383 38,1f/3 37,222 ...... 

n 
Marin .I+II.IH.,; .. " .. " ................ ,." .................................... 397 175 540 538 599 706 1f/2 931 829 842 593 ~ 
~~a:~~:.:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 112 188 142 159 340 217 217 255 262 258 391 n 

1,261 954 1,155 1,467 1,584 1,670 2,994 3,112 2,428 2,826 3,838 0 
Riverside ........... 1< .... 10 ........................... , .............. , ........ 312 328 485 493 773 823 1,060 1,221 1,152 1,194 1,384 ~ Sncrruncnto" ................................................ " .............. 1,466 1,589 1,864 2,388 2,185 1,713 2,192 2,055 1,920 2,0.>0 2,335 

~ San Bernardino ............. " .......... ; ........... " ................... 1,135 958 1,003 942 1,036' 1,073 1("2 1,332 1,173 1,301 1,398 
San Dtego ..... IU ....... U" ...... ~ ...... ; ................... , ....... It ...... 1,170 1,247 1,145 1,24U 1,828 2,288 3).~'9 2,806 2,821 3,433 4,065 0 

""l San Fl1Ulcisco., ................. ; ............. , ............................ 2,730 2,712 3,139 3,754 5,549 6,395 7,804 9,841 7,831 6,246 5,823 n 
,-) 

Sun Jonquin .................................................................. 276 359 318 471 537 100 945. 1,109 1,104 1,059 1,042 

§ San MnteQ ...................... " ........................................... 810 955 1,075 1,227 1,542 1,327 1,502 1,416 1,307 1,331 1,356 

Santa B.rb.ra ............................................................ 250 273 353 375 412 448 617 682 611 361 426 
Santa Cl.ra ......................................................... : ........ 1,701 941 643 1,301 1,366 2,0IfI 2,596 2,774 2,584. 1,594 1,346 ~ Stnnislnus ................................. , .................................... 88 114 \:':\ ,'45 211 332 275 355 324 338 316 318 
'Ventui'tl." .......... II ..... I ............. ~ ..................... , ............... 274 295 391 411 518 594 822 632 574 553 779 

Totnl. .................................................................... 34,938 24,436 24,935 27,928 46,991 . 56,718 74,168 79,380 70,459 69,959 70,000 

Totalcexcluding Los Angeles .......................... 14,847 14,327 15,909 18,898 23,791 25,971 33,149 34,794 32,076 31,086 32,778 

Totnl cMI jury cases awaiting trinl .............. 24.9ii4 15,711 15,616 18,164 28,431 33,452 42,478 45,848 43,124 43,OIfI 42,226 

~ As, of Jlme 00, 1974. 
July 31, 1973 . 

... 
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log in June 1974 was higher by 42,072 cases or two and one-half times the 
level of June 1967. The significance of the post-1967 increases in backlog 
cannot be assessed in terms of trial ready cases. Since cases are added to 
active lists much earlier in the proceedings than prior to the rule change, 
these lists now contain a far greater proportion of nonready cases al1d thus 
are not comparable to earlier lists that consisted largely of cases certified 
as being trial ready. The active lists also contain large amounts of dead­
wood in addition to nontrial,,ready cases, and as backlog grows the propor­
tion of these cases probably"becomes greater. It is also important to note' 
that only a small percentage of the backlog of "cases awaiting trial" will 
be disposed of by trial and that, despite a trial request, in many cases 
attorneys neither desire nor anticipate a disposition by way of trial. In 
1973-74, for instance, only about 9pefcent of personal injury cases await­
ing trial were actually disposed of at a contested trial.l7 These reservations 
notwithstanding, rapid and sustained increases in backlog are cause for 
conce~~. Thus, the reversal in trend that has c(mtinued sipce 1971-72 is 
enCOUr~ging, especially since it appears to hav6'resultedfrom increased 
court p ~()ductivity reflecting to some extent improved case management 
proced ).-es introduced by the courts themselves in conformity with Judi-
cial Couhcil recommendations. .' 

The r(llative stability in total backlog between J upe 1973 and 1974 masks 
some q/6table offsetting changes in individual totals. For instance, com­
pared ~o June 1973 and June 197,~, backlog was dowllin 1974: by 30 percent 
and 36,percent, respectively, in Marin; by 4 and 17 percent in Los Angeles; 
by 7 and 41 percent in San Francisco and by 16 and 51 percent in Santa 
Clara. Conversely, civil backlog rose to an alltime Jqne high in several 

':: 

TABLE XXV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH 
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES • 

NUMBER OF CIVIL JURY CASES AWAITING TRIAL 
,;;/() Cases in which a/·iS$ue 

TotoJ/IMI memoranda were filed 
jur(;./ases over one year 

Court _, ",vru.ing trial Number Percent of II)/al 
Alameda ................................................ :~ I........................... 2,232 82 3.7 
Contra Cosla ...... \.: ................................ tt"......................... 1,2()1 400 33.3 
Fresno .................................................................................. 558 6 1.1 
ICern ...................................................................................... 333 22 6.6 
Los Angeles.......................................................................... 22.361 5.949 26.6 

Marin .................................................................................... 312 71 19.1 
MontereY .............................................................................. 159 
Orange .................................................................................. 2.100 
niverside .............................................................................. 829 

6 3.8 
253 12.0 
131 15.8 

Sacraniento ............ ,............................................................. 1;756 

258 34.1 
489 17.9 

1.102 27.4 

San Bernardinp ............. 10'10" ..................... " .. 1 .. '................. "757 
San Diego 1 ....... h ... I ............ ., ............. " .......... ~" .... \ .. U ..... j..... 2,725 
San Francisco .............................. " ...... " ............. 11............... 4,024 

~ 

. 4 0.4 
San Joaquin ............................................................ c............. .745 
San Mateo ............................................................................ 946 

Santa Barbara...................................................................... 175 
Santa Clara .......................................................................... 744 :> 0.7 
Stanislaus .............................................................................. im ~ 

Ventura ......... ': ........ 1............................................................. 429 IS 1.2 

• As of June 'la, 1974. 

17 The number of contested personal Injury trials In 1973-74 as a percelll of at··lssue memoranda filed in 1972-73. 

4:-86766 
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TABLE XXVI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE 

JUD.GES "-NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

PER AUTHORIZED JUDGEbAS OFJUNE 30, 

1964 THROUGH 1974 
Number of dvil cases awaiting trial per authorized judge 

Court 1964 1965 1966 1%}' 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Alnmeda ............................................................................................... "' ........ 64 56 (;1 93 143 154 165 147 142 162 174 
Contra Costn .................................................................................................. lOB 110 116 111 124 122 145 182 190 192 196 .... 
Fresno u ............. II ... , ...... ' .. j ....... " •• " ... ,,~ ........... , ............... H.' ............................. 79 80 (;1 82 (;1 59 99 105 110 c1l4 110 ~ Kern .... 11 ...... 01 ......... • ................................ , ............ <11 .. ' .......... U .. H" ....... ' ........... 79 81 78 100 94 72 96 94 105 107 B3 
Los Angeles .................................................................................................... 1(;1 84 75 75 173 229 306 299 23B 241 231 (") 

Morin ....... , .... "." ........... "" ....... ,., ...... ,'"., ............................................. " ..... ,,, .... 132 119 135 135 150 141 114 186 166 lOB U9 ~ 
Monteroy ........................................................................................................ 37 56 47 53 113 77 54 64 52 52 78 (") 

Orange ............................................................................................................ 84 80 64 77 75 89 136 130 64 91 117 0 

Riverside ............ " .................... , ..................................................................... 45 47 69 62 77 82 106 111 96 100 115 ~ 
Sacramento u ...... It' ..................... ~.'" ....................... n ... tI ............... " • ............... 122 132 155 164 156 114 146 137 128 137 156 ~ 
Son Bernardino .............................................................................................. 126 106 100 94 104 9B 134 III 90 93 100 0 
San Olego, .... ,,, ................................................................................................ 62 66 57 59 87 103 • 128 112 101 lA~ 140 "Xl 
Snn Francisco ................................................................................................ 124 123 143 156 231 286 325 355 301 24U 224 (") 

Snn Jonquln .................................................................................................... 55 72 76 94 107 117 159 165 164 151 149 ~ Snn Mnt~o ...................................................................................................... 116 106 119 136 140 III 134 109 101 102 104 
d 

Sunta Darbnra ................................................................................................ 50 55 71 75 69 75 103 97 (;1 52 61 !XI 
Santa Clara ....................................................... , .............. " ............................ 100 55 50 77 82 lIO 124 132 lOB 66 56 ~ Stnnislnu$ " ................ , ..... ".,."1\."" ....................... ,, ......... , ........... 01 .................. 22 29 36 B3 B3 55 71 65 OB B3 64 
Vcnturn ................................. \ ......... " .. I1 ........... , ............................................ " .. 69 74 78 69 86 65 89 90 82 79 111 

Average eases aWaiting trin! pcr authorized judge: 

Total for th~ above courts ...................................................................... 121 B3 B3 90 141 164 210 209 174 170 170 

'rotn! cxc\udJ\ng Los Angeles.................................................................. B8 81 87 100 lI9 123 151 151 131 124 131 

• As of June $0, 1974. 
b Note thnt eonlpllrisons relate to the total number of judges authorized as of June 30 of each fiscal year and are not adjusted to ,reflect the number ~ctually available to dispose of civil backlog. 

See Mta 11 SUPTIl, regarding "per judge" analysiS. ' -
i> July 31, 1973. 
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courts in 1974 as a result of substantia1l913-14 increases. In the Orange 
court backlog rose by 29 percent during the year to an alltime June record. 
Record June highs were also recorded in 1974 in the Monterey, Riverside, 
Ventura and San Diego courts where backlog increased during the year 
by 52 percent, 16 percent, 41 percent and 18 percent, respectively. 

Some idea of the age of backlogged cases can be derived by selecting 
an arbitrary time period and determining the number and propottion of 
cases that have been in the backlog longer than the period selected. This 
treatment also gives a measure of the relative speed with which a court 
disposes of cases that are at issue. The number at;l.d proportion of civil jury 
cases that have been backlogged one year or more is shown in Table XXV 
for the 19 courts as of June 30, 1971 through 1974; ': 

Table XXVI converts total civil backlog in the metropolitan~courts'to a 
"per authorized judge" basis.Is As shown, the addition of judge'apartially 
offset the rapid increase in backlog between 1967 and 1971 so that in 
general the number of cases awaiting trial per authorized judge increased 
proportionately less than total backlog. Similarly; in courts where judges 
were added between June 30, 1971 and June 30, 1974 the backlog per judge 
was reduced proportionately by reason'! of such additions. It should be 
noted that per judge figures are baset1' on the total number of judges 
authorized and do not relate to the number that are actually available to 
dispose of civil proceedings. 

Elapsed Time 10 Trial 

"Delay" is a misleading term when used to describe court proceedings. 
Therefore, in lieu of that misnomer, the Judicial Council uses the term 
"elapsed time to trial" which accurately characterizes what is being meas­
ured. The intervals actually describe the elapsed time to start of trial 
measured from the poiht of filing various documents (e.g., complaint, 
at-issue memorandum, certificate of readiness, etc.). To characterize such 
intervals as "delay" implies that cases are ready for immediate trial at the 
time these papers are Bled and that the period following the filing is time 
during which cases are being impeded. This is not the case. In fact, few, 
if any, cases are trial ready (and thus "delayed") when these documents 
are filed. Attorneys routinely file far in advance of when they anticipate 
going to trial or have cases ready to be tried. Thus, the interval not only 
includes time that courts require to bring a ready case to trial but also the 
substantial amount of time attorneys regularly require to prepare cases for 
trial. It is doubly misleading to describe such measures as "court delay" or 
"delay in the courts" which implies that the time being measured results 
from internal court conditions. Only when the interval to trial is unreason­
ably long, for example, over eight months from at-issue memorandum in 
an ordinary civil case, can we assume that ready cases are being delayed 
to any extent. 

Table XXVII shows the medlan elapsed time to trial in months from the 
filing of the complaint and frorn the at-issue memorandum as ofJune 30, 
1967 through 1974 in the 19 metropolitan courts. In about half the courts 
~ judge" analyses arc based on the number pf authorized judges as of the last day of the fiscal year. They Bre not 

adjusted for the services DC commissioners or refel'ees, /lor for absences or unfilled vacancies, Neither arc adjustments 
made for judicial assistance given or received. 



TABLE XXVII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE JUDGES "-MEDIAN INTERVAL TO TRIAL 
FROM COMPLAINT AND AT·ISSUE MEMO FOR CIVIL JURY CASES TRIED IN JUNE 1967 THROUGH 1974 

Median interval ill months from: 
Complalnt to trial At issue memo to trial /i 

Jllne June June June June June June June JjJune JUlIe JWle JWle Jllne Nhe June Jw/(! § Court '67 '68 W 70 71 72 73 74 'fj7 '68 W 70 71 ftr2 73 74 

Alameda ...................................... 22 13 '""' 21 20 30 26 2:i 23 25 10 12 9.5 15 (l8 12.5 11n n, 
Contra Cosla .............................. 23 22 19 19 2:;: 25.5 30 29 20 17 12 12 15 19 22 25\ s: 
Fresno ....... n ..... "Oj,,, ..................... 15 25 13 12 13 20 d 25.5 16 6.5 14 9 10.5 11 16 d 10.5 10.5 t"' 
JC.ern ".U' ... " .. H .... j .. ".u ......... " ........ 12 16 27.5 16 20 22 11 29 8 8 16.5 10 11 13 9 ( 16 n 
Lo. Angeles ................... 0 ........... 25.S 24.5 31.5 34 37 37.5 30 29 8 9 18 201 23 30 25' 24 0 c: 
Marin ............................................ °37.5 °44.5 °36 °23 °20.5 °20 27 24 11 

Z 
43 39 39 32 13 29 28 n 

Monteroy .................................... 9 10 12 14 11 13 15 19 4 4 5 4 6 '1 6 9 F 
Orange .. , ........ , ..••• , ............ , •.... lt ••• , 16 18 22 23 28 24 24 23 10 11 12.5 11 20 17 11 12 0 Riverside ...................................... 18 17 23 36 17 34 19 20 9 Ii 15 22 11 18 14 10 "%] 
Sacramento .................................. 27 22 °21 28 19 21 15 17 12 16 5 9 11 10 10 11 g 
SlIn Bernnrdlno .......................... 15 23 11 19 24 19 22 32 9 12 8 14 12 14 18 23 
San Diego .................................... °9 14 23 22 18 20 23 24 °5 7 9 15 15 '11 15 16 "%] 

0 San Francisco .............................. 29' 31 41 34 40 39 37 31 19 20 22 28 33 33 32 25 !:tI 
Sari Joaquin .................................. 21 17 29 20 29 45 54 41.5 12 11 12 17 16 36.S' 42 31 Z 
San Mateo .................................... 30 °24 29 25 21 18 14 18 18 ° 15 16 16 13 11 9 7 s: 
Santa Barbnra ............................ 15 20 30 24 27 20 18 13 7 12.5 18 13 16 !2 7 5 
Santa Clara .................................. 11 18 13 18 18 13 15 9 4.5 6 8 8 6 8 5 4 
Stnnislnus ...................................... 19 25 14 16 12 10 8 15 5 16 7 9 6 5 5 5 
Ventura ...... 1"" ...... , .................. 10 .. 17.5 28 27.5 25 28 19.5 14 21 U.S 12.5 11.5 13 7 10 7 11 
a & of June 30, 1974. 
b Prior to September 1967 medians .were computed frem the dnte memo· to-set was filed to trial date. 
• For month of May. 
d For month of July 1973. 

{) 
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the interval to jury trial decreased between June 1913 and 1974, measured 
both from the memorandum and from the complaint. These reductions 
followed similar changes reported a year 'earlier when reductions encom­
passed a greater number of courts and were of greater magnitude than aL 
any time since the 1967 rule change. Further, in 8 of the 19 courts the 
interval to trial from memorandum to set in 1974 was either less than or 
within a month or two of the June interval reported prior to September 
1967 (Alameda, Orange,.Rivers,{de, Sacramento, Santa Barbara, Santa 
Clara, Stanislaus and Ventura). 

The interval from the at-issue memorandum measures the elapsed time 
to trial from the poin~ at whichciil.ttorneys first request a trial date. Even 
though taken from the point at whicq a trial is requested the measure is 
nevertheless a highly inflated and inaccurate measure of delay chargeable 
to the COUrts. Attorneys file memoranda in many cases that are not ready 
for trial and for which an early trial is neither desired nor anticipated. 
Since such cases are included the index cannot be considered as a mean­
ingful measure of the delay arising from internal court conditions. Fur­
thermore, the at-issue memorandum has a different meaning from court 
to court in terms of trial readiness. Because of this, attorneys time their 
filings based on their knowledge of the time frame that an individual court 
follows in processing the filing. For example j in a few courts (e.g., Santa 
Barbara, Santa Clara, Stanislaus) the memorandum either includes Of .. is 
treated as a certificate of readiness. In these courts the attorneys know that 
cases will be tried within. four or five months of the filing and therefore 
they do not file memoranda until their caSes are trial ready. At the other 
extreme, in a few courts with large backlogs (e.g., Los Apgeles and San 
Francisco) 19 memoranda are routinely filed as soon as the answetis in, 
irrespective of and well in advance of when cases are ready to be tried 
merely to get the case "in line." Midway between these extremes are 
several other courts (e.g., Sacramento, San Mateo and Ventura) where. 
although the memorandum is not treated as a certificate of~adiness, 
calendars are nevertheless managed within an established timet...rrame that 
is well known to attorneys who therefore time the filing of memoranda 
accordingly. . 

The interval from at-issue memorandum to.Jriul dropped between 1un~ 
1973 and 1974 in most metropolitan courts and by a considerable margin 
in several. In courts that 'reduced this interval in 1974 the average reduc­
tion amounted to 4.8 months which followed a similar llverage reduction 
of 3.5 months in 1973. SighificantJune 1973-1974 reductions were reported 
by the Superior Courts of Marin (down 13 months), San Francisco (down 
7 months) and San Joaquin (down 11 months). in June 1974, in 12 of the 
19 courts the median jury case reached trial within a year or lc;1~S of filing (~ 
the at-issue memorandum. In three courts which use mandatory certifi­
cate of readiness procedures (Santa Barbara, Santa Clara and Stanislaus) 
the interval was at the four-five month minimum contemplated for case 
processing by the California Rules of Court, 
19 Soth tho Los Angeles and San Franc!sco<,oufts have instituted itwitntiona\eertlficate of readiness systems whereby bl~ks 

\\th. e old~st active list cnse~ arc invited to Ole n certincute following which they are then calendared (or trial setting 
c",?;(erence. settlement conference and trinl. Cnses nre being tried In hath COllrts npproxl(nntcly silt mal)th~ follOwing 
certUlr.utlon. 

(J 



102 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALlFO'RNIA 

Table XXVII also shows the median time to jury trial from the filing of 
the complaint. As with elapsed time to trial frpm at-issue memorandum, 
this measure of "total" time to trial dropped in many courts between June 
1973 and 1974. Nine of the courts reported shorter "total" time to trial in 
June 1971Ahan a ye,ar earlier and five reported decreases of a half year or 
more (I1lresno, Marin, San FranCisco, San Jioaql,lin and Santa Clara). 
However;,except for 60f the 19 courts (Marin, Sacramento, San Mateo, 
Santa Ba~~,llara, Santa Clara and Stanislaus), this measure of time to trial 
was consiJferably longer in. June 1974 than in June 1967 prior to the 1967 
rule change. . 

5. CONDITION OF CRIMINAL CALENDARS­
METROPOLITAN COURTS 

In 1973-74, for the third successive year, indices continued to point to 
improved conditions of criminal calendars. In summary, during the year 
most metropolitan courts reduced the backlog of criminal cases awaiting 
trial while maintaining at a reduced level the proportion of cases whose 
trial began more than 60 days from filing. There were also continued 
indications that cases which would ultimately be terminated as mis­
demeanors were more frequently being disposed of prior to reaching 
supeI,"jor court. 

Criminal calendar conditions are discussed in terms of the same 19 
cOUrts that were used to describe civil calendars. These larger courts 
together acco\mt for some 90 percent of criminal cases calendared for trial 
and hence their problems of congestion and extended time to trial gener­
ally are more acute than other courts. Although the courts are described 
as a group, each court's calendar is unique and may differ from descriptive 
generalizatiOns. The Los Angeles court is discussed separately, both be­
cause inclusion of its large figures would tend to obscure trends in other 
courts and also because its calendar is influenced by factors unique to that 
court. 

Cases Calendared for Trial 

Excepffor good cause, superior courts must dismiss a criminal case if the 
defendant has not been brought to trial within 60 days of the indictment 
or information unless the defendant waives the right to trial within this 
time.20 Even though many defendants demand a trial and waive time, the 
60-day requirement nevertheless tends to limit the time cases remain 
awaiting trial and, in contrast to civil calendars, to limit the number of 
cases in the criminal backlog. 

Table XXVIII lists the number of criminal cases calendared for triin as 
ofJune 30, 1965 through 1914 for the courts being discussed. It shows that 
the great majority of courts have achieved sizable declines in criminal 
backlog over the past several years and that in many of them 1974 repre­
sentedthe third or fourth June to June reduction in this measure. 

Excluding Los Angeles, 2,691 criminal cases were calendared for trial in 
these courts in June 1974 which represented the lowest June total since 
1968. The 1974 figure was down by 3 percent from June 1973, by 22 percent 
20 Calif. Pen. Code § 1382. 

_________________ ~c::~~,'( ___ _ 
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TABLE<XXVIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOIt COURTS WITH 
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES • 

NUMBER or: CRIMINAL CASES CALENDARED FOR TRIAL 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1965 THROUGH 1974 
CrlmiIlQi cases awaiting trM 

Courts 1965 1966 1967 191J8 196!i 197() 1971 1972 )973 1974 

Alnmedu""" ....... " ................. h ........ 72 m 2!r1 263 224 243 355 589 375 194 
Contra Costa,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,;,,,,,,,,,, 66 58 96 58 92 102 98 262 ~2 94 
Fresno .... " .. 11.' ................. , .............. 32 108 102 61 66 40 74 80 56 '/9 
Kern ..... 10.' ...... 10 ...................... , ........ 17 20 16 33 41 1()9 73 82 73 73 
Los Angeles"""",,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,.,, .• ,,,,,,. 2,399 2,593 2,938 3,879 5,498 §,I03 4,816 3,516 3,840 3,287 

Marin ..... >!." ............................ , ... , .. , 12 38 30 00 85 75 54 51 41 51 
Monterey"""""."""" .. ".""".,."."" 16 2S 27 51 48 76 56 71 100 91 
Orange """ ... ,""" .. """'''".""., ... ",,. 93 159 161 ~ 203 208 429 248 202 IIll 
Riverside ...... "." ......... " ...... " ....... ". 80 ,52 1:;3 187 304 215 118 91 1l!2 132 
Sacramento .................................... 52 59 62 44 67 99 136 1~2 U3 126 

San Bernnrdlno .............. "" ..... "". 61 206 190 175 305 378 276 3~3 402 299 
San Dlcgo .. " .. " ..... ""." ............ "" .. 131 158 199 243 561 476 344 3P.:l 349 613 
San Francisco ............ " .. "" .. " ........ 128 181 292 278 2.'}7 500 664 291 136 119 
Son Joaquin " .... " ................ " .......... 53 16 57 120 95 82 124 102 77 69 
Son Matco ...................................... 48 63 91 14S '163 226 194 '" .162 138 1M 

Santa Barbara ........................ /.10 .. 11 29 31 53 75 85 91 I1Q 13 42 34 
Santa Clara ..................... " ............. 96 110 179 160 274 274 300 301 185 215 
Stau[slaus ........................................ 18 2.'} 50 81 127 103 91 190 118 75 
Ventura .. ".u .... '.' ... I ........ U ... t.~' ...... 1 56 43 48 34 59 62 56 46 46 (;/j 

Tolul ............................................ 3,459 4,219 4,951 6,2.03 8,534 9,462 8,0128 6,959 6,6i7 5,9'/8 

Total excludiug Los Angeles 1,060 1,626 2,013 2,324 3,036 3,359 3,612 ~.443 2,777 2,691 

: As QfJun~ 30, 1974. 
July :>1, 1913. 

from 1912 and by 26 percent from the record high of 3,612 criminal cases 
calendared for trial in 1971. The Los Angeles court ~lso continued' to 
reduce its criminal backlog in 1974 as it has during most years since 1970; 
The 3,287 criminal cases calendared in June 1974 in Los Angeles was down 
by 14 percent from 1973, by 46 percent ftom 1970 and was tq.\3lowestJune 
total since 1967. Since tlJ.e great majority of trial demands are for a jury 
!rial, the figures in Table .. XXVIII represent jury trial calendars for all 
practical purposes. .. 

In 1973-74 the San Francisco court for the third year e,xtended the gains 
first noted when the court adopt~d the criminal calendaring procedures 
recommended by the Judicial Cciuncil.21 By June 1974 the 119 criminal c, 

cases calendared for trial in: San Francisco represented a "working inven­
tory" of cases rather than a backlog in the negative sense, The current . 
total in San Francisco was down by 82 perc~nt from June 1971 and the' 
lowest June figure for the period in which cOluparable figures are avail­
able. These reductions, which the c~\urt largely attributes to improved 
calendar management, were achieved'tlespite the fact that criminal filings 
in'ereased by 34 pe:rcent over the past decade, Other cQut(s that reported, 
similar reduct~ons from June 197f' to June 1974 included: Alameda down 
45 percent; Los AngeleS"dow~2 pe~cent; Orange down 51ljpercentj San 
Joaquin down 44 percent, Sanf 13 barn d9wn 69 per~"ent; and Santa Clara 
down 28 percent. b,dditionally, i most of these courts criminal banklog 
was at the lowest level for any June since 1966 or 1967 despite substantial 
~I SC" 1973 Judlcfol Cowuli) Report 214-218. c ~)G 
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gains in filings over the period. The San Diego court represents a notable 
exception to the general reduction in criminal backlog. San Diego report­
ed 613 criminal cases calendared for trial in June 1974, up by 16 percent 
from a year earlier and the highest total on record for the court. 

As with civil backlog, criminal "backlog" cons.iderably overstates the 
number of cases that will actually reach trial. Many criminal cases are 
. calendared for trial where, despite a trial demand, defendants neither 
desire nor anticipate going to trial. Cases against many such defendants 
will ultimately be disposed of by plea of guilty. In 1973-74j pleas of 
guilty 2.2 accounted for some 22,000 or 74 percent of all criminal disposi­
tions in superior courts exclusive of Los Angeles. Of these, about 63 per­
cent or 13,900 \.) represented changes of plea made sometime after the 
defendant had first pleaded not guilty and demanded a (jury) trial. Al­
th6ughprecise figures are lacking, it is known that many, if not most, 
change's of plea are made to offenses less than originally cha.rged and resuit 
from negotiation between the prosecution and defense, concurred in by 
the court, Since bargained pleas typically occur shortly before the sched-

",,~Jed trial, the delay in disposing of such cases often approaches that which 
'\\"¢ould have occurred had the cases gone to trial. 

Despite the great number of defendan.ts who demand tdal in the first 
instance, relatively few cases are actually disposed of by trial.24 The 3,244 
juries sworn last year for criminal cases in all superior courts exclusive of 
Los Angeles amount to only some 11 percent of all dispositions. In contrast 
to the 3,244 trials, about 18,500 or 63 percent of all defendants initially .. 
pleaded not guilty and demanded a trial. A comparison of the number of 
initial trial demands with the number of juries actually sworn indicates 
that in 1973-74 courts generally set about six cases for td~l for each trial 
that resulted1and, conversely, that a guilty plea was subsequently accepted 
in the other five cases that had been set for trial. 

The ratio of juries sworn to criminal dispositions that is presented in 
Table XxIX provides an indication of a court's relative ability to dispose 
of criminal cases without trial. The figures tend to indicate, for instance, 
th~.t San Francisco was roughly three times more successful than Fresno 
in 'disposil;g of cases without trial. ' 

Part of the re~ent reductions in backlog seems to refl~J't the fact that 
some less serious offenses that previously were prosecuted as felonies now 
are being terminated in the lower courts under the amended provisions 
of Section 17 of the Penal Code, effective November 1969,25 Under these 
provisions, offenses that are punishable as either felonies or misdemeanors 
may be prosecuted as misdemeanors by district attorneys or, alternatively, 
may be disposed of as misdemeanors by the magistrate at the preliminary 
hearing. This change reduced superior court felony filings by an estimated 
10,700 cases or 16 percent in 1971 according to the Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics. In 1973-74 the lower courts in these counties exclusive of Los 

~dlng ccrtifications'on pleas of guilty from lower courts. 
i13 Source: llurl)"U of Crimlntll Statistics, C!llifornia Department of Justice. 
Zf Unless otherwise Indicated "trials" e~clude CllSCS disposed of' on the transcript of th.~ preliminary hearing. 
25 Section 10 of tile Standards of Judicial Administration Recommended by the Judicial Council states In purt: "To Insure 

the prompt disposition of criminal crues, each superior court should: • • • (g) cooperate with the prOsecuting attorney 
in establishing ll. screening system to Insurt> thn.t minor criminal cases nrc uisposed of in ilie munlcip': court or justice 
court when It seems clenr that n misdemeanor sentence will be ultimately Impared." 

" 
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tABLE XXIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR ,COURTS WitH 

FIVE OR MORE JUDGES· 
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CRIMINAL DiSPOsiTIONS AND NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 

Criminal 
Court Dispositions Juries sll'ort/ 

Ala!)leda ...... "................................................................................................ 2,197 254 
Contrn Costn .................................. " ............... " ................. "........................ 933 91 ' 
Fresno ............................. " .................................... " ................... ,................... 6I.i1 129 
Kern ..................................... , ........................... , ............................................ " 624 59 
Los Angeles ............................................................................................... ,,' 20,023 1,959 

Marln , .. u,,, ................... H ... t .............. H ....................................... , ...... , ..... ' ....... , 

~:n~;~~:,01:::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1;;~;i 
Riv~rs\de ...... ",.; ... ''' ......... , ................ , ................... , ........... ~ ...... j.~\ ................. ~ 
sncramentolo .... I ......... ;,;r.' ................................... IO .... OI " ...... h ...... ~I, ... h ... ' ........ . 

Sun D~rnardino ..... 1 i ............... , ... tI", ........... " ... ,; ................... I .. ~, ....... ; ....... " 

~:~ ~:=~~i;~~::::::::1!::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::: 
San Jonquin ............. \'l" ........................ , ....................................................... .. 
~~an Mnteo ....... " ..... (/ ' ...... II ....... ' .... I.H .......... ,I ............. II ......... " .. :~ ......... ' •• II ... 

\ntn Bnrbarn ........................................................................ , .................... .. 
S",'1tn Clnrn ........... , ........................ " ............................................................ .. 
Sta\\\sla'Us.I ................................ , ............ 001 •••••••••••••• h ••••• Hh ... '\.n •• ih ....... n .. H ... . 

Vent~ra .. , .............................. , ................. OI ........... n." ........ O; ... t ... 1I ......... , ....... .. 

T~~~ excluding Los Angeles ." ....................................................... .. 
" As of ril-ue 30, 1974 , 

'. 
i 

24S 
B74 

1.416 
1,444 
1.421 

2,059 
3,449 
2,265 

766 
1,289 

B71 
2,216 

705 
570 

24,Gll 

42 
69 

189 
121 
218 

194 
330 
175 
69 
79 

66 
166 
98 
66 

2,42.'1 

Percent of 
Juries sworn 

to total dlsposib'ons 
1l.G 
9,8 

19,3 
9.5 
9.8 

17.1 
7.9 

13.3 
8.8 

15.3 

9.4 
9.6 
7.7 
9.0 
6.1 

7.8 
7.5 

13.9 
11.9 

10.1 

TABLE XXX-CALIFORNI.A COUNTIES WITH FIVE OR MO~E 
. SUPERIOR COURT JUD(3ES".-FElONY FiliNGS IN LOWER 

COURTS AND FELONY FILINGS IN SUPERIOR COURT 

Flfical Year 1973-74 

Felony filings 

'pounty 
MuniCipal /Illd 

jusb'ce courts 
<\\ 

Alo;(nedo'., ................................. ~\\".n .. " .. ,H ........ o-\~ ... ! ........ ".;h.I ....... , •• ~ ....... . 

~~:s~: :~~.~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~.~~:::~::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~A~·~~i;~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

\ 
Marin ............................ 1+ ....................... ·~\:t ....................... " ......... I1\"' .. . 

Monterey .. ,.' •.. ' ....... , .......... , ......... , ....... , ..... '~\ ........................... , ............ . 
Ornllge ........................................................... l" ....... , ...................... , ...... . 
'RIverside ............................ , ........................... ~ ................ , .. , .... , ...... " .. 
Sacrnmento ............... H .............................. I ........ 4\ .............. ~ .... I ........... .. 

\ 

~: g~~~~r.~:~~ .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::'l~::::::::::::::::::::::::~ 
San Francisco .. H .......... IO ..... OI.H ............ "I ....... >"'.UI ....... ~.( ....... ' .......... . 

~:~ ~~~:~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~1~:::::::::::::: 
5nntn Bnrbnrn ......................................................................... :'\J: ........ .. 
Santa Clara , ..... , .................... , ................................. 'n ............ H •• 'fu't ...... .. 

Stanislaus ...... I •••• ' •••••••••• H •••• "\ ........... ~ .. lI ... , .... ~ ............. <\ .......... " •••• ~ ••••• 
Ventura ........... , ...................... , ................... , .............. ' ... 1 ..... ' ..... I ..... ~'\ ... 

6,905 
1,849 
2,794 
1,525 

31,576 

B73 
1,700 
5,904 
2,581 
3,587 

4,192 
9,554 
6,761 
2,166 
2,573 

1,535 
4,132 
2,0.19 
1,821' 

I' ':'\ 

Total .................. u ............................. , ••• ••••••• , ••••• j ........... , •••• \~I ..•.•.•• \ 93.935. 
Totnl excluding Los Angeles ........ , ........................................... \62,359 

• As or June 30, 1974 ':\ .. 
',' 
'\ 
\ 

''\ .. 
'\ 

'\'~ \l~~ 

\. 

Superior court 
2,4.14 

992 
729 
655 

21,175 

3~ 
985 

1,738 
1,472 
1,540 

2,120 
4,454 
2,769 

662 
1,151 

663 
2,342 

717 
766 

48,083 
26,908 

Approximate percent 
disposed of by _ 
municlpal/11/d 
Justice courts 

64.8 
46.3 
73.9 
57.0 
32.9 

51,1 
44.0 
70.6 
43.0 
57.1 

49.4 
53.4 
59,0 
00.2 
55.3 

43.8 
43.3 
64.8 
58.6 
48.8 
56.8 

I:' 
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Angeles disposed of 56.8 percent of cases originally filed as felonies while 
in Los Angeles the lower court~ disposed of 32.9 percent of such cases.26 

'. There is wide variation among counties in the extent to which cases origi­
nally charged as felonies are disposed of at the municipal or justice c()urt 
level. These differences, which are shown in Table XXX, seem to result 
primarily from differing policies of local prosecutors. 

-oc=~Bven though many defendants charged with felonies are disposed of in 
the lower courts, a substantial number are prosecuted through superior 
court only to be disposed of with a misdemeanor sentence. It would seem 
that little is gained by prosecuting these cases through superior court 

" when the ultimate result in terms of sentence is the same as if the case had 
been terminated in the lower courts. Moreover, some of the adverse 
effects of such prosecution are: (1) the disposition of these cases is consid­
erably delayed; (2) critically limited superior court resources are expend­
ed on their disposition; and (3) by preempting superior court resources 
that could be allocated otherwise, such cases contribute to overall 
congestion and delay in the courts. Despite this, superior courts have little 
control over the kinds of matters that are bkought before them as felonies. 
The discretion to proceed with a felony prosecution is the local prosecu­
tor's and the wide variations in the figures ill Table XXXI appear in major 
part to reflect differences in prosecution policy. 

TABLE XXXI-CALIFORNIA SUPERlm~ COURTS WITH 
FIVE OR MORE JUDGEtS • 

LEVEL OF SENTENCE OF FELONY DEFENDANTS 
CONVICTED AND SENTENCED 

JANUARY 1 to JUNE 30, 1973 
Total 

defend;mts 
Cnunty sentenced 

Alameda .......................................................................... ............ 671 
Contra Costa ..... ,........................................................................ 436 
[lresno ..................................................................... ,.................... 303 
Kern ............................................................................................ 343 
Los Angeles .................................................... ,........................... 9,396 

~furin" .... uu"., .. , .. "., .......... " ......... I1' ...... u ..................... *' ............ .. 
Monterey .................................................................................. .. 

~[:;r~W~··:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-.:/~::: 
Sacramento h' .......... " ... UH.'."., ................ H .. ' .......................... \~ .. 

San Dernnrdlno ......................................................................... . 
Snn Olego ......... , ........................................................................ .. 
Slln Francisco ................... " ..................................................... .. 
San Joaquin .... , .......................................................................... . 
San Mateo .' .............................................................................. .. 

Santa Darbllra .......................................................................... . 
S~nta Clara .............................................................................. .. 
Stanislaus .................................................................................. .. 
Vcntura ...................................................................... , ............... .. 
SOllrCe: Dureau of Criminal Statistics, Oecember 3, 1974. 
• As of June 30, 1974. 

141 
318 
887 
333 
710 

1169 
1,647 

988 
534 
1!62 

291 
1,122 

333 
185 

-- "',_~I 

Felony 
sentences 

7H 
393 
272 
277 

5,918 

127 
162 
813 
469 
570 

608 
1,280 

891 
383 
440 

220 
889 
322 
149 

Misr/emeanor 
sentences 

157 
43 
31 
66 

3,478 

14 
156 
74 
64 

140 

261 
367 
97 

169 
122 

71 
233 

13 
36 

PerCt!llt 
mlsdemellJlor 

sentences 

18.0 
9.9 

10.2 
19,2 
37.0 

9.9 
49.1 
8.3 

15.2 
197 

30,(/ 
22.3 
9.8 

30.5 
21.7 

24.4 
20.8 
3.9 

19.3 

26 Dased on ratio oHclony flllngs In the lower courts and the superior cQurts. Since superior court OIlngs Includp defendnnls 
Indicted the rotlos may be slightly distorted. It should be noted that the text analysis includes only dispositions of cases 
where a felony Is originally charged Ilnd thus excludes "felony-misdemeanor" cases that are filed as misdemeanors. 

i~~ ______________________ _ 
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Table XXXI lists the number of felony d.efendants sentenced during 'the 
period J@uary through June 1973 in the I courts being discussed and the 
number and proportion sentenced as mi~:demeanants.27 It should not be 
inferred that each felony case prosecuted through a superior court that 
terminates with a misdemeanor sentenc;e reflects either "over-prosecu­
tion" or "lenient sentencing" since, freql.lently, until the case is completed, 
it is unclear what the appropriate sentence should be. 

Elapsed Time 10, Tdol 

Except for good cause or unless a defendant consents> criminal cases 
must be brought to trial within 60 days of filing in superio.r court. Normal­
ly, therefore, when time to trial exceeds this statutory limit the e~(Cess is 
delay that defendants either have sought or agreed to. Actually, the major­
ity of defendants initially plead not guilty at arraignment (about 63 per­
cent in courts exclusive of Los Angeles), following which many demand 
a jury trial and waive their right to a speedy trial, thus relieving the court 
of its legal responsibility regarding the time to trial. Under these condi­
tions a defendant generally is interested in delaying rather than speeding 
the date of trial, especially if he is out on bail (or own recognizance), as \ 
a great many are. Nevertheless, and despite crowded calendars, many 
courts have been able tb reduce both the number and proportion of cases 
~\'-.~ere the comm~~ncement of trial exceeded the60-day limit. These re-

f( " 

\'; 
TABLE XXXII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH 

FIVE OR MORE JUDGES • 

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL JURIES SWORN 

Fiscal Vear 1973-74 

Tolal 
criminal jl1rif!S 

Court- sworn 
AI.meda .................................................................... ,......................... 254 
Contro C05t....................................................................................... 91 
Fresno ................................................................................................ 129 lCern..................................................................................................... 59 
J,.os Angeles........................................................................................ 1.959 
Marl" ....................................................... , ......................................... . 
Monlerey ........................................................................................... . 
Oronse .............. • .... ·K .................... • .. • ........ • .. • ...... • .... • .. • ...... , .............. .. 
Riverside ................ l:~ ..................................................................... . 
Sacramento J •• ,' ........ :~: ................... , ••• , ..... I ..... , ................ , •• , ............... . 

42 
69 

189 
127 
218"7; 

San Dern.rdlno ................................................................................ 194 
S.n Diego .......................................................................................... 330 
San Fronclsco .................................................................................... 115 
S.n ]v.qul" ......................................................... ,.............................. 69 
S.n M.tco .......................................................................................... 79 

Santu Bnrbllr. .................................................................................... 611 
Santo Clara ........................................................................................ 1611 
Stanlsl.us ............................................................................................ 98 
Ventura >t .. " J ................................. u .............. u ... u .... u ................. J....... 68: 

Tot.I............................................................................................ 4,384 
TotoJ excluding Los Angeles ............................................. ;.. 2.425 

o As or June 30, 1974. 

Jl1rif!S $worn more thall 60 
days from Indlctmenl 

or Information 
Nllmber Percent or total 

160 63.0 
41 45.1 
57 44.2 
20 33.9 

731 37.3 

25 59.5 
43 62.3 

137 72.5 
94 74.0 
62 28.4 

139 71.6 
193 58.11 
33 18.9 
33 47.8 
:l6 45.6 

22 32.4 
'76 45.8 
3G 36.1 
39 m.4 

urn 45.1 
1,246 51.4 

1I1 Source: Burenu of Crhnlnnl Statistics. Flgu~es for January-June 1973 arc the most current nvnllablC'. 
'!;, 

) 
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ductions were achieved despite increases in the number of jury trials. Of 
the 4,384 criminal juries sworn in these courts last year, 1,977 or 45.1 
percent were sworn more than 60 days from filing. This was virtually 
id~;ntical with the percentage reported a year earlier but down sub!1tan­
ti6.11y from 1971-72 and 1970-11 when, respectively, 53.7 and 53.1 percent 
of juries sworn exceeded the 60-day limit. Courts report a wide variation 
in the proportion of jury trials cor,nmenced more than 60 days from filing, 
ranging from lows of 19 percer(t and 28 percent in San Francisco ~\nd 
Sacramento courts, respectivel}!~ to highs of over 70 percent in the Orange, 
Riverside and San Bernardino courts 

The los Angeles Superior Court 

The Los Angeles Superior Court should be considered s,eparately in 
discussing criminal proceedings since inclusion of its crirninal filings, 
which account for about 40 percent of the state total, wO\lld tend to 
obscure trends in ot4er courts. Also, in Los Angele~,more relatIvely minor 
offenses appear to be filed in superior court than elsewhere. Additionally, 
the extent to which cases are disposed of on the record of the preliminary 
hearing is peculiar to that court. 

For many years felony filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court includ­
ed a far greater number of relatively minor offenses than in other courts. 
Partly reflecting this, substantial numbers of cases were disposed of in 
superior court by stipulation on the record of the preliminary hearing, a 
procedure that was relatively unique to that court. These differences still 
exist, but to a far lesser extent than in the past. In July 1971 the district 
attorney reversed a previous policy and commenced to prosecute certain 
minor offenses (e.g., small amounts of marijuana, minor bookmaking, etc.) 
as misdemeanors under Section 17 of the Penal Code that previously had 
been prosecuted as felonies through the superior court.28 This change had 
an immediate and dramatic effect on superior court operations that ap­
pears to be continuing. These changes can be summarized statistically as 
follows: (1) felony filings dropped by about 10,000 or 25 percent in 1971-72 
and this was followed by further declines of about 2,300 or 8 percent in 
1972-73 and by about 5,300 or 20 percent in 1973-74; (2) felony filings 
which comprised 20 percent of the court's total filings in 1970-71 dropped 
to 16 percent in 1971-72 to 15 percent in 1972-73 and 12 percent in 1973-74; 
(3) the proportion of cases filed as felonies that are terminated at the 
municipal court level increased from 28 percent in 1970-71 to 33 percent 
in both 1972-73 and 1973-74; and (4) significantly fewer felony defendants 
convicted in superior court now receive misdemeanor sentences. In the 
period January through June 1973 about 37 percent received 
misdemeanor sentences, down from about 45 percent in 1972, 50 percent 
in fiscal year 1971-72 and 60 percent in 1970-71.29 

Despite these notable reductions, to some extent more minor offenses 
appear to continue to be prosecnted as felonies in Los Angeles than else­
where. For instance, although Los Angeles accounts for 35 percent of the 
state population, its superior court felony filings accounted for 39 pE!~gent 
of the state total in 1973-74 and made up 12 percent of that court's fotal 
filings as against 10 percent in comparable urban courts.no Moreover, 285 
28'5.; Los AIIgelcs Daily Journal. April M. 1972-
29 Source: Bureau of Crhnlnnl Statl$tics. Information for January-June 1973 \VIIS the latest available from the Burenu as or 

the date or this report. 

:lQ Superior rourts of Alameda, Sncramento, San Diego and San Francisco. 
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felony cases were filed in those courts per 100,000 population as agairtst a 
Los Angeles rate of 304. The higher level of criminal filings in Los Angeles 
sugg\ests that a greater number of~::~latively minor offenses are prosecuted 
thr6ugh the superior court thatt~::sewhere would be disposed of as mis-
8emeanors in the lower courts. Referring to Table XXX, we note that in 
Los Angeles County the municipal and justice courts terminated only 
about 33 percent of matters originalIj'"filed as felonies compared to about 
5'1 percent for the balance of the courts artd, conversely, that in Los 
Angeles .about 67 percent of such defendants are bound over to superior 
court compared to 43 percent in ot4er COutts. As a consequence, many 
matters that in other areas would be-disposed of as misdemeanors in the 
lower courts are prosecuted through the Los Angeles Superior Court only 
to be disposed of with a misdemeanor sentence. In the period January 
through June, for example, 37 percent of felony defendants sentenced in 
the LO$ Angeles court received a misdemeanor sentencQ compared to)9.2 
percent for ot]ler metropolitan superior courts. (See Table XXXI.) " 

6.1)CAlENDAR MANAGEMENT-SUPERIOR COURTS 

For rtiahy y~ars the Judicial Council has attempted to assist courts irt 
achieving the most efficient and effective ways to manage calendars and 
regulate court operations. Sections 9, 10 and 11 of the Standards of judicial 
Admlnistr.'ltion Recommended by theJudiojaJ Councllrepresent the cur­
rent end product of those efforts. These sections constitute a prQ-yen calen­
dar management program including -specific procedures that courts cart 
adopt to spt~ed the disposition of civil and criminal cases; to administer 
their business effibiently and to optimize the effectiveness of their judicial 
manpower. These sections were initially developed by presiding judges 
themselves at two workshops sponsored by the Council in March 1971 31 

and in March 1973.32 Following active discussion of calendar management 
problems the workshop participants adopted by consensus the procedures 
contained in Sections 9, 10 artd 11. By adopting these sections the Judicial 
Council endorsed as its own the concepts and recommendations of the 62 
judges who participated in those two conferences. 

Since the 1971 workshop and Council adoption of the new Standards 
(effective January 1., 1972 and amended January 1, 1914) courts increasing­
ly have irnplement~~d these recommendations as a means of regulating 
their business and maximizing their output. Concurrently, conditions of 
civil and criminal calendars have continued to improve over the past three 
years reversing a previous trend of generally deteriorating cOt1,ditions (as 
discussed at pages 94-109 of this report, pages 115-129 of the !l:974 Report 
and 195-211 of the 197~7 Report). It is believed that implementatio~ by 
courts of the Standards' recommendations has been the primary fador in 
achieving these improvements; however, because many interl'elated fac­
tors are involved it is not possible to document the precise extent that 
31l'lII'tlclpants Included the presiding and assistant presiding judges Qf the superior courls of Alameda, Contra Costn, 

Fresno, Ketn, Los Angeles. Orange, R1verslde,SacrlUllento,San Bernardino, San Diego, San FranCisco, San Mateo, Santa 
-Clara and Ventura. 

:l2 PlII't1c1pants indueled the presiding judge, the assistant presiding judge, the criminal calendar judge and court 
ndmlnlltrator oftbe above courts (sec fn. :U, supra) pillS the superior courts Qr Marln, Monterey, San Joaql!ln. Santa 
Barbara and Stanl,lau$. ) 
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their implementation has ~ontributed to those results. Nevertheless, the 
efficacy of the recOmmended practices can be demonstrated by "case 
h~~torica" of individual courts. The 1913 Report included case histories of 
the Los Angeles and San Francisco courfs'regarding, respectively, civil 
and criminal calendaring practices (seeupages 212-218); the 1974 Report 
documented the use of the recommended civil procedures in the Santa 
Barbara court (see pages 130-134) and in the pages following this report 
similarly describes the use of recommended civil and criminal procedures 
in the Marin court. ,.' 

MARIN SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL CALENDAR 
MANAGEMENT-A CASE HISTORY 

Judicial Council statistic~lor the fiscal year ending June 30,1974 reflect 
a dramatic improvement in the condition of the Marin Superior Court's 
criminal and civil calendars, the first such improvement in many years. 
Factors most responsible for the notable gains were the development and 
utilization of a setting formula for criminal and civil cases adopted in July 
1973; changes in the processing of crimin~ defendants in August 1973 
which resulted in fewer criminal jury trials; the adoption and enforcement 
of new rules of court effective September 1973 which embodied the con­
cepts of the Judicial Council's recommended civil calendar management 
procedures (Section 9, Standards of Judicial Administration Recommend­
ed by the Judicial Council); Judicial Council assistance in the form of 
extra-session judges for the duration of a complex San Quentin case in­
volving six defendants (mid-September 1973, through mid-January 1974); 
and the lack of an excessive number of lengthy cases being heard at the 
same time. ' 

Statistical data that reflect the changes occurring in Marin appear in 
several tables of this report. For instance, the number of civil cases await~ 
ing trial is now lower than in any year since '1967 (Table XXIV), the 
Humber of cases awaiting trial per authorized judicial pOSition is lower 
than in any year since 1965 (Table XXV) and the median interval to trial 
from the filing of an at-issue ~emorandum is lower than in any prior 
annual report (Table XXVI). "" 

Statistical Measures of Success 

In order to show the full significance of the changes introduced in the 
court, a brief discussion ofs'J:atistics comparing fiscal year 1973-74 with 
1972-73 fon6Ws~, /} .,' , II 

Reduction in CivifBacklog,' 
In Nne 1973, the total/number of civil cases at issue was 842; by June 
1974, the number was 593, a reduction of 30 percent. 

Reduction of Civil Cases per Juditlal Position 
,I 

The number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judicial position 
as of June 30, 1974, was 119. This was a 29 pexcent reduction from, the 
previous year's figure of 168 cases awaiting trial per authorized jud'j'tcial 

.ti I 
POSl on. ·!i 

j~ 
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Reduction in Elapsed Tim~ to Trial 
As of June 30, 1974, the median interval from the filing of tpe at-issue 
memorandum to trial was 11 months. This represented a reduction of 
54 percent from a year earlier when the median interval was 24 months. 

Reduction in Number of Old Cases 

In June 1973~ the civil active list contained 183 cases in which the at­
issue memorandum had been filed more than a year earlier. The 
number of such cases had been reduced to 92 by June 30, 1974, a 
reduction of 50 percent. As of September 30, 1974, the number had been 
reduced to 28 cases. 

Increase in Cases Tried 
The total number of cases tried in 1973-74 increased 32 per(~ent over ~he 
preceding year. The number of court triflls increased by 36,percent and 
the number of jury trials by 15percenf: () 

Increase in Cases Settled 
In fiscal 1972-73 the proportion of civil cases settled as a result of a 
settnfmen~ conference was only 28 percent. In fiscal year"1973-74 the 
numbelt jhpreased to 46 percent, but more importantly, the actual 
number 6f cases settled increased 168 percent over the preceding year. 

Factors in Achieving the Positive Results 

A number of changes in conditions, methods and procedures are respon­
sible for the improvement inthe court's civil calendar. While it is impossi­
ble to determine the contribution of each change, all the factors discussed 
below are considered to have had a significant impact. 

Superior Court Administrator, 

Through. the assistance of a graljl.t from the California Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning, the court in F~J,bruary 1973 employed its first ~rial court 
administrative officer having the qualifications recommended in Section 
4 of the Judicial Council's Standards and deiegated to him many of the 
functions recommended in that section. Between February and June, the 
court administrator developed setting formulas for both criminal and civil 
cases. The court authorized the resetting of existing cases pursuant to such 
formulas in July 1973, The immediate erfect was a reduction in cases set 
with nO,change in dispositions;in other words, the existing trailing calen­
dar situation was almost immediately eliminated and trial dates becati~y 
firm. As the calendar came under control, the number of settings wii's 
increased. . ,- i 

New Court Procedures-Criminal 

It is difficult to show substantial improvement in the civil calendar iIJ. 
a court the size of Marin unless the criminal calendar is also brought utidEl,r 
control. One notable change inproce!iure implemented in AugusU9713 
appears to have been successful. It is mentioned in this report because/an 
apparent result of the change was less court time devoted to crimiIl:alj'Ury 
trials, with that time utilized for civil calendar workload. I J 

II ,; f 
I. 
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'the new procec;lure requires referral of the defendant at superior court 
arraignment to the probation department for preparation and submission 
of a background report for use at the pretrial conference approximately 
fi've weeks later. The background report consists of all the pertinent infor­
mation in a presentence report except a statement by the defendant of his 
involvement jn the alleged violation and a sentencing recommendation. 
In Marin, this information consists of the following: the offense (s) alleged; 
attorney for the defendant; custody status; age; arrest report; victim's 
statement; prior record; subsequent arrests; social factors such as family, 
education, marital status, residence, employment, medical and clinical 
information, financial status, character references and military status. It 
inclludes an evaluation based on the above. This background report has 
assisted the criminal department judge in evaluating the case to deter­
min.e whether the case involves state prison disposition or local incarcera­
tion up to one year. While the actual length of sentence is normally 
determined after reading the presentence report, in many cases the infor­
maUon contained in the background report enables the criminal depart­
.ment judge to make an initial determination that local disposition would 
be appropriate. 

The ratio of jury trials to filings for the 12 months prior to the use of the 
background report was 19.8 percent; the ratio for 12 months using the 
background report was 10.9 percent. The ratio of jury trials going to trial 
after 60 days from filing of the information was 14.1 percent prior to the 
change and 6.6 percent after the change. 

New Court Rules 

In September'1973, the court adopted written rules implementing most 
of Secl;ions 9 and 11 of the Judicial Council's Standards ofJudicial Adminis­
tration. The rules included a firm no continuance policy and mandatory 
rather than voluntary settlement conferences for all long cause cases. The 
mandatory settlement conference rule has necessitated the use of one 
settlement conference department one day each week, with another de­
partment participating occasionally as backup. 

The (ules also included a rule to enhance the trial readiness of domestic 
relations cases which made up 32 percent of the civil active list at the time. 
The new rule required that before an at-issue memorandum may be filed 
in a domestic relations case, the parties seeking to move the case to trial 
must alsi? file a Pretrial Statement/Reqllest for Admission with proof that 

.. a copy thereof had been served on opposing counsel together with a copy 
of the rule. In order to insure full and complete response and preparation 
by the opposing side, the rule provided that the moving party's Pretrial 
Statement/Request for Admission would be Jeemed a request for admis­
sions under Code of Civil Procedure Section 2033, and all facts tQere~n 
would be deemed admitted and objections waived unless the opposing 
side filed a responding pretrial statement within 60 days. Sanctions are 
prOVided to prevent pro forma compliance. The purpose of the rule was 
to insure that domestic relations cases were thoroughly prepared and 
expeditiously tried, and to avoid using the trial itself as a vehicle for what 
should be pretrial deposition and discovery proceedings. 
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The effect of the rule was eventually to reduce the percentage of do­
mestic relations cases on the civil active list from 32 percent to 12, percent 
without a corresponding drop in domestic relations dispositi'Ons. The 
court's conclusion is that the operation of the rule has compelled attorneys 
to resolve a higher percentage of these cases without the intervention of 
the court. 

Judicial Council Assistclnce 

The location of San Quentin state prison in Marin County has aggravat­
ed the court's civil calendar situation for many years. When a San Quehtin 
case went to trial) other Marin criminal and c,ivil business suffered because 
a Marin Superior Court judge handled the roatter. As recently as Decem­
ber 1972-March 19731 a 61-day jury trial involving San Quentin codefend­
ants was disposed of with its attendant disruption of the calendar. With the 
"San Quentin Six" trial and pretrial matters set to commence in Septem­
ber 1973, relief was requested of and received from the Chairman of the 
Judicial Council through the assignment of one extra-session judge each 
month to handle regular matters while a Marinjudge was assigned to the 
"San Quentin Six" case. Extensive pretrial hearings and the trial cwere 
eXl?ected to require more than six months. Under normal conditions in the 
past, without extra-session judge assistance, Marin's judicial manpower 
would have been reduced from five to four during that period, a 20 per­
cent reduction. The assignment of extra-session judges from mid-Septem­
ber to mid-January enabled the court to implement the policies contained 
in the new court rules as well as to continue setting criminal and civil cases 
in accordance with the newly developed setting formulas. 

Maintaining the Court's Credibility 

While changes in court policy and?in the methods and procedures of 
calendar management were absolute requirements in arriving at the 
court's current calendar situation, this success could. not have been 
achieved without the court's firm commitment to achieve a current calen­
dar. Nor could it have been achieved without the belief by counsel that 
the court fully intended and had the ~bility to control the business of the 
court. Both of these factors were prerequisite to success and both were 
present. 

Total Filings 

D. MUNICIPAL COURTS 

1. FILINGS 

The caseload oi\:the 77 California mun. icipal courts 33 as. measured by aU 
matters, excludingi parking violations, filed in 1913-74 increased 3.0 per­
cent over 1972-73. On a statewide basi~, there were more th,l;ln 5 million 
criminal and civil filings in 1973-74. 

Los Angeles County's 25 municipal courts accounted for 42 percent of 
tt:~ total municipal court filings. The total municipal court filings in Los 
Angeles County decreased 3 percent in 1973-74 as compared to 1972-731 

il3 The 71 municipal courts 'nre established In 25 of Californla'~ lIS counties. The number of municipal courts increased to 
77 011 December 14. 1973 when Malibu Justice Court became Malibu MunMpal Court. Throughout the municipal lind 
justice court sections of this report "filings" and "cases" do not Include parking violations unless otherwise Indicated. 
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TAE,~LE XXXIII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 
Number of 
lIuthon'zed 

\ Nmnbet 
}udgeshiE." Nonparking filings, Parking filings 

<~f 
mun!arp,u 

J!'lscaJ }'elll' ,. coutl:s· 

.1963-64.................................. 13 
l~ ...... .l; .......................... 13 
1965-66 ......... ,\...................... 71 
19-'l6-S7 ........... :;..................... 7;~ 

1967-68................................. 73 1968-69.................................. 74',. 
1969-70.................................. 75 
1970-71. ........... ,..................... 77 

1971-72 .............. ".................. 77 
1972-73.................................. 76 
1973-74.................................. 77 

"I ,'At end of fiscal yenr. 
I Revised 

Number 
255 
256 
271 
289 

305 
326 
337 
356 

365 
380 
384 

[ncrellSe 
from 

precedi/lg 
year Number 

4.061,020 
1 4,251,434 

15 4,467,497 
18 4,717,737 

16 4,742.581 
21 4,712,998 
11 5,110,111 
19 5,051,624 

9 5,056,373 
15 R4,936,923 
4 5,086,558 

ChlU1,~e Chanl{tJ . 
from from 

preceding preceding 
yeS/' Number year 

4,240,587 
190,414 4,418,531 177,944 
216,063 4,535,653 117,122 
250,240 4,749,854 214,201 

fl4,844 5,087,658 337,804 
-29,583 5,354,938 267,280 
397,113 6,154,799 799,861 

-58.487 6,600,917 446,118 

4,749 6,480,205 -120.712 
R -119,450 6,666.645 .,\66,440 

149,635 7,155,278 188,633 

while the filings in the remaining municipal courts increased '7.8' percent 
in 1973-74 over the number reported in 1972-73. Comparing the eight 
municipal courts 34 authorized 10 or more judges with all other municipal 
courts .in the state, the combined filings of the eight largest courts showed 
a level relatively unchanged from a year ago (an increase of 1 percent) 
while the other 69 municipal courts reported an aggregate increase of 4.8 
percent. The largest numerical increases in filings occurred in the courts 
with less than 10 authorized judgeships outside of Los Angeles County. 

filings by Proceedings 

. \' While there was a rise in total filings in 1973-74, the increase was not 
l~qually distributed among all types of proceedings. In a simple breakdown 
between criminal and civil proceedings, the total criminal proceeding 
filings increased 2,5 percent while the total civil filings increased 6.6 per­
cent over the levels reported in 1972-73. 

A more detailed breakdown indicates a fluctuation in the filing counts. 
Within the criminal proceedings the felony preliminaries and intoxication 
filings decreased, whereas other nontraffic misdemeanors, selected traffic 
and other traffic filings increased. Alldvil categories increased at varying 
tates. 

Felony preliminary filings fell from the previous year by 8,996, or 8.6 
percent, to 95,600 in 1973-14. Total felony filings in 1973-74 were 29,846 
less than the record high df 125,446 filings recorded in 1970-71. This 23.8 
percent decrease in felony filings since 1970-71 is largely a result of a 1969 
modification of Section 17 (b) of the Penal Code allowing prosecuting 

34 The eight largest mUnicipal courts as deter,m'lned by number of authorizcdjudges are~ Oakland-Piedmont, Los Angeles, 
Central Orange County. Sacramento, S!lh Bernardino County, San Diego, San Francisco and Son Jose-Milpitas. These 
eight courts with 10 or more judges r~present 10 percent of tho municipal courts, but the 166 judges who stafT these 
courts represent 43 percent of the tctal municipal cOUrt judges. 
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TABLE XXXIV-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

FILINGS BY TVPE OF NONPAR KING PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Vear 1973-74 
Change to 1!l73-74 from: 

Type of proceeding 

Total nonparklng ...................................................................................................... .. 
Crimin.I .............................................................................................................................. .. 

Tr~~~~~~:~:.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Nontraffic mts~cmcanors ........................................................................................... . 
~t~~'if~.~~~ ..... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::~/ 

Felony preliminaries I ••••••••••••••••••• ; •••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••• t ..................................... . 

Civil ............................... ;, ................................................................................................... .. 
Small cloims .................................................................................................................. .. 

All other civil ............................................................................................................... .. Tort ............................................................................................................................... . Other civil .................................................................................................................. .. 
a Changes were based on revised figures for 1972-73. 
b Not clllSSilied separately prior to 1966-07. 

1973-74 

5,086,558 

4,446,862 

3,857,419 
Z71,564 

3,585,8.55 

493,843 
109,092 
384,751 

95,000 

639,696 

368,032 

Z71,664 
40,032 

231,632 

Amount 

149,635 

110,289 

103,916 
21,564 
76,352 

15,369 
-23,315 

38,684 

-8,996 

39,346 

24,648 

14,69B 

1972-'1:1' 

913 :;', 
13,785 \~ 

)( 

Percent change 
3.0 

2.5 

2.B 
11.3 
2.2 

3.2 
-17.6 

11.2 

-B.6 

6.6 

7.2 

5.1 
~3 
6.3 

Amou),t 

1,025,538 

947,557 

822,622 

73,459 

49,476 

'17,981 

71,112 

6,869 
10,332 

-3,463 

J963-64 
Percent ch/ll1.¢e 

2.',.3 

21.1 

21.1 

18.0 

101.3 

13.9 

23.9 

2.6 
34.8 
~US 
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attorneys~to file as misdemeanors certain types of cases which previously 
would have'been filed as felonies. 

Noni:raffic misdemeanors other than intoxication, on the other hand, 
rose in 1973-74 for the seventh consecutive year to the highest volume 
since 1966-67 when such filings were first reported separately from intoxi­
cation. In comparison with the preceding year, 1973-74 showed an in­
crease of 38,684 filings or U.2 percent. Since 1966-67, such {flings have 
increased by 91 perc~nt or by approximately 183,449 filings. During the 

'. same seven-year period felony filings have increased 48.6 percent or 
3~,292 filings"but they have been declining for the past three years. 

The average yearly increase for non traffic misdemeanors other than 
intoxication filings since 1966-67 has been 13.0 percent. In the years be­
tween 1966-67 and 1970-71 such filings increased at a yearly average of9.! 
percent while the average allUual increase has been 13.!percent between 
1970-71 and 1973-74. The modification of Section 17 (b) of the:,Penal Code 
described above b.scame effective in 1969 .and is largely responsible for 
both the decr6ase in felony filil;J.gs and the increase in misdemeanor filings 
in recent years. n . 

, The application of Section 17 (b) of the Penal Code by county prosecu­
tors throughout tne state appears to be in a state of flux. The ~ariation in 
its application is' manifest in both the Los Angeles County and the state 
less Los Angeles County rates of increase for .nontraffic misdemeanor 
filings. Los Angeles County increased by 7.5 percent in 1973-74 and the 
remainder of the state increased by 13.3 percent. In contrast, the fiscal 

, year 1971-'12 to 1972-73 rate of increase was 20.2 percent for Los Angeles 
County and 4.0 percent for the rest of the state. 

Intoxication filings have decreased for four consecutive years. Since 
1970-71 total intoxication filings have dropped by 39.8 percent. The 
109,092 intoxication filings recorded in 1973-74 are the lowest number 
filed since such cases were first separately compiled in 1966-67. The de-. 
crease pa~allels the change in the Welfare and Institutions Code which has 
establishe(knoncriminal procedures for handling intoxication cases. As 
more and more counties establish and utilize detoxification centers and 
apply the noncriminal procedures, intoxication filings should continue to 
diminish. In addition, with greater emphasis on' other more serious of­
fenses, there hus been a shift away from the prosecution of common drunk 
charges. 

In 1973-74, selected major traffic violation filings increased the previous 
year's record volume to 271,564, an increase of ll.3 percent over the 
number reported in 1972-73. EX'Bept for ,1970-.71, filings of selected major 
traffic violations have increased each year since 1966-67 when the courts 
first bega-fi reporting such cases separately from other traffic violatiofis. 
During that period) selected major traffic violations have increased 75.9 
percent. In contrast, other nonpark~ng traffic violations have maintained 
a relatively stable level from 1966-67 to 1973-74 at around 3.5 million 
filings. In 1973-74 the other nonparking traffic violation filIngs/increased 
2.2 percent over the previou~ cyear to 3,585,855. .' 

Small claims filings rose for the third consecuti,je year. The 1973-74. 
increase was over 24,600 filings or an increase oftJ~2 percent. The 1973-74 
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volume of small daims filings was \he g~eatest vtllume ever recQrded, ') 
surpassing last year's alltime high and the previous peak recorded in i) 
1965-66. 

Abo{\t 271,700 civil cases other than small claims were filed in 1973.:..7'4. 
This figure is 14,700 cases or 5.7 percent above 1972-73. Civil ca~es other 
than small claims showed an increase for two consecutive years for the first" 
time since 1965-66. 

Weighted Filings. 

By weighting filings, compensation is made fur the Usubstantial variatiori 
in the amount of judicial effort that different types of proceedings require, 
Each weight is the average arp,ollOt of nourt time needed to dispose of each 
currently cla~sified type: of filing. When th,e weight is nlUltiplied by the 
corresponding number of filings, an estilnate of the total amount of 
case-telated judicial time required to dispose of these filings is obtained. 
Weighted units are thus a measure of p6tential judicial workload. 

TABLE XXXV-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

WEIGHtED UNITS BY TYPE Of NONPARKING PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Years 1972~73 amM973-'74 
Wei£hted Units ChPPl.e frolll'197!J..13 

Typo of proceeding J!)'/3-74 19'1S-73 " Amount Percent 

Total ~onpnrklng ............................................ " .... .. 25,227,525 24,I63,IOS 1,0&1,42.1' 4.4 

CTirnhlnl .. ~., .................. H; .. ,\ ......................... rlj:OI ............ 10 .. .. 19,9\)8,05(1 oI9,2.';SM!i 742,70t 3.9 

7,943,108 7,411,909 
4,148,056 ,;1,708,772 
3,795,112 3,703,137 

"frame violations ...... UH ... ' ... "' .. Iq.' •• '., ................ l! •• ,,,. 

Selec\ed major ................................................. ;,; ... , 
Other ........................................ , ............................. .. 

531,2,?9 7.2 
439,2M U.S 
91,975 2.5 

Nontrnffic misdemeanors .••. ,: ................................... ~' 1,51l4,M>! 6,900,1l8 663,926 M 
Intoxicntion ..... , ..................... ". ~, ............... j ..... " ... ...-.. 268,092 318,289 -50,197 -15,8 
Other ......... , ............ " ... ~ .• H., ........ ,.,' ............ , .. I! ......... . 7,295,952 6,581,!lt9 714,123 c, 10,6 

Felony prclimintlrics " .... " .............. I ........................ H "4,490,638 4,943,322 -452,4$01 -9.2 
• 

Civil ................................ , .................................... ,' ........... . 5,229,478 4,90'1,756 32.1,722- 6,6 

Smt.itl claims .............. ~f ••• I ............................ , .............. . 2,346,178 2,190,980 1~,,198 7.1 

All other civll ............................................................. ~ 2,883,300 2,716,776 166,524 6.1 

c· 

~ Tho 1972.-73 weighted units were based on revised filing lillures, , 

The weighted units ,shown iri)Tabi~ XXXV were obtained by multiply­
ing the filings of each tfpe of 'proceeding by the appropriate weight 
validated in 1971.35 The weighted units were then totaled to arrive at the 
aggregates presented in the table. AppendixTable 40 lists the number of 
weighted units for each municipal court in the state.' 0 

Weighted filil1gs statewide increased 4.4 percent in 1913-74, The per~ 
C" ,,0 

:l:\,Sce 1972 Judicial clouncil Report 6~,.64. The~yelghted cnseload vnlues fo~ the municipal cour;s are as follows: " (') 
. $tlltoJe~ 

() 

Felony preliil\inalf::.:.~~.:.~:::'~~.~ ................................... "'::~.~"gel:~ County 
Los Angeles County 

45 
11" 
1.1 
1.0 

17 
12 

Selected Traffic .......... : ................................ " .......... ,.................................. 13 
Other 'tr.lffic ........ "...................................................................................... 1 
Intoxication ......................... il ... " .... " ... H ........ "h .. Io .. ' ......... "U.h .. ' ................ ; '~.9 c) 
Other Mlsdemean9cs ...................................................... , ..... , ........ "........... 22 
CIVil .................................................................................. "~.......................... 9 

6 
.041 

Small Claims' ...................................................... ; ...................... " ...... :.......... 7 
Par):ing (San Francisco} ......................... , ......... ; .................... 1\ .............. .. 

I') 

o 
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cent increase was fairly evenly distributed between criminal and civil 
categories, while in the previous year the increase. was much greater in 
the civil category. In 1973-74 criminal weighted units increased 3.9 per­
cent and the civil category increased 6.6 percent, whereas in 1972-73 the 
increase in civil was 8.2 percent but only .8 percent in criminal. // 

The distribution of weighted units between categories was unc~!anged 
last year. As in the previous year, criminalproceedings in 1973-74 ad count­
ed for about 80 percent of the total weighted units of filings in th~,rt1unici­
pal courts. 

Using an average of 60,000 weighted units per judgeship per year, crimi­
nal proceedings provided a workload for 333 judges and civil proceedings 
prOVided a workload for 87 judges, or a total workload for 420 judges. The 
total number of municipal court judgeships stood at only 384 at the end 
of the'1973-74 fiscal year. 

2. DISPOSiTIONS 

Tolal Dispositions 

During 1913-74 the municipal courts processed about 4.6 million cases 
to completion. This total represented an increase of .3 percent over the 
number of dispositions reported in the previous year. 

TABLE XXXVI-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING AND PARKING CASeS 
PER JUDGE·EQUIVALENT . 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 

Number of Number ot 
lIuthorized judge-

FIscal ye/lI' judgeships equivalents-

1963-64 .............................................. 2.55 2.53 
i964-aS .............................................. 2.56 266 
i965-66.............................................. 271 279 
1!J66.()T .............................................. 289 '1S/ 

1967-68 .............................................. 305 316 
1968-$ .............................................. 326 341 
1969-70 .............................................. 337 357 
1970-71 ........ 1 •• 10.' ............................ , .... 356 370 ., 

1971-72 ............. ............................. 365 368 
1972-73 ....... , .... I .. Jl .................... , ........ 360 405 
197~74 ................ ,,, ........................... 3B4 424 

NonparkUW dispositions 

Number 

,3.736,219 
3.932.563 
4,136.037 
4,321.199 

4,396.823 
4,350,268 
4,G72.014 
4.682.132 

11 4•680•555 
4.592.087 
4.605.0.53 

Perjudge­
equivalent" 

14.768 
14.784 
14.825 
14.549 

13.914 
12.757 
13.087 
12.654 

12.063 
11,338 
10.681 

lUegal parking 
dispositions 

Number· 

3.900.992 
4,106.797 
4.282.406 
4.359.956 

4.733.536 
4,390.304 
5,500.089 
5.819.464 

R5•994•566 
11a.02O.199 

6,270.049 

Per judge­
equivalent' 

1.5.419 
15.439 
15,349 
14.680 

14.980 
14.456 
15.406 
15.726 

1115.321 
R 14,865 

14.788 

• Judge·equlvalents are the number of authorized judgeships adjusted to rellect vacanlces. assistance to other courts by 
munlclpal courts and assistance received by munlclpal coutls from IlSSlgned judges and temporary judges serving by 

" stipulation of the parties. 
"Revised. 

Dispositions generally paralleled filings in the felony preliminary, intox­
ication, selected traffic..,:·other traffitJ and other civil categories. However, 
nontraffic misdemeanor filings increased at all 11.2 percent rate while 
non traffic misdemeanor dispositions increased at only a 3.0 percent rate 
in 1973-74, In the civil categories, small claims filings increased at a 7.2 
percent rate while dispositions increased at a 2.7 percent rate and tort 
filings increased by 2.3 percent as dispositions dropped by 6.7 percent. 

\\ 
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Total nonpar king filings increased 3.0 percent last year but dispositions 
remained fairly stable. The disparity between filings and dis.~o~itions was 
reflected in an increase in the backlog of nontraffic misdemeanor, small 
claims and tort cases. 

TABLE XXXVII-CALifORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Dispositions By Type of Nonparking Proceedings 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 
ChllIJge to 1973-74 from: 

Percent 
Type of proceeding 1973-'1" AmoUIJt ch/lllgo Amount 

Total nonpnrking .................................... " .............. 4,605,05S 12,966 0.3 868.834 

Cdm(nal. ........................................................................... 4,125.624 -2.580 -0.1 809.980 
Traffic violaHons.\j ....................................................... 3,605,415 18,700 0.3 734.686 

Sclcct'\,d major ........................... , .......................... 244,622 25,480 11.6 
Ot,her ...................................................................... 3,360,793 -6,780 -0.2 

Nontramc mis~emeanors .......................................... 455,294 ~ll,789 -2..5 50,322 
rntoxic~tlon ...... m ................................................... 110.495 ~21,923 -16.6 
Other ............................................................... , ...... 344.799 l(),I34 3,0 

Felony prelimlnnries .................................................. 64.915 -9.491 -12,8 24.972 

Civll ............................. : ......................... : ......... , ...... , ........... 479.429 15,546 3,4 58.854 

Small clnims ....... , .......................................................... 278.192 7,428 2.7 55.324 

All other civil .............................................................. 201.237 8,118 ., 4.2 3,530 
Tort ............................................. " ...... "IIO .... , ....... ".,,. 2.2,551 -1,622 -6.7 5,661 
Other civil ................................................................ 178.686 9,740 5.8 -2,131 

~ Chunges Were based on revised figures fot 1972-73. ·1~:) 
Not classified separately prior 10 1966-67. 

Percent 
ch/lllge 

23.3 

24.4 
25.6 

12.4 

62,3 

14,0 

24,8 

1.8 
33.7 

-1.2 

The disparity between filings and dispositions resulted in a decrease in 
the municipal courts' disposition to filing ratio. In 1972-73 an average of 
93 cases was disposed of for every 100 cases filed in the municipal courts. 
In 1973-74 the average dropped to 91 cases disposed of for every 100 cases 
filed. 

In criminal categories other than felony preliminaries the ratio of dispo­
sitions to filings ranged from 90 to 100 dispositions per 100 cases filed. The 
felony preliminaries ratio was 68 dispositions per 100 filings. The raqps for 
the civil categories were also relatively low. Following are the ratios of 
dispositions to filings for each type of n\l\~nicipal court proceedings: 

Type or Procecding 
191;;'14 

Felony Preliminaries ~"",,,,,,,,~,,,,,,, .. "'''·'''hH''''''''~''''''n'H''''''''''''''''' 66' 
Selected Tr~mc,,violations ............................................................ 90 
Other Traffic .................................................................... " ....... "'.... 941, 

lntoxicntlon........................................................................................ 100" 
Nontrnmc Misdemeanors .............................................................. 90 ' 
Smnll Claims ................................ ,................................................... 76 
Torts.................................................................................................... 56" 
Other Civil ....................................................................................... , 77 

Dispositions before Trial 

Dispositions per 1()() Filings 
1912-13 

71 
90 
96 

100 
97 
79 
62 
78 

The municipal courts disposed of qver 4.1 million matters without trial 
in 1973-74, comprising 90.2 percent ;;of the total dispositions. This figure 
was 5,148 cases or less than 1/4 of 11percent below the number of cases 
disposed before trial in 1972-73/.1 
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TABLE XXXVIII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING CASES 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 

Chllllge to 1973-74 from: 
1972-73' 1~ 

Percent Percent 
Type of disposition 1973-74 Amount chnnge Amount chnnge 

Totnl dispositions .............................................................. 4,605,053 12.966 0.3 868,834 23.3 

Dispositions before trial ............... m .............. w" ..................... 4,157,012 5,148 0.1 755.579 22.2 
Dill! (or(eitures .............................. , ......................................... 2.174,908 45.973 2.2 -14.545 -0.7 
Dismissals and transfers ..................................................... , 733,739 11,941 1.7 408.731 125.8 

, Convicted or bound over after plen of guilty ................ 1,163.977 -52.670 -4.3 " 375,842 47,7 
,',Judgments by clerk ............ , ............ "' ................................. , 81,514 -403 -0.5 -15,917 -16.3 
Summary judgments ............................................................ 2,874 307 12.0 1,468 104.4 

DiS~,osltions after trial ................................................ , ............ , 448,041 7.818 1.8 113,235 33.8 
m~contested matters ......... , .......... "11 ....................... " •• " ....... 235,041 5,268 2.3

b 
103.425 _0 

CO~'11ested mntters ....... , ............ , ........................................... 191.362 -70 5,232 _0 

Juv,\,nile orders ....... " ... " ............. " .............. " .......... " .... 0; ........ 21.638 2.620 13.8 4,598 27.0 
~ Chnn}IeS were bll$ed on revised llgures for 1972-73. 

Less than Va of one percent. 
° Percentage changes were not computed because of Ihe change In dellnltlon of uncontested 'and contested criminal 

procMdlngs on July I, 1966 whIch made earlier llgures unsuitable for comparison. Prior to July I, 1966 all criminal cIISes 
tried Were considered as contested motters. Subsequently. only those criminal cases al'ter bolh the prosecution and tho 
defense Introduced testimonial evidence (exclusive of cross-examlnatlon of witnesses called by the other side) were 
c1assllled as contested matters; all other crlmlnnl trials were counted as uncontested matters, 

Dispositions after Trial 

Dispositions after trial which represent the more difficult and time­
consuming cases handled in municipal court accounted for 448,041 cases 
or 9.7 percent of the total dispositions in 1973-74. This was 1.8 percent 
above the 1972-73 previous alltime high of 440,223 cases. More than 52 
percent or 235,041 of the cases disposed of after trial were uncontested 
matters. Contested and uncontested dispositions in 1973-74 remained at 
about the same level as reported in 1972-73 but juvenile orders increased 
by 13.8 percent. 

Contested Matters 

While comprising only a small portion of total dispositions, contested 
1'.Mtters are the most time-consuming dispositions and are therefore an 

TABLE XXXIX-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

NONPARKING CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD 

PER JUDGE EQUIVALENT 

\\ . " Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1973-74 

\1\ Number 
\ 1/ ofjudge. 

'c, Fisclll )'ear cquivlllents" 
196&-61 .................................................................................................................. 297 
1967-68 ............................................................. ,.................................................... 316 
1968-69 .................................................................................................................. 341 
1969-70 .................................................................................................................. 357 

197(}"71 .................................................................................................................. 370 
1971-72 .................................................................................................................. 388 

~~t~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::: !~ 
"nFor dellnltlon ofJudge.cqu/valents, see Table XXXVI, footnote .. 

Revised. 

Contested Matters Heard 
perjudge.. 

Number cquivlllcnt" 

182.561S . 615 
186.000 (;589 :,' 
178.433 ~ 523 
189,531 531 

196.090 
191.097 

"191.4.12 
19i,~62 

530 
493 
473 
451 



.! 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTltATlVE OFFICE: 121 

important measure of municipal court workload. Contested m~_tters are 
cases that have reaohed a point in the trial process where both parties have 
introduced evidence, that is, where the defendant has introduced evi­
Jence (exclusive of cross-examination of witnesses called b)i the prosecu­
tion). Where the defendant does not introduce evidence the disposition 
is classified as uncontested. Contested dispositions as ptesontly defined 
have been collected since 1966-67. 

Approximately 191,000 of the after trial dispositions in 1973-74 were 
contested matters. The volume was practically unchanged froIn that re­
ported in the previous two years. In terms of judicial manpbwer, there 
were 452 contested matters disposed of for every judge eqt1Jvalent avail­
able in 1973-74, compared to 473 per judge eqUivalent a year earlier. For 
the past two years the number of contested dispositions per judge equiva­
lent has been decreasing by approximately 5 percent per year. This de­
creasing trend in contested dispositions per judge equivalent tends to 
substantiate the view of many municipal court judges that contested mat­
ters are becoming more protracted, 

TABLE XL-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

CONTESTED MATTERS HEARD 

BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fisc~rY~ar 1973-74 
'I 
I) 

Change to 1973-74 (rom: 

Type of proceeding 1972-73 Amount Percent AmOu/lt 

Tutal. nil l'roceeding! ............................................ 193.400 24 b 9.108 

Nonpnrklng ...................................................................... 191,362 -70 b 8,7'i!l 

Crirrtlnal .... I" ..... " •••• I .................... ,I;D ......... h ........ h .. U .. 18.757 1.443 1.9 -19.713 

Traffic violations .............. " ..... , ................................ 66,986 2.162 3.3 -12,203 
Selected mlljor .. iI\ •• ' ....... , .. u ............ n .. ,H .............. -.. 6,176 438 7.6 -~.306 
Ot~er .. " .................................................................. 60.810 1,724 2.9 -9.8'i!l 

Nontrnffic misdemeanors ................ u ........ / ... O.IH •• IO,llSO -858 -7.8 -~.74B 
Intoidcatlon ............................................................ 753 -167 -ISS -l~ 
Other ...................................................................... 9.3'i!l -691 -6.8 -5.388 

./ 

Felony preliminaries .............................................. 1.621 139 9.4 -762 

Civil ................................................................................ 112.605 -1.~13 -1.3 28,1jl(f 

Small claims .............................................................. 101,436 -981 -1.0 3~,461 

AU other civil ............................................................ 11.169 -532 -4.5 -3.951 

.~~ili~·~i~i"::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2,188 -422 _16.2 -1,467 
8,981 -110 -1.2 -2,484 

Illegruparklng .................................................................. 2,0311' 94 4:8 "311 

~ Changes wore based or: reviled figures for 197~73. 
Less thon V. of one percent. 

3. JURIES SWORN 

Percent 
4.9 

4.8 

-20.0 

-15.4 
-27.2 
-14.0 

-39.9 
-64.4\. 
-36,4 , 

-32.0 

33.9 

41.1 

-\!s.1 
-.40.1 
-21.7 

18.0 

The number of jury trials ii~· 1973-74, as measured by juries sworn, 
decreased by 181 trials or 1.5 percent. However, the number of cases tried 
by juries has remained relatively constant for the past four years, averag­
ing between 29 to 33 jury cases tried per judge equivalent. 

Most of the juries were\sworn for trial of criminai~ases. About 1l,600 or 
" ,J ~\'''' 

1/ (f\ ... _' 

,.-j'\J 
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TABLE XLI-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN IPER JUDGE·EQUIVALi:NT 

Fiscal Years 1963-G4 'lflirough 1973-74 
Number 
otjudgfJ-

Juries SIVOrJI b 

Pcr judge. 
Fiscal year equivaJerJ/s8 Number equivalent' 

19()3....64 ...... " .... , ....... ,,, .............. Io., ............. ,. .. UII ..... H ............ , ............... " ........ '1" ... ,.. 2,53. 
1964-65 14 .... ".''' ........ u ................ 'I ...................... ,.'' ....... OI'H ..... ' ...... ,01 ........... ,............. 266 
19()5...66 .. 'Of>'JI .... " .. " ... /t"" .................... OI •• UIiI ......... ' .......... , .. "" .. , .......... u ................. ,.. 279 

.l196€)...{)7 u .. , .... ,,, ......... , ... ,," ... ' .. " ...... " .. , .................. , ..... u •• / ..... , .... , ................. "........... 2.97 

1961-68 " ............ , ................ " .. , .. , .. , .................... , ... " ........ , .. ,', ... " ...... " .... "" ... " .. '''"... 316 

~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ 
197()"71 ..... , .................. """".""."""." ••• """ ..... ",,.,,,, .. ,,""'"''''''''''''''"."""."''''', .. ,,. 370 

1971~72 " ... """'''''''''"."'', .... , ..... "''" .... "'', .... " .... ,,'''', .. ,,.,,,,.,,'', ..... ,, .. ," .. ", .. ,""" .. ,,'" 388 
197Z-73 " ........ ,""""."".""""""'"."""" ... ""."""'''''".,'''',,.,,'''''''''',,.,,.,"""" .. "',,.,," 405 
197~74 .. ""'".", ..... , .. "" .... " .... """".,,,.,,""",, .... """ .... "."" ..... "" .. ".""", ..• "."'".,,,,. 124 
• For definition of judge·equivalents, see Table XXXVI, footnote n, " 
b Includes number of juries SWorn in both nonparking and I'3rklng cases, 
1\ Revised. 

7.938 31 
9.396 35 

10.793 39 
11,537 3.9 

11.868 
11.543 
11,821 
12,260 

12.114 
R 12.343 

12,162 

38 
34 
33 
33 

31 
30 
29 

95 percent of the jury dispositions involved criminal cases of which 6j5oo 
were traffic matters. However, the pattern of jury trials made a dramatic 
change in 1973-74 from the previous year. Total traffic juries decreased as 
a percent of all juries sworn from 58 to 54 p~rcent, but the most dramatic 
change occurred among the two traffic categories. Selected traffic made 
up 41 percent of the traffic juries sworn in 1912-13 and 62 percent in 
1973-74. Cortversely, other traffic dropped from 59 to 38 percent of the 
traffic juries sworn. Thus, the majority of ~affic juries has switched from 
other traffic to selected traffic violations. This change resulted mainly 
from the fact that other traffic juries dropped from 1,901 juries in the first 
half of 1913-74 to 589 juries in the second half. The drop in other traffic 

,;" 

TABLE XLII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 

NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1973-7~ 
ChIl1l/e to 1973-74 from: 

Percent 
71pe of proceedirJg 1973-74 ,4mount chll1lge Amorwt 

Total, all prQC/lcdings ................... " ........ "" ... "" ............ 12.162 -181 -1.5 4,224 

Nonpnrking ..... " ..... " ......... " ...................... " ............. " ..... " .. "". 12.16!l -177 -1.4 4,248 

Criminnl.II" .... "" ....................................... , ..... , .... " ..... HI""'" 11,601 -226 -1.9 4.440 

Trllffic vloln\ion$.\i"" ...... "" ... " .. , .. , .... ", .. " ................... , ... 6,5\l3 -691 -9.6 2,357 
SelcCI'j,d major .... , ..... " ............ "."." .......................... 4.033 1.062 35,7 
Olher ...... "" ..... " ..... "" ...... " ..... " .............. " .. " ............. 2.490 -1,753 -41.3 

Nontrame miSgcmerlOors" ... " ............. " ............. , ..... " ... is,Q78 465 10.1 2.083 
Intoxlcwtlon ........... "" .. " .. " ......... " .. " .. " ................ " .... 12.5 -23 -15.5 
OthGl' u .......... IO .... nu .... "'u ... II ..... , ................... u .... , ....... 4,953 488 10.9 

Civil ••••• , ......... , •••.• , ......... u ••••• , .............. , ••••••••••• , .............. , ....... 1161 49 9,6 -l~ 
TOft ........... , •• u,., ..•• , .. ,.u ... " ... 'II.'.'.n' ............... " ................ ,. 401 2.7 7,2 -160 
Other civil ................ "" .. " .... " ......... " ....................... " .. ",. 160 22 15,9 -12 

IIIcgul pnrklng." ..... "." .. , ........ " ....... " ..... """ ........... " .............. \} -4 -24. 
~ Changes bnscd on revised figures for 197Z-73. 

, Not classified separately prior to 1966-67. 

Percent 
chllllge 

53.2 

53,7 

62.0 

iS6.6 

69,5 

-2.5,5 
-31.0 
-7.0 
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juries is attributable to the recent revision of Section 4000 of the Vehicle 
Code, effective January 1, 1974, which changed many of the other traffic 
violations from misdemeanors to infractions, which are not subject to jury 
trial. 

E. JUSTICE COURTS 
At the end of fiscal year 1973-74, there were 214 justice courts located 

in 49 counties of the state. Contra Costa, Marin, Orange, San Francisco, 
San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Cruz,' Sonoma and Ventura Counties did 
not have justice courts. During the year, the n~l~ber of justice courts 
declined from 221 to 214 as a result of consolidations with other justice and 
municipal courts. 

iABLE XLIII-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 

NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 

NonpllJ'ki11fJjfi11n~ 
Petcellt 

dlangefrorn 

PIlJ'k/1l1 Rlillgs 
Number 
ofJilslice 

Fiscal year courts" 
1963-64................................................................ 288 
1964-65................................................................ 276 1!l61Hi6,............................................................... 268 
1966-67................................................................ 263 
1967-68................................................................ 2IS3 
1~................................................................ 245 1969-70................................................................ 244 
1000-11................................................................ 232 

1001-72 ........... , ...... "............................................ Il26 
1972-73 ...................... " .. " ........... "....................... 221 
1003-74 .......................................... ,..................... 214 
~ At end of fiscal year. 

Revised. 

Total Filings 

Number preceding year 
, .. ~,481 

914.090 
961,8.54 902,478 
912~ 
899,345 
928,631 
959,870 

n 978,589 
816,1l64 
812,485 

1. FILINGS 

5,3 
3,6 
5,2 

-6,2 

1.1 
-1.4 

3.3 
3.4 

2.0 
n -10,4 

-0,5 

Number 
446.327 
393,313 
401,869 
$98,963 

371,719 
:m,383 
300,350 
277.895 

R 320,351 
325,653 
309,264 

'.:; '. 

Percent 
cllSllge from 

preceding year 
-2.S 

-H.9 
2.2 

-0.1 

-6.8 
-4.9 

-15.0 
-Ui 

'd5.3 
1.7 

-5,0 

Approximately 872,500 nbnparking cases were filed in the justice courts 
during 1973-74. This was a slight decrease of 4,079 cases or 0.5 percent fronl 
last year's recorded filings. As appears in Table XLIII, over the past decade 
nonparking filings decreased by about 10,000 cases or by slightly more 
than 1 percent while the number of courts decreased by 74 or 26 perceht. 
Filines did not decrease percentagewise as much as the number of justice 
CQUrts since· many of the cOI~solidations were with other justice courts. 

II 
F,Yings by Tnut·af Proceeding "\ ;j 

Even though 1973-74 total filings decreased 0.5 percent and criminal 
filings decreased 0.8 percent from the previous year, there was a recur­
rence of the 1972-73 pattern of increased filings of the more serious crimi­
nal proceedings. Selected major trl:\ffic violations increased 6.9 percen~) 
and nontraffic misdemeanor$ exclusive of intoxication and felony prelit:rH~ 
naties each showed a gain of 'more than 3 percent. . 

While total criminal filings decreased in 1973-74, total civil filings in­
creased by 2,188 cases or 3.( percent o~~r 19'62-73. The greatest percent o 



124 JUDICiAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE XliV CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 

FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPAR KING PROCEEDiNG 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 
Chll11ge to 1973-74 froml 

1972-73" 1963-64 
Percent Percellt 

Type of procermlng 1973-74 Amount ch8J1ge AmoUllt ch8J1ge 
'rotal nOilpark!ng .................................................... 872,485 -4,079 -0.5 -9,996 -1.1 

Crirnh\~l ............................................................................ 805,145 ·-6(287 -0.8 23,'134 3.0 

Traffic vlolatlons'b' ....................................................... 707,065 -6,829 -1.0 26.171 3.8 
Selected major ...................................................... 45.564 2,926 6.9 
Otherb ................................................................. , ...... 661,501 -9,755 -1.5 

Nontrnrne rni~emennors ..................................... , .... 64.341 100 0.1 -9.617 -10.2 
Intoxit-,tion ............................................................ 15,669 -2.016 -11.3 
Other ........................................................................ 68.478 2,116 3.2 

Felony preliminaries ............ ", .............. " ... I1 .............. 13.733 462 3.5 7,180 109.6 

Civil .................................................................................... 67.340 2,168 3.4 -33.730 -33.4 

Small c1air,us .................................................................. 51,446 1,059 2.1 -30.658 -31.3 
/-". 

15,894 1,129 7.6 -3,072 -16.2 All other civil ....................... ;;:; .................................. 
'rorl ............................................................................ 760 9 1.2. 159 26.5 
Other civil ............... " ... , ........... , ............................... 15.134 1.120 8.0 -3,231 -17.6 

~ Changes were based on revised figures for 1972-73. 
Not classified separately prior to 1966-67. 

increase and volume increase was re~<)rd,~d in the other civil category 
which increased 8 percent. II 

d 
Courts by Numher of Filings 

'The 1973-74 filings ranged from a low of 8 to a high of 20,783 per judge 
in the justice courts, with an average caseload .:>f 4,077 cases per judge. 
Municipal courts, in comparison, had an average caseload of approximate­
ly 13,000 cases per judge. More than 66 percent of the justice courts had 

" less than 5,000 cases filed, while only five courts had filings exceeding the 
average per judge caseload of the municipal courts: Maricopa-Taft, 20,783; 
San Gorgonio, 2Q,284; Napa, 16,216; Gilroy-Morgan Hill, 15,040; and EI 
Centro, 15,009. The smaller number of filings in most justice courts is 
accounted for by the fact that justice courts are generally located in the 
less populous areas of the state. The 6aseload of the justice courts in 
1973-74 was distributed as follows: 

Number of 
Number of NonIJllrking Filings t'Durts 

Less than 100 ................................ ,............................................................................................. 6 
100-999., .................................................................................................................................... , .... ' 40 
1.000-2,999 .............................. ,..................................................................................................... 61 
3.()()()...4,999 ....................................................... ' ....... h ................................................ +1................. 36 
5.000-6.999.................................................................................................................................... 33 
7.()(l{)..9.999 ........................................ ,........................................................................................... 22 
10.000-14.999 ................................................................ co............................................................. 11 
15.000 and o~~r .................................................... "................................................................... 5 

TQtnl...................................................................................................................................... 214 

2. DISPOSITIONS 

Percent of 
courts 

3 
19 
29 
17 
15 
10 
5 
2 ",:\ 

100 

During 1973-74 the justice courts disposed of about 771,600 cases, a 
decrease in output of 26,900 cases or 3.4 percent from the preceding year. 
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Approximately 702,200 or !H percent occurred before trial, of which 
436,300 resulted from bail forfeitures and 161)500 from pleas of guilty. 
Dispositions after trial increastld due primarily to a 5.9 percent incrf"llse 
in uncontested matters. 

TABLE XLV CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 

FILINGS AND DISPOSI1'IONS OF NONPARI{ING PROCEEDINGS 

f:jscal Year 1973-711 

Ch/lJ1ge to 1973-'14 from: 

Percent 
Type of disposition 1973-'14 Amount chllI1l{e Amount 

Filings ...... / ........ " ......... ' ....... 1 .............. 1 ..................... 11, .... 812.435 -4,079 -0.5 -9,996 

Total dispositions ......................................................... , 771,514 -26,939 ~3.4 -15,576 

Dispositlons before trial .......................................... 702,157 -27,343 ,'-3.7 -2,516 
Bail forfeitures ........................................................ 436,309 -17,406 " -3.8 3,673 
Dismissals and transfers ..................... , ................ 97,518 -349 -0.4 18,390 
Convicted 01" bound over after plea of guilty 161,523 -10,233 -6.0 -23,690 
Judgments by clerk .............................................. 6,807 (:::;, 645 10.5 -689 

Dispositions nneX' trial "'" ...... , ........... " ..... \ ....... , ........ 69,417 404 0.6 -13,060 
Uncontested matters ......................................... '" 21,232 1,512 5.9 -31,476 
Contested matters ................ " .. , ... , ....................... 23,073 -313 "-1.3 11,389 
Juvenile orders .... : ................................................. 19,112 -795 -4.0 7,027 

Juries SWOrn , ............................................................. ,'0110 1,914 -239 -11.1 318 

Jury verdicts ......................................... "......................... 1,650 -149 -8.3 

Percent 
change 

-1.1 

-2.0 

-0.4 
0.8 

23.2 
-12.8 
-Ii.6 

-15.8
b :b 

58.1 

24.6 

b Changes were based on revised figures for 1S'12-73. 
Percentage changes W\,re not computed bellause of the change In definition of uncontested and contested criminal 

proceedings on July I, 1966 which made earlier figure. unsuitable for comparison. Prior to July 1, 1966 all criminal cases ' 
tried were considered as contested mo.tt'!rs. Subst:quently only those criminal cases after both the prosecution nnd the 
defense introdu~;,d testimonial evidence (exclusive of cross examination of witnesses called by the other side) are 
classifled as contested matters; ·all other criminal triills were counted as uncontested matters. 

F. JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 

1, SUMMARY-NUMBER OF ASSIGNMENTS 
AND DAYS OF ASSIONED ASSISTANCE 

The California (Constitution 38' directs the Chairman of the Judicial 
Council to expedite the business of the courts. and equalize judicial wqrk­
loaqs, and authorizes him to assign judges to assist in courts other than 
their own for this purpose. In 1973-:74 the total number of assignments 
issued by the Chief Justice as Chairman of the J 4dicial CounciliJ,ecreased '" 
to 2,089 or.33 percent less than the number issu~d for the previous fiscal 
year. The decrease in individual assignments of jUstice court judges ac­
counts for the total decrease in assignments. This decrease injustice court 
judge assignments is the result of the first full year's impact of a procedural 
change instituted on January 1, 1913.37 Thus, the 'number of ~signments 
issued to assist courts other thatl justice courts was relath'r?ly unchanged, 

Since the period c.overed by an assignment may range from a day to 
many months, the gross number of assignments is not a measure of actual 
assistance provided by assigned judges. For the latter, see Tables XLVII 
and XLVIII which list the total d~ys of assigned assis~~ce provided to me" 
Courts of Appeal and the superior, municipal and justice courts. \) 

36 Cal. Cpnst., Art. VI, ~ 6. ' 
37 See 1974 Judiciill Council Report, ~; 147. 

o 
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Court receiving 
IIS$jstll1lce 

Total all courts .................... 

Supreme Court .......................... 
Courts of Appeal ........................ 
Superior courts .......................... 
Municipal courts ........................ 
Justice courts ........................... , .. 

" 1\ 
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TABLE XLVI CALIFORNIA COURTS 

ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGES 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 through 1973-74 

NumberoF~~nmenu 
19(J3- 1!J64... 1965- 1966- 19Q7- 1966- 1969-

64 rJ5 66 67 68 69 70 
3,010 3,175 3,418 3.575 3,750 3,800 3,785 

3 8 8 9 12 13 18 
16 49 35 5$ 66 62 54 

tl!J8 '153 821 923 960 926 1,014 
669 741 785 731 133 852 755 

1,604 1,624 1,769 1,854 1,939 1,947 1,944 

TABLE ){LVII-CALIFORNIA COURTS 

1970- 1971- 1972- 1973-
71 72 '13 74 

3,754 4,115 ~,135 2,089 

13 6 16 15 
37 51 68 58 

933 947 966 1,038 
790 856 848 788 

1,981 2,255 1,?.35 190 

TOTAL DAYS OF ASSISTANCE TO COURTS OF APPEAL, SUPERIOR 
COURTS, MUNIClp,\AL COURTS AND JUSTICE COURTS", 

AND DAYSI GIVEN BY RETIRED JUDGES 

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 

Fiscal yellT 
Total days 

of assistance 

1963-64....................................................................................................... 6,817 
1964-Q5 ........................................................................................................ 8,058 
1965-66 ............................................... "....................................................... 8,727 
19f16..61........................................................................................................ 9,471 

1967-68........................................................................................................ 10,058 
1968-69 ••.• Io ...... " ... (I ... " ..... ' ................... u ............... OI ............ , ............. ,U ...... f 10,129 
1969-70........................................................................................................ 10,118.5 
1970-71........................................................................................................ 10.074.5 

~~t~i:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: n 1~::·5 
1973-74 ........................................................................................................ 15,479.5 
"Information not available prior to January I, 1973. 
n Revised. 

Days given by 
retired Judges 

1,703 
6,266 
3,670 
4,163 

4.226 4,500.5 
5.095.5 
4.805 

4,203.5 
115,407 

5,684.5 

Percentage of 
lotal given by 
retJ'red judgefJ 

25.0 ( 
40.5 .; 

.!~~ 
42.0 
44.4 
50.4 
47.7 

45.2 
"39.7 
36.7 

The total days of assistance given to courts, as shown in Table XLVII, 
reached an alltime high of 15,479.5 in 1973-74. The 1973-74 record was an 
increase of 1,849.5 days or 14 percent over the days of assistance given in 
1972-73 and 127 percent over the total given in 1963-64. 

Table XLVII, in addition, shows for each year from 1963-64 through 
1973-74 the number of days and the proportion of total assigned assistance 

TABLE XLVIII-CALIFORNIA COURTS 

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Asslstll1lce given by: 
'1'otRl. all Judges ........................ .. 

Supteme Court .... ''' .. 01'' ....... 10 .......... ,. 

Courts of appeal 
1973-'{4 1972-73 

1,5s.B.1} 1,468.1} 

Retired judges .................................... 1,059.5 
2.0 

651.0 
24.0. 

791.0 
Court <)£ Appeal justices ................... 1.0 
Superior court judges ...................... 467.5 
Municipal court judges ................... . 
Justice_;c~tlrt judges .... '01.' ..... " ......... . 

Days of assistS/Ice given to: 
Superior courts MlInlcipai courts Justice courts 

1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972--73 1973-7'4- 1972-73b 

5,167.1} 5.503.5 4.054.5 4,U3.5 4,730.0 2,545.0 

3,235.0 
1.0 

1,575.0 
271.5 
84.5 

3,451.0 
28.0 

1,442.5 
503.5 
18.S 

965.5 

10.0 
203.0 

2,8'16.1} 

1,039.0 

12.5 
172.0 

2,890.1} 

424.5 266.0 

12.0 5.0 
21.5 6.5 

4,272.1} 2.267.5 
~ lnf'olrmatlou not nvailable for 22 courts. 
h Justice court information is for January 1973 through June 1973 with 17 courU not reporting. 

\ " 
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provided by retired judges. Retired judges gave 5,684.5 days or 36.7 per­
cent of the total days of assigned assistance in 1973-74. The total is equiva­
lent to more than 26 full-time judges and is an increase of 277.5 days or 
5 percent over the amount given in the preceding year. 

Courfs of Appeal 

2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR 
COURTS BY ASSIGNED JUDGES 

Assistance provided to the Courts of Appeal rose in 1973-74 for the 
second consecutive year after four years of declining assistance. The n 

Courts of Appeal received 1,528 days of assigned assistance in 1973-74, an 
increase of 60 days or 4 percent over 1972-73. 

As noted in Table XLVIII, superior court jU!jges gave 467.5 days of 
assistance to the appellate courts in 1973-74, Or 323.5 fewer days than in 
1972-73. Retired judges gave 1,059.5 days or 408.5 days more than in 
1972-73. The total days of assistance provided to the Courts of Appeal 
amounted to the equivalent of a little more than seven appellate justices. 

Superior Courts 

Assigned assistance provided superior courts decreased slightly in 
1973-74. The total of 5,167 days of assistance in 197~-74 is a decrease of 
336.5 days or 6 percent from the record high of 1972-73. 

Retired judges provided 3,235 days or 63 percent of the total days of 
as::ista!lQe given to superior courts in 1973-74. Superior court judges assist- ! 

ing othersupenor courts prOvided 1,575 days or 30 percent of the total 
days of assistance. 

In 1973-74 the superior courts received 3,102.5 net days of assistance. 
The figure is derived by deducting the days given by superior court judges 
to Courts of Appeal, other superior courts, municipal courts and justice 
courts from the total days received by sup€lrior courts. The'3,102.5 net days 
received represent the equivalent of 14 full-time judges. 

Municipal Courts 

Municipal courts received 4,054.5 days of assigned assistance in 1973-74, 
down 59 days or 1.4 percent from the previous year's record high of 4,113.5 
days. Justice court judges accounted for 71 percent of the total assistance 
received by the municipal courts. 

The net assistance given to municipal courts, determined by subtracting 
from the total assistance received, the assistance given to other courts and 
that given by one municipal court to another, amounted to 3,558.5 days. 
The net days received is an increase of 4 percent over 1972-73, and was 
equivalent to approximately 17 full-time judges. ' 

JustIce Courts 

Since the information available for 1972-73 is for the last half of the year! 
it is not possible to compare the two years. "Justice courts indicated th&y 
received 4,730 days of assistance in fiscal ye~r 1973-74. For this first full 
year of reporting, the major portion (4,272 days) of justice CQurt days' 
assistance is derived from judges of other justice pourts. Assistance given 

o 
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by justice court judges to other justice courts within the same county 
amounted to 3,361.5 days or 71 percent of the total received by justice 
courts. Also it should be noted that the net days of assistance received by 
justice courts was a negative figure, in that the justice courts gave 2,502.5 
more days than they received. 

Superior Courts 

3. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS 
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Some courts also received assistance other than by assignments from the 
Chairman of the Judicial Council, This assistance was prOVided by commis­
sioners, referees, and attorneys acting as temporary judges. Since such 
assistance is often substantial, it should be considered when analyzing 
workload or productivity of the superior courts. Assistance from these 
sources has increased greatly over the years. The 24,991 days of such 
assistance received by the superior courts in 1973-74 is a record high and 
980.5 days or 4 percent more than in 1972-73. Only 2 percent of the 
1973-74 assistance was provided by attorneys acting as temporary judges. 

TABLE XLIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS. 
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 

Commissioners 8 

As temporary As 
Court Total days judges commiss/oners Referees 

Stale tolal ............................. ,............................ 24,S91.0 8.368.5 5.978.0 10,109.0 

Alameda .......................................................... " ...... .. 
Butte U( ........ u ..... " .............. " ................ , .................. u. 

Contra Costa >I ..................... , ................................... . 

Fresno •• 01 ..... 04 ... " ............. 1" ... " ................... , .............. . 

Kern ........................................................................ .. 

Los Ailgeles ..... , ...................................................... .. 
Mnrin ....................................................................... ,". 
Monterey ........ , ............ " ...................... I+ .................. ,. 

Orange ..................................................................... . 
Placer .,., ................ ,.\1 ............................................... 1. 

Riverside ... 10' .. ' ....... '111.10; ........ "' .................. *1 .......... ,. 

Sncranlento .................. '1 .. " ....... ", ....... ; .................. " 
San. Bernardino .... " .................... " .................. " ..... I1'. 

~: ~::~i~~~·::::::::2!.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
San Joequin ............................................................. . 
San Maleo ............................................................... . 
Santa Barhorn Of ........ ! .... ' ... , .. ' ..... '1 ......... , ............... u. 

Santa. Clora ..... , .......................... H ................... , ....... . 

Santa Cruz ............................................................... . 

501.0 
il9.0 
W.O 
480.0 
695.0 

13.926.0 
479.0 
240.0 

1,254.5 
109.5 

470.0 
590.0 

1.003.5 
842.0 

1.400.5 

218.5 
248.0 
28o.s 
254.0 
114.0 

SOll100 ........................................................................ 75.0 
Sonoma ..................................................................... 378.0 
Stanislaus .................................................................. 211.0 
Tulare ........................................................................ t90.5 
Venlura...................................................................... 569.5 

\' 010 ............................................................................ tOO.o 
Other C(lurts ............................................... ;............ > 9.0 
• Excludes jury comm~ioners. 

236.0 

7,562.5 4.502.5 
240.0 

237.0 

328.0 116.0 

37.0 883.5 

204.0 

501.0 
119.0 
W.O 
480.0 
459.0 

1,861.0 
239.0 
235.0 

1,160.0 
109.5 

i.:!'.0 
491.0 
486.0 
740.5 
480.0 

214.5 
248.0 
247.0 
246.0 
114.0 

75.0 
378.0 

>211.0 
190.5 
249.0 

100.0 
9.0 

Lawyers 
lIS 

temporary 
Judges 

535.5 

5.0 
94.5 

99.0 
73.5 

101.5 

4.0 

33.5 
8.0 

116.5 

I 
i 
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Table XLIX lists the days of assistance by commissioners, referees and 
attorneys acting as temporary judges for superior courts receiving such 
assistance. In almost all cases, commissioners perform functions which 
would otherwise require a judge. In some courts they hear matters on 
stipulation and sign orders as temporary judges, while in other courts they 
do not sign orders but prepart.~ them for a judge's signature. The assistance 
provided to superior courts b~ commissioners, referees and attorneys act­
ing as temporary judges amounted to the equivalent of 116 full-time 
judges in 1973-74. 

Mllnicipal COllfls 

Municipal courts in 1973-74 received a total of 12,276 days of assistance 

TABLE L-CALIFORNIA MUNICiPAL COURTS 

DAYS OF ASSISTM~~E GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS 
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Fiscal Year 1973-74 

Commissioners 
As temporary 

Total days judges 
TOTAL ............ " ........................................ 12,276.0 0,373.5 

Oakland·Piedmont 238.0 
Alhambra .................. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 125.0 82.0 
Antelope ................... , ...................................... 241.0 241.0 
Beverly Hills ............................. , .............. " ..... , 434.0 227.0 
CitrUS .................................................... , ..... " .... 271.5 244.0 

Cornptqn ............ " ............................................ 447.5 221.0 
Culver ................. , ............................................ 146.0 9.5 
Enst Los Angeles .. I ......................................... 283.0 232.5 
El Monte .................. , ................ , ...................... 232.5 222.0 
Glendale ............................................... .; ......... 222.0 222.0 

Inglewood ........ ,""', .................. " .......... , .......... 260.5 233.0 
Long Beach, ... " .................. , ........... "" ... " ....... " 340.5 195.0 
Los Angeles, .. "., ................................ " ...... "., ... 3,840.0 3,267.5 
Los Cerritos ... 10 ......................... , ..................... 85.5 
Malibu ............ " ............................ " .................. 75.0 31.5 

Pasadena ... " ....... """ ............ " .......................... 299.5 185.0 
San Antonio ........... ~ .................. , ................ , .... 250.0 223.0 
Sant(l Anita " .... , ...... / .... , ............. " ....... 10 .... " ..... 123.5 90.0 
Santa Monica • .. 1 .. " ........... , •••• • .. • ...................... 247.0 44,0 
\Vhittier .......... , .. , ............................................... 25Q.5 149.0 

Salinas .................................. 'h ......... , ................. 193.0 
Central Orange County .. : .. " ............ " ........... M.O 
North Orange County." ........ , .................. " .. 178.0 
West Orange Count)' ... " .... " ... " .................... 385.0 
Riverside •.•.•.•..•..•...••.....••.•.•.• 1 ........................ " 232.0 

SacrlUllento u ............. u ..................................... 29l.5 
San Bernardino County ............... " ......... "' .. , 526.5 216.5 
El Cajon ..................................... " .......... " .. " ..... 60.5 
San Diego " ...... " ............ " ....... , ... , .................... 33o.s 
San Fi'a.nclsco ............... \ ...... ~ .. " ................... ~h 207.0 

Central (San Mateo) -................................... 116.0 
Nortbern {San Mateo)"", ........ , .. " .... "."" ... " 248.0 
Southern (San Mate() ........... " .... " .. " ..... " .... 196.5 
San Jose·MUpitns ....................... " ... " .......... , ... 374.0 38.0 
Sant~ Barbara·Goleta ................................. ,,' 53.5 

Other courts coo" ......... " ... " ............. " ....... " ...... 401,5 
~ Includes traffic commissioners and excludes jury commissioners, 

Includes days of IlSSistance given by trnflic referees. 

As 
commlssloneril 

1,971.0 

212.0 

3.0 

136.5 
3.5 

34.5 
~.'J0.5 

31.5 

49.0 

21.5 
179.0 
98.0 

238.0 

249,0 
207.0 

278.0 

c Represenll 23 courts, each receiving less than 50 days of total assistance; 

;,-86766 

Referee/' 
1,612.0 

24.5 

222.5 

112.0 
57.5 

227.0 

240.0 
230.0 

U6.0 
248.0 
125.0 

9.5 

Lawyers 
.s temporary 

judges 
2,319.5 

1.5 
43.0 

207.0 
24.5 

" 4.0 

47.0 
10.5 
iT'-

27.5 
111.0 
230.0 
28.0 
12.Q 

65.5 
27.0 
12.0 
24.0 
a.s,·.·· 

193.0 
M.O 

-'''=.:'' 178.0 
147.0 

5.0 

51.5 
80,0 
60,5 
81.5 

71.5 
$.0 
53.5 .' 

398.0 
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from commissioners, referees and attorneys acting as temporary judges, 
an increase of 1,771.5 days or 17 :I~,ercent over such assistance in 1972-73. 

Utilization of commissione~s is becoming more widespread in the mu­
nicipal courts. Commissione:('g alone p~pvided 8,344.5 days of assistance or 
two-thirds of the total days received b>~ municipal courts in 1973-74. This 
figure was an increase of 1,262 days 01:18 percent over 1972-73. The 
assistance provided by. commissioners in 1975~~74 :was the equivalent of 
about 39 full-time municipal court judges. ' 

Eighteen of the 24 municipal courts receiving assistance irem commis­
sioners in 1973-74 were in Los Angeles County. These 18 courts';:received 
6,906 days of assistance or 83 percent of the assistance rendered bly com­
missioners. 

.''/ 

4. JUDICIAL EQUIVALENCE OF COMMISSIONERS 
AND REFEREES 

In a number of instances throughout this report statistics are analyzed 
on a "per judge" basis. Such treatment reflects only the number of author­
ized judges and does not reflect assistance given or received through 
judicial assignment or through the use of commissioners, referees and 
temporary judges. As shown, these sources pro-(ride the courts with sub­
stantial assistance and in individual courts significantly increase the judi­
cial manpower actually available. A valid assessment of workload or 
productivity in such courts requires that "per judge" figures ge adjusted 
to reflect the actual judge a:nd other judicial manpower available. 
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TABLE 1-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total nlingsH ............................. , ... " .... " .................. I ... n"' •. " •.. 'I." .. IIIIi ... "U.UI .... Ulh ... , ...... ,' .. ' ....... I"~I'. 3,513 

i\ppeals: 
Civil ... ' ... "".' ........ H .. jj ............ oI" ........... "".U' .... "I" ... ""UIU.".,,, ..................... ,,.,, ............. '.11''' .... '"............ 0 
Crlmlnal ...... , ... , .............. , ....... H .............. , .......... " .. ",,,,, .. , .... " .... , .............................. '.h ... IIII' •• "" .. UIl •• ''',... 0 

Original proceedings: 
Civil ........ , .. " .......................... , .............................. 14 ......... ' •• ''' .. IjIIl ................ H'.II ..... 'tt ............ '"II., ... ' ...... , tail 
Crimlnru.Io .... tf ....................................................... u ...... , ... " .. , ... " .. , ............ ." .... " ...... "'10 ............ " .. ,,,,,...... 757 

Motions 10 dismIss on clerk's certificate: 
Civil ................ " ..... " ............................. , ........ , .. " ....... , ............ "., ... , .. " .... " ... j ...... " ..... ~,.II .... "' .. "" •• 'hlU .. hl 

Criminal ................... , .... " .............. 01 .................. " .... , ................ " ........... ' ... , ... ~ .. ""." ..... , •• ' ," •. " .. "11'''''''''''''' 

(J 
o 

PetitIons for hearing of cases previously decided by the Courts of Appeal............................... 2.571 

TABLE 2-CALIFORNIA SlIPREMI: COURT 
BUSINESS, TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 11972-73 and 1973-74 

Busllless iranssctetJl 

Totlll business transacted ... , ..... " .. , ..................... , .................. , .... , .......... , ............ " ....... " .......... "",, .. 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ....... , .......... " .................... , ........ , ............................ 10 .. ' ................ , ............................. "."'''.·IOH ... '' •• 
Crimir\a1 .................. ; .. 'I.IIt .............. ~ ••• " .......... H ............ "h' ............... , ........................... , ... OI ... j ... , ... II.'u,. 

Without opinion (by dismissal. aff.irmance or reversal on $tipulntlon. motion. etC.): 
Civil , .............. " .......... \1" ..... "" ... " .... ;'1''' ............................................... ft ......... I" ... ot ........ \ ... ot ............. jt 

Crlminnl .... , ........... " ................ , ........ II~II ........... , .......................... , ............ " ... 11 ......... " ......... , .............. 19. 

Original proceedings (Including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion """."" ..... " ...... " ...... " ................. " .. " ..... " ...... " ... " .. "." .. ,,"""."""""" .. "."" .. ",, .. 
Without opinion ....• " ......................... ,., ............. , ... , ................ , .... , ... , ............ , .... ,' ................ , .............. . 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: • 

~tro~:~~~!~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::' 
Hearings: 

Granted ....... ,,, .... ,,",, ... ,,,, .... ,,, ... ,,""""" ... ,, ....... ,, ..... ,,",, ....... ,,"",,.,, .. """"." ... """."""""""''',,.,,'',, .. . 
Denied ....................................... , ........ , .......... " ......... " .............. , ..................................... " ........ , .......... ~ 

llehenrlrtgs: 
Ornrtted ................ , ................ " ...... , ...................................... " ................. " ......... u .............. ", •• , ........... . 

Denied .. ,,, .... , ........................................ , ............. I.~ .............................. I ..... '.I •• ' .... , ....•• , •••••••• j •••• ,I ••• ' •••• ,t 

Orders: b 

Transrers Ilt\d rctrons(ers ...... " .................... t ... " ................ \ .... , ................................................ " ..... w 

Alternative writs or orders to show cause· """""."""""" .• """"".""""."""".,,",, ...... ,,,, .. ,,",, .. 
Miscellaneous """ .. "." .. " ..... ""."" ... """""" .. "."""" .... " .. "." ... ,,""",,.,,",,.,,"""."" .. "" .... """ .. "".",,. 

Executive clemency app\!catlon$ d "" .. "." .. """"""""" .... "" .. " ... ".""""".""."" .. " .. "".""""",, .. ,,.,,"". 

~ ~cludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
Not reporle-.l elsewhere. . 

~ Data previous to 1973--74 Included In mlscellaneow. 
Cal. Const .. Art. V, ~ 8 

J973--,/4 

48 
31 

-1 
o 

76 
86() 

198 
2,373 

3 
SO 

189 
52 

1.331 

9 

3.139 

o 
o 

160 
593 

o 
o 

J!l/2-'/3 

4.691 

o 
2 

o 
68 

181 
2,20.5 

2 
62 

231 
o 

1,161 

12 



Total filings and transfcl"S from 
Supreme Court ...................... 

Appeals: 
Civil ...................................................... 
Criminal .............................................. 

o~J;~.::.:~:2~~~ ........................... 
'Criminal .......................... '" ................. 

" 
Molions to dismiss on clerk's cCi'lifi. 

cu.tc ~ •• h ........... "h •• " ••• un ... \ .. n ••••••••••• 

TABLE 3-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
FILII'JGS AND TRANSFERS FROM SUPR1:Mt: COURT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973--1,11 

Total 
All Courls 
ofAppeill 

1913-74 ItI'I$-'l3 

9,80.'1 9,ISiI 

2,380 2:;:T7 
3,300 3,100 

~93 2,~ 
" 1,145 903 

\187 380 

First District 
1913-74 J91~73 

2,876 2,700 

748 732 
763 785 

787 787 
390 247 

188 141 

Second Distn'ct Third District 
1!l73-'T4 19'T£-'T3 1!l73-14 1!l7~'13 

3.713 3,535 967 923 

876 777 264 9,63 
1,481 1,379 l!88 261 

873 94~ 185 218 
249 277 224 173 

134 157 6 8 

Fourth Distn'ct 
1!l73-'14 191$-'13 

1,686 1,499 563 ~27 

395 401 87 104 
580 490 188 191 

490 439 l~ 121 
168 tl3 114 S3 

ro W 6 18 



TABLE 4-CALIFORNM SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL 
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

OrigUIIlI 
Supreme Court and To/Ills Appeills proceedings Motions· Hearings Rehcllrings 

Courts of Appelll 1973-,/4 1972-73 1!l73-74 1972-73 19'/3-'/4 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1!l73-'/4 1972-73 

'rotal, SUpreme 
Court nnd 
Courts of A\l" 
peal .................... 23,921 22,066 6,121 5,623 4,687 4,001 589 504 2,511 2,3M 1,145 1,062 

Supremo Court ...... 5,288 4,691 B3 119 936 650 64 68 2,571 2,386 53 64 

COllrt~ of Apperu, 
total.; .. " ....... , ..... , 18,639 17,375 6,044 5,504 3.751 3.351 52.5 436 1,092 998 

First Dl!trict ........ 5,680 5,262 1.676 1,562 1,201 1,047 320 ~'13 317 299 
Second DI~trict .. '1,067 6,577 2,477 2,234 1,219 1,176 9 22 477 395 
Third Dlstrlct. ..... 1,732 1,685 579 515 412 379 162 128 113 104 
Fourth District .... 3,464 3,278 1,039 928 656 557 10 13 149 169 
Fifth District ........ 698 m 213 265 263 192 24 20 36 31 

b E!xcludes granted moUons to dismiss reported under nppenls. 
Not reported elsewhere. 

e Cn\. Canst., Art, V, § 6. 

.~'l" L 

Executire 
Clcme/le)' 

Orders b IIpplicntions· 
1973-74 1972-73 1973-'/4 1972-73 

8,799 8,478 9 12 

1,572 1,392 9 12 

7,2Z1 7,086 

2,168 2,101 -,i 

2.885 2,750 
466 559 

1,610 1,611 
100 65 
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TABLE 5-CALlFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1912-13 and 1973-74 

Busl/U!ss triU1sscted 1973--74 

Total business tranSll~ted ........................ : ..................... ,.,............................................................... 18,639 

Appeals: 
By wrItten opInIon: 

Civil .U .. "H.II ........... ".u"'" ... , •• u .. "uu, ........ ;; ... tllI .. 'tI ............. ' .. II" .... u" ........... "."." ....... " ................ " ... " 1,799 
Crimlnnl................................................................................................................................................. 2,590 

WIthout opInIon (by dismIssal. affirmance or reVers.1 0/1 shpul.tton, motton, etc.) I 
elvi\ ....... '.III" .. "' ...... II.IIII ... " ......... "."" ....... ' .. u .... n.".Hu ............. Un ... n .... u .................. " ... , ............. ".... 914 
Crimhlal ............................................ ~................................................................................................. 741 

OrigInal proceedIngs (IncludIng habeas corpus), 
By written opInion .......................................................................................................................... ,. 2\)6 
'Vlthout oplnlon ......... h,I" ......... it.Il ...... " ........ Hu" .. flltI ... u" ............ " 1t""' .. """"~" ...... , .... j ..... II", .... uu. 3,~~ 

Mottons (mlscellllll<lUuS) denied or granted: • 
By written opinion ............................................................................................................................ 16. 
Without opinion ...................................................................................................... , .................... ""... 5(l9 

Rchenrhlgs: 
Granted .... "t!u" ........ III''' .. '' .. '' .................... IIUh ............. UUIl ......... " ......... " .. n .... II.!I .......... "" .......... II.... 62 
Denied •.•. H ...... U ... ~\\" ..... " ........... u.\ .................... u.,. I •••• f ....... , •••••••• " •• , ••••••••• ; .................. \..................... l,OSO 

Orders (miscellaneous) b ... '.................................................................................................................... 7:J9:1 

b F!xdudes granted moHans to dismiss reported under al<:y~a1s. 
Not reported elsewhere. , 

TABLE6-FIRST APPELLATE (SAN FRANCISCO) DIstRICT 
(Four Divislons-12 Judges) 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1972-'73 and 1973--74 

Business frsIIS8cled /973--14 
Total business transacted .............................................................................................................. " 5,681:1 

Appeals: 
Ill' written opinion: 

Civll ..... I';~,.~ .................. n ........................ " .................. ;; .......... , .............. _ ............ ~"' ••• u .......................... . 326 
Crlmlnol,h ..................................... " ..................... " ....... _ .............. " .. "u ...... " ••• iI ... h ... U ..... , ................. h. 646 

Without opinion (by dlsmls$al,lIffirmnnce at reversal on stlpul.tton, motton, etc.): 
Civil .............. " .. \ .................... , ........... , ..... ' ... " ... n .... " .... " .. u .... n ....... " .. Io .. ' ......... H .. ' ............................. . 317 
Crlmintll .... nH .. tu ......... u ••• " ...... ".ult.,..I! ....... " .... ., .. IO ... ,. ........... 11' ............. "11." .................................. • .. ". 187 

Onginal proceedings (Including habeas corpus): 
~ 

1,106 
By written optnlon ......... , .......... , ................. n"' ........... "I ........ U ...... , .... ,,tI, ........... , ... th ....... II .. U .... II""t 

\Vithout opinfon ...... , ........ u .......... , .................. o; •••••••••••••••••• , .......... " •••••• '.11 ••••••• 1 ••• ' ..... '.'1.' ............. ., ••• 

.~ 
31., 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or gr.nled: a 
Dy written opinion ... " ................................................................................................ ., .................. .. 
Without opinion ......................................................................................................... ; .................... " .. 

j/j 
281 

2,161> 

Rehearings: ,', 
C[dllted .... I ......... , ....... " ....... I ............................. u ...... ~ ... ,".(4., ....................... ., .............. " ........... " ...... :. 
De(lJed 1t ••••• I •••••••••••••• , .......... , ... , •••••• , •••••••••••• ;.;.~.~j~~ ...... i ••••.• ,t, •• , •••••••••••••••••••• <., .. .,. .................................... .. 

b ' -;\ 
Orders (miscellaneous) .............................. : ...................................................................................... .. __ \1 

G 

~'I, 

: F!xcludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
Not teportP,d elsewhere. 

'F 
:,,) 

'\ 

>J 

,S'J 

13'1 

1972-.,3 

17,373 

1.066 
2,224 

873 
141 

277 
~m4 

1\ 
431 

6S 
933 

7,086 

197$-'13 
5,262 

rnt 
570 

t74 
~ll 

Irt 
960 

4 
~9 

') 

32 
wr 

2.lQl 

-.;".\ 

v) IV 

,,~. 

c) 

'- . ~--
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TABLE 7-SECOND APPELLATE (LOS ANGELES) DISTRICT 
(Five Divisions-20 Judges) 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Busin= tr"l!sactea 1973-74 
Total business transacted ................................................................................................................ 7.001 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ., ........................................................................................... , ..................... ,.................................. 712 
Crimin.l................................................................................................................................................ 1.083. 

Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation. motion. etc.): 
Civil .......................................................................................................... ,........................................... 324 
Criminal................................................................................................................................................ 358 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ............................................................................................................................ 7S 
Without opinion.................................................................................................................................. 1.144 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: 0 

By written opinion ............................................................................................................................ 0 
Without opinion.................................................................................................................................. 9 

Bl"'earlngs: 
{,.I Granted ............ 10 ..... ' .. 10 .... '.' ..... / ..................................... , ........................ " ................. ,.......................... 7 
. Denied .................................................................................................................................................. 470 

Orders (miscellaneous) b .......................................................................................................................... 2.885 

~ EKcludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals •. 
Not reported elsewhere. 

TABLE 8--THIRD APPELLATE (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT 
(One Dlvision-o Judges) • 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Business trans..cted 1973-74 

Total business transacted ................... M ................................................... , .... ,................................. 1,732 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

CiVil ........... " ............................................................................. , ... ,....................................................... 170 
Criminal .......... "" ...... : ..................................................... " .............. ".................................................... 260 

Without opinion (by dismissal. affirm.nce or reversal on stipulation. motion. etc.): 
CIVIl ....................................................................................................... , ................ " ....... "................... 109 
Criminal ............. I.................................................................................................................................. 40 

OrigimX,broceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ............................................................................................................................ 58 
Without opinion ....... " .......... , ................... " ................................... , ...... "............................................. 354 

Molions. (miscellaneous) denied or granted: b 
By written opinion ............................ , ..................................................................................... ,......... 0 
Without op!nlon ................................................................... ,.............................................................. 162 

Rehearings: 
Granted ......................................................................... " ............... , ......................... , ................ ,.......... 9 
Denied ..................................................................................................................................... ............ 104 

Orders (miscellaneous)" ............................................... ,......................................................................... 466 

~ Two additional judgeships o,uthorized on Janu~ry 1. 1974 Increased the total to six positions. 
' .• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 

Not reported elsewhere. 

197£-73 

6.577 

587 
996 

320 
331 

63 
1.113 

1 
21 

16 
379 

2.750 

1972-73 

1.685 

178 
176 

liS 
43 

49 
330 

o 
128 

12 
92 

559 
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TABLE 9-FOURTH APPELLATE (SAN DIEGO AND 
SAN BERNARDINO) OISTRIGT 

(Two Divisions-9 Judges) . 

BusiNESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Business trlJIlsacted 1973-'14 

Total business transacted .............................. " ......... , ... 0/ ................ ,., •• " ........... , .. , .................. I .. ,\.;j~11464 

Appeals: 
~) " 

By written opinion: 
Civil ....................... 1 ...... '" .... , ...... ", .. , .................... ; ................... " ............ ", ............... , ........ , ..... 1001 ...... ' •• 

Criminal ............................... , ...... , ......................... H ....................... " ........ , ................ , .......... lt .............. . 

Without opinion (by dismissal. affirmance or reversal on stipulation. motiort. etc.): 
Civil ................................... , .................. ", .............. /10 ... ' ........ " ........... , ....... , .......... ;. ......................... 1'1/ .. 

Criminnl ............................ , .............. \.\.~ ............ H .......... u ............................................... jo .... ,. ........... ! ... 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus); 

319 
465 

140 
115 

By written opiniort............................................................................................................................ 43 
Without opinion ........... " ............................................ H ...... ' ............. , ....... " .......... " .......... 10" .. , •• /."...... 613 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or g-canted: II . 

~th~~::~\~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Rehg~~!~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::J!.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::: 
. b 

Orders (miscellaneous) ..................... ' ....... 10 .. ' .......... , ...... " ...... \ ............... , ............................. ;, ...... ' ...... H 

: Excludes granted motions \0 dismiss reported under appeals. 
Not reported elsewhere. 

o 
III 

1 
142 

1,610 

TABLE 1D-FIFTH APP\~LLATE (FRESNO) DISTRICT 
=, (One Divi~)ion-3 Judges) 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

}', 

BusinesJ trllIlsacted 

Appeals: .;, 
By written opinion. 

1913-'14 

Civil ..................................................................................................... , ........ "..................................... 72 
Criminal................................................................................................................................................ 136 

Without opinion (hy dismissal. affitmance or reversal on stipulation, motion. etc.): 
Civil ................................................................................ ,..................................................................... $v. 
Criminru ... , .. , .......................... \ ............. ........ u .. t ....... tI ............ , .. _ .. ; ........................... ~ ... , .... ,.................. 41 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 

~t~~:eo~:~~~.~.:::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~r:~: 
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or g-canted: a 

25 
2.'l8 ... 

By written opinion .................. " ...................... "................................................................................ 14.0 
Wlth\lut opinion.................................................................................................................................. 10 

Rehearings: . 
Granted .... H .................. n' ............... , .............................................. ".H ......... "........................................ 3 
Denied .".; .......................... ,., ................ / .......................... , ............. / .................................... ,: .............. .,. 33 

Order~ (miscellaneous) b ........ , ............. , .. , ...... , •. ,...................................................................................... 100 

- J) 
~ Excludes g-canted moti0r"s to dismiss reported under appeals. 

Not reported elsewherr. 
;.1,0;:." 

139 

1972-'13 

3,278 

315 
361 

128 [i 124 ) 
I I' '/ I 

~~i 
(l 

13 

l) 
1&1 

1.611 

'\'\ 

1972-73 

573 

79 
121 

33 
32 

2S 
167 

() 

20 

3 
28 

65 



I 

t 

Nllmberof 
Judgeships • 

Count)' 1973-74 1972-73 

State total.......... 478 

Alumeda .............. .. 
Alpine .................. .. 
Amador ................. . 
Bulte ..................... . 
Cnluveras ............ .. 
Colusa .01 .......... , ... , •• 

Contm Cosln ....... . 
Del Norte ............. . 
El Dorado ........... . 
Fresno ........ ""." ... ,. 
Glenn ................... . 
Humboldt ............ .. 
Imperial ............... . 
Inyo .... : .................. . 
Kern ..................... . 
Kings ..................... . 
l..uke ....................... . 
Lassen ................... . 
Los Angeles ......... . 
Madera ................. . 
Marin .................... .. 
Mariposa ............... . 
Mendocino ........... . 
Merced ................. . 
Modoc HU'\I,,,U,UUllt 

)

'1 MOllo .................... .. 
II Monterey ............ .. 

J
" 'Na~a .................... .. 

({ Nevada ................. . 
~ Orange ................. . 

':-- Pltlcer ." ...... " ....... .. 
PIUnlRS .">11 .. 01 ...... .. 

Riverside ............ .. 

25 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

11 
1 
2 
8 
1 
3 
2 
1 
6 
1 
1 

reI 

16f Ii 
5 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
5 
2 
1 

31 
2 
1 

12 

477 

25 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

11 
1 
2 
8 
1 
3 
2 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 

161 
1 
5 
1 
2 
3 
1 
I 
5 
2 
1 

c31 
2 
1 

12 

Total 
filings 

TABLE 11-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1913-74 

Total 
dispositions 

Dispositions 
before tn'aJ 

Dispositions iiter trial 

Uncontested mattersb Contested mattersb 

1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-'13 1973-'14 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

562.062 

27,920 
32 

379 
2,632 

547 
302 

13,770 
570 

1,815 
9,320 

439 
2,626 
1,962 

459 
9,334 
1,635 

639 
514 

184,445 
1,324 
5,958 

192 
1,905 
3,190 

237 
253 

7,208 
2,840 

958 
41,510 
2,492 

386 
14.909 

8532,563 

26,195 
39 

330 
2,510 

529 
314 

13,177 
486 

1.686 
8,971 

403 
2,790 
2,004 

415 
8,566 
1,452 

741 
500 

162,544 
1,128 
5,262 

163 
81,814 

2,539 
209 
230 

6,627 
2,484 

858 
36,694 
2,339 

412 
13.192 

480.062 

23,944 
'io. 

280 
2,091 

401 
269 

11.959 
471 

1,466 
6,107 

331 
2,319 
1,732 

340 
8,009 
1.650 

634 
410 

162,486 
1,029 
s.o47 

137 
1,452 
2,127 

175 
255 

6,114 
2,114 

833 
43,875 " 
2,140 

351 
14,208 

8466,306 

821,597 
1 

227 
]189 

408 
220 

R11,488 
448 

1,305 
7,288 

345 
2,371 
1,736 

349 
7,273 
1,372 

8
617 
417 

165,066 
996 

4482 
RI38 

R1,398 
2,085 

175 
247 

85,789 
1,947 

610 
42,206 
1,885 

303 
11.990 

165,042 

7,008 
10 

102 
580 
196 
86 

3,228 
126 
615 

1.460 
104 
617 
706 
83 

2,209 
348 
152 
134 

62,113 
321 

1,761 
41 

496 
669 
64 
70 

2,155 
624 
283 

17,991 
736 
113 

4.555 

8184,124 

5,599 
1 

77 
607 
156 
56 

3,319 
131 
529 

2,220 
102 
755 
706 
lI5 

1,924 
454 
168 
193 

11s.o07 
I 322 
'1,254 

38 
R498 

614 
34 
64 

1,819 
497 
218 

20,480 
620 
84 

3.359 

)1.65,808 

14,331 
o 

70 
1,281 

154 
171 

7,668 
292 
892 

4,095 
208 

1,449 
898 
229 

5,209 
1,201 

408 
240 

60,358 
594 

2,755 
74 

802 
1,276 

103 
110 

3,402 
1,183 

454 
23,617 

1,216 
199 

8.021 

R259,622 

13,618 
o 

68 
1,417 

196 
153 

7/229 
260 
637 

4,613 
229 

1,438 
923 
198 

4,838 
854 
354 

8189 
82,698 

557 

2~~ 
Rr24 
1,238 

126 
124 

3,414 
1,257 

358 
20,002 

1,132 
184 

7.588 

49,212 

2,605 
o 

108 
230 
51 
12 

1,063 
53 

1119 
5i,2 
19 

253 
128 
28 

591 
101 
74 
36 

20,015 
114 
531 
22 

154 
162 

8 
75 

557 
307 

96 
2,261 

188 
39 

1.632 

842,560 

~,32O 
o 

82 
165 
856 

11 
Rg40 

57 
139 
453 

14 
178 
107 
36 

511 
64 
95 

R35 
17,361 

117 
506 
25 

R176 
173 

15 
59 

R496 
193 
94 

1,724 
133 
35' 

1.043 



Sacramento .......... 15 
San Benito ............ 1 
Son Bernardino.... 14 
San Diego.............. 29 
San Francisco ...... 25 
San loaqtiin .......... 7 
San Luis Obispo .• 3 
San Mateo ............ 13 
Santa Barbara ...... 7 
Santa Clara .......... 24 
Santa Cruz............ i 
Shasta .................... 3 
Sierra...................... 1 
Siskiyou.................. 1 
Solano .................... 4 
Sonoma.................. 4 
Stanislaus .............. 5 
Sutter...................... 2 
Tehama.................. 1 
Trinity.................... 1 
1'ull!l"e.................... 4 
Tuolumne.............. 1 
Ventura.................. 7 
yolo........................ 2 
Yuba ...................... 2. 

15 
1 

°14 
"29 
25 
"7 
3 

13 
7 

24 
3 
2 
1 
1 
4 
4 
5 
2 
1 
1 

"4 
1 
7 
2 
2 

W.961 
455 

W,656 
42.730 
24,841 

7,4(;1 
4,112 

14.169 
7,281 

30.152 
3.765 
2,866 

89 
1,020 
4.559 
6,211 
5.976 
1,203 
1.003 

254 
4.123 
1,071 

10,276 
2,270 
1.444 

19,872 
396 

19,062 
38.172 
24.502 
1,248 
3.469 

13.401 
6,574 

28,558 
3.566 
2.820 

45 
i,loo 
4.138 

R5.689 
6,247 
1,166 

921 
240 

4.004 
801 

9,040 
2,365 
1,273 

-- -~t) 

18,801 
402 

16,353 
34,036 
20,303 
6.131 
3.100 

11.186 
6.525 

20.622 
3.172 
2,505 

34 
822 

3.645 
4.763 
4,826 
1,024 

675 
207 

3,450 
960 

8,OU 
1.912 
1.365 

17,067 
365 

15,272 
30,967 
19.979 

5,834 
2,121 

10,969 
6.041 

22.663 
3,079 
2,449 

38 
930 

R3,528 
114.379 

4,981 
970 
691 
178 

3.325 
797 

a,6.967 
111,961 

1,085 

5,447 
133 

5.128 
9,330 
'l,f!T7 
1.899 
1,166 
4,025 
2,023 
6;492 

808 
763 

10 
305 

1,200 
1,099 
l,493 

309 
210 
73 

869 
432 

2,939 
613 
623 

4,904 
114 

3,599 
8.575 
7.746 
2.037 
1.153 
3,876 
1.972 
7,411 

735 
781 

2 
345 

111.113 
912 

1,505 
349 
W4 
69 

992 
292 

2.440 
517 

11341 

11,859 
238' 

9.434 
l!l,059 
10,500 
3,1\72 
1.403 
6.681 
3.800 

12,221 
2,108 
1.461 

19 
428 

2,159 
3,237 
1,880 

629 
393 
106 

2,303 
391 

4,199 
1,146 

624 

R10.844 
231 

10,090 
19,801 
10,210 
3.380 
1,371 
5.999 
3,492 

13,263 
2,090 
1.440 

19 
492 

2,167 
113,117 

3.004 
552 
388 

93 
2,125 

393 
3,615 
1,235 

612 

1.361 
31 

1,791 
J,647 
1,92& 

560 
531 

1,080 
604 

1,909 
25G 
251 

5 
89 

286 
427 
453 
86 
7i1. 
2B 

27/3 
137 
873 
15;1 
11/3 

II Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiscal year. 
b Figures on uncontested matters include criminal cases disposed of on transcript of preliminary ~e.aring which previous to 1969..70 were Included with contested matter,. 
~Statute prolllded for increase effective March 7. 1973. ' ;; 

Statute provided for increase effective January 1, 1974. /1 
R ReVised. . ;' 

;; 
f/ 

.II 
If 

!/ !/ 

1,339 
34 

1.58.1 
2;591 
2,023 

417 
197 

1,094 
571 

1.989 
254 

,WI 
15 

~ 
350 
478 
69 
99 
16 

r
~ 208 

~ 112 

)

852 

J' ~149 132 
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TABLE 12-CALIFOI!\NIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total Totnl Dispositions 
Dise.ositions alter trlnl 

Uncontested Contested 
BlinK! disjJositions before trial matters matters 

Count)' 19'/J..,/4 19'/2-'/3 19'/J..74 J9'/2-73 19'/J..14 19'/2-'/3 19'/J..74 19'/2-'/3 19'/J..,/4 19'/£-'/3 

I 
R809 State total .......... 62,910 \\ 62,406 57,265 R58,384 827 R824 55,461 1156,751 977 

Alameda ................ 3,768 )) 3,629 '~' 3,426 3/277 241 126 3,031 3,008 154 143 
Alpine .................... 0 /1 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador ht." ..... 'H .... 68 If 74 44 36 0 0 41 28 3 8 
Butte ...... : ............... ~.23} 419 320 426 1 0 313 422 6 4 
Calaveras .............. 61l' 64 49 57 0 0 49 57 0 0 
Colusa .................... ,lis 64 58 63 0 0 58 63 0 0 
Contra Costa ........ 1/708 1,663 1,800 1,730 60 52 1,720 1,668 20 10 
Del Norte .............. ~,~ 56 68 66 6 0 61 64 1 2 
E\ Dorado ............ 151 132 141 3 1 129 139 0 1 
Fresno 01 .......... ,., ... ,. 1,392 1/275 701 1,072 12 1 67B 1.066 11 5 
Glenn .................... 71 B2 71 66 1 0 70 66 0 0 
Humboldt .............. 414 43B 353 349 21 9 325 336 7 4 
Imperial ................ 226 23B 218 302 24 119 194 163 0 0 
Inyo H ....... ~.hj .......... 68 77 24 71 1 0 23 11 0 0 
kern ...................... 967 909 732 637 7 1 712 627 13 9 
Kings ...................... 163 197 196 173 2 4 193 169 1 0 
Lake ........................ 139 158 147 1~~. 1 1 145 136 1 1 
Las:;en ..... ~ ....... , ...... 7$ 66 47 1 2 46 42 0 0 
Los Angeles .......... 19,048 19,763 19,943 20,213 163 203, 19,375 19,708 405 302 
Madera 10' ... 10 ........ \. 155 161 144 166 2 2 139 161 3 3 
Marin ...................... 753 707 702 644 1 0 696 638 5 6 
Mariposa ................ 34 28 27 22 0 0 27 22 0 0 
Mendocino ............ 281 271 21B 169 2 113 213 RI60 3 R6 
Merced .................. 264 265 250 237 16 1 234 235 0 1 
Modoc .................... 45 43 43 31 0 0 43 3l 0 0 
Mono ...................... 12 19 35 32 0 0 35 32 0 0 
Monterey .............. 974 942 753 B22 40 56 69B 749 15 17 
Napa ...................... 338 362 272 313 4 6 267 305 1 2 
Nevada " ....... "10 ...... 143 142 107 101 1 0 102 100 4 1 
Orange .............. " .. 3,579 3,602 2,515 2,668 13 12 2,458 2,641 44 15 
Placer \~ .................. 307 273 237 249 0 0 237 249 \) \) 
Plumas .................. 72 Bl 79 55 0 0 78 55 1 0 
Riverside .............. 1,736 1,634 1,538 1,562 65 41 1,426 1,494 47 27 
Sacramento .......... 1,736 1,751 1,726 1,736 9 12- 1,680 1,695 37 29 
San Benito ............ 94 59 92 68 3 1 B9 67 0 0 
San Bernardino .... 1,874 2.133 2,004 2,339 4 18 1,943 2,224 57 97 
San Diego .............. 4,Bl1 4,305 4,366 4,087 2 5 4,326 4,074 38 8 
San FranciSCO ...... 3,962 3,960 2,925 2,966 3 4 2,922 2,960 0 2 
San Joaquin .......... 1,ISO 1,014 1,129 898 17 59 1,072 631 40 2 
San Luis Obispo .. 420 38B 296 307 \) 1 296 306 0 \) 
San Mateo ............ 1,868' 1,731 , UBI 1,1B2 6 10 1/269 1,172 6 0 
Santa Barbara .. " .. 877 948 797 B21 7 13 768 BOO 2 2 
Santa Clara .......... 2,987 2,693 2,300 3,057 4 1 2/299 3,012 6 44 
Santa Cruz ............ 705 706 662 615 5 1 657 611 0 3 
Shasta .................... 302 326 284 264 0 1 276 263 B 0 
Sierra ...................... 9 5 9 17 1 1 B 10 0 6 
Siskiyoll .................. ISO 182 120 165 0 1 120 163 0 1 
Soluno ............. " ..... 444 440 389 R383 31 RU 353 366 5 6 
Sonoma .................. 1,029 1,001 889 8681 7 26 875 I184B 7· 7 
Stanislaus , .. , .......... 672 690 490 577 5 0 475 569 10 8 
Sutter ...................... 146 161 ISO 125 1 0 149 124 0 1 
Tehama .................. 81 93 115 103 0 1 95 102 0 0 
Trinity .............. " .... 31 28 37 16 3 \) 34 16 0 0 
Tulare ....... " ........... 574 581 590 570 3 \) 586 569. 1 I 
'ruolumnc .............. 'if1 101 86 117 0 1 66 113 0 3 

,.Ventura .. " .......... "" 749· 721 840 750 7 9 B19 719 14 22 
yolo ........................ 397 338 327 292 20 8 306 284 1 0 
Yuba " .................... 163 169 123 116 1 0 122 116 0 0 /1 
n Revised. I 

(J 
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TABLE 13-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
FAMILY LAW 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dispositions lifter In'a! 
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 
fl1inll.s disl!.osib'ons before tria! matters matters 

County 1973-74 197$-73 1973-74 197$-73 1973-74 197$-73 1973-74 197$-73 1973-74197$-73 

State total. ......... 154,793 149,062 134,248 128,219 9.756 10.396 114.162 R108.473 10.330 Rg.350 

Alameda ................ 8.620 8.236 7.177 6.615 183 201 6.450 6.044 544 370 
Alpine .................... 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador .................. '/5 83 64 43 1 1 0 9 83 33 
Butte ...................... 822 751 640 655 37 28 514 602 29 25 
CalaverllS .............. 98 92 60 77 2 3 54 65 4 9 
Colusa .................... 79 83 73 60 1 0 70 60 2 0 
Cantril Costa ........ 4,465 4,330 3,830 3,582 333 89 3.150 3,076 347 411 
Del NQrte .............. 183 177 131 150 6 11 113 129 12 10 
El Dorado ............ 439 341 345 296 21 11 295 253 29 32 
Fresno .\ ... , ........... ~I. 2.715 2.689 2,100 2,108 57 152 1,999 1,899 46 57 
Glenn .................... US 100 81 &1 2 5 70 74 9 4 
Humboldt .............. 950 973 785 752 29 41 754 707 2 4 
Imperial ................ 398 370 308 338 14 16 265 300 29 22 
Inyo ~I.' .................... 120 122 148 93 1 6 145 81 2 6 
Kern ...................... 2.361 2.110 2,007 1.823 98 68 1.830 1,608 79 121 
Kings ............. , ....... , 482 473 403 ,'094 18 19 

" 
385 375 0 0 

~e.I ........... " ......... 188 166 164 ,,' 1:34 6 4 154 124 4 6 
Lassen .................... 146 134 137 11Q 11 17 123 Roo 3 R3 
Los Angeles .......... 48,150 47.889 41,601 39.003 1.163 1.330 36,385 33.770 4,253 3,963 
Madera .................. 292 223 250 2M,:, 17 7 214 194 19 23 
Mario ..................... , 1.730 1.733 1.532 1.541 ; 77 65 1.317 1,358 138 120 
Mariposa ................ 37 41 30 30 1 2 29 ~ 0 0 
MendOcino ............ 466 487 374 346 22 27 027 25 "36 
Merced .................. 684 624 538 548 :ll 35 478 481 29 32 
Modoc .................... 51 39 30 42 3 0 27 38 0 4 
Mono ..................... ~ 36 44 40 27 () 0 32 25 8 2 
Monterey .............. 1.964 1.917 1.718 1,563 168 55 1.460 1,410 00 98 
'Napa ...................... 738 740 643 539 66 31 545 465 32 23 
Nevada .................. 222 208 217 178 12 16 184 148 21 14 
Orange .................. 13,209 12,241 15.111 15,111 4.420 5,519 10,034 9,246 657 376 
Placer .................... 607 543 497 474 22 15 411 414 64 45 
Plum(lS .................. 99 99 75 77 5 4 68 72 2 1 
Riverside ....... il ..... 3,497 3.278 3,618 2.925 725 100 2.662 2.496 231 239 
Sacramento .......... 5.719 5.455 4,842 4,704 160 138 4,452 4,374 230 192 
San Benito ............ 108 94 89 87 6 11 76 74 7 2 
San Bernardino .... 5,260 5,247 4,408 4.155 270 188 3,562 3,623 376 344 
San Diego .............. 12,156 11,518 10.143 9,876 253 339 9.091 8,888 799 649 
San Francisco .... " 4,565 '4,873 3.970 4,026 136 171 3.555 3,521 219 328 
San Joaquin .......... 2.103 11.003 1.628 1.749 66 lIO 1,511 1.584 31 55 
San Luis Obispo .. 899 810 684 659 28 29 656 614 0 16 
San Mateo 2 ......... 4,00ll 4,099 3.903 3.538 370 571 3,233 2.570 300 397 
Santa Barbara ...... 2,093 1.855 1.845 1.625 81 89 1.654 1,449 110 87 
Santa Clara .......... 9.441 8.844 6.878 1.640 199 220 6.164 6,878 512 542 
Santa Cruz ............ 1.096 1.003 907 891 34 30 836 838 37 '23 
ShllSta .................... 917 821 762 699 24 18 709 844 29 37 
Sierra." ............... lo •• 26 1) 12 6 3 0 8 3 1 3 
Siskiyou .................. 247 200 211 253 18 20 176 218 17 15 
Solano .................... 1.492 1.318 1,204 1.124 40 75 1.U7 1.023 47 26 
Sonoma ............ " .... tl,954 1.770 1,600 1,418 62 63 1,473 1,251 65 104 
Stanislaus .............. 1,760 l,6~ 1,460 1.317 89 82 1,209 1,125 162 lIO 
Sutter ...................... 36~_ 324 288 213 21 20 250 242 17 11 
Tehama .................. 270' 243 171 160 10 12 142 157 19 11 
Trinity ............ " ...... 55 52 47 40 2 I 38 38 7 I 
Tulare .................... 1,213 1.136 1.029 839 60 44 901 779 68 16 
Tuolumne .......... H .. 196 178 157 143 6 8 133 117 18 18 
Ventura .................. 3.183 3,010 2,164 2.051 107 103 1.904 1,745 153 203 
yolo ........................ 629 650 504 551 31 31 447 50ll 26 18 
Yuba ...................... 409 384 416 344 108 29 261 214 47 41 

R Revised. 

-~""'- ------' 
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TABLE 14-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
(J 

MOTOR VEHICLE PERSONAL INJURY, D~ATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-13 and 1973-74 

Disl!!!!itions after trial 
Total Totl11 Dispositions Uncontested Contested 
fiUnfI.s -<.1!!F~ before trial matters matters 

COllIlt)' 1973-74 197£-73 1ff13-7·J 197£-73 J973-74 197£-73 1973-74 19'{£-73 1973-74 1972-'/3 
I: 

State totaL ..... 48,205 43.521": ~,];~7 1139,647 35.998 35.987 1,300 1.606 1,739 ~,054 

Alall),eda ............ 2.650 2.452 1.432 "1.368 1.311 1,231 49 41 72 Ilgs 
Alpine ................ 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amndor ." ........ , .• 12 15 9 8 9 5 0 0 0 3 
Butte .................. 176 121 104 109 94 91 1 5 9 13 
Calaveras .......... 13 15 15 17 13 14 0 1 2 2 
Colusa ................ 10 22 7 4 5 4 1 0 1 0 
Contra Costa .... 931 9-23 711 Rt04 642 643 26 27 43 1134 
Del Norte .......... 29 21 31 20 22 16 9 2 0 2 
El Dorado ........ 159 145 105 108 96 96 2 0 7 12 
Fresno .... \ .. , ........ 795 668 278 540 253 509 4 14- 21 17 
Clenn : ............... 26 14 10 11 10 9 0 1 0 1 
Humboldt .......... 119 112 79 101 71 87 0 0 8 14 
Imperial ............ 71 70 62 62 56 56 1 1 5 5 
Inyo ....... hf .......... 24 15 7 13 6 13 0 0 1 0 
Kern .................. 411 422 373 354 347 326 6 14 20 14 
Kings .................. 73 69 46 42 41 41 3 0 2 1 
Lake ............. ; ...... 26 24 14 13 12 12 0 0 2 1 
Lassen ................ 17 21 11 IS 7 13 2 0 2 2 
Los Angeles ...... 21,797 19,657 20,126 20,556 19,all 19,348 242 452 57Z 756 
~Iadera ... " .... ,.,; .• 61 64 59 75 56 69 0 2 3 4. 
Marln ............... , .. 379 336 269 207 249 189 0 4 20 14 
Mnriposa.; •• , ...... ~ 9 8 8 6 7 6 1 () () () 
Mendocino .... jj.~ 97 100 B4 1165 75 54 2 3 7 liS 
Merced .............. 149 156 140 147 126 131 () 1 12 IS 
Modoc .... " .......... 8 6 3 3 3 3 () 0 0 0 
Mono ,,, ........... Hu' () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Monterey .......... 252 293 261 260 220 219 11 22 30 ~:; '. 
Napa." ............... 121 146 91 102 83 92- 2- 2 6 8 
Nevada .. ~: ..... " ... 41 41 44 36 41 32 2 0 1 4 
Orange .............. 2,942 2.451 2,730 3,081 2.511 2.835 125 121 94 125 
Placer ................ 161 B4 106 72 86 59 15 7 5 6 
Plumas .............. 15 14 11 10 15 9 1 0 1 1 
Riverside .......... B50 729 6B9 633 370 308 261 256 56 69 
Sacramento ... ". 1,919 1,749 1,314 1.318 1,203 1,201 55 53 56 64 
San Benito ........ 24 21 14 13 12 9 2 0 0 4 
San Bernardino 929 B04 754 694 711 630 9 31 34 33 
San' Diego .......... 2,000 l,7lG 1.378 1.324 1,143 1,066 137 163 98 95 
San Francisco .. 3,316 3,385 2.851 2.707 2.493 2.308 167 177 191 222 
San Joaquin ...... 4;9 433 3BB 373 345 341 10 10 33 24 
San Luis Obispo 132- 134 100 16 8Z 63 3 12 15 1 
San Mateo ........ 1,215 1.000 907 832 864 763 0 6 43 63 
Sania Barbara .. 309 256 225 !l91 200 243 1 15 18 33 
Snnta Clara ...... 2,877 2,494 1,377 1.535 1,245 1.368 25 45 107 122 
Santa Cru~ ........ 173 151 121 108 97 88 12 11 12 9 
Shasta ................ 137 114 78 101 51 79 9 14 18 8 
Slerrn .............. , ... 3 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Siskiyou .............. 47 56 43 35 35 24 6 0 f! 11 
Solano ................ 296 241 229 "209 186 171 25 21 16 "17 
Sonoma .............. 401 358 220 236 206 174 5 37 9 25 
Sblnlslaus .......... 397 359 245 230 212 212 18 3 15 15 
Sutter .................. 79 65 34 69 32 68 1 0 1 1 
Tehama .............. 19 35 28 24 17 18 I 1 10 5 
Trinity ................ 10 6 3 7 3 6 0 1 0 0 
Tulare ................ 153 163 138 164 103 134 22 24 13 6 
1'uo)umne .......... 36 29 29 25 20 21 3 1 6 3 
Ventllra ............. , 617 550 450 409 411 364 15 4 24 ~1 Yolo .................... 135 121 9B "SI 90 75 2 1 6 5 
Yuba .................. 74 64 93 42 85 41 0 0 8 

n Revised. 
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TABLE 15-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

145 

Total Total' L,lisposltlotls 
before trial 

1!J7J' .. 'l4 1971J..'l3 

Disposition. aRer~tri!.:;·s1~...,.._ 
VnC'OlltesltUi ConlesltUi 

_fillnlP dispositiMS 
County 1973--;'4 1!J71J..'l3 1!J73--'l4 197J?~'l3 

State total...... 22,649 19,344 16,470 Rl1.2'12 14~OO 14,641 

Alameda ........... . 
Alpine ............... . 
Amador ............ .. 
a\IUC ................ .. 
Calnveras ........ .. 
Colusa .............. .. 
Contr~ Costa .. .. 
Del Norte ........ .. 
EI Dorado ....... . 
FreslJo .............. .. 
Olenn ............... . 
Humboldt ......... . 
Imperial .......... .. 
lnya .................. .. 
Kern .......... , ...... . 
Kings ................. . 
Lake .................. .. 
wsen" ............. . 
Los Angeles ..... . 
Madera ............. . 
Marin ... II ..... II." .. . 

Mariposa ........... . 
Mendocino ...... .. 
Merced ............. . 
Modoc .............. .. 
Mono '"'''''''1''''''' 
Monteroy ........ .. 
Napa ...... 01 ......... . 

Nevada ." ......... .. 
OrlUlgo ............. . 
Placer ............... . 
Plumas ............. . 
Riverside ......... . 
Sacramento ..... . 
San aenno ....... . 
San Bernardino 
San Diego ........ .. 
San FrlUlclsca .. 
San Joaquin ...... 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo ... ;" .. 
Santa Barbara .. 
Santa Clara .... .. 
Santa Cruz ...... .. 
Shasta ............... . 
Sierra ................. . 
Siskiyou ............ .. 
Solano ............... . 
Sonom ............. .. 
Stanislaus ........ .. 
Sutter ................ . 
Teham ............. .. 
Trinity ~h •• <I .. tO.u~, 
Tulare .............. .. 
Tuolumne ........ .. 
Ventura ............ .. 
Yolo .................. .. 
Yuba ................. . 

R Revised. 

1,1:1.8 
1 
7 

71 
15 
9 

427 
13 
92 

196 
10 

163 
37 
U 

1:1.8 
14 
32 
7 

9,241 
23 

230 
7 

58 
86 
2 

15 
210 
6S 
62 

1,854 
76 
6 

467 
1,215 

11 
447 
713 

1,646 
246 
70 

595 
183 

1,223 
113 
111 

1 
,28 
lIT 

269 
132 
43 
10 
10 
99 
11 

275 
83 
48 

66S 
1 
It 
71 
7 
4 

389 
18 
17 

244 
8 

107 
79. 
5 

130 
13 
29 
4 

MfIT 
~2 
17~ 

9' 
42 
72 
1 

11 
146 
53 
33 

1,411 
111 

9 
354 

1,100 
12 

384 
656 

1.668 
188 
lIT 

574 
109 

1,413 
83 
99 
o 

27 
122 
203 
1:1.8 
45 
13 
7 

55 
21 

212 
6.5 
63 

1,106 
o 
6 

70 
12 
L 

325 
6 

79 
"113 
:i 4 
';0 
"10 '2 

146 
1 

10 
1 

1.101 
19 

141 
:) 

34 
46 
II 
2 

128 
35 

:' 18 
1,\'\:11 
~ 
W 

359, 
666\ 
16 'I 

291 \, 
588 

1,580 
,.,.198 

39 
375 
129 
709 
55 
93 
o 

31 
51 

145 
90 
32 
6 
4 

67 
14 

212 
45 
2S 

8669 1m 
1 0 
9 2 

51 62 
7 10 

RIO 
264 :1.87 

4 2 
51 64 

l(i5 93 
2 3 

41 38 
33 26 
8 2 

123 117 
6 1 

25 9 
6 5 

8,633 6,478 
18 16 

104 1:1.8 
1 3 

R30 :1.8 
34 40 
1 2 
3 0 

115 107 
36 32 
13 16 

1,047 649 
64 64 
10 8 

313 182 
537 517 

5 10 
232 264 
615 461 

1,515 1,288 
127 121 

i\3~ 3~ 
~59 lOB 
s,'i6 599 
5~ 47 
8')" 71 
0\, 0 

18 \ 20 
lIOO:, 38 
106\, 111 
86 ,,, 63 

59 \ 26 
15 "~I 3 
6~, 3 

75 \"49 
14 \1 

212 l!i{, 
45 4~\ 
37, 26\, 

560 
1 
7 

43 
5 
1 

231 
3 

42 
153 

2 
43 
29 
7 

101 
5 

16 
4 

7,882 
16 
88 
7 

24 
:U 
o 
3 

60 
34 
10 

870 
68 
10 

135 
453 

2 
IfIT 
495 

1,138 
114 
21 

318 
123 
713 

47 
75 
o 

12 
36 
78 
58 
34 
8 
6 

53 
11 

186 
40 
32 

matters mailer! 
i9134iirm=73 J!l'l3--'l4 J!J71J..'/3 

55 
o 
o 
2 
1 
o 

13 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
6 
3 
o 
2 

200 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
5 
1 
1 

93 
1 
o 

122 
34 
2 

10 
61 

107 
19 
2 
o 
8 

42 
6 
2 
o 
2 
7 

23 
13 
4 
1 
o 

10 
o 
2 
1 
o 

49 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

22 
o 
1 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
7 
o ;0 
L 

330 
'0 
1 
o 
1 
o 
1 
o 

13 
o 
o 

78 
10 
o 

111 
:1.8 
1 

13 
66 

147 
1 
4 
o 
1) 

15 
8 
1 
o 
:J 
1 
8 
1 
2 
2 
o 

12 
1 
IS 
I 
o 

76 
\I 
~\ 

6' 
t 
1 

25 
3 

15 
19 
o 

12 
4 
o 

23 
3 
1 
o 

423 
3 

19 
o 
6 
5 
o 
l! 

Lti 
2 
1 

99 
2 
2 

55 
55 
4 

17 
86 

185 
58 
2 

14 
13 
68 
l\ 

1,4 
o 
9 
6 

11 
14 
2 
2 
1 
8 
3 

13 
3 
2 

Rro 
o 
2 
7 
2 
o 

R31 
1 
8 

10 
o 
4 
4 
1 
1~ 
1 
9 
1 

421 \\ 
2' 

15 

R
O 
I) 

3 
o 
o 

22 
2 
3 

99 
6 
o 

67 
58 
2 

22 
34 

230 
12 
3 

45 
27 
78 
4 

11 
o 
3 

RI? 
20 
27 
3 
5 
o 

10 
2 

21 
4 
5 

'\ 
\ 
_\_~ 

(~ 
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TABLE is-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dispositions all-er trial 
Toln! 'Foln! Dispositions Uncontested Contested 
filings disposlb'ons before trial matter.' matters 

Counly 1973-74 1972-73 1973-14 1972-73 1973-74 )972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State tolo1...... 4,340 6,452 4.382 R","77 2,9.17 2,284 

Alameda .......... .. 
Alpine ............... . 
Amador ............. . 
Butte ................ .. 
Cal~yerllS ........ .. 
ColUsa .............. .. 
Contra Costa .. .. 
Del,Norte ......... . 

. EI Dorado ....... . 
Fresno .............. .. 
Glenn .............. .. 
Humboldt ........ .. 
Imperlnl .......... .. 
Inyo ................... . 
Kern .. " .... "10 .... " 

Kings ................. . 
Lake ................... . 
Lassen .............. .. 
Los Angeles .... .. 
Mader~ ............. . 
Morin ....... , ......... . 

'Mnriposa ....... u .. . 

Mendocino ....... . 
Merced ........... 1 .. 

Modoc ............... . 
Mono ................. . 
Monterey ......... . 
Napa ................. . 
Nevada ............ .. 
Orange ............ .. 
PIncer .. ~ ..... UU •• 10 

Plumas ............ .. 
Riverside ........ .. 
Sacramento ..... . 
San Benito ...... .. 
San Bernardino 
San Diego ........ .. 
San Francisco .. 
San Joaquin ...... 
San Luis Obispo 
San Mateo ........ 
Santa Barbara .. 
Santa Clara .... .. 
Santa Cruz ...... .. 
Shasta .............. .. 
Sierra, ........... tI.·.,. 
Siskiyou ............ .. 
Solano ............... . 
Sonoma .......... 01 .. 

Stanislaus ........ .. 
Sutter ................. . 
Tehama ............ .. 
Trinity .............. .. 
Tulare ............... . 
Tuolumne ........ .. 
Ventura ............. . 
yolo .................. .. 
Yuba ............... '" 

n R(lvised. 

sa 
1 
1 

17 
U 
3 

112 
1'1 
9 

125 
3 

19 
o 
1 

200 
11 
33 
1 

1,399 
121 
13 
13 

8 
3 
o 
o 

38 
26 
19 

253 
13 
1 

305 
54 
o 

:>57 
244 

") 5 
104 
18 

226 
35 

126 
:'. 
9 
o 

17 
38 
31 
16 
2 
1 
1 

126 
12 
52 
8 
o 

88 
o 
2 
3 

14 
2 

94 
2 

34 
430 

2 
15 
1 
o 

133 
3 
2 
1 

2,992 
9 

23 
o 
6 
7 
o 
o 

81 
19 
27 

261 
3 
4 

201 
102 

1 
314 
429 

12 
57 
60 
81 
98 

208 
31 
21 
o 
5 

92 
84 
40 
11 
4 
1 

84 
42 

1S3 
50 
1 

74 
o 
o 

11 
1 
2 

41 
o 

50 
35 
4 
8 
o 
1 

112 
11 
2 
o 

2,262 
3 
5 
2 
3 
3 
o 
o 

13 
3 
8 

104 
16 
1 

337 
40 
2 

175 
309 

24 
113 

8 
34 
86 

107 
30 
8 
o 
o 

31 
26 
21 
1 
o 
1 

62 
~l 

104 
:>5 
2 

37 
o 
o 

10 
'1 
o 

95 
1 

22 
86 
o 
8 
3 
1 

112 
2 
2 
o 

2.542 
2 
8 

10 
o 

13 
1 
1 

90 
14 
2 

113 
o 
:) 

208 
66 
I 

41 
321 
27 
69 
50 
97 
32 
86 
55 
4 
o 

13 
23 
34. 
16 
3 
5 
3 

47 
25 

~ 
1 

61 
o 
o 
9 
1 
1 

30 
o 

27 
31 

4. 
4 
o 
1 

92 
2 
2 
o 

858 
3 
k 
2 
o 
2 
o 
o 

10 
1 
3 

81 
3 
o 

44 
33 
o 

15$ 
264 

16 
5$ 
3 

22 
68 
SO 
19 
7 
o 
o 

17 
14 
17 
o 
o 
1 

52 
6 

92 
:>5 
2 

30 
o 
o 
9 
7 
o 

86 
1 

17 
62 
o 
3 
2 
o 

69 
2 
o 
o 

937 
2 
2 
3 
o 

12 
o 
o 

50 
4 
o 

60 
o 
2 

126 
62 

1 
16 

288 
2 

34 
6 

85 
26 
50 
50 
3 
o 
5 

11 
25 
15 
1 
2 
1 

33 
5 

35 
20 
o 

1.693 

5 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

19 
11 
o 
3 
o 
o 

19 
9 
o 
o 

1,232 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
9 

13 
1 

191 
3 
2 

10 
2 
5 

54 
:0 
10 
9 

17 
8 
1 
o 
o 
8 
:l 
o 
o 
o 
o 
8 

23 
6 
o 
o 

1.837 

3 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
3 

15 
o 
3 
1 
1 

29 
o 
2 
o 

1,470 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

19 
10 
2 

22 
o 
o 

72 
4 
o 

23 
20 
19 
9 

44 
10 
1 
>1 
4 
o 
o 
o 

10 
2 
1 
o 
3 

,2 
7 

18 
o 
o 
o 

452 

8 
o 
o 
2 
o 
1 

10 
o 

" 7 
o 
1 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 

172 
o 

" o 
3 
1 
o 
o 
3 
2 
o 

14 
o 
o 

102 
4 
o 
7 

43 
3 
t 
5 
2 
9 

10 
3 
o 
o 
o 
6 
9 
4 
1 
o 
o 
2 
2 
6 
o 
o 

4. 
o 
o 
1 
g 
7 
o 
2 
9 
o 
:'. 
o 
o 

14 
o 
o 
o 

135 
o 
5 
1 
o 
1 
o 
1 

21 
o 
o 

31 
o 
1 

10. 
o 
o 
2 

19 
6 

26 
o 
2 
3 

12 
1 
1 
o 
8 
2 
7 
o 
2 
o 
o 
7 
2 
2 

R2 
1 
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TABLE 17-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURtS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

---I2Jfpositions ilher /risJ 
Total Total Dispositions Unconj!ested Contested 
lilin/!!. rJjsl!!!.sih·ot/$ before trial mat en matters 

County 1973-74 197Z-73 1973-74 197Z-73 J973-74 197Z-73 J973-74 il97A'-13 1973-74 197Z-73 

St.te total ...... 66.995 57,294 49,253 44,~68 32.3113 29,378 11,734 l~,63~ 5,166 RS•152 

Alamed ............. 3.086 2.573 2,556 1.813 1.707 1.322 476 
'\ 
M9 373 242 

Alpine ................ 17 25 7 0 7 0 0 \0 0 0 
Amador"." ......... 102 86 59 56 37 21 1 ~ 21 23 
Butte .......... , ....... 223 163 134 118 68 86 ~;~ It>, 21 16 
Ca.laveras ... '01 .... 110 161 74 95 47 35 13 4$1, , 14 14 
COlus ................. 53 37 21 29 13 20 5 5 ',,' 3 4 
Contra Costa .... 1,256 1.085 690 649 461 433 110 127 119 89 
Del Norte .......... 56 55 37 60 22 34 8 11 7 15 
El Dorqdo ........ 484 530 306 323 198 206 48 68 60 49 
Fresno~~\ .. , ..... I .. ,. 925 1.003 259 469 172 344 46 95 41 30 
Gle-.-;n "11"",,","'/ 52 54 36 53 ZI 34 8 IS 1 4 
H\1mboldt .......... 133 183 155 152 60 m 39 49 56 36 
Imperi.I ............ 430 390 Zl6 215 154 153 96 43 26 19 
1nyo .................... 83 56 24 34 20 24 0 2. 4 8 
Kern .................. 1.536 1,155 852 718 342 280 439 389 81 49 
Kings .................. 265 185 163 136 119 m 40 40 4 9 
Lake .................... 170 156 100 130 t·2 66 29 ~ 25 34 
Lassen ................ 74 52 72 62 38 25 16 18 RU 
Los Angele" ...... 21.089 18.119 14.672 15,260 10.638 11.086 2.700 2,558 1.328 1.614 
Madera .............. 228 202 165 153 114 114 7 10 44 29 
Murin ... ,,, ............ 653 518 434 344 318 280 35 24 81 60 
Mllriposa ............ 30 26 11 20 4 6 3 9 " ,4 5 
Mendocino ........ 329 266 186 186 ll~ 115 ZI 31 41 40 
Merced .............. 801 333 257 230 175 193 67 15 liS 22 
Modoc ................ 61 50 31 40 26 14 9 19 2 7 
Mono .................. 115 83 79 66 30 21 0 0 49 45 
Montere), .......... 494 539 l!34 301 146 185 39 60 49 ~6 
Napa .................. 377 334 169 175 103 99 36 59 30 17 
Nev.d ............... 241 219 212 174 118 101 56 38 38 35 
Orange .............. 4.520 4,070 8,533 7.048 7.312 5.684 964 929 257 235 
Pincer ................ 562 683 464 451 252 260 166 161 46 30 
Plumas .............. 72 79 60 56 24 26 19 16 17 14 
Riverside .......... 1.899 1,724 1,540 1,130 605 391 756 It 598 179 141 
Sacramento ..... ~ 2.683 2.610 3.000 2,221 lK8 537 2,342 1,298 118 R3B6 
San Benito ........ 89 33 49 31 "28 19 14 6 7 6 
Snn Bero.rdlrto 1,993 1,398 Ii34 320 550 183 217 78 67 59 
San Diego .......... 5.!l63 4.839 2.921 2.137 1.529 1,263 837 542 555 332 
San Fr.nclsco .. 3.451 3,355 2.458 2,187 1,505 1,371 1;32 525 321 291 
S.n Jo.quln ...... b78 598 4'l8 294 263 178 lIli 63 64 53 
San Luis Obispo 538 418 365 3G7 232 176 100 93 33 38 
Snrt Maleo ........ 1.6G7 1.335 1,171 1.175 987 894 61 113 123 168 
SartIn Barbara .. 718 466 379 314 243 202 85 51 51 61 
Santa Clara ...... 3.664 2,876 1,572 1,764 9.:0 968 361 502 271 314 
Santa Cruz ........ 432 319 215 166 146 103 33 32 36 33 
ShllSta ................ 416 41S 318 338 212 198 44 58 62 62 
Sierra .................. 24 15 4 10 0 0 0 6 4 4 
Siskiyou .......... ". Zl7 l!34 I"" 178 146 109 92 36 23 33 31 
Solano ................ 224 230 159 109 97 72 34 24 28 13 
Sonoma .............. 744 455 4lJ7 249 166 123 178 68 83 56 
Stanislaus .......... 555 558 370 371 166 112 134 195 70 64 
Sutter ................. , 153 165 IllS 111 96 89 41 8 18 14 
Tehoma.-....... u, .. 175 i96 48 76 14 34 19 2.6 15 16 
Trinity ................ 55 45 30 35 15 18 4 9 11 8 
Tulare ................ 383 300 244 216 ISO 174 26 23 38 19 
Tuolumrte .......... 137 120 101 112 46 52 21 34 34 28 
Ventura .............. 811 630 482 425 391 337 52 53 39 35 
yolo .................... 30Il 309 167 179 134 121 33 41 20 17 
Yuba .................. 196 138 260 107 215 68 20 17 2.5 22 

Rnellised. 

'-:: \' 
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TABLE 1&-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS 

Fiscal Yaars 1972-73 and 1973-74 

!2[[lIQliIiQn~ !!ilia. b.~ri11K-
'I'otal Totlil j)isposltfons Uncontested Contested 
min!!. c1ise!!!/bons betore helJrins. matters matters 

County 1973-'{4 1979-73 1973-74 ,972-73 1973-74 1979-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State total ...... 48,059 48,$86 35,485 40,189 12,175 15,290 2.2,341\ R24,OO8 9S8 R891 

Alameda ............ 1,618 1,881 1,540 1,81\6 55 127 1,485 1,699 0 0 
Alpine .u,., ...... _, .. 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amlldor,"u'OIIOIlif 18 15 13 10 2 1 2 1 9 8 
Dutte .................. 268 280 217 209 102 101 108 105 'f ~ 
Cnlaveras .......... 24 18 11 14 3 1 8 10 0 :i 
Colusa ................ 3 8 4 1 0 0 4 I 0 0 
Contra Costa .... 1,101 1,20'7 1,091 1,284 538 724 509 328 44 32 
Del Norte .......... 47 49 43 31 8 16 35 31 0 4 
El Dorado ........ 166 141 145 124 66 47 87 75 2 2 
Fresno ." .... ,." ..... 650 618 360 411 130 64 219 342 11 .5 
Glenn ................ 4~ 39 24 38 1 1 23 36 0 1 
Humboldt .......... 398 350 373 397 203 220 161 176 9 1 
Imperial ............ 94 145 106 liS 23 29 80 81 3 .5 
Inyo .................... 14 53 0 34 0 3 0 20 0 11 
Kern , ..... , ........... 910 959 990 934 281 2SB 651 660 78 16 
ltiflgs ... 101.01" ....... 346 144 357 276 SO 201 307 75 0 0 
l..oke .................... 40 66 38 25 4 4 31 R16 3 ng ~~ Lassen ................ 69 52 34 20 9 5 25 15 0 
Los Angeles ...... 14,741 15,628 9,918 'l~l64 2,890 4,638 7,009 7,503 19 43 
Madera .............. III 81 65 !l6 11 2.2 14 34 0 0 
Madn ..... " ........... 458 424 360 364 125 88 235 272 0 4 
Madposa ........... , 15 12 7 10 0 1 7 7 0 :>. 

. Mendocino ........ 111 128 102 124 9 8 84 RI06 9 RIO 
Merced , ............. 531 4US 283 248 1 13 281 227 1 8 
Modoc , .... , ......... , 6 23 1 15 0 0 I 15 0 0 
Mono .................. II 2 2 .5 0 1 0 0 2 4 
Monterey .......... 745 843 613 733 142 165 449 538 2.2 30 
Napa .................. 269 235 239 202 116 88 117 134 6 0 
Nevada .............. 69 41 43 23 2 0 39 23 2 0 
Orange ............. J 3,031 3,212 2,654 4,471 1,241 2,942 1,397 1,526 16 3 
placer , ............... 142 90 125 90 0 2 121 83 4 15 
Plumas ......... , .... 30 13 11 13 4 1 7 14 0 0 
Riverside .......... 1,236 1,276 l,329 1,278 643 380 646 660 40 38 
Sacrameoto , ..... 2,250 2,246 \l,0:' 2,027 1,247 911 766 1,021 71 95 
Sun Benito ..... ,,' 20 32 34 4 3 20 31 0 0 
Sun Bernardino 1,640 1,693 l,283 1,089 ~ 217 667 656 34 16 
Sun Dlego .......... 4,649 4,091 3.475 3,615 1,522 1,378 1,762 2,137 191 100 
Sun Francisco .. 1,188 1,076 852 692 71 98 740 574 41 20 
Sun JoaqUin ...... Sill 1523 277 198 8 29 239 167 30 2 
Sun Luis Obispo 28B 297 165 200 45 88 WS 130 IS 2 
San Mateo ........ 1,062 1,114 704 519 188 66 531 444 3 9 
Sunta Barbara •• 714 645 589 544 9.27 135 340 355 2.2 34 
Sllnttl Clttra ..... , 3,565 3,293 1,835 1,693 182 900 759 831 94 166 
Suntll Cruz., ...... 388 411 347 354 17 64 254 277 16 13 
Shasta , .... , .......... 260 261 234 213 17 3 214 205 3 3 
Sterru.h\HU~ .. ~ .... ~~. 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Slsldyou .............. fit US 87 107 32 58 55 4S 0 0 
Solano ................ 394 403 320 400 106 I~ 206 274 8 2 
SOnoma. .h\l.~ ....... 449 672 293 551 28 'lb6 233 378 32 23 
Stuntslaus .......... 613 613 408. 535 19 12 381 1S14 8 9 
Slitter, ...... , .......... lOG 100 82 76 15 . 4 76 88 1 4 
Tehama .......... , ... 186 160 131 124 71 37 54 60 6 7 
Trinity ................ 28 20 13 US 1 i 1 11 9 1 15 
Tuillre .... h .......... 340 317 247 212 t~ 3 231 208 2 1 
Tuolumne ...... , ... 79 88 83 45 <I 1 57 43 2 1 
Ventura, ............. 1,594 1,530 179 1,058 449 572 230 353 100 133 
Yolo ... '.,~' ..... I ...... 171' 254 176 203 16 31 157 159 3 13 
Yuba ............. " ... 99 95 93 92 51 46 42 46 0 0 

RRellised." 
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TABLE 19-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
INSANITY AND OTHER INFIRMITIES FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 t 

I2IW!J§iti01l1. .Il~ndl.l/I. 
Tobu Tots! DispoSitIons ' tlncontt!sted Contested 
rJin&. dis2!!;!/tions before henrlnl!. maIlers matters 

'I!' County 1973-74 19'T2-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 19'TZ-,{3 19'T3-74 1972-73 1973-'{4 19'T2-73 

State totnl ...... 6.400 "6.685 6.177 R6,278 268 302 5,459 5.683 440 %111 

Alameda ............ liS !r1 183 148. 0 () 178 148 $ 0 
Alpine ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 
Amador .............. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I) 0 
B\.\tto .... "" ...... " .. 10 14 16 10 0 1 14 7 2 :3 
Calaveras .......... 1 3 3 I 1 0 1 I 1 0 
Colusa ".""'U",, .. 3 1 3 1 I 0 4 1 0 0 
Contra Costa .... 199 142 2M 168 4 1 24& ',166 2 1; 
Del Norte ...... "" 2 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 I) 0 
El Dorado ........ 10 9 10 B 0 0 10 8 0 0 
Fresno " .. , ......... " 129 36 129 • 40 & 8 ).10 32 1l 0 
Glenn ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt .......... 13 20 17 23 1 :I 11 16 5 4 
Imperial ............ 94 106 94 1m 13 0 81 1m 0 0 
In)'o ....... "" ... ,.;." 5 2 3 4 0 I 3 3 0 0 
Kern ................. , 207 210 206 204 21 30 178 170 1 4 
Kings .. , ............... 2.2 26 24 30 0 2 23 26 I .2 
Lake ......... " ... , ..... 4 I 4 1 0 0 4 1 0 0 
I...nssenll .. 'I1 ......... 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 0 (j 0 
Los Angeles ...... 1,233 1.618 1,335 1.510 35 ' 71 1,zt6 1.4H 24 !2A 
Mndera .............. 23 40 29 9 3 0 24 7 £ 2 
Marin .................. 16 26 US 20 0 (j 0 4 15 16 
Mariposa ............ 0 ~ 0 1 0 0 O· 0 0 "1 Men.docino ........ 14 12 Itr 0 £ . 7 3 Ii 2 
Merced ..... " ....... 16 22 14 20 1 0 12 20 1 0 
Modoc ................ 1 1 1 1 I 0 0 1 I) 0 
Mono .......... , ... , ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (j 0 n 
Monterey jh ...... ~ 18 52 69 56 7 3 n2 42 10 11 
Napa .......... " .... ,. 16 14 10 14 1 2 1 7 8 5 
Nevada .............. 7 2 9 2 0 2 9 i) 0 0 
Orange ,UH'",,,'" m liS 162 174 !l 4 134 1631\ 

" 8 7 
Placer ................ 10 6 7 3 0 0 1 1 " 11 2 
Plumas ............. t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rlvcrslde .......... 312 236 272 246 18 31 204 207 50 8 
Sacramento "OI'! 310 186 310 186 4 3 210 144 !)Il 39 
San Benito ........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 
San Bernardino 82(} 995 446 692 46 43 :l5B 595 42 54 
San Diego .......... 834 718 B02. 543 0 0 173 529 29 14 
San Francisco .. ~9 t) 528 557 499 10 11 542 48.2 II 6 
San Jouquln ...... 72 130 57 77 17 II 35 71 15 1 
San Lub Obispo 28 62 24 17 0 0 2.2 17 2 0 
San Mateo ........ 106 182 162 307 0 0 161 306 1 1 
Santa Barbarll .. 106 135 116 156 5 2 100 137 11 17 
Santa Clara ...... 436 284 471 ~ 61 51 351 440 59 16 
Santa Cruz ........ 70 76 68 15 0 2 fl1 72 1 I 
Shasta ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 
Sierra .................. 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Siskiyou .............. 5 7 5 7 0 0 1 7 4 0 
Solano ................ 42 R69 23 fl1 0 3 24 64 1 0 
Sonoma .............. 2 63 3 69 0 0 ~ 62 1 7 

i Stanislaus "".uu, 39 56 'l:T 42 0 2 'l:T 40 I) 0 " 
5utter ... m'~04~~ •••••• 0 0 0 0 o " 0 0 0 0 0 i 
Tehama .............. 6 7 2 7 0 0 2 1 0 6 
Trinity ................ 3 2 15 I 0 0 3 I 2 0 
Tulare ................ 12L 122 44 ~ 6 4 38 23 0 0 
Tuolumne."., ..... ~ 11 II 12 11 0 0 6 6 6 5 
Ventura ......... , .. " 120 193 126 158 0 14 114 91 12 51 
yolo .................... 'l:T 3a 29 21 4 0 23 21 I) 0 
Yuba .................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 // 0 0 

RRcl'lsed. 
(J 
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TABLE 20-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JUVENILI: DELINQUENCY FILlJI:IGS AND DISPOSITIONS' 

FIscal Yoo,s 1972-73 and 1913-74 

!2.J~oosllJ.'QJJ.s Diler h~nfl'nlI. 
Totnl 7'ottil Dbpositions Uncontested Contesteq 
Rline. ~,;g'oru before hell!!!!JL matters ~yers. 

Cptmly J!Ji3...'14 191.8-'/3 1913-'14 191.8-73 1913-74 19711-'13 1913-'14 19111-'13 1!Ji3...'1.f 191.8-13 
- ~-.-? 

" 1151•336 1149•966 1\37,062 
':, 

State totnl ..... , 6O.t188 58.956 8.775 6.736 42.684 7.497 6.168 

AI.meda ............ 2.452 2.400 2.390 2,380 162 185 2.040 1,930 168 265 
Alplno ... , ........ , .. , 5 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador ............. , 11 14 19 19 1 12 18 1 0 0 
Dutte .""0111"1111,,, 2:l3 239 246 22Il 26 40 188 179 32 6 
Cnlaverns U"'"I,,. 31 18 25 18 4 4 19 11 2 3 
Colusa .. IHI ..... IIH. 26 12 41 18 15 7 26 10 ,9 I 

. Contr", Costa .... 1.663 1,461 1,504 1,473 3 141 1,420 t,282 81 50 
Del Norte ......... , 42 48 61 S~ 26 26 34 23 I 1 

";' EI Dorado ....... , 122 92 118 96 30 11 60 60 8 5 
'\. Fresno .,.,,,,, ... ,, ... 1,178 671 921 1.125 97 112 717 906 113 107 'S;.I Clonn 1 ..... !I.IUll"l 31 32 ZI 35 12 Ii 14 25 '1 1 

Humboldt .......... 184 174 176 171 35 43 114 106 27 22 
Imperinl ....... , ... 244 233 273 234 117 79 139 136 17 19 
In)'o ............... , .. ,. 36 20 36 15 3 2 33 13 0 0 
Kern _,.' .. " .. "10 .... 1,206 1,167 1,216 1,156 69 78 1.061 999 68 79 
Kings ........ 01 .. 111'11 199 125 194 124 13 4 172- 106 9 14 
l.ake" .... u .. , .. , .. , .. ~ 56 36 43 34 5 .. 35 28 3 4 
J...n.ssCri.1u .... II ... lt, 36 21 30 18 3 4 26 .. 14 1 0 
Lo~ Angclea ... ,,' 11,931 16.043 18.822 111,311 3,998 1,960 9.000 9.616 5.024 3.735 
Madera ..... IoIlUIli 116 133 100 126 7 15 " 89 1(18 '. 4 3 
Mann IhU,,,, .. ,,, .... 431 407 401 373 0 0 383 3111 i8 31 
MllripOSt\., ........... 13 16 13 1~ .. " " IS IS 6 
MendOCino ........ 140 143 137 142 35 30 100 105 2 7 
M~rccd ~tI"t"IOIU' 21~ 20B 262 245 28 34 176 184 56 27 
~fQdoc: ~H""UU'''''~ M 21 29 19 4 1 1'.2 17 3 1 
Mono IU.' .. " .... ,,,.+ 10 19 25 38 7 11 18 27 0 0 
Montere), "' ...... , 666 652 676 6:19 62 56 489 521 105 62 
Nupa. \ ... ''' ... 'n .... n 252 222 214 209 U 18 159 168 34 23 
N\lvRda .............. 64 55 77 45 26 17" 47 28 4 0 

.. Orange .............. 8.427 Moo 8.019 5.367 130 535 7,796 4,740 93 92 
Pincer "" .... _1110." 249 197 218 178 13 19 200 151 IS 8 
Plumas ,,, .. u.,,,,,, 51 43 50 36 26 12 21 21 3 IS 
Rlversldol .......... 1.669 1,:.185 1.654 1.402 339 262 1,261 1.094 54 46 
Sa~rnmento ...... 1.848 1,103 1.785 1,671 3 6 1.663 1,579 119 86 
San Benito ........ 3~ 53 43 55 10 IS 31 48 2 2 

/r San BCn:I.rdlno 3,671 2.923 2.714 2.685 366 247 2,151 2,202 177 236 
Snn ·D!(;j!o .......... 4,849 3,$'72 4.690 3,716 1.048 860 3.336 2.610 306 246 
San io'ranclsco .. 1,901 1,713 1.718 1.706 84 84 1.396 1,319 236 305 
San Joaquin ...... 455 566 544 580 134 130 362 400 48 50 
San Luis Obispo 273 221 186 170 11 33 173 129 2 B 

;) Snn Matco ........ 1,763 1.471 1.354 1,253 0 13 1,181 1.082 173 158 
Santa Barbara .. 786 705 899 819 104 160 717 560 78 79 
Sanla Clara ' ..... 2,584 2,542 2.439 2.199 476 789 1.857 1,344 106 66 
Sanla CrUz ........ 225 210 237 217 28 45 169 145 40 27 
Shasta II"UUIIII'''' 151 190 170 214 13 14 144 191 13 9 
Sienn''''''''''"'HU' 1 "1 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 2 
Siskl)'C!\I ...... , ....... 2!.1 31 27 35 7 7 19 26 1 2 
Solnnu ................ 444 381 396 p,376 48 46 315 261 33 49 
Sonoma .;." ........ ~ 543 453 530 389 131 21 330 1\351 6S' 17 
Stanislaus .......... 814 807 776 698 l!6O 170 500 456 16 70 
Sutter ...... ", ......... 63 113 62 114 12 23 Ii~ 91 0 0 
Tehama .............. 69 53 65 47 2 0 27 1 20 
Trlnlt)'" ..... ", ...... 10 ,21 13 13 7 3 1 10 1 0 

(; 
Tulafo ........ " ..... , 432 420 419 412 66 101. 404 305 9 6 
Tuolumne .......... M 63 18 72 6 9 52 51 20 12 

II Ventura ........ " .... 1,249 853 1.430 831 583 195 B22 600 25 36 
Y()lo~ .............. " ... 125 143 139 182 7 11 110 145 22 32 
Yubu' ..... , .... u .... u 169 11160 153 166 5 15 131 124 17 27 

1\;. ~. 

,,-,~ • Represents number of minors tor whom original petitions for de<;\arBUoh o(juvcmle. eourl wardship were filed but docs 
») I\, not Includo those Cor whom subsequent or supplemen~a1 petitions were filed. \\ :~evlsed. 

D ., 
.' 

<: 
Co 
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TABLE 21-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total Totill Dispositions 
I2lWN.itlr)J1lllflcr. hlJJ!tiog 

Vncontested Contested 
Olin/!!. disposlUons before hearins:. matters matters 

Coullty 1973-'14 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-. .14 1972-73 1973-74 J972-73 1973-74 Ilm-73 

State total .... 12,849 1\12,881 11,516 1\11,657 1,535 1,().17 8,1.'95 I1g,OO6 1,286 1,314 
,(( 

Alameda, ........... 724 650 711\ 606 101 75 543 488 74 43 
Alpine ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador .............. 18 13 :. 9 12 1 1 8 11 0 0 
Butte .................. 95 128 98 120 9 20 36 14 33 2G 
CalaverM .......... 30 10 24 to 4 7 9 3 11 0 
Colusa ................ 7 16 15 15 12 2 3 13 Q 0 
Contra Costa .... 484 521 . ,529 393 0 32 470 328 39 '33 

,{ Del Norte .......... 62 (l lSlS 1 22 0 28 0 1\ 1 
El Oorado ........ 24 19 26 10 5 0 21 10 0 0 
10'resno ... "" ......... 305 535 384 3M 33 III 303 239 48 64 
Glenn ................ 20 14 29 15 3 3 22 12 4 0 
Humboldt ......... 33 33 51 48 2 2 38 45 11 1 
Imperial ............ 97 156 123 129 76 115 42 11 IS 3 
Inyo ....... I<I' ....... ~. 2;1} 5 20 I> (} 1 19 4 t 0 
Kern .................. 3M 378 353 376 21 16 304 334 28 26 
King ................... 88 79 90 £j( 15 2 88 63 9 2 
Lake .................... 23 8 10 18 0 0 10 17 0 1 
Lns$en ................ 1 1 0 3 0 2 0 I 0 0 
Los Angeles ...... 2,673 2,388 1,549 2,115 138 110 982 1,Ml! 429 450 
Madera .... ,,, ....... 1) 65 61 lSI lSlS 1 0 47 41 3 14 
Marin .................. 127 102 99 R! 0 0 89 All 10 19 
Mariposa ............ 10 8 12 2 1 3 3 7 0 
Mendocino .. , ..... ~.s 64 55 48 9 14 41 31 3 3 

(~\ 
Merced .............. ,38 69 31 12 .5 4 24 67 2 1 
Modoc ................ 3 8 I) S 4. 2 1 3 0 0 
Mono .................. 2 7 0 19 f} 0 0 18 0 

(l;, 
1 

Monlerey .......... 214 128 210 99 4 " 2' 193 96 13 1 
Napa .................. 73 91 72 103 6 5 115 Eft " 11 11 !I 
Nevada .............. 15 33 31 42 ~ 18 9 ' 19 0 .5 
Orange ........... 11. 676 670 607 51).1 Ii 47 i563 tna 39 34 
Pla~er ................ 79 77 69 66 14 8 51 36 4 2 
Plumas .............. 11 16 17 14' 11 8 4 6 I>. () 

Riverside .......... 636 600 603 880 104 63 47~ 361 27 36 ~. ,') 

Sacramento ...... 726 75:1 717 697 12 6 644 643 61 48 
San Benito ........ 3 14 2 10 0 0 2 10 0 0" 
Sun Bernardino 699 635 585 556 69 55 494 ~24 2S 81 
San Diego .......... 1,072 1,231 1,080 1,148 304 ~6 889 '1'11 67 911 
SlIn FmnctscQ .. S28 388 410 331 .5 18 423 470 40 43 
SAn Joaquin ...... 412 318 324 326 40 49 239 238 45 39 

~-. San Luis Obispo 56 68 33 30 5 4 23 21 I! 5 
San Mateo .. : ..... 228 267 267 3M ,,0 4 2..'l5 295 ~2 115 
Sunta Bnrb~ra .. 230 173 '~ 155 31 26 185 104 2t 23 
Santa Clara ...... 471 ioa "-'. 437 114 88 323 a40 17 9 
Santa Cruz ........ 72 133 12 123 3 26 6\ 83 8 14 
Shnsta ................ 76 68 15 m 2 4 62 62 II t 
Slcl1'a .................. 2 0 2 Il 0 0 2 {) 0 0 
Siskiyou .............. 14 5 17 5 1 2 13 :I 3 0 

(1 

Solano ...... ~~ .... 103 91 114 128 32 20 68 94 14 14 
Sonoma. , ..... ~ ..... ~. 196 180 162 1\129 29 2 113 1\109 2;1} ° 18 
StMI.laus .......... 161 163 162 142 36 24 123 96 3 22 
Sutter .................. 38 48 82 23 14 8 " 38 11 10 0 
Tehama .............. 21 21 17 17 0 () 17 1) 1) 8 
Trinity ................ 1 13 6 (; 1 4 5 2, 0 0 
Tulare ................ 142 230 lUI 216 35 37 71 m 3 ,6 
Tur-tumne .......... 20 20 18 21 4 4 10 9 4 "8 
Ventura .............. 292 ~ :m 151 128 41 234 l~ 9 5 
yolo .................... 98 A15 89 1()9 ~" 1 65 80 10 26 
Yuba .................. 74 38 'l7 79 29 48 33 2 II! 

R Revised. " :-,) 

I ~ )1 
I, 
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TABLE 22-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CRIMINAL FILlNGS"AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 197:(-73 and 1973-74 

TolRl Totsf Dispositions 
DlsflS!,!itions nfif}.r tn'ai 

Uncontested Contested 
fzlings dise.ositions ,heroro trisf matters matters 

County 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-7..7, J973-~3 1973-74 1972-7:J 1973-74 1972-'13 

State total ...... 54,479 61,605 49,570 ilS4,891 40,184 42,401 1,403 4,609 7,983 li-t,881 

Alameda ............ '",5i;434 2,525 2.197 2,141 1.888 1,568 19 19 312 554 
Alpine ................ 1 I 1 0 1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
Amador .............. 55 31 45 31 45 29 .0 .0 .0 2 
Butte ..•. t; •• • .. ItH ... 236 273 21.0 216 145 174 .0 .0 65 42 
Ca,l~"verns ..... , .... 127 III 113 IIgI 100 18 .0 2 1 Rl1 
Colusa ................ 4.0 32 38 26 36 21 .0 .0 2 5 
Contra Costa .... 992 1,100 933 ilg83 B33 846 i 3 99 RI34 
Del Norte.UI.; .... 61 47 29 38 11 20 .0 .0 18 18 
EI Dorado ........ 123 102 109 96 101 86 1 .0 7 1.0 
Fresno ................ 729 825 867 793 511 673 1 3 15'; 117 
Glenn ................ 71 54 45 4.0 41 39 .0 .0 4 ,I 
Humboldt .......... 293 322 191 282 135 227 4 .0 52 55 
Imperial ............ ;-?-SII 193 228 180 200 180 .0 .0 26 20 
Inyo ....... , ..... , ...... - 61 47 62 56 47 45 6 3 9 8 
Kern .................. 655 795 624 692 558 B04 3 1 63 frt 
Kings ...... , .. 11> ...... 162 132 155 120 85 86 .0 .0 7.0 34 
Lake .................... UD 99 84 87 38 61 .0 0 28 26 
l.nssen .. , ...... uu ... 31 54 28 R57 18 43 0 0 1.0 R14 
Los Angeles ...... 21,175 lUl.521 20.023 23.973 15,232 16.344 1.151 4.325 3,84.0 3.304 
Madera .............. 104 123 108 108 85 73 .0 0 23 35 
Marin ........... ,,,., .. 329 345 245 311 175 230 .0 .0 7.0 81 
Mariposa ............ 18 14 21 12 18 8 .0 1 3 3 
Mendocino ........ 272 268 241 "274 202 219 1 1 38 R54 
Merced .............. 355 343 268 274 238 219 3 8 45 47 

0 Modoc ................ 30 16 22 17 21 14 .0 .0 I 3 
Mono_ ............. ; ... 47 35 65 56 33 28 25 22 7 ~~ Monterey .......... 985 1,028 874 R913 780 B33 6 4 88 
Napa .................. 164 132 172 129 138 95 .0 I) 34 34 
Nevada .......... ;." 65 47 55 4B 41 21 I) .0 14 27 
Orange ......... 1;"'1 1,138 2.486 1.416 1,905 1.135 1,629 24 23 257 253 
Placer ................ i!55 244 268 205 2BO 181 0 0 28 IS 
Plumo.s ......... " .. , 18 4B 28 £2 20 11 .0 .0 8 11 
RIverside .......... 1.472 1,47.0 1,444 1.394 1,249 1.187 20 19 175 188 
Sacramento ...... 1.54.0 1.655 1,421 1,423 1,196 1,251 10 5 215 167 
San Benito ........ 60 73 63 79 60 63 .0 .0 3 16 ~ San Bernardino 2.120 2.117 2.059 2,086 1.692 1,577 13 21 354 488 
San Diego .......... 4,454 4,070 3,449 2.990 2.728 2.461 45 55 678 454 
San Francisco .. 2,769 2,830 2,265 2.142" 2,064 2.446 9 1/$ 192 2BO 
San Joaquin ...... 862 1,153 766 1,026 662 932 1.0 .0 94 94 
San Luis Obispo 229 152 146 159 liD 136 11 1 25 22 

,'I,' San Mateo ........ 1.151 1.328 1,289 1,216 1,205 1,142 .0 1 84 73 " 
Santa Barbara .. 883 814 871 837 788 755 5 5 78 77 
Santa Clara ...... 2,342 2.790 2,216 2,488 1.895 2,149 21 46 300 293 
Santa Cruz ........ 42B 372 383 349 325 272 '5 9 53 68 
Shasta ................ 423 452 421 422 366 366 I) 2 35 54 
Sierra .................. 5 8 5 1 5 1 0 0 I) .0 
Siskiyou .............. 87 131 82 130 7.0 119 .0 0 12 11 
Solano ............. , .. 488 461 430 R429 357 359 2 3 71 R67 
Sonoma ... " ......... 377 350 305 257 259 230 2 3 44 24 
Stnnislaus "' ....... 717 1,065 705, 927 595 789 .0 2 11.0 136 
Suttcrf.~ ........ \ ...... 177 126 125 11.0 101 82 .0 .0 24 28 
Tehama .............. 157 76 100 82 93 'i0 .0 0 13 12 
Trinity ................ 43 41 46 34 37 29 4 5 5 .0 
Tulare ................ 455 537 377 520 292 400 .0 0 85 120 
Tuolumne" ........ U5 114 102 124 89 109 .0 .0 13 15 
Ventura .............. 756 643 57.0 n555 496 469 I .0 73 66 
yolo .................... 206 252 209 235 175 216 .0 I 34 R18 
Yuba ., ................ 199 134 1\4 Rl00 1!)2 80 0 I) 12 Rro 
n Revised. 
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TABLE 23-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR CI'JURTS' 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF APPEALS FROM LOW~\:l COURTS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dis/29i.itlorl§. ahf.r healing 
TaiBi ToW Dlsposlt/ons QlIe.·/ions TriBis 
filinG§. disF!E!/h'orls before hellling oflaw de novo 

County 1913-74 1912-73 1913-74 1912-73 1973-74 1!J72-73 1913-74 1912-73 1913-74 1912-73 

Staie totnl ...... 10,212 7.066 9,175 5.538 642 373 2.058 2,108 6.475 3,051 
f 

Alameda ............ 828 432 705 330 0 0 156 132 549 ,\98 
AJpine ... j.Io ... ' ..... 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 '. 0 ' \~~) Amador .............. 9 5 8 3 0 0 2. 3 6 no. 
Butt., .................. 36 31 19 24 5 5 2 12 12 7 
Calaverll$ .......... 11 S 7 6 0 0 1 1 6 5 
Colusa ................ 3 13 4 2. 2. 1 0 1 2. 0 
Contra Costa .... 346 221 224 108 22 16 54 32 148 60 
Del Norte .......... 8 5 7 4 1 2. 0 2 6 0 
EI Dorado ........ 32 36 34 21 9 4 4 4 21 13 
Fresno ................ 123 95 69 41 8 10 15 16 46 15 
Glenn ................ 0 2 "0 2 0 o· 0 0 0 2. I'. 
Humboldt .......... 82 43 73 24 15 2 ',) 36 18 22 4 
Imperial ............ 19 17 15 J3 3 7 2 1 10 5 <\ 
Inyo .................... 4 0 1 0 .-, 0 0 0 0 0 
Kern .................. 118 79 100 57 2 is 40 33 58 19 
King ................... 6 5 3 2 2. 1 1 1 0 0 
Lake .................... 8 12 9 9 0 1 2. 3 7 5 
Lassen ................ 2 ~ 1 4 0 0 1 3 0 1 
Los Angeles ...... 3.711 2.708 3.593 2.403 96 62 721 1,074 2.776 I(J$T 
Madera .............. 14 6 7 2 2 1 1 /) 4 1 
Marin ............... , .. 154 157 159 153 10 20 65 67 64 (i6 
Maripo.a ............ 6 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 
Mendocino ........ 9 9 4 3 1 0 3 0 0 3 
Merced .............. 17 17 10 9 3 (} 0 3 7 6 
Modoc ................ 2. 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
Mono .................. 14 4 7 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 
Monterey .......... 71 67 73 11 9 13 13 25 51 33 
NaJla .................. 2.8 14 20 3 2 1 6 0 12 2 
Nevada ... " .... 11 ... 6 10 10 6 0 1 0 3 10 2 
Orange .............. 8$1 703 761 456 74 21 191 130 496 3Q7 
Place ............... , ... 18 10 18 9 ~v" 0 \I 4 15 5 
Plumas •• " .......... 4 4 2 3 O· 1 2 0 0 \I 
Riverside ''i", ..... 339 163 313 161 32 12 24 29 257 120 
Sncramer:icil.l ..... 255 172 231 152 5 5' 55 36 171 III 
San Benito ........ 6 4 7 \I 0 0 7. 0 0 2 
San Bernardino 200 152 316 117 12 10 12.8 55 176 52 
San Diego.iI,., .... 499 344 4ui 228 9 17 IG1 63 308 128 
San Francisco .. 487 385 590 312 169 40 83 93 338 179 
San J oaquln ...... 135 96 98 37 5 8 29 16 64 13 
San Luls Obispo 44 34 23 10 1 1 0 0 22 9 
SanMllteo ........ 303 189 278 127 4 5 75 46 199 76 
Santa Barbara .. 163 149 149 96 24 9 51 54 74 33 
Santa Clera ~ .. , .. 538 278· 365 287 64 45 89 63 212 1?9 
Santa Crut. ........ 44 42 36 36 3 3 5 3 28 311 
Shasta ................ 54 32 54 23 9 5 11 2 34 16\\ 
Sierra .................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0';, 
Siskiyou .............. 9 7 8 8 3 2 1 5 4 ~\ Solano ......... , ...... 52 26 32 16 2 7 7 6 23 
Sonoma ......... , .. " 83 58 39 18 3 4 \I 4 34 10 \ 
Stani.laus .......... 68 45 42 18 1 3 17 .,7 1!4 8 \\ 
Sutter .................. 11 8 12 5 1 0 1 .~ 10 3 ~ 
Tehnma .............. 3 4 1I 9 0 2 O· 4 5 3 .~ 
Trinity ................ 1 II 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 1 \ 
TWlll'e ................ 69 34 43 fJ 7 1 /l 0 28 15 ~ 
Tuolumne .......... 10 9 13 lS 4 0 1 1 8 3~ \. Ventura .............. 222. 90 127 81 15 18 28 26 84. 
yolo .................... 28 18 23 12 G 2 4 4 19 6 \\ 
Yuba .................. 12 6 5 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 \ 

'J ~ 

'VI \ 
/) . " u ~' \ 
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'TABLE 24-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
HABEAS CORPUS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dlsposibons 
Total Total Dlsposibons after hesrin~ 
fiUn~ dise!!!l.tions before heanilfl. . Contested matters 

County 1973-74 197i:73 1973-74 1972-7:1. 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State totnl. ..... 9.583 6,223 8,528 RS.62O 6.089 R3•975 2.439 1.645 

Alameda ............ 439 389 440 381 348 174 92 213 
Alpine ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Am~dor .............. 5 1 4 0 4 0 0 0 
Butte .................. 16 11 6 10 2' 9 A 1 
Calaveras .......... 8 8 7 8 5 2 /2 6 
Colusa ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.. 
0 0 

Contra Costa .... 66 41 27 35 15 25 12 10 
Del Norte .......... () 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 
El Dorado ........ 7 9 7 9 5 8 2 1 
Fresno ................ 58 82 63 82 55 81 8 1 
Glenn ................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Humboldt .......... 23 20 8 17 3 8 5 9 
Xmperial ............ 2 6 1 5 0 1 1 4 
Inyo .......... , ......... 12 13 12 15 1 13 11 2 
Kern ...... ; ........... 28l 119 288 III 274 68 14 19 
.Kings ........... , ..... , 4 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Lake .................... 6 2' 3 1 3 1 0 0 
Lassen ................ 52 86 43 77 4,2 77 1 0 
Los Angel"" ...... 1,655 1,541 1,342 1,303 1,113 i.034 229 269 
Madera .............. 13 3 9 2 4 1 5 1 
Marin .................. 679 314 679 314 6'!7 312 2 2 
Matiposa ............ '0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mendocino ........ 5 3 4 4 1 2 3 2 
Merced .............. 5 8 7 8 1 1 6 7 
Modoc .I ......... H •• ~ .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mono .................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Montcr<)y .......... 517 137 492 127 440 1\12. 52 25 
Napa .................. 176 122 174 108 51 42 123 66 
Nevada .............. 4 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 
Orange ............. / 273 157 222 139 220 122 .£ 17 
PIncer ,,,",,,,,,.10,,. 13 12 8 4 1 2 7 2 
PlUmas .............. 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

'nlverslde .......... 491 62 512 58 179 33 333 25 
Sacramento ...... 506 390 517 349 450 319 67 30 
San Benito ........ 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
San Bernardino 646 2.bi 464 264 3B4 220 100 44 
San Diego .......... 480 383 417 361 69 47 348 314 
San Francisco .. 46 71 43 67 33 49 10 18 
San loaquln ...... 257 169 161 78 143 48 18 30 
San Luis.obispo 1,117 758 1,029 708 614 615 415 93 
San Mateo ........ 43 18 41 6 38 5 3 1 
Santa Barbara .. '204 201 202 194 137 147 65 41 
Santa Clara ...... 96 III 91 104 33 9 58 95 
Santa Cruz ........ 39 29 39 29 24 4 15 25 
Shasta ................ 10 18 8 17 5 13 3 4 
sterra ......... , ........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 

I Siskiyou .............. 13 8 13 8 10 3 3 5 n 
Solano ................ 455 224 265 204 244 178 21 26 
5onomB,. ............ 139 39 144 36 63 10 61 26 
ShUlislaus .......... 32 29 30 28 30 26 0 2 
sutter.U.'H."Io .... I. 3 0 I 0 0 0 1 0 
Tehama .............. 5 2 I 2 0 0 I 2 
Trinity ................ 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Tulare ................ 16 25 15 19 2 8 13 11 
Tuolumne .......... 255 B9 256 63 236 71 20 12 
Ventura .............. 3l!6 232 356 231 63 57 293 174 
yolo .................... 52 34 51 29 48 27 5 2 
Yuba .................. 1 1 1 RI 0 Rl 1 0 

RRevised. 

o 
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TABLE 25-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN a 

Fiscal Years 1.972-73 and 1973-74 

::::' 
hrsonal hifuty 

dealb, lind AJlother 
Total e.roe!!.rty dlUTlDfl.e Criminal e.roceedl!!E.s 

Coullty 1973-'14 1972-73 1973-'14 J972-73 1973-74 1972-'13 1973-74 1972-'13 

Stale 10t.1.. .... 8,771 118,616 2,740 R3,021 5,020 114,690 1,017 Roo.; 

Alnmedll.j.,I>I .... ~ 454 477 141 162 21i4 l!8O 59 3.5 
Alpine ................ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Am .. dor .............. 4 6 \\ 2 1 3 1 1 
Butte .................. 46 58 12 24 26 28 8 6 
CalaverllS .......... 11 7 2 2 7 4 2 1 
Colusa ................ 7 5 3 0 3 5 1 0 
Contra Costn .... 168 191 58 62 91 113 19 16 
Del Norte .......... 17 18 2 3 14 14 1 1 
EI Dorado ........ 28 29 16 17 6 10 6 1\ 
Fresno" .............. 205 121 42 30 129 74 j4 17 
Glenn ................ 6 2 2 0 4 2 0 0 
Humboldt ..... , .... 51 72 12 15 3~ 52 7 5 
Imperlal ............ 35 29 8 6 25 19 2 4 

~.::..' 
Inyo .................... 7 6 3 Q II 6 2 0 
Kern ............... ". 101 120 31 24 59 77 11 19 
Kings .................. 35 31 2 3 32 28 1 0" 

" Lake .................... 29 16 3 4 24 11 2 1 
I..nssen ............. , .. 10 15 3 4 '1 10 0 1 
Lo~ Angeles ...... 3,087 2,753 858 953 1,959 1,490 ZlO 310 
Madera ........ ,,;' ... 23' 43 6 10 14 30 3 3 
Marin .................. 87 109 28 ZI 42 70 17 12 " Marlposa ............ 7 5 1 0 .[ 3 2 R2 , 
MendOcino ........ 50 R63 12 13 32 R38 6 1~ 
Merced t ............. 46 60 17 15 24 36 5 
Modoc ... ~ ...... , ..... 0 5 0 0 0 \~" 2 0 3 
Mono .................. 5 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 
Monterey .......... 122 115 38 aa 69 87 15 1~ 
Nap .................... 24 ZI 5 8 16 16 -3 3 
Nevada ........ ; ..... 11 15 3 9 7 6 1 0 
Orange .............. 3!19 442 164 J88 189 204 46 50 
Pl1\ce~ ; ............ , ... 25 32 5 5 13 17 1 10 
Plum[l.~ ; .• 'to .... h .. 7 10 0 1 6 9 1 0 
Riverside ... \ ...... 237 236 82 93. 127 J23 28" 20 
Sacramento .... " 386 363 119 138 218 196 49 29 
San Benito ........ 1 15 1 6 0 B 0 1 
San Bcrn~~dino l!87 283 49 47 194 19B 44 38 
San Diego .......... 549 495 ,148 145 330 290 71 60 
San Francisco .. 624 697 372 410 175 226 77 61 
San Joaquin '::J; 126 112 52 28 69 63 5 21 
San .Luis OblL 31 35 10 7 19 24 2 4 
San M.teo ........ 175 175 64 76 79 67 32 32 
SlUlta /latbam .. 111 135 32 54 88 67 11 14 
Sartta Cl.ra ...... 364 460 1:.\7 168 166 221 61 71 
Snnta CrUz.~."H ••• 49 65 1% 14 27 43 10 8 
Shasta ................ 62 64 22 IB 35 43 5 3 
Sierra, .. ,., ............ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Siskiyou .............. 26 ~ 10 ~ 12 9 4 4 
Solano ................ 79 18 55 85 6,· 3 
Sonoma ..... ' ..... 11. 60 87 16 30 28 22 16 15 

\l, St .. nislaus .......... 139 143 22 23 98 U3 19 7 
Sutter ........... io ••••• 22 14 7 6 12 Ii 3 2 
Tehnm ............... 34 24 )3 9 14 12 7 3 
'rnnity ................ /; 5 0 0 4 4 1 1 
Tulare ................ 106 98 16 11 B1 7B 9 !l 
Tuolumne, ......... 19 17 6 4 10 9., 3 4 
Vcr\tura ........... 1•1 115,., 119 34 64 68 43 Il 12 
yah) .................... 39 -' 28 7 B %1. 16 5 4 
Yuba .................. 24 24 10 Ii 12 18< 2 1 .\ 

--- a rl.·· 
A "juries sworn" arc not the eq\ll .... a1ent of ~ases disposed. of by verdi~t since a single Jury may t& ~onsotldated cases or a 

~" settlement may occur foUo'\vIng the ilWearlng of the jury. 
11 Revised. : " 
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TABLE 26--CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR C:OURTS 
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 arid 1973-74 

Weighted Weighted 
1973-74 unitsper 1972-73 units per 

!udicinl e!!!ltions· Weighted judicinl l udicinll!!!!.itions • Weighted judicinl 
County Totnl Judges units b posltion Totnl Judges unitsb posit';on 

State t~tal ..... : 1173 478 34,844,455 60,811 1173 477 33,246,368 , 58,022 

Alameda ............ Z1 2.5 1,630,296 60,381 27 25 1,498,008 55,482 
Alpine .......... : .... , 1 1 2,775 2,775 1 1 3,253 3,253 
Amador .............. 1 I::) 1 27,364 27,364 1 1 21,832 21,832 
Butte ................. , °2 V. 139,165 69,583 3 2 132,104 44,035 
CalaverllS .......... 1 1 43,933 43,933 1 1 44,435 44,435 
Colusa ........... , .... 1 1 19,552 19,552 1 f' , , 18,126 18,126 
Contra Costn .... 12 11 736,030 61,336 12 11 703,342 58,612 
Del Norte .......... 1 1 33,104 33.104 1 1 26,712 26,712 
El Dorado ........ 2 2 121,869 60,935 2 2 118,770 59,385 
Fresno ....... "" ..... 10 8 513,088 51,309' 10 8 522.699 52,270 
Clenn , ............... 1 1 27,811 27.811 1 1 23.647 23.847 
9Humb?ldt~ ...... 3 3 144,350 48,117 3 3 145,177 48,392 
Im""na) ............ 2 2 133,053 68.527 2 2 1~.646 82.823 ~:: 
lpy'o .............. .7 .... 1 1 30.096 30.096 1 1 22.156 22.156 
Kern .................. 9 6 526.582 58,5()9 ,\9 6 488.684 54,298 
Kings .................. 1 1 98,321 98,321 ~ 1 77,917 77,917 
We ..... " ......... " .. 1 1 57,255 57,255 1 48,813 48.S13 
Lassen ................ 1 1 24,243 24,243 1\ 1 24.954 24,954 
Los Angeles ...... 217 161 13,206,882 60,861 217 ~ 161 13,155.733 60,62.5 

I:' Madera .............. 1 1 SI,856 Sl,856 1 1 71.088 71,088 
Marin ...... " .......... 7 5 '81.976 42,568 7 5 268,368 38.338 
Muriposn •. ,,,.,,o;h 1 1 '" 12.145 12,145 1 1 9.571 9,571 
MendocinO ........ 2 2 ,,;l24.174 62,087 2 2 R 117,996 R58.998 
Merced, ............. 3 3 /!·208.744 69.581 3 3 153.624 51,208 
Madoc ................. 1 1 ~ 16,421 16.421 1 1 12,305 12,305 
Mono .................. 1 1 II 24,32.5 24,32.5 1 1 19,329 19.329 
Monterey .......... 6 5 395,297 65.883 6 5 395,906 65.984 
Napa· .................. 2 2 137.341 68.671 2 2 125,328 62,664 
Nev~da .............. 1 1 61,417 61.417 1 1 54,237 54,237 
Orange ,. ............ 36 31 2,236.4911 62,12.5 36 d 31 2.014,145 55.965 
Placer ................ 2 2 166,237 83,119 '.::) 2 2 166,958 83,479 
Plumas .............. 1 1 20.896 20,896 1 1 26,402 26,402 
Riverside .......... 14 12 885,521 63,252 °14 12 791,558 56,540 

~Sncrumento ...... 17 15 1,217,000 71,588 17 15 1,159,929 66,231 
rS~Ben\to ........ 1 1 30.008 30,008 1 1 26,056 26,056 

S \~ern.rdinO 18 14 1,172,699 65,150 f 18 d 14 1,042,419 57,912 
San' lego .......... 32 29 2.458,472 76,827 32 d29 2,166,692 67.709 
San Francisco .. g31 26 1,680,850 54,221 g31 

~ 1,646.664 53.11S 
San Joaquin ... , .. 8 7 429,256 53,657 8 445.688 55,736 
San Luls Oblspo 3 3 188.808 62,936 • 3 3 155.871 51,957 
Sm Mateo ........ 14 13 825,736 38,981 14 13 . '769,313 54,951 
r~ta Barbara .. 8 7 415,292~ 51,912 8 7 362,495 45,312 
~ to Clara ...... 2.5 24 1,688.312 67,532 2.5 24 1,642,601 65,712 
}mta Cruz ........ 3 

d
3 208,138 69,379 3 3 185.021 61.674 

Shasta .. ., ... ; .... " .. 3 3 184.681 61.560 2 2 185,237 92.619 
Sierra .................. 1 1 5,293 5,293 1 1 3,622 3,622 
Slsklyoll .. r, ............ 1 1 65,673 85.673 1 1 69,302 69,302 
Solano ................ 4 4 233,012 58,253 4 4 218.538 R 54,635 
Sonoma "''''''''''.1 II 4 327,646 65,529 85 4 11275,2)4 55,043 
StanIslaus .......... 6 S 347,282 57,880 6 5 397,753 66,292 
Sutter .................. 2 2 76,434 38,217 2 2 70,455 35,228 
Tehama .............. 1 1 62,273 62,273 1 1 52,241 52~1 ' 
Trinlty .... " .......... 1 1 17.998 17,998 1 

d
l 16,756 16,756 

Tulare ................ 4 4 232,605 58,151 4 4 228,594 57,149 
Tuolumne .......... 1 1 57.460 57,460 1 1 53.387 53,387 
Ve&.~ra.U ....... h" 8S 7 515,051 84,281 88 7 431,760 53,970 
Yolo H ....... '.h .. ' .. ~1 2 2 127.338 63,669 2 2 136.690 R 88.345 
Yuba ................. , 2 2 92.501 46,251 2 2 R74.04S 31.024 

• In order to pennit meaningful comparisons of workload. full·time court commissIoners and referees employed by courts 
were included with the authorized number of -Judges unless otherwise noted. ThIs treatment assumes that these court 
officers were avnllable to handle matters which would have otherwise required the full·time elfort of an eqUivalent 
number of judges. ~f> 

.~ 
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b The judicial Council's approved system, adopted In 1971 but subsequently revised, assigns the following weights to 

superior court filings: 

Los Angeles 
Type of Proceeding 

Criminal .... ,", .................. , ... 01 ........ ' ... , ............. , ........................................................... . 

Juvenile Delinquency ..... , ........ , .............................................................................. . 
juvenile Dependency ......................................... ll ................................................. .. 
Habeas Corpus ............................ , ........ " .. " ................ , ............................................. . 
Probate and Guardianship ..................................................................................... . 
Family Law ............................................................................................................... . 
Personal Injury and Property Damage .............................................................. .. 
Eminent Domain ...................................... , .......... , ....................... , .................. , ... ~ .... . 
Other Civil Complal,!s ...................................................................................... , ... .. 
Other Civil Petition; ............................................................................................... . 
Insanity .............................................. l ............................. \ ... \> .. ,." .......................... , ..... .. 

Appeals ...................................................................................................................... .. 

County 
148 
75 
86 
16 
23 
43 
67 
91 

142 
12 
32 

140 

Stale less 
LosAngelB 

County 
159 
54 
48 
16 
20 
Z1 
88 
85 

108 
9 

18 
89 

The values assigned to filings are based on estimates of the average case-related time il1,volved per filing. Case-related time 
involves the time judges are in chambers as well as the time judges are on the bench disposing of case matters. The 
weighting system is designed to permit a more accurate evaluation of potential workload than filings alone, but It does not 
purport to reflect the qualitY of judiCial performance in any way. Following past Practice, weights are revised whenever 
coUrl experience indicates a need!or a change. 
In 1973-74 a study tdverify the weights was conducted by a consultant. In its report to the judicial Council the consultant 
recommended some changes in the weights. The new weights, however, were not applied pending action by the Judicial 
Council on the recommendations. 
The caseload standard for a judge is the approximate number of minutes of case-related time available per judge-year. A 
separatejudge·year value was established for each of the five different size courts. The values and the group to which they 
apply are shown below: . 

Judicial positions 
authorized per court 

1-2 ................ ;1 ...... ' .................. , •• 

3-10 ...... 111 ........ , .. , .......... ; ......... \ .. 

11-20 ........... , ............................. , .• 
21 and up .............. : ................. .. 

Los Angeles Superior ................. . 

Values 
56,500 
60,000 
62,800 
65,800 
67,900 

a A full-time Juvenile court referee position was eliminated during the year. 
For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table n. 

~ A full-time juvenile court referee (vas added during the year. 
A full·time court commissioner was added during the year. 

S Since the court commissioners and referees in this court also perform nonjudicial functions, the number of positions was 
adjusted to reflect only that portion of Ute time spent in performing judicial duties. 

RRevised, " 

-...., -
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TABLE 27-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

As of June 30, 1973 and June 30, 1974 

Number 
. Casas llwailinll. trial at end of month b 

Total CiJSt!S 

ofjud/clal per judicial 

1!!!!.1lions • Total CMI Olininal eosiUolI 
County 6/30/74 6/30/73 6/30/71 6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/73 6130/74 6/30/73 6/30/'14 6/30/73 

State total ...... 513 573 SO(F 81~ 74,285 74,190 6,582 7,099 141 141 

Al.med ........ ;!~ Z1 Z1 4,~ 4,42.Q 4,351 4,054 194 375 168 164 
Alpine .......... :: .... 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 
Amador .............. 1 1 21 9 21 9 0 0 21 9 
Butte .................. 2 3 217 194 201 ISO 16 14 109 65 
Calaveras .... " .... 1 1 58 47 47 36 11 11 58 47 
Colusa .......... "01 •• 1 1 18 34 18 34 0 0 18 34 
ContTa Costa .... 12 12 2,251 2,312 2,157 2,llO 94 202 168 !93 
Oel Norte .......... 1 1 33 31 29 26 4 5 33 31 
};:l Dorado ........ 2 2 191 160 164 157 7 3 96 SO 
Fresno.Io .............. 10 10 958 "971 879 °915 79 "58 96 97 
Glenn ........ 1.' .. ' .. 1 1 10 7 7 3 3 4 10 7 
Humboldt .......... 3 3 :fI5 371 315 354 30 17 115 1,24 
lmperial ............ 2 2 122 127 85 11l 37 16 61 64 
Inyo ............... 'ljl' 1 1 24 17 20 8 4 9 24 17 
Kern .................. 9 9 570 116 497 643 73 73 63 SO 
Kings .................. 1 1 47 42 18 34 29 8 41 42 
Lake .................... 1 1 161 144 152 133 9 11 161 144 
L.assen ........ , ...... 1> 1 1 42 41 42 40 0 1 42 41 
Los Angeles ...... 217 217 40,509 42.713 37,222 3/l,813 3/1E1 3.640 181 197 
Madern .............. 1 1 87 86 72 79 15 7 81 86 
Marln .................. 7 7 644 863 593 842 51 41 92 126 
M&rlposn ............ 1 1 13 21 13 16 0 5 13 21 
Mendocino ........ 2 2 71 III 87 99 4 12 36 56 
Merced , ..... ~" ... ~. 3 3 163 152 126 127 35 25 54 51 
Modoc ................ 1 1 17 7 12 7 5 0 11 7 
Mono ................... 1 1 27 21 23 15 4 6 27 21 
Monterey .......... 6 6 482 358 391 258 91 100 60 60 
Nap ................... 2 2 212 201 203 191 9 10 106 101 
Nevada .............. 1 1 155 126 108 124 47 2 155 126 
Orange .............. 36 36 3,649 3,028 3,1l38 2,826 211 202 101 64 
Placer ,., ............. 2 2 237 253 210 219 27 34 119 127 
Plumas .............. 1 1 34 36 34 35 0 1 34 36 
Riverside .......... 14 14 1,516 i,316 1,364 1,194 132 122 108 94 
Sacramento .... ,. 17 17 2,461 2,163 2,335 2,()50 126 113 145 127 
San Benito ........ 1 1 15 12 15 12 0 0 15 12 
Snn Bernardino 18 18 1,697 1,703 1,398 1,301 299 402 94 95 
San Diego .......... 32 32 4,678 3,782 4,065 3,433 613 349 146 118 
Siln Francisco .. 31 31 5,942 6,382 5,623 6,246 119 136 192 206 
San Joaquin ...... 8 8 1,111 1,136 1,042 1,059 69 77 1,39 142 
San Luis Obispo 3 3 INA 158 INA 150 INA 8 INA 53 
San Mateo ........ 14 14 1,506 1,469 1,356 1,331 150 138 108 105 
Santa Barbara .. 8 8 460 403 426 361 34 42 58 50 
Santa Clara ...... 25 25 1,581 1,779 1,346 1,594 215 185 62 71 
Santo. Cruz n ...... 3 3 176 213 165 167 11 46 59 71 
Shasta ................ :I 2 260 264 239 233 21 31 87 132 
Sierra .................. 1 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 
Siskiyou .............. 1 1 60 86 54 84 6 2 60 86 
Solano ................ 4 4 270 252 224 233 46 19 68 63 
Sonoma ........ , ..... 5 3 965 674 925 647 40 Z1 19;) 135 
Stanislaus .......... 6 6 393 434 318 316 75 118 86 72 
Sutter .................. 2. 2. 86 84 68 79 18 5 43 42 
Teharn", ..... " ...... 1 1 59 58 40 ~l 19 5 59 58 
Trinity ................ 1 1 20 13 18 12 2 3 20 15 
Tulare ................ 4 4 228 276 174 215 54 61 57 69 
Tuolumne .... H ! ... 1 1 91 75 60 65 11 10 91 75 
V"nturn .............. 8 8 845 599 779 553 66 46 106 75 
folo .................... 2. 2. 237 219 192 168 45 51 119 110 
Yuba .................. 2. 2 113 90 79 77 34 13 57 45 

• For 11 deSCription of "judicial positions" see footnole • lind E, Table 26. For a list of judgeships see Table 11. , 

b Cases Ilwaltlng trlallnclude criminal and civil cases set for future Irl.lllI1d civU cases In which at·issue memoranda have 
been filed but no trlill dale. assigned. 

e July 31, 1974. 
INA Information not available. 



\\ ;~', 

\ 
t:-;' 

ANNUAL REPOltT OF THE APMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 159 

I' TABLE 2G-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSIST~NCE RECEIVED AND RENDE.RED BY COURTS , 

THRpUGH ASSIGNMENTS B, ':\ 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 pnd 1973-14 

1973-74 1972-73 
Netd.ys Net days 

Days Days received (or Days Days received (or 
Count)· received rend~rea rendered) a received rendered rendered) • 

State total ...... "." ......................... 5.167.0 2.064.5 3.102.5 5.(jOJ,'> 2.2111.0 3,252.5 
~~ 

Alameda .......................................... 122 0 122 

~. 
236 5- 231 

Alpine .............. " ...................... " ...... 2 147 -145 10 95.5 -85.5 
Amador .... H ......... , ......... , ...... , ........... 19 28 -9 9 33 _24 
Butte ....................................... " ....... 35.5 1B.5 17 57.5 27 30.5 
Calave~as .. " ...................................... 32 24 8 45.5 47 -1.5 
Colusa ............ " ......... " ............... " .... 67.5 42 ~.5 52.5 107.5 -55. 
Contra Costa .................................. 29.5 43 -13.5 131.5 19.5 112 
Del Norte ........................................ 25 50 -25 11 6.1 -52 
El Dorado .......... " .... ,." ............... I .... 70 12 58 36 -15- -9 
Fresno ............. " ............................... 121 61 60 206 m 119 
Glenn ................................................ 20 321/ -12.5 10 42.5 -32.5 
Humboldt ....................................... ~ 4B 14.5 33.5 38 :; 33 
Imperial ............................................ 38 0 3B 24 0 24 
Inyo ..................... ; .................. ' .. ""10. 17 53 -36 14 22 -8 
Kern .................................................. 49 63.5 -14.5 16 11 5 
Kings ......... " ..................................... 53.5 14 39.5 47 11 30 
Lnke .................................................. lOS 15 90 44 12 32 
Lassen .............................................. 5 9 -4 ·13 16 "':3 
Los Angeles .................................... 1.782.5 440.5 1.342 1.872 43B 1.434 
Madera ...... " .... II ...... Io ... ' ................ i' 109 21 88 119 32.5 88.S 
Marin ...... 1 .... '101 ................................. 106 0 106 69 14 55 
Mariposa ........ 11""11 .......................... 10 56 -46 6 63 -57 
Mendocino ...................................... 31 58 -27 11 29 -18 
Merced ............................................ 2-.5 29.5 -27 10 37.S -27.5 
Modoc .............................................. 6 57 -51 1 10 -9 
Mono ................................................ 13 28.5 -15.5 7. 32 -25 
Monterey ........................................ 57 3 54 ,,26 l!4 2 
Napa .................................................. 42 3.5 36.5 21.5 122 -100.5 
Nevndn. ............................................. 29 12.S 16.5 34 17 17 
Ornrtge ............... I •• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 78 8 70 29 1 28 
Placer ................................................ 60 6 74 191 11 160 
Plumas .41 ............................. ., ....... , .... " 25 53.5 -28.5 49 116 -67 
Riverside ....... ; ................ 10 ............... 1 46.5 21 25.5 51.5 8 43.5 
Sncrttmento .. II" ................................. 175 1 174 167 32 135 
San llenlto ...................................... 1.5 120 -118.5 5.5 92 -88.5 
San Bernardino .............................. 84 16.5 67.5 212 3.5 20M 
San Diego .......... " .. 41" ...................... 28B 0 28B 61.5 3 58.5 
San !."ranclscb .................................. 140 0 .140 301 20 2ff7 
San Joaquin ...................................... 97 5 92 41 II -36 
San Luis Obispo ............................ 88 18 ~~.S 25 21.5 3.S 
San: Mateo ........................................ 72 0.5 169 0 169 
Santa Barbara .............. 10 ................. ,~.5 6 UII.5 186 2.5 ltl:j.5 
Santa Clara ...................................... 1 224 155 0 155 
Santa Cruz. .... ; ......... 01 .................. "" 54 I} 34 14.5 4.5 10 
Shasta ................................................ 26 39 -13 56 37.5 IB.5 
Sierra ................................................ 12 136 -124 2 104 -102 
Siskiyou ............................................ 3B 23 13 ~ 9 20 
Solano .............................................. 9.5 16.5 -7 lOS 15.5 89.5 
Sonoma .. '.1 ••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••• 11 ...... 39 9 36 73 26.5 46.5 
Stanislaus .......................................... 0 27 -27 16 13 3 
Sutter ................................................ 39.15 47.5 "':8 3B 4B -II} 
Tehama ............................................ 67 2 65 65 0 65 
Trinity .............................................. U.S 37 -25.5 8.5 3O.S -22 
Tulare ., .... " ............... "" ... '1 .............. 37 51 -14 21.6 71 -49.5 
Tuolumne ........................................ 65 5 6(j 59 34.5 24.5 
Ventura ......... 11. ................. , ............... 17 0 17 55 3.3 51.5 
Yolo .................................................. 90 7 &'l &'l 1 82 
yuba ................................................. , 47 71.5 -24.5 <IS 51 -12 c; 

• Minus sign (-) Indicates the COUrt rCI\dered more days of assistance than Itrecel~ed dUring the yeor through assignments 
_ by the Chairman of the Judicial Council under Section 6 of Article V( ot the State Constitution. Each day worked In 
excess of three hours was reported as " full day with three hours or Jess as a half day. 

a 
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TABLE :l9-CALIFORNIA MI)NICIPAL COURTS ~ 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILINGS AND DISF'OSITIONS 
§ 

Fiscal Years 1912-73 and 1973-74 

Number of Tota] Tota] Dispositions Dispositions after trial 
COUnty and judgemlps • filings dlsEpsilions before trial Uncontested matters Call tested matters luvenile oJ'ders b 

judicIal distrlct 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-;'4 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 ll172-73 

State t~tal .............. """ ............ 
38 "19.()18 

384 380 5.086.558"4.936.923 4.605.053R4.592.087 4.157.012 "4.151.884 2:15.041 11229,773 191.362 "}91.43221.6-

Alamedn: 
Alnmeda .............. " ..... " ... " .......... 1 1 10.785 11.535 9.849 ll.178 8.619 10,216 524 454 506 508 \) 0 ... ~ Berkeloy.Albany.m .................... 4 4 38.855 55.733 30,770 31.321 27,098 27.542 2.198 2,265 1,474 1,514 0 0 S Frcmont·Ncwnrk· 

Union City .......................... 3 3 29.189 28.403 27,469 25.154 24,139 21.987 1,569 1,263 1.761 1.904 0 0 

~ LivermQre .................................... 1 1 21.687 18.446 20.899 111,610 19.032 16,979 603 562 1,264 1.069 0 0 
Oaldnnd.l'Jcdment .................... 14 14 172.127 ")63,467 153.519 152.018 138,285 137,608 9.162 7.685 6,f!12 6,545 0 0 
SlIn Leandro·Haywnrd .............. 6 6 64,493 61.026 59.467 52.896 53.308 47.624 3.334 2.696 2.845 2,576 0 0 (") 

0 
Poulle. ~ Chico ............................................ 10.860 11,234 10.859 10,771 8,496 8.446 816 858 824 804 723 663 n 
Contra Costn. 

t"' 
0 J?,ello· ............................................ 2 °2 20,053 16.347 19,HlO 15.338 16,069 12,510 1.111 1,155 701 616 1,309 1.057 "! 

Mt.Olublo .................................... 3 3 30,965 39.372 35,556 36,522 29,174 29,663 1,535 1.834 1,842 1.923 3.007 3,102 (") 
Richmond .................................... 3 3 20.820 19.281 19,457 17.314 15.826 14.019 1.476 1,402 1,104 995 1.051 898 C Wnlnllt Cr~Q\;·Dallvllle ............ 2 2 55.552 30.888 33.585 29,613 27,444 24,547 1.176 969 2,015 l~ 2,950 2.418 
\Vesl,,", ... \",,;: .................. , ............ 2 2 21,659 20,100 20,247 "20.636 17.131 17,871 792 659 1.061 1,263 1.206 ;j 

Fresno: '1~ 
Fresno ... ,'" ................................... 6 6 64.136 68.705 60.008 63.162 54.332 58,133 3,ll'1.8 2.780 2.448 2.249 0 0 '"> 

Humboldt: 
J::llrekn .......................................... 9.785 8,978 10,242 8.400 9.114 7,206 700 806 428 388 0 0 

Kern: 
"50.503 Da~ersncld ~ ................................ 6 6 55.544 54.758 50,822 47.066 46,364 2,267 112•436 1.489 R1,703 0 0 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .................................... 3 3 34,547 31,982 33,691 32.674 30,746 29.814 1,226 1,232 1,719 1,628 0 0 
Antelopo ...... , ............................... 1 1 23,712 21.571 20.877 21,4~ 19.196 19,714 737 760 944 952 0 0 
Beverly Hills .............................. 3 3 29,104 29.662 26,187 28,606 22.793 24.857 1,319 1.627 2,075 2,122 0 0 
Burbank ....................................... , 2 2 21.344 23,048 22,524 19.557 20.948 18,168 757 700 819 689 0 0 
Citrus ............................................ 5 :; 82,880 78.332 79.466 76.430 73,567 70.629 3.077 3,237 2,822 2,564 0' 0 
Compwn ...................................... 5 5 81.585 82.132 69.404 78.072 62.514 70.617 5.144 5,465 1.746 1,fl9O 0 0 



----------------------------< 

'" 
Culver .......................................... 1 I 17,051 15.460 15,559 14,242 14,079 12,856 798 678 682 708 0 0 

I Downey ........................................ 4 4 53.372 53.193 510572 48.753 47,010 44.790 2.776 2.012 1.766 1.951 0 0 
00 Enst Los Angeles ........................ 4 

d
4 53.90.~ 56,385 52.030 57.2.Y-l 48.438 54.042 2,255 2.047 1.337 1.!ol9 0 0 

'" EI Montc ...................................... 4 56.792 55,125 53.347 52.597 48.975 48.162 2,280 2,293 2,092 2,142 0 0 
'" 

4 

'" Glend.le ...................................... 2 l' 29,296 29.781 29.916 28,~:l5 27.471 25.884 1,142 1,099 1,303 1,442 0 0 
'" Inglewood .................................... 4 4 65.014 67,141 61.149 85,3)6 54,175 58.l61 4.165 4,981 2,209 2,174 0 0 

Long Beach ................................ 7 7 101.970 108,468 96,216 107,860 67,277 99,298 5.351 4.723 3,588 3,839 0 0 
Los Angeles ................................ 64 64 1,033,501 1.112,507 919,217 997,376 833,632 907,294 48,250 51.125 37,335 38.951 0 0 
Los Cerritos ................................ 3 3 40.680 36,468 37,854 33,792 34.841 30,867 1,413 1,438 1,(;00 1.467 0 0 
Malibu· ........................................ "I 9,217 0 7.894 0 7,504 0 182 0 208 0 0 0 
Newhnll ........................................ 2 2 32.184 29.784 30,941 27.366 29,549 26,177 416 424 976 7(l.~ Q 0 

~ Pasadena ...................................... 4 4 49,738 46,970 44,028 42.775 39,480 38.374 ll.207 2,302 2,341 2.099 0 0 
Pomonn ... , ... 1* ..... 10 .................. , ...... 3 3 52,179 50,754 50,104 46.420 46.893 43.390 1.603 1,597 1,608 1,433 0 0 ~ Snn Antonio ................................ 3 3 45.349 46.089 40.986 46.235 37,689 42.395 2,231 2,467 1.066 1.373 0 0 

~ Sonln Anita .................................. 1 1 15.780 16.795 14,610 15.196 12.952 13.639 785 762 673 795 0 0 
SQnto Monlcn .............................. 3 3 31,256 37.080 31,275 39,006 27,941 34,954 1,244 1,224 2,090 2,828 0 0 

~ South Bay .................................... f5 4 62,770 85,833 77,227 83,715 69,671 75,824 3.450 3,616 4.106 4,275 0 0 
South Cote .................................. 2 82 18.181 16,924 15,769 16,508 14,092 14.801 1.001 873 676 ~ 0 0 0 
Whittier ........................................ 4 4 51,885 50,302 47,058 48,679 42,561 44.512 1.759 1,675 2,738 2.492 0 0 eJ 

Mnrin: ~ Centro!. ......................................... 4 4 53,360 46,652 50,392 48,132 47.117 44,830 1.352 1,269 1,907 2,013 16 0 

~ Monterey, 
d3 1,221 0 Monterey.Carmel ..................... 3 22,259 22,697 20,976 21,220 18,746 19,061 1.009 967 1,192 0 

15 Salinas .eo ...................................... 2 2 29,389 30.880 24,211 27.137 22,126 25,062 1,331 1,213 754 lj42 0 -:;c 0 
Qrange: 

dU · 
E:: 

, Celltral Orange County .......... 11 120,118 118,301 110,171 108.480 101,934 100,555 4,557 4,692 3,680 3,233 0 0 ~ North Orange County .............. 8 8 103,347 93,606 91,920 87.178 81,335 76,986 5,699 5,118 4.401 4,645 485 449 

I Onmge County Harbor ............ 4 4 68,808 "56,534 86.731 56,843 58,856 49,675 1,833 1,641 2,272 1,925 3.970 3,602 
SOllth Ornnge C~unly .............. 3 3 39.355 33,273 34,743 29,234 30,998 26,262 778 669 967 ·840 2,000 \463 
West Orange CO\ll1ty .. "' ........... 8 8 l!3,967 104,328 102,413 "92,603 92,568 83,397 5,133 114.123 3,840 "4.767 872 (316 

Riverside: 
CorQnn ...................... "~ ............ ,, ... I 1 15,144 12,611 I'J,I69 "U,919 12.938 "10,793 738 586 495 1140 0 0 0 
D~scrt ......................... , ................ 2 2 34,628 28,177 .28.582 25,138 26,183 22.620 1,114· 1,089 1,285 1,229 0 0 

~ Riverside ...................... 1 ............... 4 4 50.866 55,492 48.795 54,825 44,455 50.461 2.712 2,650 1,6.28 1,714 0 0 

Sa~rlllnento: 
[ll 

Sacramento ........................... " .... 13 d13 147,644 147,193 131.062 129.692 fl9,615 U8,230 5,695 5.437 5,752 6,025 0 0 

Snn Bernardino: h 
Son Bernardino County ........ h12 10 1114,885 123,482 135,052 "108,004 125,394 ilgg,G78 5,413 "5.372 4,245 3,9M 0 0 

San Diego: ~P~ 
EI ClIlon ...................................... 4 <\ 42,981 41.4'll 42,053 39,367 37,298 35,220 2,538 2.102 2,219 2,06.'l 0 0 
North County ............................ 5 5 68,850 56.613 59,454 54.472 52.885 48,4'17 3,862 3,819 2.707 2,176 0 0 ..... 
San Diego ................................... ; 22 ··22 312.709 246,856 274,426 235,268 254.558 216,157 9,592 8,895 10,278 10,216 0 0 O'l ..... 

I() 
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TABLE 29-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ~ 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Nllmberof Total 'Total Dispositions Dispositions after trial 
Count yond judl!.(!shll!!." filinf!!. dise.ositions before trial Uncontested matters Contested matters f}1vcnile orders b 

judicial district 1973-74 19'12-73 1973-74 19'12-73 1973-74 19'12-'/3 1973-74 19'12-73 1973-,/4 1972-73 19'13-74 1972-73 19'13-74 1972-73 

SUII Francisco: 
Snll Frllncisco .............................. 19 19 183.545 196.625 183.853 18~,~52 138.485 156.893 20.142 20.660 5;~6 5,199 0 0 

Surl Jonquln: § Ladl ........... , .. , ................ , .. , ...... , .... 10.715 8,230 9.746 7.892 7.745 5.785 550 587 410 507 1.041 1,013 
Mlllltccll.Rlpon. 0-< 

EscIIlon.'j'rncy I ........ , ......... 2 12 17.812 9.906 15.696 8.767 13.438 7,436 747 585 515 295 996 451 (') 

Stockton .... , .. ,' ..... , ....................... 4 4 53.056 46.022 50,568 44,154 45.938 39.643 2.981 2,833 1.649 1.678 0 0 ~ 
Stln Mllteo: 

(') 
0 

Ccntrll\ ... " .. ,', ................ " .. , ........... 3 3 46.442 42,422 42,857 38.917 38,514 34,048 2,398 2.777 1,7~5 2,092 0 0 
~ Norther/I ............... ", ......... , ....... ". 3 3 45,822 46,052 40,873 40,473 37,755 36,848 1,420 2.411 1,698 1,214 0 0 

Southern " ............. ' ..... ' .. , ............ , 3 3 39,106 47,062 32.654 35,430 28,834 32,029 1,946 1.536 1,874 1,865 0 0 0 
t"' 

Sanla Dnrbanl: 0 
SlllItn Darbarll.Goletn ' ............... 3 3 38.736 41,934 27.707 38,252 24,728 35.677 1.468 1,190 1,511 1,385 0 0 "'l 
Snntll Marla ................ ' ............... 2 2 13,546 13,360 12,455 12,73() 11,056 11.409 748 627 651 694 0 0 g 

Sltntll Clllrn: "'1 
Ln, Glltos,Campbell·Saratoga 1 1 23,931 21.122 22.220 20,655 20,440 18.882 640 590 1,140 1.183 0 0 0 
1'1110 Alto·Mounhllll View ........ 4 4 38,740 311,069 38,424 37,083 35,514 34,356 1,157 981 1,753 1,746 0 0 

~ San Josc.MllplhlS .................. , ..... 11 dU 135,843 132,044 118,963 127,652 104,928 114,872 7,rol 6.388 7,004 6,394 0 0 
Sallt. Clnrll .................. , ............... 2 2 22,337 23,645 21,609 23.433 19.539 21,224 891 780 1,179 1,429 0 0 
SUllllyvale·Cupertino .. " ............ 2 2 22,147 25,315 20,782 23,726 18,434 21,499 999 754 1,349 1,473 0 0 

Santa Cruz: 
d3 Sunta Cruz (~ounty .................... 3 39,488 34,270 33,921 30,250 28,778 25,847 1,362 1.093 1,826 1,516 1,955 1,792 

Sollln(1: 
Ilnlrfield'Suisun J ........................ 2 J2 31,636 21,652 27,935 19,861 26,322 18.964 647 335 066 562 0 0 
Vnll~Jo .......................................... 2 2 14,849 15.397 14.057 15.667 12.421 13,278 765 818 851 983 0 588 

Sonoml\' k 
Sonoma COli lit)' ........ , .... , ........ 4 46,204 44.381 40,066 42,084 35,888 37,990 2.325 2,110 1,873 1,984 0 0 

Stnlllsitiusl 
~Iodcsto .• , ......... " ............... , .......... 3 3 31,906 29,632 30,841 30,719 28,073 27,7.~2 1,373 1,563 1,395 1.404 0 0 

"'" -:,' 

_ .:'-,.. _____ •. _"_""'--~"--""-=- ",\..C.... 
,-~-~---

·t~.;."'"~ 



Tuli\re: 
Visalia ............................................ 17,750 10,259 15,805 15,635 14,242 14,375 957 655 606 80S 0 0 

Venlura: 
Ventura County ........................ 8 da 102.655 96.6!X!:;~91l',411 94,523 89.829 86.459 4,665 4.277 3.9t1 3.787 0 0 

• Numher of authorized Judgeships at the cnd of the f'lscal year. 
b Made by jutlges acting os trnffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 563 of the Welfarel and Institutions Code. 
~ Delt. Justice Court District consolidated with River Municipal CdUrt District ttl become the Delta Municipal Court District on March 7,1973. An additional judgeship was nuthorlzed upOn 

eQnsolidation. 
d Statute provided for increase effective March 7, 1973. ?; 
~ Malibu Justice Court District became Malibu Municipal Court District on December 14. 1973. ;g 
Statute provided for increase effective January 1, 1974. ..... 

8 StatutQ provided for an iidditional judgeship (and el:mlnated the full·time court commissloncr position) on March 7. 1973. \ jI i!" 
h Barstow and Yermo·BeUevllleJustlcCl Court districts consolidated to bec\\me Barstow Division oflhe San Bernnrdino County Municipal Court Distrl~~ on i\.~gust 6.1973. An additional Judgeship ~ .. 

WM nuthorized upon consolidntlon. Chlno)ustlce Court District oecllInd Chino Division oHhe San Bernardino County Municipal Court District on Nt\vell~bcr 26, t!r73. An additional Judgeship ~o 
I was autnorazea upon consolidation. . •.. . W 

Tracy Justice Court District consolidated with Mantecn·Rlpon·Escalon Municipal Court District to become the Manteca·Rlpon·Escalon·'rrMY MuniCipal Court District on April 1 1973 An 
addltionaljudgeshlp Was Du\horl~etl upon consolidation. ,,' • ~ 

J Vacaville Justice Court ~Istrict consolidated with Fairfield·Sulsun Municipal Court District to become tbe Fairtleld·Suisun·Vacavillc Municipal Court District on March 7, 1973. An additional 
" judgeship was au(honzed upon cOllSolidution. ~ 
1\ Centrol ond Southern SonomQ County Municipal Court Districts cOllSolidated to become the Sonoma County Municipal Court District on luly 1, 1972. ::;l 

ReVised. Pi 

t 

I 
~ ~I,' 

I 



County 8I/d jUdicial district 

Stote totnl ......... "h .......... n ................... " .......... h •• " ... " .. . 

Alnmedul 
Alamedll fI ............. IU" .......... H ..... h' .. ''' ............... " .. , ••••• ,\ 

Berkeley·Albany ........................................................ .. 
F'remont·Newark·Unfon City ........................ , ...... ," 
Livermore .. u ..... " ........ " ................................. ,..H ...... ". 
Oaklnnd·Pledmont .......................... " ....................... .. 
San Leandro.Hayward ............................................ ,' 

Buttcl 
Chlco ............. , .......... I ............................................... , ••••• 

Contrn Costa: 
Pelta· .................................. , ........................................ . 
Mt. Diablo " ................................................................. . 
Rfchmond" ................ '.H ... " .... " ............. ul ................... .. 

Walnut Creek·Danville ............................................ .. 
West ....... IU ......... ,I ................. H .................. " ................... , 

Fresno: 
F'rcsno .............. " .......................................................... .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ........................................................................ .. 

I 
Keml 

Bnkerslield ................ " •...••...•. ,I •••• ,I." ••••••••••• , •••••• 011 ••••• '. 

Los Anfielesl 
Alharobra ... '" .. UI ••••• lu ••••• ; ........... I ••••••••• 'HII ... I ••••• ''''01,,1,. 

Antelopc ....................................................................... . 
Bevorly Hills "' ........................................................... .. 
Burbtulk ............... I\II" .. U ........ , ................... u ............... .. 

C,trus ............. I\.~ ......... I.I ...... I.UI.' ... I ••••••••• • , ............. 1 ...... . 

Compton ........................................ " ........ 1.1 ................ I 

Culver ........ , .................................................................. . 

TABLE 3O-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total 
filings 

1973-74 1975-73 

95,1:';00 RI04,596 

226 203 
1,288 1,151 

367 517 
359 319 

3,525 ~664 
1,068 1,472 

196 ttl 

301 294 
487 1559 
422 422 
269 2.50 
370 310 

2,091 1,919 

Ii7B 6111 

1,461 1,432 

263 343 
122 204 
435 (,690 
263 21fT 

1,351 1,676 
1,768 1,899 

179 228 

JI 
7/ 

Total 
disposlb'ons 

1973-74 1975-73 

64,915 ltt4,406 

43 Tl 
6&0 fHT 
183 256 
298 266 

1,823 1,732 
690 B6.5 

184 168 

245 216 
289 421 
321 319 
121 170 
192 214 

1,41~ 1,019 

436 452 

795 915 

209 306 
94 134 

319 s:sa 
231 239 

1,352 1,592 
1,524 1,606 

135 172 

" ij 

Dispositions 
before trial 

1973-74 1972-73 

25:s7 R27,572 

43 62 
225 209 

44 80 
170 171 
804 798 
273 494 

7'.' 68 

101 76 
~22 17~ 
88 96 
36 68 
47 61 

B90 5f/1 

246 245 

450 464 

25 58 
14 10 
66 201 
154 46 

697 704 
462 374 

16 16 

Dispo.<itions after trial 
Uncontested mailers Contested matters 

1973-74 1975-73 1973-74 1975-'13 

37,m 45,352 

0 15 
420 386 
120 158 
128 95 

1,019 934 
391 328 

106 85 

128 134 
113 198 
134 201 
7B 84 

145 ;53 

51B 421 

lli7 199 

278 384 

181 246 
76 121 

242 341 
162 192 
646 B64 

1,041 1,192 
111 15() 

1,621 

o 
5 

19 
o 
o 

28 

18 
32. 
99 
7 
o 

7 

53 

3 
4 

11 
13 
9 

21 
8 

1,482 

0 
12 
18 
0 
0 

43 

15 

6 
5(} 

22 
20 
0 

8 

67 

2 
3 

16 
1 

24 
40 
6 

t 
'-< 

;/ ,; 
§ 
..... 

~ 
(') 
0 
c:: 
Z 

~ 
~ 
(') 

t 
6 
~ z ;;: 



1\ 

( I " 
(; ,I 

Downoy ..• , ..... ' .. '.,I ... ,.' .• ,., ....... , ............... , •• u, .•• ,.1", •. ' .... 774 1,137 '~ 
586 99 105 432 473 'J # (\ 8 

East l.Ds Angeles .......... II' ............. , .... IOU .. '.UH' .. Uh ..... 1 777 933 !165 719 124c9 1\\6 433 586 8 7 
EI Monte "., •..•.. , ...... , ...... ;."" ....••..• , ..•..•• , ........ , .. , .......... 681 996 666 869 140 fIT SU' 763 III 9 
Glcndnle .' ..... ,.' ... fOl .•• " ....... , ............... , •• ,., ••••••• ! ....... IIl ••• " 381 376 268 300 " 74 78 179 208 15 14 
luglewoOd .......... ~; .... ' ..... "" ......................................... 932 1,406 821 1,127 167 361 622 752' 32 14 
Long Belich ..... , ........................ , ................................... 1,11'.1 1,137 004 1,020 102 106 828 006 4 8 
1.05 Angeles ..... 1.,. .............. 1,.1'1.1\10 •••• ,' ................... I ••••• ~ 16,347 20,602 13.160 17,478 2,539 3.003 10,581 14,383 40 92 
l.,os Cerrltos ......... " ....... u;n' .......... "H ........ U .................. 484 618 340 433 74 64 251 349 1~ 20 
Malibu' ........................................................................ WI 0 61 0 26 () 35 0 0 0 
Ncwhnll ........ " ................................... ""'utl" ....... ull,, ..... 192 2.'l2 71 109 2 14 51 91 18 4 
P.o.s.ndena ............ , ....... , ..... , ....... , ..................... ' .. '.1' ........ , 955 963 lI16 110 180 180 329 5\\6 1 4 

~ PomonO'., ..... U .... hHH ...................... " ......... , ...... , ...... ,u,"" 483 714 38S 399 90 99 268 291 9 9 
Sun Antonio ................ ,~\ ............................................. 7116 1,068 ~ 840 139 ~81 SOB 643 10 16 
Sunta Anita ............................................... '" ................ 1'.19 \l9i= \\ 212 ,'228 49 36 161 191 2 1 ~ Santa Mon~pa .............. , •.•• , ••.••••••••• , ..... I ••••• , .. ' ••• U., •• H •••••• ~ 393 708 356 "778 76 362 257 380 1'.1 00 
South Bay ............................................................... ,," ... 1,261 1,l!S3 941 1,371 214 241 69::, I.OS:S 32 ~9 =a 
South Ooto .................................................................... 443 ~:I 338 403 76 S4 261 348 1 1 f:l Whittier ....................................................................... 7116 919 5tl9 713 96 16:1 '413 S48 0 0 0 

Morin: 
'-'; I/~ ,,) 

Cantral ., ........... ,., .. , ............ 11 ............................ , ....... u ••• ' 6/3 366 ~34 410 1,:;2 114 262 274 20 22 ~ 
Monterey: ,'/ I 

I) ~ Monlerey·Carmel ....................................................... 7\\6 6IS6 618 M7 ,'.01 oo:s 317 28i 0 1 
SnJinas " ...................... ' ...... I ......................... ,,,,, ........... lIt 688 619 436 469 '\14 1M 335 284 Ii '¥t e; 

Orange: (, , 
3M 1. ~ Central Oran~ County ............................................ 1,861 2,249 1,109 l,IJ6.1 833" 7Q!1 : 24 ,,<f' 

North Orango County .. , .. , ........................................ 1.683 2,093 851 1,0&5 612 710 316 14 0 ~ ~" r·,:"· Orange County Harbor ............................................ 667 5f11 :;.to 487 351 262 147 tS9 42 liB 
South Ornnge 'Co'lrlty ... j ........ I ...... I ••••• ~: •• H •••••••• u ....... 272 ~ 210 174 118 134 19 34 13 ",I;, ~, West Orange County .................. , ............................. 1,421 2,128 982 1,181 6.19 90S 29() 236 113 ' '3:$ 

Riverside: 
Corona ........ ,.I •••• ' •• "'.~01 ..... "' •••••••• I ... j •• ~: •••••• I ................ I.~ ~2 2840 202 168 64 75 1?.II 93 10 20 

ill Desert ........................ " .......... I.H.I.\.; ................... IU ••••• ~ .. 3f11 441 i!l3 281 108 l3g fit 132, 8 10 
Riverside .............. ' ....................................................... 1,750 1,731 1,213 1,463 ~ '145 646 'l07'" as 11 

&1 
Socramento: () 

Sacramento ... " ............... ; ......... I .................. ~ ........ " ...... 3,M7 3.996 .S;',C63 2,824 1,296 1,994 167 830 I) I) 

Son llernnrdlno: 
~,327 RI,346 San llernnrdlno County ......... , ......................... , ...... , a,~ 2,888 2,586 1,486 1,il:)() 003 10 78 

San Diego: 
''0:,1,112 El Cajon ........................................................................ !n4 lS.'SO s:l6 227 204 2M 252 68 80 

~ 
North County .............................................................. 2,671 1,9113 1,042 7116 730 478 ~I '¥tIS 31 ~ ffi 

'1 

San Diego ................................................................... , .. 5,771 6.683 4,403'" 4,sIS ~,252 2,695 1,91l7 2,063 194 151 ;;; 

c:: 



W', 

------,,-:-.. -----._i'=-- .. ~--------------~":-. ----------------or:-

TABLE 3O--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

TJinl 
filings 

COllnty and )delicia! district 

51111 Fronclsco, 

1973-'14 1972-'13 

Son Fronclsco .................... " ................. "..................... 6,761 

Son JooqUln: 
Lpdl ............................................................................... . 
Mnntecn.Rlpon·Eo;c!llon·Trncya ............................ .. 
Stockton ...................................................................... .. 

Sa~ Mateo: 

~~~~~:::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Southern ..................... ' ..... hl1 .. I0''' .......... , ....... , ...... u ... HI' ,\ 

Santa Barboro: 
Sn\lto Barbaro.Colcta ............................................... . 
Sunta Marlo, ............ 01 .. " ........... " ... , ..... Oj.j ......... , .... " ..... . 

Santa Clara: 
Lps Cotos.Cnmpbell-Saratoga ................................ .. 
Palo Alto·Mountaln View ...... , ................................. .. 

::) San Josc.Mllpltas ......................................................... . 
Santa Clara ..................................................... :;:".i' .... . 
Sunnyv.lc·Cupcrtlno ....................... ", .......... ,_.(. ...... . 

Sanfn Cruz, .: 
Silo!!. Cruz County .................................................. .. 

Solano, _.7\ 

Falrlidd.Sulsun·Vacavilhi-· ................................ i .... . 
VnllcJo .......................................................................... .. 

Sonomo: 

264 
345 

1,559 

790 
768 

1,015 

1,082 
293 

208 
541 

,·2.563 
307 
390 

971 

850 
733 

Smnona County· ................ ;. ;;................................... 79:1 

Stanl.!lou~: 
Modesto ..................................................... ,.................. 1,(;11 

7,048 

241 
316 

1,739 

853 
900 

1,061 

938 
304 

232 
623 

2.757 
9:19 
365 

850 

606 
656 

826 

2,091 

Totnl 
" dispositions 

1973-'14 1972-73 

3,575 

124 
201 

1,llS 

410 
287 
688 

712 
191 

189 
366 

1,615 
301 
206 

747 

451 

1,/02 

3,833 

178 
185 

1,158 

554 
lJ38 
,656 
\1 

583 
217 

201 
385 

2.029 
347 
210 

580 

318 
321 

1,328 

11 

Dis~tiDns 
before trinl 

197.1-74 1972-73 

49 
93 

560 

112 
38 

419 

264 
86 

57 
142 
666 
182 
86 

296 

1,381 

54 
73 

549 

242 
179 
387 

292 
114 

." 
:'\. 84 
~142 

685 
198 
67 

238 

\\ Dispositions abePtrinl 
Uncontested matters Contested matters 

1973-'14 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

2,099 

59 
101 
555 

9:16 
245 
257 

448 
104 

132 
202 
666 
113 
117 

258 

385 

2,452 

117 
106 
609 

281 
337 
259 

287 
88 

117 
233 

1,228 
140 
140 

337 

111 
71 

259 

821 

31 

16 
7 
o 

22 
6 

12 

o 
I 

o 
22 
83 
6 
3 

5 

19 
28 

48 

o 

7 
6 
o 

31 
22 
10 

4 
15 

o 
10 

116 
9 
3 

5 

12 
22 

o 

10 



TuIMC: 
Visalia ............................................. :.............................. 447 

Ventura: 
Ventura County.......................................................... 1,827 

• For expJlUlation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29. 
R Revised. 

324 

1,811 

356 

1,214 

, :;=;;\ 
(/ \j 

315 

980 

96 113 201 188 59 14 

405 361 786 615 4 

f"-' 



TABLE 31-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS· 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 



- -- -.- -- ------ --

"\ \\ I, 

{/ 

Culver .......................... , ........ , ............... , ......... ,'" ••. , •. , 799 829 799 763 773 740 1 4 25 19 0 0 
DO\mey ........... ~ ............... ! ................... " ..................... 2,456 2,489 2.545 2,179 2,396 2,146 liS 11 34 22 0 0 

:~~:e~.~~:~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::i~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,985 4,913 4,920 4,035 4,889 3,993 2 3 29 39 0 0 
5,155 4,260 4.647 4,228 4,533 4,129 I 0 113 99 0 0 

Glendale ........ , ....... , ........................ ~; ........................ 1,010 1,251 1.098 1,299 1,049 1,234 3 14 46 51 0 0 
Inglewood ........................................... , .. , ................... 3,?i3 3,110 3.305 3,036 3.116 2,892 129 52 60 92 0 0 
Long Beach .............................................................. 4;m 5.524 4.365 5,344 4.148 5.074 46 .,65 171 205 0 0 
l..os Angeles .H ................ " ........ , ..... , ........................... 59,225 56,353 53.889 53.145 53,273. 52.523 31 20 iias 602 0 0 

~.1~~~.~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,661 1.662 1.485 1,485 1,449 1,426 0 0 36 59 0 11' 
379 0 305 0 297 0 0 0 8 0 0 V 

Newhall ...................................................................... 1,438 1.163 1,257 1,193 1,214 1,156 0 0 43 35 0 0 
!Z Pasadena ................................ , ..................... ,.,.'1 ........ 1,801 1.767 1,556 1.706 1,477 1,585 19 14 60 107 0 0 

Pomona .! ••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••• •••••••••••••••• 2,005 1,698 1,535 1,244 1.491 1,llO4 4 7 4«.;, 33 0 0 Z 
San Antonio .............................................................. 3.705 2,562 3,575 2,816 3.526 2.768 1 6 48 42 OC~~ ~ Santa Anita ................................................................ 747 625 660 602 644 595 1 0 15 1 o '>,0 t:l. 
Santa Monica ............................................................ 1.68:l 1,659 1,616 1,419 1,587 1.402 8 1 23 16 o ~ ,:£I 
Soulh Bay .... " ..................... , ...................................... 2,738 2.843 2,834 2,620 2,714 2,555 28 26 92 39 o !Y'3~ 
Soulh Gate .......................... ; .................................... : 1,270 1,132 1,251 996 1,236 976 0 0 15 20 o 0 0 
Whittier ...................................................................... 3,344 2.655 3,189 2,706 3.038 2.566 0 0 151 142 o 0::r.!. 

--i 
Marin: 

~ Centrnl .................................... " .................................. 3,051 2,669 2,824 2,394 2,732 2,344 17 4 74 46 0 

Monterey: ffi Monterey·Carmel .................................................... 1.056 1.125 1,025 1.012 966 920 7 19 52 73 0 0 
Snlinas ................ " ...................................................... 1.196 966 1.314 1,085 1,230 1,050 29 7 55 28 0 0 ~ (0" 

Orange, () ~ 
Central Orange County .................. ; ..................... 5,082 4.665 4.539 4,135 4,425 4:062 9 4 105 69 o. 0 

I North Orange County .. , .. ,' ............................ " ....... 3,781 3,094 3,440 2,863 3.366 2,798 ,. .3 0 71 65 0 0 
Orange County Harbor .................................. , ....... 1,964 1.765 1.550 1.187 1.524 1.18! tl I 20 3 6 2 
Soulh Orange County ............................................ 1.003 947 692 628 6.~9 615 4\ 1 29 12 0 0 
West Orange County .............................................. 6,382 5,llO1 5.457 4.434 5,362 4,337 8 

, 
1 67 96 0 0 

I/-~ I:'l Riverside, ,-' 
Corona ............ 10 ................................. , ........................ 839 601 677 R-r42 664 Rroo 3 12 39 0 0 

m Desert .................................. 1 ................................ , ••• ; l,4Z1 1,125 1,188 1.018 1,147 969 5 40 44 0 0 
Riverside .................................................................... 1.921 2.135 1,793 2,183 1.745 2,106 \12 45 65 0 0 C"l 

\,1\ I:'l 
Sacramento: 1;'\ 346 432 0 0 Sacramento ........................... ~ .......................... h • ....... 12,830 9,780 10,073 7,680 9,579 7.051 148 

" San Bernardino: 
Rr.851 8;667 Rr.401 !i 

\237 
{) 0 San Bernardino Ccunty b ...................................... 10,271 9,1~ 8.918 14 151 

.f' . 
(( San Diego: 

{) r EI Cajon .................................................................... 3,264 2,841 2,755 2,006 2.623 1,933 11 3 lill '12 ~ North County .......................................................... 3.589 3.451 3,075 2,550 2,425 1,991 554 507 "~ 52 0 .... 
San Diego .................................................................. 16.816 16,594 13,SOl IO.1l2 12.958 9,829 20 IS 3~ 2Q8 0 0 $ 

------ \ 



0 

)) 
..... TABLE 31-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ~ 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS-Continued 0 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dlse.ositions afler trial 
Total Total Dispositi(!ns Uncontested Contested Juvenile 

mineJ. disl!!!!.itions before trial matters matters ~ 
County nrld judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1!t/2-73 1973-74 . 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

San Francisco. 
San FranclscoOl .. " .................................................... h 4,576 4,513 5,165 4,760 4,990 4,372 52 247 123 141 0 0 

San Joaquin: 
...... 

Lodl .............................................. \i' ........................... 428 373 291 264 281 258 2 I 8 5 0 0 § 
881 484 1,212 491 1,050 474 2 3 34 9 126 5 

..... 
Mnnleca·llipon·Escalon.Tracy .......................... (") 
Stockton ..................................................................... 2,560 1,654 \,2,520 1,640 2,488 1,632 2 0 30 8 0 0 ~ ' .. 'j 

Stul Mateo. )! (") 
Ccntrnl. ....................................................................... 2,687 2,178 2,381 1,846 2,301 1,788 5 8 81 70 0 0 0 
Northern .................................................................... 2,204 2,072 2,090 1,791 2,054 1,727 6 33 30 31 0 0 ~ Southern ... " ...... ,Il ..................... , ........ ' .. "H ................. 3,038 2,551 2,236 2,192 2,151 2,101 6 6 79 65 0 0 

~ Santa Barbara. 0 Sanla Harbora·Coleln .............................. , ............... 2.111 1,706 2,087 1.715 2,052 1,704 0 0 35 11 0 0 '" Santa Marin .............................................................. 762 570 861 634 777 607 5 0 79 27 0 0 (") 
> 

Santa Clara. f:: 
Los Catos.Campbell.Saratoga .............................. 1,129 914 1.001 932 911 872 0 0 90 60 0 0 @ Palo Alto·Mountain View ...................................... 1,397 1,250 1,301 1,192 1,211 1,111 14 6 76 75 0 0 
San Jose·Milpitas ...................................................... 7,818 6,276 7,325 6,132 7,032 5.751 2 5 291 376 0 0 Z 
Sunta Clarn ................................................................ 1,579 1,254 1.372 1,205 1,317 1,151 11 5 44 49 0 0 ;i: 
Sunnyvale·Cupertino ...... ,,, ............ , ....................... , 1.330 1,212 1,056 924 978 827 2 1 76 96 0 0 

Santa Cru~, 
Simla Cruz County .................................................. 2,024 1,409 1,763 1,307 1,649 1,241 13 5 101 61 0 0 

SolRno: b 
1,323 1,197 498 463 19 4 53 31 0 0 Falrfield·Suisun.Vacaville .................................. 447 1.125 

Vallejo .............. , ......................................................... 1.353 906 1,242 826 1.152 733 14 16 76 71 0 6 

Sonoma, 
Sonoma County b .................... " .............................. 2,345 1.954 1.948 1.687 1.927 1,602 8 20 77 0 0 

Stanislaus, 
Modesto ...................................................................... 2,471 2,051 2,272 1,924 2,170 1.809 12 4 90 III 0 0 

'::~·:(N 
\\ ____________ ..... __________ ".;;;-:.:-' c~ __ ~ '--



Tul.re: 
VIs.U ................................................ · ...... • .......... • .... • .. • 1,143 1,106 886 

Ventura. 
Ventura County .................... : ............................... .. 4,794 4,754 5,004 

• Violations of Sections 14601.20002, 2:111.l2: 23l03. 231M and 2:1106 of the Veh.icle Code, 
b For explan.tion, see footnote .PPlic~7"le to the Item or court on Table 29. 
R ReVised. I 

i 
\ 

'::? 
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TABLE 32-CALIFORNIA MUI,IIICIPAL COURTS ...... 
-.t 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHE:R NONpARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS a ~ 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dispositions alter trial 
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juveniles 
min&!. ch'spositions before fn8J matters malters orders b 

Coullt)' and judicial disfnct 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

Sllile lolal ...................................................................... 3,585,855 3,509,503 3,360.793 R3,367.573 3,258.607 83,268.649 19.688 1lw,845 60,810 "59,088 21.488 818,993 

Allll!leda, 
...... 

Allll!leda ........................................................................ 7,213 8.426 7,061 8,559 6,908 8.402 13 26 140 131 0 0 ~ 
Berkeley,Albany .......................................................... 27,263 25,863 22.778 23,064 22.030 22,210 342 322 406 532 0 0 n 
Fremont.N~~lltk.UnJon Ci~ .................................. 20.324 19.498 20,550 18.660 19.840 17.843 2 8 708 B09 0 0 S;! 
Livermore .............. ,,, .. ,, ....... ; ........ 11 .... " ••• ' .... 1010 ........... 18,212 15,304 16.784 14.652 16,251 14,261 104 122 429 269 0 0 I:"' 
Onkland·Pledmonl ...................................................... 122,970 112.124 115.109 110.160 112.054 106.465 541 705 2.514 2.990 0 0 n 
San Leandro·Hayward .............................................. 42.653 41.629 41,170 35.963 39,978 35,211 169 86 1,023 688 0 0 0 

Butlet ~ 
Chico 111 ........... " .... 1' ... 1110 ... .,.1 ........ '_11 ....................... " .. 1 •• 6.754 6.762 6,515 6.574 5.586 5.702- 0 0 ~,209 722 663 ~ 

Con Ira tOSla: ~ 
Delta .... " ...... I •. ,~ .............. u ......... " ...... n ..... l."\ ... I .......... 12,979 10.697 13.106 10.332 11.510 9.048 47 36 255 199 1,294 1,049 g MI. Diablo ............................ \.;~r .. ' ................................ 26.906 28.438 25.964 27.026 21.969 22.811 225 270 763 843 3.007 3.102 
Rlchmond .. u .... OI" ... ""' .......... ; ........ IO,,, .... IO ....... UH" ....... )1,393 9.991 12.098 10,042 10.764 8.843 16 14 267 267 1.051 B98 
Walnut Cr~k·Dlll)ville .............................................. 27,145 23,885 28.631 23,945 22.7'63 20.738 80 45 1.038 748 2,950 2,414 ~ Wcst .. , ............ , .............. " .• "o .... " ................... ; ................. 14,069 13.868 14,387 8 15,434 12.728 13.881 24 2 375 R345 1,262 1,206 

~ () 

Fresno: 
J1l'csno .......... 1 .............. , ............ ",."" ..... , ....... , ............... , 40,528 43,284 40.620 42.428 39.964 41.931 51 59 605 436 0 0 

Humboldt: 
Eureka .. ,." ................. j •• O •••• u .................... , .................... 5,523 .~,25B 5.489 4,323 5.384 4,238 32 22 93 65 0 0 

Kern' 
Bakersfield ....................................... , ............................ 35,260 37,570 32,989 35,177 32,554 34,632 0 0 435 545 0 0 

~$ Angeles: 
Alhambra .... , ......... , ..................... , .. , ........... 1 •• " ••• If ••••••••• 25,5OB 23.881 25,503 25.155 24.834 24,579 6 20 663 M6 0 0 
Antelope., .......... , .. , ................................... , ............. , .... ,. 18,283 16.891 15.956 17,205 15,688 16.786 2 53 286 386 0 0 

~ 
Beverly HiUs ................................................................ 17,197 17,537 17.311 1.8.830 16.843 18,300 0 2 488 44B 0 0 
Burbank ............ " ..... '1.1\ ................................................ 21,353 17.443 17.482 14,797 17,263 14,647 34 58 185 92 0 0 
Citrus .... Hh.'"U .......... ItOIl ......... "., ................................ u •• 80.098 56.916 61.132 58.653 60,307 57.921 2 3 ., 823 729 0 0 
Compton ........ , ...... ,." ........ ", ................ , ......... 1 .............. 56,ll94 58.835 49,221 57,405 48,861 56,211 1~7 706 11. 203 :}! 488 0 0 

~ 
l.~- o,.::~ c ~ 



~-~-~---- -

Culver ............................................................................ 11,314 10,227 11.064 10.184 10.922 9.993 4 2 138 189 0 0 
Downey tU •• I" ••• " ............................. u ... " ....................... 39,218 3~,243 39.665 38.319 39.000 371>16 1~ 69 483 674 0 0 

~, 
&1st Los Angeles ........................................................ 37.320 40.516 38,501 45.553 38.183 45,363 13 14 305 176 0 0 
El Monte ... " ..... " .......... 11 .... 11 .................... 1010 ... '* ......... " 40,162 40,094 40,253 39.168 39.519 38.468 4 0 730 6BO 0 0 
Clendale ........................................................................ 21,273 21,924 23.025 21,548 22.721 21,128 19 23 219 395 0 0 
Inglewood .................................................................... 41,713 41,200 42,447 48.671 41.686 47,rnB 19 gj2 542 621 0 0 
Lelng Beach ............................................... , .................. 69,531 76.695 68,400 80,324 67,161 18,814 40 76 1.199 1.434 0 0 
Los Angeles .. , ............................................................... 123.093 796,858 655.492 117.554 643,357 7rrt,337 191 289 11,944 9,948 0 0 
Los Cebritos .................................................................. 30.981 21,209 29.617 23,730 28,940 23,224 . 0 0 677 506 0 0 
Mp,libu ; ..................... 10 ...... ' •• " ......... " .......... " .............. 1,340 0 6,530 0 6,400 0 81 0 49 0 0 () 
NcwhalL.. ....................................................................... 21,77~ 26,rrt4 ZT ,512 24,305 26,913 23.921 28 0 573 384 0 0 

I '\ Po.sadenll, ........... n ....... "n, ............................. H ...... "u .• 10' 35,444 3M66 32,900 32,098 32,4rrt 31,608 64 4..~ 479 448 0 0 
Pomonn .................... " ...... " ........... ,; ...................... II .. u .... 39,288 38,381 1(1,321 38,s02 39,594 38,353 22 64 711 485 0 0 
San Anton!o ................ u ... , ...................... " ...... " ......... II. 29,959 " 32,153 211,108 34,262 21,893 33,966 5 13 210 281 0 0 
Santa Anita .................................................................. 11,156 12,346 10,536 11,340 10,259 

" 
11,048 21 21 , 236 211 0 0 

Santa Monica ................................................................ 21,278 21,000 22.309 29,823 21,174 21,994 1 7 \1,134 1,824 0 0 

~ South Bay ........................................... , ........................... 56,160 62,459 57,806 65,221 56,Ili6 63,208 39 64 1,611 1,949 0 0 
South Gate .................................................................... 9,522 10,221 9,787 10,737 9,59.1 10,498 3 1 191 238 0 0 0 Whittie( ... , .......... j ....................... " ................... ".u .......... 37,730 31,191 35,170 38,115 33,921 37,122 0 0 l,u9 993 0 0 el . 

U Marin: 0 
Centrru ......................................................................... 39,128 33,359 37,122 35,508 36,302 34,629 101 47 104 832 15 0 "'l 

Monterey: ~ Monterey·Cnrmel ........................................................ 15,502 15.665 15,097 .~, 15,357 Id,532 14,798 60 53 505 ~ 0 0 
~ Salinas ............................................................................ 20,316 23,151 16,753 20,388 16,482 20,037 56 45 215 306 0 0 

Orange: 
77,964 87 34 820 0 .!~ 

Qmlra! Orange County ............................................ BO,lS45 80.196 78,1111 76,954 77,343 923 0 
Nprth Orange County .............................................. 69,llO 63,712 64,745 63,462 63,314 61,882 B 0 938 '1,131 485 449 ; Orange County Harbor ............................................ 51,305 40,560 51,734 43,303 46,988 39,280 142 69 640 '\ 374 \1,964 3,600 
SO\lth Orange County ................................................ 31,964 26,414 28,9.'SS n23,600 26,700 22,021 12 5 246 lI~Pl 2,000 ~~ West Or:llJlge County ................................................ 79,704 74,202 72,855 00,618 70,396 64,621 849 11151 738 \524 872 

Riverside: 
Corona .::f ... "." ................ ", ............. / ............ , ............ , ... 10,229 8,239 9,761 8,057 9,643 7.948 16 :3 102 1\)/; 0 0 0 
Desert ............................................................................ 25,471 19,599 20,966 11,893 20,725 17.723 23 26 238 1~2 0 0 

~ 0 

lllvcrsidc ...................................................................... 35,647 40,802 35,568 41,590 35,264 41,355 13 10 291 ~ 22.~ 0 0 

Sacramento: (\ 

Sacramento .......................... 10 ........ / ............................. 98,738 91,089 90,966 83,866 88,768 81,648 588 34S 1,630 1,870" 0 0 

San Bernardino, b 
San Bernardino County ............ "' ............ : ...... 1 ....... 115,547 87,394 102,634 lIr1,l51~ 101,591 ~6,479 92 59 951 915 0 0 

San Diego: 
29,016 " 603 ~ 477 

, 
415 0 0 EI Qijon ........................................................................ 29,057 29,167 30,343 29,263 21,954 

,::North County .............................................................. 00,730 41,275 45,491 39,935 43,661 3$,362 657.. 913 809 0 ~ 0 ti 
San Diegd ... , ........ u ••• ~ ... ~ ... ''' ..... , •• ~ ...... ;. .......... "'; ••• ~;"~""'" 236,913 179,523 214,459 179,467 210,259 17S,149 38 75 4,162 4,243 0 0 ~ 

11 ,{II 



I' 
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TABLE 32-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS .... 
-:t 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS-Continued ~ 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

.~ Dis[!E!/tions ,.ner trial 
Total Total Disposilions Uncontested Contested Juvem1es 

fiJi!!8"s dis[!E!ib'ons _i~_~lore mal m&.~ters matters order .. " 
County ant) Judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 {j73-74 1972-73 1973-14 1972-13 1973-14 1972-13 197,i::7iJ972-73 

San ~rnnclsco, I 
San Francisco "" ...... , ..................... i ................. H.U.U' ... 119,600 134,279 113,612 126,413 ' 102,451 115,739 10,942 10,551 213 123 0 0 ..... 

San,Jonquhlt § 
Lodi ........ • .. • .............. ·,,,,, .. " ........... I;"" ........ •• .......... ,, .. ,,· 7,378 5,308 7,159 5,403 5,980 4,2017 22 28 116 115 1,041 1,013 (j 
M.nntcca.lUpon.Escruon.Trncy .. " .......................... 13,787 6,890 ll,909 6,381 10,890 5,846 18 13 131 76 870 446 

~ Stockton ................. " ............... " ........ " .......................... 35,289 30,477 34,888 30,076 34,318 29,593 44 70 526 413 0 0 

SIIIl M..&eo, 
(j 
0 

Cq"ptrru .................... ,,, .. ,, ........... ,, .. ,,, ....... ,, .. ,,,, •.• ,, .... ,, ... 37,566 34,515 34,727 31,857 32,953 29,168 1,223 1,669 551 1,020 0 0 ~ Northern ..... , ....... , ... " ... 'H ...... " .... OIu .. , ......................... , .. 36,087 3ll,BOO 33,025 33,008 31,948 3l,431 261 1,293 816 284 0 0 

~ Southern .... "" ................................................................ 28,084 37,332 24,267 26,725 22,973 25,770 597 273 697 682 0 0 

Sunta Barbaro, 
CJ 0 

Santa Dnrbnrn·Golela ................................................ 25,706 29,818 17,327 28,549 16,000 28,218 f)1 1 300 330 0 0 "l 

Santa Moria nu .... ' .......... ", ................. " ... , ................... H 9,320 9,520 8,593 9,185 8.450 9,030 18 0 125 155 0 0 

~ Santn Claro, 
Los Cntos.Crunpbel\.Snrntoga .................................. 18,835 16,820 18,519 16.959 18,037 16,423 0 0 482 536 0. 0 

~ Palo Alto·Mountain Vlc~, ....... " ............ " .................. 29,760 28,424 30,823 29,898 30,005 29,120 29 4B 729 730 0 0. 
San Josc·Milpilns ......................................................... 91,163 90,485 82.414 92,085 79,551 89.BB4 3 11 2,860 2,190 0 0 > Santn Clara i ..... j ........ ''' .. H ...... t ................... n ...... ~ ......... 16,848 18,847 17,177 19,248 16.486 18,372 6 21 685 855 0. 0 
Sunnyvale.CUperlino" ................................................ 15,583 19,685 15,796 19,422 15,231 18,782 19 10 546 630 0 () 

Sanln Cruz, 
Snnta Cruz County· .................................................... 27,855 23,968 24,430 21,749 21,723 19.392 43 48 709 517 1,955 1,792 

Solano, 
Falrncld,Sulsun.Vncaville b ...................................... 26,502 18,778 23,705 17~ 23,235 16,995 55 42 415 208 0 0 
Vnllcjo ............................................................................ 9,245 10,512 9,354 11,349 9,088 10,469 20 21 246 ·277 0. 582 

Sonumo; b 
Sonoma County ........................................................ 30,895 30,088 27,308 30.419 27,024 29,961 47 129 237 329 0. Q 

Slnnlslaus, 
Modesto ........................................................................ 19,752 17,770. 20.144 20,396 19,607 19,828 70 37 4f)1 531 0 0 

Q 



Tulore. 
Visalia .................................... " ................................. " ... 12,164 11,370 11,169 11,176 

Ventura. 
Ventura County ......................................... " .. , ............ 72,190 68,504 71.436 61,962 

~ Excludes violations of Sections 14601. 20002. 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the- Vehlcle Cad!! .. 
R For explanation. sec footnote nppUcnble to the Item or ~ourt on l'able.29. 

Revised. 

10,791 11,062 

69.936 66,643 

244 2 134 U2 0 0 
\ 

.. d 
.. I,) 

34 1;466 1,275 0 0 

o 
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,,:\ TABLE 33-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ~ 

INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS • ~ 
Fiscal Years 1972-:1'3 ahd 1973-74 

DiseE!!hons after trial 
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested l';antested 

lillnfl.s disf!!?!/ilons before trial matters malters 
CoWlt)' nndjudlclal district 1973-'1" 19'12-'13 1973-'14 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-7" 1972-'13 1973-1''' 1972-73 

,~'~! 

State totru .......................................... , ........................... 109.092 132.407 110.495 "132,418 109.426 "131.179 316 "319 7/i3 Ilgw 

Alameda: 
..... 
§ Alameda I" •• 'h ............ h ............ 'u ............. u ... " .. u., ......... 148 564 182 IS83 177 570 0 6 5 7 -Derkeley-Albany ............................................ __ -~..,-= 139 119 109 111 105 lOB 4 3 0 0 C1 

Fremont·NeWark-Union City ................. :; .... ;.::::.~ .. 69 36 35 16 35 16 0 0 0 0 s: 
Livermore \ ... UI'I1 .... II .... , ... II .... I\ ............. , ...................... 55 262 75 324 71 311 0 I 4 12 t"' 
Onkland·Pledmont ...................................................... lOB 5.619 80 5.658 78 5.653 2 5 0 0 C1 
San Leandro·Hayward .............................................. 217 495 363 770 354 743 3 14 6 13 0 

~ DUlle: Q Chico ............. , ................................................................ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 t"' 

Contrn Costa: 0 
"1 

Delta· ............................................................................ 18 8 24 35 23 35 1 0 0 0 g MI. Diablo .................................................................... 114 56 104 81 103 81 0 0 1 0 
Rlchmond .... w ............................................................... 551 801 621 574 801 566 2 0 18 8 .... 
Wllinut Creek·Danville .............................................. 25 23 26 40 25 38 0 0 1 

8
2 "1 

West ................................................................................ 143 135 137 "165 131 161 I 0 5 0 4 

~ Fromo: :) 
Fresno ...................... , ................ ' ..... \+11 ...... ' ••••••••••••••••••• , 1.474 3.818 1,283 3.139 1~ 3,139 0 0 0 0 ., 

Humboldt: 
EUfekm .......................................................................... 497 487 524 438 516 433 3 2 5 3 

Kern: 
Oakentleld ...... "' ........................................................... 3,759 2.918 3.839 2.944 3.832 2,944 0 0 7 0 

Los Angeles: 
Alhntnbra ...... , .... u.I,,, .................... , ....... n ....... u .. ,. ......... 237 231 264 256 249 250 0 2 15 4 
Antetope ................ , ....................................................... 193 245 195 223 187 215 2 0 6 8 
Deverly 11111 ................................................................. 319 415 417 423 388 418 0 1 29 4 
Durbank ........................................................................ 611 580 640 588 616 569 10 1 14 18 
Citrus .............................................................................. 282 175 333 215 326 213 0 0 1\ 2 
Compton ... I •• , ...... , .. to ............... H.'H.' •..••••. , •••• u .............. 941 1.288 1,188 1.632 1.149 1.625 3 3 34 4 

..... ' ____________ ~m~ ________ _ 



0 

f ,-, 

Culver ........... HI.~j .. " ............ f .. I; .. , ..... jj .. I .. " ....... h .... ; .. I .... l53!I 587 493 560 479 5:17 2 4 12. 19 
Downey ,., .. \ .................................. , ............. " .. ' ... """.;.1 Bj3 1,091 1,0:18 1,148 . 1,033 1,125 20 0 5 23 
East Los Angeles ........................................................ 1,332 1,651 1,408 1,725 1,374 1,720 32 ~ 2. 3. 
El Monte ,."." .. ' ... 011" ...................... , .......... '1 ... " .... ,,,,, ... 797 92.1 $55 1,049 836 1,016 0 j 19 3.2. 
Clendalc ........................................................................ 704 662 678 694 (i65 .~ 0 1 13 6 
Inglewood .................................................................... l,2j2 1,297 1,266 1,351 1,l!03 1,303 57 14 6 34 
LongBe~ch .................................................................. 5.356 5,l!48 5,l!61 5,2~7 3,255 5,234 0 4 6 19 
Los Angeles .... 1 ............................................................. 39,605 43,045 39,566 42.869 39.534 42,726 4 10 26 133 
Los CerritoS .................................................................. 610 550 636 543 1115 532 0 0 23 11 
Malibu It ...................... " .. , ... u ..... , ........ " ... .,.,h ...... ;, .... u. 107 0 100 0 96 (I 2. 0 ()2 0 
Newhall .......................................................................... 234 167 195 179 191 179 0 0 4 0 
Pnsadena ........................................................................ 1,045 .1,148 1,060 988 1,02.5 Sf17 10 3 25 6 ~ PomonR .......... U' .. h' .... l ... ' ..................................... ", ....... 691 667 153 721 747 709 1 :I 5 9 

~ San Antonio ................ " .. , ....... " .................................... l,llSl 1,402 1.151 1,429 f,146 1.396 0 Ii 5 2Il 
Santa Anita .... " ...................... _ ....... , .. ,,, .. ,, .. ,, ................ , 251 227 250 221 lU6 216 1 1 3 4 
Santa Monical ................. \"" .....• , ....... " ..... '.'fH ..... nu ...... 615 1,l!75 830 1,169 829 1,167 1 2 0 0 " 
South Bay ...................................................................... 1,446 1,577 1,504 1,701 1,472 1,568 9 103 23 iiil ~ South o.to .................................................................... 626 1,334 993 1,265 977 1,l!O5 0 3 16 ~r Whittier ........................................................................ 950 933 916 984 690 927 0 0 26 0 

~ 
Marin: ~ 

Centrnl .......................................................................... 211 341 2.08 323 207 320 1 Q 2 
.~ 

Monterey. 

~ Monterey·Carmel ........................................................ 103 130 97 122 67 120 7 0 3 2 
SolionS .......... , ••.. , .................... ,HI .................. I ........ H.~ ..... 1,080 1,2W 1,000 U'{4 1.000 1,172 0 1 0 1 

OrlUl!le, ;, Central Orange County ............................................ 3,611 4,013 3,l!48 4,039 3,l!37 4,004 0 6 11 29 
North Orange County .............................................. 1,231 1,344 1,470 1,568 1,460 1,547 0 0 10 19 

~ Orange County Harbot ............................................ 1,099 1,l!75 1,154 1,188 1,150 1,167 0 0 4 1 
South Orange County ........................................... , .... 301 340 231 196 227 193 \) 0 4 3 
West Orange County ................................................ 1,431 10573 1,609 1,546 1,.598 j,541 0 0 11 1\ 0 

Riverside, 
m 0 

Corona .................... 1 ................................ '., ..... ,<' ........... 111 175 119 192. 118 )90 0 0 1 2 &1 
Desert ~ ............. , ......... " ........... , ................... u •• ~ •• ••••• , •••••• 696 671 693 649 679 641 1 2 13 6 
Riverside ...................................................................... 764 674 Bj3 776 Bj3 764 0 2 1) III 

Sacramento: 
So.eramento ....... H •• ! ••••••••••• , ............. , •••••• u ............ h.~.h. 2,792. 7,92t 3,023 7.soo 2,670 7,756 t2. 13 141 31 

San Bernardino: 
R1,367 

~I ~ San Bernardino County a .......................................... 1,710 1,426 1,827 1,365 1,803 3 RS 19 to 



TABLE 33-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ...... 
INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued ~ 

Fiscal Yeats 1972-73 and 1973-74 

'" 
Disl!!!.sitionsilhcr trial 

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested fn.ntested 
Rh'n8!. disE2!/tions before tri~J mlltters }mauers 

CDunt)' and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 J!I'/2-73 J973-74 J972-73 1973-74 J~72-73 ig;;J::.f~ J972-73 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon .................. " ............. ", ... ,.' ....... 01 .......... " .......... 109 180 84 196 82 188 0 2 2 6 
North County ................. """ ....................................... B.5 188 4.2 197 33 165 9 22 0 10' 

~ San OJegoU ... ' .. hU .............. tI ............ , ........... !.H ............. , M94 4.173 5,381 4.192 5,332 4.119 :; 4 44 69 

San Francisco: ~ San Francisco .'.' ... 101 .... " ... ".10 ............... , ...... " .. , ........... ,8.45,\ 9,731 8.353 9.924 8.343 9,867 6 47 4 10 

Sun Joaquin: C') 
0 Lodl ......................................... , ................. " .. , ................ 86 29 78 31 75 29 1 0 2 2 
~ Manteca.Rlpon.~calon.Trocy • .. " ................ " ...... " 92 144 72 89 72 76 0 1 0 12 

Stockton .... U'UII ...... U ...... "".'u" ... , ............................ H ... 820 786 751 827 750 824 0 1 1 2 0 
\' t'"' 

San Mateo, ~ Central .............................. tI •• , .......... ' ....... 'OI ......... U .. , ... , 155 224 204 239 195 235 6 0 3 4 
Northern .......................................................... ,~ ....... 193 219 158 2114 151 200 0 1 7 3 

~ Sout~ern .................... "" ....... ".10"" .. ".,.,. ......... 10; ............. 219 295 164 230 162 229 0 1 2 0 

Santa Ilnrbnra: 0 
Q Santa Barbara·Coleta ................................................ 698 1.392 680 1.323 ' 680 1,32.1 0 0 0 0 ~ Santa Mnrlll .................................................................. 45 76 38 72 38 70 0 v 0 2 

!i= 
Santa Clara, 

Los Catos.CanlpbeU.Snrnloga .................................. 136 183 150 214 147 208 0 0 3 6 ..... -.. 
Palo Alto·Mountaln View .......................................... 174 310 161 266 160 259 1 0 0 7 
San ]oso·MlIpltllS ........................................... ; .............. 3.741 6.356 3.823 6.327 3,81'<' 6.300 1 I 5 26 
SlInta Clara .................................................................. 91 103 92 lOS 88 100 1 0 3 Ii 
SullllyVale·Cuperllno .................................................. 253 332 259 308 258 288 0 0 1 20 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cru~ County ................................................... 328 154 349 157 341 158 0 7 

Solano: 
FalrOeld.Sulsun·Vncavlllc· ...................................... B.5 38 30 25 29 25 0 0 ., 0 
lyal1cJo.It .... " ....... ~u ........ u ... nto ........ h" ............................ 207 103 228 120 206 101 2 Ii 20 14 

~'>:::.l.. 

w-.--.~ ____ ~ ____________ ~ ________ ~ __ 



" 
" c 

Sonoma, 
Sonoma County 0. ..... , ........... u .. , ................ , ........ ~, I.,,, .. 7155 918 798 8S7 793 882 2 3 

" 

3 1\ 
\» n 

(. Stanlslnus: 
Modesto ; ........... ' .. 1 ••••••• , ............. , ...................... 1 •••• '.,., •• 786 843 8$l 846 830 836 2 0 

() 
21 10 

c (1 

Tulare, 
Visalia ............................................................................ 661 8S7 719 619 633 609 82 2 4. 8 

Ventut~: 
Ventura County ......................................................... 2.052 1,972 1,002 1,995 1,878 1,975 2 

• For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court 01'1 Tabla 29. 
11 Rcvlst'<l. ," 
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TABLE 34--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS. 
"'(LINGS AND DI$~OSITIONS OF ~{)THER, NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS 

l( Fiscal Years' 1972-73 and 1973-74 ~", 
;, ":',., ~ 

,'I II 

DispJ.\;titmi sher trial 
Total Total 

I,~) 
Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

qo~wty i'nd Judicial district (\ ' 
fzhlJE!. .".~ dispositions before trial matters matters ,"i 

J973-74 J972-73 19'13-'14 19'12-73 19'13-74 19'1£..'13 . 19'13-'14 1972-'13 19'13-74 19'12.:73 
,,, " ' \' " 384,751. R346,067 R334,66i,l R 10;000 St~t<l totol .... :,(111 ..... ' ..................................... " ........... 344 .. 799 332,390 321,337 3,012 3,240 9,397 

) '\ (,\ " 
Alnm~I'.a: () § 

Alameda ............................................................ , ....... 794 5111 769 ~ 737 544 " 4 29 21! .J5 
.. BerkeleY·Albany ...................... 17............................. 4.776 3,215 3,313 ···\~t~H7' 2,990 3,052 272 327 51 38 

..... 
C') 

.. , ',lFremonl.Ncwark-t[nlon City................................ 3,111 3,041 2,284 "2,185 ' • 2,120 1,998 57 59 107 128 ~ ',./ 
Llvermorc ............... i: .............................................. ) 1,095 903 1,401 1,334 1,149:· 1,072 84 76 168 185 
Oakt~!\d·l'iedmont .... ,............................................. 14,616 R14,345 12,577 12,G81 11,949 11,915 395 260 233 206 C') 

San Leoll(J,.o-Hayward........................................... 6,262 4,755 5,496 5,071 5,iJ89 4,793 34 95-0 73 183 " " ~ But;!!;' ' ~ \\c C') 

Chico .... .-, .. " ....... , ......... 1'""" ..... ,, ............ , ............. , ... ,. 1,9011 2,129 2,374 2,31111 2,236 2,204 0 0 laB 99 F 
l: 0 

C()ntr~ Costn, 
30'\ '%J 

Del~:lil,.!1' ... u ...... , ...... , .... , ... ;" ••• " ..... , ... " •• ;:.t .......... "'!," 2,561 I,BO!! 2,565 1,835 2,517 1,784 IB 12 39 

~ -~ MI, Dinblo ............................................................... : .. 4,500 3,498 3,766 3,492 3,660 3,399 19 28 67 67 

I.) 
liichmond .. " ... \" ........ " ..... " .... ,1.1 ................ "", ......... 2,666 2,417 " 2,517 2,618 2,434 2,532 ,B 7 75 , 79 ..... 

.. Wlltnut Creck-Danville .......................................... 2,322 1.516 2,109 1,390 1,959 1,322 98 17 52 51 ~ 
W~t."'t ....... ;.'U ..... I ............. ; .. , .. 'u .... , ........ , ............. ,._, 3,387 2,660 2,755 1li:l21 2,650 2,240 1 1 104 ROO 

Frc$no: 
IF \ ~ 
y p:: 

Fresno ..... · .... ~ .................. "OII1U ... ,H ...... , ........... ,,..\ .... ,.~ 5,557 5.,456 4.461 '4,627 4,377 4:531 16 4 68 92 

lll,mboldt: 
0 

~ Eurckll .... ,' .. n." .... ' .. hlil .. , ..... u; .. ".h ..... ~ ••• u ....... , ....... H. ,y'659 B56 841 840 .795 I 794 6 !I 41"), 37 
,\ -::' 

Kern: './\.) .' 

Bllkersfield ................................................................ 4,652 3.056 4,291 3,385 4,140 3,214 17 13 134 15fS 

~$An~c1es: \1 \\ 
Alhamllrn •... " ... ,'I' ......... , ••• ' ••• II ..... " •• , •••••••• ~I' ••••• , ,.' •••• 1,456 1,534 1,533 1,557 1,447 1,456 7 7 79 94 ," ,,' 0 

, II Antcl9pe UUOf . ..,U •• '., .. ,,, ....... +j', .. u ....... ,, ....... ,, ..... !I ... u .. 1,543 1,100 ~ 1,428 1,049" 1,371 !i93 3 3 54 53 
Beverly Hills ;,;~ .............. " ...................................... i" 2,453 2.430 ',,1,152 1,885 h 1,588 1,728 24 21 140 138 
nurbank ... " .. hU •• h.,H .... h· .. ,t~·,· .. " ........ ·.::j'······,;.· ..... ~(. 1,346 1,135 1,101 959 "" 1,078 915 6 1 17 37 \1 CflTU$ ....... ,II" .. I"~.~., ... ".H".,i), ..... h ... \[..\.h .................. 6,434 5,810 5,562 .5,314 ~" 5,403 5,158 4 6 155 150 
Compton .. " ...... :~~.\.I ... tt' ••••• ,;(.., •• '.n'.'.~I'I.~.: .. 'I .... , .. ",. 7,~ 6,230 6,ll9O 6,o,so 5,942 5,B90 30 B7 11& ,103 

\\, 

"" I::' <) 

0 
,~5 0 

() 
~ . 4t,>,~, r:?", c.,~¥ 

~~~ j··,JI,.,,-..W'\Z' ~,,, '.-.'. -



r ?(it. 

<:::::::::::> 
) i 

/7 C~lver ............. " ............... ; ............. ;~;.'; .... , .. \ ............... u. /. .J,220 " 9il8 1,159 805 1,118 7~ 8 6 33 42 
f.../ Downey ...................... \ ......................... fj ..................... 3,620 3,'FlS 3,239 2,8Q6 2,829 2,601 315 71 95 134 

Enst Los Angeles ...................................................... 3.992 3,.OS 2,919 2,094 .2,799 2,015 6 
'V 

14 U4 liS 
(~, 

E1 Mont(f ..................................................... " ............ 3.778 .3.456 2,825 2,970 /is,621 2.690 2 1 202 279 
Glendale ...... , .. ' ... , ... 1' •••• ' ................ 1' .......................... ; 1,715 1.692 1.737 1,579 ~; 1.009 1.300 23 9 lOS 70 
Inglewood .............. Ul ........ '· ... ,. •••• , •• / .................... " ..... 5.169 3.742 4.614 3,7!¥1 4,3~ 3,581 166 122 123 0 U4 
Lllng Beach .............................................................. 6.893 6.814 5.728 5.818 5,510 5.400 59 179 159 239 
Los Angeles ............................................................. 70.394 69,832 6:),51a 66.449 62,289 64.641 89 158 q,41 1.644 
Los Cerritos .............................................................. 2,254 2,246 2.1601 1.948 2.09" 1.85(1 0 0 ~ 98 
Molibu~ ...................................................................... 852 0 639 0 585 0 8 0 46 0 
Newhall .................... , ................................................. 1,245 826 881 485 8t.() 458 1 0 37 '¥I 
Pasadena .,.'" .. , ............. j .. h ....... ".: ... ; ••••••• ~ ................... 3.085 2,537 2Jm 2,763 2.740 2,571 41 30 116 18Z 

I Pomona .............. tv •• ~ ...... t ...................... H ........... I ....... 5.231 4.915 .. 3.762 4.046 3.689 3,856 10 44 63 146 

iE::~~:;::::::::::::::::::::::::=::f::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
4,402 3,293 3.927· 3.031 3.827 2,860 14 20 86 151 
1.154 1,219 1,163 1,176 1.116 l.llS, ,\5 12 62 46 
2,347 2.128 2.794 2,762 r. 2.738 2.697 10 9 56 76 

~ South, Bay ................................................................. , 7.998 6,9S0 6,588 5.916 6,352 5.651 ISS """s1 181 1601 
South Gate ....... " ....................................................... 2.108 1.736 1.685 1.495 ')1.,593 1:l$t 15 72 0 7'f' 138 
Whittier .... " ......... " ... t;, .................................... " ......... 3,342 2,615 2.907 2,387 (( 2,630 2.136 0 0 277 251 0 

((j) 
ej 

D 0 Marin: , t:j 
C.mtral ... , .................................................................... 5,514 4,900 5,538 5,231 5.471 5.16& 14 4 47 158 " ~ " ~. 

Monterey: 
/";2,2:17 ~. Monterey·Cnrmel ........................ , ........................... 2.127 2,062 2,206 ),,968 2.076 15 !) 99 121 

.Solinas ............................................ : ........................... 2.045 rI 1,636 2,080 1,816 1.998 1.729 ;)1 31 51 56 
~~ 

~~ 
.:~ a Orange: 

0 Cent~al Orange County ........................................ litis 11~49 li,014 J;10.454 10.759 'i SO 9 2,Q5 101 
North Orange County ............................................ 8.094 a!'OQ 7,BSob 5.999 7.731 9 (.1 8r: 114 165 
Orange County Hnrhort ........................................ 7.657 .062 6,914 5.733 

<. 
6.838 12,' 6u , (J4 44' 

~ c:::::: South Orange County ....................................... ,.: .. 2.723 . 2.643 2.437 2,()17 2.393 2,6! 12 3 J,:, 32 57 
" W~st Orange County ........................................ : ..... 11.116· 7~ 9.96Ii' 1.320 9,852 7,21 'Z, () 0 i14 109 " 

Riverside: ~ // 
Corona ... , .......................................... h' ....................... 1,7601 1.382 1.754 1.465 l,128'· 1,408 3 " 23 ~2 &1 
Desert ........................................................................ 2,184 2,442 .,2,079" 2,194 2;006 2,116 2 6 71 72 " «? 
Rlvcrsldc· ...... • .... ·:· .................... • ............ lt .... • ...... • .... ,. 3,BW 3.810 3.s:p 3,931 3.835 •• < 3.S1D e.\ 10 12' 82 109 '" 

\:.) 
0 ,-. 

Sacramento: ,. 

DI27 
",,:, 

S(lcrarnento ......... ~ .. ,.,'.' ........................ ;:! ...... t., ••••••.•••.• 8,858 15,:lO9 (' 9.848 12,734 9,578 12,287 r95 143 252" 
~ ') 

(1 c S!lIl Bern/l.rdm~: . ;.,'~ , ,., 'i! 
8.463 '7,860 7:~n 8,110. 7.001 7~~: 28 ~ 198 191 ~ 

",-~ 
San Bernardino County .. c, ................................ 00 

G 1.1 ~ 

(I 
0 

v 

c· D " I 
£ :1,) 

)1 cP 
0" 

;' 
,,:' " ". 

yO (.' 
!.J <) 0 ~II· 0 •• 

,c.,,>l 

II II 
, 

0 V ''=0 u .'0 
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TABLE 34-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COUR~S 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER/NONTRAFFIC M;SDEM~ANORS-COf1t;nuBd 

, Fiscal Years 1972-73 'and 1973-74 \ 
) " \, 

;~F' Disposilions aner tdal 
Total Total Dispositlons Uncontested COlltested 

--.!i!!!!flL- --.i!!Elmtlon$ before trial matters matters 
Coullty and judicial district 1973-'7" 1972-'73 1973-'74! 1972-'73 1973,-'7" 1972-'73 1973-'7" 1972-'73 1!l13-'74 , )972-'73 q 

~ 
San brego: i) 

EI Cajon ...... , .... , .. , .. , .. ,,, ...... ,..,,,,,,.,.., ............ ,, ........ ,,. 3,819 3,524 3,868 4,085 3,68,5 3,893 23 25" 160 167 
Norlh County" .......... " .... , ... " .. " .... " ... "" .. " ...... " ..... 4,700 ''''3,886 4,452 4,355 3,733 3,632 444 550 275 173 § Snn Diego ..... "u ..... Oj .. " ... "H.I'HIU ....... , ....... u .............. 21,846 16,463 16,829 16,457 15,921 15,742 56 82 852 633 

..... 
San FrancIsco: '" ) n 

San Franci5COuj .... " ............. lt ....... u .... t" .. \ ••• ~ ..... , ..... I .. 1 14,672 14,568 13,152 16,554 12,679 16,227 101 184 172 143 ~ 
San Joaquin: n 

Lodi ....... "",."""" ......... """ ... ".""""." .... , .... " ....... "", 1,003 797 
f 

890 1d:i 881 728 1 11 8 26 ~' 
Munt~ca·Ripon.Escalon.Trncy a '"'''''''if,''''''''''' 842 539 786 539 752 526 3 7 31 6 
~tockton ' ... " .. H.I., .... II .. U ..... ~ ........ U............ ..111' ....... 4,415 3,477 ,4,387 4,109 4,339 4,045 11 16 37 48 ~ 

Sa~e~~~~.~ ............... " .. "' .. ""." ..... , .• "" .... ".l!"."""" .. 0 
1,461 1,200 .~ 1,757 1,463 1,660 1,380 12 6 85 77 "l 

Northern H ........ ' ... u .... ".''' ........................ ~ ............ "." : 2,022 2,125\ ' 2,276 2,370 2,229 2,290 !f 27 38 53 n 
'G.':!) Southern ." .. ' ... 'HU .. '.,:·)h ....................... u ............ , ...... 1,915 1,327 '-' 1,763 1,639 1,700 1,583 7 6 76 50 ~ 

SlIllta Bnrbura: 0 
SlIntu Barbara·Golcta" ........... " .... " .• " .................. ". 4,746 3,814 3,042 2,518 2,893 2,474 2 0 147 44 ~ 

tJ ,.~~ta Marin ,.' ...... 1; ...... " ................... " ...................... 926 849 1!19 924 827 858 7 0 45 86 ~ 
Ii' 

Sunta Clura: 
'" Los Gatos·Campbcll.saratogo. .............................. 1,035 751 J78 827 726 765 1 2 49 60 

Palo Alto·MDuntain V,icw" .... """ ............ ".,, ........ 2,527 2,144 2,391 2,11!1 2,319 2,081 23 21 49 as 
Sail Jose·Milpltas ............ " .. "."' ......... " ..... " ......... " ... 7,302 5,848 6,512 6,387 6,312 6,103 6 7 194 277 
Santo- Clnru."I ... .,H" .. "n ....... ' ................ " ................. '. .. 973 914 1!18 926 864 886 2 15 12 25 
Sunnyvale.Cupertino ." ... " ................ " .. " ..... " ......... 1,143 850 1,047 779 994 721 0 2 53 56 

(," Sl\illh Crnf: " " Saill,1 Cruz County .................... ,.,:~2 ... "" .......... " .... 3,835 4,247 3,178 3,562 2,962 3,412" 15 19 i,~1 131 
\\ 

0 !I 
Solanot 

51 :: FnldlCld.SUis~\ Vacaville ............... " ...... "",, ........ 1,174 737 1,287 943 1,233 912 3 2 29 V."" ....... _ .. ~_ .... _ ... _._ .. _ .. _ 1,215 1,0/5 1,215 1,227 1,093 1,111 14 15 l08b ~'01 
Q ,_r' 

- " 
d ~ /) !i 

,!', 

0 
~~~~.,>"".;c ... ',:".J~( ~.,;.o;;.::. ~ ~_. _~ _........i.....::..~ ______ ----:;!....:,~ n 



-------;-

) 
0 .,\ 

Sonoma: Ii 
Sonoma County a. ~""""I"'"''''''''I''';'';''''''''''''''''''''' 3,554 3,353 3,937 3,376 \1888 3,245 11 7 156 1114 

Stanislaus: 
Oodestl)...................................................................... 2,100 2,053 

Tulare: 
VisulilL......................................................................... 1,014 699 

2,518 I) 2,581 2,405 2,405 16 9 97 

!, 

. f/13 708 850 662 2 5 21 

167 
\) 

41 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................................................... 9,252 7,684 9,142 8,516 8.911 8.310 10 16 221 190 > 

(::-- 2 
~ For enplanation, see footnote applicllble to, ,the court on TabJe 29. 
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TABLE 35-CALIfORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ..... 

{ SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSolTIONS ~ 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-1'4 

c: Dispositions sfier trisf 
ToM Totsf Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

Rlln8!. dispositions before tn'si matters matten'<-:: 
Count}' and Judicisf distn'ct 1973-7~ 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State total .................................................................. 368,032 343,384 Zl8,192 ZlO,764 59,443 55,638 117,313 112,709 l(ll,436 102,417 

Alameda: § Alameda •. 10.10 ......................... 1 ......................... " .... , ... 1,569 982 958 761 257 162 415 282 286 317 
Berkeley.Albany ...................................................... 2,407 2,457 1,773 1,815 245 Zl8 664 720 664 817 ..... 

C1 Fremont-Newnrk-Unlon City ................................ 2,345 2,651 2,155 2,112 384 473 976 .813 795 626 
~. u-.ore'--'l .. --.... ' .. ,_ .. _ .... _ .. ,,' 729 685 641 747 145 178 212 217 464 352 

Onkland-Piedmon .................................................. 11,808 11,~ 8,965 8,646 1,423 1,692 4,787 4,056 2,775 2,898 C1 
San Lcandro-HnY~ nrd ........................................ : ... 5,720 5,11'/' 4,122 3,595 825 768 1,749 1,497 1,548 1,330 0 

t 
Butte: • ~ 

Chico ...................... :: .................................................. 934 1,187 754 856 154 189 325 320 Zl5 347 ~ 
Contra Costa: 0 

Delta a 11 ..... ".1111 ............... 1 ..... ' .... ;." ..................... , ...... 2,219 1.984 1,605 1,545 487 355 762 836 356 324 >%j 

Mt. Dlnblo .................................................................. 3,354 3,104 2.372 2,314 '585 452 9SO 1,038 837 824 C1 
Richmond , .. ! ................. , •••••••••••• H ... ,' ............... II •• f ••••• 3,047 3,392 1,814 1,651 366 330 941 833 507 488 o~ 
Walnut Creek-Danville .......................................... '<:],91 2,537 2,130 1,995 618 601 735 661 m 733 >%j 
West •.• I ..................... I. I ............................. , ••••••••• , ••••••••• 1,488 1,310 1,133 1,015 220 290 437 338 476 387 0 

Fresnol ~ "I 

Fresno ... , ..... ".,." ... " ..... h." ..... H.Io .... U ......................... 6,303 6,009 4.S01 4,286 938 969 1,989 1,770 1,574 1,549 !i= 

Humboldt: 
El,lrekn,.",...""."n ..... ".u." ... "itll .......... " ......... u ....... OIOI 901 1,068 1.393 908 753 198 429 489 211 221 

Kern: 
Bnkcrsffeld ................................................................ 4,071 3,996 3,180 3,ISO 831 643 1,518 1,712 731 795 

Los Angeles: 
Alholnbra .......................................... " ...................... 2,626 2,706 2,183 " 2,038 540 438 806 753 817 845 
An.telope ..... , ........ I ••••••• I ••• I •••• I •• ' ••• tt.~'.,~ ........ ; ••. I ........ ~ 1,617 1,421 1,387 1,230 260 ZIG 547 496 540 458 
Beverly Hills ............................................ " ............... 3,398 3,300 2,701 3,096 626 636 973 1,189 1,168 1,271 
Burbank .......... I .......... , .......................... ,. •• " •.• :\0." .•.. , .... , 1.692 1,480 

G 
1,300 1;168 ,359 ',,$Sa .wy, fi 493 497 

Citrw .......... ,i •••••••••• , ••.• I ....... tI ... , •••••••••••• •••••• ~ ••••••• "''' ••• 6,316 5,931 4,457 4,251 1,068 935 1,806 1 2 1,585 1,454 
Compt9n 1.' ... I.'f ••• ' ....... ' •••• 'I ................ ; •••••• , ................ 7,161 ,,6,299 4,689 4,444 1,033 860 2,410 '2,338 1,246 1,246 

-. 
\) I Ii 

0 \) ~, 
~~ '0 cS'r I/' fl d:...::. __ ..::...... -.--



\\, 

Culver ..... " .............. " ...................................... 10 ......... 1.591 1.475 1.053 97,'3 219 253 393 315 441 405 
Downey ................. ,1'., ..................................... h ......... .4,313 3.816 2.986 2.419 551 339 1.336 1,071 1,099 1.099 
East Los Angeles ...................................................... 4,198 3,903 2.815 lM80 484 42ti 1,547 . 1,255 784 800 
EI Monte .................................................................... 3.998 3.408 2.951 2.835 590 1j/6 1,420 1,209 941 950 
Glendale .................................................................... 2,lj/8 2,499 1,951 1.862 436 431 127 618 788 'l:~ Inglewood .................................................................. 7pJ7 6.336 5.556 4.854 1,738 1.575 2.463 2.070 1,355 

~':::-:::~ Long Beach .............................................................. 8"~25 7,734 6.645 5.810 1.588 '1,325 3.195 2,759 1.862 1.726 
0 Los Angeles .............................................................. 51.094 50,914 42.640 48,620 4.~74 3.839 17.483 21,235 20,789 23,546 

Los Cerritos .............................................................. 2,866 2.388 1.am 1.960 ,'385' 480 782 'TOO 100 720 
Malibu' ..... , ................................................................ 217 0 170 0 33 0 43 0 94 0 
Newhall ...................................................................... 866 899 ,743 620 148 230 • 309 29B 286 294 ,1,'1 

Pasadena ....... h.'~ .... u .......... h ...... "..,. .......... ;.;. ..... ~h ••• j".~ 4.739 4.655 3.168 2,800 150 189 1,4.99 1,386 IJH9 1,225 ~, "\\ 

Pomona .10 ........ / ......... ; ....... ;> •• " •• " ............................... 2.594 2.729 1,921 1.lj/4 379 381 872 &29 Ij/O 664 ~. 
San Antonio ........ ~ .......................................... , .......... 3.714 3.831 2.443 2,710 414 381 1.344 1,502 685 827 
Snllta Anitb ................................................. , .............. 1.414 1.350 1.146 1.031 236 208 417 395 493 434 F= Santa Monlca ............................................................ 2.723 2,505 1,862 1.652 459 374 654 497 769 781 ft South Bay .......................................................... , ....... 6,am 6.489 4.894 4,28Z 1,101 890 1.864 1.604 1.929 1,788 

~:~~~~:!:::::::::::::::::::::.:~:::;r:::::::::::=::::::::::::::: 1,460 1,296 1.123 932 261 227 529 345 333 360 "t(, 

3.322 3.352 2,444 2,429 fi02 514 916. 989 926 926 0 
~ 

Marin: 1 j 0 
(/ "'l 

Central ............................ 'l!; ........................................ 2,910 2.891 2.788 2,744 1,206 1,203 658 640 924 901 
~o f 1/ 

Monterey, 
504= ~ Monterey-Cnrmel .................................................... 1.547 1,471 1,159 1.007 197 149 458 430 428 

Salinas ................ ;0 ............... , ......... 1' ........................... 2.610 2.025 1,433 1,304 aBO 261 670 1j/2 383 (! 371 ::: 
'\ ~ 

{"J 

Orange: 
Central Orartge County .................... " ..... " ........... 10.304 9.824 7,865 6.lj/9 2.426 1,215 3,298 3,495 2,141 1,969 .~. North Orange County ............................................ 13.957 12,487 9.740 8,504 2,072 l,492 4.687 4,070 2,981 2,942 
Orange County Harbor .......................................... 3.906 4,292 3,385 3.403 817 930 1,181 1.187 1.31j/ l~o ~ South OrllIlge County ............................................ 2,ro1 1.929 1.589 1.420 451 ~~43 548 525 590 
West Orange. County, ............................................. 9.650 9,965 8,429 8.514 2,521 2,571 3,283 3,165 ~!l2s 2.778 

0 C' 

Riverside: ~.' .V 
j: ., 

Corona ......... , .............. " ............... >\ ............................. 1,49l 1,350 1,252 977 383 254 543 434 326 289 ~ Desert ..... " ..... ~ .................. , ........ , ............ , .................. 2,920'" . 2.646 2,260 2.196 626 579 ~ 782 !'1.11 835 
Riverside ............ , ...................... 11 ......................... , ..... 4,671 4,447 4.035 3,503 1,249 749 1,721 1.578 1.065 1,176 

Sacramento: 
R 

Sacramento •••••..•...•• ; .......................................... ~ .. ~, ..•. 10,236 9,583 7,463 6.874 F.I,472 1..;356 2,8!14 2.472 3.(1.11 3.046 

('J Ii. 

San Bernardino: 0 

San BernardinQ County· .................. ~ .................. 11,194 10pJa 9,025. 8,w6 2,696 2,l1j/ 3,730 3,741 2,5~ 2,35a ..... n 

':7 ~ 
.', 

" 
~ ,,'! ., 

C\ t'J .;] 'J H '.'!I •. 
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TABLE 3S-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS F1LINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continu~d 

Fiscal Years 1972.:..73,and 1973-74 

Dispositions alter trial 
Totill 

filings 
Couiltyo.nd judiciill district 1973-74 1972-73 

San Diego: 
EI,CaJon ................ " .. , ....... " ...... " ................ , ........... .. 
North County 1!.11., .. " .... j .. ~ ......... " .. " ...................... h 

San Diego .... " .. " .. II1I.I' ....................... u .................... .. 

San Francisco: 

3,720 
. 5,383;::. 
16,661 • 

_ Snn Frunclsco ... h ........ , •• ,........................................... 151394 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ............................ , ....................... ,....................... 1,157 
Manteca-Ripon.Escnlon.Tracy· .......................... 1,280 
Stockton UIIIl ............ , .......... IoIO' .................. , ........... ".. 4,945 

San Mateo: 
Centro.l ................... " ............................................ ,ut ... . 

Northern ., ........ " ................... , ............................. ,., ... .. 
Southern .............. " ...... , ...................................... , .... .. 

Santa Barbaral 
Santa Barbara·Coleta .................... , .. , ........ " ......... ". 
Sanlll Maria " ...... " .. " ......... "" ... " ............................. . 

Santa Clnra: 
Los Catos-Campbell-Saratoga .. " ........................ .. 
Pale Alto-Mountain View ..................................... . 
San Jose-Milpitns ..................................... " ........... ". 
San til Claro ............................................................... . 
Sunnyvale. Cupertino .................... , ....................... .. 

Snnta Cruz, " " 
Santa Cruz County .................................................. " 

Solano: 

1,!I71 
2,395 
2,696 

2,m 
1,524 

1,512 
2,171 

12,178 
1,637 
2,137 

2,719 

Fnirfietd:Sui~up-Vncaville· .................................... .1,187 
VnUeJQ ... ,.................................................................... 1,220 

3,446 
4,422 

15,253 

12,763 

1,123 
1,083 
4,380 

1,815 
2,112 
2,604 

2,777 
1,474 

1,384 
1,956 

11,116 
1,533 
1,726 

2,098 

711 
1,334 

Totill 
dispositions 

1973-74 1972-73 

3,036 
4,113 

12,184 

9,!179 

889 
1,096 
3,961 

1,802 
1,557 
1,875 

2,580 
1,217 

948 
1,662 
8,513 
1,168 
1,399 

1,954 

2,611 
5,510 

12,459 

10,119 

893 
B35 

3,477 

1,652 
1,482 
2,320 

2,365 
1,192 

889 
1,607 
8,044 
1,072 
1,261 

1,637 

5B2 
1,168 

Dispositions 
before trial 

1973-74 1972-73 

505 456 
1,231 3,043 
3,275 3,578 

1,55B 1,719 " 

221 192 
269 211 

1,207 B84 

325 305 
190 245 
421 ll53 

841 884 
310 294 

126 lOB 
333 420 

1,~18 1,581 
25B 225 
243 278 

5B7 370 

WI 153 
202 222 

·_----

Uncontested Colii~ 
matters matters 

1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

1,231 920 1,300 1,235 
1,615 1,398 1,267 1,069 
4,561 4,369 4,348 4,512, 

4,214 4,234 4,207 4,166 

431 384 237 317 
539 448 28B 176 

1,824 1,808 930 1,005 

609 5B5 668 762 
64B 527 719 710 
627 650 827 817 

773 725 946 956 
518 489 389 409 

366 328 456 453 
5" 460 752 727 " 

3,94,) 3,394 3,055 3,069 
505 417 405 430 
531 369 625 614 

622 531 745 736 

351 167 409 262 
464 465 355 481 

(> 

/,,.., 

.... 
~ 
~ 
I:"' 
n 
0 
S@ 

~ 
0 
"%j 

§ 
~ ;;: 
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1"jJ 
l 

SOnOmB! \ 

Sonoma County· .......................................... ,\........ 5,361 4,736 3,786 3,499 750 771 1,687 1.~06 1,349 1,322 
\\ 

StllIlislaus: 'Ii ' 
Modesto .............................................. :: .............. \\...... 2,04:\ 1,643 1,318 1,193 243 197 689 S09 586 487 

I'" 

Tulare: ' 
Visnlla .................................................................. -\\-.... 1,030 908 811 850 170 193 380 386 261 ZTl 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................................................... 9,167 8,365 6,856 6,684 1,620 1,619 3,341 3,02~ 1,895 ' 2,044 

~ For explanation, see footnote applicable to the Item or court on Table 29. 
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COlmty III1d judicIs/ district 

State tOtall" •• I ..... "" ..... j .... II ... ~·U.Io .................. ,."" .. f1 .... " 

Alamedal 
AInmedo. .......... O\tt." ....... , ... "'IIt!.UUIIl .. ' ... " ................ " ... 

Berkeley-Albany .... t~ ..... , ...... ! ... hl.I ............... i' ..... ; ........ 

Fremont.Newnrk·Unlon City .................................. 
Livermore ...... 0..1 ... 1 .... "." ... , .. " ....... ., ........ , ..... , .. ,., ........ 

Qnklnnd.Pledmont .... : ................................................. 
San l..cnndro.Haywnrd .............................................. 

Dutte: 
Chico ........ , ... H." ... I ..... "' .. IIHU ........ l ............. I .... h .......... i.~ 

Contra Costal 
Dolt" a h ........ ' .... I.OiI" .... ; .... " ......... " ................ H" ....... ".~. 
Mt. Diablo 1 ...... ' ...... '10 ........... "\ ... 11 ............. \ ................... 

Richmond .... , .... , .. , ...................... ;; ............ '.I\1 •••••• I •••••• ~.,. 
Wulnut Creek·Danville ........................... ;,\ ................. 
WCSt. •• I ••••••••• , ••• ' ••••• I~ ••••••• " ............. I., •• ••• I' ....... t, ........... I •••• 

<' 

Fresno: 
Fresno,.\ ...... " ........... i ...... , .................... , ... \ ....... \h ...... , ... ,' 

r, 
Humboldt:, 

Eureka ... , ............. :III! .... , ... '''IO.''j''jj .. jj .. ,t< ......... ~\t .......... 

Kern: 
Bakersfield ....................................................... , ............ 

1,.03 Angeles: 
AlhlUllbrq •.••.. ,.1' ••••• 1 ............. , •••••••• 1 ••••••• 1, •••••• , ••• , .......... ,. 

Al1tolopc: ............ h ............................. u ........................... u 

B~,verly Hills ................................................................ 
Burbank ........ I\ ... I •• ' ........ u ••••••••• ", ... , .................. 'I ......... 

~o;t~,~··::::::::::::::::~,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
\,~i 

.... 
-

TABLE 36-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
TORT FIL~NGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

;;) 

ToW 
./iJings 

ToW 
dispoiltions 

Dispositions 
before trinJ 

1973-'14 1972-'13 1973-'14 1972-'13 

40,032 39,119 22,551 ~,173 14,978 15,392 

81 54 39 4B 27 27 
418 454 237 2BB 150 211 
2BB 204 160 102 76 70 
47 62 18 37 8 5 

1,613 1,529 1,143 1,071 622 630 
619 5B5 354 364 170 168 

78 47 16 0 16 0 

149 117 94 56 49 31. 
194 203 127 150 88 81 
244 250 161 181 71 B9 
140 141 91 101 66 65 
132 132' 43 Ir1 33 43 

536 595 422 392 2S8 207 

95 97 84 78 ~ 42 

272 390 161 RI33 95. 94 

191 197 135 161 94 100 
74 53 38 42 27 32 

65'1' 1r14 467 481 43B 465 
334 256 162 105 B9 60 
2BB 393 124 126 90 75 
703 6BO 386 362 214 177 

D 
-.~-----

Dispos/tiolJS aRer trinJ (" 
Uncontested Contested 

mBiten mBtters 
1973-'14 1972-'13 1973-'14 1972-'13. 

51385 R6,171 2,188 ~,61O 

0 10 12 11 § 
56 66 31 11 (5 
64 12 20 20 

~ 0 0 10 32 
405 307 116 134 (') 
152 117 32 79 0 

~ 
(') 

0 0 0 0 F 
0 

as .n 7 6 
"IJ 

.~ (') 
25 41 14 28 

~ 71 66 19 26 
12 16 13 20 'Xl 
4 37 6 7 ~ 

132 150 32 35 > 

27 " 25 12 11 

49 ~ 17 RI'i' 

27 43 14 18 
9 7 2 ~ 
3 1 26 15 

4B 30 25 15 
15 24 19 27 

m 166 211 19 



.·;1i>~' , r=-......---- 'C:,~-

~ 

Culver .......... '"' .. 10. .............................. 1 ............. " ............. 124 140 68 68 43 46 21 17 4 li 
Downey " .............. , ... , ................. j.} ................................ 331 Zl9 202 148 119 77 (j( 58 16 13 

;):S~~:e ~.~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 310 319 168 133 126 112 46 15 16 6 
334 351 105 187 48 fit 43 72 14 18 

Glendale .................. " .......... " ........................................ 451 422 239 345 112 129 123 154 24 62 
Inglewood ... ~ ......... " ......... , ........... , ........ , .... , ................ 611 516 231 281 146 168 72 88 19 23 
Long Beach ....................... ,,, .... , ......... , .................. , .. , .. , 823 733 568 521 321 313 198 164 41 44 
I.,os Atlgeles ......................... ' ...... "h ......... , .... , ... " .......... 13,34ll 13,531 7,330 B.571 5,471 6,IlO:! l,lm 1,870 1!82 698 
Los Cerritos .......... , ........... u ........................... " ...... "tI ... 194 162 71 100 35 45 39 48 3 9 
Malibu a ................................ 1 .. " ............................... ",., 33 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 
Newhall, ......... , ....... ,.II •• lIu ... " ........ ,h ............................ " 53 68 23 33 16 23 4 3 3 1 

~. Pasndenn ......... ,. ........... , ............. H'OO' ........ Io".", ..... ,,, ...... 435 411 138 162 U9 139 10 2 9 21 
Pomona ..................................................... ,,.OOj ..... oo ........ 209 208 88 102 59 68 1~ 23 14 13 
San AntOniO .................................................................. 291 2W 141 128 87 72 50 50 4 6 

~ Santa Anita ............... , .................................................. lW 100 74 85 44 ~l: 19 28 11 9 
Santa Monica .. , .... : .................................................... , .. ~ ZIG 306 175 231 145 24 43 6 2() 

~ South Bay ........................ , ................. : ................... ,,, ..... 793 695 439 382 256 164 lZi 134 5<?:.:: 64 
South Gate .................................................................... 119 98 79 66 37 38 32 23 10 G 0 
Whittier ............. , ........ , ..................... , .........•........... ; ....• 331 268 162 189 123 119 39 46 20 24 t:1 

Marin: ~ Certtrnl ........................................ " .... 1 ....................... ,,,. 245 232 169 114 lOB 120 35 34 26 2() 

Monterey: (3 ~ 
Monterey .. Carmel ......... , .............................................. 132 142 54 (J3 50 42 1 4 3 '1 

~ Salinas ....... , ............ I ... nlio .. ".01 .... ' ..... '*~ ................ " ......... 316 ZlO 161 75 '1 47 140 9 14 19 

o'~ange: ~ 
i~entral Orange County .................... , .... , .................. 657 858 408 345 257 187 114 119 37 39 

I '. orlh o.range CO\lnty ............. r ................................ 65S 518 42.5 511 280 239 111 202 34 50 
Orange County Harbor ............................................ 185 191 U5 B6 90 71 16 11 9 40 
South Orange County ................................................ 98 54 34 50 18 23 11 11 II 10 
West Orange County ............ , ................................... 545 475 33il 334 190 176 104 114 42 .~ 

t!j 
RiVerside, 0 

Coronn ..... / ... ,,, ........... , .................................................. 40 41 34 42 , 29 11.6 4 13 1 3 ill Desert ............... " ................ '.14 ....................................... 143 93 61 62 34 34 14' 15 13 13 
Riverside ..................... ,,,.,, .... ,, ..................................... 260 248 1315 150 'i 82 83 31, 44 22 23 @ 

Sacramento: 
~crnmento ....... 'n •••••••..•• , .................. " .......... I ............. 1,245 1,330 596 958 441 581 82 ,308 10 89 

San Bernardino: 
San Bemardil10 County· .......................................... 660 481 269 363 194 236 52 92 23 315 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon .......................................................... " ............ 162 156 10'l 98 43 36 48 46 ,16 16 .... 
North County ................................................ :; ............ 201 170 98 

" 
0~'!· 85 B6 57 23 20 5 /I f8 

r':::c 
,( 

ii1 
(. 
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TABLE 36-'CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTI~ 8 

TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Contin~9d 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dispositioi;s 
----. . I Disl!!?!!.tions niter trial 

Total Total Unooi<i'ested CO/ltested 
BlinK!. dispositions before trlill mRtters matters 

County andjudicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

San Dlego ..................... " .............. " .................. U .. h.'U ... 903 817 420 401 373 341 4 43 59 

San Ftanclsco: ~ San FrnncHsco .u •• 'UUI .......................... ( ........ u ... , .......... 2,496 2,338 1,590 1,759 l,lOS 1,192 319 362 163 205 
C".l 

San Joaquin, 
l.odl .......................................... , ................... , .................. 47 32 8 21 7 18 0 0 1 3 ~ 
Mantcca·R!pon·Esculon.Tracy· .............................. 65 ()1 36 18 12 14 19 2 1; 2 C".l 
Stockton ........................................................................ 409 362 233 263 llJS 196 38 26 40 41 0 

San. Mateo, 
§2 

Central ." .. 'u .................... '01 ............................. , ............. 256 175 129 165 98 114 21 26 10 25 ~ I NOrthcrn,"." ...................................... h ... H.' ................. OJ 295 305 211 11l ,,138 43 53 37 20 31 0 So~thcrn ....... 1 •••••• , ................. , •••••••• , ••••••• ' ••• '1 •• ' ••• 1 .......... 252 235 186 220 93 '; 98 34 ()1 37 IJS ';j 

Santa Barbara; § 'I 
Santa !lurhora·Coleta ................................................ 83 159 39,. 62 39 62 0 0 0 0 
Santa Marla .................................................................. 18 24 8 16 

" 
11 1 1 0 4 

Santa Clara, !:Xl 

Lof Cntos·Campbell·Saratoga .................................. 210 175 95 86 
ito 

56 25 14 25 16 ~ Pulo Alto·Mountaln View ................ , ......................... 226 343 134 143 lOS 10 22 1~:1 16 
Sun Jose.Milpltns .......................................................... 1,152 1,154 793 692 452 344 209 253 95 
Santa Clara ..... +1101" ......... 1 .... ' .. 11''''' ................. +1: .... , .. , .. 387 283 226 146 '45 20 175 112 14 
Sunnyvrtle·CuperHno .... , ... _ .. , ............. n .. , .... "" ... , .. u .. " 140 180 126 92 30 33 65 47 '1' 12 

Santa Cruz; 
Santn Cruz County .................................................... 152 157 94 100 '56 65 26 22 12 13 

Solanl); 
l'nlrllcld..su!sun.Vncovillc· ..................... ;; .............. , 96 IJS 34 12 26 8 4 4 4 0 

r=~=c Vl1llcJo ............................................................................ 113 123 97 103 62 43 31 52 4 8 
, \ 

Sonoma; , . 
il Sonoma County a ."., ........... h .... ' .................. hh ........... 25{, 229 71 4.'l 69 35 0 2 9 

I.Jl,.j~. " ....... ~ , 
~~~ ~"'..:----.-~--~~---.... -- - -- '---

o 



,. 
::,;.., l' 

Stanislaus, 
Modesto u ............ , ...... " ...... 'Ull .... ' ............ " .... t'-'" .. " ..... . 206 '187 48 87 24i 43 18 32 6 12 

Tulare, 
Visalia ~, ..... ~' ..... , .... , ........................... "hl., ., ........... , ...... u 138 30 16 27 9 0 2 3 ~ 

if 
Ventura, 

Ventura County ...... , ................................................. .. 323 276 

~For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29. 
Revised. '.) 

100 48.) J( /132 
\.. it! 

~',.:.:::::-::./ 

130 41 20 24 c 
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TABLE 3j~CAlIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

DisE!E!.itions after trial 
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 
filinG!. dispositions before trial matters matters 

C/JunlJ' and judicial district J973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State total ................... , ........... , .............. 231,63~ ~17,841 178,686 R168,946 120,044 R12O,406 49;661 39,449 8,981 Rg,091 

Alameda, § Alnmcda. ... u .. , ..... , ........ H ........ " .... , .... ; .. " •• 454 413 333 325 ~ ~ 66 16 2S 20 
Berkeley.A1bany ..................... , ............ . 1,381 1.402 1,279 1,323 634 909 349 332 96 82 

...... 
C") 

Frcmonl-Newark-Unlon City ............ 1,151 1.033 928 713 530 513 343 208 55 52 ~ LivGttnore ....... fl ............................... I •• ' ••• 389 343 459 460 361 313 27 38 71 109 
Oakland-Piedmont .............................. 8,708 8,451 6,949 6,742 4.662 4,960 1,961 1,547 306 235 C") 
San Leandro-HayWard ........................ 2,731 2,547 2,516 2,222 1,620 1,595 818 507 78 120 0 

c:: 
Butte: Z 

ChlcQ ~ .......... " ..... ' .. I ............. u ............... I. 628 633 604 651 108 97 365 453 Hi 101 ~ 
Contl'a Costa; 0 

"'l 
Delta" .................................................... 723 555 515 450 376 315 117 liS 22 20 g Mt. Diablo .............................................. 1,461 1,324 1,243 1,194 997 662 194 256 52 76 
Richmond .............................................. 1.442 1,437 1,079 1,142 717 814 300 280 62 48 
Walnut Creek-Danville ...................... 1,071 1.046 728 750 516 552 160 139 52 59 I'%j 

West ...... ' .. '.10 .... ' .... ,." ••• " ...................... ". 726 790 555 603 439 445 180 126 36 32 0 

~ 
. Fresno' ;; 

Fresno .u ................................................. 4,807 4,267 3,652 3,534 3,248 3.071 516 365 88 98 

Humboldt, 
~ Eureka H~ ...... I0 ...... ' .... h ......... ; ........... ""' •• 646 587 313 542 460 468 41 52 12 22 

Kern, 
R81 Bakersfield ............................................ 3,203 3.035 2,906 Hz,50S 2.547 2,122 305 \\ 305 54 

\ 
Los Angeles, \) 

Alhambra ................................................ 1,167 1,144 961 915 718 711 192 158 51 46 

" 
Antelope .. h.d ....... ' ................... !1 •••• ' ..... n 539 451 396 323 271 219 96 71 23 27 
Beverly Hills .......................................... 3,267 3,149 2,021 2,272 1,767 1,998 76 71 178 203 
Burbank ........................ ; ......................... 672 729 531 571 440 507 47 39 50 lll,<, 
Citrus ...................................................... 2.849 2,650 2,353 2,070 1,619 1,492 601 471 133 101 
Compton ................................................ 4.570 4.167 3,316 3,084 1,914 2,068 1,348 944 54 72 

.."., .,. .'-...,"l:"'~., . It 
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Culver .. ; .. ; .............. \1 ................. ,.; ........ .. 

Downey ........................ 01 ........ ' .............. . 

East Los Angeles ..................... , ........... . 
El Monte ...................... , ........................ . 
Glendule ................ , .............................. . 
Inglewood ...... " ....... " ............... " .......... " 
Long BeaeIL ................ , ......................... . 
Los Angeles." ....................................... " 
Lo, Cerrit~s ..... " .... " .......... " ............... .. 
MpJibu' ................................................. . 
Newhall ............... , .. ,,, ..................... , ... , .. . 
Pasadena ............ , •............... ; ................. . 
Pomona .............. \ ~, .. , ............................ . 
San Antonio. n ................ 01 ........ ~ ............ . 
Sanla Anita ..... , ....... , ............................ .. 
Santa Monica ......... ". ........ " ................. . 
South Bay ...... , ...... " .. " ....... ,,,,,, ......... , .. .. 
South Gate " .. , ........ , .... " ........ " .......... , .. . 
Whittier ............. " ............... " ......... , ....... , 

Marim 
Central " ......... , ....................................... , 

Monterey: 
Monterey·Carmel ...... " ................... "". 
Salinas ................. " ... " ............................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange.pounty." ....... " ........ .. 
North Orange COllnty ............ , .... , ..... . 
Orange County Harbor ...... "101 ••• 10 .... .. 

South Ornnge County .. " .... " ............ .. 
West Orange County " ... " ................... . 

Riverside, 
Corona ........................................ , .......... . 
Desert ................................................. , ... . 
RiV~"l\ide ............ " .............. " ..... " .......... . 

Sacramento:.;.,., 
Sacramento .. , ............................. , ..... , .... . 

San: Bemnrd\'t!{l • 
SI\\I'·Bennroino County ................ .. 

1,289 
1,827 

991 
1,887 
1,004 
4,182 
4,938 

iIS,403 
1,830 

174 
381 

2,r04 
1,678 
1,441 

710 
1,741 
3,507 

6:31 
2,104 

1,630 

1,066 
I,WS 

.5,283 
4,6:30 
2,02.5 

793 
3,712 

388 
,;1,19() 
. 1,826 

9,358 

3,32.4 

I} 

1,016 
(, . ,/:L'103 
, .. ~.' 1'045 

~~, 1:6:39 
" 955 

3,5..'\4 
4,583 

59,372 
1,653 

o 
317 

2,017 
1,442 
1,486 

634 
1,499 
3%l 

673 
1,771 

1,694 

l,em 
765 

4,947 
4,658 
1,882 / 

689 
31~i5J 

359 
1,160 
1,&15 

8,165 

788 
1,341 

714 
1,045 

!JOO 
2,901 
4,317 

43,615 
1,&16 

Bl 
259 

1,743 
1,313 

980\ 
549 

1,311 
2~i. 

513 
),681 

i,309 

4,024 
3,395 
1,359 

ll92 
2,779 

370 
902 

1,291 

'i,010 

2,536 

(j 717 
1,148 

499 
1,291 

79B 
2,199 
~,766 

42,690 
1,591 

o 
2A2 

1,528 
1,132 
1,019 
:m 

l,JsO 
" f,\,222 

614 
1,354 

816 
826 

3,56'7 
3,218 
1,456 

429 
2,65{)' 

c n 2,479 

" 

509 
983 
~ 
668 
799 

1,594 
3,192 

22;795 
1,249 

59 
.222 

1,382 
844 
657 
358 
933 

,1,406 
319 

1,261 

933 

.645 
935 

3,043 
2,500 
1,098 

432 
2,010 

309 
658 
915 

514 
821 
288 
969 
W1 

1,223 
3,032 

27,216. 
1,246 

o 
194 

1,125 
722 
769 
370 
790 

1,521 
516 
963 

931 

651 
628 

2,698 
2,452 
1,101 '. ,. 

316 
2,'J26 ,) .' 

5,57'f 
,;. ,:J " 

n 1,793 
(,( 

258 
309 
176. 
299 
68 

1,237 
985 

IB,594 
341 

13 
25 

235 
393 
309 
160 
299 
633 
161 

(,33.1 

264 

144 
69 

747 
658 
135 
112 
590 

41 
149 
288 

I,m 

462 

180 
259 
158 
2.47 
70 

9n 
!i70 

13,180 
281 

o 
34 

299 
336 
l!2B 
114 
285 
519 
79 

292 

171 
164 

670 
522 
208 

'\\ 84 
'~ \ 
35 

t 121 

~ 

536 ,) 

v., 

21 
49 
79 
158 
33 
70 

140 
2,226 

158 
9 

12 
128 
76 
18 
31 
79 

182 
33 
89 

112 

!15 
30 

ll34 
239 
125 
,48 

1'10 

325 

141i. 
o 

23 
68 
53 
75 
31 
65 

164 
2,294 

64 
o 

14 
104 
74 
22 
23 
75 

182 
19 
99 

132 

54 
34 

199 
244 
l'fI 
29 

176 

{; 
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TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS i-' 
to 

FILINGS ANrll DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED-Continued II>-

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total Total 1)lsposlb'ons 
Dlsl?!!.sitions nfler tn's;I.' 

Uncontested Conlested 
filin~ dlsE!!!!/tions before trial matters matters 

Counl}' and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-13 

San DIego: 
EI CI\IOII ................................................. ,,: 1,738 1,183 1,310 837 870 556 365 2m 75 74 
North County ....................................... , 1.491 1,268 1,141 1.084 804 749 277 283 60 52 d San DIego .............................................. 8.305 7,350 7.449 7,265 4,186 4.704 2.951 2,286 312 275 

119 
Son Francisco: :() 

Sun Francisco Olto .. " ................................. 11,395 11,385 8,427 9,390 5.705 6,396 2.409 2,583 313 411 J~ 
Stln Joaquin' :'() 

Lodl .......................................................... 352 327 3m 337 251 259 34 46 22 32 /10 
MantecQ.R!pon-Escalon.Tracy • ........ 520 383 384 229 300 216 65 5 19 8 li~ 
Stockton .................................................. 3,239 2,947 2,713 2.604 2,121 1,940 5rJ7 503 65 161 I; Q 

Ii t" Son Mnteo,' 0 Central ..................................... , .............. 1,356 1,462 1,241 1,141 8"10 836 246 202 125 103 :, "'l 
Northern ................................................ 1,658 1,510 1,269 969 1.009 733 198 156 62 80il () 
SQuthern ........................................ , ....... 1,887 1,657 1,455 1.448 913 1,008 398 274 144 16&: ~ 

Santa Barbaro: "'l 

4~ 0 Santn Barbara.Coleta .......................... 1,433 1,330 1,280 1,137 999 920 178 177 83 ~ 'Sonta Murln ............................................ 656 543 668 490 561 425 95 49 12 16 
!> 

Santa Clarn: 
(f. ',.os Gatos.Campbell.Saratogn ............ 846 683 540 547 392 366 113 129 35 " 52 

I'alo Alto·Mountaln· View .................. 1,942 1,619 1,586 1,405 1,174 1,118 301 191 111 li 96 
San Jose-Milpitas .................................. 9,926 8,052 7,968 5,956 5,580 4,224 2,004 1,487 384 11 245 
Stultn Clara ........ ".\1 ....... 1\ •• ' ................. , .. 51~ 432 395 384 299 272 78 70 18 ' 42 
Sunnyvnl...,Cupcrtino .......................... 1,171 965 893 730 594 503 265 165 34 Ii 42 

i, 

Santa Cru:ei' 
S.~ln Ctuz County .............. , ............... 1,804 1,387 1,406 1,156 1,164 973 196 133 46 52 

r Solano: 
Fuirficld-5u1sun,Vacavllle • ................ 439 280 341 238 235 169 92 49 14 20 'J. Vallejo ... ,., ................................ , .............. 783 748 M2 547 366 365 172 173 14 9 



Sonoma: 
Sonoma County • .............. , ................... 2,313 2:;:17 

Stanislnus: 
Modesto ..... , ............................................ 2.017 2.994 

Tulare: 
Visalia ................................................ , ..... 1,194 1.027 

Ventura: 
Ventura County .................................... j, 3,!!50 3,333 

~ Fot' iixpianatlon. see footnote applica\lie to the court on Table 29. 
Revised. , 

Ii 
11 

" 

J 
I 

- - --- ------, 

1,701 1,791 1,345 

2.386 2,364 2,125 

961 881 861 

2,757 2.892 2,209 

1,373 319 297 103 121 

2,137 181 151 80 76 

761 46 88 54 55 

2,276 458 532 00 64 ~' 
~ 
Iii 
"C 

~ 
0 ..., 

~ 
>-
0 
:::: 
~ 

~ 
~ 

(l~ 

0 

~ 
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TABLE ;J8-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
..... 
co 

ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS m 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Dispositions aJier trial 
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 
iilin$,!. dise.ositions before trial matters matters 

Colp1/y and judicial district 1973-'14 1972-'13 1973-74 1972-'13 1973-74 1972-73 1973-'14 1972-'13 1973<.74 1972-'13 

State lotal ............... "' ................................................ 7,155,27~! 6,666,645 6,270,049 116,020,199 6,261,387 116,009,428 6,624 8,627 2,038 1,,944 

Alameda: Cl Alameda .' ... , ...... ''' .................. " ... , ............. +." ............ 1,133 5,633 907 7,382 900 7,366 0 4 7 12 t:l 
BerkeleY·Albany ...................................................... 292,614 286,419 293.057 281,449 292,503 281,175 548 263 6 11 .... 
Fremont·New.rk-Union City ................................ 2,476 2,943 1,363 1,830 1,363 1,830 0 0 0 (l Q 
LivcrmorQ ...... , ........... ;; .......... , ................. " ................ 2,404 2,557 1,879 2,356 1,878 2,355 0 0 1 1 > 

t"' 
Oakland· Piedmont .................................................. 393,Q50 378,030 378,954 356,328 378,190 355,701 356 275 400 350 ('} 
San Ll:andro·H.yward ............................................ 23,211 19,777 19,281 24,840 19,281 24,839 0 0 0 1 0 

Butte; 2 
ChIco .......................................................................... 52,052 38,730 46,922 39,626 46,842 39,556 7 0 73 70 ~ 

Contra Costa' 0 
DeltnA 

.................................. " ..... , .......... Io ..................• ~ 3,028 4,735 3,276 4,642 3,255 4,639 4 0 7 3 "%J 

Mt.,. Dioblo ..... u •••••• hi.h ... " •••••• " ................ , ............ h •• , 28.962 28.823 28.400 26.617 26.362 28,586 20 9 24 22 &? Richmond .................................................................. 13,246 12,224 11.888 12,249 11.885 12,246 0 0 3 3 t:: Walmlt Creek·Danville ................................. ~ ....... 42.094 43,432 41.346 41.587 41.323 41.580 5 1 18 6 
C5 West .... , .. ' ...... '10 ••• ''' ................. ,.., ........... 01 .......... 11' ...... 12,000 12.065 12.005 11,466 11,971 11.449 1 0 33 17 
~ 

Fresno: Z 

Fresno ........................................................ 1< .......... , ••• 83,241 59.655 77,940 56.384 77,901 56.3711 5 34 4 !i= 

aUltlboldt: 
Eureka •.. ,'I.i •• ' ............................... I •• ' ........................ ,. 22,555 24,477 22.704 24.410 l!.~.703 24.405 2 0 3 

Kern: 
Bakersfield , ............................................................... 24.960 19,234 22,327 16,580 22,327 16.547 0 13 0 0 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .................................................................. 21,687 19,743 21,847 18.632 21,843 18.612 0 0 4 20 
Antelope .................................................................... 1,340 1,266 1.300 1,074 1.360 1,074 0 0 0 0 
Beverly Hills ............................................................ 141,184 156,338 125.845 160.888 125.842 160,861 0 0 3 5 
Burbank .. ,u.u ..... , ....... ,.u ... " ....................................... t' 50,003 46.846 44.645 46,299 44,839 46,299 0 0 6 0 
CitrUS.fll;i '), •. ' .... ,H .................... U ............ h .............. UIf. 16.823 17,375 14,569 16,198 14.561 16,176 0 

b
1 8 21 

Compto {.OI .......... " .... t-I ....... lO .. ' ... U.hU." •• ' ................. , 39.810 35,229 22.843 34.754, 22.836 34.741 6 6 ,,) 7 



~-;-

" CQ) 

I) 0 
(/ 

Culver ." ............................. , ............... 'I ........ h ............ 21,502 19,517 18,392 20,323 18,381 
0 

20,004 1 0 10 19 
DOWlley ..... Io .............................. , .............. H.oI ..... " ...... 26.965 19.990 23,171 18.139 23,153 18,105 10 3 14 31 
East Los Angeles", ....... " .. " .. " .................................. 34.067 26.037 27,69J 21,013 27,689 21,012 0 0 1\ 1 
EI Monte ................................................................... , 16.966 14,322 13.943 13,371 13,940 13,370 0 0 3 1 
Glendale .................................................................... 41,522 30,350 43,076 29,755 43.073 119.7!lJj 1 2 2 28 
lnglewood .. " ................... " ........................................ 97,698 102,521 80,839 flB,260 80,839. 98,258 0 0 0 2 
Long Beach .... I ......................................................... 204,773 220.516 173.538 188.845 173,528 188.821 0 3 12 21 

,Q 

Los Angeles .............................................................. 1.380.526 1,246,449 1.170,302 1.036,273 1,169,923 1.036,118 3 7 376 148 
I..os Cerritos ................................... ~ .......... U .... I ........ ~ 14,673 15.685 13.015 14,884 12,949 H.~ 32 0 34 21 
Malibu· ...................................................................... 3.145 0 2,327 0 2,317 0 10 0 0 0 
Newhall ...................................................................... 720 457 484 44B 4B3 448 0 0 1 0 
Pnss.dena ............... ' ........................................... , ......... 73.670 ,69,255 59,214 82,287 59,174 62,270 lIi 6 24 11 ~ Pomona ..... ' ..... I~jl ............ ' ••• I ........................•••••••••••••• 36.787 31,603 33,963 29,885 33.963 29,885 0 0 0 0 
San Antonio h .. ~ ...... ~ ..... , •••• t.U .... , ............................... 58.932 61,970 58,642 55,335 58,842 ~,330 0 0 0 5 ~ Santa Anita ................................................................ 5,746 4,329 5,672 3,937 fJ,6G7 3,933 ~. 1 5 J Santa Moruca ..... , ... /1 .......................................... , ...... 220,007 234,414 209,275 219,813 208,909, 219,348 0 ,25 366 
South Bay .................... " ............................................ 200,095 167,629 201.675 183,742 201,622 163,4S8 1 ;207 52 47 ~ South Gate ................................................................ 15,452 14.331 11,411 14,036 11,410 14,037 c .. ' 0 () 1 1 
Whittier ...................................................................... 15,693 16,404 12,857 16,874 )2,831 16.888 0 0 26 6 0 

Marim el 
Central ........................................................................ 140,271 139M7 144,625 146,514 144~ 146,448 10 7 70 59 g 

Monterey: ~ Monterey.Carmei .................................................... 62.559 79,105 81,611 77.617 81,549 77,759 11 22 51 36 
Salinas ........................................................................ 18,716 29,337 ~,262 26,76/i 20,257 26.745 3 14 2 1 

~ Orange: 
Central Ortlnge County ........................................ 37,220 39,41~ 38,352 35,851 38.334 35,642 7 2 11 7 

I North Orange County ............................................ 99,849 100,106 94,967 96,513 94.9!lJj 96.466 27 0 15 47 
Orarlge County Harbor .......................................... 78.806 84,746 77.175 76.713 77.149 76,694 14 11 12 8 
South Orange County ............................................ 32,822 31,460 29,171 29,155 29,170 29.154 0 0 1 1 
West OrllIlge County .............................................. 58,621 46,882 38,095 28,211 35ml 28,171 2 () 22 4l\ 

Riverside: 
Corona ..................... , ......................... , ....... , ... jl ........... 644' 548 551 RSlO 550 RSI0 () 0 1 () 0 

(J Desert ... , ......................................................... I .......... 12,619 12,523 12,225 11,631 lS,222 11,629 0 0 3 1! .~ 
Riverside~ ............... , ....... '." ..................... , ......... ; .• ~ ..... 45,560 47,098 44,240 46,454 44~1Q 48,452 0 1 0·,. 1 @ 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ............... , .................... , ....................... , ... 203,45r 187,828 184,927 146,994 1~,923 146,994 2 0 2 0 

'" 
San Bernardino: I' ';-

San Bernardino County" ........................................ !lJj,224 24.136 20,253 1lzJ,586 20,233 1lzJ;M-t 3 2 17 11 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon .................................................................... 10.558 7,124 9,Q73 6.715 9,862 6,682 9 20 2 13 
North County .......................................................... 19,998 16,892 21,458 .' 14,3O/l 21,434 14,272 ~ 28 2 6 ~ 

Sun Diego .U •• I.I ..... ; ............ , ... ~ ........................ , .......... 346,091 318,356 315,982 2B7,!l44 315,878 ~ff1.870 J6 6 88 68 .~ 



County and judiclal district 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco ............................................................ 

San Joaquin; 

\:?r Lodl ............................................................................ 
Manteca.Rlpon.Escalon.Tracy' ............................ 
Stockton ......... , .......... , .. ,.Jj ... , ....................... I." ....... 'H 

San Mateo: 
Central ........................................................................ 
Northern .................................................................... 
Southern .................................................................... 

Sanla Darbara: 
Santa Barbara·Goleta .............................................. 
Santa Marla ............................................ ~ ................ 

Santa Chira: 
Los GntQs·CampbeU.Saratoga .............................. 
Palo Alto-Mountain View ...................................... 
Sail Jose.Mllpltas ..................................................... 
Santa Clara ................................................................ 
Sunnyvale'C\lpertino .: ............................................ 

,'::r.< 

. Snnta Cruz: 
Santa CrIlZ County ............... , .................................. 

(; 
Solano: 

Fnlrficld-Suisun·VacavlUea .................................... 
VallejQ" ...................................................................... 

Sonoina: 
Sonoma Courtly- U01 ..... " ..... " .. \fH ...... UI ..................... 

t) 

1\. 

TABU:,38-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total Total Dispositions 

filinG! disl!!!.sitions before tn'al 
1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

1,288,151 1,164,223 991,258 1,000,976 986,320 993,898 

19,978 22,315 17,828 21,3..'<5 17,814 21,:\51 
4,511 3.564 2,799 2,944 2,788, 2,942 

96,876 89,830 92,380 90,029 92,371 90,(119 

72,363 55,889 62,711 47,887 62,298 47,244 
73,378 64,621 62,796 57,734 62,786 57,719 
47,780 55,777 39,920 56,778 39,626 56,7~ 

68.846 ". __ (i6,7!n 57,122 52,782 57,087 52,723 
4,702 - ,. 4,485 3,627 4,271 3,627 4,271 

15~1 12,130 14,355 10,641 14,359 10,839 
76,209 80,474 68,964 79,494 68,941 79,475 

162,632 130,874 116,681 113,323 116,681 113,317 
4,929 4,265 5,101 3,726 5,099 

\~, 
3,721 

9,335 8,547 9,563 7,788 9,550 7,770 

100,821 93,495 96,213 88,245 96,163 88,220 

3,318 3,397 3,206 3,501 3,203 3,497 
22,809 12,919 20,645 13,172 20,639 13,170 

87,488 59.534 61,423 59,382 61,414 59,320 

Disppsition$ ofier trial 
Uncontested Contested 

matters 'inatters 
1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

4,938 7,m8 0 () ..... c: 
tl ..... 

~ b
4 1 0 0 
2 2 0 ;.-

0 2 9 8 t"' 
() 
0 

408 520 5 
c: 

103 Z 
0 6 10 9 0 

92 23 2 7 t"' 
0 
"'l 

\) 0 35 59 () 

0 0 0 0 ;.-
t: 
"'l 
0 

0 0 6 2 ~ 1 6 22 13 
0 0 0 () :; 
0 0 2 5 
2 2 11 14 

4 46 24 

0 0 3 4 
0 0 6 2 

0 35 9 27. 



" 

Stanl.laus: 
Modest() ...................................................................... 25,672 23,643 23,888 23,176 23,885 23,168 2 7 

Tulare: 
Vlsa!ia .......................................................................... 1,987 1,010 1,411 607 1,411 607 0 0 0 0 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................................................... 37,055 32,253 • 34.324 29,401 34,317 29,398 0 2 7 

• .For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29. 
b InclUdes 9 juvenile orders during 1973-74 and 3 during 197Z-73 as follows by the courts listed below, 

1973-74 1972-73 
Compton ................ ·;~ ...... H .................... , ........... j.I ...... II .............. I ..... ~ ........... ,., .............................. 0 1 
Mnnteca·Ripon·Esca!on·Tracy ................................................................................................ 9 2 
RRcvised. 

~ 
Z 
~ 
t'" 

~ 
"d c 

0 
ej 
0 
"'1 

~ 
~ .... z 

o I 
0 

~ 
~ 



T,ABLE 39-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 8 NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN' 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

Total Trnllic Others Nontrnllic 
Total .' Trnllic selectedb Trnllic c mlsdemelwors Cfl'il 

ClJunty and Judicial distriqt 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 19'73-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 

State total .................................................................. 12,162 RI2,:l43 6,523 "'7,2IS 4,033 ~,971 2,490 R4,247 5mS R4,613 561 512 

Alameda, 
AJo.med(l ............ nt"lu ................ UIU ...... U'" ............. I .. 11 12 4 4 4 2 0 2 4 5 3 3 ...... 
Berkeley.Albany ...................................................... 55 41 7 13 5 6 2 7 33 23 15 5 c::: 
Fremont·Newark·Unton City ................................ 129 141 52 55 38 28 14 27 70 82 7 4 sa 
Livermore .................................................................. 5.~ 16 26 1 IS 0 S 1 29 6 0 9 .Q 
Oakland·Piedmont •• , ............................................... 260'. 276 84 50 82 45 2 5 147 187 29 41 ~ San Leandro·Hayward ............................................ 142 161 69 'i7 66 75 3 2 62 77 11 1 () 

Buth), 0 

Chlco ... I1 .................. , .. , ........ " ........................... , ......... 28 21 IS 9 IS S 0 9 12 0 ~ 
() 

Contra ~ostal F 
Delta ........................................................................ 29 as 18 26 11 16 7 10 10 11 1 I 0 
Mt. Dlnblo .................................................................. 69 55 41 34 40 21 1 13 25 20 3 I "'l 
Rtchmond ................................................. , ................ 84 82 42 32 31 17 11 15 33 36 9 14 () 

Walnut Creek· Danville .......................................... 59 "'7~ 51 32 46 ~ 5 11 6 9 2 5 
;.-

West ............................................................................ 50 27 R37 20 7 RI3 23 R35 0 I C 
'::1 
0 

Fresnol !:Il 
Fresno .... 1' ......... " ...... "11 ..... ".11 ... ' ............................... 162 132 74 39 74 34 0 5 81 86 7 7 :to: ;;;: 

Humbtlidl: 
Eureka ........................................................................ 51 46 25 23 22 20 3 3 24 23 2 0 

Kern: 
BnkersReld ............... "f ............................................. 164 172 56 70. 16 9 40 61 106 100 2 2 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra. .. 1t ........ ! ...... " .. , ..... u~ .. ~.I .. _ ......... j., ...... \ ....... 2'n 176 187 130 52 38 135 92 38 44 2 2 
~ntelope .................................................................... 89 95 56 63 24 15 32 48 30 31 3 1 
Beverly HUls ............................................................ 166 141 56 70 30 23 26 47 97 61 13 10 
Burbllllk ...................................................................... ~ 24 IS 9 13 0 5 9 5 US 2 0 
Citrus ... II.' •• I ...... '.t>Ulll ••••• h •• h' •••••••• I .............................. 167 209 93 132 38 34 57 98 71 74 3 3 
·Corrtpton •.• , ............ u •• ""' •• I •••••• , ....... I •• ; ...... ,I ................ 102 63 39 23 21 13 IS clO 57 58 5 2 
Culver h .... "~ .. h.f.IH.I.";k. ... IJ" ............ I .... H .... I .. ' .......... 69 54 41 32 25 IS 16 14 27 21 1 1 



Downey \ ...... , .... \ ............... ; ................... , ..... h ............. ~ If11 
Enst Los Angeles ...................................... "'............. lOS 
EI Monte ..................................................... "............. '11i7 
Glendale ........... ' .. h ............... u ............. ,. ... ".!t............ 104 
Inglewood ............ n •• ," .... !t"" ...................... ~~.h.II....... ISO 
lAng Beach ... h ............. ' ............. _, ... H .... H.U~ ••• " ..... I\. 191 
Los Angeles ................................................ ;;............ 2,026 
Los Cearitos ................................................ "............ 84 
Malibu ......................................................... ~........... 23 
Ncwhall." ..... H; ... " ............... H." .... u .. ; ....... I .... ~........... 83 
Pasadena 10 ........................................... , .......... ('0 ....... 111 161 
Pomon~ ..... 10 ..................... 11 .. ''' .... "., ••••• "." ..... \............ 1S1 
Sail Antonio .................................................... ,......... 136 
Santa Anita ........................................... ,,, ....... ,,........ 61 
Santa Monicll ............... _ ............... , ................ ;; ... M. 67 
South Boy ......................................................... "...... 289 
South Cote ........................................................ ,...... 72 
Whittier ..................................................................... 327 

Marln: 
Central ..................................................................... ". 110 

Monterey: 
Mclnterey·Carmel.................................................... 145 
S~linas ................................................................ h...... 138 

Ornnge: 
Centr,,1 Orange County ............................................ ;;., .. . 
North Orange County ................................................. :: ... 
Orang" County Harbor ................................................ ". 
South Orange County ......... , .................................... , ...... ". 
W~st Omnge County .~ ........................................... : ........ '. 

Riverside, 
Corona ............................................................................... .. 

~i~s:r~d~ .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sacmmento: 

StlcramenU) ................................ ,. .......................... n ........... . 

San Bern"rdlno: 
San Bernardino Countyd ................................................. . 

Sun Diego, 
El Cujon .............................................................................. .. 
North COllnty .................................................................... .. 
San Diego ............................................................................ .. 

131 
77 

263 
101 
172 
278 

2,237 
70 
o 

91 
93 

153 
12.5 
55' 

124 
374 
fI1 

338 

fI1 

216 
93 

326 
Wl 
94 
51 

245 

40 
96 

150 

\:240 
\: 

" \~73 
"', \; 
I. 

J, 
12\\ 
681\\ 

I' I. 
I. 
I', 
C, 
I,,~, I, 
\\ 
11 
\l. 

50 
26 

145 
53 
as 

123 
1,054 

37 
12 
57 
73 
44 
62 
22 
41 

180 
2t 

198 

285 
281 
91 
55 

355 

"63 
104 
206 

153 

404 

170 
121 
662 

74 

91 
68 

60 
37 

163 
64 

128 
194 

1,447 
28 
o 

73 
44 
76 
44 
31 
62 

'11i7 
38 

173 
130 
66 
3S 

164 

21> 
43 
77 

1:14 

186 
71 

358 

239 

49 

19 
22 
69 
37 
26 
75 

488 
21 
9 

31 
57 
26 
38 
10 
22 
55 
11 
67 

72 

--11' 
/~ 
" l,~ 

[. 

/,5 
/.: 
[; 

11 Ii 31 
20 H 4 
53 ,,76 
42 /.' 16 
28 I,' 59 
91 /i 48 

384 Ii 566 
21 '.' 16 
0,;" 3 

28/ 26 
Is'''' 16 
2'S' 18 
~iil 24 
liS 12 
Ii 6 19 
/' 38 1'11i 

,(' 14 16 
if 72 111 

" /,.' 
46 2 

55 
'11i 

55 
54 
1 

13 
84 

43 

133 

50 
17 

177 

49 
15 

84 
28 

131 

137 

49 
50 

Wl 

173 

107 
Sol 

3()1 

130 

67 
51 

237 

13 

1 
2 

22 

o 
2, 
1 
7 
2 
7 

111 
o 
o 
1 
4 
6 
o 
3 
1\ 
6 
o 
4 

2 

II 
2 

7 
10 
3 
2 
2 

o 
:I 
l 

19 

-1 
3 

20 

o 

.~ 
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TASLE 39-CALIF(\RNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 
ji 

li 
Ii, :,f Total 

COUl7ly Mlv jud/eM d/str/c~) 1973-74 1!7/2-73 

':' J 
Sun !.'rullclsco: 1\\ l 

Sl\n It'rlll\cisco .......... ~,i .................... Jl ......... " ....... , .............. to 

!i 
San Joaquin: )" 

l.odi ..... , .. • .. ·· .. • .. · .. · .. • ...... , .... · ...... :ia· ............ · .. · .. ··, .... ·· ......... .. MUlltcca.Rlpon.E!;calo\')·TruC'1 ..................... , .. , ........... .. 
Stockton •. , ... , .. " ........ " ... : " ... , ......................... , ........... , .. , ...... ,. 

Sun M'lteo: I, 
Ccntrul ............ " ............... \\ .. , .............................................. .. 
Northcrn ............................ \\ ................................................ . 
SO\lth~rl\ .. , ................... ' ..... ;r ............................................. .. 

Sunlll lJurb'Ir;1> 'i, 
Suntu lJurhllru·Colctu ..... ,.\, .............. , .............................. .. 
Sanbl Murlu ... , .. " ....... " ....... ,;" .............................. , .. " ......... .. 

S:mtu elM"; '" " 
l.os Cutos.CumpbcU·SarlltOI\II." ....... " ......... , ........... ", .... .. 
Pulo Alto·Mountuln VlelY .... , ....... ,', ...................... "., .... , ... . 

c S'1I1 Jose.~I(\pitlls ........ , .... , •.. , ... :·", ........ " .......................... " .. . 
SIIII!I\ Clara "" ............ , .......... " ........................ , ......... , ........ .. 
Sullnyvulc·Cupertlno .......... , .. , ......................................... .. 

Simla Cruz: 
Sunla Cruz County ........................................................... . 

Solano: 
r .• uirn~ld.Suisun.Vucavillc d.,,, ......................................... . 
V,lllcjo ..................................................... , ................. , ........ ' .. . 

SOlloma: 
SonOl11a County d ..... , ............... ,,, ..... , .. ,, ....... , ...... , .... ,', ....... . 

Slulllsl"us: 
~Iodeslo ................. " ................. , ... , ...... ", .. ,,, ...... ,, .... , ........... . 

377 

16 
28 
79 

79 
54 
71 

83 
25 

56 
90 

341 
40 
63 

B6 

69 
64 

92 

133 

Total 
Trallic 

J973-74 1972-73 

27a 

11 
5 

66 

94 
42 
61 

64 
35 

73 
114 
421 
92 
91 

72 

52 
B6 

lOS 

101 

4 
16 
40 

50 
27 
43 

33 
14 

44 
62 

223 
37 
52 

43 

38 
34 

16 

77 

Trallic 
seleclcdb 

1973-74 1972-73 

54 

5 
o 

24 

51 
21 
38 

31 
11 

57 
63 

279 
65 
65 

43 

41 
51 

12 

61 

84 

4 
7 

22 

48 
26 
38 

22 
14 

32 
50 

202 
29 
46 

33 

32 
Z1 

11 

66 

1973-74 JIJ'l2-'/3 

50 

5 
o 
5 

44 
20 
33 

2 
15 

28 
46 

219 
41 
44 

24 

21 
39 

10 

40 

17 

o 
9 

18 

2 
I 
5 

11 
o 

12 
12 
21 
8 
6 

10 

6 
7 

5 

11 

4 

o 
o 

19 

t 
! 
II 

29 
2 

29 
17 
60 
24 
21 

19 

20 
12 

2 

21 

Nontrallie 
mlsdemeJUJors 

1973-74 1972-73 

226 165 

11 
10 
30 

25 
24 
24 

44 
11 

12 
25 

100 
3 
7 

30 

31 
28 

70 

6 
3 

30 

36 
16 
18 

29 
18 

15 
46 

124 
26 
25 

26 

10 
34 

62 

40 

Civil 
1973-74 1972-73 

50 53 

1 
2 
9 

6 
:I 
4 

s 
o 

o 
5 

18 
o 
4 

13 

o 
4 

G 

2 

3 

6 

4 

// 

\1 

II 
\ 



Tultlre, 
Visalin .................................................................................... 101 129 75 81 56 61 19 20 !>.'l ~!) 3 I) 

Yenlura, 
\:( 

'J 

Ycn\utll County .................................................................. !>.'ll 191 123 98 86 66 31 32 100 86 8 1 

~ "Jlltles s,;lected I\nd SWOftl" nrc 1I0t the equivalent or clUes disposed of by verdict since n singlejllry mny try consoUdntcd ClUes Or It settlement mny occur following tht1JiWcnrlJlS <)f the Jury. 
Ylol.tlons of Sections 14601.20002,23102, 23103.23104 ntld 23106 of the Vehicle Code. 

o Ittcludc$ 4 jude. sworn hI Illegal puri<i1lS proceedings during 1972-73 reported lIS follows by tho courts listed belowl 
1972-73 

Compton " ........................................................................................................................................ 1 
Los Angclcs ...................................................................................................................................... 2 
Pnsadcnll ............................................................. , ............................................................................ 1 

~ For explanation, sec footnote applicable to the court on Table 29. 
Revised. 

G 



204 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 40-CALtFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

1973-74 19'12-73 
We!B.hted units 6 Wcifl.hted unitsO 

Judicial Per Judicial Per 
COlJlltYiUld positions' judicial positions' judicial 

Judicial district Total Judges Number position Total Judges Number position 

Stnhl Totnl ................ " ............ 428 384 25,2BO,341 59,066 413 380 24,210,838 58,6°,2 

Alameda: 
Alameda .............................. 1 52,818 52,818 1 46,002 46,002 
Berkeley.Albany"" .... " ...... 4 225,546 56,387 4 190,363 47,591 
Fremont·Newark·Unlon 

City ............ " •• """ .. ,,",,.'"'' 3 3 149.406 49.802 3 3 151.419 50.473 
<:", Livcrmore""""""l'''''I0'''''''' 1 1 78.131 78,131 1 1 65.664 .65.664 

Oakland.Pledmont ." ...... ". OilS 14 886.1512 59.101 14 14 R808~ ''67.'741 
San Leandro·Hayward ...... 6 6 365.156 60,659 6 6 337.335 56,223 

Butte: 
Chico ........................... " ....... 68,915 68,915 73,340 73,346 

Contra Sosta, 
Delta .......... " .... , ........... " .... 2 }l 113,922 56.961 '2 d2 90.744 45,372 
Mt. Diablo ........................ , ... 3 3 201.345 67,115 3 3 190,187 63,396 

,Richmond ............................ 3 3 134.189 44,730 3 3 125.914 41.971 
Walnut Creek·Danvllle .... 2 2 143,177 71,589 ~. 2 118,135 59.066 " 
West ............... " ..................... 2 2 132,071 68,036 )o! 2 108.820 54,410 

Fresno: 
Fresno H ................ I ........ ' .. ,.u 6 6 386,159 64,360 6 6 365,4(1 64,240 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ............ " ............... " ... :3,253 73,253 79,402 79.402 

Kern: 
BakersAeld ....... " ................. 6 6 306.165 51.028 6 6 268.476 44,146 

Los Angele~., 
Alhambm .. " ............. " ......... 3 3 141,269 47.090 3 3 134.501 44.834 
A;ntelope ... "."".'"." ............. 2. 1 93,280 46.640 2 1 82,367 41.164 
Beverl)' Hills ...................... 4 3 171.209 42.802 4 3 163.169 45.792 
BurbAnk .............. , ................. 2 2. 100.997 50.498 '}. 2 92,953 46,477 
Citrus .................................... 6 5 411,856 68.843 6 IS 401,777 66.963 
Compton ....................... " ..... 7 5 438.1.35 62,591 7 5 419.737 59,962 
Culver .............. " ............. " ... '2 1 63.076 41.538 1 1 76,139 76,139 
Downey ...... " ....................... , r4 4 242,289 60,572 4 4 252.671 63,218 
ElISt Los Angeles .............. , 5 4 274.534 54.907 6 dol 264.663 44.111 
EI Monto .............................. :I 4 2lS,310 55.062 5 4 266,739 53.348 
Glendale) ............ " .. " ............ 3 2 126,167 42,CS6 3 

d
2 126.393 42.131 

Inglewood ............................ 5 4 347,528 69.506 5 326,223 65,245 \1 4 ,.j 

L:lng Beach ........... " ........... 8 7 467,639 58.455 "1~ '1 47.3,603 59,200 
Los Angeles " ...................... 882 64 4.995,563 60.922 64 5,255,809 68,529 
Los Coultos ........................ 3 3 165.493 5.5.164 3 3 164.251 54.750 
Malibulll ................................ 1 1 40.568 40,568 
Newhall ............................... . 2 2 94,298 47,149 2. '}. 81.739 40,870 
Pasadena ............................. IS 01 235.657 47,131 IS 4 219,184 43,637 
Pomona .............. ""Ul ......... n 3 3 242,213 80.738 3 3 240.886 8(i,295 
Son Antonio ........................ 4 3 258,245 64.561 4 3 239,276 59,8!9 
Santa Anlta .......................... 1 1 76.441 76.441 1 1 78.997 78.997 
Santa MOllica ...................... °4 

d
3 154.412 38.603 3 3 168.969 56.323 ,. South Ba)' ............................ 5 5 424.983 84.997 {4 ,4 417,215 104.304 

South Cote .......................... '}. 2 113.792 56,896 '}. 2 105.143 52,5711 
Whittier ................................ 5 4 241,260 48.252 l5 4 2l:1,2QB 44,242 

~ Morin: 
Centra!. ................................. 4 4 259,290 64,823 4 4 231,944 57.966 

Monterey: 
d3 Monterey·Cannel .............. 3 3 127,687 42.56. ' :l 127.955 42.652 

Snllnns .u., ••• ~, ••• II"' ••• ,' •••••••••• 2 '}. 142.911 71.456 '}. 2 128.1911 64.099 

" .. I 
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TABLE 4G-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION-Continued 

'Fiscal Years 1912-73 and 1973-74 
:,:~ 

1973-74 :- ...... , ... '- 1972-73 
....• " .• ·e.O_ •... "'Ii'''' .. ~ '''ti . -... , ...... , '-1)-

W/!'i9!J.(td.., 1!llil~" , ,IYr:iF.htec(lIllib" . 
JlldicM Per Jurlidlll P,'r 

COl/lltYj//uJ p!!!.iti,0E.!ft_ JudieM} Eosi!!,!!!~~ judltMl 
jadrei/II rlJ1ttrict Toflll Judges .,\1Imb/!'r positioll Tolill JI/dges .\l'l/lIb/!'r posilioll 

Orange, 
dll Central O!~nge County .. 11 11 615,878 35,989 11 602,287 !l4,753 

North Oralige C')unty ...... 8 6 m,543 1;3,193 ,Il; 8 n·53
,M4 

~6.669 
Or.nge Co'unty Harbor ... 4 4 302,0112 7M13 4 4 253,341 "63,385 
SO\lth Orange County ...... a a 135,212 45,071 3 ~ 122,766 40,929 . 
'W~st Orange County ........ <9 8 lS8O,600 /;2.311 8 8 499,821 ~2,478 

Riverside, 
CaroM .................................. 1 1 81,646 81,648 1 1 71,266 11,266 
Desert ., ............... "IU-l ......... H 2 2 142,489 71,24S 2 2 134,230 61,H5 (? Riversld,e .............................. 5 4 271,0&1 1S4,217 3 4 214,521 1l4,!lO4 

Sacramento, 
"14 " d13 '~~,804 Sacramento" .......... ",., ......... 14 13 832,660 59,471 893,P$ 

San Bernardino, 
,k14 S.n Bernardin" County d dl2 120.635 51,474 11 10 629,393 51.218 

" San DIego: 
Et Cajon ...................... " ...... 4, 4 247,741 61,!l3iJ " 4 221,201l SlS,3(\l 
North County , ................... 5 5 309,675 73,938 

1
5 ~ 302,162 6O.4~ 

SOIl Diego ............................ 113 22 1,39MIS4 6O,80Z 113 22 1,257,6.:30 1l4,660 

San Francisco: 
ui' k:s1,722 SOIl FrRr!~lsco .............. "...... 320 19 I1\I,O!I~.!)48 11\54,711 19 11\1,096,720 

SanJo~qulm 
Ladl ...................................... ' SG~16 SG,216 .. 1, 47,874 47,674 
MllI\teca;Plpon.Esclllot\. 

,~>! 

Tr.cy ........................ \, .... 2. 2. 14,857 117,429 2 ~ 51,362 25,681 
Stockton .. , .. u ..... ,I ............ \~ .. 4 4, 302,512 75,628 4 4 269,668 61,412 

San Mateo, 
Central .................................. 3 3 181,2.'S3 00,418 

k
3 3 164,737 1l4,912. 

Northern .............................. 4 3 186,670 46,668 ,;i 3 167,201 46,80Z 
Southern .. " .......................... :3 :3 203,029 67,676 3 193,6~ 64,542 

Santa Barbara: 
Santa B.rbar •• Coleta ...... " 3 3 2:10,316 16.712 3 3 206,02.'S 68,675 
Santa M.rlo. ........................ 2. 2. 69,415 :)4,738 2. 2. 64,067 32.034 I 

Santa Clata, I 
Las Gatos·CornpbeU-8ara. 

1'\ 
f~, 

toga ............ , •• I .................... 1 88.907 $8,907 1 1 75,955 75,955 I Palo Alto·M~untaln View 4 .. 183,166 40.797 4 4, 152,668 38,217 

I San Jose·Mllpltas ................ "13 11 665,766 52,751 11 dll 618.951 58,268 
Santa Clora .. " ...................... 2. 2 96,351 48,276 2 2 88,116 #,058 
Su.,4Yv!!1t·Cupett!n<> ........ 2. 2. 195,767 52,884 2 2. 97,859 48,930 

0 
Santa Cruz: 

d3 Santa CtU% Callnl), ............ 3 :! 214.1118 71,376 3 192,175 0 64,058 
" 

Solano: 
Falrfield.suJsu!), 

Vacaville " ...................... 2 2. 123,:117 61.759 2 d2 , 76.412 38,206 
Vallejo .................................. 2. 2 100.036 ' a2,l!18 2. 2. !)2~92 46,196 

;, 

Sonoma: d" " Sonoma County ................ 4 4 1131,387 5'7,647 4, 4 22Q.1IB SIj.1SO 

Stiillisiaus: 
Modcsto ................................ a a 225,371 75,126 (1'. ~ '233,042 7'(,6S1 

Tulare: \ 
Visalia .................................... 93.092 93,092 !." 1 ~ 18,l5O!1 78,&Ol! I 

I 

L ~~~~--] 
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TABLE 40-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
WEIG'HTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION~CO/l'tinu8d 

Fiscal Years 1972~'l3"and 1973--74 

JudlcM 
~j:itl£l!!':.. 

To/"I Judges 

1972-73 
"'-~;'iihi"d I;uifsoc ' 
-~~----p;"r· 

COIIIII,I'(lIId 
judicii" district 

Ventura: 
Ventura County................ 8 , 8 SOIU83 62,773 

jlld(()itlJ 

Number position 

6 465.540 58.19;\ 

a In orda\' to permit meaningful comparisons of workload, full·tlme court com~lssioners and traffic referees employed by 
courts were Included with the authorized number of jUdges. (FederallY funded traffic commissioner positions. howev· 
er. were not inoillded.) This treutment ASSumes that these court officers were available to handle matters which would 
have otherwise required the fuJI· time effort of an equivalent number of judges. 

h 1"h<' Judicial Councll's upproved system udopted In 1971 ussigns the following weights to municlpul courf filings: 

.\ 
JJ 

LosA/lgeles 
1)pc ofproc{'('dlilK COllllty 

[··olony............................................................ 51 
Selected Trumr. .......................................... 13 
Other TfllmC................................................ 1.0 
IntoXiclltion .................................................. 2.9 
Other ~lIsdemeunors.................................. 22 
Civil ........................................................... ,.... 9 
Sm:III Cluims ....................... ""..................... 7 
PUrklng (Sun 

Ii'runcisc,n.) t ............. :~~ .................. , ........... . 

Stlll(' /('ss 
LosAllgeles 

COUllt." 
45 
J7 
1.1 
1.9 

l7 
12 
6 

0.041 

The vulucs IIssl~ned to filingS arc bused On estlmutes of the averuge cusc reluted time 
iJlvolved per fihng. Cuse reluted tlene involvcs the time judges ure in chUlnber$ uS well 
us the Hene judges ure Oil the bench disposing of caSe mutters. The weighting system 
is designed to permit l\ more uccurate evaluation of potentlul IVorkloull than Olings 
ulone but it does not purport to reflect the quality of judicial performance In uny wu>·. 
Fr]lowing pust practice weights ure revlseQ whenever court experience indicates a 
neeo for u dUlnge. 

[n 1973';:.74 II ,tudy \0 verify the weights was conductcd by u consultant. [nits reporl 
to the Judiciul Council the COllsultant recommended some chunges In the weights. 
The new weights, however. were not Ilpplied pending action by the Judicial Council 
on the recommendations. 

The e,\~elo"d stllndllrd for a judge Is the approximate number of minutes of Cllse 
reluted time llvalluble per judge yellr. A sepurntejudge year value lVas established for 
each of the four different size courts. The values nnd the group to which they apply 
ure shown below: 

Alltborlzed jlld(()iI11 
positiolls pii'r COllrt VilI"es 

1-2................................................ 58.500 n 

3-10 ......... "................................... 60.000 
11 .. 20 ........................ ;:.................... 62,800 
21 nlld up ..................................... '. 65.800 

~ A fed,·ntlly funded trufflc commissioner position becume u full·time court employed position during the yenr. 
, F9r expillnution. see footnote upplicuble to the Item ol'court on Tuble 29. . 
~ A pllrt-thn~ court commissioner position IVIIS reclnssified as u full·time positiQn, 

t\ full·tlme truffle referee position IVus elimInated during the year. 
~ A full·time trufflc referee nnd tlVO full·time court commissioners IVcre added during the yeur. 

'Threc full. time trMfie referees Were I.dded during the yellr. 
l'Th<1 full·tilne court commissioner position \vus eliminated und repluced by an udditiomllJudgeship crellted on Murch 7. 

1973. tA full·time C/Jurt commission,," IVUS added during the year. 
A full.til1)/> trntfic rerere~ WIIS udded during the year. 

I A {ull·time trllf/1c '"fcrec W,IS' reclassified us II full·t/me courl commissiOner. 
on [ncludcs weighted units ,on lIIegul purking cases. . ' 
II A federlllly funded trume commissioner becume u fllll.time court employed court commissioner lind II full·time trafflc 
11 trhll coin missioner WIIS udded during the yellr. 

ReVised. 

Jj 
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TABLE 41-CAUFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 

THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS U 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 
i 

!9'/3:t4 
.\'eTri;i;'$ 

,_ !.9.7S:-'/3 
Sf.'t(Iii.I~ I 

CO/JIlI.I'III1d DII.I'$ DII,!'S reei'in!d (or DII)'s Du,)'~~ rt.'ce/l'ed (or i jl/dieilll dislriel recel\'ed reIldered relldf.'red) a ,,'cf.'iI'ed (Md,'red retldered) • 

I 

Stute towl .................................. 4,054,5 496.0 3,558.5 4,113.5 tlS2,Q 3,431.5 

Alulllcdn: 
AlunlCC"1 ............................... , .... 22 4 18 23 5.5 17.:i 
llcrkelcy·Albuny ...................... 
Fr"mQl1t·~cwnrk·UtliOII 

{l.5 20 -19,5 n 10 -11) 

City .......................................... 28 1 27 45 Q 45 
Livcrfndre ... ~" .. " ........... " ...... " ... 37 7 30 70 0 70 
Ollkhlnd·Picdnlollt ........ " ........ 69 2 67 100 1 99 
Sun Lenlldro·Huywurd ............ 22 5 17 1 12 -ll 

Dulle: 
Chico .. ""',." ............... , ...... ,, ....... 22 0,5 21.5 33 32 

COlltrl1 ~OSIU' 
Dcltu ........... , .......... " ................ a 0 a 15 Q 15 
Mt.Diaillo .......................... ", ..... 86.5 1 85.5 59 1 58 
Ri~hnlOl\d .~ ............................... 5 6 -1 75 21 54 
Wulllut Crcek·Dnnville .... " .... 220 I 219 35.5 1 34.5 
West., ... " ............. """",, .............. ' 49 5.5 43.5 151 0 151 

Fresno: 
Il"resllo ...................... / ................. 235 2 233 141 138 

Humboldt: 
Eurekll" ...................................... 111 0 117 102 6 96 

Kern: 
Bakersfield ................................ 5 10 a l! 

Los Angeles: ,. 
Alh:unbru .................................. 0 2 -2 10 9 1 
Antelope ............... , .................... 89 0 89 2 0 2 
Beverly nills ........................... ; 59 0 59 17 0 17 
Durbunk ...................................... 38 0 38 144.5 0 144.5 
Citrus ............. ,I ........................... 0.5 17,5 -17 62.5 3.5 59 
Compton .................................... 0 20 -20 10 $,5 6,5 
Culver ............. , .......................... 39 0 39 7 0 7 
Downey., .............................. , ..... 60 2 58 6 2 4 
Eust Los Angeles ...................... 49 6 43 0 0 0 
EI Monte ............ , ....................... 2 6 -4 I 1 -6 
Glendl,le ... , ................................ 0 0 0 0 1 -I 
Inglewood .................................. 161 0 161 72 3 69 
Long lJ~uch ............................. 0 0 0 29.5 28 1.5 
Los A"gel~' .............................. 150 0 150 234 6 228 
Los Cerritos .............................. 53 0 53 14 10 4 
!>1l\\ibu ...................................... 9 0 9 0 0 0 
:O':ewhull ....................................... " 0 :I -3 :I 5 -2 
Pusndenll. ~ ............. , ........... ~ ......... 1 27.5 -26.5 0 61.5 -61.5 
Pomonll ..................... , .............. ;. 94 14.5 79,5 0 33 -33 
Su" AntonIo .............................. 34 0 34 3 :I 0 
Snllh\ Anitu ............... "' .. , ... ~ ........ ·11 2.5 38.5 9 1 8 
Sunta MOllieu ., ........................... 42 I 41 48 0 48 
South Iluy ........ : ............. , ........... 0 18 -18 18 43 -~.~ 
South G:lte ................................ 5 0 5 141 Q. 141 

" Whittier ...................................... 0 0 \} ''0 0 0 

Murin' 
Celltnll, ....................................... 0 22 2 20 

!\!"ontcrc)', ~~ 

Montcrcy.Ctlrrncl .................... 48 26 22 133 15 IlB 
StililUIS ........................................ 115.5 0 US.5 49 0 49 

I:" 
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TABLE 41-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 

THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS-Continued 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

1973-74 1972 .. 73 
Net days Net days 

County and Day$ Days received (or Days Days received (or 
judicial district received rendered rendered) • received rendered rendered) • 

Orullgc: 
Centrul. Orllnge C.ounty ...• _ 0 6 -6 20 0 20 
North Orungc County ............ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Orungc Count)' Hurhor .......... 66 0 66 26 0 26 
South Orllngc County ............ 45 0 45 54 0 54 
West Orungc County .............. 14() 0 140 10 0 10 

Hlv~·rsidc; 
C()ronu~ ...... , .... I0, .......... , .............. 82 0 B2 69 0 69 
Desert ....... , .. " .. ", .. ", .... " .. ' .... ' .. ,' 183 2 IBI 137 7,5 129.5 
Hive'side ..... , .. " ................. " .... ". 1 0 1 108 5 103 

Sucrlunento; 
Silcrnlncnto ................................ 96 0 96 344 0 344 

SlIn Bernardino: I 
SUIl Bernurcllno County) ...... 348.5 18 330,5 269 34,5 234,5 

San Diego: 
1\1 Cluon ........... " ..... " ...... "." .. ". 0 0 0 0 0 0 
:'-Io,th County" .. " ..... " ..... " ...... 0 19 -19 0 0 0 
Sao Diego " ................ " .............. 5 69 -64 0 45 -45 

Sill) ["r(lnciseo: 
Sun Frunclsco""."".,.,'".""." .... 43 18 25 99 135.5 -36,5 

Sun Jouqull1\ 
Lod; ............ "";: ... ,." .. " ...... ",, ..... 21.5 2D.5 28 24 
~!untccu·Hlpo"·Esculon. 

Trucy b ........ 1 ... ""."." ...... "" .. " 91 B 83 104 1 103 
Stockton ...... "."."" ... """"",, ..... 129 1 128 7() 7 83 

SlIn ~!uteo: 
Central ................. "" .. " .. ·,.", ........ 48 0 48 SO 4 76 
Northern ......... " ...... ,"""" ... "." .. 42 0 42 41 0 41 
Southern ....... , ........... ""'''.,, ....... 60 \,1 59 56,S 0 56.5· 

Sunlll Bu,[,nra: 
S'lOlll lIur[,a,II.Colctu .......... " .. 51 13,5 37,5 123 3 120 
S,lntu Murlu "" .......................... 3 68 -65 10 95 -65 

Suntu Clura: , 
Los Cutos,CI\mp[,cll.Surutogu 36 0 36 27 0 27 
I'ulo Alto·~lolintuln View ...... 0 15 -IS 0 5.5 -5,5 
SilO Jos".~li1pltus ...................... 4 12 -8 5 0 5 
Snntll (;)nrl\ '~"""""""""'h'"''I''' 1 2 -1 13 0 13 
SUI\Il>'\'ule'C:~lpertilio .............. 1 1 0 0 3 -3 

Sullt" Crllz: 
SlIntu Cruz COllnty .................. 66 4 62 106,5 4,5 102 

Soluno: 
[.'uirfi~ld.Su~lIll. 

50 6 44 102 \llIcu,cille .............................. 0 102 
Vullejo ...... , ............... " ................ 74,5 8,5 66 42 5 37 

SOllom,u 
Sonoma County b 93 6 87 80 10 70 

SHUllsliIlIS; 
~tod"sto ...................................... 57.5 0 57,5 0 4 
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DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS.-Coi1tinued 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 

1973-74 1972-73 
Netelu)'$ Netelhys 

COl/lily ,mel DII.f's DIIJ"S receil'ed (or Days D~y$ received (or 
jlldici/ll dis/tict received relldered rendered) U received relldered rendered)~ 

Tulllrc: 
VisaJiu., ........................................ 164 0 164 165 0 165 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................... 35.5 II'. :1.3.5 1'.4.5 6.5 l8 

1\ MiliUS sIgn H indIcates the court rendered more days of assislunce Ihan It received during the yenr through tI~signments 
by the Chilirmllll of the Judicial Council under Section 6 of Article VI of the State Constitution. Each day 'Worked in 
excess of Ihree hours wus reported us n full day With three hou~s or tess as a half day. 

b For cxpillnutjon, see footnote upplicable to the court on Tuble 1'.9. 
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\ \~ TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
~ SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS .. 'j" 

,." \ ., ~J 

J,: \ ~ /)~ "'" """ """'" '~'}~e;} ~; j~ -c~, \" { 
Stille lotl!! .;:;: ........ ;~\" \ ................................... ". 

I c' , 

Alanfeda,: I .', 
, " 

Al::tanton .................. , I: .. ·,,· .. · ............ · .... · .. · .... · 

Al lIne .......................... : ................................... .. 

('Ama 'or' 
Am ~dor .• u,'iI.' •• iI .... I" ............. ~H" .............. IIU ... .. 

Dig IS" ... "Io .... '~ .... " •••• t ... u .. If.,." ...... u ... u .. , .......... , .. 

Gri liey .......... , ................................................... .. 
Oro l,l!le ....... il.' ....................................... H ......... . 

:Par" ~lseu ..... ,; ..... , ... , .. t; ..... " ....... It ..... 'tt .... , ... u ... .. 

CaiaVe (Ils' 
Ang~.Murpl)YS ............................................ .. 
Slln drens ~\"" ......................... ' .. ,II" ... ' ... H ..... . 

Wcstf!~O.int J .. \,~' ......... IO.I' ........ ' •• to ...... , ..... U .... , .. ,. 

Colusa, I" \1 
Colusa .~\ ........ \l ................................................. . 
Willlam$~t·· .... :: ...... · .. · .. ·• .. · ................................ • 

Contr~I\~os~i~ 
Dclt~ ..... f ....................................................... .. 

Del Norte, 
Crescent Q .......... " ............ ! ............ , ....... " ......... ". 

Del Norle County Q ...................................... .. 

Klatnath ~ .. u ..... ".UU •• \I"hH~H .......... Uh ............. " 

FISCAL YEARS 1972.;.73 AND 1973-74 

I) 

ToM ::)l~king 

1973-~4 \l 1972-'13 

872,485 \1 R876,564 
,\ 
I' 
'I 

7.491 II 

581 

4.459 

748 
2.700 
5.142 
1,737 

2.059 
2,201 

177 

1,420 
7.741 

o 

5,212 

6,233 

259 

2,996 

894 
2.689 
5.939 
2,012 

2,148 
2,334 

181 

1,560 
5.732 

2.060 

Nontrallic 
Felony misdemeanors 

p;rel1minBljes Intoxication Other 

13,733 

72 

4 

97 

5 
45 

151 
34 

120 
117 

2 

87 
o 

o 

o 
73 
o 

15,869 

22 

35 

5 
41 

156 
2 

28 
12 
6 

57 
54 

o 

o 
50 
o 

68.478 

440 

102 

255 

HlB 
4.42 
852 
344 

191 
321 

55 

98 
117 

0 

0 
199 

0 

1973-14 iWngs by proceedings 
Traffic violabhns 

..!xcluding~ 
Selected Other 

45,564 661,501 

473 6,074 

5 459 

150 3.402 

41 557 
110 1.871 
413 2.879 
114 923 

104 1,275 
104 1,203 

8 71 

87 765 
163 7.308 

0 0 

0 0 
392 3.990 

0 0 

Small 
claims 

51,446 

295 

7 

430 

8 
129 
446 
294 

304 
384 • 
35 

255 
86 

0 

0 
451 

0 

Tort and 
other civil 

15,894 

115 

3 

90 

4 
62 

239 
26 

37 
60 
0 

91 
13 

0 

0 
102 

0 

Illegal 
parking 

309,264 

1.902 ~ 
C') 

326 := 
I:"' 
C') 

1,786 
0 

~ 
45 ~ 

247 0 
352 "'l 
157 ~ 
161 ~ 
102 

~ 5 

239 
86 

0 

0 
226 

0 



\ 
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EI Dorado: 
£1 Dorado .~ ... " •• " ... """." ................................. 6.866 8,181 20 38 295 1!1,1l 6.103 189 2S 344 
Georgetown·Dlvlde ........................................ 1,194 775 0 11 122 4t 930 16 14 Z4 
lAke Valley ...................................................... 11,417 10.315 179 181 865 540 8,778 55\? 22Z 1.719 
Pll.\eervi\le •• ~", •• ~.) ........... \,., ..... n\.U" •• ~" ••••••••• "" •• 8,354 '1:;;17 60 96 4Z2 3OU", 6,731 566 178 5.642 

Fresn", 
Caruthers ................... , ................•. \.\\ .................. 671 566 39 52 47 47:, 42S 56 l! 5 
Clovis .................................................................. 3,861 3,108 80 72 364 191)\ 2,'100 395 39 I,OS() 
Coalinga ............................................................ 8,679 6.724 38 193 37.5 372 7.433 193 75 138 
Dunlap, .................... ".I1 .................. "" ............. n. no 134 18 0 54 1 21 14 2 2 
Firebaugh .......................................................... 8.754 7,801 97 477 492 408 7.044 119 57 100· ~ FQWlcr .... , .............. , .... " .•..... ,.,.' ..... 1 •••••••• \ ••••••• n .. 2,508 1.861 .16 66 55 127 2,203 37 4 26 

~ Kcl1tlnn •.. , •.... , ............ , ..... " ..•.•..... , .•..•.••..•• , ..... ; •. 2,293 3,060 54 30 322 162 1,485 223 17 II 
Kingsburg .......................................................... 1,751 1,447 29 47 :121 59 1,196 76 23 3!J ~ Parlier ................................................................ 1,247 1,071 53 181 139 80 '/72 39 3 2Il6 
Ponderosa .......................................................... 1,386 758 9 41 148 20 1,128 37 3 109 ~ Reedley .............................................................. 2,706 2,885 75 104 488 175 1,484 367 13 919 
Rivcrdnlc .. _ ............................ , ............ , ...•.......•... 877 1,044 19 45 49 4Z 602 71 49 ~ 0 
Stlnger ................... , .... " .......... IU ........ H ............ /n 2,495 2$1 94 62 382 106 1,522 307 22 809 ~ 
Selmu .................................................................. 3,325 3,145 62 158 196 166 2,274 390 59 ~ 0 

Glenn: 
>%j 

Orland .............................................................. 4:;;11 4,639 97 32 ~ 230 3,233 rm 88 110 ~ Willows .............................................................. 3,753 2,140 40 8 180 520 2,800 132 73 34 

Humboldt: ~ 
Arcata 10 ............... " ........ , .... , .............. ".' ..... 101 .. / .. 7,695 7.601 0 144 67~ 484 5,692 444 258 12.408 

I Fortuna ............................................ " .... , ...... .-... 4,284 3,938 (} 42 265 298 2,980 363 316 2:l3 
Garbervllltl ........................................................ 1,773 1,381 0 38 124 54 1,:161 152 44 III 
Klamath.Trinity ................... , ..... " ..................... 1,058 952 0 19 120 59 6711 152 3;l 1.5 

Imperial. 
Brawley ..................... "u; .................. "" ... it" ...... ,u 11,349 5,798 204 280 313 323 3,729 451 69 1,304 t>l Calexico .............................................................. ;1,494 5,055 U8 336 546 372 2,913 169 40 3,6:S! 0 Calipatria ........................... " ........ ..,. .••............• " 1}l17 1,751 16 34 679 47 946 45 10 7 

! . EI Centro ................................................. "' ...... 15,009 11,880 295 420 524 857 12.03~ 593 285 4,591 
Hol~yjlle ................. t .......................................... 3,494 3,047 8 33 145 88 3,l69''' :11 22 112 
Imperlal .................. :.; ......................................... 3,390 3.567 107 24 203 320 2,460 226 48 1,252 
Westmorland ................................................... , 2,934 3,849 5 34 171 76 2,625 16 7 0 
Winterhaven OI .... U.' .. "."u ...... u ..... ; .. " ..... ., ......... 4/i/97 5,243 22 412 416 33S a,no 33 6 107 

Inyo: 
Northern fn)lo .................................................. 3,700 4,243 41 0 380 132 2,915 225 27 1,364 
Southern !nyo ..................................... ; ............ 2,902 2,878 43 4 173 60 2,574 41 7 51 

f? 
\):) ..... ..... .. 

>:ot 

--------- ~ 



'" 

County andjucliclal clislrict 

Kern, 
Atvitl.~mont ........... ,UU ........ , .................... 'I}H 
BuUonwiUow ." ............... , ....................... "e. .. .. 
Delano·~cFarlalld ......................................... . 
Indian. Wells ........ Ir ..... , •• , .. l .... , .......... " .............. ~ 
Kern nlver·Rand ................................ , ............ . 

'J ~arlcopll.-Tnft .................. 1 .............................. . 
Mojnvo ... hU ........................ o:.., ............................. . 
Sh~ftcr , ••..••••.•. , •••••.•••• , •••...•• ; ••.•.•.•.•• , ..•• , ••.•• " •••. ,.' 
1'ehlu::haplH .... H ••• " ......... u ... ,u ...... " ....... , ...... II .... 

W~co •.••••• , •.••••••••.•.•• ,.I ......... ,., ••••.•••••. j • .... , •••••••••• 

Kings: 

~~~~::~~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::4~~::~:: 
HanIordu."., ........ , .. Ul .......... ,h •• ' ................. , ..... .. 

l..cmoore ' .. '.1 ••• ' ............... 1.' •••.•• 1 •••••••••••••••• -.., •••••• 

Lakc: 
Clearlake Highlands ...................................... .. 
Kelseyville ...................................................... .. 
Lnkeport .......................................................... .. 
Middletown-lower Lake ............................. . 
Upper Lake ..................................................... . 

,Lassen: 
" Big Valier ........................................................ .. 

CCntrat .. ' .. IIo .. ,to .......... I ................................... IoOf 

f 
Los Angeles: 

CatalincY' ............................................................. . 
Malibu .. 1 ••• 11 ••••• '.1.11 .......... ,., .................. , ....... ,O'l 

Madera: 
ChowchUJ~ ...................................................... .. 
Madera II .............. , •••••••••••• , ••••••••• , •••• , ................ .. 

Sierra. l'I.II •• IHl ........ H •••••••• " ...... I, ...................... , ••• 

TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS Ii 

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING F~LlNGS 
FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 A.ND1fJ73-74-Contlnued 

1973-74 filings by proceedings 
NontraRic TraIlic violations Total nonpnrking 

filings" Felony mlsdemeanors exc/udingpsrking Small 
1973-74 )972-73 

5,956 
2,808 
6,934 
5,484 
2,085 

20,783 
8,965 
6,452 
6,200 
5,470 

4,914 
1,541 
7$74 
3,513 

82 
3,936 

332 
6.698 

4,932 
10.622 
1,290 

5,237 
2,323 
5,557 
6,l534 
2,341 

19,453 
8,514 
5,761 
4,863 
6,369 

4,642 
1,699 
7,'}:18 
3,875 

2,026 
671 

1,379 
677 

1,229 

72 
3,657 

292 
14,454 

5,441 
7,724 
1,199 

prel1m1naries Int~~ 

o 
o 
o 
o 

44 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

11 
44 

201 
73 

34 
o 

233 
o 
o 

o 
73 

26 
77 

61 
165 
13 

200 
11 

577 
48 
94 
76 
94 

144 
26 
75 

32 
U8 
221 
88 

53 
12 
42 
29 
29 

o 
26 

60 
81 

68 
ZTO 

11 

788 
33 

704 
326 
5'11 
536 
375 
'JI17 
232 
i582 

130 
2'1:1 
575 
365 

217 
108 
222 
55 

152 

13 
~ 

111 
454 

'JI17 
783 
231 

Selected Other claims 

l I 

1 
II 

290 
40 

269 
258 
48 

377 
342 
206 
90 

148 

103 
62 

433 
249 

183 
58 

159 
43 

119 

3 
121 

3 
405 

295 
1,065 

77 

4,484 
2,686 
4,863 
4,511 
1,141 

19,416 
7,828 
5,751 
5,818 
4,331 

4,546 
735 

5,176 
2,569 

855 
597 
568 
497 
786 

46 
2,539 

75 
5,356 

4,067 
7,'}:1S 

679 

19]) 
35 

362 
307 
180 
230 
307 
125 
84 
98 

Gil 
253 
587 
135 

194 
49 

220 
98 
73 

19 
715 

53 
239 

172 
177 
287 

\ 
~~.,~,~-------~:~--~------

-., 

':" il..,? ..... \ 
I:<O~ 

.' 
\~ 

\'. 
\\ 

0 

Tort and IDegal 
other civil pnrking 

2 225 
3 16 

139 485 § 32 84 
7 76 n 

148 484 > 19 54 t"' 
19 199 () 
10 28 0 
36 214 ~ 

26 0 
~ 
0 102 53 "'J 

381 3,142 g 94 352 

30 . 102 (5 
14 9 ~ 
73 108 > 6 8 
13 10 

1 0 
39 1,473 

.. 319 
56 2,879 

82 184 
287 6,006 
12 ZT 

C) 



'--;-;:-."~"",,, .---~-----' 

"0'0'1 

Mariposa: 
Coulterville ....................................................... 68 52 0 1 2.1 7 22 Iii 0 22 '" Mariposa .............................. : ............................. 1,563 1,493 58 41 2M 60 1,013 123 ~3 63 

Mendocino: 
Anderson ..... u ............. , ............... ,~>1 .... ,. .... h ........ 294 345 II 9 p2 2.6 179 24 4 5 
Arena h ............. t .......... , ........... H'; ••• ' •• ;, ••••• O; ......... 477 466 0 0 lW2 8 160 !!9 18 248 
Big Rivet ............................................................ 646 642 0 12 190 20 402 17 S' 316 
Little Lake ........................................................ 3,407 3,006 0 23 201 137 2,801 213 32 203 
Long Valley .......................... " ......................... 1,063 1,021 0 3 ~~~ c 

42 897 III 5 II 
Round VnUey.,,, ........................... II ............. ,, ..... 102 145 0 2 4 36 14 7 \l 

~ Sanel ••. ,~ .• , •..•.•• H.,~.JI ••••••• tt>1I •••••••••••• 1~ •• , .• I ••••• ' ••••••• 516, 621 0 3 33 24 446 7 3 2.1 
Ten Mile River ............................ : ................... 2,607 2,592 0 7 435 154 1,546 i:! 397 68 2.198 
Ukiah .................................................................. 8,166 6,770 432 53 762 322 5,321 1,131 139 8,696 

~ 
Merced: ~, Atwat~r fJ ... I ............ I .... UU ... " ... II" .. H ...... ~ ... "lju .. t 8,646 6,598 160 79 498 919 6,728 200 62 216 

,pos Palos ...... j ........ , .. u .............................. '* ... , .. 3,313 3,015 36 24 234 140 2,619 224 36 688 0 
'-Custine ...... t .... \\."~ •• '.~ •• l •• ' ••••••••••••••• ,.! .......... _.,11' 5,803 4.7SO 17 16 243 131 5,312 74 10 20 ~ lA Grand t •••••••• ~ •• ,' ••••••••••••••••• ' ... j., •.••••••••• '~ ••• ,j •• 3,048 2,598 2.1 33 86 239 2,630 27 8 Ui 
Livingston ... , ..•. i\ ...................... ' ••• ,' ...... , ........... ,. 10,701 9,fP1 58 80 391 348 9,574 158 96 207 ~ J..os Bnnos ............ , ...... , ..... ,\ ................... 1" ......... 8,027 6,169 106 94 587 266 6,501 M6 lI7 648 
Merced .............................................................. 11.559 10,884 335 537 1Il3 919 7,084 1,12.1 686 20.398 ~ Snelling •................ , ... It, .... , ••••••••• lo, ••••••••••••••••••••• 136 152 6 6 31 0 84 (} 6 1 

Modoo, ~ 
Adin~ l..ookout •....... , ..... ,., .. , ... , .................. ,'u, .•.•. l!8 48 0 0 13 10 0 5 0 II 

I Alturns ,. .... , ....... , ..... " .................. ) .... '* ....... " ........ 1,2.76 1.315 49 48 1M 49 646 340 21 
'-.' 

22 
Newell .1 ..................... H .. II ......... ' .......... HII.' ..... h .. ?..68 11'4 1 0 21 3 222 II 4 0 
Surprise Volley ................................................ 12 9 0 0 7 0 1 2 2 0 

Mono: 
Mono ..• , ..•.. , ..................•... , ......•...... , .... , .............. 2,892 2,460 100 4 790 no i,b'19 186 23 869 

Monterey: 

~ Castrovil1e;Pajnro ............................................ 8,138 9.464 136 32 358 ~97 6,850 136 29 1iSi 
Conzoles "'t" ...................................................... 1,091 
Greenfield, ....... 'I •• lj ............ ,., •••• ' ••• , ....... H •••• '.,. 817 2,0!!9 4 0 51 30 1Il9 36 9 0 ~ 
King City ................. '1' ................................... 2,357 4,561 19 115 79 72 1,969 68 35 11 
King CIty.Creenfield .................................... 4,366 22 32 123 18 4,027 70 34 30. 
Pacific Grove ... , .......... , ..... " .. ~.~ .... U.h.~ ... n ... "H .... 2.419 2.604 86 13 479 100 1,540 161 40 2,282 ~ 
San Ardo .............. ' ....... ,1 ....... , ............................ 4,302 f/ 4,549 $ 3 244 49 3,9$0 17 4 20 
Soledad c ............................................................ 6:n;// 786 
Soledad-Cenzales e .......................................... 3,160 72 24 412 178 15,379 193 16 23S 

/~ 

~ .... 
c.;I 

)~ 

.. 



Coufltyand judicial district 

Napa: 
CnUstogn IIHhUI ......... , ... U .. 'U' .. IH.IU ..... U ..... "hl ... ' 

Nnpa ... " ....... lO.UlUIU .. ,II .. lu .. II, ... uOlu ............. u ..... , 

St. Hclella .......................................................... 

Novndn~ 
Ncvudn".u .......•.. ".' .... d •••• ' •• , •••••• I •• !.,., .... I ...... ' •••••• 
Truckee fltt ..... U ............. HII!.' ...... " .. u .. u .. " .... , ••• ,.. 

Pincer: 
Auburn ............. 11" ...... 11' ........ ' .. " .... " .... " .......... , 

ColflllC·t\ltn·Dutch F1at .................................. 
Foresthill ............................................................ 
Uncoln .. '.11,."" ............ , ............. " ....... " .. 1\ ......... 

lAomis".,."" .... ,.,lIu ............. 'iO ............... , .. t ••• u •• " 

Rosevill9- " ...• ,I •••• U ... u •• " ••••• , •• ,., •••• , •••• " ••••••••••••• I, 

Tahoc., ................ u, ...... ",,, .. ,, ... ,u ..... " ... n,.'fo ........ 

Plun\lIS: 
t\1n\lll1o~ ............................................................ 

F.:. Beckwourth ...................................................... 
Pll\m~\S .U' ... 'H' ....... ' ... IO ........ II ...... II ....... " ............. 

Riverside: 
Denumbnt ......•...•..........• " .•..•.. ,.,' ...... , •. '1.," •.••• ,h 
CORehelia ........................ '.10.''' ....... , .................... 
Eisinoro .............................................................. 
Itcmet ... "" ..... ".10 ......... ,, ....... ;+ ................... , ... , ... 

Jurupll ................................................................ 
Murrieta ............................................................ 
Palo Verde ........................................................ 
Perri$ ,. ............................. uHt" .. n.I ............... IIOI •• U 

San Gorgonlo ........................................... ,," ..... 
Snll]nclnto ................... " ....... " ......................... ,t 

'" r' ____ h \. 

TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPAR KING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND 1973-74-Continued 

1973-14 filings hI:. e.ro..-eedi!!8!. 
Total nonparking Nontrsffic Trsffic violations 

Rlin8!.a Felony misdemeanors excJudin8.. parldn8.. 
1!J73-'l4 1972-'13 prellm1naries lntoxicab'on Oth'{( Selected Other 

1~1 1,360 45 1 39 35 1,017 
16,216 16,539 741 5 1,263 1,282 11,720 
2,161 2,011 43 68 101 82 1,734 

5,038 RS,077 89 158 526 255 3,221 
5.044 2,743 24 58 212 114 4,289 

! , 
7,727 7,610 695 110 375 234 \ 5,569 
5,321 6,183 0 30 110 110 4,926 

178 149 0 3 72 8, 65 
690 766 0 15 135 48 313 

5,140 ·1,083 0 40 392 178 4M.'5 
S.B96 4,700 0 91 716 208 4,091 
3,728 2,li3O 0 83 491 120 2,513 

1,346 1,3{lg. 24 47 332 46 689 
544 1,023 6 12 202 16 247 

l,~69 1,693 34 62 3.."lI 87 754 

t 
6,889 5,603 0 20 40B 370 5.BBO 
4,930 4,787 57 li15 768 394 3,185 
2,915 R2,B02 0 39 720 115 rW?,4 
5,837 5.679 0 142 733 SI1 -:l~'>'li2 
8,662 8,341 0 62 1,825 1,019 5,066 
1,807 1,643 0 11 201 40 1.442 
9,462 8,610 125 425 617 446 7,182 
6,345 4,093 0 III 1,229 275 4,321 

20,284 18,032 0 58 311 421 19,158 
2,157 112,449 0 B9 232 264 1,370 

(f.~~~~1 

~------l. ____ ~ 

Small Tort and IUegal 
claims other civil parking 

61 13 1,382 
771 434 21,400 '-112 21 722 § 

~ 639 170 6,116 
21$9 88 253 

(') 
0 

430 314 3,622 ~ 99 46 120 

~ 23 7 0 
109 70 53 0 107 98 678 '%J 
396 394 3,148 

~ 467 54 570 

C5 184 24 19 
54 7 40B ~ 

23B 36 94 > 
171 40 18 
376 iI5 B9 
2l5l 30 71 
909 80 173 
582 lOB 0 
lOB 5 0 
640 27 24 
344 65 'E1 
288 48 12 
177 25 114 



Sacrnmellto. 
Elk Crove·Calt , .......... ,,, ............. ,.,, ................. 2.404 2.190 0 33 250 96 1.650 355 20 222 
Fair Oaks·Folsom .......... , ....................... , .. , ...... 6,7\18 4.747 0 56 490 241 ~,8Ol ms Zl 174 
Walnut Crove·Isleton .................................... 1.121 940 0 4 592 16 439 P6 4 m 

San Benito: 
Hollister g •• ,1 •••••• ,., •••••• ' •••• 1 ........... , ••••••••••••••••••• ,. 3,3m 2.384 89 179 287 151 2.117 462 82 2,565 
San Junn ." .......................................... 01 ............. 1,728 2.094 14 :lIS 31 94 ),i\(JI; :lIS 8 15 
Tres Pinos g .................... , ... , ...................... H' .. *' 53 120 0 0 20 0 18 14 1 0 

San Bernll~IM; 
1.793 10,464 2 28 43 40 1.642 33 71 ~ Barstow ................................... , ........................ 5 

Beaf Volley ...... " ................................................ 3.,162 2,880 50 62 572 261 1,537 657 23 221 Z 
Btoomlngton ...................................................... 5,642 4.927 3 38 58 421 4,899 193 30 38 ~ 
g~i~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 758 1.364 6 4 15!) 4 575 9 1 0 t'" 

3,248 8,772 8B 79 223 131 20474 163 !XI 331 
~ CQlton ........... , ........ "" .......... " ...... ".01 .... 10.1 ...... ,.. 10,965 12.176 110 125 615 511 8.822 730 66 890 

Crest Forest .......... , ........................................... 2,282 1.821 52 14 331 56 1.169 579 31 219 0 
CucRmunga .... , ............................................. , .• ,., 2.661 2.949 75 Z1 142 311 1,714 1m 239 515 ~ Etiwanda ............................................................ 2.173 1,594 8 IS 86 95 1.9fi7 7 IS 0 
Highland ............................................................ 3.461 3.709 79 16 278 5.'l6 2.370 159 23 ~91 ~ Mlsslon .. r:'t ................................................ , ••••• u, •• 3.942 3,517 30 10 81 299 3.329 99 94 3.722 

~ Needles .............................................................. 5.812 4,276 55 62 ISIS 71 5.374 84 1 201 
Trona ................................................................ " 574 8:S6 6 17 21 3 460 64 3 4 
Twentynin~ Pnl~ ......................................... 6.496 5.820 122 100 "' 242 323 5,431 254 24 SIS ~ 

II " 
Yermo Belleville .......................................... 611 16.516 12 8 6 26 563 2 0 0 
Yucaipa .............................................................. 4,282 3,563 38 15 82 314 3,G70 126 17 0 E::: 

San Diego! i Coronado .................................... , ..................... 5.661 9.366 0 12 35B 645 4~ 144 20 2$3 
East County ..................... " ......... ~~ ................ I ... 1.056 1.014 0 26 143 15 806 63 ;} 7 
Fullbrook .................................... ,~ ..................... 2,226 2.41'>4 0 6 113 137 I,m 241 52 6:1. 
Nationnl ...................................... ;~ ...................... 11.128 1$,(178 0 248 1,184 762 1,717 959 25B 1,1.50 
RllIDona ......... , ......... , ...... , ................ '10 ..... ' ........... 2,522 2,373 0 14 122 100 1,325 283 18 149 

0 
Son Joa:)ulm 

1.113 8 Tr~cy ................................................................ 
,~~-

San Luis Obispo: : 
First .............. " .......................... , .• \; .... 1 •••• '1 •••• , ..... *. 6.947 6.762 82 87 304 213 3,716 411 134 1,645 ~!' 

Secolld ................................................................ 4.460 4,552 159 99 493 176 11,238 236 59 113 
Third ...................................... " .......................... 10762 Ul.489 172 311 456 551 7,746 9(1:t 618 65.872 
Fourth ................................................................ 10.165 10,4m 175 182 883 536 1/517 325 207 I,OM 
Fiflh .................................................................... 1,G71 6,814 94 69 219 292 6.664 25B 7S 304 

W ..... 
CIt 

'" 
-- ~~---~--~~ 



COlmly and judielal district 

ddi, Snntn Ilnrbnra, 
Carplnterla·Monteclto .................................... 
Guadalupe .. ' .... II .... " .. UII .... ' .. "IIIIII ... " ...... H.'( ..... 

IAmpoo ....... "U .. I1 ... ' ..... , ...... , ...... ,., .......... , ....... u ... 

Solvnng l .. UUU' .... u ..... t ...... ".iI ....... to.I .. " ....... ~ ... UIl 

Sunln Clnrn: 
Gllroy·Morgan Hili .......................................... 

Shnsln, 
Anderson,h ... UIlHU .. It .............. HU''' .... "u ....... IIII .. 

Burnoyu .... , .. ".,.u.uu.u ......... HII .. , ........... " ...... uUt 

CnsloUa .............................................................. 
Central Vulloy .................................................. 
Cottonwood .................................. , ................... 
Full RiVer VoUey .............................................. 
Mountain.u .... ~ ..................... uil ... n" ....... "j .. u ...... 

Redding .............................................................. 

Sierra, 
SiorrQ. County"n ..... ' ....... UItIUu" ......................... 

Siskiyou. 
Dorris." ..... l ••••••••••••• , •••••••• >!, ••• , .............. ,.".' •• , ••••• 
Punsmulr,N/t. Shasta ...................................... 
HIlPPY Co..mp ... " .............. 0\ ..... " .. "." ....... ", .... " ... 

McCloud ........................ , ................................... 
Scott Valley ..................................................... 
Shasta Volle), u~ .......... , ... ," .... II ...... ,UH ..... U .... ,.H 

Tu)elnkc ........ , ......... " ................ uH ..... u ................ 

Yreka .'1 ................................ ,.' •••• ,1 •• 11 ............. 1 .... 

Solano: 
nenlclll •••• ,I ..... , ••• .,.u" ..... Ol ••••• ~ ............ , •••••••••••••••• 

PIXOllm .... · .. · .... · ........ · .... · .............. · .... · .. · ...... · .. · .. · 
lUQ V ~.~ ..................................................... ' ... 
vQCI1'VU1~ .......... HIU ........... , •• fI •••••• lllll •• ~ •• I ••• '+I 

~ 
r ........ , 

TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND ~973-74-Continued 

1973-'/4.filings bl:.l?roceedJnlI!. 
Totalllonparking c' Nontrsllic TralFic violations 

filingsa Fe/ony rm'sclemeJl1lors ".refueling parkln~ 
1973--74 1972-'13 prelJminaries JntoxicRbon Other Selected Other 

3,106 3,253 0 13 33S 146 2.376 
916 793 B 6 99 120 637 

4,248 4,443 109 74 878 375 2,216 
4,784 5,220 43 28 !500 102 3.896 

18,040 13,451 123 100 890 373 11,986 

3,320 3,262 illS 87 235 237 2,310 
1,271 1,143 21 6 95 43 849 
1,287 987 9 15 24 8 1,199 
5,423 5,664 241 59 463 302 4,078 

482 463 17 10 27 40 ~"7 
278 246 16 8 44 23 96 
290 319 3 3 36 98 140 

7,528 7,375 187 133 674 670 4,209 

631 738 20 10 229 3.~ 298 

627 691 0 9 78 12 484 
5,335 5,121 0 47 210 116 4,648 

715 925 0 10 99 20 475 
375 346 0 7 6.1 19 164 
467 423 0 14 80 29 258 

2,488 2,651 0 41 397 78 1,746 
315 231 0 41 80 3 156. 

5,042 5.478 219 68 163 180 3,949 

1,940 1,801 141 30 151 127 1,362 
3,836 2,872 60 16 152 175 3,311 
1,006 600 30 8 178 ISO IS30 

4.199 

--~---- -

Smali TortllJl~ Jllegal 
clslms other civil ~:, parking 

209 22 1.'l54 
44 2 2,1158 

~, 421 175 780 
194 18 120 

C"l 

~ 1,206 362 1,284 
C"l 
0 

285 71 81 
c:: 
Z 

237 20 16 Q 
9 3 22 t"' 

164 116 46 0 
113 18 4 "'l 
89 2 1 ~ 6 4 0 

1,198 473 22,098 § 
39 0 36 ~ 
24 20 2 

2!11 37 1,120 
99 12 18 

114 8 21 
73 13 6 

190 36 179 
28 9 81 

273 170 1,391 

88 41 149 
102 20 754 
201 9 117 



F.,----
~ ... ---.... , ~~"',) ,-'-"-" "~"'~~""""~ ~ .... - .~ .. -..... ,~ -. ... ~ "!;j~t ~ - (.::-

j 
~-

Stnnlslaus(' 
Ceres Hlf.1 .•.. ;., •. , .... ,., .• " .. , .................................. , 4,425 4,60.5 92 62 2M 473 . 3,315 12.'1 lOll W 
Newman 1 ••••••••••• '1 •• ) .... 1' .............. ,' •• ,. ... , •••• , ... ,., 1,027 1,444 17 "6 3:5 49 824 69 7 38 
Newman .. Pattcrson .. 'u .................................... 1,402 111 14 80 32 1,1158 78 25 , 6L 
OnkdaJe.'Yaterford .......................................... 3,1l12 3.696 48 66 806 329 1,984 177 102 

il 
1,925 

Patterson •... I •••••••••••••••••••• , ........ + ........... ".~ ••• I.'.,t 1.644 2.509 17 6 99 17 1,373 94 38 lW:I 
Riverbank ., ..... ' ..... , ................ ;., ...... ' .. '1'.' ••••••• ,It. 1,092 1,1l93 25 49 93 66 762 52 2.'1 

Ii 
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Turlock ........ ' .. , ..... ,.j ....... II •• ' ........................... '" lI,931 4,27S 1M 144 346 398 4,0:\4 342 493 9.023 

Sutter: 
Butte ..... , ............ ,' .. ' ... ' ..... 'U.II .. HI ...... I ................ 930 1.10& 27 9 82 31 749 22 III .' 32 
yuba .................................................................... 6,8811 B,411 215 8Ii 3M zrS 5,234 Il(T7 215'-' D'~ 1,1l34 

I Tchnmn: 
Conllng .............................. , ......................................... 2.933 2.M1 74 40 167 78 2,210 324 40 22 
Red nJuff ..................... ,,, ............................................ 9,666 8,()61 186 156 428 225 7,9M 579 138 360 

~ Trinity: 
)-Inyfork ................................................. , ...................... 394 Mil 0 8 46 20 188 121 11 1 0 
Junction Clty-5alyer .......................... , ..................... 8 64 0 0 ;) 0 0 4 1 0 ;:j 
Mad River ............................ , ..................................... IllS \';,- J~ 0 1 18 0 100 9 0 0 0 Trlnlty'Center ....................................... , .................... 78 

" 
I 0 24 3 30 18 2 0 "1 

Weaverville ............ , .......................... , ........................ 1.004 9M 64 10 126 1S6 5118 11S4 6 29 

~ Tulare: 
Dinuba ............................ " .... , .................................... 7,2.54 7,170 1M 144 480 488 5,237 63S 115 Ot1 ~ Exctcr·Farmersville .................................................. 3,597 a,002 78 194 231 341 2,M9 169 13 233 
Undsay ........................................................................ 2,899 1~17 81 62 67 170 2,169 149 181 165 

I Pixley ............................................................................ 3,656 6.7ll1 89 169 171 198 5.112 96 21 23 
Porterville .................................................................. 8,381 M31 411 164 1,118 666 4,878 647 495 l.73:5 

;- Tulare .......................................................................... 11.056 12,3~ 234 326 496 806 8.411 666 127 599 
Woodl"ke ......... , .......................................................... 1.431 l,aQe M 67 368 122 703 114 2 263 

'l'uolumne: , 
First .......................... , ...................................... , ............ 1,225 1.006 60 8Ii 138 97 480 181 204 5,260 0 Second .......................................................................... 678 450 10 13 83 30 513 lIS 4 36 

ffi Third ...... , ........................................... , ......................... 1.980 1,700 34 28 294 1fT 1,390 136 11 306 
Fourth ....... ,' ...... ~ ................... _ .................. " ....... , ........ 445 278 6 3 217 0 133 52 4 3 ~ Flllh .............................................................................. 2.057 1,833 48 18 142 112 1,1l95 136 6 35 

Yolo: 
Davis ....................... " .................................... , .............. 5,1lO8 5,554 12.'1 22 294 202 4.6f~ 42.'1 18 19,776 
Esparto ................ _ ....................... ." ............ u ............. u 595 574 29 4 36 16 472 31 7 2 
Orollon ........................................................................ 183 171 9 2 39 16 1fT 6 4 0 
Washington ................................................................ 10.9l58 9,601 

-' 340 2158 664 1.261l 7.fIY.l 478 146 613 
W(nt~rs ........................................................................ 667 n 618 " 30 7 76 19 386 157 12 106 
WoodlaJlcl" .................... , ............................................. 10.695 8,363 '\]284 671 417 520 7,~2 667 484 4,614 t-:I 

~ 
'" 



TABLE 42-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COUP.:TS 
SUMMARY.OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

f'JISCAL YEARS '1972-73 AND 1973-74--Continusd 

1!J13..14 filings byproceed1ngs 
NontrllJ/ic Trllflic violations 

Cdunty and Judicial district 

Total nonparking 
'fihl1gsa 

1!J13..14 1972-'13 
excluding parking Small Felony misdemeanors 

pre/iminllries Intoxication Otl,er Selected OtMr c/Il.ims 

Yuba, ", 
Comptonville ................................................ : ............. 126 82 0 0 8 3 III 3 
Mnrysville .................................................................... 9,493 9,922 439 375 955 729 5$T7 618 
Whentlllud .................................................................. 1,176 1,247 4 4 68 58 1,029 10 

" I~xcludes Illegni parking mings. 

T()rland JlIegal 
other civil parking 

1 3 
500 10,476 

3 61 

..... ~9 
h Dclt~ Justice Court District consolidated with River Munlclpai Court District to become Delta Municipnl Court Dlstdct on Mnrch 7. 1973. 
~ Crescent lind Klnmath Jmtice <:Our! Districts consolidn!ed to bct:omc Del Norte County Justice Court District on September I. 1972. C1 

Malibu Justice Court District became Malibu Mu~lcipal Court District on December 14. 1973. 0 
~ GOllzales nntl Soled .. d JUstice <:Ourt Districts consolidated to become Soledad·Gonznles Justice Court District on November 2, 1972. c: 
r GI~.cnOd<l oud King Cit), justice COllrt Districts consolidated to become King Clty.GrcenOeld Justice Court District on Jnnunry I, 1974. Z 
M Tr~~ Plno$ Justice Court DistrIct consolidated with Hollister Justice Court District on December 19. 1973. Q 
h Dnrl\ow lind Yermo Dellcvillc Justice Court Districts consolidated to become the Har,tow Division of the Sail Hernardillo Count)' Mllnicipal Cnurt District on August 6, 1973. t"' 
I Chino jllsUC!! Court District beclIme the Chino Division of the San Dernardlno Coullt)' Municipal Court District on Novemb~r 26, 1973. ~ 
iTrllc)' Justic(,' Court District consolld"ted with Mntlt~ca,IUpon.Escnlon Municipal Court District to become Mnlltcca.l!ipon·Escalon·Trncy Municipal Court District on April I, 1973. 
I Vllcnvill~ Justice Court District cOllsoUdnted with FnlrOe1d·Suisun Municipal Court District to become Falrfield·Sulsun.vncaville Municipal Court District 011 March 7, 1973. 2_ 
I 
N~wmlm und Pattersoll Justire Court Dllstrlcts consolidated to become Newman·Patterson Justice Court District on M~rch 14, 1974. L . 

\ n~vlsed. 
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