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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS
FOR THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL

The“]udxclal Council was orlgmally provided for in Section la of Article
VI of the State Constitutiof 4dopted November 2, 1926. This section was
amended November 8; 1960. On November 8, 1966, a revised Article VI
* was adopted and tlie provisions of former Section 1a were amended and
renumbered as Sectlon 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 jﬁdges of superior courts, 3 judges of
municipal courts, and 2 judges of justice courts, each appointed by the Chief Justice for
& 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.

Couneil memb(arshlp terminates if a member ceases to hold the position that qualified
hign for appointment, A vacancy shall be filled by the appointing power for the remainder
of the term.

The council may appoint an Administrative Director of the Courts, who serves at its
pleasure and performs functions delegated by the council or Chief Justice, other than
adoptmg rules of court administration, practice and procedure.

To improve the administration of justice the courcil shall survey judicial business and
make recommendations to the courts, make recommendations annually to the Governor
and, Legislature, adopt rules for court administratios; { practice and procedure, niot incon-
sistént with statute, and perform other functions prescribed by statute.

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

Judges shall report to the ]udxcxal Council as the Chief Justice directs concerning the

- condition of judicial business in thexr courts. They shall cooperate with the council and
- hold court as assigned.

Other censtitutional provisions dealing with the Judicial Council or its
Chairman are found in Article VI, Sections 15 and 18(e), and in Article
XXI1V, 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 are found in: Civ. Code §§ 3259, 4001, 4356, 4363, 4450, 4530; Code Civ. Proc. §§ 75,77, 117j, 1171, 1706,

170.8, 201 (a), 204 (b), 204(d), 394, 404, 404.3, 404.7, 404 8, 412,20, 415.30, 422.40, 429.40, 472 (), 482.030, 489.230, 516.010,

516.020, 575, 383, 632,901,911, 1034 1089, 1178, 1710.30; Evid, Code § 451; Gov. Code §§ 18004, 68070-72, 68110, 6850012,

68540-48 68551—52 68701 69508, 69752, ‘69796, 698943, 69899.5, 71042, 711804, 71601, 716013, 71610, 72274, 72450,

72602.14, 72624, 72631, 73103, 73106, 75002, 75003, 75028, 75060.6; Pen Code §§8539 1029, 1038, 1050, 1053, 1235, 1239

1241, 1246, 1247k, 1428b, 1432.1, 1468, 1471, 1506, 1507, 13810, 10830, 14003; Prob. Code §§ 303, 1532, 1933; Vih. Code 8§
40513, 40600; Welf, & Inst. Code §§ 569, 570,

X
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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 at the commencement of each general session. (Cal, Const.,
Art, VI, Sec. 6.) This 1975 Judicial Council Report contains the Council’s
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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«}?;HAPT&R 1
STUDY OF COURTS OF APPEAL

The California Courts of App»bal have, in recent years, been the subject

of numerous proposals for enlafgement restructuring, and even funda-
mental change in function.! Inithe light of these proposals, and in view
of its own continuing concern with the effective administration of justice

at the appellate level the Judiciil Council considered it desirable tohave -

an in-depth stuay of the Court}y of Appeal carried out by an.- unpartxal
expert group.? At the request of the Council, this study was undertaken
by the Western Regional Office bf the National Center for State Courts,
for the purpose of considering: ““(a) the most effective system of inter-
mediate appellate courts; (b) the optimum number of courts and court
locations; (¢) the desirability of retaining the existing divisional arrange-
ment; (d) the number of judges and research attorneys needed in the
recommended structure,”*

The Wational Center’s full report * and its executive summary of the full
report® have both been widely distributed throughout the stat:e\,

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 Judicial Council wiil welcome observations and comrmments deahng
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
San Francisco, Califorpia 94102

1 Ses, e.g, 1974 Judicial Council Report at 13-22, especially at 19-21; Report of Specinl Committee of the State Bar of
California on Appellaze Courts dated March 29, 1973; Repostiof Governor’s Task Force on Appellate Courts” Worklond
dated September 10; 1973

21973 Judiclal Couricll fteport 21-22.

3 ghe Californin Courts of Appeal,” National Center for State Courts® Publ, No. R0013 (August 1074) at 4,

‘ 5 The California Courts of Appeul {executive summary) Nntiumt,l Center for State Courts” Publ, No. R0013a (August 1974),

Q

)
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' SUMMARY, REPORT OF NATIONAL CENTER‘FOR
~ STATE COURTS ON THE CALIFORNIA
COURTS OF APPEAL ¢

The report was prepared under the guidance of an advisory committee consist-
ing of members of the California judiciary, the State Bar, the Legislature, and a
reprasentative of the Attarney General's ofﬂce 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 approprtate Court of Appeal” The Courts of Appesl
also have jurisdiction over vanous petitions for extraordinary writs. The organiza-
tion of the appellate system is established by the state Canstitution and statutes.
Procedure in the appellate courts is governed by rules of court adopted by the
Judicial Council, by statutes and. to some extent, hv the Constitution.

A Mon/formg the Appellate Process

Under présent practice, records and briefs are rarely completed within th# time
limits prescribed by the California Rules of Court. The appellate court should carry
& direct responsibility to assure prompt completion of the steps necessary before
the court can'begin review of the case. The following recommendations are there~
fore made:

. Initiating the appeal

a. Acopy of the notice of appeal should be forwarded to the Court of Appeal
as soon as it is filed.®

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

¢. Timely payment of the filing fee should be Junsdlcnonal L

2.. Preparation of the record

a. Authority to grant extensions for record preparation in cnvul appeals should
be taken from the superior court and vested exclusively in the Courts of
Appeal.

b. The Government Codé should be amended so as to impose the same
penalty on a court reporter who is late with a civif transcript as is presently
imposed on one who is late with a criminal transcript.

¢. A court reporter's compensation should be proportionately reduced for.a
transcript whlch is late.

3. Briefs _

a. The authority of the parties to a civil appeal to stipulate an extension of
ime for briefing should be reduced to a maximum of 30 days per brief."

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 I(P‘te
briefs should be enforced. \

——— AV

6 Unless otherwise noted, the views expressed in this summary are those of the National Center for State Courts only, and
have notbeen considered or approved by the Judicial Counicil of California. For greater detail, see the National Centerls
Publ, No. R0013 (August 1974),

T Death penalty cases are appealed directly to the Supreme Court, /
8+Fhis is already required in criminal appeals (Rule 31{c)), so the National Center s recommendation applies only to cffvit
9 'I‘h?‘ﬁgiz];lmenduhon was considered and approved by the Judicial Council at its November 1974 meeting, and appropri-

‘ate legislation will be recommended.
19 This recommendation was considered and rejected by the Judicial Council at its November 1974 meeting,

This recommendition and a proposal that automatic extensions by stipulation be eliminated entirely were considered
and rejected at the ]udncml Couricl meeting of November 1974

o
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B. Case Assignment

There should be random rotational assngnment 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 assighments if this method of
case assignment produces an uneven flow of work.

C. Central Staff Research Attorneys o

In addition to the research attorneys assigned to each mdnvndual 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 productwtty
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 critetia 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 roughiy proportnonat 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 screening to identify “routine” cases should be established by
members _of the court.

2. Tentative screening should be done by the pnnmpal attorney, who should
examine each appeal as it becomes "ready.”

3. Cases selected by the prirnicipal attorney as probably “routine” shou'ld be
assigned to central staff attorneys, who should conduct in—~depth research, con-
tinually rr}eeva|uating the tentative conclusion that the case is appropriate for staff
researc

4. If the case coniinues to appear to meet the court’s crlterta for 4 routine
appeal, a detailed memorandum and a draft "By the Court” opinion should be
prepared by the central staff attorney. If substantial research has been completed,

‘ut it appears that the case is not appropriate for "By the Court” treatment, the

central staff attorney should preserve his research in the form of a.memorandum
but should not prepare a draft opinion. >

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

6. Cases in which central staff has prepared a memorandum and a draft opm;on
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 hesitate 1o modify or reject the draft apinion.
Unanimous agreement of the three-judge panel should be required for the case
to be disposed of on the basis of an opinion prepared in this manner.
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E. Court 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 er<iugh in advance to permit notification to attorneys of issues the
court consnderlv. v.f particular importance. Waiver of oral argument should be sug-
gested where {t-appears unlikely to be helpful, but argument should ‘always be
permitted if-not waived. The court should have procedures for informing counsel
in advance when there are issues which will be of particular irterest at oral argu-
ment. a

“By the Court" 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 parﬂcnpate on every writ, Preliminary evaluation
responsibility should rotate among them. -~

-2, Writ petitions should initially be reviewed by a judge or an experienced writ

_ attorney to determine if they can be decided without extensive research or a

written memorandum, A writ attorney should hear primary responsibility for re-
searching petitions following the initial review.

H. Persanne/ -<~

Recent court opinion volume and projected future flhngs were evaluated Flexi-
bie interim workload standards for judges and central staff were developed. It is™
est!mated that each judge should be responsible annually for between 90 and 100
opinions and that approximately one-half of those will be memorandum opinions
initially processed by staff, Based upon those factors, the percentage of appeals
and 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."”

\
I Di VISIOHS\ A

The fhree-targest appellate districts are currently divided into leustons leach of
which operates-“autonomously, Absence: of centralized administrative /uthonty
precludes development of uniform policies where needed and impedes rapid,

. consistent resolution of administrative problemis. 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) There should be three-judge panels with annual membership rotation; .
(¢} Judges should be assigned to the panels at random; :

12 personnel recommendations were reviewed by the Judicial Council at its November 1974 meeting. As a result of this
raview, the Judieial Council is recommending legislation which would increase the size of the Court of Appeal for the
First Appellate District by 4 judges, to a total of 16; this legislative recommendation, which would not be¢ome effective
until January 1976 if adopted, will be reevaluated by the Council at its May 1975 meeting, in the light of the success
of u program whereby the First District is receiving the help of four judges assigned temporarily by the Chairman of
the Judicial Council. The Judicial Council has also voted to authorize the following additional central staff attomeys
for the First Appellate District, 2; for the Second Appellate District, 4; for the Fourth Appellate District, 2.
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(d) The Administrative Presiding Justice should have authority to assign judges
within the district to keep each panel at full membership; '

(8) The Administrative Presiding Justice should have authority to transfer mat-
ters from one panel to another in such extraordinary circumstances as
disqualification or illness and in order to equalize the workload.

J. Court Administrator

Administrators, specially 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
duties 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 sarved by the adminis-
trator. L

K. Court 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 ather hand,
it was considered undesirable to have numaerous 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 appellaté courts as it is in trial courts, since all aspects of an appeal
except oral argument are normally handled by mait 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 cities: 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 and San Bernardino, which are now the sites of perma-
nent court locations, and in Santa Ana..

L. Representation of Indigent Criminal Defendants
M. Libraries '

it was found that only the Second Apbellate‘Distr’lct, which has a professional’

law librarian and additional library personnel, has adequate library services avaik
able for justices and research attorneys. !t was recommended that a statewide
Court of Appeal law library system be established, directed by an experienced
trained law librarian, Library personne! should be available in each appeliate dis-
trict.

13 A summary of thie National Center's recommendations on this subject is omitted here because the Center’s conclusions
and recommendations substantially parallel the conclusions and recommendations of the Judicial Council, reported in
Chapter 2; pages 19-24 of this Annual Report. :

14 This recommendation was approved at the November 1974 Judicial Council meeting, The Council determined that

rex dation .

adequate funds should be b}ﬁ!}eted §0 a8 to permit fmg ation of this
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CHAPTER 2

APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEM

A. Background

Providing effective legal representation for indigent cnmmal 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 followmg recommendatlon

of competent, knowledgeable counsel, parhoularly mcludmg the counsel assxgned for

indigent appellants. A state-supported professxonal staff is needed to undertake tlus work:

and a State Public Defender’s Office, should be created to serve that purpose.!

espondmg to this and othe/ calls for improved appellate representa-
ho \ for indigents, the Judicial Council ini 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 1970 Judicial Council Report commencing on’ 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 flir-
nished by assigned counsel is uney: en and frequently only marginally adequate.

4. It appenred doubtful that increasing the level of compensahon paid assigned coungel
“would solve these ptoblems.

5. Serious problems would be-encountered in seeking to p ace the burden of appellate
representation on county public defenders,

6. The most feasible and desirable solution of the problem erefore, is the creation. of
a State Public Defender system analogous to the Office of thé Attorney General.

Proposed legislation to implement the ]udlclal Councﬂ’s recommernda-
tion received substantial legislative support in 1970, and in 1971 passed
both houses of the Legislature but was vetoed by th;'» Governor.* =

/ |

Since the Judicial Council last reported on this subject, two significant
developments have occurred: (1) the cost of providing appellate‘de-

B. Subsequent De ve/opmenfs Emoo

fense by means of assigned counsel has continued to rise, and (2) a pilot

project in San Diego has demonstrated 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, $846:113 was paid to counsel a551gned by Courts
of Appeal in 1,921 cases, and another $13,816 was paid in 22 cases where
counsel were a531gned by the Supreme Court, Irr the same year, new
assignments were made in 2,455 cases in the Courts of Appeal. Considering

this increased number of assignments, and a modest increase in the aver- " »

! Statement of Particigants’ Recommendations, June 1969 Workshop for Court of Appeal Justices, Full text appearsin 1970
Judicial Council Report, page 30,
2 Assembly Bill 1419 and Senate Bill 24, 1971 Regulnr Session, »

=4

-



20 JUDIGIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

2

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 addltlonal $16 900 to
counsel assxgned by the Supreme Court, or a total of $1,244,400 in that
fiscal year.?

Despite. modest but significant increases in the average payment to
assigned counsel, it is the consensus of presiding justices that most of the
deficiencies prevxously noted remain: counsel are frequently inex-
perienced 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 any 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 to be 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

- docurhented by an independent consultant’s report.*

(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 lccal 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 have reported:

The briefs filed.-: oy staff members of Appellate Defenders are of uniformly high
calibre. . .. Unlike past experience, with appointed counsel, it 1s hxghly unusual for. the
court to be burdened with ferreting out the appellate issues on 1t§ 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 bnefs prepared by Appe]late Defenders panel attorneys are also of high
calibre. , ,

% % ko

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 quahty of jts work and the dispatch with which we get our
‘work out. What we have said in this regard in earlier reports still ks validity.?

3 Despite recent increases iri fees ppid to appointed counsel there is great doubt whether the compensation received is
reasonable on.n per-hour basts. For example, a recent study in the First Appellate District showed an average payment
of $499.53 per case, with an average of 61 1/4 hours time claimed per case; thus, after allowing for out-of-pocket expenses
claimed by counsel, compensation was only $6.83 per hour.

Nationnl Center for Stute Courts, “The California Courts of Appeal” (August 1974), Cliapter IX, pnrticulnrly at 24549,
6Interim Repork June 1973, of Hon. Gerald Brown and Mr, Edward M. Wright,
Quarterly Report, April 1974 of Hon, Gerald Brown and Mr, Edward M, Wright.

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

Based on my experience in the criminal division in the San Francisco and Sacramento
offices 1 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 course, benefit. The Attorney General does as well. The task of preparing a
respondent § brief is made easier and indeed more interesting when the appellant’s brief

in question conforms to the rules of court and addresses 1tse1{~‘ to colorable appellate issues

in a lawyer like manner.

The results of the pilot project completely support the view that a

specialized appellate defender organization would substantially improve
the efficiency with which crithinal cases are handled on appeal, commenc-
ing with an espedited 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 of legislation to
establish the Office of State Publi¢ 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 expenenced 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 cther-counsel 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 defense 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 asis done
in the pilot project, as well as by full-time deputy defenders, This authori-
zation would permit the State Public Defender to. 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.

TMemo from Daniel] Kremer teJack R. Winkler, February 28, 1974, representing the opinion of the ‘author enly, and not
necessarily the views of the Attorney General:
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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 cornplele 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, for overhead (including supervision), there would be
an estimated cost\bf $1,000 per case, an estimate which also conforms to
experxence in states having similar organizations. In fiscal year 1974-75, it
is estimated that there will be approximately 2,400 cases in the Courts of
Appeal in which counsel will be appointed. The annual operating dudget
of a state appellate defender, therefore, will be apprommately $2,400,000
and the defender bill should carry an appropriation in this amount.

The Council has authorized 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.

Thé 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 C'hapter
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?®

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

Section 1. 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 and have the same qualifications as required
by Sztitlon 15 of Article VI n" =.he Constitution for a Judge of a court of
appe

(b) The Chairman of the Judxclal Council shall appomt 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 Juldlcxal Council but shall not exceed that of a judge of a court of
appea

BBascd upon AB 1419 (1971 Reg. Sess.) as amended in the Senate,
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68557. The State Public. Defender may employ such deputies and .
other employees as he may need for the pr ;)er performance of his duties. -
With the approval of the Judicial Councj/ 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 private
attorneys 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 Defender shall be paid out of appropriations for the
support of the Judicial Council.

The State Public Defender shall formulate plans for the representation
of mdxgents in the Supreme Court and in“each 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 Councﬂ and of the court to which the plan is
applicable. K

68558. Upon appomtment by the Supreme Court or court of appeal the
State Public Defender is duthorized 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

of 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 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code;

(b) A petition for an extraordmary writ to the Supreme Court or

court of appeal followinig a final judgment of conviction when the per-

son has a right to representation at public expense; "

(c) A proceedmg of any nature after a Judgment of death has been . ‘

rendered;
(d) A proceedmg of any nature where A person is entltled to
representation at public expense.

68559. Upon appointment by the Supreme Court or court of appeal
the State Publii; Defender is authoyized to file a petition for rehegring in
the court of appeal\a petition for \\earmg or rehearing in the Supreme
Court, or an appeal or petition foy certiorari in the United States,Supreme
Court. He may file such petition or appeal at his discrétion when he
- determines such action is justified, but in a case in which a judgment of
death has been rendéred he shall file the petition or appeal upon request
of the defendant. @

68560. : A person requeshng the appointment of counsel shall make a
financial statement under oath in a manner provided by Judicial Council
rule. /

Sec. 2. Section 1239 of the Penal Code is amended to read:

1239, (a) Where&n appeal lies on behalf of the defendant or the
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people, it may be taken by the defendant or his counsel, or by counsel for
thle people, in the manner provided in rules adopted by the Judicial Coun-
cil.

(b) When upon any ples a judgment of death is rendered, an appeal is
automatically taken by the defendant without any action by him or his
counse), ¥f the defendant is unable to afferd the serviees of eounsel; the
Supreme Gourt shall appeint counsel to represent hivn in any appesal to the
Supreme Court; or eny appeal or other review in the Suprere Gourt of

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 27706 of the Government Code or
other ¢ounsel and he is unable to afford the services of counsel, the court
shlall appoirit 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 courtmay appoint a nonprofjt corporation with which the State
Public Defender has contracted to furnish 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. After the eourt has rande its order fixing the amount to be paid the
elerle shall transmit & eopy of the order to the State Centroller who shall
Sec. 5, Sections 68555, 68556, and 68557 of the Government Code, as
added by Section 1 of this act, shall become operative on January 1, 1976,
and the remainder of this act shall become operative on July 1, 1976.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD OF OF DETERMINATION OF MOTION FOR
NEW TRIAL

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 leglsla-
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 J udicial Council consxderatlon of
a measure sponsored by the State Bar in the 1973-74 Legislature® 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
uncertamty as to what constitutes entry in the * permanent minutes of the
court” within the meaning of the present statute.?> 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 mlnutes of the court within the 60-day
jurisdictional period.®

After a study of the matter,} 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 practxces 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, Code 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 couid be determined, and there would be little if any
possibility of confusion regarding the time limit upon the court’s exercise
of its Junsdlctxon in this regard.

Following is the text of the preposed legislation,

An act to amend Section 660 of the Cade of Civil Procedure, relating to

motions and orders following trial,
m% as amended January 21, 1974,
2 E.g,, compare Desherow v. Rhodes (19€9) 1 Cal. App.3d 733, 740-741 and Fortenberry v, Weber (1971} 18 Cal.App.3d 213,
3See igi;?s%gll v, Culver City Unified School District (1970) 12 Cal.App.3d 815, 820-822,
4See 1 California Law Revision Commission Reports (1957) K-1 to K-27; Fourth Senate Interim Judiciary Committes
Progress Report to the Legislature (1955-1957), pnges 189-192, at 192, 1 Appendix to Senate Journal (1957 Reg, Sess.);

34°5tate Bar J. 86 2 Californila Law Rewvisioni Commission Reports (1958) 14; Siegal v. Superior Court (1968). 68 Cal.2d
97, 100-101,
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The 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 transcript of 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 proceedmgs 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 dxsposmon of the motion for a new tnai shail have
precedence over all other matters except criminal c)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 664.5 or 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 theretofore 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 section until an order ruling on the motion {3}
i3 entered in the permanent mitutes of the eoust or {2} is signed by the
judge and filed with the clerk. Fhe entry of a new trial erder in the
permanent minutes of the eourt shall eonstitute a determination of the
motion even though sueh minute order as entered expressly direets that
& written erder be prepared; signed and filed: The minute entry shall in
all eases show the date on which the erder actually is entered in the
WWM&M%WW%M&M&RM%
impeir the validity or e@eeaveﬁess of the erder
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CHAPTER 4

REPORTING OF CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS IN
THE MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURTS

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 misdemeanor convictions.'

In a recent federally funded study conducted by the Administrative
Office of the Courts, tape recorders were placed in several municipal and
justice courts to determine their utility when court reporters were othér-
wise unavailable. Based upon findings made during the course of that

study, the Judicial Council recommends the enactment 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 that a complete Verbatim
transcript is absolutely required in every case. Both the United States and
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 an equivalent report of the
events at trial from which the appellant’s contentions arise.

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.® 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.® o

In Mareh v. Municipal Court (1972) 7 Cal.3d 422, the California Su-
preme Court partiall)l{p disapproved its earlier -decisions that required a

1 A recent survey revealed that in misd or proceedings the number and percentage of mynicipal courts routinely
providing court reporters were as follows:
Misd Misd Misd
dArraignment  Court Trial  Jury Trial
Courts routinely providing repotters 29 23 3l
{Percent of total number of municipal cousts) (38) (30) 41)
Number of judges assigned to courts routfiiely providing reporters wummnmen 150 176 195
{Percent of total number of assigned judges) (41) (48) {53) .

Report and Recommendation eoneerning Alternatives to Court Reporters in Municipal Courts {App. B, p, 33). (Hercafter
rclgrrcd to as “Tape Recorder Study.") ] o
Some courts which experimented with court reporters in misd cases subsequently discontinued their use in the
belief their use did not justify the expense. For example, in the Burbank Muneipul Court it was Indicated that no transeripts
were ordered in such cases during & one-year period that a court reporter was employed. Tape Recorder Study at 38, ©
280e, g, Grimes v, Munieipal Court (1971) 5 Cal.3d 643, 648; Magezis v. Municipal Court (1970) 3 Cal.3d 34, 57-58.
SAttacks upon the sufficiency of the charge or the validity of a statute and rulings on limited evidentiary fssues were cited
as examples of {ssues which would permit less than a compléte transeript. “[T]he fact that an appellant with funds
may choose to waste his money by unnecessarily including in the record all of the transeript does not mean that the
State must waste its funds by providing what is unnecessary for ndequate sppellate review.” Mayer v, Chicago, supra,
404 U,S, at 195,

Q@
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.n“vx/’é 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 indigent
appellant has made the requisite showing of a colorable need for a complete transcript,

the burden sw:tuhes to’the state to show that an alternative such as a settled statement
will suffice!

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 recordmgs may also be useful -

in criminal proceedings where guilty pleas and waivers of constitutional

rights are taken. The Judicial Council therefore recommends to the Gov-

ernor and the Legislature that legislation be enacted that would permit

the use of tape recorders as a supplement to the present recordkeeping

process in mumc1pal and justice courts, -;;
Following is the text of the proposed legislation.

An-act to add Section 72194.5 to the Government Code, relating to

electronic recording of municipal and justice court proceedings.

The people of the State of California“do 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 précegding be
electronically recorded, including all the testimony, the objectio ((s made,
the rulings of the court, the exceptions taken, all arraignments; Aleas and
sentences of defendarnts in criminal cases, the arguments of attorneys to
the jury, and all statements and remarks made and oral instructions given
by the judge.

Se¢. 2. The Legislature finds and declares that in many actions and
proceedings presently heard in municipal and justice courts, official re-
porters aré 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 proceedings. The Legislature declares its

“intent that electronic recording 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.

“March v, Municipal Court, supra, at 428,

it
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CHAPTER 5

THE AUTHORITY OF MUNICIPAL COURT
COMMISSIONERS AND TRAFFIC REFEREES

The Judicial Council has conducted a study of the functions, duties and
authonty of municipal court commissioners and traffic referees with a
view toward recommendmg legislation to improve the processing of traf-
fic cases.! Following is a summary of the Council’s study, with spemflc
recommendations for legislative action.

1. Qualifications, Powers and Duties of Commissicners 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  *

requlres of a municipal court judge, L.e, be a member of the State Bar for
a minimum of five years.? A traffic referee is reqmred to be a menber
of the State Bar or have had five years’ experience as a justice court judge
within the eight years immediately preceding his appointment.® :
Generally, commissioners and traffic referees are appointed and hold
office at the pleasure of the majority of the judges of the court.* The
appointment of a “traffic trial commissioner”—a specially designated posi-
tion originally created to conduct a federally funded summary traffic trial
project for the Judicial Council—may be made either by the municipal
court, with the approval of the Chairman of the Judicial Council or by the
Chairman of the Judicial Council, with the approval of the court, to serve
at the pleasure of the appomtmg authority. A traffic trial commissioner
must have the same quahﬁcatlons as a municipal court judge and other-
wise serves “as a commissioner.’ .
Many of the duties of commissioners and trafﬁc referees tend to merge
and overlap. The statutes provide that any commissioner having the
quahﬁcatxons prescribed for a traffic referee may at the direction of the
court exercise any of the powers which a traffic referee may exercise.’

-Conversely, a traffic réferee possessing the qualifications of a commission-

er may be appointed to serve as a commissioner,”

Within the jurisdiction of the court and under the direction of the
judges, the statutes prov1de that municipal court commissioners have the
powers and duties of commjssioners of superior courts and such additional
powers as may be prescribed by law.? Commissioners are also authorlzed
to conduct arraignments if directed to do so ‘by the presiding judge.’

TDurh During ISIM legislation was introduced which would have authorized icipal court {ssioners and traffic referecs
to handle criminal infraction offenses in their entirety, including trial, verdict, and the imposnﬁon of sentence (SB 2341
(Ayala and Biddlel\ In May 1974, the Judicial Council requested that further legislative action-reldting to the power
and nuthonty of cotymissioners and traffic referees be deferred pending Judicial Council study, SB 2341 was ultimately
retained in the Senute Judiciary Committee, See Senate Weekly. History, October 4, 1974, at page 588,

Gov. Code § 72190, (Hereafter, all section references are to the Government Code, unless otherwlse noted.).
e

46 72192, 72400,

288 72450, 72451,
6 & 79405,

7 § 72409,

8§ 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.'® 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 school." :

'On stipulation of the parties litigant, any member of the State Bar may
be sworn and empowered to act as a tempgarary judge upon order of the
court.”® Court commissioners, as well as those traffic referees qualified to
act as commissioners, are authorized by statute to sit as temporary

- judges.’® 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 obtain 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 cértain coridi-
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. Advantages of Commissioners and Traffic Referees in Traffic Matters

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:

Masny 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 by reason of their training and interest, may be able to dispose of traffi¢ matters
more-effectively than judges. - :

A cortimissioner 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:

104 72401 (a), -

1 §.72401(b). z

12 Cal, Const,, Art, VI, § 21,

13 Gode Civ. Proc, § 2594, 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

funlllmﬁme, commissioners frequently are assigned as temporary judges for the purpose of hearing matters other than
traffic. .
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The use of subordinate judicial personnel in conductmg arraignments and c0urt ‘trials
in minor traffic matters has been of great value to the courts that have employed such
personnel, Greater convenience for def: n&(\iants in such cases is provided, and the judges
are freed for more serious judicial assignments. Courts are encouraged, therefore, to
employ subordmate judicial personnel to conduct arraignments and to presxde over court
trials in less serious traffic cases. .

- It should be noted that the trend namonally 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 towards the
removal of traffic adjudication from the courts. The Judicial Council’s

pohcy, however, has been that adJudlcatxon of trafﬁc matters should re-
: mam w1th1n the court structure.

3. Constitutional Authorization—"Subordinate Judicial Duties”

Any proposed legxslahon describing or enlarglng upon the duties per- :

formed by a commissioner or traffic referee riiust be considered in relation

i bv»u:r:;

to the constitutional provision limiting them to the performance of “subor-

dinate judicial duties.”
Article VI of the California Consntutlon 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 drafted by the Commission, reads:

The Leglslature may provide for the appointment by trial courts of record of officers :

such as commissioners ¢o perform subordinate judicial duties’ (Emphasis added.)

Article VI, Section 22 is not a self-executmg ‘provision, Therefore, one
source for determmmg the mearung of the words “subordinate’ judicial

~duties” would be the statutes in exisience before 1966 as well as those

subsequently enacted hi&mg duties which might properly be included in

‘that term. For example;in 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 Leglslature or rulemaking
agencies.”® The Court examined the powers that commissioners had and

_were exercising in 1966 and found nothing in the 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 limiting com-
missioners from exercising powers that the Legislature had conferred
upon them prior to 1966."° Looking at legislation ‘enacted subsequent to

144This section replaced former Article VI, Section 14, whxch read: “The Legxslature may also provide for the appolntment
by the several superior cotrts, of one or more commissioners in. their respective counties or cities and counties, with

authority to perform chamber business of the judges ¢f the superior courts, to take depositions, and to perform such i

other business connected with the administration of justice as may be prescribed by law,™

* In comparing the new provision with the old, three substantive changes may be noted' (1) it now applies to all trial
courts of record, that is, municipal as well as superior courts; (2) it now applies to “offiters such as commissioners,”
thereby enablmg the Legislature to provide by statute for other subordinate judicial positiéns such as that of traffic
referee (see §§ 72400-72406); and (3) ft now describes the type of judicial duties which may be dssigned to such offi icers
by the phrase “subordinate judicial duties." The latter phrase replaces that which suthorized ¢ommissioners “to

perform chamber business of the judges. .., to take depositions, and to perform such other business connected with

_ the ndministration of justice as thay be prescribed by 1nw " See Booney v; Vermont Invastment Cérp. (1873) 10 Cﬂl ad
351, 361-362.

18 Rooney v, Vermont Investment Curp N supm. 10 Cal.3d at 362, See also 1967 Judicial Councd Report 9.

15 Rooney v. Vermont Investment Corp., supra, at 362-365. 5

©
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1966, the Court also gave weight to the legislative judgment that Article
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.”

Another basis for analyzing the phrase “subordinate judicial duties” is
to examine the language itself, According to Webster's 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 1mportance as compared with
those that would normally be performed by a judge.”®

The general limits of the Legislature’s authority in this regard have been
defined by the apgellate courts. In dicta, the California Supreme Court has
1ndm4ted that the power to impose punishment that includes imprison-
ment is “in its nature a judicial power of the highest degree.” ¥ The Court
of Appeal has held that a municipal court commissioner, at least in the
absence of express legislative authorization, does not have the authority

" to accept 4 misdemeanor guﬂty plea and to pronounce sentence, mcludmg

imposition of probation.?

On the other hand, the Court of Appeal recognized as valid the 1egxsla-
tive grant of authonty found in Government Code Section 72401 (b) which
permits a commissioner or traffic referee to accept guilty or nolo vonten-
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.® 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 probatlon may not;be imposed.

Appellate courts have also indicated thata comxmssxoner may forfeit the
bail of a nonappearing defendant in a criminal case ® and, if expressly
authorized by statute, could punish disobedience of an order as a con-
tempt.®

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 the Legxslature s interpretation that such judicial duties
were subordinate in nature® %)

. In addition, it is believed that the Legislature could validly authorize
commissioners or referees to hear certain types of contested matters,” so
17 14, at 365-366; see also People v. Oaxaca (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 153, 158, recognizing duties described in § 72401 as
subordinate judick\l duties; Estate of Roberts {1942) 49 Cal.App.2d 71, T7,
mSee Opinion of Legislative Counsel, 1 Assem. J., pp. 1150, 1151 (1970).
19 Buens v. Superior Court (1903) 140 Cal. 11, 13,
People v. Oaxaca (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 153.
2 1d at 158,
mPec:ple v, Surety Ins, Co. (1971) 18 Cal.App.3d Supp. L.
2 5ee Marcus v, Workmen’s Comp. Appeals Bd. (1973) 35 Cal.App.3d 598, 603.
% Rooney v. Vermont Investment Corp,, supra, at 366, -

Rooney, supra, at 365-366, held that the Legislature could assign to such officers duties comparable in responsibility to
those exercised by eommissioners or referecs prior to 1966 Under the Juvenile Court Law, referees have long been
suthorized to “hear such cases as are assi + by the presiding judge of the juvenile court, with the same powers
¢ & judge of the juvenile court.” Welf, & Inst Code. 5554 Factually, these cases may be contested and may invalve
acts which, but fdr the age of the minor, would be treated as felonies. Except for orders removing 4 minor from his
home, (Welf. & Inst. Code § 555), an order by a juvenile court referee is effective immediately (/d., § 556) and may

constitute un order appealable to the Court of Appeal (id, § 800). A minor may, however, first seek a rehearing before
the juvenile court judge (id, §§ 556, 558). \\\

I
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long as those matters could rationally be determined to be “subordinate”
in nature when compared with the full judicial authority exercised by the
judge of the court. At the municipal court level, at least, there already
exists 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.®

Conclusion
To assist the municipal courts in the effective use of subordmate 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 22 of
the California Constitution,

An act to amend Section 72401 of the Govemment Code, relating to the
duties of traffic referees,

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: Y
Section 1." Section 72401 of the Government Code is amended to read:

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 deféndant,
hear and recommend orders to be made on demurrers and motions other
than for continuances,.take pleas and set cases for hearing or-trial.

(b) With respect to any misdemeanor violation falling within the provi-
sions of subdivision (b} of Seetion 42001 of the Vehicle Code, except
violations of Sections 14601, 14601.1, or any misdemeanor violation requir-
ing a violation point count of two points pursuant to Section 12810 of the
Vehicle Code, er eny infraetion 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 bail pro-
vided for that offense in the county bail schedule adopted pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Sectior: 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 conditions of probation:, except as otherwise provided in
this section, The traffic referec He may slse order the defendant to partic/-
pate in a work program in lieu of paying a fine, or fo attend a school for
% See Pen. Code § 19 {punistiment for misdemeanors); Pen. Code § 19¢; Veh, ‘Code § 42001 (punishment for infractions).

Cf, Cordon v, Justice Court (1974) 12 Cal,3d 323, 326, n. 2. If lay Jusnce court judges may hear contested Infrachons.
it seems anomnlous that s legally qualified commxssxd'\er should be uneble to do sa:

286766
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. traffic violators pursuant to the provisions of Section 42005 of the Vehicle

Code.

(¢) 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, rule on motions, conduct
trial, render a decmon, and impose senternce.

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 of the California Constitution.
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CHAPTER 6

JUDICIAL COUNCIL ACTION RELATING TO
‘GORDON V. JUSTICE COURT

In Gordon v. Justice Court (1974) 12 Cal.3d 323 the California Supreme
Court ruled that nonattorney judges may no longer preside over criminal
trials of offenses punishable by a jail sentence unléss the defendant waives
his constitutional right to an attorney judge. The effective date of the
Gordon ruling was temporarily stayed by the California Supreme Court
and a further stay was obtained pending United States Supreme Court
action on the California Attorney General’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 Council sponsored legislatmn enacted as Chapter
1493 of the 1974 Statutes (1974 Assembly Bill 2260) * 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 Council finds
attorney judges are needed. The new full-time judges would travel on
“circuit” to assist other justice courts and would receive an annual salary
of $30,000, paid by the counties with reimbursement by the state. In
addition, up to 30 incumbent attorney justice court judges 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

letnslatxon 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- Gouncil would be reguired “to make
recommendations to the Legislature and the Gévernor on or before June

© 1, 1975 for a permanent reorganization of the justice courts. The Conncil

is presently preparing a report of its recommendations for submission in
the event Chapter 1493 of the 19’74 Statutes becomes operatwe

. Vl Gov. Codc % 717m111m
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CHAPTER 1

!
GENERAL

A. DIRECTOR'S REPORT

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 Councxl organized and presented five
management worksbops 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-
porting by superior and municipal courts, In chronological order, these
workshops were held as follows:

1. Workshop for Superior Court Admxmstmtors, San Francisco, Febru-
ary 8-9, 1974 :
. Traffic Workshop for Municipal Court Commissioners and Referees,
San Francisco, April 19-20, 1974
. Workshop for Small Superior Courts, Sacramento, May 3-4, 1974
Workshop on Expediting Felony Cases, San Francisco, June 7—8 1974
. Superior Court Workshop on Reporting of Court Management Infor-
mation, San Francisco, June 25, 1974
. Municipal Court Workshop on Reportmg of Court l\/{anagement In-
formation, San Francisco, June 28, 1974
The two judges’ workshops were unique, each: featurmg discussions of
major topics involving administrative problem areas, The Workshop on
Expediting Felony Cases brought together 41 superior and muhicipal
court judges from the 11 largest counties, as well as 19 prosecutors, defends._

o GhCy MO

ers, court exccutives and other nonjudicial personnel for two days of \\\\«

discussion of methods of achieving more effective management and calen-
daring of criminal cases. At the close of the workshop, the workshop
participants issued a consensus statement embodying 10 recommenda-
tions for expedltmg felony cases. These recommendations dealt with cal-

endaring, screening of cases, and steps to promote better 1nteragen§y .

action on felony cases.
The Workshop for Small Superior Courts brought together 34 Judges

from 29 courts with 3 or less judges. Amang the topics discussed in the . |

workshop were appropriate fees and procedureg for appointing counsel to
defend indigent criminal defendants, fees for téstamentary trustees and
other extraordinary fees, effective utilization of bailiffs, calendar manage-

/‘/ o
/
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ment techmques for small courts, federal grants for court projects; and a
variety of other common problerns Financed by a federal grant, the
workshOp produced favorable evaluations from the partlcxpants and a
- unanimyus consensus that annual workshops for this unique group of
courts skiould be planned. The participants also voted to explicitly call the
" next workshop the Workshop for Cow County Judges, 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 provxde that commissioners and re-
ferees be authorized to hear and sentence in all traffic infraction cases,
impose conditions 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 practlces and the conduct of
traffic schools.

The Workshop for Superior Court Ad*mmstrators, 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 Office of
" Criminal Justice Planning, and comments on judicial and nonjudicial
workload factors. T,he 20 administrators present also heard a presentation
~on appropriate dutie§ 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-
pants’ evaluations of the programs. For both workshops, enthusiasm was
high' and the workshops were adjudged a success.

Liaison and Assistance fo 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 Judges, the Institutes for

\
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Municipal and Justice Court Juﬂges and the Institutes for ]uvemle Court
Judges and Referees, assmte(}[ the Center’s staff in organizing these pro-
grams. While the Center 'S st {f had overall responsxblhty for the organiza-
tion and 1mplementat10 of ‘\e programs, aided in each instance by a
judges’advisory comm1ttet.,, Tucial Council staff members furnished con-
siderable guidance and administrative assistance.

Public Information Services

* The continuing growth in the volume and scope of services performed -

by the public information attorniey has had a beneficial effect on the

reporting and understanding of the function and 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. Similarly, the activities of the ]udicial
Council, including special projécts, 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 Supreme Ceurt decisions or other actions, 52 listed the cases

accepted for hearinig by the Supreme Court (see 1974 ]ud cial Council

Report, p. 75), 17 concerned Judicial Council activities, and 4 were relat-
ed to other Jl.ldlClal matters, such as actions by the Commission on Judicial
Appointments, special statements commendauons, appomtments, ete.
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 i in the advance sheets to the
Official Reports.

These news releases generate both wntten and telephone inquiries
concerning background data, related legal and 1udlcxa1 procedures, the

relevance of the ruling or action to other state Or federal decisions, stat-

utes, ete., or the practical effect of the ruhng or action.

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

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
whi_ch,laffected municipal courts and 10 of which applied to superior
courts. . ,

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

Federally Funded Projects 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 i Munjcipal 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 recorded proceedings were recommended in the
project report of July 1, 1974,
2. Nonjudicial Staffing Requirements, California Courts
' This project developed weighted caseload values as a means for
measuring workload requirements and determining nonjudicial
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 this 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
cogsultant, in August 1974,

4, juc?i‘cia] 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.

Mrhe courts for which judgeship reports were prepared were:

Superior Courts: Countles of Tuohy Orange, Stanislaus, Santa Clara, Sacramento, Placer, Butte, San Diego, San
Bernardino, San Francisco and Los Angeles.
Municipal Courts. Walnut Creek-Danville, Visalia, Compton, Downey, San Antonio, Culver, Desert, San Bernardino,
North Orange, West Orange, Modesto, Fresno, Central Orange, El Cajon, Orange County Harbor, Livermore,“North
County (San Diego), Mount Diablo, Stockton and San Diego.
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'B. SUMMARY OF 1974 LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON JUDICIAL
COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS AND OTHER SELECTED
LEGISLATIVE MEASURES

The Judicial Council recommended 12 measures for enactment by the
Legislature during the second year of the 1973-74 Regular Session, One of
these measures (concerning arbitration) had been a subject of interim
study as a result of legislative action during 1973. Of these 12 measures, 10
received favorable action by the Legislature and 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 pass, 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 responsxble for handling most of the
measures sponsored by the Council,

JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEASURES

Arbitration .

Senate Bill 1211, introduced by Senator Moscone, would have imple- “

mented the Judicial Council’s recommendation providing a system for
arbitration of civil litigation in superior courts.? Foliowmg its reference to
interim study in 1973,% it passed the Legislature in 1974, but was vetoed

by the Governor on the stated ground that procedural detalls of the sys- .

tem should be contained in the statute rqther than in rules promulgated
by the Judicial Council. The measure was based upon a published study
of arbitration made by the Judicial Council under the mandate Of>ou ate

.Resolution 139 (1971).* The study resulted in the Judicial Council’s re zom-

mending the enactment of an arbitration statute and the adoptj
proposed rules designed to detail the form and procedures for arbj! fration
of superior court actions. /
Senate Bill 1211 was introduced as a spot bill on May 1, 1978 and was
amended five times, orxgmally to incorporate many of the procedural
provisions recommended in the 1973 Judicial Council Report, then to
require the Council to provide by rule for a uniform system of consensual

2See 1973 Judicial Couneil Report 110-114.
3 See 1974 Judicial Council Report T7-78,
4See 1973 Judicial Couneil Report 35-114

{

§




Q

46 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

arbitration, once for technical reasons, once to add a provision that a -

plaintiff could require arbitration in cases where the award would not
exceed $7,500, and once to make the measure operative July 1, 1975~

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

Retirement Fund

Senate Bill 1617, 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 Feburary 28, 1974°
Compensation of Judges

Senate Bill 1686, introduced by ‘Senator Song, amends Government
Code Sections 68703 and 75083 to provide that a retired judge be paid for
services as a master for the Commission on Judicial 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, effective April 4, 1974.°

.

" Occupational Safety Orders k

Senate Bill 2164, mtroduced by Senator Song, repeals and adds Chapter
8 (commencing with Section 6650) to Part 1 of Division 5 of the Labor
Code to reenact a revised judicial enforcement procedure for enforce-
ment of occupatxonal safety orders under the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1973." Numerous provisions of law were revised by the 1973
Act to prowde 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.?
Also enacted was Assembly Bill 3335, introduced by Assemblyman Fenton
as a general clean-up measure which also reenacts Chapter 8° Although

slightly different from Senate Bill 2164, it is not inconsistent and both

chapters are effective.
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 supphed by courts
and others to the Department of Justice and to eliminate provisions which
would have perrmtted the Attorney General to require additional infor-

50n| Stats, 1974, Ch 4.
5 Cal. Stuts, 1974, Ch. 149.
7 Cal Stats. 1973, Ch. %93, affective October 2, 1§73.
8 Cal. Stats. 1974, Ch, 1953
9 Cal, Stats. 1974, Ch, 1284,
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mation to be supplied by administrative action.
This legislation was an outgrowth of a resolution adopted at the Novem-
ber 1973 meeting of the Judicial Council.® As originally introduced, Senate

Bill 2217 provided for approval by the Chairman of the Judicial Councxl

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
Counil, the measure was amended to place the Legislature 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 operatwe July 1, 19784

Assignment of Judges

Senate Bill 2289, introduced by Senator Song, clarifies Sectlon 68547 of

the Government Code relating to payment of assigned judges. Thxs legisla-

tion was made necessary by an Attorney General’s Opinion'* which

questioned the long-standmg practlce by which Judges have been gwen ’
full pay when serving on successive assignments in various courts‘for

continuous peridds exceedirig 30 days. The bill assures that under such

circumstances the jidge will be paid on the same basis as a full-time judge, i

with proper credit for weekends and hohq}ays, regardless of the length of.
his assignment to any particular cowrt. The : measure was amended once”

for technical reasons and was then enacted as an urgency measure, opera—

. tive September 6, 1974.% ~

Compensation of Ass:gned Justice Court Judges

Senate Bill 2290, introduced by Senator Song, would have effectuated
a Judicial Council recommendatxon for more eq\ntable compensation of
justice court judges serving on assignment in mun1c1pa1 and. superior
courts. The measure would have permxtted an assigried 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 tolocal agencies for

the increased costs involved, which the Department of Finance estimated .,
to be approximately $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.

Agsigned Judges for the First Ap,oe//afe District

Senate Bill 2291, introduced by Senator Song, approprlates $325,000 to
prov1de 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 Courts. Thereafter the arnount and purpose of the-appro-

T 5e0 1974 Judicial Council Report 16-21.
." Cal. Stats, 1974, Ch. 790
12 56 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 151.
13 Cal, Stats, 1974, Ch. 679,
14 5o 1974 Judicial Council Report 67-68,

Sy
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~ priation was added by amendment. Further techmcal amendments were

-made, and the measure was enacted as amended.”® As a measure which
funds usual court expenses, the bill took effect immediately on September
26, 1974.

Infraction Pleas b,v Mail

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 infraction. 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.’® :

Penally 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 Sectlon 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.”

Los Angeles Juror Selection

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 counitywide 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 fransporation between his residence and the
court for which he is summoned. This measure was introduced to resolve
certain 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.”®

T5Cal, Stats. 1974, Ch. 1429,
16 0o, Stats. 1974, Ch. 1264,
17 ¢), Stats. 1974, Ch, 1265.
18.Cyl, Stats, 1974, Ch, 806.
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Justice Court Judges

AB 2260 (Z’berg) adds Article 3 (commencmg with Sectlon 71700) to
the Government Code to provide for temporary lawyer judges in justice

courts to meet the requirements of the decisici’in Gordon v, Justice Court
((1974) 12 Cal.3d 323). The measure becomes operative on January 7,

1975, or on the date that the Gordon decision is final for all purposes, -

mcludmg any review by the United States Supreme Court, whichever is
later.,

The bill provides for up to 22 circuit justice court judgeships to become
operative when the Judicial Council makes a finding of neCess1ty 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 Judgeshlps 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 res1dents 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 t6 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 expenses, However, this appro-
priation was deleted by the Governor in anticipation that the act would
not become 1mmed1ately operative due to anticipated United States Su-
preme Court review of the Gordon decision, The measure, without the
appropriation, became law as amended."®

OTHER MEASURES

Structure of the Judiciary

Senate Concurrent Resolution 136, introduced by Senatof;Song, creates
a joint commniittee on the judiciary to study state funding of the judicial
system, small claims, the appellate process, and the optimum structure for
19 ¢a, Stats. 1974, Ch. 1493
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- California’s judicial system® Senate Concurrent Resolution 161, intro-

duced by Senator Song, creates an advisory commission to assist the joint
committee.? One 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,
1978,

Judicial Succession Upon Consolidation

Senate Bill 1511, introduced by Senator Grunsky, amends Section 71080
of the Government Gode 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

appoglted and was enacted as an urgency measure operahve January 27,
1974.

Small C/a/ms 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 clairn in small claims default cases. The bill was amended
four times, initially to make technical changes, then to insert the proposed
change in existing Section 117g and ﬁnally t6 eliminate any alteration of

. forms, It'was then enacted as amended.”

Judgments

Assembly Bill 2829, introduced by Assemblyman McAlister, amends,
adds, and repeals various sections of the Code of Civil Procedure to permlt
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 of the superior court and obtaining immedi-
ate entry of a judgment, subject to the judgment debtor’s right to file a
motion to vacate within 30 days. With certain specified exceptions, execu-
tion 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.®

Venuve

Assembly Bill 3439, introduced by Assemblyman Z’berg, revises varigus
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

hablhty of the attorney, in change—of-venue proceedmgs where an achon .

g’cm Stats, 1974, Res. Ch. %
Cal, Stats, 1374, Res, Ch,
Cul Stats, 1974, Ch. 3.
2 Cal, Stats. 1974, 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 techmcal changes, and
was enacted as amended.®

Lawyers

Assembly Bill 3688, introduced by Assemblyman Maddy, adds Section
6180 et seg. 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 appointed
counsel supervise the transfer of matters to other legal counsel, The 5111
was amended once to make clarlfymg and technical changes, and was
enacted in amended form.?

C. CHANGES IN THE CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT
DURING 1974

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 concern 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 confidertial 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 prov1de suggested guidelines and questions for the.
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

B ). Stats, 1974, Ch. 1369,
2 Gal, Stats, 1974, Ch, 589,
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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 apphcatlon to the clerk for later mailing with the
court’s order to all other parties.

2. TRIAL COURT RULES AND STANDARDS

Standard Format for Interrogatories, Requests for Admission and Responses \

To resolve the problems that had resulted from having differing local
rules regarding interrogatories, requests for admission and responses,
Rules 201 and 501 were amended effective July 1, 1974 to prescribe a
standard format. The new standardized format provides cross—identifica-
tion of the questions and answers without duplication or repetition of the
questions and answers in the papers presented by either party during
discovery. However, the rules requxre 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 prescnbe the procedures to be followed by the tr1al 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 1078, effective
January 1, 1975, permits reasonable voir dire examination “to be con-
ducted orally and directly by counsel.”® 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 thy: recom-
mended Standards would prescnbe procedures and guldelmew for trial
judges when conducting voir dire in criminal cases and when j/ermitting
reasonable examination of prospective jurors by counsel orally. .md direct-
ly. Pursuant to these rules and standard, the trial judge would initially
examine the prospective jurors and ask any additional questions requested
by counsel. Upon request, counsel for each party would be permitted to

¥ Cal, Stats. 1974, Ch. 960.
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supplement the judge’s examination by oral and direct questioning of any
of the prospective jurors. The scope of the additional questions or supple-
mental 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 eriminal cases
will hereafter be the same.

Findings, Judgment and Motion for New Trial Following Bifurcated 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 after
all the issues have been tried and each judge will hear and determine the
motion as to the issues tried by him.

Authority of Traffic¢‘Referees to Act as Temporary Judgesv)

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

Reporting of Income ond Transcript Production by Court Reporfers in Designated
Counties 0

To fulfill its duties under 1974 legislation designed to aid the Legislature
and the counties in setting the basic salary rates of court reporters, the
Judicial Council adopted new Rule 860 requiring that official reporters
and temporary official reporters of any court in the counties of Fresno,?
Marin,® Riverside,” San Mateo,” Santa Cruz® and Ventura® shall
maintain records of their production of transcripts and income received,
and the time spent in attendance upon 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.

23 Stats, 1974, Ch. 1544 (Gov. Code § 68513),
29 Stats, 1974, Ch, 1266 (Gav. Code § 68513),
30 Stats. 1974, Ch, 733 (Gov. Code § 68514).

3 Stats, 1974, Ch, 1192 (Gov. Code § 68514),
32 Stats. 1974, Ch, 1201 (Gov. Code § 68515),
3 5tats, 1974, Ch, 1126 (Gov Code § 68313).
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Ekceplion of Judicial Council Approved Studies from Prohibition Against Videotaping
of Court Proceedings

Recognizing the desirability of carefully controlled 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 in the courts may apply to the Judi-
cial Council for specific exemption from Rule 980 which generally
prohibits photographing, recording for breadcasting 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 indexes by photo--
graphic, mechanical or electronic means. The rule permits 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 be accessible for public use.

Confidential Counseling Statement

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 of Civil Actions

T6 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
sdetermine 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 Continvances in Civil Coses //

At the request of the State Bar, Section 9(b) (3) (i) of the recommended ((\
_Standards of Judicial Administration was amended effective January 1,
1975 to add to the present provisions of that section a requirement that
an attorney seeking a continuance on the ground he is engaged in the trial
o
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of another case should show that the court at a specified time in advance
of trial made afinding concerning the attorney’s specific assignment to the
case for which the continuance is sought,

3. OTHER RULES

Chairmanshig of the Judicial Council L

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 “as chairman” of .the 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 Justice of California shall act as Chairman of the Judicial Couneil
for all purposes. . :

D. JUDICIAL REDISTRICTING

Realignment of judicial district boundaries eliminated six judicial dis-
tricts during 197273, and reduced the total number of judicial-districts in
California to 291 at the end of fiscal year 1973-74, The six districts that were
eliminated were all justice court districts. One was eliminated when the
district was annexed to an adjoining municipal court district.*  Another

ot

two justice courts were eliminated when they were consolidated and the-

consolidated district annexed to the adjoining municipal court district,®
Three justice courts were eliminated when the districts were consolidated
with adjoining justice court districts.® In addition, one justice court dis-

trict became a municipal court district when its population exceeded

40,000 residents.” . _

Table A gives the total number of judicial districts as of June 3%; for éach
year since the lower court reorganization® and the number served by
justice courts and municipal courts. There were 109 fewer judicial districts
at the end of 1973-74 than at the end c¢f the'year of reorganization, 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-
cent. ’

The number of districts served by justice courts has decreased since the
reorganization largely because of two factors: (1) redistricting by local
boards of supervisors resulting in the consolidation of “separate justice

court districts to form eithér municipal court or larger justice court dis-

tricts and (2) the creation of municipal courts as district poﬁulations\in/f

34 San Bernardino County: Chino Justice Court District was annexed to the San Bernardino County Muntcipal Court us }

i Chino Division on November 26, 1973. - )

San Bernardino County: Barstow and Yermo-Bellaville Justice Court Districts were y‘ﬁﬁl ated and became the Jar
stow Division of the San Bérnardino County Municipal Court ont August 6, 1973,

3 Monterey County: Greenfield Justice Court District was consolidated with the King City Justice Court Districtto
King City~Greenfield Justice Court District on January 1, 1974, /
San Benito County: Tres Pinos Justice CourtODistrict was consolidated with the Hollister Justice Court JAs!
becoming the Hollister Justice Court District on December 19, 1973, /
Stanislaus County: Newman Justice Court District was consolidated with the Patterson Justice Court District t¢
the Newman-Patterson Justice Court District on March 14, 1974, /

37105 Angeles County: The Malibu Justice Court District | the Malibu Municipal Court District on Dey/smber 14,

1973,
38 See Judicfal Council Fourteenth Biennial Report (1953) 12-28.
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crease to levelsin excess of the 4(%0’00 constitutional limit for justice courts.
TABLE A—=CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
As of June 30, 1953 Through 1974

\\‘ e Total Number Number
Judicial of justice of municipal
Year districts courts coutrls

1953 anscametamni _ , 400 349 51
1954, 400 348 52
1955..vi ; 395 342 53
1956, 395 341 54
1957, : — 393 335 58
1958, . ! 390 - 329 61
1959 oy 374 812 62
1969, . 374 307 67
1961 . 37 302 &9
1962...... . " a0 298 72
1963 365 293 72
1964 361 288 - 73
1965, 349 276 k&
1966, 339 268 e 7
' 1967 336 263 73
1968, i . 326 253 73
1969 : 319 245 4
1970 319 544 i
1971 j 309: 239 i
1972 ; . 303 296 77
1973 A 297 ‘ 231 7
1974, ' 291 214 7

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 recommended 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 District 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,

E. JUSTICE COURT QUALIFYING EXAMINATIONS

" No statewide qualifying examination for layman candidates for the of-
fice of judge of the justice court®™ was given durmg the 1974 calendar
year, due to the case of Gordon v. Justice Court® The Gordon case, véhich
involved the question of whether the trial of a criminal charge before a

39 Goy, Code § 71601; Cal. Rules of Court 750-760.
40 (1974) 12 Cal3d 323, =

o
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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 candidates will be
given in the future*

The oral examination required whenever there are more than three
qualified candidates for appointment to a justice court judgeship * was
given in three counties during the 1974 calendar year®

F. JUDICIAL COUNCIL LEGAL FORMS

During 1974, the Judicial Council approved 21 new and revised court
forms for statewide use. Eleven new forms were approved for optional

use effective July 1, 1974 under the new claim and delijzery law that

became operative on that date.** 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 Restraining Order.

The remaining 10 forms which were approved effective January 1, 1975,
are: Summons, Summons (Unlawful Detainer), Summons (Joint
Debtor), Summons (Marriage), Summons (Joinder), Notice and Ac-

knowledgement of Receipt, Confidential Counseling Statement (Rule’
v 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 Minors Act,
the Notice of Entry of Sister State Judgment and the Writ of Execution
(Possession of Real Property) were approved for optional use. An explana-
tion of suggested uses of the new forms and the background of the changes
in Council forms follows. : , 5
The new claim and delivery forms are suggested for the followinguses:

¢. 1. Application for Writ of Possession. This form is designed-for use in
applying for a writ of possession either after notice and a hea¥ing or ex
parte pursuant to Sections 512.010 and 512.020." The form may also be

4L See also Gov. Code § 71701, added by Stats. 1974, Ch. 1493,
42 Gov. Code §§711804, 71601,3; Cal, Rules of Court 765-770, ‘
Oral examinations were given in Mariposy, Nevada and San Bernardino Counties. In Mariposa County six attorneys filed
staternents of candidacy: for the vacaney in the Mariposa Justice Court. Six candidates, including five attorneys; filed
statemients of candidacy for the vacancy in the Nevada Justice Court, Nevada County, and in San Bernardinio County
four candidates, including three attorneys, filed for the vacancy in the Bear Valley Justice Court. ¢

4 Code Civ Proc. §§ 511.010-516.050; Stats, 1973, Ch. 526. .
- All section references are to the Code of Civil Procedure unless otherwise indicated.
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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. The 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. Notice of Application 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 demgned for the entry of informa-
tion which must be contained in the notice in accordance with Sections
512,030 and 512.040.

3. Order for 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 form 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 should be notéd that paragraph 5 ( ) of the 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-
tionaily 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 stricken 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 writ are
set forth in Section 512.080. (

5. Undertaking by Sureties. This form is for use in filing the under-
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 requlrements
listed in Section 515.020 for defendant’s undertaking.

6. Notice of Exception to Sureties and Hearing on justzﬁcatzon of .

Sureties. Section 515.030 specifies the procedures to be followed in 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
Quash 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, Pursuarit to the provisions of Section
512.020(b), such a defendant may apply by noticed motion for an order
that the writ be quashed and any property levied on pursuant to the writ’
be released. : N

8. Order for Release and Redelivery of Propegty. If at the hearing on
the defendant’s motion to quash the writ of péy:éssion 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 levigd upon and, in addition, may award certain
damages as set forth in Stction 512.020 (b). It should be noted that this
same section of the code authorizes the court, 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. Declaration for Ex Parte 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 the statute
to support an-application for a writ of possession issued ex parte. :

10. Declaration for Temporary Restraining 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 B
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 Lo
plaintiff applying for a temporary restraining order. ,

11. Temporary HRestraining 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- v
ing be attached to the temporary restraining order. - ' o }

12-18. Summons, Summons (Unlawful Detainer), Summons (Joint .
Debtor), Summons (Marriage) and Summons (Joinder) have been re-
vised in accordance with a 1974 legislative eniactment (Stats: 1974, Ch.

363). 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 363 (Stats. 1974) also re-
quires that the summons forms bear the warning that a default could
refult in garnishment of wages, taking money or property, or other
relief, . a : : L

17. Notice and Acknowledgment of Receipt. The existing Council
form fop, use in service of summons and other documents by mail has - ™, =
been revised. to substitute “Confidential Counseling Statement” for
“Confidential Questionnaire,” a form revoked by the Judicial Council
effective January 1, 1975 (see para. No, 18 below). No other substantive
changes were made in the revised form. ol :

18. Confidential Counseling-Statement. This new form was adopted
by the Judicial Council as new Rule 1284 of the California Rules of Court

proposal to eliminate the family law Confidential Questionnaire and to -
substitute in its place a simplified form of request for counseling. The

3
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Confidential Counseling Statement is de31gned to assxst famﬂy law

courts in 1denhfy1ng those persons who are in need of counselidg serv-
ices.

19. Declaration . under Uniform Custody of Minors Act. This new
form was approved for statewide use in proceedings under the Uniform
Child Custody Jurisdiction Act, Title 9 of the Family Law Act (Civ. Code
§ 5150, et seq.). The form provxdes for the standard entry of information
requxred in every proceedmg that relates to the dustody of minor chil-
dren.-

20. Notice of Fntry of Sister State ]udgment The 1974 California

'Legislature enacted a new, simplified procedure for the entry of sister
state judgments to be operative January 1, 1975 (Stats. 1974, Ch. 211,

adding Code Civ. Proc. § 1710.10, et seq.). Upon the filing of the Judg- :

ment creditor’s application, the clerk of the superior court must enter
judgment for the unpaid amount of the original sister state judgment.
The judgment creditor must then promptly serve the judgment debtor
with tioticeé 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 essentlal
information under this proceeding.
21. Writ of Execution (Possession of Bea/ Property). The Judicial
Council authorized the continued use of the existing Writ of Execution
(Possession of 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-

'~1ngs the forms 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

. representatlon 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 reproductlon
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G. CURRENT FEDERALLY FUNDED PROJFCTS

The following Judicial Councﬂ projects funded by federal grants are

now in progress
1. CALIFORNIA STATE JUDICIAL INFORMA TION SYSTEM ‘
$178,709 (LEAA)/$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).
9. CENTER FOR JUDICIAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH (CCCJ #1342—9)
$224,000 CCCJ (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 new judges a

- year, and in light of the fast-changing requirements in the criminal law
‘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) condueting 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 wdeotape)

3. COURT AUTOMATION/INFORMATION SYSTEM COORDINATOR
(CCQJ #1456-2)

$37,956 CCCJ (LEAA) 1$42,173 total project cost. i
One of the primary objectives of the Integrated Court Automahon/

Information System project (1973 Judicial 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. To'insure that maximum bene-
fit is received from the ICAIS conceptual designs, the Judicial Council
through the Administrative Office of the Courts needs to be 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 courts 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 (CCCJ #1267)

$50,921 CCCJ (LEAA)/$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. Twd coordinators were selected:

one for a large superior court, 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 CCCJ (LEAA)/$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 CCCJ (LEAA)/$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 planmng materizal for trial court use and serves to provide direc-
tion for courts’ projects.

7. JUDICIAL IMPACT ANALYSIS TEAM (CCC] #1340—U-—2)

$100,000 CCCJ (LEAA}/$111,111 total project cost.

This grant continues funding of a Judicial Impact Analysis Team whlch
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 analysis 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 feasibility of
establishing the team as a permanent entity.

8. LANGUAGE NEEDS OF NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING CITIZENS

$84,600 CCCJ (LEAA) /$94,000 total project cost.

Pursuant to 1973 Assembly Concurrent Resolution 74, 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 CCCJ (LEAA)/$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 OOURTS—- WESTERN REGIONAL OFFICE
$318,076 CCCJ (LLEAA)/$353,422 total project cost. .

The National Center for State Courts, headquartered in Washington,
D.C,, has embzrked upon a policy of estabhshmg 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 dlfﬁculty in implementation was one of funding; 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 fundmg
for the first and second years of operation.

11.  PERSONNEL AND CLASSIFICATION SPECIALIST FOR SUPERIOR AND MUNICI-
PAL COURTS

$26,964 CCCJ (LEAA)/$29,960 total project cost.

The Administrative Office of the Courts has been mcreasmgly called
upon to perform job audits, elassification 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 LEGAL RESEARCH STAFF FOR SMALL SUPERIOR COURTS
$41,400 CCCJ (LEAA) /$46,00G total project eost.

This project will assess the usefulness of regional legal 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 MANAGEME’NT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TEAM
(CCCJ #1340-R-2)

-$118,896 CCCJ {LEAA)/$132,108 total project cost.

This grant continues the principle recognized under the Systein 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 uporn
request to superior and municipal courts throughout the state. Staff mem-
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 Survey 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 oFr APPELLA TE C'OURT i)
$29,986 CCCJ (LEAA)/$33,317 total project cost,
The goal of this study is to determine whether some of the appellate
court opinions which have not been published meet the standard for
‘publication prescribed by Rule 976 of the California Rules of Court.
15. THIRD APPELLATE DIST, RICY' DEFENDER PROJECT
$130,000 CCCJ (LEAA) /$144,444 total project cost.

This pilot prOJect will examine the feasibility of orgamzed appellate
defender services in the Thlrd Appe late District (Sacramento) based on

Bt
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the initial success of the Fourth Appellate District Defender Project,
supra. A service will be instituted which will provide staff appellate coun-
sel, train law students, supervise appointed private counsel and provide
supportive services to those appointed counsel.
16. TRIAL COURT CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATOR (CCCJ #:1300-2)
$27,544 CCCJ (LEAA)/$30,604 total project cost.

A large number of improvements in the administration of Justlce 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 Criminal Justice 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 (CCCJ #1873)

$45,000 CCCJ (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 Institutions Code Sec-
tion 507. An advisory committee of juvenile court judges will guide and
assist the project in 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 CCCJ (LEAA) /$202,112 total project cost.

This is a pilot 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 wdeotape 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
" consultant’s Final Report and adopted most of its recormmendations.

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 loglcally organized
” position classxﬁcatlon plan available for use as a gulde 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.”

The Judicial Council acted in regard to each of the recommendations
made by the consultant in the Final Report. These 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 alsp authorized the staff to adjust these values
as appropriate to reflect individual differences between courts.*

The caseload and clerk-year values result from a clerical time and work-
. load study conducted by the consultant over a four-week period begin-
" 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.

Caseload Valves

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 Valves ‘
Clerk-year values represent the average time (in minutes) available

per nonjudicial employee for case-related work based on the data devel-

‘oped during the consultant’s workload study, The valtie is calculated by
multiplying the average time per day available per clerk for 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, ete.
The calculation for the superior court clerk year also includes an allowance
for the time spent by county clerk employees on noniéase-related matters,
mently tl;ejudicinl Council makes no studies or recommendations regarding the nonjudieial staffing of individual trial

coutts, nor have such studies been requested by courts}the Governor, the Legislature or county gayernment in the
past. Thus, this authorization would become operative only if such reports were requested in the future.
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Because of variation in these allowances, one clerk-year value 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 accommodate 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-year 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 plan resulted from an in-depth
study by the consultant of existing position classification systems used in
superior and municipal courts and county clerks’ offices. The survey
included analysis of: the number, location and salaries of authorized
positions; methods used to determine the nuinber 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 vourt; are “tied in” to county civil service systems to a
greater or less degree rather than being responsive to real court needs;
and in 4 number of cases are defective in other respects. To the extent that

the plan is adogted 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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N "J‘ .
The position elassification 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 in 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 include 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-
seriptions for positions within these job families (e.g:, court administra-
tor, courtroom clerk, senior accounts clerk, ete.).
The establishment of master position classification titles applicable to
each position classification level (eg., senior clerk, clerk II, clerk
trainee). These titles can be used as the court’s official position classifica-
tion titles for purposes of legislative authorization, budgetary requests,
salary administration, promotional examinations and labor negotiations
and can be used internally by the courts 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 specialists. They rely upon assistance from the

county administrative offices in such matters as salary setting, position .

descriptions, organizational studies, etc. This source of assistance is appro-
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-depth understanding of court operations and organization as
well as thorough knowledge of the techniques of personnel and organiza-
tional planning,. Since most courts do not need this assistance on a continu-
ous, full-time basis, the Judicial Council would provide this service at a
court’s request in a manner similar to technical assistance provided 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 compensation
of individual trial courts when such assistance is requested by an appropri-
ate representative of the court, the county board of supervisors or 4 legisla-
tive committee.



CHAPTER 2
/ IDICIAL STATISTICS
A. SUPREME COURT |
N o )
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 previcusly decided by the
Courts of Appeal, which increased by 185, and criminal original proceed-
ings (habeas corpus), which increased by 164. Petitions for hearing of cases
previously decided by the Courts of Appeal amounted to 73.2 percent o&

all filings in the Supreme Court. For the second consecutive year there

were no directappeals filed.! ,

TABLE |—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS
Fiscal Yaars 1963-64 through 1973-74

1963 1964~ 1965 1966- I967- 1968~ 1969~ 1974~ 1971~ 1978~ 1973
Type of Filing 6 &5 6 & & & W, N 7# W H
"Total Fillngs s — 1872 2569 2522 2716 £959 3322 3400 3,78 3238 5139 351

Petition for hearing of cases previous-
ly decided by the Courts of Ap-

peal o45* 1,111 1208 1,379 1769 2386 2571
Gl appeals — &4 40T 497 5 680 TN
Criminal appe — 306 357 45 g8 ™ooes
Civil original procecdi — 245 965 252 36 759 T
Criminal original proceedings . R ) " 1 44 180
Miscellaneats v — 69 135 167 168 126y w87

Direct appenl 257 o188 o253 21l 49 150 17 88 U 0 D

Original procecdings
Civil mMm W9 W 9 B B4 84 108 178 160 183
CriING mmmicarmmnimmmmne - 330 105 983 1,025 1057 1,149 1,235 85 632 3 s °

Motion to dismisson clerk's certificate © 29 15 7 9 I 0 0 0 0. 0 0

® Breukdown not available,

During the fiscal year, the Supreme Court disposed of 2,571 petitions for
hearing, 936 original proceedings and 9 executive clemency applications,
in addition to nymerous motions and petitions for reheating,

¥ Direct appenls to the Supreme Court are pcm;ﬂ.tcd‘on'ly in criminal cases where judgment of death has been proncanced.
«Cal. Const,, Art, VI, § 11,
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TABLE Il—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
; BUSINESS TRANSACTED
o Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74

: 1963~ 1964 1965- 1966~ 1967- 1968~ 1969~ 1970~ 1971~ 1972~ 1973-
Businiess transacted &4 65 66 67 68 & 70 71 2 73 74

Total busi tr ted - 2563 3,667 4,016 4,135 4296 4,124 4,772 4,637. 4,673 4,691 5288 -
Causes dis ‘Posed of:
Appeals
By written opinion [PTR—— 100 17 18 140 116 140 14 16 8 17 kit
Without opinion (by dismissal, af-
firmance
or reversal on stipu]uh’on, .
MOHON;, €1C) iwmnnurmvisersisssisssisanns 1 2 6 8 8 2 1] 11 7 2 4

Original proCEedmgs (including
habeas corpus)®

By written opinion .o 27 41 62 58 56 66 91 - 86 76 62 76
WithHout opinion ..., 434 1,128 1,120 1,028 1,048 1,180 1,121 911 B02 588 . 860
Petitions for hearing
Granted . 103 148 127 157 168 188 191 204 230 181 198
Denied . 842 964 1,078 1,222 1,601 1,716 1,873 1994 2187 2205 2373
Motions (miscellnneous)b
Denied.or granted,.mmimsansenn 0 12 20 35 3 20 67 67 30 68 64
Rehearing"; L
Granted aivawmimmiunsmsimsinin 3 3 5 1 1 5 0 1 1 2 3
Denied . 72 84 87 1068 . 66 93 95 87 55 62 50
Orders® . v )
Transfers and retrax\sfers vy 591 740 908 - 749 - 452 ST 17T 160 198 231 189
Alternative writs or orders to show ! '
 CBUSE™ v — — — — — — —_— — — e 52
Miscell 367 423 474 608 - 717 851 997 @48 940 1,161 1,331
Executive clemency applications®. ... 23 6 11 23 30 %% 46 8 6 12 9

® Includes those filed initially in the Supreme Court, and those previously decided by Courts of Appeal but transferred to
the Supreme Court on petition for hearing or on its own motion,
Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeu!s
¢ Not reported elsewhere.
Data previous to 1973-74 included in miscellaneous,
~% Cal. Const,, Ait. V, § 8.

The Supreme Lourt s workload also included one review of a recom-
mendation by the Commission on Judicial Qualifications concerning the
" discipline of a Judge, and several disciplinary proceedings agamst attor-
neys, as reflected in Table III below. ; \

TABLE 11l—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT Ny
ATTORNEY DRISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS
Fiscal Year 1973-74

Record of conviction of crime filed

Suspensior: ordered because offense involved moral turpitude . 14°
Referred to State Bar for determination whether offense involved moral turpitude ... ST S 7
State Bor recomtidndations of D .or probati - 26"
State Bar recommendations of disbarment o i Y 9¢

Resignation while discxplinnky proceedings pending, 1
Petitions for reinstat - A 2

Total \—5'5
2 petitions to set aside or stny suspension in 6, =S
Writs of review filed in
S Writs of review filed in 6

Although the number of disciplinary proceedmgs is similar to that in

recent years, the number of wtrits of review requiring deliberation on the

7
i)

%
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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 1973-74. When an attor-
ney files a writ of review in the Supreme Court, the dxsc1plmary matter
is docketed as a civil original proceeding, and the case is reflected both in
th](;:l summary of filings and, when demded 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, the third highest number in the past decade.

TABLE IV—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT

PETITIONS FOR HEARING IN SUPREME COURT;-NUMBER
FILED GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED ‘
Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74 o

“1963- 1964 1965~ 1966- 1967- 1968~ 1969- - 1970~ 1971~ 1972~ 1973
64 65 66 67 68 69 w0 7 72 73 28

Filed : . 945 LI 1,205 1379 1,769 1,874 2,064 2,198 2417 2386 2571

Granted 103 148 127 157 - 168 . 158 191 294 230181 198

Percent granted ....... P R » 109 133 105 114 95 84 93 93 95 7.6 KA
/ XIS

)

A substantial portion of:tife Supreme Court’s workload arises from the '

granting of pet1t1ons for hearing in criminal cases, and many of the matters
denominated “civil original proceedings™ arise out of criminal cases.” 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 petmons whlch 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 hearmg in parole revoca-
tions and analogous proceedings.

. TABLE V—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT

PETITIONS FOR HEARING GRANTED AND DENIERs
‘ BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING /‘u
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
- - 197374 1972-73
Type of proceeding Filed  Percent-granted - Denied Filed  Percent-granted Denied
Total . 2,571 198- 1.7 2,373 2,386, /181~ 7.6 2,208
Civil appeal ' ™ 81-105 690 687 "66- 96 - bal
Criminal appeals ......... S TR 915 44- 48 871 70 48- 62 722
Civil original proceedings.... 709 ’ 51~ 7.2 658 759 44- 58 715
Criminal original proceedings® ..... ashes 80 . - 22-21% 58 . 44 6-13.6 38
Miscelluneous motions and applicatioris . 96 i 0-0 96 126 17-135 109

2 Habeas corpus.

P
©

2This categéty includes petitions for review of orders or ‘motions for e return of property or suppression of evidence

under Pen. Code § 1538, 5 and review of trial court rulings on motlons to set aside an indictment or information under
Pen Code § 99%.

W
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3, ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS

Both civil and criminal original proceedings in the Supremé 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 must be-evaluated by the Court to determine if it pre-
sents a question of ?ubstantlal merit. A significant number are found to be
sufficiently meritorious to reqmre a full hearmg, which the Supreme
Court may dxrect should be held in a lower court.? .

4, APPEALS

For the second consecutive year, there were no dlrect dppeals to the
Supreme Court. Appeals shown as disposed of in Table 1I 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 petmon
or on the Court’s own motmn

B. COURTS OF APPEAL

1. FILINGS
Svmmary

Filings of contested matters* 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 previcus year. As the
discussion of individual types 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 percentage
is substantlally unchanged from 1972-73.
TABLE VI-~CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL

SUMMARY OF FILINGS. (INCLUDING TRANSFERS
FROM SUPREME COURT)

Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74
19635~ 1964~ 1965~ 1966~ 1967- 1968~ 1969~ 1970- 1971- 1978~ 1973~

Type of filing &4 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 2 3 74
Total filings wonmmmmmmnenin 3,872 4,572 5013 5538 6411 6874 8039 8684 8548 9,186 9,805
Appeals
Civil 1,389 1,392 . 1,462 - 1,478 1664 1,751 1,981 1921 2,191 2277 2380
Criminal wwonmumssuon T, 1,108 1,330 1,634 1948 2037 2120 2562 3,025 2,764 3,106 3,300
Originnl proceedings ©
Civil 733 907 977 975 1,347 1,608 2172 2,520 2,492 2,520 2593
© Griminal s N 447 722 713 881 1,073 1051 1006 861 47 903 1,145
Total contested matters 3,677 4,351 4,786 5262 6,121 6.530 7,721 8327 8,194 8806 9418
g [cas VN
Motions to dismiss on clerk’s certifi- : 5
cate -
Civil 195 2% - 295 73 288 397 817 357 353 . 37T 084
Criminal p— PR 0 0 2 3 2 7 1 0 1 3 3
3 Seo Table }, Transfers and Retransfers. = \\

“Contested matters” includes all appeals and orlginul P oceedings; it excludes motions to dismiss on clerk’s certificate,
which de not significantly add to the courts” worklon{-’«

1
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k Appeals—Civil
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The 2,380 civil appeals filed in 1973-74 were 4.5 perceht above 1972-73.
As the chart below indicates, civil appeals have been i increasing at a rela-
tively constant annual rate of approximately 6 percent since 196’1—685
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Appeals—Criminal

There were 3,300 criminal appeals filed in 1973-74 an increase of 6
percent over 1972-—'73 The trend in cnmmal appeals is depxcted in the
following chart. .
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The temporary respite from increased criminal filings during
1971-72¢ has now been more than offset, and criminal appeal filings
appear to be increasing at an average annual rate” 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. ~

5The increase of 6 percent is stated as the equivilent of a compound fnterest rate; that is, on the average each year increases
by about that rate over the total ¢ivil appeals in the previous year,
SThis decline was almost entirely attributable to a change in policy in Los Angeles, in which certain types of eriminal
offerises which had been prosecuted as felonies were disposed of as misd ots in the ipal court. See 1973
Judicial Council Report, pages 178 and 186,

7 8ee note 5; this is the equivalent of a compound interest rate. =

©
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/ . TABLE Vil—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTESTED SUPERIOR COURT DISPOSITIONS
AND APPEALS FILED

Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1973-74

Fyscal Year 1967-68 1968-69 1969~70 1970-71 1971-7¢ 1972-73 1973-74
State Totals; v

Superior court contested dispositions

CIVIL 15,903 14612 15898 17,641 19,185 20,074 21,034
Courts of Appeal civil appeals filed—Number ... - 1,664 1,751 1,981 1921 2,191 2277 2,380
Percent 1015% 120% 125% 109% 114% 11.3% 11.3%

Sﬁpefior court contested dispositions®
CRIMINAL 5,704 6,490 7203 7015 6,114 6,189 6,484

Courts of Appeal criminal appeals filed—Number 2,037 2,120 - 2,562 3,025 2764 8,106 3,300

Percent** . 35.7% R7% 856% 431% 452% §02% 509%

* Excludes change of plen or dismissal following start of trial,

** Note that this does not necessari i reflect the precise percentage of appealnble dispositions actually appealed. For
exarnple, “superior court contes} @ dispositions” include nonappealable acquittals and excludes convictions on pleas
of guilty, s few of which are nppenlnble The table is, therefore, presented only to show the general relationship
between appellate workload and superior court dispositions. .

Original Proceedings—Civil

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 inc¢rease 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
reflecting the overall growth of court busnhess in the state.

= i

T= ; =
b t 1
3 1=

s

Ll
(i

1L

3000 FEE R

1

=

2500

800}

1943-86 [0 o7-48. £8-69 970 70-n 772 2-n -74

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? 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 wxll not
be of indefinite duration.

.

5108 UsS, 471, 33 L.E.2d 484, 92 5.Ct, 2590 (1972).
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F///ngs—-—ngh//ghfs by District

N

District 1. Civil ﬁlmgs in the First Dlstnct show a remarkably constant
annual percentage of increase.

After sev;"'al years of sharply i increasing criminal appeal filings, 1973~
74 showed a-sight 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 district will remain constant for another year.
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FIRSY APPELLATE DISTRICY

Distriet 2. As noted earlier, a change in prosecuhon policy i in Los Ange-
les County resulted in a decrease in criminal filings in the Second District
in 197172, In the two succeeding years, however, criminal appeals have
shown slight increases, and further increases may be expected.
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Distriet.3. 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.
After a period of relative stability, civil appeals began increasing in
197172, and increased from 178 filings in 1970-71 to 263 filings in 1972~
78, an increase of 48 percent in two years; while this upward trend was
arrested in 1973-74, with only 264 civil appeal filings, further 1ncreases
may be expected,

% Criminal appeal flhngs in the Thlrd District show an even steadier

upward trend: the 10 percent increase (from 261 to 288 in 1973-74) ap-
pears typical of a trend which averages 10 to 12 percent annual increases.
400
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© THIRD . 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,
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l
District 5. For the second successive ‘year, civil appeal ﬁhngs in thlS
district decreased. Criminal appeal filings remained roughly constant,
although they had been showing a significant upward trend. The total
volume of appeals in the Fifth District is at a leyel which makes it difficult
to draw any generalization from these year—to-year changes.

2, BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Summary ‘ o i
In 1973-74 the Courts of Appeal set a new record in disposing of 4,685
contested matters ® on the merits by written opinion; of these, 1,799 were

“civil appeals, 2,590 criminal appeals (4,389 total appeals), and 296 were

dispositions of ongmal proceedmgs The previous record number of dispo-
sitions on the merits was 4,318 in 1971-72. Even the current high rate of
dlSposmons, however, was not quite sufficient to keep up with the stcadlly
increasing number of f111ngs

TABL{' Vﬂl-—-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL

.  BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Yoars 1963-64 Through 1973-74

1963-" 1964~ 1965~ 1966- k%‘?—- 1968~ 1969 1970- 197~ 1978 1973~
Business transacted 64 65 66 67 69 70 71 4 73 Il
1

Total business transacted .. 6,388 7,763 9,664 10,203 13,403 12,808 14,500 15891 16482 17,075 18,639

* Appeals

By written opitionmweaene 1,551 1,751 2087 2323 2,695 2958 3,221 3544 3997 0890 4,389
Without = opinion (by
dismissal, affirmance or )
reversal  on  stipulation, ) .
motion, ete.} v forimnasnigs . 804 792 1,021 935 ' #5190 1428 1618 4769 1,495 1,614 1,655
Original proceedings {(includ- 2 }
ing habeas corpus)

{3 y writtes, opmion. e 104 847 103 191 - 160 945 . g9 - 9269 A2l 977 99
Without ODINION wewewmweene 1,060 1,537 1559 L1641 2,118 2379 2897 2975 2902 3074 3455
Tolal by written opifion .. 1635 1835 2,100 2440 2856 3203 D442 3518 4318 4167 4685 .

Motions {miscellaneous) ® ' ) -
Denied or granted 200 171 201 223 302 324 317 8§82 396 436 595

P

0

Rehearings )
Granted.anumuummssmsisnn 68 60. 42  £53 63 42 65 51 73 5, 65 62
Dented : 440 418 526 651 - 740 78 720 8Ll - 920 .933 . 1,000
Orders (miscellaneous) ¥ v 2161 2,950 4,095 4046 6,134 4,647 54467 6000 6378 7,086 7,227

8 Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not reported elsewhere.

The inerease in dispositions of criminal appeals by written opinion trom
197273 was 366, or 16 percent; civil appeals disposed of by written opnﬁon
increased by 133, or 8 percent. -

While most appeals disposed of without written opmmn constitute little:

burden on the court, because they are largely the result of settlement or
abandonment, the same is not true of ongmal proceedings dxsposed of
without written opinion, since all of them require Judmal review in order
to determine their merit. Thus, although written opinions in original pro-

ceedlngs were substantially unchanged (296 in 1973-74 compdred to 277 -

* 9a u(v d Hape®

means appeals and original proceedings. While some motions (.4, a contestéd motion to disi}xiss)
may ndd sighificantly to the courts’ work, the majority of motiong do.riot do so.to any grent extent,
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" in 1972-73), the 3,455 original proceedings disposed of without written
opinion represent a substantial increase in judicial workload over the 3,074
so disposed of in 1972-73.

The Courts of Appeal, as in past years, received substantial assistance
fromi retired judges 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:

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

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Full-time Orig. proceeds Total ippeal;
Judge- Appeals disp, Disp, by & Orig. Proc. Per Judge-
Equivalents* by Written Opin. Whritten Opin, by Written Opin. Equivalent
District 1972-73 1972-73  1973-74 . 197273 1973-74  1979-73 1973-74  1972-73 - 1973-74

12.895 - 13,008 1077 LiT2 87 95 1,164 - 1,267 90.3 974
21297 21466 1,583 1,795 63 5 1646 1870 5 87.1
5097 6007 354 430 49 58 403 488 79.1 800
9547 9184 676 784 53 4 729 827 764 900
3201 3265 200 208 2 25 225 233 684 714
State e 52057 53020 3800 4389 o771 296 4167 4685 80.0 834

* “Full-time judge-equivalents” includes a court's regular justices plus the time reported for judges assigned to the court,
minus the time reported for assignments of the court's regular members to another court and for extended absence,

As reflected in Table X, the number of opinions authored by assigned
judges was substantially unchanged from the corresponding number in
1972-73; 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

Majority opinions written 1968-69. 196970 1970-71  1971-72  1972-73  1973-74
Total opinions 3,148 3,384 3,746 4,259 4,120 4,605
“By the Court” opinl 57 298 s 81 990 1,138
Authored opini 3,091 3,159 3214 3,387 3,130 3,467
By court of appenl judges. 2,680 2814 2,990 3,128 2,783 3,116
By assigned judges 411 348 224 259° 347 351°

#The number of opinions written by judges who werc assigned to cover vacancies or extended absences have been reported
since 1971-72 and are as follows:

197172 127
1972-73 84
1973-74 131

3. BACKLOG AND DELAY
Total Appeals Pending

There were 4,820 appeals pending in the Courts of Appeal on June 30,
1974, an increase of 310 over the number pending a year earlier. An appeal
.is treated as “filed” for statistical purposes when the record on appeal is
transmitted to the Court of Appeal and, in civil appeals, the appropriate
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filing fee has been paid. It is not ready for action by the court, however,
until briefing has been completed, which is normally several meaths after
the appeal is filed. During the intervening period, a significant percentage
of appeals is dismissed as a result of settlement, abandonment or the like.

TABLE XI—CALIITDRNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
APPEALS PENDING
June 30, 1973 and June 30, 1974

June 30, 1974 _June 30, 1973
’ Total ) Total
Courts of Appeal  * pending Civil Criminal  pending Cyvil Criminal
State tatal 4,820 2454 2,366 4510 2,258 2959

District I—Total 1,580 965 615 1,543 884 659
Divisiony 1 426 259 167 408 232 176
Division 2 495 274 151 413 243 170
Division 3 388 239 149 70 225 148
Division 4 . . a4l 193 148 352 184 168

SR
k .

District 1I—~Total 1814 819 993 1,623 729 894
Division 1* 221 49 172 185 14 1M
Diviston 2° 230 38 192 180 15 165
Division 3 207 20 207 198 15 181
Division 4% 200 34 166 197 24 173
Division 5 “b 322 64 258 259 g5 204
Unassigned 614 614 — 608 606 -

District [11 ¢ 468 284 184 421 241 180

District IV—Total 634 257 3T 609 258 351
Division l: 338 157 181 257 i12 145
Division 2 296 100, 196 352 146 206

District V 34 129 195 34 146 168

ﬁDivisions with four authorized judges.

Since August 1, 1967 newly filed civil nppeals have not been immediately ussigned to a divisjon. Assignrments are made
from a “master ready list" by a perlodic equal distribution of a portion of the oldest cases.
®Two additional judgeships authorized on January 1, 1974 increased the total to six positidhs,
Division 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 Calendor

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, 1974, there were 2,016 ready for judicial action, as compared with 1,638
pending a year earlier, an increase of 378 appeals or 23 percent. Criminal
appeals ready for judicial action had increased 29 percent, and civil ap-
peals were up 20 percent.

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

June 30, 1973 and June 30, 1474

June 30, 1974 June 30, 1973
Courls of Appeal Total Cyvil Criminal Total Crvil Criminal

State total y 2,016 1,233 763 1,638 1,029 609
District I-~Total “dseasnine 751 541 210 677 448 229
Division 1 204 161 8 190 124 6
Division 2 218 167 51 205 141 64
Division 3 187 134 53 147 102 45
Division 4 122 79 43 133 81 54
District Il—Total 584 335 249 446 269 177
Divistonn 1* 69 49 20 37 14 23
Diviston 2* kud 38 39 k1 15 22
Division 3° 73 20 33 46 15 . 31
Division 4® 78 34 4 74 24 50
Division 5° 157 64 93 . 106 5% 51
Unassigned 130 130 — 146 146 —
District 111 ¢ 21 178 62 174 122 52
District IV~=Total 237 96 141 187 91 96
Division l:l‘ . 108 89 49 78 39 36
Divislon 2 129 a7 92 . 112 52 60
District V 207 86 121 154 99 55

2 Divisions with four authorized judges,
Since August 1, 1967 newly filed civil appeals have not been immediately assigned to a division. Assignments are made
from a “master ready list" by a perlodic equal distribution of a portion of the oldest cases,
®Two additional judgeships authorized on January 1, 1974 increased the total to six positions.
4 Division with five authorized 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 bemg
disposed of, in order to equate ready appeals with some fraction of a year s
work for the court.® 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 XIlI—-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
READY APPEALS PENDING ANALYSIS

Fiscal Year 1973-74

Appeals disposed Appeals argued, Ready-Pending
by written opinion calendared or ready Ratio
District Fiscal Year 1973-74 June 30, 1974 (percent figures)
Civil Crin. Total Civil Crim. Total civil Crim. Total
) RO, 528 646 1,172 541 210 751 1029 328 64.1
2 s 712 1,083 1,795 35 249 584 47.1 23.0 325
[ R 170 260 430 175 62 237 1029 238 55.1
[ R 319 465 784 96 141 27 30.1 30.3 302
[ TR 72 136 208 86 _L2_{ .07 1194 89.0 99,5
SEtCemmenrimsrnes 1,799 2,500 4, 1233 783 2,016 685 302 459
19 pispositions by written opinion are used here ¢ dismissals by stipulation and the like generally ocour before cases

are “ready.”
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Delay

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 aré 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 filed. In evaluating the
table below it should be noted that times are stated as the median number
of months that a 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 quarterwere pending fora greater penod of time than
that stated, and (b) in a court whose backlog of cases is increasing, appeals
still pendmg on June 30 will, on the average, take longer unhl decision
than the times shown in this table. “ i

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

Appeals Decided-—-Quarter Ending June 30, 1974 o

I%endy for
Notice of appeal calendar to
. to f bgg of opiniot filing of cpinfon
Courts of Appeal Criminal Cvil Criminal

District 1 )

Division 1 23 14 12, 5

Division'2 30 13 16 3

Division 3 19 13 11 4

Division 4 " 18 i« 6 4
District 1T

Division 1* 16 11 4 1

Division 2° 18 11 5 1°

Division 3° 15 1 4 1

Diviston 4 19 1 4 1

Diviston §° v 21 3 7 3
Distrlct 1ITY LI 3 10 b
District IV. ;

Division 1* 1B 11 4 3

Division 8° 13 1 3 2
District V 26 R 14 13 6

2 Divistons with four authorized judges.
YFwo additional judgeships authorized on January 1, ma increased the total tosix posmons
¢ Division witks five authorized judges.

In criminal appeals, the preparatmn 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 backlog In civil appeals, Dbrief-
ing apparently took nine or more months in the average case 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 thie percentage of majority opinions of
Courts of Appeal certified for publication during 1973-74, Despité some
vananons among the districts and dxv;smns, the percentages for the state

iR
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as a whole are not sxgmfxcantly different from the percentage published
m 1 72-73

TABLE XV--CALIFORNIA COURTS QF APPEAL
PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY OPINIONS PUBLISHED

Fiscal Year 1573-74

; Civil Criminal Original
Courts of Appenl Total uppeals appeals procecdings

State total 15 22 T 46
District 1 14 18 [} N
Division 1 23 24 13 56
Division 2 16 28 5 48
Division 8 5 [ 2 29
Division 4 13 17 4 44
District I 18 a 10 54
Division 1 14 a 8 67
Divisiou 2 21 3 13 Tt
Divistor 3 2 8 13 2 43
Division 4 2l 82 1 59
Division 5 27 38 17 50
District 11 13 17 -2 42
" District IV 10 14 5 ki
Divislon 1 il 12 9 23

Division 2 )," 3 9 15 3 3%
District V" Lot 22 39 9 43

In September 1974, the Chief Justice pointed out that the present publi-
cation rate of about 15 percent produces 6 to 7 volumes of reports per year,
while full publication would require about 45 volumes per year. But he
announced plans for a project to study unpubhshed Cour't of Appeal opin-
ions to be sure that the criteria for publication " are being uniformly
applied.

C. SUPERIOR COURTS
) 1. FILINGS

b
Highlights —_

Durmg 1973-74 approxxmately 562,100 cases were filed in the state’s
superior-courts. The volume is a new record high, and the increase of
29,500 cases over the preceding year is the largest year-to-year increase
of the past decade. (See Table XVI.) Last year’s sharp rise followed two

years of relatively small fluctuations. (See Chart 1.)- Compared to 10 years

* ago, filings in 1973-74 were up 42 percent, while the 478 judges authorized

in 1973-74 were 38 percent above 1963-64 but only one more than in
1972-73. 7

The overall increase in filings, however, was not r,epresentatwe of all
categories of cases. Eight categories showed gains in 1973-74 over the
preceding year, The largest increments were in other civil complamts

(9,701}, juvenile delinquency (9,252) and the combined personal injury

categories (7,989). Also contnbutnng to the gain were family law (5,731),
e Callf Reles of Court, Rule 976(b).
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, TABLE XVi—~CALIFORNIA SUPEKIOR COURTS )
NUMBER OF JUDGESHIPS, TOTAL FILINGS, AND FILINGS PER JUDGESHIP
" Fiscal Years 1963-64 through 1873-74

'y

R Revided.

o

Number of
judgeships® o Filings
Increase from ) Change from
Fiscal precedjng recedin,
year Total Yyear Total Amount Percent
1963-64 346 — 306,649 — —
1964-65 35 7 - 416,308 10680 50
1965-66 '/ 361 8 435,895 19,557 a
1966-67 368 17 8500 10,608 24 "
: IS
1967-68 394 2 467,560 21,060 47
1968-69 408 4 493,631 26071 56
1669-70 ‘ 416 8 507,163 13,539 27
597071 443 2t .. 821,488 20,328 4.0
197072 471 28 322,256 -~ 5,232 -~ L0
1972-73 @ 4 6 332,863 Ryn,307 2.0
197374 478 1 562,062 29,499 53

Tolal
filings
per

Iudewhfp

Lire
1201
1,213

1,187
1,210
1219
1,191

l 109
B1116
1, 176

% Based on atithorized judgeships at end of fiscal yenr. See footnote 18, with respect to *per judge” comparisons.

habeas corpus (3,358), appeals fmm lower courts (3,146) and probate and
guardianship (504). Filings declined in the five categories of cnmmeg
(7,126) ; eminient domain (2,112), other civil petitions 627) , insanity;an

other infirmities (285) and juvenile dependency (32).
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- Filings by Category

Other civil complamt filings, continuing the sharp upward trend started
~in 196970, rose by 9,700 to a record level of nearly 67,000 in 1973-74. The
amount of i increase was.the largestcof all/fategories and reflected a rise of
17 percent. (See Table XVIL) As noted ﬁx the 1972-73 annual report, the
other civil complaint, category is fast a;‘)proachmg the filings level of the *
“personal iijury category. (See Chart 2.). “Tn 1973-74 the nearly 67,000 other-
civil complaint filings were\mly 5 perce*x*+ less than the personal injury
ﬁhng& The increase in other cﬁ&l Gom gfamts is significant because of the
impact such 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:

VG . Filings ___ 197573 196364
{ Type of proceeding < 197374  Amount Percent -Amount  Percent
Total i(ngs 562,062 26,499 35 165,413 41,7
Probate d5d gunrd!nnship 63,910 504 08 6,558 11.6
Fumitly law . 154,793 5,731 38 56,929 582
Persanal infury, death and property damage....... 7,989 127 26,679 604 *
Motor vehicle® 4,684 10.8 - —
Other * 3,305 17.1 — _
Other zivil 119,394 6,962 62 36,220 435
Eminent domuin i 4,340 —-2,112 327 — —
Complnints ne.c 66,095 9,701 16.9 — —
Pelitions 48,059 —627 ~13 — —
Insanity and other infirmitie }, 6,400 —283 —4,3 —20,389 ~761 ¢
| M
Juyeni 4 73437 9220 144 . 25418 529 .
Delinquency * ; V4 60,588 9,252 180 - - -
Dependesicy ® o 12,849 —32 =02 — -
Criminal ... ro 54,479 . =T126 116 18,861 53,0
Appeals from lower court , | 10212 3146 445 8154 3962
Habeas corp 9,583 3358 589 // 2686

a Reported as A sepurite category stnrhng in 1967-68.

Eninent domain flings (purcels) are shown sepm-ntely starting in 1965-66. In pnor years they \vere included as part of
“Other eivil.”
n.e.c. Not elsewhere classified.

The second largest numencal increase was in the number of juvenile
delinquency cases filed. The number of minofs for whom wardship peti-
tions were filed in 1973-74 was up /from a year earlier by almost 9,300 or
18 percent to 60,600. The.increase was the first in four years as Juvemle
delinquency ﬁhngs declined in each of the preceding three years. The
1973-74 voluriie was almost back to the’1969-70 level.

Personal inj Lry filings during the 12-month period rose by almost 8,000
cases or 13 percent to 70,900 cases. Approximately 68 percent of the per-
sonal mjury filings i nvolyved motor vehicles. See Chart 2 for the growth
* trend"in personal m] jury ﬁlmgs.

0 r;‘
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CHART 2—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

by FILINGS. OF PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE
AND OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS

" Fiscal Years 1947-68 through: 1973-74
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| Family law cases which rose sharply in 1969-70 when the Famil;l iaw
Act became effective on January 1, 1970 had subsequently grown at a
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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):

1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1967-68 19?:%6‘9 1969-70 1970-71 197172 1973-74 1973-74

Flings gy  S7864 9081 104351 109580 16381 126740 19,571 L9019 S48 140062 154703
Annual

Percent )

Change wown — 20 47 48 62 3.7 9.0 5.7 44 27 3.8

O .

Percentagewise the largest filings increase of 54 percent was registered.
in the habeas corpus category, with almost 3,400 more petitions in 1973+
74 than in 1972~73. While most courts participated in the gain, a handful,
of courts in counties with correctional institutions was responsible for ™.
almost two-thirds of 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. ‘

CHARY HALI!OINIA SUPIRIOR COURTS
CIVIL APPEALS FILED IN THE SUPERIOR COURT TRIAL DEFARYMENTS COMPARED WITH
v SMALL CLAIMS CASES FILED AND DISFOSID OF AFTIR TRIAL IN LOWKR COURTS
Plscal Yeurs 1964-65 through 197374 ‘
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The second largest percentage increase occurred in filings of appeals of -
cases decided in the lower courts. About 10,200 appeals were filed in
1973-74 or 45 percent more than in 1972-73. The most dramatic rise oc-
curred in small claims appeals from municipal ¢ourts 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 facilitated by the California Su-
preme Court decision in Brooks v. Small Claims Court in January, 1978,
which invalidated the statutory reguirement 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 superior courts compared with the trends of small claims
cases filed and disposed 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 percent from the year earlier level to

54,500 cases in 1973-74, This decrease wag\the third in a row, The decrease >
is significant in that a criminal case on %e ‘average consumes a large
amount of court processing time and has priority over other matters on @
the court calendar. Of the 7,100 loss in criminal filings about three~fourths-

CHART A—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS N )
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or 5,300 cases occurred in the Los Angeles Superior Court. A major factor
in the reduction of the superior court criminal 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
either felonies or misdemeanors and alternatively allows the magistrates
with the consent of the 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 tynes 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
tirne required to dispose of those filings is obtained. Thus, weighted units

TABLE XVIil—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
STATE LESS LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY
WEIGHTED UNITS BY PROCEEDING
Flscal Year 1973-74

State less Los Angeles County Los Angeles County
Change from Change from
1973-74 . 1972-73 197374 1972-73
Weighted Per- Weighted Per-
Proceeding Weights units Amoyrd . cent Weights  units Amount cent
Total fHAES i —  2163TST3 . 1546938 T — 13,206,882 51,149 04
Probate and guardianship,... 20 877,240 24,380 2.9 23 438104  —16445 ~3.6
Family 18W s 27 2,86.’1,161 131,490 48 43 2,006,250 37,023 i8

Personal injury, death and o
property damage. e 88 3,503,808 361,240 115 67 2,079,546 260,228 143
- Motor vehicle. . 593,904 203,872 107 - 1,460,399 143,380 109
Qther e - 1,179,904 147368 © 132 — 619,147 116848 233"

Eminent domat 85 249,985 —44,115 ~150 91 127,309 ~144,963  ~53.2
Other eVl — 5957710 731,088 1628 - 3171530 408,696 18
Complaints s 108 4,957,848 726,948 172 142 2,994,638 421,740 164
Petiﬁoqs.-..-....m..’m.....u....“.... 9 299,862 T 4,140 14 12 176,892 ~13,044 -G8
Insanity and ather Infirmities ”? 18 92970 1,764 1.9 32 39,520 —12,256  -23.7
Juveqile e ks b 2,791,926 381,480 i5.8 — 1,574,703 167,830 119
Inquency 54 2000478  2976% 209 75, 1,1448%5 141600 138
Dependency. 48 488,448 —16,176 =32 86 229,878 26,230 12.9
Criminalusimme. e 159 5295336  —283,020 -5l 148 3,133,900 _ ~791,208 202
Appeals from lower courtyu. * 89 578,589 ’ 190,727 492 - 140 519,540 140,420 370
o i
Habeas corpus e w16 126,848 .. 51,904 69.3 16 26,480 1,824 74

o
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are a measure of potential judicial workload or effort. Table XVIII shows
the weights and the total weighted units for each category reported.”
Since the Los Angeles Superior Court weights generally differ from the

average weights for the other 57 counties, the two sets are dlsplayed -

separately.

For the 57 counties, exclusive of Los Angeles, the welghted caseload
increased by almost 8 percent from a year ago to more than 21,6 million
weighted units. Thus, even though fewer criminal cases were filed last

year, the decrease was not sufficient to reduce the overall judicial welght- :

ed caseload in superior courts. Apprommately 96 percent of the net in-
crease of 1.5 million weightéd units oceurred in the other civil complaints,
juvenile del\nq\uency and personal injury categories.

Even thouglg\ fewer criminal cases were filed, the criminal category
accounted for-5/31 mxlhon,\,w,enghted 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 million weighted units,
were responsible for almost another quarter of the overall supenor court
caseload,

In Los Angeles County, the increase of 51,100 weighted units in 1973~

74 raised the weighted caseload to only a fracnon 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 substantxal
drop in criminal filings,

2. DISPOSITIONS

Highlights

During 1973-74 the superior courts disposed of approxxmately 461, 400‘ ot

cases exclusive of civil cases dismissed for lack of prosecution, a level

almost 11,500 or 3 percent over that recorded in 1972-73. (See_ Table XIX ’
and Chart5. ) 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 increases in disposi-
‘tions, An exception to that pattern was in the personal injury category
where dispositions decreased 4 percent from a year ago while filmgs rose
13 percent.

Personal injury dlsposmons, exclusxve of dismissals for lack of prosecu-' :

tion, were down almost 2,300 or 4 percent from the previous year to about
51,800 cases. (See Table XX.) The Los Angeles Superior Court ex-
perienced a cutback of nearly 2,500 cases, while dispositions in the state’s

other 57 counties were relatlvely stable, with a net increase of 200 cases. -

The slight rise in personal injury dispositionssn the courts outside of Los

Angeles County, however, was riot 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 had.its record number of 28,400 person-" . |

ali mJury dlsposmons in 1972-—73

(gn

B 0 A study to verify the uvgrage time reqnired to protess the various categones of ﬁhngs und to update the weights was -

completed in June 1974. Theweighted caseload figures in Table XVIIl'and in Appendix Table 26 are’based on current
we\ghts add not the ones newly developed. © -
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TABLE XIX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING

(EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES DISMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION)

Fiscal Yoear 1973-74

' Change in dispositions from:
. Dispositions 1972-73 - 1963-64
Type of proceeding 1973-74 Amount - Percent  Amount Percent
Total dispositi 461,365 11,464 25 139,027 431
Probate and guardiarship 57,002 ~12200 -2l 8,331 171
Family law 128,812 6,255 5.1 52,606 69.0
Cor
Pessonal injury. denth and property damage wuwwone 51760 -2215 - 42 21,129 59.0
Motor vehicle ® 36,400 —1,110 =30 - -
Other ® i . 15,360 —1,165 —70 - -
Other civil ' . . 79,869 1,268 ~16 21,774 75
Eminent domain °,.} o 4251 L9 —B0 ~14 = -
Complalnts @) ~ 40,767 2,194 57 — -
Petitions® J : 34851 - —3do2 ~89 — -
Insanity and other inﬁ( lties. F PN 6177 ~101 -16 *20,340 —~767
Juvenile SBittmrinsros 10472 8840 144 45,143 555
Delinquency-® 58956 . 8990 18,0 — —
Dependency * 1516 7 =14l - —12 - -
Crimina 49,570 —~5,321 -9 16,920 518
Appeals from lower courts 9,175 3,637 65.7 7,343 4008
Habens corpus 8528 - 2,908 517 6,121 254.3

%Reported us a separgte category starting in 1967-68.
Eminent domain dispositions (parcels) are shown separately starting in 1965-66. In prior years they were included as part
of "Qther Civil,”
ne.c. Not elsewhere classified,

T ‘
TABLE XX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
PERSONAL INJURY DISPOSITIONS EXCLUSIVE OF DISMISSALS )
FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION ;

Flscal Years 1963-64 through 1973-74

Dispositions less dismissals for lack of prosecution . .

Fiseal year Total State less Los Angeles  Los Angeles
196364 30,631 16,885 13,746
1964-65. 34,254 19,438 14,816
1965--66. ‘ 36,586 19,856 16,730
1966-67 : : 37,084 . 19863 B Y12
1967-68.1mus 37,695 21424 ¢ 16271
1968-69. . ; 37,000 21,109 15,801
1969704 37,178 21,726 15,449
1970-71 42,569 24,654 17,913
1971-72 ‘ o d6978 R 2687 20,641 o
197273 . 54,005 Ros 647 - 28,388

1973—74 . 51,760 25822 .. 25938
R Revised Coo

s,
N &

Although there was only a slight rise in overali dispésitions, the superior
courts disposed of 18 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.

i
i
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TOTAL. LiSPOSITIONS

CHART 5-—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS (EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES DISMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION)

500,000 —y~ Fiscol Years 196364 through 1973-74
450,000 .
' o sy A4 449,901
416,027
400,000 4~ !
Y
o
350,000~
322,228 o
.
i .
300,000 4~ . ; .
ﬂ )
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TABLE XXI—-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS ®
Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1973-74

< . Other civil
Total P | injury plaint Criminal Juvenile

o = . Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
’ total total total total total

Lscal year Numix dispositions® Numb dispositions®  Numbi fispositions ~ Numb dispositions  Number _ dispositions
1967-68 32477 84 3,741 99 4574 141 6,613 14.0 6210 - 100
1968-69 32,253 : 78 3,214 87 4,044 125 7,481 12.8 6,326 88
196970 35,005 84 3,090 83 4,265 122 8,961 141 5,885 8.1
1970-71 41,764 93 3,111 73 4,573 109 11,032 160 6,746 102
197172 40,504 9.0 3,119 6.6 5,081 125 8,571 139 6,457 10.1
{gg-_;g P 49560 95 R3s516 65 5,152 12.1 RygsL+ Riaq 7482 . 121

* Exclustye of dismissals for lack of ‘proseeution.

Revised

49,212 10:7 3,141 6.1 5,166 . 105 7,983 16.1 8,783 125

@6
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Confested Matters

A new record was established when the superior courts disposed of
more than49,200 contested matters in 1973-74. (See Table XXI1.) The new
record volume i 6,700 coniésted matters or 16 percent more than were
~ disposed of in 197273, 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, cnmmal 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 eriminal filings. Contested criminal cases
were also 16 percent of total criminal cases disposed of during 1973-74, the

-highest proportion in the past seven years,

The almost 8,800 contested Juvemle cases disposed of in 1973-74 were
17 percent more than the number in 1972-73. As a proportion of total
juvenile dlsposmons, 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 "

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 XXHi—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN AND JURIES SWORN AS
PERCENT OF DISPOSITIONS

(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION)
Fiscal Yaars 1983-84 through 107274

All proceedings Personal injury C}iminal
Juries sworn Juries sworn Juries sworn
: Juries 4s 8 pereen 13 Juries as a percent Juries as a percent
Fiseal year sworn - of duposlt;éns sworn ' of dispasitions ~ sworn . of wspcmn'ons

1963-64 7,247 22 Y 3,693 124 2,620 80
1964-65. 7,933 23 4,039 118 3,017 84
1965-66. 7.876 22 3,607 99 3374 86
1966-67. 7,676 21 8,141 85 3512 86
1967-68, 7,492 19 3,135 83 3,517 74
1968-69 7,387 1.8 2,835 77 3,680 63
1969-70 7708 19 2,542 68 4,235 6.7
1970-71 7,157 17 2,594 8.1 4218 82
1971-72 i 8012 18 2738 BT 219
1972-73 e R8,676 16> - PRapan 56 4,690 85
1973-14 : . 8,177 1.9 . 2,740 53 5,020 104
R Revised. 3 o C

[+]
l""x’he number of junes sworn s not the equivalent of cases dlsposed of by jury verdict since a single jury msy try
consolidated cases or a settlement may oceur following the swearing of njury )
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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 197273, 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 (i.e., 5.3 percent of the total personal
injury dispositions were by jury trial) and a jury sworn for every 10 crimi-
nal dispositions (ie, jury trials accounted for 10.1 percent of the total
criminal dispositions), "

4. CONDITICN OF CIVIL CALENDARS—
METROPOLITAN 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 rapifdly mounting caseloads. For in-
stance, although civil filings increased by 19 percent since 1970-71, the 19
metropolitan courts as a group reduced civil 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 filing 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 cases 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 alss correspondingly reduced the elapsed time.

AN PR VA RASY VAR FT AR

required to bring cases to trial. ‘

It is noteworthy that the recent improvement in civil calendar condi-
tions occurred during a time that many courts implemented the calendar
managerment practices recommended by the Judicial Council” The ex-
tent to which better case management contributed to these improve-
ments cannot be determined because of the many interrelated variables

ERNARLAE K Y = wanaal

that together influence these results (e.g., volume of filings, available

judicial manpower, pature of litigation, settlement policies of litigants,
attorney—court cogperation, enforcement of calendar management poli-
cies, ete.). 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 elapsed time to trial despite

4 ges Calendar Management.~Superior Courts, infra.

i
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~ factors as reduced filings or large additions of judicial manpower.,
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rriSuntihg civil filings. Further, as indicated by Table XXIII, these results
were achieved by an increase in dispositions rather than because of such

TABLE XXIN—METROPOLITAN SUPERIOR COURTS
WITH FIVE OR MORE JUDGES*

Total Personal Injury Cases, Dispositions and At-issua Memoranda

For Fiscal Years 1968-69 Through 1873~74

Personal infury cases 1968-69 . 1969270 1970-71 1971-72 1978-73 197374

Memoranda to set filed .. bo.014 b36,344 535575 35719 35,819 38,681
Disposition (exclusive of dis-
missals for lack of prose«

CUHON) wamnsnn 34,196 34425 39,066 43,828 50,033 51,750

Net effect on civil backlog  -2,182 +1,419 ~3,791 8,109 ~-14,214 ~18,07

gAs of June 80, 1974.
Data for Fresno and San Bernardine incomplate,
® Data for Fresno n*t available,

Despite these recent notable gains, current levels of civil backlog in
most courts were well above the levels reported prior to the 1957 rule
change. Similarly, in a number of courts measurements of elapsed time to
trial remained above the levels reported prior to the rule change. Statisti-
cal measures notwithstanding, it is unlikely that increases of that magni-
tude have occurred in the actual backlog of ¢rial ready cases 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 more judges.”® 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 4o trial generally 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 through,
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 és reported
. one year earlier and, except for 1973, was lower than for any/June since

1969. The 1974 total 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 for the third consecutive year ,
in 1973-74. The June 30 jury list of 42,226 cases was the lowest since 1970 !
and down by 3,6232 or 8 percent from the high recorded in 1971. The past -
year marked the third year-to-year drop following five years of substan-
tial annual increases. 4 : ‘
Despité the recent declines; backlog in most 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 certificate of 1
readiness procedures to manage civil calgmdars.’6 For the 19 courts, back- ‘
15 A¢ of June 30, 1974, Superfor Courts of Alameda, Contra, Costa, Fresno, Kern, L8s Angﬁies, Manterey, Marin, Orange,
Riverside, Sncramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Franciseo, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbard, Santa Clara, o ‘
|

, Stanislaus, and Ventura Counties,
18500 1566 Judicie! Council Report 28-37; 1967 Judicial Council Re%ort 202-213,

o
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TABLE XXIV-—-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE

Court

Alameda
Contra Costa

Fresno
Kern
Log Angeles

Marin
Montersy.

JUDGES "—NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL

AS OF JUNE 30, 1964 THROUGH 1974 .
Number of civil cases awalting trial

Orange

Riverside

& N
oaer

San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francise
San Jondqui
San Mateo

Santa Barbara
Santa Clara

Stanis)
Ventura

Total

Totalexcluding Los Angeles o

Total civil jury cases awaiting trinl e

:As‘ of June 30, 1974, C
July 31, 1673,

1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 <1970 1971 1972 1973 778
3
1,160 L117 1,349 1,853 2,861 3,389 3,788 3,686 3,549 4,054 4,351
755 876 1,041 995 1,120 1097 7Y 1,451 1,817 2,090 ,110 2,157
553 561 470 571 538 468" - 789 838 876 915 879
397 405 391 502 . 4n 431 574 563 627 643 497
20,091 10,109 9,026 9,030 23,200 80,747 41,019 44,586 38,383 38,873 37,022
agt 475 540 538 599 706 812 931 829 842 593
112 168 T2 159 340 217 217 255 262 258 . 391
1,261 954 1,155 1,467 1,584 1,870 2,994 8,112 2,428 2,826 3,638
312 328 485 403 713 823 1,060 1,221 1,152 1,154 1,384
1466 1,589 1,864 2,388 2,185 1,713 2,192 2,085 1,920 2,050 2,335
1,135 958 1,003 942 1,036 1,073 KR 1,332 1,173 1,301 1,398
L170 1,247 1,145 1,240 1,828 2,268 3,is9 2,806 2,801 3,433 4,065
2,730 2,112 3,139 3,754 5,549 6395 . 7,804 9,841 7,831 6,246 5,823
276 359 378 an 537 700 945, 1,109 1,104 1,059 1,042
810 955 1,075 1,227 1,542 1327 1,602 . 1,416 1,307 1,331 1,356
250 2713 353 a1 412 448 617 682 611 361 426
1,701 941 843 1,301 1,866 2,087 2,59 2,774 2,584 1,594 1,346
8 14 o 5 211 392 215 355 324 338 316 318
274 205 391 411 518 594 622 632 874 553 /]
34,938 24,436 24,935 27,928 46,991 56,118 74,168 79,380 70,459 69,959 70,000
14,847 14,327 15,909 18,898 23,791 25,071 33,149 34,794 32,076 31,086 32,718
24,234 15,711 15,616 18,164 928,431 33452 42,478 45,848 43,124 43,087 42,296

b

)
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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 and 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
197374, for instance, only about 9 petcent of personal injury cases await-
ing trial were actually disposed of at a contested trial."” These reservations -
notwithstanding, rapid and sustained increases in backlog are cause for
concetn. Thus, the reversal in trend that has continued since 1971~72 is
encouraging, especially since it appears to havé'resulted !’rom increased
court p \oducthty reflecting to some extent unproved case management
procedures introduced by the courts themselves in conformity with Judi-
cial Council recommendations. :

The r/ lative stability in total backlog between June 1973 and 1974 masks
some potable offsetting changes in individual totals. For instance, com-
pared?o
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 June high in several

TABLE XXV—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES "

NUMBER OF CIVIL JURY CA§ES AWAITING TRIAL

? / Cases in which at-issue
Total/ sivil mesnoranda were filed
Jury cases over one year
Court o~ awaidng trial Number Percent of tptal
Alamedn 7' ! 2,232 7 82 3t
Contra Costa ; | 1,201 . 400 333
Fresno . A 558 B 11
Kern 333 22 6.6
Los Angeles 292,361 5,949 26,6
Marin 372 ) 19,1
M ey 159 [ 38
Qrange 2,100 253 120
Riverside 829 131 158
Sacranient 1,756 - -
San Bernardino 57 258 341 |
San Dxego , 2,725 489 179
San Fr 4,024 1,102 274
San Joaqui 745 - - -
San Mateo . 946 4 04
Santa Barbara 175 - -
Santa Clara 744 5 07
Stanislaus 133 - -
Ventura ‘s 428 & 12

% As of June 30, 1974,
17 The number of contested personal injury trials in 1973-74 as a percent of nt-{ssue mernorands filed in 1972~73.
4-—86766

June 1973 and June 1971,, backlog was down in 1974: by 30 percent '




TABLE XXVI—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH FIVE OR MORE
JUDGES “—~NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL
PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE® AS OF JUNE 30,

1964 THROUGH 1974

Number of eivil cases awaitirig trial per authorized judge )
Court 1964 1965 1566 - 1967 1969 1969. 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Alnmedn 64 56 67 93 143 154 165 M7 142 162 174
Contra Costa 108 110 116 11 124 129 145 182 190 192 196
Fresno 19 80 67 82 67 59 99 105 110 €114 110
Kern 79 81 8 100 94 T2 96 94 105 107 83
Los Angeles 167 84 75 ki3 173 299 306 299 238 241 231
Marin 132 119 135 135 150 141 174 186 166 168 119
Monkercy a7 56 47 53 113 kig 54 64 52 52 78
Orange 84 60 64 ki 5 89 136 130 84 91 17
Riverside 45 47 69 62 ki 82 106 111 96 100 115
Sner: to 122 132 155 184 156 114 146 137 128 137 156
San Bernard)) 126 106 100 94 104 98 134 111 0] 93 100
San Diego, 62 66 57 59 87 103. - 128 112 101 18 140.
San Franci 124 123 143 156 231 266 325 385 301 24U 224
San Jonquin 55 72 76 94 107 117 159 185 184 151 149
San Mateo 116 106 19 136 140 1t 134 109 101 102 104
Santa Barbara 50 55 71 5 69 7 103 97 87 52 61
Santa Clara 100 55 50 ™ 82 110 124 132 108 66 56
Stanislavs 22 29 36 83 83 55 71 65 68 63 64
Ventur. 69 74 18 ___6_9 86 85 89 90 82 79 &

Average cases awaiting trial per suthorized judge:

Total for the nbove courts 121 83 8 90 141 164 210 209 174 170 170

Total excluding Los Angeles. 88 8t 87 100 119 123 151 151 131 124 131
% As of June 30, 1974,

b Note that comparisons relate to the total number of judges authorized as of June 30 of each fiscal year and are not adjusted to reflect the number actually available to dispose of cml bncklog
See ncte 11 supra, regarding “per judge” analysis, R
¢ July 81, 1973, =
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courts in 1974 as a result of substantial 1973-74 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 proportion 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 and 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 backiog in the metropolitan,courts-to a
“per authorized judge” basis.'® As shown, the addition of judges partially
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 based 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 to Trial

“Delay” is a misleading term when used to describe cour't 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 point 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 filed 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 deszribe 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 medjan elapsed time to trial in months from the
filing of the complaint and from the at-issue memorandum as of June 30,
1967 through 1974 in the 19 metropolitan courts. In about half the courts
m judge"” analyses are based on the number of afithorized judges as of the last day of the fiscal year. They are not

adjusted for the services of commissioners or rpferees, hor for absences or unfilled vacancies. Neither are adjustments
mede for Judicial nssistance 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

Court
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Los Angeles ..

MArin auavasssiesesins
MOnteray umuwemnonssmmn
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RIVErside s
Sacr 1}

San Bernardino o
San DIego wwn,
San Franciscouumumsme
Sari Joaquinummun
San Mateo e

"

Santa Barbara wamamsensssnn
Santa Clara o
Stanis!

Vantura wmommmsesmstiimo

% As of June 30, 1974

Prior to September 1967 medians were computed from the date memo-to-set was filed to trial date.
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the interval to jury trial decreased between June 1973 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 at.
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, Riverside, Sacramento, Santa Barbara, Santa
Clara, Stanislaus and Ventura).

The interval from the at-issue memorandum measures the elapsed time
to trial from the point at which attorneys first request a trial date. Even
though taken from the point at which 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, in a few courts {e.g., Santa
Barbara, Santa Clara, Stanislaus) the memorandum either includes or 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 Angeles and San
Francisco) ¥ memoranda are routinely filed as soon as the answer'is 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-Teadiness,
calendars are nevertheless managed within an established timeframe that
is well known to attorneys who therefore time the filing ¢f memoranda
accordingly. « )

The interval from at-issue memorandurn to trial dropped between june
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 average reduction
of 3.5 months in 1973. Significant June 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 less 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 Both the Los Angelesand San Francisco courts have instituted invitational certificate of readiness systems whereby blogks
of the oldest active list cases are invited to file n certificate following which they are then calendared for trial setting
cunference, settlement coriference and trial, Cases are being tricd in hoth conrts approxirnately six months following
certification.

&

w0
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Table XXVII also shows the median time to jury trial from the filing of
the complaint. As with elapsed time to trial from 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 1974-4han a year earlier and five reported decreases of a half year or
more ( lresno, Marin, San Francisco, San Joaguin and Santa Clara),
However; except for 6 of the 19 courts (Marin, Sacramento, San Mateo,
Santa Bar(l}}ara, Santa Clara and Stanislaus), this measure of time to trial

was. consi

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
superior court.

Criminal calendar conditions are discussed in terms of the same 19
courts that were used to describe civil calendars. These larger courts
together account 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

Except for 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.? 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 trial as
of June 30, 1965 through 1974 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-
sented the 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

 Calif. Pen, Code § 1382, 4

N\ :

erably longer in June 1974 than in June 1967 prior to the 1967 -
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TABLEXXVIII—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES*
NUMBER OF CRIMINAL CASES CALENDARED FOR TRIAL

AS OF JUNE 30, 1965 THROUGH 1974

i Criminal cases nwaiting trinl
Courls 1965 1965 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1973

Alameda 72 173 207 263 224 243 385 589 375 194
Contra Costa i 66 58 96 58 92 102 98 262 202 o4
Fresuo . womismens 32 08 w02 61 66 40 T4 B8 Ps W
Kern qmn 17 20 16 33 41 109 (i 82 73 73
Los Angeles 2,399 2593 2938 3,879 5498 6,103 4816 ' 3516 3840 3287
Marin . 12 38 30 &0 85 5 54 31 41 81
Monterey., 16 28 27 51 48 6 56 1 100 a
Orange 93 159 161 233 203 208 429 248 202 91l
Riverside . 80 152 1583 187 304 215 178 91 122 132
Sacr! 52 59 62 44 67 9 135 132 3 126
San Bernardino ... 61 206 190 178 305 378 278 343 402 299
San Diego e 13t 158 199 243 561 476 344 323 . 349 613
San Francisco ., 128 13 292 8 207 , B0 - 664 291 136 1
San Joaquin v - P~ 53 16 87 120 95 82 124 102 hid 69
San Mateo wonnanisminisions 48 63 91 148 183 228 194 =« 162 138 150
Sonta Barbara.., 42 3
Santa Clara . 185 215
Stanist 118 5
VEntura uemmsesss 46 66

TOb] st e 3,459 4219 4951 6203 B534 9462 8428 6989 6617 5978

Total excluding Los Angeles 1,060 1626 2013 2324 3,036 3359 3612 3443 \'2‘777 2,601"
2 As of June 30, 1974, , ST
July 31,1678, E

from 1972 and by 26 percent from the record high of 3,612 criminal cases
calendared for trial in 1971. The Los Angeles court also 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 from 1970 and was the lowest June
total since 1967, Since the great majority of trial demands are for a jury
trial, the figures in Table. XXVII represent jury trial calendars for all
pracncal purposes.

In 1973-74 the San Francisco court for the third year extended the gains
first noted when the court adopted the criminal calendanng procedures

recommended by the Judicial Council® By June 1974 the 119 criminal *

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 percent from June 1971 and the

lowest Jane figure for the period in which comparable figures are avail-
able. These reductions, which the cdurt largely attributes to improved
calendar management, were achieved despite the fact that criminal filings

increased by 34 percent over the past decade. Other couris that reported .

similar reductions from June 197% to June 1974 included: Alameda down
45 percent; Los Angeles.dow. percent; Orangé down 5l¢percent; San
Joaguin down 44 percent; San“beara down 69 percent; and Santa Clara
down 28 percent. Additionally, r[ ost of these courts criminal backlog

‘was at the lowest level for any June smce 1966 or 1967 despite substantial -

¥ gen 197 Judicial Council Report 214-218, . N

s

<
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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 76 percent
from a year earlier and the highest total on record for the court,

As with civil backlog, criminal “backlog” considerably 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 197374, pleas of -

guilty # 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-
though precise figures are lacking, it is known that many, if not most,
changes of plea are made to offenses less than originally charged and result
from negotiation between the prosecution and defense, concurred in by
the court. Since bargained pleas typically occur shortly before the sched-
~uled trial, the delay in disposing of such cases often approaches that which

Nwould have occurred had the cases gone to trial. .

Despite the great number of defendants who demand tvial in the first
instance, relatively few cases are actually disposed of by trial® 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 trial for each trial

that resulted'and, conversely, that a guilty plea was subsequently accépted
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,
that San Francisco was roughly three times more successful than Fresno
in disposiiig of cases without trial. v

Part of the recent reductions in backlog seems to reflect 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.% 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

2 meluding certifications’on pleas of guilty from lower courts.
Source: Burétu of Criminal Statisties, California Department of Justice,

Unless otherwise indicated “trials” exclude cases disposed of on the transcript of the preliminary hearing.

Section 10 of the Standards of Judicial Administration R ded by the Judicial Council states in part: “To {nsure
the prompt disposition of criminal cases, each superior court should: , . . (g) cooperate with the prosecuting attorney
tn establishing &

ing system to insure that minor criminal cases are disposed of in the municipal court or justice
court when it seems clear that a misdem t will be ulti fmposed.”
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TABLE XXIX—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH

FIVE OR MORE JUDGES *

105

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AND NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN

Fiscal Year 1973-74

®As ofIL\ne 30, 1974

Criminal .

Gourt Dispasitions Juries sworn
Al d 2,197 254

Contra Costa 933 91
Fresno 667 129
Kern 624 59
Los Angeles 20,023 1859
Marin 245 42
Monterey uw 874 69
Orange o 1,418 189
Riverside 1444 127
Sucramento , 1421 218

i

San Bernardino / 2,059 194
San Diego ; 3,449 330
San Franci o 2,965 175
. San Joaquin \‘\ 766 69
;. San Mateo ) ‘ 1,289 19
\\nm Barbara 871 68
Sagta Clara 2,216 166
Staidstaus 705 98
Venl\\m ’ 570 68
TO\al excluding Loy Angeles 24,011 2,428

Percent of
Juries sworn
to tolal dispositions

116
9.8
19.3
93
928

TABLE XXX——CALIFORNLA COUNTIES WITH FIVE OR MORE

‘ SUPERIOR CCURT JUDGES*—FELONY FILINGS IN LOWER
‘ COURTS AND FELONY FILINGS IN SUPERIOR COURT

Fisical Year 1973-74

Y Felony I’Imgs
o Municipal and
Justice courts Superior court
Alamed ‘ 8,905 2,434
Contra Costa ey 1,849 992
Fresno h 2,794 729
Kern R 1,525 655
Los Angeles bW 31,576 21,175
N\

Marin 673 329
Monterey 1760 085
Orange 5,904 1,738
Riverside 2,581 1472
Sacramento 3,587 1,540
San Bernardino Ay 4,192 2,120
San Diego 3 9,554 4,454
San Franci! 6,161 2,769
San Joaquin 2,168 862
San Mateo i , 2573 1,188
Santa Barbara 1535 863
Santa Clara 4,132 2,342
Stanist A, 20.’39 ity
Ventura y \\\\, 1,827 756

Total ey, 93938 48,083

Total excluding Los Angeles 26,908
® As of June 30, 1974

4
=

Approximate percent

disposed of by _
muniefpal and
Justice courts
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Angeles disposed of 56.8 percent of cases originally filed as felonies while
in Los Angeles the lower courts disposed of 32.9 percent of such cases.”
. 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 court
level. These differences, which are shown in Table XXX, seem to result
primarily from differing policies of local prosecutors.
~==-yén 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 brought 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 in Table XXXI appear in major
part to reflect differences in prosecution policy,

TABLE XXXI—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES*

LEVEL OF SENTENCE OF FELONY DEFENDANTS
CONVICTED AND SENTENCED

JANUARY 1 to JUNE 30, 1973

Total ) Percent
defendants Felony Misd isde
County o] N )
Al d 871 714 187 18.0
Contra Costa 436 ' 393 43 99
Fresno 303 272 31 102
Kern 343 2n 66 192
Los Angeles 9,396 5918 3478 370
Marin 141 127 14 99
Monterey 318 162 156 49.1
Orange e 887 813 7 83
Riverside fow 553 469 84 152
Sacramento e 710 570 140 197
San Bernardir RG9 608 261 300
San Diego, 1,647 1,280 367 22,3
Sun Francisco 988 891 97 98
San Joaquin 554 383 169 303
* San Mateo 562 440 122 217
Santu Barbara 291 220 71 ’ 244
Santa Clara 1122 889 e 208
Stanis! 335 392 13 39
Ventura 185 149 36 19.5

Sotirce; Burcau of Criminal Statisties, December 5, 1974,
2 As of June 30, 1974,

o
2 Based on rutio of felony filings in the lower courts and the superior courts. Since superior court filings include defendants
indicted the ratios may be slightly distorted. It should be noted that the text analysis includes only dispositions of cases
where a felony is originally charged and thus excludes “felony-misdemeanor” cases that are filed as misdemeanors,
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Table XXXI lists the number of felony defendants sentenced during the
period Jisluary through June 1973 in theicourts being discussed and the
number and proportion sentenced as misdemeanants.” It should not be
inferred that each felony case prosecuted through a superior court that
terminates with a misdemeanor sentence reflects either “over-prosecu-
tion” or “lenient sentencing” since, frequently, until the case is completed.
it is unclear what the appropriate sentence should be.

2

Elgpsed Time to Trial

Except for good cause or unless a defendant consents, criminal cases
must be brought to trial within 60 days of filing in superior court. Normal-
ly, therefore, when time to trial exceeds this statutory limit the excess is
delay that defendants either have sought or agréed 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 Jegal 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 to reduce both the number and proportion of cases

. where the commencement of trial exceeded the 60-day limit. These re-
N\

%

TABLE XXXIl—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH
FIVE OR MORE JUDGES*

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL JURIES SWORN
Fiscal Year 1973—74

Juries sworn more than 60

Total days from indictment
eriminal Juries or information
Conrt sworn Number Percent vt'tatal

Alameda 254 160 63.0
Contra Costa o1 . 41 451
Fresno 129 57 4.2
Kern 59 20 . 339
Los Angel 1,959 731 37.3
Marin 42 25 59.5
Monterey 69 43 62.3
Orange 189 17 725
Riverside R 121 94 740
Sacramento A8 < 62 284
San Bernardino 194 139 e
San Diego 330 193 588
Son Francisco 178 33 189
Sun Joaqui 69 33 478
San Mateo 9 36 458
Santa Barbara 68 29, 324
Santa Clara 166 76 458
Stanis] 08 36 67
Ventura . 68 89 ) 574

Total 4,384 1,977 45.1

Total excluding Los Angeles wnuummmmmgmnanminne 2,425 1,246 514

2 As of June 30, 1974,

# Source: Durenu of Criminal Statistics, I-‘igu}es for January-June 1973 are the most current avatiable.

J
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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
pércent were sworn more than 60 days from filing. This was virtually
identical with the percentage reported a year earlier but down substan-
nZ ly from 1971-72 and 1970-71 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 commenced more than 60 days from filing,
ranging from lows of 19 perceyit and 28 percent in San Francisce and
Sacramento courts, respectively) to highs of over 70 percent in the Orange,
Riverside and San Rernardino courts

The Los Angeles Superior Court

The Los Angeles Superior Court should be considered separately in
discussing criminal proceedings since inclusion of its criminal filings,
which account for about 40 percent of the state total, would tend to
obscure trends in other courts. Also, in Los Angeles 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.® 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.%

Despite these notable reductions, to some extent more minor offenses
appear to continue to be prosecated 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 pescent
of the state total in 1973-74 and made up 12 percent of that court’s total
filings as against 10 percent in comparable urban courts.®® Moreover, 285

Bgoe Los Angeles Daily Journal, April £4, 1972,

Source; Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Information for January-June 1973 was the latest available from the Bureau as of
the date of this report.

M Superior courts of AJameda, Sacramento, San Diego and San Francisco.
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felony cases were filed in those courts per 100,000 population as against a
Los Angeles rate of 304. The higher level of criminal filings in Los Angeles
suggests that a greater number of »<latively minor offenses are prosecuted
thréugh the superior court thati:-’dewhere would be disposed of as mis-
demeanors 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 originally'filed as felonies compared to about .

57 percent for the balance of the courts and, conversely, that in Los
Angeles about 67 percent of such defendants are bound over to superior
court compared to 43 percent in other couris. 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 Los Angeles court received a misdemeanor sentence compared to 19.2
percent for othier metropolitan superior courts. (See Table XXXIL)"

6.)|CALENDAR MANAGEMENT—SUPERIOR COURTS

For many years the Judicial Council has attempted to assist courts in
achieving the most efficient and effective ways to manage calendars and
regulate court operations, Sections 9, 10 and 11 of the Standards of Judicial
Administration Recommended by the Judicial Council represent the cur-
rent end product of those efforts. These sections constitute a proyven calen-
dar management program inchiding specific procedures that courts can
adopt to speed the disposition of civil and criminal cases, to administer
their business efficiently 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%
and in March 1973.% Following active discussion of calendar management

problems the workshop participants adopted by consensus the procedures

contained in Sections 9, 10 and 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, 1974) courts increasing-
ly have implemented these recommendations as a means of regulating
their business and maximizing their outpyt. Concurrently, conditions of
civil and eriminal calendars have continued to improve over the past three
years teversing a previous trend of generally deteriorating conditions (as
* discussed at pages 94-109 of this report, pages 115-129 of the 974 Report
and 195-211 of the 1973 Reporé). It is believed that implementation by
courts of the Standards’ recommendations has been the primary factor in
achieving these improvements; however, because many interrelated fac-
tors are involved it is not possible to document the precise extent that

A participants included the presiding and assistant presiding judges of the superior courts of Alameds, Contra Costa,
‘Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Franeisco, San Mateo, Santa
~Clara and Ventura,
Participants included the presiding judge, the assistant presiding judge, the criminal calendar judge and court
ndministrator of the above tourts {see in. 31, supra) plus the superdor courts of Marin, Montecay, San Joaquin, Santa.

Barbara and Stanislaus, )

e
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their implementation has contributed to those results. Nevertheless, the
efficacy of the recommended practices can be demonstrated by “case
historics” of individual courts. The 1973 Report included case histories of
the Los Angeles and San Francisco courts regarding, respectively, civil
and criminal calendaring practices (seepages 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
sumlarly describes the use of recommended civil and criminal procedures
in the Marin court.

MARIN SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL CALENDAR
MANAGEMENT—A CASE HISTORY

Judicial Council statistics, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974 reflect -

a dramatic improvement in the condition of the Marin Supenor 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 criminal 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 (mld—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 civii cases await-

ing trial is now lower than in any year since 1967 (Table XX1V), the
sfiumber 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 memorandum is lower than in any prior
annual report (Table XXVI). ~

. Statistical Measures of Success

In order to show the full significance of the changes 1ntroduced in the

court, a brief discussion of statistics comparing fiscal year 1973-74 with
1972-73 foll6wsy, )

Reduction in Civii Backlog '

‘In June 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 Judiéial Position

‘The number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judicial posmon ‘

as of Iune 30, 1974, was 119, This was a 29 percent reduction from the
previous year’s figure of 168 cases awaiting trial per authorized judjcial
position.




ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 11

Reduction in Elapsed Time to Trial

As of June 30, 1974, the median interval from the filing of the 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 ’m 1973-74 increased 32 peri‘ent over the
preceding year. The number of court trials increased by 36 percent and
the number of jury trials by 15.percent.

Increase in Cases Settled

In fiscal 197273 the proportion: of cml cases settled as a result of a
settiément conference was only 28 percent. In fiscal year '1973-74 the

number increased to 46 percent, but more importantly, the actual -

number of 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 in the 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 grapt from the Cahfornla Office of Criminal
Justice Planning, the court in Felruary 1973 employed its first trial court
administrative officer having the qualifications recommended in Section
4 of the Judicial Council’s Standards and delegated 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 éffect 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 becathe

firm. As the calendar came under contrcl the number of settings waS‘

increased.

New Court Procedures—Criminal

It is difficult to show substantial mlprovement in the civil calendar m“‘"

a court the size of Marin unless the criminal calendar is also brought under
control. One notable change in. procedure 1mplemented in August- 1973
appears to have been successful. It is mentioned in this report becaljse,/hn
apparent result of the charige was less court time devoted to cnmm al jury
trials, with that t1me ut1hzed for civil calendar workload.

/I

/:]/
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The new procedure 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
five 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 in 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
includes an evaluation based on the above. This background report has
assisted the criminal department judge in evaluating the case to deter-
mine 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-
matjon 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 Courf Rules

In September 1973, the court adopted written rules implementing most
of Sections 9 and 11 of the Judicial Council’s Standards of Judicial 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 rules 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 réquired that before an at-issue memorandum may be filed
in a domestic relations case, the parties seeking to move the case to trial
must also file a Pretrial Statement/Request 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 deemed a request for admis-
sions under Code of Civil Procedure Section 2033, and all facts therein
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 dornestic relations dispositions. 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 Assistance

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 Quentin
case went to trial, other Marin criminal and civil business suffered because
a Marin Superior Court judge handled the raatter. As recently as Decem-
ber 1972-March 1973, 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 Marin judge was assigned to the
“San Quentin Six” case. Extensive pretrial hearings and the trial -were
expected 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 Credibifity

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 4bility to control the business of the
court. Both of these factors were prerequisite to success and both were
present. ‘

D. MUNICIPAL COURTS
1. FILINGS
Total Filings

The caseload ofg:he 77 California municipal courts ® as measured by all
matters, excluding' parking violations, filed in 1973-74 increased 3.0 per-
cent over 1972-73. On a statewide basis, there were more than 5 million
criminal and civil filings in 1973-74. o _
Los Angeles County’s 25 municipal courts accounted for 42 percent of

t};2 total municipal court filings. The total municipal court filings in Los

Arigeles County decreased 3 percent in 1973-74 as compared to 1972-73,

33The 71 municipal courts are established in 25 of California’s 58 countles. The number of municipal ¢ourts incrt'.*used to
77 on December 14, 1973 when Malibu Justice Court became Malibu Munitipal Court. Throughout the n.mnimpnl and
Justice court sections of this report “filings" and “cases” do not include parking violations unless otherwise indicated,
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TAELE XXXHI—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
' NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS
oo ' Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74

i ‘\\ b ; Number of
: : authorized
: K ; fudgeships & Norparking filings, Parking filings
% Number Increase Change = Charge ™
i of from from from
! munjeipal preceding preceding préceding
Fiscal year " coupls® Number . year Number year Number year
196364, ncmimminnsnenis 13 0 258 - 4,061,020 — 4,240,587 —_
106465, v g T3 256 1 4,251,434 190,414 4418531 177,944
FO65-66.0rrcquth irusre K4S 2n 15 4,467,497 216,083 4,535,653 17,122
1966-6T nseusrassivimmsesmissssssrisnse 7;‘/ 289 18 4,717,737 250,240 4,749,854 214,201
196768, etnmsimsiaigr-smmanssnnn 73 305 16 4,742,581 04,844 5,087,658 337,804
1968690 iscisrvssirresscsnn w T4 326 21 4,712,998 —~29,583 5,354,938 267,280
196901 errsmnsnminngoss k6 37 11 5,110,111 397,113 6,154,799 799,861
1870-TLovspmmmmsspesssmrsirnes - TT 356 19 5,051,624 = 58487 6,600,917 446,118
2\ .
1971-—72...:\...‘.,..u....um.....-.‘... ki 365 9 5,056,373 4,749 6,480,205 ~120,712
1723 ecvrimmsrmssssesinns 16 380 15 Bagaeges  B_q19450 6,666,645 466,440
1973-"T4oesmremmsmnnananine 17T 384 4 5,086,558 149,635 v 7,185,278 488,633

B At end of fiscal year,

K Revised

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 * 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

\ equally 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. All 2ivil categories increased at varying
rates.

Felony preliminary filings fell from the previous year by 8,996, or 8.6
percent, to 95,600 in 1973-74. Total felony filings in 1973-74 were 29,846
less than the record high of 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

HThe eight largest municipal courts as determined by number of authorized judges are: Onkland-Piedmont, Los Angeles,
Central Orange County, Sacramento, Sah Bernardino County, San Diego, San Francisco and San Jose-Milpitas, These
eight courts with 10 or more judges represent 10 percent of the municipal courts, but the 166 judges who staff these
courts represent 43 percent of the tetal municipal court judges.

e
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Type of proceeding
Total nonparking

T T TRy

TABLE XXXIV—-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING
" Fiscal Yoar 1973-74

Crimipal

Truffic violations

b

Select%d major
Other

Nontraffic misd

Intoxigation
Oth er%

Felony preliminaries

v

%4

Civil

Small claims

. Al other civil

Tort.

Other civil

a Chnnges were based on revised figures for 197273,

b Not classified separately prior to 1966-67.

1973-74
5,086,558
4,446,862
3,857,419
271,564
3,585,855
493,843
109,092
384,751
95,600
639,696
368,032

271,664
40,032

231,602

)

Change to 1973-74 from;
1972-73" 1963-64
Amount Percent chinge Amount Percent change

149,635 30 1,025,538 253
110,289 2.5 947,557 A
103,916 2.8 822,622 211
21,564 113 — .
76,352 22 - —
15,369 32 75,459 160
—~23315 ~17.6 — -
38,684 112 — —
8,996 —~88 49,476 107.3
39,346 66 77,981 139
24,648 72 1112 239
14,698 51 6,869 26
913 5 23 10,332 348
63 ~3,463 ~15

FDIJ0 HALLVEISININGY JHL 40 JHOdHTY TVANNV
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attorneys:to file as misdemeanors certain types of cases which previously

~ would have'been filed as felonies.

Nontraffic 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 11.2 percent. Since.1966-67, such filings have

’ increased by 91 percent or by approximately 183,449 filings: During the

" same seven-year period felony filings have mcreased 48.6 percent or

31,292 filings'but they have been declining for the past three years.

The average yeally increase for nontraffic misdemeanors other than
intoxication filings since 1966-67 has been 13.0 percent. In the years be-
tween 1966-67 and 1970-71 such f1hngs increased at a yearly average of 9.1
percent while the average annual increase has been 13.1 percent between
1970-71 and 1973-74. The modification of Section 17 (b) of the Penal Code
described above became effective in 1969 and is largely respon51ble for
both the decrease in felony filings and the i increase in misdemeanor filings
in recent years.

. The apphcatlon of Section 17 (b) of the Penal Code by county prosecu-
tors throughout the state appears to be in a state of flux. The variation 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 1971-72 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 parallels the change in the Welfare and Institutions Code which has
establishéd noncriminal 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 has been a shift away from the prosecution of common drunk
charges.

In 197374, selected major traffic violation filings increased the previous
year’s record volume to 271,564, an increase of 11.3 percent over the

number reported in 1972-73. Exzept for,1970-71, filings of selected major .
traffic violations have increased each year since 1966-67 when the courts

first began reporting such cases separately from other traffic violations.
During that period:selected major traffic violations have increased 75.9
percent. In contrast, other nonparking 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 previous year to 3,585,855,

Small claims hlmgs rose for the third consecutive year. The 1973-74,

_ increase was over 24,600 filings or an increase of 7 2. percent. The 1973-74

)
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volume of small claims filings was ‘the greatest volume ever recorded

surpassing last year’s a}Ltlme high and the previous peak xecorded in”
1965-66.

.o

Abofit 271,700 civil cases other than small claims were filed in 1978~74 ‘

This figure is 14,700 cases or 5.7 percent above 1972-73. Givil cases other

than small clalms showed an increase for two consecutive years| for the first’

time since 1965-66, ; a
We/gfn‘eo’ Fitings . }
By weighting filings, compensation i is made for the substantial vanatlon

_in the amount of judicial effort that different types of proceedings require,

Each weight is the average amount of court time needed to dispose of each
currently clagsified 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 these filings is obtained.
Weighted units are thus a measuré of potential judicial workload.

€

- TABLE XXXV—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING

Fiscal Years 1372-73 and-1973-74
Weighted Units Chonge from 1972-73

9]

Type of proceeding 1973-74 1972-73% . Amount Percent
Total nonparking 2097508 . 24163005 . 1064421 4
Crimtnnl , : 19,998,056 S 19055349 - ¢ 70l 39
Traffic violations 7,043,168 7,411,000 531,359 T e
ted major oot $148056 2708772 430984 ua
Olher 38,795,112 8,703,137 : 01,975 25
Nonkmfﬁcmxsdemwnors I .................. S s 1564044 6,900,118 663,926 96 7
fon 268092 © 318989 ~50,107 15§
omer, . 1205952 | 658189 714123 = 108
Felony preliminarics : . 4,400,838 4,943,002 — 452,484 —92
¥
civil ‘ . 5229478 4,907,156 s T 68
Sméil claims — 2,046,178 2,190980 155,108 7.1
All ather civil ' DooEmI0 . omeTe 1665 61

® The 1972+73 “elghted units were based on revised filing fi f’gures.

The weighted units shown in ‘Table XXXV were obtained by multiply-
ing the filings of each type of proceeding by the appropmate weight
validated in 1971.% The weighted units were then totaled to arrive at the
aggregates presented in the table, Appendxx Table 40 lists the number of
weighted units for each municipal court 'in the state.

Weighted filings statesvide mcreased 4.4 percent in 1973-74 The per- ‘

ﬁce 1972 Judicial &ouncil Repoit 61—64 The weighted cnse)uad values for the municipal courts ure os follows: @
State Jess
pe of proceeding Los Angeles County Los Angeles County
Felony Prelivhinaty 3 51 : 45
ted Traffie i 13 B
Other Traffic 1) ! 11
Intoxication o d 2.9 o 19
Other Mi dnmp-\nnr 22 17 a
Civit n 9 12
Smuall Claims ! 7 6
—_ 041

Parking {San Francisco) fws !
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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 welghted units between categomes was unchanged
last year. As in the previous year, criminal proceedings in 1973-74 a¢count-
ed for about 80 percent of the total weighted units of filings in the munici-
pal courts.

Using an average of 60,000 weighted units per judgeship per year, crimi-
nal proceedings prov1ded 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 Judgeshlps stood at only 384 at the end

- of the'1973-74 fiscal year.

2. DISPOSITIONS
Total Dispositions

During 1973-74 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

legal parking
Number of Number of Nonparking dispositi dispositic
authorized  Jjudge- Per judge- Per judge-
Fiscal year Judgeships equivalents®  Number equivalent® Number equivalent®
| £330 —— 255 253 9,736 219 14,768 3,900,992 15,419
o 256 266 3,932,563 14,784 4,106,797 15,439
o 2N 279 4,136,007 14,825 4,282,406 15,349
fRe Tt R —— 289 297 4,321,199 14,549 4,359,956 14,680
1967-68.... 305 316 4,396,823 13,914 4,733,536 14,980
1968-69 326 341 4,350,268 12,757 4,390,304 14,458
1969-70.,.., . 37 357 4672014 13,087 5,500,089 15,406
1970-71 ... . 336 370 4,682,132 12,654 5,819,464 15,728
197172 i 365 383 4,680,555 12,063 5,994,586 Ris321
1972-73... 380 405 R 492,087 11,398 *‘s 020,199 R 14,865
1973-74 384 424 4,605,053 10,861 6,270,049 14,768

2 Judge-equivalents are the number of authorized judgeships adjusted to reflect vacanices, assistance to other courts by
municipal courts and assistance received by municipal courts from ussigned judges and temporary judges serving by

stipulation of the parties.

vised.

R Re

Dispositions generally paralleled filings in the felony preliminary, intox-
ication, selected traffic; other traffiz and other civil categories. However,
nontraffic misdemeanor filings increased at an 11.2 percent rate while
nontraffic 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.




ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE ‘119

Total nonparking filings increased 3.0 percent last year but dispositions
remained fairly stable. The disparity between filings and dispositions was
reflected in an increase in the backlog of nontraffic misdemeanor, small
claims and tort cases.

TABLE XXXVII—CALIFORNIA MUNIGIPAL CQURTS \\

Dispositions By Type of Nonparking Proceedings
Fiscal Year 1973-74

Change to 197374 from:
1972-73° 196364
Percent Percent
Type of proceeding 1973-74 Amount change Amoimt ~ change
Total nonpurking 4,605,053 12,966 04 666,834 233
Criminal 4,195,604 —2,580 -0 809980 244
Traffic violation 3,605,418 18,700 05 734,686 256
Selected major ? 244,692 25,480 116 —_ -
Other 3,060,793 —6,780 -02 - —

. Nontraffic mj ; . 455294 ~11,789 -23 50,322 124
Intoxicgtion 110,495 ~21,923 ~166 - —
Other ; 344799 10,134 30 — —

Felony preliminaries 64,915 —9,491 128 24972 625
Civil . . 479,429 15,546 34 58,854 140
Small claims 278,192 7,428 27 55,324 24.8
All other eivil 201,237 8118 |, 42 3,530 18
Tort 22551 - 1,622 8.7 5,681 T
Other civil 178,696 9,740 58 ~2,151°  -12

"7

:Chnnges were based on revised figures for 1972-73, e
Not classified separdtely prior to 1966-67.

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 ratios for
the civil categories were also relatively low. Following are the ratios of
dispositions to filings for each type of miynicipal court proceedings:

Type of Proceeding i Dispositions per 100 Filings
19/'3-74 1972-73
Felony Preliminaries 68 71
Selected Traffic.Violati 9% 90
Other Traffic 04 9%
Intoxication..e. 100" 100
Nontraffie Misd © 90 97
Small Claims 6 «, 79
Torts, 56 | 62

Other Civil ¢ T 8

Dispositions before Trial

The municipal courts disposed of gver 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 1/percent below the number of cases
disposed before trial in 1972-73/ -

{
[
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TABLE XXXVill--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
TYPES OF DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING CASES
Fiscal Year 1973-74

Change to 1973-74 from:
1972-73% 1963-64

Percent Percent

Type of disposition 1973-74 Amount change  Amount  change

Total dispositions 4,605,053 12,966 03 868,834 233
Dispositions before trial 4,157,012 5,148 0.1 755,579 22.2
Rail forfeiture: 2,174,908 45,973 22 —14,545 -07
Dismissals and transfers 733,739 11,941 % . 408,731 1258

“; Convicted or bound over after ple of guilty.ummwne 1,163,977 52,670 —~43 7 375842 477
wJudgments by clerk 81,514 ~403 ~05  -15917 153
“Summary judgment 2,874 307 12,0 1,468 1044
Dispositions after trial 448,041 7,818 18 113258 238
UN}\contested matters 235,041 5,268 2.3 103,425 -
Coltested matters 191,362 -0 b 5,232 -~
Juvonile orders ; 21,638 2,620 .. 138 4,508 270

8 Changes were based on revised figures for 1972-73.

b { ess than Y% of one percent,

¢ Percentage changes were not computed because of the change in definition of uncontested and contested criminal
proceedings on July 1, 1966 which made earlier figures unsuitable for comparison, Prior to July 1, 1966 all erimina] dases
tried wera considered as contested matters, Subsequently, only those criminal cases after both the prosecution and the
defense introduced testimonial evidence (exclusive of cross: Ination of witnesses called by the other side) were
classified as contested matters; all other criminal trinls 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
raatters 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

e

\\, Number Contested Matters Heard

\ ! of judge- per judge-

R - Fiscal year equivalents® Number equivalent®
1966-67 207 182,565 615

1967-68 316 186,000 {589
1968-69 341 178,433 523
1969~70 357 189,531 531
157071 70 196,090 530
197172 388 191,097 493
1972-73 s 405 Rig), 402 43
1973-74 424 191,362 : 451

¥ For definition of Judge-equivalents, sce Table XXXVI, footnote a,
R Revised.
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important measure of municipal court workload. Centested mat‘f’eré are
cases that have reached a point in the trial process where both parties have
introduced evidence, that is, where the defendant has introduced evi-

tion)., Where the defendant does not introduce evidence the disposition
is classified as uncontested. Contested dispositions as presently 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 from that re-
ported in the previous two years. In terms of judicial manpower, there
were 452 contested matters disposed of for every judge equivalent 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
Fisca! Year 1973-74 q

5; Change to 197374 from:
197273 ° 196667
Type of proceeding 1972-73 Amount Percent Amount Percent
Total, all proceeding: 193,400 % b 9108 49
Nonparking 101,362 -0 b 8191 48
Criminal kY 18,757 1,443 13 ~19,713 200
Traffi¢ violations 66,086 2,162 3.3 12,203 154
Selected mujor 6176 438 76 —2,306 -272
Other 60,810 1794 29 9897 ~140
Nontraffic misd s 10,150 ~858 ~78 -6748 . ~399
Intoxicatic 7 167 182 ~1,362 —644,
Other 9,397 —~691 —68 ~5,388 ~364 |
i |
Felony preliminaries wmammmmmmmmmoonmne L681 19 94 -~ -320 ¢
Civil 112,605 -1513 ~13 28,510 339
Small claims 101,436 ~981 -10 32,461 411
All other elvil 11,169 ~532 vy 3,951 ~261
Tark 2,188 —~402 ~162 ~1,467 ~40.1
—E2theEGlvil 8,98} ~110 -12 ~2,484 ~a1.7
" INegal parking 200 a4 48 7311 180

® Changes were based on revised figures for 1972-73.
Less than ' of one percent.

3. JURIES SWORN

The number of jury trials it 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 criminal:cases. About 11,600 or
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TABLE XLI--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SWORN PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT
Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 197374

Number Juries sworfs b
of judge- Per judge-
Fiscal year equivalents*® Number equivalent®

196364 253 7,938 3l
196465 266 9,396 35
1965-66 279 10,793 39
1196667 27 11,537 39
1967-68 316 11,868 a8
1968-60 . 341 11,543 34
1969-70 a8t 11,821 3
1970-71 370 12,260 : 3 .
1971=72 388 12,114 31
1972-73 405 Rigaqs 40
197374 . A4 12,162 29

A For definition of judge-equivalents, see Table XXXVI, footnote a, \
Includrils number of juries sworn in both nonparking and parking cases.
Revised.

95 percent of the jury dispositions involved criminal cases of which 6,500
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 pgreent, but the most dramatic
change oceurred among the two traffic categories. Selected traffic made
up 41 percent of the traffic juries sworn in 1972-73 and 62 percent in
1973-74, Conversely, other traffic dropped from 59 to 38 percent of the
traffic juries sworn. Thus, the majority of traffic 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 1973-74 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 1973-74

Change to 1973~74 from;

1979-73* 1963-64
Percent Percent
Type of proceeding 1973-74 Amount change Amount change
"Total, all procecdings 12,162 ~381 ~15 4,224 53.2
Nonparking 12,162 ~177 w14 4,248 537
Criminal 11,601 ~296 -19 4,440 62.0
Troffic violatt 6,503 ~691 9.6 2,057 56.6.
Selccl%d major® 4,033 1,062 357 — —
Other 2,490 ~1,753 —413 - -
Nontraffic misd s 5,078 465 101 2,083 695
I leation ? 125 -~23 ~155 o— —
OthorP 495 483 108 - —_
Civil 561 49 9.6 -192 —~255
Tort 401 b4 72 —180 ~310
Other civil 160 22 15.9 -12 -7.0
Tlegal parki [} ~4 - -2 —

% Changes based on revised figures for 1972-73.
“’ Not classified separately prior to 1966-67.
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juries is attributable to the recent revision of Section 4000 of the Vehicle

Code, effevtive January 1, 1974, which changed many of the other traffic
viollations from misdemeanors to infractions, which are not subject to jury
trial, .

E. JUSTICE COURTS .

At the end of fiscal year 197374, 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 number of justice courts
declined from 221 to 214 as a result of consolidationis with other justice and
municipal courts. :

TABLE XLIII—-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
NONPARKING AND PARKING FILINGS
Fiscal Years 1963-64 Through 1973-74

Nonparking Slings Parking Rlings
Number Percent Percent
of fistice change from = change from
Fiseal year : courts® Numb preceding year  Numb préceding year
1963-64 288 TT3R481 53 446,021 —28
196465, 216 914,090 3.6 393,313 -119
1965-66. 268 061,854 52 401,869 22
1966-67 263 902478 «6.2 -398,963 - =07
1967-68, 253 912,565 : 11 371,119 68
1968-69, 243 899,045 -14 353,383 -49
196970, 244 928,631 33 . 300,350 —~150
1970-71 232 959,870 34 277,898 -75
197172 Y26 976,589 20 320,351 '15.3
197273 221 Ngr6561 B 104 R 305,653 17
197314 21 812,485 ~0.5 309264 ~8.0
% At end of fiseal year, S
R Revised, ]
1. FILINGS

Total Filings

Approximately 872,500 nbnparking cases were filed in the justice courts

during 1973-74. This was a slight decrease 0f£4,079 cases or 0.5 percent from

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 percént.
Filings did not decrease percentagewise as much as the number of justice

courts since many of the consolidations were with other justice courts.
, i p
Filings by Type of Proceeding .7
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 197273 pattern of increased filings of the more serious crimi-

nal proceedings. Selected major traffic violations increased 6.9 percent,

and nontraffic misdemeanors exclusive of intoxication and felony prelitmi-

naries each showed a gain of nore than 3 percent. .
While total criminal filings decreased in 1973-74, total civil filings in-

ereased by 2,188 cases or 3.4 percent over 1972-73. The greatest percent

5
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TABLE XLiV CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS ‘ \1\“;,\,
FILINGS BY TYPE OF NONPARKING PROCEEDING

Fiscal Year 1973-74
Change to 1973-74 from:

1972737 1963564

“ Percent Percerit

Type of procegding 1973-74 Amount change Amount change

‘Total nonparking 872,485 —4,079 —05 0,996 -1
Crimingl 805,145 6,267 —08 23,734 30
Traffic violatior 707,065 —5,820 -1,0 26,171 33
Selected major? 45,564 2,926 69 - e
Other? 661,501 9,755 -15 — -
NoEFAfic migdemennors . mmanmssinie 84047 100 ol _ggl7 -102
Intoxngmon 15,869 -2,016 —-113 —_ —
Other 68,478 2,116 32 - -
Felony preliminari 18,733 €2 85 7,180 1006
Civil 67,40 2,188 34 ~33,730 ~334
Small clairs, 51,446 1,059 2l -30658 —373
All other civit o 15,894 1129 7.6 ~3,012 ~162
Tort 760 9 12, 159 265

Other civil 15,134 1,120 80 -3,231 -17.6
¥ Changes were based on revised figures for 197973, '
b Not classified separately prior to 1966-67, .
increase and volume increase was recorded in the other civil category
which increased 8 percent. i
Courfs by Number 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 of 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 onily five courts had filings exceeding the

average per judge caseload of the municipal courts: Maricopa-Taft, 20,783;
San Gorgonio, 20,284; Napa, 16,216; Gilroy-Morgan Hill, 15,040; and El
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 caseload of the justice courts in
1973-74 was distributed as follows:

: ; Number of Percent of

Number of Nonparking Filings courts courts
Less than 100 . 6 3
100999, - 40 19
1,000-2,999 61 29
3,000-4,999, 36 17
5,000-6,999, 33 15
7,000-9,999, \ 2 10
10,000-14,999, . 1l , 5
15,000 and oyer 5 2

Tottl o 214 100

2. DISPOSITIONS

During 1973-74 the Jjustice courts disposed of about 771,600 cases, a

decrease in output of 26,900 cases or 3.4 percent-from the preceding year,

A o ity S 1 s an
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Approximately 702,200 or 91 pérce’nt occurred before trial, of which
436,300 resulted from bail forfeitures and 161,500 from pleas of guilty.
Dispositions after trial increased due primarily to a 5.9 percent increase
in uncontested matters. S P
TABLE XLV CALIFORNIA JUSTICE CdURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF NONPARKING PROCEEDINGS

Fiscal Year 1973—74

Change to 1973-74 from:
1972-73°% . 196364 3
Percent Percent
Type of disposition 1973-7¢ Amount change Amount change
Filings 812,485 4,079 —~05 ~9,998 ~11 /Z\/’\ ]
Total dispositions . TIL5Y4 —~26,939 =34 ~15,576 ~20 ’
Dispositions before tal i 02,157 91343 -7 - ~2818 —04
Bail farfeiture 436,309 ~17,406 " ~38 3,673 038
Dismissals and transfers .....,.. TIPS 97,518 ~349 ~04 18,380 232
Convicted or bound over after piea of guilty 161,523 ~10,203 | ~BO —23,690 =12.8
Judgments by clerk wnaimnniiasminming sine 6,807 ~7 645 105 ~889 -11.6
Disposttions After trial.vmmmmmummmmimnes 69,317 404 05 —13,060 -8 O
Uncontested matters 27,232 1,512 59 81476 .
Contested matters wammm st v 23,073 313 =13 11,389 L
Juvenile orders ...: 19,112 795 -4.0 7027 58.1 Q
Juries sworn 1,914 239 ~11.1 - 018 24.6
Jury verdict o150 O 49 -83 - -

¥ Changes were based on revised figures for 1§72-73.

Percentage changes were not computed begause of the change in definition of uncontested and contested criminal
proceedings on July 1, 1966 which made earlier figures unsuitable for comparison, Prior to July 1, 1966 all criminal cases *
tried wete cansidered a$ contested mattess, Substquently only those criminel cases after Both the prosecution and the
defense introduced testimonial evidence {exclusive of cross examination of witnesses called by the other side) are
classified as contested matters; all other criminal trials were counted as uncontested matters,

F. JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS AND ASSISTANCE

1. SUMMARY—NUMBER OF ASSIGNMENTS
AND DAYS OF ASSIGNED ASSISTANCE

The California-Constitution ®® . directs the Chairman of the Judicial
Council to expedite the business of the courts and equalize judicial work-
loads, 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 Judicial Council decreased
to 2,089 or.33 percent less than the number issuéd for the previous fiscal -,
year. The decrease in individual assignments of justice court judges ac- = - -
counts for the total decrease in assignments. This decrease in justice court
judge assignments is the result of the first full year’s impact of a procedural
change instituted on January 1, 1973 Thus, the number of assignments
issued to assist courts other thain justice courts was relativply unchanged.

Since the period covered by an assignment may range from a day te
many months, the gross number of assignments i$ not a measure of actual .
assistance provided by assigned judges, For the latter, see Tables XLVII
and XI:VIII which list the total days of assigned assistance provided to the,
Courts of Appeal and the superior, municipal and justice courts. |

35 Cal, Const, Art, VI, § 6.

e}
97 See 1974 Judicial Council Report, p; 147, - :
: . vy s o . = ;
\G ) : ’ ki V T N . . . T LI . .
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TABLE XLVi GALIFORII\“A COURTS
ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGES
Fiscal Years 1963-64 through 1973-74

Number of assignments
Court receiving 1963~ 1964~ 1965~ 1966 1967~ 1968- 1969~ 1970~ 1971~ 1972~ 1973
assistance 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74
Total all CourtS.wmmmmionnn w - 3,010 3173 3418 3573 3750 3,800 3,785 3,754 4,115 2,135 2,089
Supreme Court wammmes 3 8 B [} 12 13 18 13 6 16 15
Courts of Appeal.. y 16 49 35 5 66 62 54 31 51 68 58
Supetior courts s 698 753 821 923 960 926 1,014 933 947 968 1,038
Muinicipal courts 689 141 785 731 733 852 755 790, 856 848 788
Justice courts v 1,604 1624 1,769 1,854 1939 1947 1944 1981 2255 1,235 150
i TABLE XLVI—CALIFORNIA COURTS
' TOTAL DAYS OF ASSISTANCE TO CQURTS OF APPEAL, SUPERIOR
: COURTS, MUNICIEAL COURTS AND JUSTICE COURTS ",
AND DAYS GIVEN BY RETIRED JUDGES
Fiscal Years 196364 Through 1973-74
Percentage of
Total days Days given by total given by
Fiseal year of assistance retired judges retired judge.ﬁ
1963-64 5817 1,703 ' 250 /
1964-65 8,058 6,266 405 -
1965-66 8727 3,670 Y
1966-67 9471 4,163 4.0
1967-68 10,058 4,296 420
1968-69 o 10,129 4,500.5 44
1969-70 10,1185 5,095.5 50.4
1970-71 10,074.5 4,805 an
1971-72 9,204 5 42005 452
1972-73 R 3,630 B 407 Bag7
1973-14 15,4795 56845 367
# Information niot available prior to January 1, 1973,
R Revised.

The total days of assistance given to courts, as shown in Table XL\VII,
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 XLVIL, in addition, shows for each year from 1963-64 through
1973-74 the number of days and the proportion of total assigned assistance

TABLE XLVill—CALIFORNIA COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Days of assist given to:
Gaurts of appeal Superior courts Municipal courts Justice courts

Assistance given by: 1973-74  1972-73  1973-74 ~1972-73 1973-74 1979-73 1973-74° 1972-73°
Total, ald JUBEES.cmssmmmmssness 1,580 14680 51670 55035 405453 41135 47300 25450
Supreme Court iwmmmmmsmmnmne " 20 - _— — — —_— —
Retired judges o 651.0 32350 34510 9655 1,089.0 424.5 266.0

Caurt of Appeal justices ..
Superior court judges ..
Municipal court judges
Justice court judges ...
2 {nfirmation not available for 22 courts.

hJustiz:e court information is for fanuary 1973 through June 1973 with 17 courts not reporting,

10 24.0. 1.0 280 -~ —_ —
4615 7910 15750 14425 100 125 12.0 5.0
- —_ 2715 5085 203.0 1720 215 65
— —_ 845 85 0 287160 23850 42720 29615

—
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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,

2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR
COURTS BY ASSIGNED JUDGES

Courts of Appeal

Assistance provided to the Courts of Appeal rose in 1973-74 for the
second consecutive year after four years of declining assistance. The ~
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 judlges gave 4675 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 shghtly in
1973-74. The-total of 5,167 days of assistance in 1973-74 is a decrease of
336.5 days or 6 percent from the record high of 1972-73.

Retired Judges prov1ded 3,235 days or 63 percent of the total days of

ascistance given to superior courts in 1973-74. Superior court judges assist-
ing other supsrior 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 a551stance
The figure is derived by deduchng 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 superior courts. The'3,102.5 net days
receivec- represent the equivalent of 14 full-time judges. :

Municipal Courts

Municipal courts recelved 4,054.5 days of essxgned 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 assxstance
received by the mumclpal courts. 0

The net assistance given to municipal courts, determmed by subtracting
from the total assistance received, the assistance given to other courts and
that given by one mumc1pal court to another, amounted to 3,558.5 days,
The net days received is an increase of 4 percent over 1972-73, and was
equiyalent 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 they
received 4,730 days of assistance in fiscal year 1973-74. For this first full
year of reportmg, the major portion (4,272 days) of justice court days
assistance is derived from judges of other justice courts. Assistance given

aQ
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by justice court judges to other justice courts within the same county
amounted to 3,367.5 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.

3. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

Superior Courts

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

Lawyers
Commissioners*® . as

As temporary As temporary
Court Total days Judges commissioners  Heferees Judges
State total 24,591.0 8,368.5 59780 10,109.0 535.5
Alameda ¢ 501.0 —_ —_ 501,0 —_
Butte 1190 —_ . 1180 —
Contra Costa 221.0 B — 227.0 —_
Fresno 480.0 — — 480.0 -
Kern ; 695.0 — 236.0 459.0 —_—
Los Angeles 13,926.0 7,662.5 4,502.5 1,861.0 —_
Marin 4790 —_— 240.0 2390 —

Monterey ... 2400 - —_— 2350 5.0 |
Orange 1,254.5 — — 1,160.0 945
Placer 1095 - - 1095 -
Riverside 4700 2370 - 250 —
Sacramento 590.0 - - 491.0 9.0
San Bernardi 1,003.5 328.0 1160 486.0 735
San Diego. - 842.0 — - 740.5 1015
San Francisco w ol 1,4005 370 8835 4800 —
San Joaquin 2185 -_— — 2145 4.0
San Mateo 248.0 — — 248.0 —
Santa Barbara 280.5 — - 2470 33.5
Santa Clara 254.0 — - 246.0 80
Santa Cruz 114.0 —_ _— 1140 —
Solano . 75.0 - — 75.0 -
Sonoma 3780 —_— — 37180 —_
Stanis) 211.0 — - 72110 -
Tulare 190.5 — — 190.5 —_
Ventura 569.5 204.0 _— 249.0 1168
Yolo 106.0 —_ —_ 106.0 —
Other courts 3 " 80 _— — 9.0 —_

A Byalud jury 2 et
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Table XLIX lists the days of assistance by commissionefs, 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 prepare them for a judge's signature. The assistance
prov1ded to superior courts by commissioners, referees and attorneys act-
ing as temporary judges amnounted to the equivalent of 116 full-time
judges in 1973-74. //H/

Municipal Courts:
Municipal courts in 1973-74 received a total of 12,276 days of assistance

TABLE L—-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTA#-2E GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS
REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES

" Fiscal Year 1973-74

Commissioners Lawyers
As temporary As as temporasy
Total days Judges commissioners® Ee/éree,sl’ Judges
TOTAL 12,276.0 6,373.5 1871.0 1,612.0 2,3195
Qakland:Piedmont .. 238,0 ! — 212.0 (245 15
Alhambra 1250 82.0 - - 40
Antelope U0 2410 - —- —
Beverly Hills....... . 4340 2270 — — 2070
Citrus 2715+ 2440 3.0 — 25
Compton 4475 221,0 o 2205 40
Culver 146.0 9.5 1365 — ~—
East Los ANGEes imuimmericussmsemismni 283.0 2325 3.5 — 47,0
El Monte 232.5 2220 —_ — 105
Glendale 222.0 2220 — — 7
Inglewood 260.5 2330 — — 278
Long Beach 3405 1950 M5 e 1110
Los Angeles. 3,840.0 J,267,5 230.5 1120 230.0
Los Cerritos 85.5 _— — 575 280
Malibu 750 315 315 s 120
Pasadena 2995 185.0 49.0 - 65.8
San Antonio 250.0 223.0 — e 27,0
Santa Anita 123.5 90,0 215 —_ 120
Santa Moni 2410 44,0 179.0 —_ 240
Whittier Y 2505 1490 98.0 - KRR
Sali 193.0 -— —_ -— 193.0
Central Orange County.imannsimmuions 640 — [ —— 640
North Orange County s 1780 — —_ — g, 1780
. West Orange County s 385.0 —_ 2380 — T1410

Riverside 232.0 —_ — 227.0 50
Sacramento 291.5 — - 2400 518
San Bernarding County .o 5265 21658 — 230.0. 800
El Cajon 60.5 -— — — 60,5
San Diego 330.5 — 249,0 — 815
San Fiancisco 207.0 — 2070 — —_—
Central (San Mateo) wwauwmssescsssen porassarenis 1160 - — 116.0 e
Narthern (San Mateo) vucmsmmsmmimmsss 2480 —_ — 248.0 .
Southern (San Mateo) .. esreseesstinamsonss 1965 —_ —_ o 1250 715
San Jose-MilPitas wuwaniwssmsmsmasin 3740 38,0 278.0 - 58,0
Santg,: Barbara-Goleta s 535 - — — 5385
Other courts . 4015 — —_ 95 398.0

Tocl, (Y

2 Includes traffic 5 and Jury issioners A
Includes days of assistance given by traffic referees.
© Represents 23 courts, each receiving less-than 50 days of total uss:stance

386766
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from commissioners, referees and attorneys acting as temporary Jjudges,
an increase of 1,771. 5 days or 17 percent over such assistance in 1972-73.

Utilization of commissionets is becoming more widespread in the mu-
nicipal courts. Commissioness alone px\ovxded 8,344.5 days of assistance or
two-thirds of the total days received b) mumcxpal courts in 1973-74. This
figure was an increase of 1,262 days or-18§ percent over 1972-73. The
assistance provided by commissioners in 197374 was the equivalent of
about 39 full-time municipal court judges. .

Elghteen of the 24 mummpa\ courts receiving assistance from 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 by com-
missioners.

/

-4. JUDICIAL EQUIVALENCE QF 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 provide the courts with sub-
stantial assistance and in individual courts significantly increase the judi-
cial manpower actually available. A vahd assessment of workload or
productivity in such courts requires that “per judge” figures be adjusted
to reflect the actual judge and other judicial manpower available,
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TABLE 1—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS

Fiscal Yoars 1972-73 and 1973-74

Type of filing 197374
Total filings 3,513

Appeals:

Civil 0

Criminal 0
Original proceedings:

Civil 185

Criminal 7
Motions to dismiss on clerk’s certificate:

Civil 0

Criminal ; 0
Petitions for hearing of cases previously decided by the Courts of Appeal wumwmmmmmome 2571

TABLE 2—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Business transacted 1973-74
Total busi tr ted 5,268
Appeals;
By written opinion:
Civil 48
Criminal 31
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.):
Civil . 4
Criminal 0
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By written opinion 76
Without opinj 860

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: *

By written opinion , 8
Without opini 56
Hearings:
Granted 198
Denied 2,318
Rehearirigs:
Granted 3
Denfed 50
Orders;
Transfers and retransfers 189
Alternative writs or orders to show cause © 52
Micanll
1,331
B 3 1 y applicati d 9

8 Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not reported elsewhere, .,

© Data previous to 1873+74 included in miscellaneous,

4Cal, Const,, Art. V, §8

e
AR
Iy

1972-73

3,139

oo

160
593

oo

2,086

1972-73

4,691

re 2

g

8o

18%
2,205

21
1,161
12




A : 1

Total filings and transfers from
Supreme Court.ummmeammsss

-Appeals:
Civil
Criminal wummeomsmssanmmesie

Origizhl proceedinigs:
il 2

A Crimingl o
" Motions to dismiss on clerk’s certifi-
cite

TABLE 3-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL
FILINGS AND TRANSFERS FROM SUPREME COURT

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Fifth District

197374 197873

Total
All Courts
of Appeal First Distiict Second District Third District Fourth District
19707 1erErs 157rd I9E7s 19T 197273 197a-rd 197273 19774 197873
9,805 9,188 2,876 2,702 3713 3,535 967 923 1,686 1,499 563
2,350 2,277 748 792 876 ™ 264 268 395 40 91
3,300 3,106 763 785 1,481 1,579 988 261 580 450 188
2593 2.5 | 787 7 973 045 185 218. 490 439 158
1,145 903 3%0 A7 248 o7t 224 178 169 18 ity
380 188 141 134 157 6 8 53 56 ]

521

104
1t}

121
0

18
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TABLE 4—CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Evxecubive
Original Clemency
Supreme Court and Totals Appesls pr Y Motions® Hearings Rehearings Orders® applications®
Courls of Appeal 1973-14  1972-73 1973-74 1972-73  1973-74 1978-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973.74 1972-73  1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

Tatal, Supreme

Court and

Courts of Ap.

[ +1:3:] IS 23,927 22,066 6,127 5,623 4,687 4,001 589 504 2,571 2,386 1,145 1,062 8,799 8478 9 12
Supreme Court 5,288 4,651 83 119 936 650 64 68 2571 2,386 53 64 1,572 1,392 9 12
Courts of Appenl,

totalssmarmsessrssesns 18,639 17,3718 6,044 5,504 3,751 3,351 525 436 — — 1,002 998 227 7,086 e —

First District auo, 5,680 5,262 1,676 1,562 1,201 1,047 320 °/3 - — 317 299 2,166 2,101 - —
Second Distriet .. 7067 6,577 2477 2,234 1219 1176 9 22 — —_ 477 393 2.885 2,750 _— —_
Third District ..., 1,132 1,685 579 518 412 379 162 128 — — 113 104 466 859 _— —
Fourth District,.. 3,464 3,278 1,039 928 656 557 10 13 —_ — 149 169 1,610 1,611 —_ —_
Fith District.u. 698 573 213 263 263 192 24 20 —_ — 35 31 100 6% - —_

% Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not reported elsewhare,
¢Cal, Const,, At V, § 6

9E1

T
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TABLE 5—CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL

SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Buziness transacted

Tatal business transacted

Appeals:
By written opinion:
Civil

IR

14
thhot\xt opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulntion, motion, ete.):
Civil

Criminal

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):
By written opini

Without opinic

Motions (miscellinedus) denled or granted: *
By written opini

‘Without opinion

Rehearings:
Granted

Denled

Orders (miscellaneous) ¥

;" tudes granted motians te dismiss reported under ageals.
Not reported elsewhere. )

TABLE 6—FIRST APPELLATE (SAN FRANCISCO) DISTRICT k

(Four Divisions-—12 Judges)

BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1972~73 and 197374

Business transacted
Total busi tr ted

Appeals:
By written opinion
Civi

Criminal

Without opinton (by dismissal, affic ot reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.):

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus):

By written opinion
Without opinion

Motions (miscelluncou:) denied or granted:®

By written opi

Without opini
Rehearings: ‘

Granted " 4

Denied.
Orders (miscellangous) ¥ ..

¥

;Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not teported elsewhere. B

o

137

197374 1787
18,639 17,575
1,799 1,666
250 2924
914 g7
741 1
206 211
3,455 3074
16 5
509 41
62 5
1,030 S
7227 7,086
197374 1978-73
5,680 8262
526 o osw
646 570
817 714
187 21

o8 &
1,106 950
2 4
318 9
% 32
281 261

S,
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TABLE 7—SECOND APPELLATE (LOS ANGELES) DISTRICT
{Five Divisions—20 Judges)
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Businsss transacted 1973-74 1972-73
Total business tr ted 7,067 6577
Appeils:
By writtén opinjon:
Civil ) 712 587
Criminal 1,083, 996
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.):
Civil 324 320
Criminal . 358 - 331
Oﬁginnl procéedings {including habeas corpus):
By written opinion 75 63
Without opini 1,144 1,113
Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: ®
By written opinion 0 1
Without opini 9 21
Rehearingst
i} Granted " 7 16
" Denied 470 379
Orders {miscell yo 2,885 2,750

® Excludes granted mations to dismiss reported under appeals, -
Not reported elsewhere.

TABLE 8—THIRD APPELLATE (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT
{One Division—6 Judges) °
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Business transacted 1973-7¢4 1972-73
Total business transacted 1,732 1,685
Appeals:
By written opinion:
Civil , 170 178
Criminal 260 176
Without opinion (by disrnissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.);
Civil 109 118
Criminal Qi 40 43

Originel roceedings (including habeas corpus):

. By written opinion 58 49
Without opinion 354 330
Motions. {(miscellaneous) denied or granted: b
By written opinion 0 1]
‘Withont opinion 162 128
Rehearings:
Granted 9 . 12
Denfed s 104 92
Orders (miscellaneous)® 466 559

"

* Two additional judgeships authorized on January 1, 1974 fnereased the total to six pasitions.
.2 Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals.
Not reported elsewhere,

.

3
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TABLE 9—FCQURTH APPELLATE (SAN DIEGO AND

:{\‘

SAN BERNARDINO) DISTRICT
{Two Divisions—9 Judges)
BUSINESS TRANSACTED

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 197;3;-14

Business transacted 1973-74 1972-73
Total bust tr ted 2 , 2464 3,278
Appeals: !
By written opinion:
Civil 318 315
Criminal 465 361
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.):
Civil . 140 198 4
Criminal 15 124 ﬁ
Original proceedings (including habeas corpus); ,/ h
By written opinion. - 43 53 ( /
Without opinic 613 504 Y-

Motions {miscellaneous) dented or gtmted:“'

By written'{}ninion 0 0

Without opiiyon ® 13
Rehearings: 1\

Granted )) 7 2

Denied - ; 42 167
‘Orders (miscellancous)? 1610 1611
& Excludes granted to disrafss reported under appeuls.

b Not reported elsewhere,

TABLE 10—FIFTH APPELLATE (FRESNO) DISTRICT

=

{One Divigion—3 Judges)
BUSINESS TRANSACTED
Fi§cal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Business transacted 1973-74 1972.73

Total busi tr d 696 573

Appeals; o v )
By written opinion:

Civil 72 79

Criminal i 136 121
Without opinion {hy dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, ete.):

Civil 2% 3

Criminal 41 32 )
Original proceedings (including habens corpus): o

By written opinion . 25 25

Without opinior doie 28 167
Motions (miscellaneous) depied or granted:®

By written opinion ; ‘ 1y [}

Without opinic 10 20
Rehearings:

Granted 3 3

Denied 33 28
Orders (miscell 3o 100 &
2 Excludes granted motiops to dismiss reported under appeals.

Not reported elsewher¢i
ad

e




TABLE 11—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

opl

Number of Tolal » Total Dispositions ‘ Disp after trial
Judgeships*® _flings dispositic before trial Uncontested matters® Contested matters®
County 197374 197273  [975-74 1972-73 197574 1978-73 197374 197273 J97574 1972-73 197374 1972-73
State totalaw, 478 417 562,062 B592,563 480,062 Ry66,306 165,042 Ri64,124 265,808 Roso,600 49,212 Ry 560
Alameda vomowe 25 25 27,920 26,195 23,944 Roy 597 7,008 5,599 14,331 13,678 2,605 Ro.320 =
Alping wniemman 1 1 32 39 40 1 10 1 0 0 0 0 3
Amdor s 1 1 379 330 280 207 102 i 70 68 108 82 =
BURe mrins 2 2 2,632 2,510 2,091 9189 580 607 1,281 1,417 230 165 g
Calaverss w1 1 547 529 401 408 196 156 154 196 51 "5 X
Colush wmmsimmimms L 1 302 a4 269 290 86 56 171 153 12 u oo
Contra Costa e 11 11 13,770 13,177 11,959 Ry1,488 3,228 3319 7,668 7,229 1,063 Ra0 . 4
Del Norte v~ 1 1 570 486 471 448 126 131 292 260 53 5. &
2 2 1815 1,686 1,466 1,305 615 529 692 637 159 135 2
8 8 9,320 8971 6,107 7,286 1,460 2,290 4,093 4,613 552 453 Q
1 1 439 403 331 345 104 102 208 229 19 4
3 3 2,826 2,790 2,319 2,371 617 755 1,449 1,438 253 1 Q
2 2 1962 2,004 1,732 1,736 706 706 898 923 128 A
1 1 459 415 340 349 83 115 205 198 28 36 0
6 6 9,334 8,566 8,009 7213 2,209 1924 5,209 4,838 591 sit B
Kings . 1 1 1,835 1,452 1,650 1,372 348 454 1,201 84 101 64 3
1 1 839 74l 634 617 152 168 408 354 74 % A
SR Y 1 514 500 410 Ry 134 193 240 Rigg 36 Ras % >
Los Angeles ... 161 ;i 161 184,445 182,544 162,486 165,066 62,113 £5.007 80,358 82,698 20,015 17,30 =&
1/ 1 1,324 1,128 1,029 996 321 i 322 594 557 114 v >
5 5 5,958 5262 5,047 482 1,761 1,254 2,755 2,792 531 506
1 1 192 163 157 138 a1 38 74 W75 22 25
2 2 1,905 Ry 814 1,452 Rj,308 496 Ryog 802 Rrog 154 Birs
wommsarene 3 3 3,190 2,539 2,127 2,085 669 674 1,276 1,238 182 173
. 1 1 27 209 175 175 64 34 108 126 8 15
R | 1 253 230 255 247 70 64 110 124 75 59
k. I 5 5 7.208 6,827 6,114 R5.780 2,155 1,819 3,402 3,474 557 Ry96
N . 2 2 2,640 2,484 2,114 1,947 624 497 1,183 1,257 307 193
oo 1 1 958 858 833 670 283 218 454 358 9% 94
. .3l <3} 41,510 36,694 4238715 " 42,206 17,991 20,480 23617  F 20,002 2,267 1,724
Plncu st 2 2 2,492 2339 2,140 1,885 736 620 1,216 1,132 188 133
PIUMAs wowsmomens 1 1. 386 412 351 303 113 84 199 184 39 35
Riverside w12 12

14,909 13192 14,208 11990 4555 3.359 8,021 7.588 1.632 1043




Y
‘Sacramento s - 15 15 20,961 | 19,872 18,667 17,087 5,47
San Benito e L 1 458 396 402 385 133
San Bernardino,.. 14 °i4 20,656 19,062 16,353 B212 0 5198
San Diegoummen 29 ) 49,730 38,172 34,036 30,967 - 9,330
San Francisco ... 25 26 24,841 24,502 20,303 19,979 877
San Joaquin w7 °7 7467 7,248 6,131 5,834 1,899
San Luis Obispo.. 3 3 4,119 3,469 3,100 2,721 1,166
San Mateo wower 13 13 14,169 13,401 11,788 10,969 4,025
Santa Barbara v 7 7 7,281 6,574 6,525 6,041 2,023
Santa Clara e 24 24 30,152 28,558 20,622 - 20,663 6,492
Santa Gruz.,.. 3 3 3,765 3,566 372 3,079 808
Shasta .. dy 2 2,866 2,820 2505 2,449 783
Sierra, 1 o1 89 - 45 34 36 10
Siskiyottu. L 1 1,020 i,100 822 930 305
Solano ... 4 4 4559 4,138 3,645 R3 508 1,200
Sonoma,, 4 4 6217 Rs 688 4,763 Ry379 1,098
Stanislaus 5 5 5976 6247 4,826 . 4987 1,493
Sutter.., 9 2 1203 . 1,166 1,024 970 309
Tehama 1 1 1,003 921 675 693 210
Trinity 1 1 254 240 207 178 4]
Tulere , 4 4 4123 4,004 3,450 3325 869
Tuolumne - 1. 1 1,071 867 960 97 432
Venturtumememme T 7 10276 9,040 8,011 6967 2,939
YOI0 v 2 2 2,270 " 2,385 1,912 Ry 061 613
Yubat .. 2 2 1444 1,273 1,365 R)085 623

# Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiscal yem\

4,904

114
3,59
8575
7746
2,087
1,153
3876
1,972
7411

781
a5
B,13
912

349

2,440
57T
Raq1

11,859
28’

9,434

“ 21,059

3,675
1,235
612

427
453

86

72

28
218
137
813
153
118

Figures on uncontested matters include criminal cases disposed of on transcript of preliminary heuﬂng which previous to 1969-70 were included with contested matters.

© Statute provided for increase effective March 7, 1973.
:Stntute provided for increase effective January 1, 1974. //
Revised, .

N 852
R )‘;149
g
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TABLE 12--CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS .
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositi (TP T
Slings dispositions before trial matters matters
County = 197374 197273 197374 1972-73 1973-74 197873 197374 1978-75 1973-74 1972-73
i
State total. 62900 || 62406 57265 “saas4 sy e ms4el Psersl  omv . Reoo
\
Alameda s 3,768 || 3,620 7 3426 3,77 241 126 3001 3008 154 143
Alpine. ) o/ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador 65 1l 74 4 36 0 0 41 28 3 8
Butte ... 4237 419 320 426 1 0 313 492 6 4
Calaveras [ 64 49 57 0 0 49 57 0 0
Colusa v 6 84 58 63 0 0 58 63 [} 0
Contra Costa v 1708 1,663 1,800 1,730 60 52 1,720 1,668 20 10
56 68 © 6 0 61 1 2
151 132 141 3 1 129 139 0 1
1,275 701 1,072 12 1 678 1,066 11 5
82 ! 66 1 0 70 66 i 0
438 353 349 21 9 ag5 336 7 4
238 218 302 24 119 194 183 0 0
k¥4 24 7 1 0 23 71 0 0
909 732 637 7 1 712 627 13 9
197 1% 173 2 4 193 169 1 0
138 147 138 1 1 145 136 1 1
68 47 44 1 2 46 4 0 0
19763 19943 - 20213 163 203 19375 19708 405 302
161 144 166 2 2 139 161 3 3
01 702 644 1 0 696 638 5 6
28 27 22 0 a 27 92 0 0
271 218 169 2 By 213 R160 3 Rg
Merced ... 264 265 250 237 16 1 234 235 0 1
. 43 43 a i 0 43 a1 0 0
19 35 32 0 0 as a2 0 0
942 753 822 40 56 698 749 i5 17
362 272 g 4 6 267 305 1 2
142 107 101 1 0 102 100 4 1
3,602 2515 2,668 13 12 2458 2,641 44 15
273 237 249 0 0 237 249 0 o
81 79 55 0 0 78 55 1 0
Riverside .. 1,634 1538 1,562 65 41 1426 1404 47 27
Sacramento w.. ' 1736 1351 1796 1,736 9 12 1680 1,695 37 2
San Benit vy 94 59 %2 68 3 1 89 67 0 0
San Bernardino.. 1874 2133 2,004 2,339 4 18 - 1943 2204 57 o7
San Diegoummnm. 4817 4305 4,368 4,087 2 5 . 4326 4074 38 8
San Francisco ..., 3962 ~ 3980 2925 2,966 3 4 299 - 2960 0 2
San Joaquin weww. 1,150 1014 1,120 898 17 59 1,072 837 40 2 ;
Son Luis Obispo,. 420 388 296 307 0 1 206 306 0 0 -
San Mateo wuen. 1,868 1737 | 1281 1,82 6 10 1269 LI72 6 0
Santa Barbara. ... 871 948 ki 821 7 13 788 806 2 2
Santa Clarad w2987 2893 2305 3,057 4 1 229 s 6 4“4
Santa Cruz., 705 706 662 15 5 1 657 611 0 3
Shasta ..., . 802 326 284 264 0 I 276 263 8 0
Sierra,,. g 5 9 17 1 1 8 10 0 6
Siskiy Ot wunen 150 182 120 165 0 1 120 . 163 0 1
$olano .. . 444 440 389 Rags 31 R11 353 366 5 6 |
SONOME wivmmmens 1,020 1,001 889 Ragy 7 % 875 Tagg 7 7 o
Stanislaus s 672 690 490 517 5 0 475 569 10 8 «:
SUHCE memmmeris 146 161 150 125 1 0 149 124 0 1 |
Teham s - 81 9 9 103 0 1 95 102 0 0
TANIY warsmperstion 3 28 7 16 3 0 34 16 0 0 ]
TUlare s 574 581 590 570 3 0 586 569 1 1 g
Toolumne i 97 101 8 117 0 1 86 113 0 3 . |
Venturt e 749+ 721 840 750 7 9 819 719 1« 22 |
YOl0 sevirpisangnns 397 338 307 292 20 8 306 284 1 0 ;
YUb s 163 169 123 116 1 0 122 116 0 0
R Revised.

[9) : ‘



County

State tatal..oe

Alameda e

Del Notte o
El Dorado wam
Fresn. e
Glenn ... .

Humbold
Imperial .
Inyo ...

LASSER connasinirenme
Los AngeleS e
Madera .,

Plicer v
Plumas ...
Riverside .. .
Sacramento e
San Benito v
San Bernardino...
San Diego.mumwe
San Francisco. w..
San Joagquint wwn
San Luis Obispo .,
8San Mateo W
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara ..,
Santa Cruz.
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TABLE 13—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FAMILY LAW
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
Dispositions after trinl -
Total Total Dispositions Ur tested [ ted
filings dispositions belore irial nmatters matters
197574 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1970-74 197273 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1970-73
154793 140062 134248 128219 9756 10,396 114,162 Pi0og473 10330 Po3s50
8620 8236 7170 6615 183 201 6450 0 604 54 370
2 6 0 0 0 0 o [} [ )
5 63 64 9 1 1 0 9 63 33
a2 751 640 655 37 2 574 62 29 25
%8 ) 60 bid 2 3 54 65 4 9
i 83 () 60 1 0 70 60 ‘32 0
4485 - 4330 3,80 3,582 333 89 - 3150 3076 4T 417
183 177 131 150 6 11 113 129 12 10
439 341 345 296 2l 11 205 253 2 32
2715 2689 2,102 2,108 57 152 1999 . 1,899 46 57
113 102 81 83 2 5 70 %4 $ 4
950 973 85 752 29 4 154 707 2. 4
398 370 308 W/ W16 265 300 29 22
120 122 148 9 1 6 s 81 2 6
2361 2110 2,007 1,823 98 88 180 1,608 19 127
482 473 403 . 004 18 19 - a8 75 0 0
188 166 164 I 6 4 154 124 4 8
146 134 187 110 n, 123 Hog 3 M
48750 47889 . 41,801 39,063 1,163 1,330 36385 33,770 4,253 © 3963
292 293 250 204 17 7 214 194 19 23
1733 1,532 BTV R 6 1317 1356 138 - 120
41 30 30 1 2 29 28 0 0
487 374 346 20 27 827 Roga 25 . B3
624 538 548 31 35 478 481 29 2
39 30 4 3 0 of 8 0 4
44 40 27 0 0 3 25 8 2
1917 1718 1,563 168 55 1460 1,410 20 98
740 641 539 66 31 545 485 32 23
208 217 178 12 16 184 148 21 14
12241 15111 . 15141 4420 5519 10034 9246 657 - 376
607 543 4 474 2 15 411 44 b 45
99 9% i M B 4 68 72 2 1
3497 3218 5618 2,995 75 190 2862 2496 931 239
5719 5455 4842 4704 160 138 4432 4374 200 192
108 04 89 87 6 11 % 4 1 2
5260 5247 4,408 4,155 210 . 188 - 3562 3,623 576 344
12056 11518 10343 9,816 %53 839 9091 - 8888 799 649
4565 4873 3,970 4,026 136 177 3555 3521 219 %8,
2108 2,003 1,628 1,749 86 110 1511 1,584 31 55
899 810 684 659 28 29 656 814 0 16
4002 4099 3903 3,538 370 STL 3233 2570 300 397
2,093 1,855 1,845 1,625 81 8 165 149 110 a7
9441 8844 6875 7,640 19 220 6164 6878 5l2. 542
1,003 907 891 34 30 836 88 37 93
821 762 699 2% 18 709 644 29 a1
9 12 6 3 0 8 3 PR
290 211 253 18 20 176 218 17 15
1318 1204 1124 40 s Ll 1,02 a7 2
L7710 - 1,600 1,418 62 . 6 1473 - 1281 65 104
169 1,460 1,817 89 s 1200  Lles 162 MO
324 288 273 a1 20 250 242 i 1
243 171 180 10 12 142 157 19 1
52 47 40 2. 1 38 38 1 1
1,136 1,029 839 - 60 44 901 9 688 16
178 w7 143 6 8 133 ¥ 18 18
3016 2,164 2,051 107 ws 1904 1745 153 208
650 504 551 a1 ar 447 . 502 .96 18
384 29 %1 214 41
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TABLE 14—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
MOTOR VEHICLE PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispo.vitions after tn‘al
Totwl Dispositions Ur Ce ted
dispositions befare trial matters matters

County - 1973-74 = 1972-73 1973—71 1972-73 ~ 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

Total
filings
State total..... 48,205 43,521

Alameda v 2,650 2,452
Alpine ...,. 2 1
Amndor..;..,.....,.. 12 15
Butte .o 176 121
Calaveras v 13 15
(007 0T —— 10 22
Contra Costa .. 931 923
Del Norte.u. 29 21
El Dorado ..., 159 145
Fresno yeon 795 668
1111, ST 26 14
Humboldt..uu, 119 112
Imperial wi 71 70
6137 SO 24 15
Kern 411 422
Kings 73 69
Lake.ion 28 24
Lassen aomminne 17 21
Los Angeles ... 21,797 19,657
Madera i 61 64
Marinumman 379 336
Mariposa i 9 8
Mendocino ... 97 100
. 149 156
8 8
. 0 [
Monterey 252 293
NEpa wmmmpssisen 121 146
Nevada ., 41 41
Orange wawenwen 2,942 2,451
84
14
729
1,749
San Benito v 21
San Bernardino 929 804
San Diegoima 2,000 1,716
San Francisco .. 3,516 3,385
San Joaquin ..., 479 433
San Luis Obispo 132 134
San Mateo v 1,215 1,000
Santa Barbara .. 309 256
Santa Clara e 2,677 2,494
Santa Cruz.u.. 173 151
Shasta . . 137 114
Sierravonn, 3 0
Siskiyou ’ 7 58
Solano . 296 241
Sonoma .uuwae 401 358
Stanislaus i 897 359
79 65
19 35
10 6
153 163
36 2
617 550
Yolo .. 135 121
Yuba sanmmen 4 64

‘“. Revised.

?’.‘,Qﬂ 39,647 35,998 35,987 1,300 1,606 1739 o084

1432 Ri68 1,311 1,231 49 41 72 Rgg
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9 8 9 5 0 0 0 3
104 109 94 9 1 5 9 13
15 7 13 14 0 1 2 2

7 4 5 4 1 0 1 0
71 Ryo4 642 643 26 2 43 Ryq
31 20 22 16 9 2 0 2
105 108 %6 % 2 0 7 12
278 540 253 509 4 4 a1 17
10 1 10 9 0 1 [} 1
79 101 7 87 (! 0 8 14
62 62 56 56 1 1 5 5

7 13 6 13 0 0 1 0
373 354 347 326 6 14 20 4
4 2 4 4 3 0 2 1
14 13 12 12 0 0 2 1
11 15 7 13 2 0 2 2
20,125 20556 19311 19,348 29, 452 572 56
59 75 56 69 0 2 3 4
9269 207 249 189 0 4 20 14
8 [ 7 6 1 o 0 0
84 Res 5 54 2 3 7 Rg
140 147 128 131 0 1 12 15
3 3 3 3 0 b] o V]

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
261 260 290 219 1 2 30 195
9t 102 83 % 9 2 6 8
44 46 41 32 2 0 1 4
2730 3081 251l 2,835 125 121 94 125
106 72 % 59 15 b 5 6
17 10 15 9 1 0 1 1
689 633 370 308 261 256 58 69
1814 1918 1200 120 55 53 56 64
14 13 12 2 0 0 4
754 694 N 630 9 31 34 2
1078 1,024 1,143 1,086 137 183 98 95
2,851 2707 2493 2308 167 177 191 229
388 375 345 341 10 10 a3 2
100 16 8z 63 3 12 15 1
907 832 864 763 0 6 4 63
205 291 200 243 7 15 18 3
1877 153 1245 1368 25 45 107 122
121 108 14 8 12 11 12 9
78 101 51 79 9 14 18 8

o -0 0 0 0 0 0 0

43 35 35 24 6 0 2 1
299 Rogg 188 m 25 21 16 Ryy
290 236 206 174 5 a7 9 25
245 230 212 212 18 3 15 15
34 6 a2 68 1 0 1 1
28 24 17 18 1 1 10 5

3 7 3 6 0 1 0 0
138 164 103 134 29 24 13 6

. 29 25 20 2l 3 1 6 3
450 409 411 364 15 4 24 4l
98 Bgy 90 13 2 1 6 5
9 42 8 4 0 0 8 1




County

State total,..

Alameda v
Alpine winmminn

Calaveras v
Colush v
Contre Costa ...
Del Norteummn
El Dorado wuwn
Fresno v
Glenn v

e

Humboldt..we

Imperial v

Los Angeles.on
Madera e
Marinuuaones
Maripositwnen
Mendocino ..
Merced i
Madoe v
MORO wusssinns
Monteray .

Napa avmeni
Nevada wyemmin
Orange .

Plumas e
Riverside .
Sacramento .
San Benito v
San Bernardino
San Diego.m
San Francisco ..
San Joaquin ..
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo i,
Santa Barbara ..
Santa Clara .
Santa Cru:

Sierra.., .
Siskiyou s
S61aN0 i
Sonoma ... .
Stanislaus
Sutter....

Tehamamnn

Trinity o
Tulare v
Tuolumne .o

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

TABLE 13—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

145

Dispositions after trial °
Total Total L)ispositions Uneontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
1T 197273 197374 197873 1970-7d 197873 197374 197873 1973-7d 1972-73
22,649 1934 16470 RMirgve 14903 480 865 969 rde2  Plgez
1,128 868 Rgt 13 560 55 49 8 Rsg
1 1 1 0 1 o 0 9 0
7 1L 9 g 7 0 0 4 g
T e 57 ° . 62 4 2 7 6 7
15 7 7 10 5 1 0 1 9
9 4 1 [ 1 0 0 1 0
427 389 Rogy 287 231 13 22 23 a1
B 18 4 3 3 i 0 3 1
9, i sl 64 42 0 1 15 8
196 244 165 9 153 1 2 19 i0
10 8 2 3 2 X o ] 0
163 w07 41 38 4 0 0 12 4
37 7. 3 2 29 0 0 4 4
11 5 2 8 9 7 0 0 0 i
128 130 146 123 u7 101 & 7 23 13
14 13 7 6 1 5 3 0 3 1
3 29 10 25 9 16 0 7o 1 9 |
7 4 7 6 5 4 2 1 0 1 o
9241 7497 701 8633 6478 7,882 200 390 423 421 |
923 22 19 18 16 16 0 0 3 2 |
230 N 147 104 128 g8 0 1 19 15 1
7 o 3 3 7 0 0 0 0 1
58 42 34 Rag 28 24 0 1 6 By
B 2 4 3l 1 0 5 3
2 1 2 0 0 1 0 0
15 17 0 3 0 0 5 0
210 146 107 80 5 13 18 2
68 5 32 34 1 0 2 2
62 K 16 10 1 0 1 3
1854 1417 849 870 9 8 ] %
16 117 & 68 1 10 2 6
6 9 8 10 0 0 2 0
467 354 182 135 122 1 55 67
125 L0 877 453 34 28 55 56
11 12 10 2 2 1 4 2
447 384 264 197 10 13 I\ 2
s 656 461 495 61 66 66 54
1846 1,668 1288 LI38 107 147 185 230
248 188 121 14 19 i 58 12
70 6 35 21 2 4 2 3
595 574 361 418 0 0 14 45
183 109 108 123 3 9 13 o
1223 148 598 3 4 15 68 78
113 8 47 47 6 8 9 4
111 99 T 75 2 i 14 1
1 o o 0 Q Q 0 0
28 27 20 12 2 3 9 3
&7 129 a8 36 7 1 8 By
269 203 1 8 2 8 u 20
132 128 63 58 13 1 14 2
4 45 \ 26 54 4 ) 2 3
10 13 6 15 8 8 1 2 2 5
10 7 4 6 \ 3 6 0 0 1 0
% 55 67 5 49 53 10 12 8 10
17 2 14 14 1 1 a 1 3 2
275 2125 212 212 199, 186 2 5 13 2l
83 65 45 41\ 40 1 1 3 4
) 6 2 a7 . By & o 0 ¢ 5
A\
\
I\
Y
‘\\\
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County

State total.....

Alameda v
Alpine wimmnonm
Amador .o,
Butte ...
Calayer

ey

Colusa e
Contra Costa....
Del-Nortewnne
+ Bl Dorado .
Fresno..mn

Inyo.
Kern ...

Lassen wuaumna
Los Angeles ...,
Madera wo,
Marin e
Mariposa duen
Mendocino
Merced e
Modoe
MOno
Monterey ..
NP2 s
Nevada v
Orange s
Placer
Plumas wouwae
Riverside ..
Sacramentd ..
San Benito wu.
San Bernardino
San Diegomawm
San Francisco .,
San Joaquin ...,
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo .
Santa Barbara ..
Santa Clara ...
Santa Cruz .
Shasta ...
Sierra ...
Siskiyou ..
Solano i
SONOME oo
Stanislaus .
SUtteru e
Tehamawuwua
Trinity wemonn
Tulare v
Tuoldmne.un
Venturduwmmm

010 i

Yuba s

b

B Revised.
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TABLE 16—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS

EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

JEngs )
1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1873-74

Dispasitions after trinl

Iy

r

17

C

matters

matlers

Total Total Dispositi
filin, dispositic before trial
4240 6452 - 4382 - Radmr 20w 2984
58 88 74 37 61 30
L 0 0 [ 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 0
17 3 1 10 9 9
1 14 1 7 1 1
3 2 2 0 1 0
112 94 4 95 30 86
17 9 0 1 0 1
9 34 50 2 27 17
195 4% 55 86 31 62
3 2 4 o 4 )
9 15 8 8 4 3
0 1 0 3 0 2
1 o 1 1 1 0
200 133 12 112 ) 69
u 3 11 2 2 2
»n 8 2 9 2 0
1 1 0 0 0 0
1,399 2992 2262 2542 858 937
121 9 3 B 3 2
13 23 5 8 % 2
13 0 2 10 2 3
8 6 3 0 0 0
3 7 3 13 2 It
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
38 87 13 90 10 50
26 19 3 14 1 4
19 o7 8 2 3 0
253 261 104 13 81 60
13 3 16 0 3 0
1 4 1 3 0 3
305 201 a7 208 44 126
54 102 40 66 3 62
0 1 2 1 0 1
a57 314 175 41 158 16
24 429 309 327 964 288
s 12 24 o 16 2
104 57 13 69 58 3
18 60 8 50 3 §
296 87 34 o7 % 8
55 98 86 38 68 28
128 208 107 66 80 50
2 31 30 55 19 50
9 o1 8 4 7 3
0 0 0 Q 0 0
17 5 0 13 0 5
38 92 al 23 17 1
al 84 26 3 4 25
16 40 21 16 17 15
2 11 1 3 0 1
1 4 0 5 o 2
1 1 1 3 1 1
126 84 62 47 52 3
12 42 31 25 8 5
52 153 104 57 92 55
8 50 5 Rog 35 20
I 1 2 1 2 0

1,603
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TABLE 17—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS -

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

L
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]

Disposiifons after frial

Total Total Dispositii Uncon{ested Contested

filings dispositions before tri] matlers mattérs
County 197374 197273 197374 197213 197574 I9TE-73 1976-74 (97673 197874 197278
Statetotal.... 86995 57204 49253 44068 02350 20078 11,734 Nosus  Bies Fsim
Alomedn o 3085 2573 2556 1813 177 102 476 Me 3@ 242
Alpine ... 17 25 7 0 7 0 0 L0 0 0
Amadot.. 162 8 59 56 ¥ al 1 ig 21 2
BULE e 223 163 134 118 88 86 2 16 21 16
Calaverss e, 110 161 74 95 4 35 13 46 14 14
Colust s~ 53 a7 21 29 13 20 5 5 3 4
Contra Costa ..~ 1,256 - 1,085 590 649 461 €5 1m0 -1l s 1o 89
. Del Nortesma 56 55 a1 60 2 34 8 u o7 15
484 530 306 323 198 206 48 68 " 80 49
95 1,000 259 469 112 344 46 9% 41 30
52 54 36 53 o7 3 8 15 1 4
133 183 155 182 60 67 39 49 56 8
Imperial w430 390 276 a5 154 153 9% 43 2. 19
THYO mwaniosns 83 56 24 3 20 24 0 b 4 8
Kern 1,155 862 718 342 280 439 989 81 49
Kings e 265 185 163 136 19 81 A0 40 4 9
Lak€.cnmmen 170 156 106 130 2 66 29 30 25 34
Lassen e 74 52 7 62 8 o8 16 R 18 P
Los Angel 21,080 18119 14672 15260 10638 11,088 2706 2558 1028 1,614
Madera . 226 202 165 153 114 114 7 10 4 29
Marif. 653 518 44 34 18 260 a5 94 8l 60
Mariposa .. 30 26 1 20 4 6 3 9 " 5
Mendocino. 329 286 185 185 12 us o al 4 40
Merced . 801 33 o 230 1715 193 67 15 15 22
ModoC wusmnes 61 50 kid 40 26 4 ., 9 19 2 7

Mono e 115 83 79 66 30 21 0 0 49 43

Monterey .. 494 539 234 301 146 185 39 60 49 56
Napa .. arn 334 169 s 103 99 36 59 30 17
Nevada .. 241 219 212 174 18 101 56 38 38 35
Orange .. 450 4070 B¥I T8 132 5884 964 629 257 935
Placer w562 683 464 451 2 260 166 161 46 30
PIUMOE e T2 79 60 56 24 2% 19 16 17 14
Riverside no... 1,899 1,724 1560 1,130 605 391 756 | 598 e 141
Sncramento ... 2883 2610 3008 2291 548 537 2342 Rieg s Tdgs
San Benito . 89 33 49 N B8 19 14 6 7 6
San Berpardine 1,993 1,398 834 320 550 183 217 78 67 59
San Diegowine. 5963 4839 2921 2137 1520 1263 87 542 555 43
San Francisco . 3451 3,355 2458 2,187 1505 1371 32 55 g1 201
San Joaquin ... 678 508 448 204 263 178 121 63 54 53
San LuisObispo 538 418 363 a07 232 176 100 93 33 38
San Mateo ... 1807 1335 1,171 LITS 987 894 6t 113 123 188
Santa Borbara. 718 486 379 34 243 202 85 51 51 61
Sonta Clark ... 3664 2876 1572 1784 940 968 36l 502 o7 au
Santa Cruzum. 432 319 215 168 148 103 33 32 36 3
416 418 318 L T 198 4“ 58 62 82
24 15 4 10 0 0 0 6 4 4
o 207 234 178 46 109 92 36 23 3 aL
Solan0 vorsrcsne 224 230 159 109 o 72 Y 28 13
SONOMA urarrss T4 455 an 249 166 1238 178 63 63 58
Stanislaus . 555 558 370 am 166 n2 134193 70 84
. 153 163 155 ut 96 89 a 8 18 14
175 196 48 16 7 34 19 26 15 16
. 5% 45 30 35 15 18 4 5 1 8
383 300 244 218 180 174 % 23 8 19
137 120 101 12 46 52 al %4 34 26
811 630 482 45 39 337 52 53 39 a5
308 309 187 19 13 121 33 4 20 17
19 138 260 107 o5 68 20 17 25 22
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TABLE 18—~CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS:
FILINGS AND DISPCSITIONS OF OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS

Fiscal Yoars 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispositions after heard
Total Tofal Dispositions Ur ted Contested
filings fti before hearing £t matters
County  1973-74 1972-73 1.973—74 1978-70 1973-74  1979-73 1973-74 1973-73 1973-74 1972-73
State tolal... 48058 48686 05485 40,80 12175 15200 922342 Pogo0s  9ss Fgoy
Alameda v 1,618 1,861 1,540 1,826 55 127 1,485 1,699 0 0
Alpine wavminn 2 4 ] o 0 0 0 0 1] [\]
Amador i 18 15 13 10 2 1 2 & 9 8
Butte.,iamamin 268 280 217 209 102 101 108 103 ¥ 3
Cnlaver ™ 24 18 11 14 3 1 8 10 ] 3
Colusa s 3 8 4 1 0 0 4 1 0 0
Contra Costa... 1,101 1207 1,091 1,284 538 724 509 528 44 32
Del Norte 47 49 43 51 8 16 3B R} 0 4
El Dorado e 166 141 145 124 56 47 81 15 2 2
FEESN0 wenmminne 650 618 360 411 130 64 219 342 n 5
[ 13,1 SR—— 42 39 24 38 1 1 23 36 0 1
Humboldt...uu. 398 450 - 397 203 220 161 176 9 1
. 106 118 23 29 80 81 3 5
[ 34 0 3 ~ 0 20 0 11
990 934 261 258 651 660 78 16
. 387 278 50 20 307 75 0 0
38 25 4 4 31 16 3 3
3 20 9 5 25 Mg 0o R
9918 12,184 2,890 4,608 7,009 7,503 19 43
85 56 11 22 74 34 0 0
Marin o 438 424 360 364 125 88 235 272 0 4
Mariposa e 15 12 7 10 0 1 7 7 0 -2
‘Mendocino ., 173 128 102 124 9 g 81 Fos 9 P
Mereed o 537 415 283 248 1 13 281 227 1 8
Modoc ... " [ 23 1 15 0 0 1 15 0 0
1% G —— 2 2 2 5 0 1 0 0 2 4
Monterey .. 745 843 613 733 142 165 449 538 22 30
| [T+ S R—— 269 235 239 202 116 68 17 134 [} 0 "
Nevada v 69 41 43 23 2 0 39 23 2 (4]
Qrange wowmon - 3,037 3212 2654 4471 1,241 2,042 1,397 1,526 16 3
Placer i 142 90 125 90 (4] 2 121 83 4 5
Plumas .. 30 15 11 15 4 1 T 14 0 0
Riverside ., 1,236 1,276 1,329 1,278 643 580 646 660 40 38
Sacramento ... 2250 2246 2090 202 1247 911 766 1,021 kil 95
Sun Benito .. 20 32 " AU 34 4 3 20 31 0 1]
San Bernardino 1,640 1,693 1,283 1,089 582 217 667 856 34 16
Sun Diego.uwan. 4649 4001 3475 3615 1522 1378 1762 2137 191 100
Sdn Francisco . 1,188 1,076 852 692 1 98 740 574 41 20
Sin Joaghin ..., 512 523 b1id 198 8 29 239 167 30 2
San Luis Obispo 288 297 165 200 45 68 118 13 5 2
San Mateo ... 1,062 1,114 704 519 168 66 531 444 5 9
Santa Barbara ., 714 645 589 544 227 155 340 355 22 34
Santa Clara .. 3,865 3,203 1,638 1,693 782 900 759 637 94 156
Santa Cruzaaa 368 411 347 354 T 64 254 2 16 13
Shasta wvnnion 260 261 234 2 17 5 214 203 3 3 |
1111 £ PAR— 2 1 Q Q 0 0 a 0 0 Q |
. o7 115 87 17 32 58 35 40 0 0
394 403 320 400 106 14 206 274 8 2
. 449 672 293 837 28 e w3 38 32 2
Stanislaus s 613 615 408 535 19 ) 381 514 8 9
Sutteruammmu. 106 100 82 76 5 b4 76 68 1 4 :
186 180 131 124 7 57 54 0 6 7 i
98 . 20 13 15 1 /1 1 9 1 5 ‘;
- 340 317 247 212 14 3 231 208 2 1 :
ToolumnCame T8¢ 6 68 45 4 1 5 43 3 1 'l
Venturaumwmie 1,594( 1,330 T 1,058 449 572 230 353 100 133
| (:) R —— 1t 254 176 203 1 k) 187 189 3 13 .
b LT — 9 93 95 92 [ S 46 42 46 0 0

R Revised,*
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) TABLE 19—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
INSANITY AND OTHER INFIRMITIES FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 ’
Dispositions afler heard
Total Total Dispositi T Fhicarifaetad Coritested
filings dispositions befora hearing matlers

" County  1973-74 1972-73 1.973—74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 .1972-73

State total,... 6400 Peess 6177 Peors 268 302 5469 5663 40 Maig
Alameda v LB 87 183 148 1} 1} 18 148 5 0
Alpine v ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amador wuame 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buttc weninrma 10 14 16 10 0 1 4 1 2 2
Calaveras s 1 3 3 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Colusa vanmsirinie 3 1 ] 1 1 0 4 1 0 0
Contra Costa. 193 142 234 168 4 1 248 166 2 , Xk
Del Nortewun 2 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
El Dorado ... 10 9 10 8 0 0 10 8 0 0
Fresntummen 129 36 129 s 40 8 8 10 42 t 0
Glenn wuunowmen 0 0 0 (1] 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Humboldtu.u. 15 20 17 23 1 [ 11 16 3 4
Imperial v M 106 94 101 13 [ 81 107 ¢ . @
InYo s 5 2 3 4 0 1 3 3 0 . Q
Kern womammnn 207 210 206 204 21 30 178 170, ki 4
Kings w22 96 2% 30 0 9 23 26 1 2

Cuumirimsinasynse 4 1 4 1 0 0 4 1 0 0
Lassen v 0 1 0 1 [1} . 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles,.. 1,235 1618 1335 1510 35 186 141 2% %8
Madera wana 2 40 29 9 3 ] 24 7 2 2
MariBuwmnone lg 26 15 20 0 g 0 4 15 16
Mariposa v 1 0 1 0 00 0 0 1
Mendocing . u By 12 Rz 0 2 - 7 3 ] By
Meiced e 16 22 4 20 1 0 12 20 1 0
Modog e 1 X 1 1 1 0 0 1 9 ¢
MONO wusmmmisssine 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 o
Monterey s 78 52 69 56 7 ] 52 42 10 11 '
Napa oo 10 1 Y 1 2 1 7. F 5
Nevada wmumn 7 2 9 2 1] g 9 Y [1] 1]
Qrange wounnn: 118 118 . 162 174 0 4 154 163 ., 8 7
Placer i 10 6 ki 3 0 0 1 1o L] 2
Plumas wovsns 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 1] (] 0

- 312 256 272 246 18 31 204 207 50 8
310 - 186 310 186 4 3 210 144 9% kit}
San Benito ..uuw 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0. 0 0
San Bernardino  82¢ 995 446 692 46 43 358 595 42 54
San Diegouunn. 534 718 802, 543 0 0 T B29 29 14
San Francisco . %79 528 557 489 10 i1 542 482 5 6
San Jouquin ..., 72 130 57 K 17 5 35 71 5 1
San Luis Obispo 28 6% 24 17 0 0 22 17 2 /]
San Mateo v 106 182 162 307 0 0 161 306 1 1
Santa Barbarn,, 106 138 116 156 5 2 100 137 11 17
Santa Clara ..o 436 284 471 507 61 51 ast 440 59 16
Santa Cruz 70 76 68 75 0 2 67 72 1 1
Shast s 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sierra v 10 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Siskiyou. 5 7 5 7 0 (i} 1 7 4 0
Solana wewene 42 69 25 67 0 3 2 64 1 1]
SonOMA w2 V63 3 69 0 0 ] 62 1 7
Stanislaus e 39 56 14 42 0 2 27 40 g 0
Sutteruumypim Q Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tehama e 6 7 2 7 0 0 2 1 0 8
THNIY vt 3 2 5 1 0 0 3 1 2 0
Tulare aoppune. 121 122 4 29 & 4 38 25 0 . 0
Tuolumne....u. 11 1 12 11 0 0 6 6 6 [
Venturaummi. 120 193 126 156 0 14 114 91 12 31
Yolo s 27 s @ x 2L 1 o 25 2 0 0
Yuba s (1] 0 0 0 0 1} 0 Q- 0 0
—— ' v a
B Revised.




County

Stiite total,u,

Alameda v
AIPIHE cvmien
Amador s
Butte s
Calaveras v
Colus wunmnn

. Contra, Costa ...

Del Norteu
El Dorado e
Fresnoummmnn.
Glenn v
Humboldtuwwm
Imperial s
13 R—
Korn wumasmins
11—

Crnnamsinnie

i
Los Angelesan,
Madera v
Marinuaamme
Maripost o

Mendoeino.uwn

Méreed v
Moadot s
Mono wummmse
Monterey v
NRRA. s
Navada swe
Orange s

- Placer wamunan

Plumas. o
Riverside o,
$aCramento .
San Benito v,
San Bernardino
San DHEYOuuinm
San Francisco .
San Jodquin .
San Luls Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara .,
Santa Clara w.
Santa Criz,mw
Shasta sy
SterTf
1 3570 p——
Solans e
SONOMA 4iavmusuinin
Stanistaus v
Sutteriimmmisie
Tehama,nummmna
A —
Tulare conee
TuolumnBuamme
Venturaummme

010 snmmsmorna

Yubs s
s e b

* Represents number of minors fot whom oﬁginel peuttons for devlam{on of juvemile court wardship were filed but does
not include those for whom

HRevised.
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TﬁiBLE 20~-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
o JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS *

Fiscal Yeoarg 1972-73 and 1973-74

" ispositions sfter heapin,
Total Total Dispasitions Uncontested Contested
flings dispesitions bofore hearing | £t matters
157874 197873 197374 197279 197374  1972-78 1073-74 197879 197074 197833
1 N

60588 P36 58956 40966 875 6736 42,684 Tav0e2 7,497 6,188
2452 ' 2405 2,390 2,380 162 185 2040 1930 188 265
5 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
1 14 19 19 1 12 18 7 0 0
243 239 246 295 2 40 188 179 32 6
3 18 28 18 4 4 19 1 2 3
26 12 41 18 15 7 26 10 0 1
1660 1460 1504 1478 4 41 1420 1282 8t 50
42 48 61 & 26 28 34 23 i 1
192 92 18 9% 30 1 80 80 8 5
LiT8 671 927 1,125 o u2 T W w3 o
al a2 a1 3 12 9 14 28 1 1
184 174 176 171 35 el 134 106 27 22
244 233 23 234 ur 19 139 136 AT
e - 20 36 15 3 2 a3 13 0 0
1206 1167 1216 1,158 69 8 1,061 4999 86 79
199 125 194 124 13 4 172 106 9 u
56 38 43 34 5 : s 28 3 4
36 21 30 18 3 4 %, 14 1 0
17031 16043 18822 13311 3998 1960 9800 9616 5024 8738
116 133 100 126 7 15 . 89 08 .4 3
437 407 401 ars 0 0 383 Méi 18 3l
13 16 13 15 4 4 4 5 5 6
140 143 137 142 3s 30 100 105 2 7
218 262 245 28 3 176 184 58 b1d
28 oL 20 19 4 1 2 17 3 1
10 19 25 38 7 11 18 27 0 0
666 652 676 619 82 56 489 521 105 62
252 09 214 209 21 18 159 168 34 2
[ 55 T 43 2% 17" 47 4 0
8427 5306 8019 5367 130 535 7796 4,740 9 )
249 197 218 1718 13 19 20 5 8
5l 43 50 a8 26 12 2 21 3 5
1,669 1385 1654 1,402 339 22 1260 1,094 54 46
1848 4103 1788 1671 k! 6 166 1519 119 86
39 43 510 5 al 48 2 2
3671 2923 2714 2,685 386 247 251 2 177 236
4849 3872 4650 976 1048 - 860 3306 2610 306 246
191 LTI 178 1708 84 8 1,36 1319 238 305
%66 544 580 134 130 362 400 48 50

o73 991 186 170 11 3 173 129 2 B
1763 1471 1354 1958 0 13 L1810 1082 113 188
766 7105 899 819 104 180 T 560 78 9
8584 2342 2409 2,199 476 789 1857 134 106 66
208 210 237 217 28 5 169 145 40 o7
151 190 170 214 13 14 144 191 13 9
7 7 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 2
20 3l o7 a5 7 7 19 26 1 2
444 361 296 376 48 46 s 281 33 49
543 453 330 P 131 a1 a  Pagy 69 17
814 807 6 698 960 170 500 458 16 7
6 118 62 114 12 2 50 o1 0 0
] 53 5 47 2 o e 27 1 20
10 21 15 13 7 3 7 10 1 0
432 420 479 42 66 10}, 404 305 9 6
86 63 78 72 6 9 52 51 20 12
1,249 853 1,430 8 583 195 892 600 25 36
125 43 139 182 7 I 110 145 22 32
189 Mso 153 166 5 15 131 124 17 27

t or

[0

(%%

were filed,

“
N

el
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TABLE 21—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1373-74

Total
©_filin,

State total . 12,849 R12,881
Alameda e 724 630

Alpine ... 0 0
Amador e 18 13
Butte v 95 128
Calaverss 10
Colusa wmis 16
Contra Costa w 521
Del Norteauunn

El Dorade wun
Fresno .o
Glenn i
Humboldt wwi
Imperial s
INYB wumammmae
Kern sounmime
5117 L ZR—

~sefsgssiegd. s
2

(-3 " 8
Lassen wman 1
Los Angeles.... 2673 2,368
Madera wuuenayg 65 61
.% (1151 | RO 127 102
Mariposa s 10 8
Mendoeino v 5 84
Merced e 58 69
Modoe i 3 8
) (1. J— 2 7
Monterey w214 126
NBPR v 73 91
Nevada womnn 15 a3
Orange wmamun 676 670
Placer . oot 9 i f
Plumas .o 17 16
Riverside 636 660

Sacramemto v 726 752,

San Benito v 3 14
San Bernardino 699 635
San Diegommmes 1072 1,231
San Franeisco .« 526 566
San Jonquin w... 412 ais
Sian Luis Obispo 56 68
San Mateo ... 228 267
Sunta Barbara .. 230 173
Santa Clara wu. m 56
Santa CruZwm 72 133

Shasta w 7% 68
Sterra.ui, 2 0
Siskiyou... " 4 5
SOIANO Lcuumssian 103 91

Sonomn.......;..:.:: 196 180
Stanislaus e 161 163

Tota DI.S}- I Hi Lr it Dontesctnd
lispositi before hearing matters t
County  1573-74 1972-73 1970-7d 197873 1973-74 1972-73 1970-74 197873 1673-78 1972-73
56 Puesr  1sss 1w sbes Mopds 1286 1314
78 %06 101 75 B4y 488 14 £
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
! 12 1 1 8 1 0 0
. 08 120 9 20 56 74 3 23
2 10 4 1 9 3 11 0
15 15 12 9 3 13 0 0
529 293 0 2 470 08 5 3
Cops 1 b2 0 28 0 5 1
26 10 5 0 41 10 0 0
484 384 33 st 303 239 48 64
29 15 3 3 2 12 4 0
51 8 P C g 38 45 1n 1
128 129 % 55 42 7 8 3
20 5 G 1 19 4 1 0
353 316 21 16 304 334 28 2.
%0 6 15 2 66 6 9 2
10 8 70 0 10 17 0 1
0 3 0 2 0 1 0 0
1,549 2115 138 16 982 1555 420 450
51 55 1 0 41 4 3 1
% & 0 ) 89 B 10 19
12 4 2 1 3 3 7 0
5 48 g 14 41 31 3 3
3 72 5 4 24 67 2 1
5 5 4 2 1 3 0 ., 0
0 18 0 0 0 18 0~ 1
210 %9 4 s 103 %6 13 1
72 103 6 5 55 &7 -1l 1
3l 2 18 9° 19 0 5
607 504 5 4 3 53 3 4
69 66 14 8 51 56 4 2
17 H-o1u 8 4 8 3 0
603 680 104 6 412 B8l o1 26
" €97 12 6 64 68 6l 48
) 10 0 0 2 10 0 0°
585 558 69 5 494 4 28 8l .
1,080 L4834 36 68 N7 87 95
{10 531 5 18 425 470 40 4
a 326 40 49 239 238 45 39'
S 5 4 28 21 5 5
287 3 =0 4 5 28 52 5
~ 238 153 a1 2 185 104 2¢ 2
N 7 M 88 325 340 17 9
72 128 3 26 61 8 8 ]
5 61 2 4 62 6 1 1
2 h) 0 0 2 0 0 0
17 5 t e 13 3 3 0
114 198 ) 20 68 84 14 14
162 Rigg 29 2 ng . Moo 20° 18
162 142 36 24 123 96 3 2
Sutterumummmes 58 48 82 5 14 8 « &8 17 10 0
Tehtmtummmn 21 21 17 17 0 0 17 9 0 8
JL 21 ST N—— 7 13 6 [} 1 4 5 2 0 0
TS s 142 230 115 216 8 31 T wETa 8
Tuclumne.m. 20 20 18 21 4 4 10 9 4 8
Ventura... " 299, 223 37% 151 128 41 234 103 ] 5
(I L——— R 1T 89 109 14, 1 65 80 10 98
Yubl oo T4 58 T % 21 29 48 3 2 15

R povised.
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County

State total....

Alameda .o -

Alping i
Amador .
Butte v

Calaveras v

Colusa v
Contra Costa ...,
Del Norte,,un
El Dorado .,
Fresno auune
Glenn .
Humboldt......
Imperial ...
Inyo v

anviireneses

et
Courmrsionssnin
Lassen i
Los Angeles..
Maders
Marinom
Mariposa s
Mendocino..

Riverside
Sacramento ...

San Benito v
San Bernardino
San Diegouuuu.
San Francisco
San Joaquin ...
San Luis Obispe
San Mateo w.,
Santa Barbara ..
Santa Clara ...
Santa Cruz..u.

Solano wwwmm
Sonoma s
Stanislaus e
Sutters,..

omreny

Tehams wmum

Trinity .
Tulare v
T\\olumne... sosiren
Venturitvwe.
Yolo ..
Yuba .,

R Revised.
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TABLE 22—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispositions af rt‘rml

Total Total Dispositi Uncontested Ce d
filings dispositi -before trial matters matters
197374 197273 1573-74 1972-73. 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
B44T9  6LE0S 49370 Fs4801 40484 42400 1400 4600 7983 st
T4 2525 2197 S141 186 1,568 19 19 912 554

1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
55 al 4 3l 45 29 0 0 0 9
236 213 210 216 45 174 0 0 65 42
127 111 113 Rg; 106 8 0 2 7. Ry
40 32 38 2 36 2l 0 0 2 5
992 1,100 933  PRosg 833 846 i 3 99 Py
61 47 2 38 1 20 0 0 18 18
193 102 109 9% 101 86 1 0 7 10
729 825 667 793 511 673 1 KO I U §
T 34 45 40 4 39 0 o 4 1
293 302 191 282 135 227 4 0 52 58

950 193 996 180 200 160 0 0 926 2
61 47 62 56 47 45 6 3 9 8
655 795 624 692 558 604 3. .1 63 87
162 132 155 120 8 86 0" 0 70 a4
110 99 8 87 38 61 0 0 .2 2
3l 54 28 Rs7 18 43 0 0 10 Py
2LI75 96321 20023 23973 15202 16344 1151 4325 3640 . 3304
104 123 108 108 85 73 0 0 23 35
329 345 245 311 175 230 0 0 70 8l

1 14 21 12 18 8 0 1 3 3
272 268 241 Pomg 202 219 1 1 & a8  Bgy
55 343 286 274 238 219 . 3 8 45 47
30 16 22 17 2 14 0 0 1 3
47 as 6 56 3 28 25 22 7 6
985 1,026 814 Boig 780 833 6 4 88 R
164 132 112 129 138 95 0 0 3 34
65 47 55 48 41 21 0 0 14 27

1738 2486 416 1905 1185 1,620 24 23 257 253
244 288 203 260 187 Q- 0 28 15

18 48 28 22 20 1 0 0 8 11
1,472 470 1444 1994 1,249 1,187 20 19 175 188
15340 1655 421 1423 L1966 . 1951 10 5 a5 167
60 7 63 79 60 63 0 0 3 16
2120 g7 2059 208 1602 - 1577 13 21 354 488
4454 4070 3449 2990 2726 2481 4 55 618 454
2769 2830 2265 2742 2064 2446 9 16 192 280
1,153 766 1,09 662 932 10 0 94 %

152 148 159 110 136 1 1 95 2

LISI 1328 1289 . 1216 12 1,142 0 1 84 73
863 814 871 817 788 755 5 5 8 7
2342 2790 2216 2488 1895 2148 2 46 300 2838
426 a7z 83 349 325 279 5 9 53 68
423 452 421 420 366 66 0 2 55 54

5 8 5 1 5 1 o o 0 0
&7 181 82 130 70 119 0 0 12 1
488 461 430 P20 357 359 2 3 T Ber
317 350 308 957 959 230 2 3 4 24
7. 1,065 708, 927 505 789 0 2 10 136
177 126 125 110 101 8 0 0 2% 28
157 1% 106 82 % 5 0 o 13 12
43 4 46 3 37 29 4 5 5 0
455 537 arn 520 202 400 0 0 8 120
115 114 102 124! 89 109 0 o 13 15
56 643 570 555 49 489 1 0 73 66
206 252 200 Rogs 175 216 0 1 34 Rpg
199 134 i M 192 80 0 (] 12 By

[ ’ ’ <

Y
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TABLE 23—CALIFOHNIA SUPERIOR COURTS |
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispositioris after hearing
Total Total Dispositions Questions Trials
filings dispasitions before hearing of law de novo
County  1973-74 1972-73 1.973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1978-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

State total,., 10212 7,066 9,175 5338

842 M3 2088 2008 &AW 30N
’4
Alnmedn T - 432 705 330 (] (1] 156 132 549 \198 .
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 AR
9 5 8 3 0 0 2 3 6 8, ﬂg‘
Butte wenuini 36 3l 19 24 5 5 2 12 12 7
Calaveras . 11 8 7 6 0 0 1 1 6 3
Colusa wuonunn 3 13 4 2 2 1 ] 1 2 Q
Contra Costa., 346 221 224 108 2 16 B4 a2 148 60
Del Norte..n 8 5 7 4 1 -2 [f] 2 6 0
El Dorado v 32 36 34 21 g 4 4 4 21 13
Fresn0.vonmn., 123 95 69 41 8 10 15 16 46 18
v 0 2 20 2 0 op 0 0 0 2
82 43 13 24 18 2 ! 6 18 22 4
19 17 15 13 8 7 2 1 10 5 7}
4 0 1 0 = 0 0 0 0 0
118 % 100 s7 2 5 40 33 58 19
6 5 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0
8 12 9 9 0 1 2 3 7 5
aarrsassbions 2 i) 1 4 0 0 1 3 1] 1
Los Angeles,,.., 3711 2,708 3,593 2403 96 62 721 1,074 2,776 . 1,267
Madera wamn -~ 14 6 7 2 2 1 1 0 4 1
154 157 158 183 10 20 85 67 84 66
] Q 3 1 Q 0 1 1 2 0
9 9 4 3 1 0 3 0 Q 3
17 17 10 9 3 0 0 3 T 6
" 2 1 2 Q [ Q 1 0 1 0
Mono s 14 4 7 0 0 ] ] Q 1 0
Monterey . 71 67 73 71 9 13 13 25 81 33
NP v 28 14 20 3 2 1 6 ) 12 2
Nevuda o 6 10 10 6 (] 1 0 3 10 2
Orange yuwmena 887 703 761 458 74 21 191 130 495 307
Placer v 18 10 18 9 T Q 2 4 18 B
Plumas . 4 4 2 3 0 1 2 0 0 2
Riverside 339 163 313 161 32 12 24 29 257 120
Sacramerio'l 233 172 231 152 5 5" 55 36 171 11l
San Benito . 6 4 7 2 0 0 7. 1] 0 2
San Bernardine 200 152 316 u7 12 10 128 55 176 52
San Diegownmn 499 344 418 208 9 17 10 83 308 128
San Frantisco ., 487 a8s 590 312 169 40 8 93 338 179
San Joaquin ... - 135 96 98 37 5 8 29 16 64 13
San Luis Obispo 44 ¥ R 10 1 1 [ Q0 22 ]
San Mateo w303 189 218 127 4 5 5 46 199 76
Santa Barbara.. 163 149 149 96 24 9 51 54 74 {
Sarita Tlexa v 538 278 365 2871 64 45 89 63 a2 e
Santa Cruz.me. 44 42 36 36 3 3 5 3 28 3
54 32 54 23 9 5 1 2 34 16,
0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 9 ol
9 7 8 8 3 2 1 5 4 14
Solano e 52 26 32 16 2 7 T 6 23 33
Sonoma .. 8 58 39 18 3 4 2 4 34 10 ‘\
Stanislaus . 68 45 42 18 1 3 7 T 2% 8
Sutter... 1 8 12 5 1 0 1 Mg 10 3\
3 4 5 ] 1] 2 o 4 5 3 \\
3 2 Q 1 Q 0 0 0 0 1 '\\
69 34 48 .6 7 1 8 0 28 5
10 9 13 3 4 0 1 8 4 \
222 %0 127 81 15 18 28 26 84 7 \
28 18 2 12 0 2 4 4 19 6 \
12 6 5 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 \
\ \
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Total Total Dispositions
filin _ disposition. before hearing
County  1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73.. - 1973-74 1979-73
State total.... 9,583 6,223 8528 M0 6080 - Tagrs
Alameda w489 389 440 a87 348 174
AlpIne o 0 0 0 0 0 0
AMBAOF 1vopisasrisns S L 4 0 4 0
Butte v 16 1 6 10 2 9
Calaveras s 8 8 7 8 5 2
Colsa avsmemmiinse 0 0 0 0 (4 0
Contra Costa.,, 66 41 27 35 15 2
Del Norte o 0 2 0 1 0 [}
El Dorado o 7 9 7 9 5 8
Fresno.. 58 82 63 82 55 81
Glenn i, 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Humboldt...... 23 20 8 17 3 8
Imperial .o 2 ] 1 5 0 1
i2 13 12 15 1 13
281 19 288 &1 214 ]
4 1 1 0 0 0
- 6 2 3 1 3 1
Lassen ciaaas 52 86 43 hid 42 T
Los Angeles.... 1,655 1,541 1,842 1,303 1,113 1,034
Madera w.in 13 3 9 2 4 1
Marin.. w . 679 a4 678 314 (k4 312
Mariposa .. -0 0 0 0 0 0
Mendocino. 5 3 4 4 1 2
Merced o 5 8 7 8 1 1
. 0 0 1] 0 0 0
1] 0 0 0 0 0
817 137 492 127 440 102
176 122 174 108 51 42
4 0 2 [} 1 0
213 157 229 139 220 122
13 12 8 4 1 2
1 0 1 0 [ 0
4N 62 512 58 179 3
Sacramento ... 506 390 517 349 450 319
San Benito e 1 0 1 0 0 0
San Bernardino 646 2651 484 264 384 220
San Diegoyn, 480 383 417 361 69 41
San Francisco ., 46 71 43 67 33 49
San Jonquin ... 257 169 161 8 143 48
San Luis Obispo 1,117 758 1,029 708 614 615
San Mateo . 43 18 41 6 8 v5
Santa Barbara . 204 201 202 194 137 147
Santa Clara ,.... 06 87 91 104 33 9
Santa Cruz.... 39 29 39 29 24 4
1711 ¢ R 10 18 ~ 8 17 B 13
SEerra s 0 0 g 0 0 0
Siskiyou.. ™ 13 8 13 8 10 3
So0lano .mvnn 455 224 265 204 244 178
Sonoma . 139 39 144 36 83 10
Stanislavs 32 29 30 23 30 26
Sutter,u. " 3 1] 1 1] 0 0
Teharna,, vie 5 2 1 2 0 (]
Trinity e 0 2 0 1 0 0
TUATE i 16 25 15 19 2 8
Tuolurhn . 955 89 256 83 236 71
Ventura.. 356 232 336 231 63 57
Yolo ... 52 H . 81 29 46 21
Yub w1 1 1 Ry 0 K
R Revised.

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE 24—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
HABEAS CORPUS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Yoars 9272-73 and 1973-74

Dispositions
after hearing
" _Contested matters

1973-H

2,439

82

0

0
74
)

o p— N —
~m§85c»w03§uow5gau5§3§8~3§ﬁﬂh~g$ooamowm§~cmzzpmcmwoﬁo

1972-73

1,645

0
—
©
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County

State total...

Alamedt i
Alpine nuamin
Amadot.

Culn\'erns [,
Colusa auaparssern
Contra Costa ...,
Del Notte.
E} Dorado ..
FIesno i
Glenn .o
Humboldt.

Lnssen.n...“u.
Lot Angeles -
Madera v
Marinni
Maripost v,
Mendocino,au.,
Merced i

Mono... R
Maonterey ...

Orange s
Placeg i
Plumas v
Riverside .o
Sacramento ..
San Benito .
San Bernardino
San Diegoaumm
San Francisco .
San Joaquin ..
San Luis Ob

San Mateo i
Santa Barbara .,
Santa Clara. ..
Santa Cruz.we.
Shasta; e
Sierra wmnanimin
SiskiyoUwmwims
Solano ...
Sonomt i
Stanislaus wame
Sutter.... .
Tehamae
Trinity,.

bebor

Yubn [Ep—
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TABLE 25—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR CQURTS
NUMBER GF JURIES SWORN"®
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
Fersonal injury a
desth, §nd All other
Total property damag, Criminal proceeding
197374 197273 . 9774 197273 197374 1972-73 197374 197273
81t Peeis 2,740 3,021 5,090 Bge00 107 Roes o
454 417 - 141 162 254 280 59 a5
0 1 0 t 0 0 1 0 0
4 6 2 2 1 3 1 1
46 58 12 2% 28 28 8 6 .
11 7 2 2 7 4 2 1
7 5 3 0 3 5 1 0
168 191 58 62 91 13 19 16
17 18 2 3 14 14 1 1
28 29 16 1 6 10 6 2
205 12t 42 30 120 74 4 1 B
6 2 2 0 4 2 0 [}
51 ) 12 15 2. 52 7 5
3 29 8 6 25 19 2 4 e
7 6 3 0 2 6 2 0 ="
101 m(l) 3L % 59 T 1 9 :
35 3 2 3 a2 28 1 0"
29 16 3 4 %4 1 2 1 \
10 15 3 4 7 10 o %
3,087 2,759 858 953 1,959 1,490 270 310
23 43 6 10 14 30 3 3
87 109 28. 27 4 70 17 12 5
7 § 1 0 4 3 2 2
50 Beg 12 18. 32 Rag 8 Ry
46 80 17 15 24 36 3 9
0 s Q Q [ . 2 o 3
5 1 2 1 1 0 2 0
122 135 38 » 69 67 15 bt
2 27 5 8 18 16 3 3
1 15 3 9 7 [ 1 0
399 442 164 188 189 204 46 50
% 32 5 5 13 1] 7 w
7 10 o 1 6 9 1 0 ‘
237 236 82 3, 127 123 28, 20 Y
386 363 119 138 218 196 49 2
1 15 1 6 0 8 0 1
287 283 149 4T 194 198 4 38 *
549, 495 L 148 145” 330 29 Tt 60
624 697 972 40 . 175 295 T 61
126 112 52 28 7 69 63 5 2l
a1 a5 10 T 19 2% 2 4
175 175 64 © 6 79 67 32 32
111 135 32 54 68 67 11 14
364 460 17 168 166 221 61 mo.
49 65 12 14 o1 43 10 8
62 64 2% 18 35 4 5 s .
0 1 0 0 0 1 0 g 2
2 o] 10 8 12 g 4 y
7 Hgg 18 Rgg 55 65 6 3 ¢
50 67 16 30 28 22, 16 - 15
139 143 2 2 %8 13 19 - 7 Y
22 14 7 B .12 6 3 2 R
34 2 13 9 14 12 7 )
5 [ [ 0 4 4 1 1
106 98 16 1L 8l 8 9 9
19 17 6 4 10 9. 3 4
s ue L 6 68 43 13 12
39~ 28 7 8 2 16 5 4
24 24 10 5 12 18- 2 1
. . 54? “
A *Juries sworn” are not the egpivalent of cases disposed. of by verdict since u single jury may tey consolidated cases or a

settlement may occur foIloMng the swearing of the jury.

Revised.
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TABLE 26—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION

’ ) Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Weighted Weighted
197374 units per _1972-73 units per
Judicial positions® Weighted  judicial  Judicial positions® Welglzted - Judicial -
County - Total Judges units® position  Total Judges units® position

State tdtali.. 573 478 34844455 60811 - 573 417 33,246,368 _ 58,022
Alameds g+ . 27 %5 1,630,296 60,381 27 % 1,498,008 55482
AIPIne comcersirses 1 1 2775 2715 1 1 3 3,253
Amador. . 1y, 1 21364 27,364 1 1 21892 21832
Butte .. eg 2 139,165 69,583 3 2 132,104 44,035
Calaveras wiun 1 1 43,933 43,933 1 1 44435 . 44,435
Colustt ypremmeisee 1 1 19552 19,552 1 L 18,126 18,126
Contra Costn e 12 1 736030 6136 12 1 703342 - 58612
Del Norte 1 1 33,104 33,104 1 1 26712 26712
El Dorudo . 9 2 121,869 60,935 2 2 118770 . 59,385
Fresno v 10 8 513088 51,309 10 8 500,699 52,270

. 1 1 27811 27811 1 1 23847 23847
3 3 144350 48,117 3 3 145,077 48392

2 2 133,053 66,527 2 2 123,646 62823
1 1 30096 30,096 1 1 22,156 922,156
9 6 526,582 - 58,509 § 6 488,684 . 54,208
1 1 98,321 98,321 2 1 T TI91T
1 1 57955 57958 h 1 48813 48813
1 1 24243 - 24248 1| 1 24954 24,954
Los Angeles.. 217 161 13,206,882 60,861 217 161 13,155,733 60,625
Madera 1 L 8L856 81,836 1 1 7,088 71088
MaTiD e 7 5 297,976 42,568 7 8 268,368 = 38,338
MaripOSt s 1 1 5 12,145 12,145 1 1 95Tl _ 9571
Mendacing 2 2 A4 174 62,087 2 2 Rimrges Bugous
Merced .. 3 3 70087744 69,581 3 3 153,624 51,208
1 1 y 16421 . 16,491 1 1 12,005 12,305
i 1o 24325 24,325 1 1 19,329 19,309
6 5 " 305297 63,883 6 5 395,906 65,984
2 2 137341 68671 2 2 125328 62,664
1 1 61417 6,417 1 ! 54937 54237
6 31 2236498 62125 . 36 dg) 2,014,745 55955
2 2 166237 83119 = 2 2 166,958 83,479
" 1 1 20,806 20,896 1 1 26,402 - 96,402
Riverside v 14 12 885521 63252 . ©14 12 791,558 56,540
__Sacramento .. 17 15 1217000 71,588 17 13 1,159928 68,231
‘,///‘ sﬁ: Bentto s 1 1 008 30,008 1 . 26,056 26056
% rnnrdmo 18 14 1,172,699 65,150 f18 14 1,042,419 57912
feg0mune . 32 29 2458472 76,827 3 dgg 2,166,692 67,709
Sx\n Francisco . %31 26 1,680,850 54,221 %31 }6 1,646,664 33,118
San Joaquin ... 8 7 429,256 53,657 8 7 445,888 55,736
San Luis Obfspo 3 3 188,808 62,936 ° 3 3 155871 51,957
San Mnteo R 1 13 825,736 58,981 14 13 . T69313 54,951
%:m Barbara ., 8 7 415292° 51912 8 7 362495 45312
ta Clara ... 25 2 1,688312 67,532 25 24 1,642,801 65712
\nta CrOZuee, 3 &3 208,138 69379 3 3 185021 61,674
Shasta v 3 3 184,681 61,560 2 2 185237 92,619
1 1 5293 5203 1 1 3622 3622
1 1 65673 65,673 1 1 69302 69,302
4 4 233012 58,253 4 4 218538 54,635
5 4 397,646 65529 g5 4 Rozsole Rs5043
6 5 347282 57,880 6 5 397,753 66292
SULLEE yersmson 2 2 76434 38217 2 2 70455 35228

Tehama.. 1 1 62213 62273 1 1 52241 52941 °

TANILY coosissersne 1 1 17998 17,998 1 1 16756 16,756
Tulare v 4 4 232,605 58,151 4 dy4 28594 57,149
Tuolumne.ana 1 1 57,480 57,480 1 1 33,397 53,987
Verrauomio,g 58 7 515051 64,281 8g 7 431,760 53970
YOIO vosmreonrs 2 2 127,338 63,669 2 2 J366%0 63345
Yubl o 2 ) 62501 46251 2 2 R7s048 Razoo

* In order to permit 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 freatment assumes that these court
officers werg available to handle matters which would have otherwise required the full-time effort of an equivalent
number of judges. 5/ \
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bThe Judicial Council's approved system, adopted in 1971 but subsequently revised, assigns the following weights to
superior court filings: .

State less
) Los Angeles Los Angeley

Type of Proceeding h County County
" Criminal 148 159
Juvenile Delinquency 75 : 54
Juvenile Dépendency ) 86 48
Habeas Corpus 16 16
Probate and Guardianship 23 20
Family Law 4 o7
Personal Injury and Property Damage 67 88
E t Domain 91 85
Other Civil Complaizits ; 142 : 108
Other Civil Petitions’. 12 9
Insanity 32 18
Appeals 140 89

The values assigned to filings are based on estimates of the average case-related time invelved 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 permil 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
court experience indicates a need for a change. ) ) .

In 1973-74 a study to' verify the weights was conducted by n 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 recoramendations. ; :

The caseload standard for a judge is the n;{:proximnte number of minutes of case-related time available per judge-year. A
separate judge-year value was established for each of the five different size courts, The values and the groupte which they
apply are shown below: . v

Judicial positions
authorized per court Values
12 rcnpsseenrimanpsmnissinnnne 58,500
,000
. e 62,800
fsmsssinian 65,800

Los Angeles Superior.uunnna 67,900

¢ A full-time juvenile court referee position was eliminated during the year.
For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 11.
¢ A full-time juvenile court referee was added during the year,
A full-time court commissioner was added during the year,
% Sinice the court commissioners and referees in this court also perform nonjudicial functions, the number of positions was
adju(sjt‘ed to reflect only that portion of the time spent in performing judicfal duties.
Revised;”
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TABLE 27—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL

As of June 30, 1973 and June 30, 1974

Number Total cases
of judiclal - = Cases awaiting trial at end of month b per judicial
positions® Total Civil Criminal position

County  6/30/74 6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/73

State total... . 573 573 80,867 81,289 74285 74,190 = 6582 7,009 141 141

1

Alameda .......,;&\ 27 27 4545 4439 4351 4084 94 aT3 168 164
AlPIne i 1 1 1 1 i 1 0 0 1 1
Amador e 1 1 21 9 21 9 0 0 21 9
BULLE wucerinsrains 2 3 217 194 201 180 16 4 19 65
Calaveras e 1 1 58 47 47 36 1 11 58 47
Colusa wmmannr 1 1 18 34 18 ] 0 0 18 34
Contra Costa... 12 12 2851 2312 9157 210 94 202 188 - 183
Del Norte 1 1 3 31 29 2 4 5 3 31
El Dorado . 2 2 181 160 184 157 7 3 % 80
Fresn0mmmminn: 10 10 958 tgr1 879 %915 79 ©56 9% o7
Glenn s 1 1 10 7 7 3 3 4 10 7
Humboldt .. 3 3 545 m a1 354 30 17 115 124
Imperial s 2 2 122 127 ] m a7 16 61 64
Inyo. 1 1 24 17 20 8 4 9 2% 17
Kern oo 9 19 570 116 497 643 3 73 63 8
KIRGS wvsimonsans 1 1 47 42 18 34 29 8 47 42
pssrsssamrstss 1 118 14 152 133 9 11 161 144
LaSSeI1 suurvressrsaas 1 ) "3 41 42 40 0 1 42 41
Los Angeles .. 217 217 40509 42713  OT202 98873 3287 8,840 187 197
Maders e 1 1 87 86 [ 19 15 7 87 86
Marin s 7 7 644 883 593 842 51 41 9 126
METIDOST srrusers 1 1 13 21 13 16 0 5 13 al
Mendoeing ww 2 2 n 111 67 %9 4 12 36 36
Merced e a 3 163 152 128 121 35 25 84 51
1 1 17 7 12 7 5 [} 17 7
MONO.cersmmmernses 1 1 27 21 23 15 4 6 bf 21
Monterey v 6 6 482 358 391 258 ol 100 80 60
NADA srvemssemsns 2 2 212 201 203 191 9 10 106 101
Nevada o 1 1 155 126 108 124 47 2 155 126
Orange muoms 36 36 38409 3028 3688 289 211 202 107 84
Placer o 2 2 237 253 210 219 27 34 119 127
PIUmas wwemns 1 1 3 36 34 3B 0 1 34 36
Riverside wuww 14 14 1516 1316 1384 1a%4 132 122 108 94
Sacramento ... 17 17 2,461 2,163 2,335 2,050 126 113 145 127
San Benito . 1 1 15 12 15 12 0 0 15 12
San Bernardinoe 18 18 1,697 1703 1398 1,301 209 402 % 95
San Diegoun 82 32 4678 3782 4065 3433 613 349 146 18
San Francisco.. 81 31 5942 6382 583 6246 119 136 192 206
$on Jonquin wa 8 8 L 1,136 1042 1,050 69 ki 339 142
San Luis Obispo 3 3 INA 158 INA 15  INA 8§ INA 53
San Mateo .~ 14 4 1506 1469 1,356 1,331 150 138 108 105
Santa Barbara .. 8 8 460 426 361 34 42 58 50
Santa Clara s 25 25 1561 L779 1346 1,594 215 185 62 71
Santa Cruz e 3 3 176 213 165 167 11 46 59 m
Shasta o 3 2 260 264 239 233 21 31 81 132
Slerra 1 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 3 0
1 1 60 8 54 84 6 2 60 86
4 4 210 252 204 233 46 19 68 6
5 5 965 674 925 647 40 o7 19 135
" 6 6 393 434 318 316 0] 18 6 2
SURET.vmmrerrsnne 2 2 % B4 65 79 18 5 2 42
Tehama s 1 1 59 56 40 51 19 5 59 56
1 1 20 15 18 12 2 3 20 15
4 3 298 276 174 215 54 61 57 659
1 1 91 75 80 65 11 10 91 ']
8 8 845 599 9 553 66 46 106 75
2 .2 237 219 192 168 45 51 119 110

2 2

113 90 79 ki 34 13 57 45

# For a deseription of *judicial positions” see footnote * and !, Table 26. For a list of Jjudgeships see Table 11,
Cases awaiting trial include criminal and civil cases set for future trial and civil cases in which at-issue memoranda haye
been filed but no trial dates assigned,
©July 81, 1974,
INA information not available.
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 TABLE 26—CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS * o

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

197374 ' 1972-73

Net days 5 Net days -
Days Days  recefved (or  Daps Days - received (or
County received  rendered rendered)®. recelved  rendered - rendered)®
State total wuammnmnmmnn,  5,167.0 2,0645 3,125 55035 22510 39,2525
122 0 122 236 "5 231
2 147 -145 / 10 958 ~855
e 19 28 -9 9 kX3 ~24
Y. | 185 17 | 575 27 305
Calavery ) % 8 455 47 . -15
COUSA wrmmmrmimmmsminssstiosssessesn 675 42 255 52.5 1075 ~55.
Contra Costiy g 29.5 £ —135 1815 195 12
Del Norte 25 50 -25 1 63 w52
El Dorado 70 12 . 58 36 45. -9
Fresno 121 61 60 208 8t 119
Glenn..... 20 358 —125 . 10 425 825
Humboldt .. 48 145 335 a8 5 - 33
Imperial.., . 38 0 8 24 0 24
Inyo 17 53 -~36 14 22 -8
Kern 49 63.5 145 16 11 5
KNGS convnumenmansmmmmimansini 53.5 14 39.5 47 17 30
Lake 15 90 44 12 32
Lassen . 9 ~4 13 16 ~3
Los Angeles .. 4405 1,342 1872 438 1,434
Madera v 21 83 139 825 865
MaEn i . [} 106 & 14 58
Mariposa e e 10 56 —46 6 - 63 ~57
Mendocino wwnm o 31 58 C -7 11 29 —18
Mereed ... 2.5 295 =27 10 315 ~21.5
Modoc ... 6§ 57 ~51 1 10 -9
Mono v 13 285 —~153 1 32 —25
Monterey e o 57 3 54 .26 24 2
Napa 42 a5 385 215 122 -~100.5
Nevada 29 125 16.5 34 17 17
Orange 8 8 70 29 1 28
Plager o 80 6 4 . 191 11 180
Plumas ., - - 25 53.5 ~285 49 116 67
Riverside v 465 21 2.5 515 8 435
Sner t 175 1 174 167 2 . 135
San Benito s (8] 120 -1188 55 92 865
San Bernardino . . 84 165 67.5 212 a5 2085
[T 6117 S—— 283 0 288 61.8 3 385
San Franclseo.ummins e 140 0 140 307 20 .oo287
San Joaguin W 5 9 47 1 -36
San Luis Obispo woamwmswms 68 18 50 25 215 35
San Mateo 72 0.5 5 169 0 169
Santa Barbara .. gﬁ [ 1818 186 . 25 1835
- RPN 1 224 155 0 155
54 0 54 145 45 10
. 26 39 ~13 56 k141 185
12 136 124 2 104 ~102
e 38 23 13 29 9 20
PR 95 16.5 -7 105 15,5 895
SONOMA wonmsmmmessmmrimosmstens 89 9 30 73 26.5 485
Stanisl 0 27 =27 16 13 3
SULLET cumuammmemmmimisnaspenis 395 415 -8 38 48 —10
Tel 67 2 65 65 0 63
Trinity s 115 37 -~255 85 305 -22
Tolare wun 37 51 -4 1183 7 ~49.5
Tuolumne .. 85 5 60 59 345 243
VEntULR e 17 0 17 55 348 515
Yolo 90 7 83 83 1 82

Yuba 47 s ~24.5 45 57 -12 “

3 Minus sign (—) indicates the court rendered more days of assistance than it received during the yedr through assignments
_by the Chairman of the Judicial Council under Section 6 of Article VI of the State Constitution, Each day worked in
excess of three hours was reported as a full day with three hour_s or less as a half day.
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TABLE 29--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

ETTT T

Number a.“ Total Total Dispositi Dispositions after trial
Igeshi) filings dispositions bel'are trial Uncontested matters Ce d malters - Juvenile orders®
197374 ]972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-7% 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972.73 - 1973-74 1972-73
384 380 508655874,996,923 4,605,053R4,502,087 4,157,012 R4,151,864 235041 Posogis 101362 $191,43201,6-
1 1 10,785 11,535 9,649 11,178 8,619 10216 524 454 506 508 0 Q
4 4 38,855 35,733 30,770 31321 27,098 27,542 2,198 2,265 1,474 1514 0 1]
3 3 29,189 28,403 27,459 25,154 - 24,139 21,987 1,569 1,263 1,761 1,904 v \]
1 1 21,687 18,446 20,899 18,610 19,032 16,979 603 562 1,264 1 069 0 [N
14 14 179,127 n163,467 153,519 152,018 138,285 137,608 9,162 7,865 6,072 6,545 0 0
6 6 64493 61,026 59,487 52,806 53,308 47,624 3,204 2,606 2845 2576 0 0
1 1 10,860 11,234 10,839 10,771 8,496 8,446 816 858 824 804 723 663
2 L) 20,053 16347 19,190 15,338 16,069 12510 1,111 1,155 701 615 1,309 1,057
3 3 33965 39372 05556 36522 29,174 29,663 1,533 1,834 1,842 1,923 3,007 3,102
3 3 20820 19281 19457 17,314 15826 14,019 1476 1,402 1,104 995 1051 = 898
2 2 35,552 30,888 - 33,585 N 613 27444 24,547 1,176 969 2,015 1,679 2,950 2,418
2 2 21,659 20,100 . 20247 20 636 17,131 17,87 1 792 659 1,061 “900 }263 1,206
6 6 64,136 68,705 60,008 63,162 54332 58,133 3,228 2,780 2,448 2,249 0 ¢
1 1 9,763 8978 10,242 8,400 9,114 7,206 700 806 428 388 0 0
6 6 55544 54758 50822 50508 47,066 46,364 2,967 Rg.436 1489 Ry703 0 0
3 3 34,547 31,982 33,691 32,674 30,746 29814 1,296 1,232 1,719 1,628 0 1]
1 L 23,712 21571 20877 21426 19106 19714 731 760 944 952 0 ]
3 3 20,104 29,662 26,187 28,606 22,793 24,857 1,319 1,627 2,075 2,122 0 ]
2 2 27,344 23,48 22,524 19,557 -~ 20,948 18,168 77 700 819 689 0 0
5 5 82,880 78332 79466 76430 © 73567 70,629 3,077 3,237 2,822 2,564 0 0
5 5 81,585 82,132 69.404» 78072 62514 70,617 5,144 5,465 1,746 1,990 0 [
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o
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22,259
29,389

120,118
103,347
68,808
39,355
118,967

15,144
34,698
50,866

147,644

154,885

42,981
68,830
312,709

15460 15559
53,193 51,572
56,385 52,030
55125 53,047
29,781 20916
67,141 61,149
108,468 96216
1,112507 919,217
36,468 37,854
0 7,804
29,784 30,941
46970 44,028
50754 50,104
46089 40,986
16795 14,610
37,080 31,215
85833 71,227
16924 15760
50,002 47,058
46652 50,392
22697 20,976
30880 24211
118301 110,171
93,606 91920
Rsg534 66731
332718 34743
104,328 102,418
12611 14,169
28177 28582
55492 48795
147,103 131,062
123,482 135,052
el //\\\
4471 42058
56613 59,454
246,856 274,426

14,242
48,7153
57,235
52,597
28495
65,316
107,860
997,376
33,792
0

27,366
42775
46,420
46,235
15,196
39,006
83715
16508
48,879

48,132

21,220
27,137

108,480
87,178
56,843
29,234

Rgo 603

1,919
95,158
54,828

129,692

708,004

39,387
54,472
235,268

42,561
41,117

18,746
22,126

101,934
81,335
58,856
30,998
92,568

12,938
26,183
44,455

119,615
125,394

37,298
52,885
254,556

Rio7793

35,220
48,477
216,157

2,536
3,862
9,592

5497
Rs 372

2102
3,819
8,895

1,221
784

3,680
4,401
2,272

967
3,840

495
1,628

5,752
4,245

8,19
2,707
10,278
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3,233 0 0
4,645 485 449
195 3970 asoz
B40 - 2,000 f463
Reoe1r - 612 316
540 o 0
1,229 o 0
1,714 0 0
6025 0 0
3,954 0 0
2,065 0 0
2,178 0 0 b
10,216 0 0o &




TABLE 23—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973~-74

Number of Total “Total Dispositions Dispositions after trial
County and fud, 8 filin, dispositions before trini Uncontested matters Contested matk Juvenile orders®
Judicial district 1.973-74 1.972-78 1973-74  1972.73  1973-74 1972-73  1973-74  1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
Sun Francisco:
San Francifeo.aammmmmin 19 19 183,545 196,625 163853 18£7752 138485 156893 20,142 20,660 5,226 5,199 0 0
San Jonquin:
O] et 1 1 10,715 8,230 9,746 7892 7,145 5,785 550 587 410 507 1,041 1,013
Munteci-Ripon-
Esculon-'!‘rucy' 2 ) 17,812 0906 15,696 8,767 13438 7436 47 585 515 295 996 451
(Stockton s 4 4 53,056 46,022 50,568 44,154 45938 39,643 2,981 2,833 1,649 1,678 0 0
San Mateo:
sentrida.o 3 3 46,442 42422 42657 38917 38514 34,48 2,398 2,777 1,745 2,002 0 0
Northent ., 3 3 45,822 46,082 40,873 40473 37,785 36,848 1,420 2411 1,698 1214 0 0
Southern ... 3 3 09,106 47,062 82,654 35430 28834 32,029 1,946 1,536 1,874 1,865 0 0
Santa Barbary
Santa Barbara-Goletn. 3 3 38736 41,934 27,707 08252 24,728 35,677 1,468 1,190 1,511 1,385 0 0
Santa Marit v 2 2 13346 13,360 12455  12,73¢ 11,056 11,409 748 627 651 694 0 0
Santa Clara: B
Los Gatos-Campbell- Snmmgu 1 1 23,931 21,122 22920 20,655 20440 18,882 640 590 1,140 1,183 0 0
Palo Alto-Mountain View ... 4 4 33740 36669 38,424 37,083 35514 34,356 1,157 981 1,763 1,746 0 0
San Jose-Milpitas 11 dll 155843 132,044 118963 127,652 104,928 114,872 7,031 . 6,386 7,004 6,394 [1] 0
Santa Clart o 2 2 22337 23,645 21,609 23, 19,509 21,224 893 780 1179 1,429 0 (1]
Sunnyvale-Cuperting 2 2 22,147 25315 20,782 23,726 18434 21,499 099 754 1,349 1473 0 1]
Santa Cruz;
Santa Cruz County.mummm 3 d3 39,488 34270 33,921 30,250 28,778 25,847 1,362 1,003 1,826 1,516 1,955 1,792
Solano:
B nirﬂcld‘smsun 1. 2 ) 31,636 21,652 27935 19861 26322 18,964 647 85 066 562 0 0
21111 [ J— 2 2 14,849 15397 14,057 15667 12421 13,278 785 818 851 983 0 588
Sonoma
Sonomn Coumy o 4 4 46,204 44,081 40066 42,084 35868 37,990 2325 2,110 1,873 1,984 1] 0
Stanislaus:
MOdesto wummmssais 3 3 31906 29,632 30,8-11 30,719 28013 27,752 1373 1,563 1,095 1,404 0 0

91
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Tulare:

Visalia 1 1 1750 eSS 15805 15835 14242 14375 957 635 506 608 0 0
Ventura: "
Ventura County wwmmmmmsemon 8 % 102855 95695 =GsAll 04523 BO.829  B6ABY 4,665 a2 so7 A 0 0

* Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fiseal year.
Made by judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 863 of the Welfarg and Institutions Code,
€ Delta Justice Court District consolidated with River Municipal Court District to become the Delta Municipal Court District on March 7, 1973, An additional judgeship was authorized upon
consolidation,
Statute provided for increase effective March 7, 1973,
€ Malibu Justice Court District became Malibu Municipal Court District on December 14, 1973,
Statute provided for increase effective January 1, 1974, .
8 Statute provided for an sdditional judgeship {and eliminated the full-tirne court commissioner position) on March 7, 1973. .- ']/
Barstow and Yermo-Belleville Justice Court districts consolidated to become Barstow Division of the Sun Bernardino County Municipal Court District on zjfxgust 6,1973, An additional judgeship
way nuthorized upon consolidation. ChinoJustice Court District becaine Chino Division of the San Bernardino County Municipal Court District on Noverspber 26,1973, An ndditional judgeship
: wa$ authorized upon consolidatian. : -
Tracy Ju.s!fcc Court District ¢onsolidated with Manteca-Ripon-Escalon Munieipal Court District to become the Manteca-Ripon-EscalonTracy Municipal Court District on April 1, 1973, An
addlitional. judgeship was authorized upon consolidation,
dvacaville Justice Court District consolidlated with Fairfield-Suisun Municipal Court District to become the Fairfield-Suisun-Vacaville Municipal Court District on March 7, 1973, An additionial
Jjudgeship was authorized upon consolidation.
(}ien:m(li and Southern § County Municipal Court Districts consolidated to become the Sonoma County Municipal Court District on July 1, 1972, i
evised,

Vs
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County and judicial district

State total

Ali:xenedutJ

Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Unfon City wmmmmmsinun
Livermore
Qakland-Piedmont,

San Leandro-Hayward oo,

o=

Butte: -
Chico

i
Walnut Creek-Danville,

'est,

Fresno:
Fresno

Humboldt:
Eureka

Kern:
Bakersfield

- Los Angeles:

;‘Alhn{nbm

Beverly Hills
Burbank
Citrus
{\ (Y

Culver

e D i, g

TABLE 30—~CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

o

FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Total Total Dispasitions Dispositions after trial
filings dispositi before trial . Uncontested math Contested matters
197374 197873 157314 197273 {9774 197273 197374 1972-73 197374 197273

05,600 R)04,596 61915  M74.406 o500 Rormie 37,997 45,352 1621 1,482
226 203 43 T 4 62 0 15 0 0
1,288 1,151 650 607 205 209 420 386 5 12
367 517 183 256 4 80 120 158 19 18
359 319 298 266 170 171 128 95 0 0

3,525 Ry 664 1,823 1,732 804 798 1,019 934 0 0
1,068 1,472 690 865 273 494 391 a28 2 43
1% 27 -7 184 168 b 68 106 85 1 15
301 294 245 216 101 % 126 124 18 6
487 559 289 421 122 174 115 198 52 50
422 422 22t 319 88 % 134 201 9% 2
269 250 12 170 36 65 78 84 7 2
370 310 192 214 47 61 145 53 0 0
2,091 1919 1,415 1,019 89 597 s18 421 7 1
518 615 436 452 246 245 157 199 ] 8

\\\

1,481 1,432 795 915 450 464 278 384 67 N 67
263 343 209 306 25 58 181 246 3 2
122 204 94 134 14 10 6 121 4 3
433 ¢ 690 319 558 66 201 242 341 1 16
263 287 231 29 54 46 162 192 15 1

1,351 1,676 1,352 {1 1,58 697 704 646 864 9 24

1,768 1,899 1524 1,606 462 374 1,041 1,192 2l 40
179 298 105 172 16 16 1 150 8 6
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G

8

j
Downey T4 1,197 536 586 9 108 432 413 "7 / 5 8
East Los Angel T 233 565 79 1244 126 43 . 586 .8 ]
El Monte 681 996 666 869 140 97 511" 763 13 9
. Glendale 381 376 268 300 74 78 179 208 15 14
Triglewooq s 532 1,406 821 1,197 167 361 822 752 5 . 14
Long Beach 1,123 1,137 934 102 106 828 806 4 8
Los Angeles 16,347 20,602 13,160 17,478 2,539 3,003 10,581 14,388 40 92
Los Cerritos 484 618 340 4 64 251 349 13 20
Malibu s 0 6l 0 2 [ 35 0 0 0
Newhall 192 238 7 109 2 14 51 91 18 4
Pasadena 955 963 516 10 180 " 180 229 526 7 4
P 483 4 385 * 39a ] 9 286 ‘291 9 9
San Antonio 156 1,068 657 840 139 b T 508 643 10 16
Santa Anita 239 0¢=  Sarg o 998 49 36 161 191 2 1
Santa Monig 293 708 356 TI8 6 362 257 S 080 23 %%
South Bay . 1,261 1,553 941 131 214 ou? 695 1,085 32 2
South Gate 443 04 338 403 76 B4 261 348 1 1
Whittier 756 919 569 n3 9% 165 413 548 0 0
Marin: : e '
Contral " 673 366 Fodi . 410 114 262 274 20 2
Monterey: 7 . g ; ) ! N
Monterey-Carmel 726 656 618 587 a5 317 281 o Y 1
Sali 688 619 436 469 158 26 284 6 b4
Orange; 0 ) : N
Central Orangs COUnty mmmmmommmmsmmmmmes 3,861 2240 1109 1,064 833 08 253 a5 L 24 S\
Noith Orange County s 1,683 2,093 851 1,085 612 710 4.3 316 u 29
Orange County Harbor . 667 507 540 487 351 262 47 59 42 - 66
South Orange County.. 92 257 210 174 118 184 19 34 13 e
West Orange County ... 1421 2,128 942 1,181 639 508 290 238 B Lol
Riverside: . * i e
Corona . 252 2640 202 188 64 75 128 9 10
Desert . agr Al 213 281 108 139 .o 192 8
Riverside 1,750 1731 1213 1,463 532 . .o yay 546 07 a5 i
Sacramento: v ) L N o 7
5 t 3,587 396 . mOeS T 2 1,206 1,994 ° 161 <830 9 0
San Bernardino: e i :
San Bernnrdino County ®umc o ~ G356 2,888 o385 Ranxr 1485 P 1,030 W 10 8
San Diego: u “ ) '
El Cajon SN2 914 550 536 227 204 255 250 83 . B
North County 2,671 1,953 1,042 756 730 478 281 s, 8l 3
San Diego 5770 6,683 4400 4018 2,952 2695 1087 o 2068 194 © 157

o
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TABLE 3¢--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS ) §
- - FELONY PRELIMINARY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued
o Fiscal Yéars 1972-73 and 1973-74 *
= = : 1 " ;
Total Total Dispositions N Dispositions aftef trial
o : , filings = disposition before trial Uncontested matters | Contested matters
) County and jﬂdial'al district 1973-74 1978-73 1973-74 1972.73 1973-74 ~ 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
"
San Franclsco: .
San Franci 6:761 7,048 3575 3,803 1445 1381 2,009 2,452 ©oat 0
San Joaquin: o
Lodi 964 241 124 178 49 54 59 17 16 7 ‘g
Manteca-Ripon-Esealon-Tracy ® oo 345 316 201 185 93 73 01 106 7 6
@ Stockton . 1559 1,739 Li15 1,158 560 549 555 609 0 0o B
Ld
San Mateo: l;:
Céntral . 790 ‘853 410 554 112 242 216 ' 281 22 31 o)
Northern . 768 900 287 338 36 179 245 837 8 2 O
Southern L 1015 1,061 688 556 419 g7 257 259 12 g
s i .
Santa Barbara: - g
Salita Barbara:Goleta wwwmenmisissmmne 1,082 938 T2 583 264 292 448 : 287 0 4
Sunta Maria : 293 304 191 217 86 114 104 88 1 5 9
Santa Clara: : N g .
Los Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga oo 208 232 189 201 51 \\\ 84 132 117 0 0 ]
; Palo Alto-Mountain View...., 541 623 366 385 142 ~142 202 233 22 10 o)
) San Jose-Milpi ;2,563 2,757 1615 2,029 666 685 866 1,228 & us 9
Santa Clara G 307 279 301 347 182 198 113 140 6 9 =
Sunnyvale-Cupertino ok 350 365 206 210 86 67 u7 140 3 CI
Santa Cruz: o )
Santa Cruz County 071 850 747 580 296 238 446 337 5 5
e Solano: i ‘ N £ 4/
Fairfield-Sulsun-Vacaville ® vt 850 606 [i® 38 \78 239 “123 67 19 12
Vallejo 733 656 348 320 252, 234 68 71 28 . 22
Sonoma: . ‘
Somona County * oR 727 826 451 380 192 258 259 1 o
Stanislaus: ) )
= N Modesto " . 1,‘571 2,091 1,102 1,328 669 385 821 48 10
. Y .
- ’ =

la

2

4]

B <] i . a
| B e s, iR S DA . B S, “\'n - . N . . . o




Tulare:

Visalia ' 447 34 356
Ventura:
Ventura County 1,827 1,811 1214

% For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29.
Revised,

=)
G

N

HD11J0 HALLVHISININGY FHL 40 IHOJHYE TVINNV

191



TABLE 31—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS ‘AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS *

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispositions after trinl 5
Total Jotal Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile
filings dispositions __before trial matters matters orders
Gournity and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74  1972-73  1973-74 197273 1973-74 1972-73
Stato total 271564 244000 244622 Paioudz 236627 Rannenn 1,669 1,688 6176~ U578 150 25
e
Alx\medu: : ' o
300 272 264 237 250 220 4 10 10 7 0 ]
Berkeley-Albany 1,183 1,072 631 696 519 565 91 109 21 22 0 0
Fremont-Newark-Union City...... sosissnesssnoe 1,554 5 1,423 1,174 1,050 1,110 994 7 5 57 51 0 0
Livermor 801 568 1,023 790 817 668 48 13 98 109 0 0
Oakland-Piedmont 8779 7,181 6,853 5,628 6,573 5,495 52 51 128 8 0 0
San Leandro-Hayward..ammmmmeosinne 5,223 4,426 4,776 4,046 4,699 3,852 18 52 59 142 0 0
Butte:
Chico 362 248 412 . 218 319 185 0 0 92 33 1 0
Contra Costa:
Delta 1,103 884 1,036 869 1,006 836 2 3 13 22 15 8
Mt, D'nh'n 1,949 2,190 1,691 1,844 1,630 1,804 5 5 56 35 0 0
Richmo 1,045 Kig ! 846 Kt 785 749 4 1 57 37 0 0
et pees 1,789 1,490 1,549 1,209 1,461 1,165 - 13 7 75 46 0 4
146 875 945 Koo 885 750 0 2 59 4 1 0
Fresno: R
Fresno 2840 3,355 3,454 3,737 3,374 3,688 . 6 11 74 38 [ 0
Humboldt:
Fureka 866 990 - 962 819 935 790 5 8 22 21 0 0
o N
Kern; = E i“.
Bakersfeld - 2,846 2,361 2,661 2,291 2617 2,251 o J o 4 40 0 0
Los Angeles; '
Alhambra . 2,877 2,146 2,923 2,228 2,839 - 2,162 7 3 K 63 - 0 0
Antelope 1,341 1,206 1,403 1,220 1,352 1,183 2 3 49 M4 0 0
. Beverly Hills 1,358 1,267 1,133 1,061 1,077 1,033 1 1 55 b a4 0 0
* Burl 1072 1,158 1,07 1,130 1,049 1,126 2 0 .20 4 0 0
- Citrus 5202 4,781 4,153 4,209 4,057 4,131 3 1 793 ki [t 0
Compt 2,844 274 2,992 3,459 2,939 3,412 8 29 45 18 0 0

S
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Culver 799 829 799 763 T3 740 1 4 25 19 (1] [4]
Downey ‘ 2,456 2,489 . 2,545 2,179 2,396 2,146 ‘ns 1X 34 22 0 0
East Los Angeles 4,985 4913 4,920 4,035 4,889 3,993 2 3 29 39 0 0
El Moate A\, 5,155 4250 4647 4228 4533 4,129 1 0 13 % . 0 0
Glendal v 1,010 1,251 1,088 - 1299 1049 1234 3 14- 46 51 0 o
Inglewood 3,283 3,110 3,305 3,036 3,116 2,892 129 52 60 92 0 0
Long Beach 4779 5524 4,365 5M4 ¢ 4148 5,074 46 .65 171 205 0 0
Los Angel 59,225 56,353 53,889 53,145 53,273 52,523 31 20 *385 602 ] 0
Los Cerritos 1,661 1,662 1,485 1,485 1,449 1,426 0 0 36 59 0 G
Malibu 379 ) 305 0 - o 0 0 0 8 0 0 i )
Newhall 1,438 1,183 1,257 1,103 1214 1,158 0 0 43 .35 0 0 Ty
Pisad i 1,801 1,767 1,556 1,706 1,477 1,585 19 14 60 io7 0 0 % '
Pomtona N 2,005 1,698 1,535 1,244 1,491 1,204 4 4 400 33 0 0 zZ
San Antonio 3,705 2,362 3,575 2,816 3,526 2,768 1 6 44 - 42 D0 E
Santa Anita 747 625 660 602 644 595 1 0 15 7 N
Santa Moni 1,683 1,659 1,618 1419 1,587 1,402 8 1 23 16 0 \ A
South Bay " 2,738 2,843 2,84 2,620 2,114 2,555 28 26 92 39 0 T';/Q
South Gate ) : 1270 1,132 1,251 996 1,236 976 (1} .0 15 20 0 ] o
Whittier, 3,344 2,655 3,180 2,108 3,038 2,566 0 0 151 142 0 0 :,?]
0
Marin: ) Q
Central 3,051 2,669 2,804 2,394 2,132 2,344 17 4 74 46 1 ¢ A
Monterey: ' 5
Monterey-Carmel 1,056 1,128 1025 1,012 966 920 T 19 52 13 0 "
Salinas 119 985 1314 1,085 1,230 1,00 2 7 55 B 0 0§
Orange: © ' 2
Ceghnl Orange County . 5,082 4,665 4,539 4,135 4,425 4,062 -9 105 69 Q. 8
North Orange County.... 3,181 3,094 3,440 . 2,863 3,366 2,798 " 4 3 71 65 g 9
Orange County Harbor 1,964 1765 1550 1,187 1,524 1,181 L 20 ‘3 2 P
South Orange County ... 1,003 947 692 628 659 615 4% 25 9(2; o 0 B
West Orange County .. 6,382 5201 5,457 4,434 5362 4337 8% 87 5
o <]
Riverside: o :
Corona 839 801 6717 Rz 664 M00- 1 12 39 0 0o 9
Desert ' 1427 1,195 1188 1,018 1,147 969 H 40 44 0 0
Riverside 1,921 2135 1,793 2,183 1,745 2,106 3 35 65 0 0 g
Sacramento: ° o
Sacramento. . 12,830 9,780 10,073 7,680 9,579 7051 148
San Bernardino: : i\ By 0 o
San Bernardino County ® i 10271 9,124 8918 Ry.651 8,667 401 14
San Diego: . <
El Cajgon , 3,264 2,841 2,755 2,008 2,623 1,933 1 \o : g —
North County 3,589 3,451 3,075 2,550 2,405 1,991 554 : &5
San Diego 16,816 16,594 13,301 10,112 12,958 9,829 20 0 [Te]
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TABLE 31—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
" FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF SELECTED TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS —Continued

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

D:sposman: afler trial
Total Total ithens Ui Contested Juvenile
filings . dispositions be.“ote trial miatters matters orders®
County arid judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 *° 1972-73 1973-74  1972-73 197374  1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
. San PFrancisco:
San Francl 4,576 4,513 5,165 4,760 4,990 4372 52 67 123 141 0 0
San Jonquin; .
Lodi 428 373 201 264 281 258 2 1 8 5 0 0
Manteca-Ripon-Escal Trncyb 88t 484 1,212 491 1,050 474 2 3 34 9 126 5
Stocktonﬁ 2,580 1,854 % 2,520 1,640 2,488 1,632 2 0 30 8 0 0
s A
San Mateo; R
Central 2,687 2,178 2,387 1,846 2,301 1,768 5 8 81 70 0 [
Northern 2,204 2072 2,090 1,791 2,054 1,727 (] 33 30 31 0 0
Southern 3,038 2,551 2,236 2,192 2,151 2,101 6 6 79 85 0 0
Santa Burbara:
Santa Barbara-Goleta 2,111 1,706 2,087 1,715 2,052 1,704 [\] 0 35 11 0 0
Santa Maria 762 570 861 634 kil 607 5 0 79 27 0 ]
. Santa Clara; '
Los Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga. v 1,129 914 1,001 932 o1t 872 0 0 % 60 1] 0
. Palo Alto-Mountain View 1,397 1,250 1,301 1,192 1,211 1L 14 6 76 5 0 0
San Jose-Milpitas 7,818 6,276 7,325 6,132 7,032 5,751 2 5 291 376 [ 0
Santa Clara 1,579 1,254 1,372 1,205 1,317 1,151 11 5 44 49 0 0
Sunnyvale-Cuperting wuwmunmsnsstmmnnes - 1,330 1,212 1,056 924 978 827 2 1 76 96 0 0
Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County. 2,024 1,409 1,763 1,307 1,649 1,241 13 5 101 61 ] ]
Soh no; ‘
Folrfield-Sulsun-Vacaville® i 1,383 447 1,197 498 1,125 463 19 4 53 3l 0 0
Valiejo 1,353 906 1242 826 1,152 733 14 16 76 71 0 6
Sonoma:
S County b 2,345 1,954 1,948 1,687 1,927 1,602 1 8 20 kid 0 0
! Stanislaus:
Modesto 2471 2,051 2272 1,924 2,170 1,809 12 4 90 111 0 0

0LI
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Tulare:

>

Visalia 1,143 1,106 886 1,070 814
Ventura: .
Ventura County 4,794 4,754 5,004 5364 - 4822

3 Violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 2315,72;,,23&03, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Code,

® For explanation, see footnote upplicg’"le to the ftem or court on Table 29.

Revised.
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TABLE 32—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NCNPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS *

Fiscal Years 1272-73 and 1973-74

) |
2 Dispositions after trial
s Total Total Dispositions Ur tested Contested Juveniles
filings dispositi before trial matte matt orders®
County and judicial district 197074 197273 197374 197273  1973-74 197273 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1978-73
State total 3385855 3509503 3360793 Rajsersta 3258807 Fo268640 19,688 Poosss 60810 Pso0ss 21488 Risges
Albmeda: )
larned 7213 8,426 7,061 8,559 6,908 8,402 18 2 140 131 0 0
Berkeley-Albany 27,263 25,863 22778 23,064 22,030 22210 342 022 406 532 0 0
Fremont-Newark-Union Gity s 20,324 19498 20,550 18,660 19,840 17,843 2 8 708 809 0 0
Livermore » 18312 15,304 16,784 14,652 16,251 14,261 104 122 29 269 0 0
Onkland-Piedmont 122,970 12124 115109 110,160 112,054 106,465 541 705 2514 2990 0 0
San Leandro-Hayward cwemmimmsnns 42,653 41629 41,170 35,963 39,978 35211 169 8 102 666 0 0
Butte: : ' '
Chico , 6,754 6,762 6515 6574 5,586 5,702 0 0 Wi, 29 722 68
Contra Costa: '
Delta 12979 10697 | 13,106 10,032 11,510 9,048 47 36 255 19 1294 1,049
Mt. Diablo ik 96,906 28,438 25,964 27,026 21,969 22811 205 270 763 843 8007 3,102
Richmond ' 11,393 9,991 12,098 10,042 10,764 8,843 16 1" 267 287 1051 898
Walnut Creuk-Daswille AT 23,885 26,831 23,943 22,763 20,738 80 45 1,038 748 2950 2414
West 14,069 13,868 14387, Pis404 12,726 13,881 24 2 ars  Raas 1962 1206
O
Fresno: :
Fresno 40528 43284 40,620 42,426 39,964 41,031 51 59 605 436 0 0
Humboldt: i
Eureka 5,523 4,258 5,489 4,323 5,364 4,236 ) 2 93 65 0 0
Kerp: T
Bakersfield 35,260 37,570 32,989 3,177 32,554 34,632 0 0 435 545 0 0
Laos Angeles:
Alhambra 25,508 23,681 95,503 25,155 24,834 24,579 6 2 663 %6 0 0
Antelor 18,283 16,891 15,956 17,205 15,688 16,786 2 53 266 366 0 0
: Beverly Hills 17,197 17,537 17,311 18,830 16843 18,360 0 2 468 448 0 0
' Burbank , 21,353 17,443 17,482 14,797 17,263 14,647 34 8 188 92 0 0
Citrus 60,008 56,916 61,132 58,653 60,307 57,921 2 3/ 83 7129 0 0
. Compt 56,594 58,835 49,221 57,405 485861 56211 157 . 108% 203 ) 488 0 0

. y.
i

(IR
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Culver 11,314 10,227 11,064 10,184 10,922 9,993 4 2 138 189 0 0
Downey 39,218 35,243 39,668 38,019 39,000 31516 183 69 483 674 0 0
East Los Angeles 37,320 40,516 38,301 45553 38,183 45,363 13 14 305 176 0 0
El Monte 40,162 40,094 40,953 39,168 39,519 38,488 4 0 730 680 0 0
Glendal 21,273 21,924 2025 21,548 29997 21,128 19 % 279 895 0 0
Inglewood 41718 47,200 42,447 48,671 41,886 47,078 19 972 542 62l 0 0
1ong Beach 69,531 76,695 68,400 80,324 67,161 78,814 40 . 76 1,19 1434 0 0
Los Angeles 725,093 798858 655492 17354 643357 707,337 191 5 969 11,944 9948 0 0
Los Cegritos 30,981 21,908 29,617 25,730 28,940 25204 0% 0 677 506 0 0
Malibu 7,340 0 6,530 0 6,400 0 81 (i 49 0 0 0
Newhall 27,175 25,074 27512 24,305 26,913 23,921 % 0 573 . 084 0 o
Pasad 35,444 33,466 32,950 32,098 92,407 31,608 64 a2 419 48 0 0
Pomona 39288 38381 40,27 36,502 39,594 36,353 22 ¢l 485 0 0
San Antonio - 29959V 32,188 23,108 34,262 27,893 33,968 5 137, 210 981 0 ° S
Santa Anita 11,156 12,346 10,336 11,340 10259, 11,048 21 a1 . 956 271 0 0 B
Santa Monl 21278 21,000 29, 29,825 21,174 27,994 1 7 NLI4 1,824 0 0 .
South Bay . 58,160 62,459 57,806 65,221 56,186 63,208 39 64 1611 1949 0 0 E |
South Gate 9,522 10,221 9,787 10,737 9,593 10,498 3 1 191 238 0 [
Whittier , 37,730 37,791 35,170 38,115 33,921 122 0 0 1249 993 0 (i B |
Marin: . : (o]
Central 39,126 33,359 37,122 35,508 36,302 34,629 101 47 704 832 15 o ™ : (/
Monterey: ’ - E
Monterey-Carmel 15,502 15,865 15097 ., 15357 14532 14,798 60 53 505 ;506 0 0
Salinas 20,376 23,151 16,753 20,388 16,482 20,037 56 45 215 .. 306 0 0 %
Orange: ) ; o B é
Central Orange County wmwummmmmmmsnomnes 50,543 80,196 77,964 78197 76,954 1343 87 u 823 . 820 0 0 2
North Orange County wemmemmsmmmoomens 63110 . 63,712 64743 63,462 63314 61,882 8 0 88 L3l 485 - 449
Orange County Harbor w semstns 51,308 40,560 51,734 43,303 46,988 39,260 142 69 640 074 DY 35N
South Orange County.. r— U964 A4 898 0600 26700 Rl 12 K 6 xﬁ\m 200 488
West Ordnge County wmmmmimmssstimssis 79,704 74,202 72,855 65,618 70396 64,627 849 151 788 TRSA 812 316 g
i
Riverside: o - w
Corona .. 10,229 8,939 9,761 8,057 9,643 7,948 16 . 3 102 w0 0 Q :
Desert 25,471 19,599 20,986 17,893 201725 17,725 23 2% 208 142 0 0 '.:‘1 N
Riverside 35,647 40,802 35,568 24,59 35,264 41,055 13 18 200 22% 0 0 8
Sacramento: o :
Saeramento 98138 91,089 90,986 83,866 88768 81,648 . 588 348 1630 1870, 0 [
San Bernardino: A ’ R :
San Bernardino County Yo 115,547 87004 1026M  Prsia s Rreane 2 8 o w0 0
San Diega: o o . : .
El c:a}fm 29,057 29,167 30,543 20,016 26,263 27,954 803 647 AT 2 Als S S
«North County 50,730 41,275 45,491 39935 43861 | 38362 657, 764 973 809 0 I
San Diego 236918 179523 214489 179467 210,259 175,149 8 75 4,162 4,243 0 ¢ o
Vi o




TABLE 32—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONPARKING TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS—Continued

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

\ Dispaositions after trial
‘\_‘ Total Total Dispositions Ur ted C ted Juvenile
7 filings dispostlions i before trial matters matt orders®
County and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 /1//73-74 1972-73  1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

San Francisco: Y

Sait Franci 119,600 134,279 113,612 126,413 7 102,457 115739 10942 - 10,551 213 ‘ 123 0 ]
San Jonquing '

Lodt . 7378 5,308 7,159 5,403 5,980 4,247 22 28 116 115 1,041 1,013

Mxmtecmﬂipon-Escalo’n-Trncyb JPEPRT——— 13,787 6,890 11,909 6,381 10,890 5,846 18 13 131 76 870 446

Stockt 35,289 30477 34,888 30,076 34,318 29,593 4 70 526 413 0 0
Snn_M/(teo:

Cejatml 37,566 34,515 4,727 31,857 32,953 29,168 1,223 1,669 551 1,020 0 1]

Norther 36,087 3€,809 33,025 33,008 31,948 31,431 261 1,203 816 284 1] 0

Southern 28,084 37,332 24,267 26,7125 22,973 25,770 597 213 697 682 0 0
Santa Borbara: ; >

Santa Barbarn-Goletn wuwmasmsssmmmsmsiins 25,706 20,818 17,327 28,549 16,960 28,218 67 1 300 330 1] 0

Santa Maria 9,320 9,520 8,593 9,185 8450 9,030 18 0 123 155 0 ]
Santa Clara: Y .

Los Gatos-Camnpbell-Saratoga v 18,835 16,820 18,519 16,959 18,037 16,423 0 0 482 536 0 0

Palo Alta-Mountain View, 29,760 28,424 30,823 29,898 30,065 29,120 29 48 729 730 0 0

San Jose-Milpitas, 91,163 90,485 82,414 92,085 79,551 89,884 3 11 2,860 2,190 9 1]

Santa Clara 16,848 18,847 17,177 19,248 16,486 18,372 6 21 685 855 0 0

Sunnyvale.Cuperti| 15,583 16,685 15,796 19,402 15,231 18,782 19 10 546 630 0 0
Santa Cruz:

Santa Cruz County: 217,655 23,968 24,430 21,749 21,723 19,392 43 48 709 517 1,955 1,792
Solano:

Fairfield-Suisun-Vacaville b P, 26,502 18,718 23,705 17,245 23,235 16,995 53 42 415 208 0 0

Vallejo , 9,245 10,512 9,354 11,349 9,088 10,469 20 a1 246 - 277 ] 582
Sonoma; b )

Sonoma County 30,895 30,088 27,308 30,419 27,024 29,961 47 129 237 329 0 1]
Stanislaus:

Modest 19,752 17,770 20,144 20,396 19,607 19828 70 37 467 531 0 0

PLT
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Tulare:
Visalin

Ventura:

Ventura County

11,176 10,791

67,962 69,936

2 Excludes violations of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102; 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the Vehicle Coda..

For explanation, see footnote applicable to the item or ¢ourt on Table.29,
Revised,

1062 - 244 2 1M

66,643 34 4 1466

12
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TABLE 33—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS *

Fiscal Years 1972-13 and 1973-74

Disp after trinl
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested \rontested
filings dispositions before trial matter. matlers
County and judicial district 1973-74 197273 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-"4 197273
State total 109,092 132,407 uo495  Ruazdis 10426 131,179 316 R3jg (i Roao
Alameda:
Alamed 148 564 182 883 177 570 0 6 - T
Berkeley-Albany . 139 119 109 1 105 108 4 3 0 0
Fremont.-Newark-Union City it 69 36 35 16 35 16 0 0 0 0
Livermore 55 262 ki3 324 1 3t 0 1 4 12
Qakland-Piedmont 108 5,619 80 5,658 8 5,653 2 ] 0 (]
San Leandro-Hayward s 217 495 363 70 354 743 3 14 6 13
Butte: —
Chieo 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1]
Contra Casta:
Delta 18 8 24 35 23 35 1 0 0 0
Mt. Diablo 14 56 104 81 103 81 0 0 1 0
Richmond...ii 561 601 621 574 601 566 2 0 18 8
Whalnut Creek-Danville 25 23 26 40 25 38 0 0 1 2
est 143 135 137 T 131 161 1 0 5 iy
Fremo:
‘Frl“nn 1,474 3,818 1,283 3,139 1,283 3,139 L] 0 0 0
Humboldt:
Eureka 497 487 524 438 516 433 3 2 5 3,
Kern:
Bakersficld 3,739 2,918 3,839 2944 3,832 2,944 4] 0 7 0
Los Angeles:
Alhambra 237 231 264 256 249 250 0 2 15 4
Antelope 193 245 195 223 187 215 2 0 6 8
Beverly Hills 319 415 417 423 388 418 0 1 29 4
Burbank 611 560 640 588 616 569 10 1 1 18
Citrus 282 175 333 215 328 213 0 1] 5 2
Compto M1 1,288 1,186 1,632 1,149 1,625 3 3 34 4

LT
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Culver
Downey
East Los Angeles
El Monte
(\I Aal

Inglewood
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu ®

Nawhall

i’n ad
Por
San Antonio

Santa Anita
Santa Monica

South Bay.
South Gate
Whittier

Marin:

Central

Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel
Salfnas

Orange:
Central Orange County .
North Orange County
Orange County Harbor v
South Qrange County e
West Orange County wmnmssimismimsrissimesnn

PTTIPRTI

Riverside:
Corona
Desert
Riverside

Sacramento:

Sacs

G

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County ® st

211

2192

1,770

@

341

7921

1,428

3,02

1,827

323

122
LY

4,039
1,188
96

1,546

192
6

7,800

1,383

1,180
221
1,598

us

2,870

1,803
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1,156
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TABLE 33-—-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
INTOXICATION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continusd

[ .
SN Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 .
Lol )
Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested fZontested
filings fispoisiti before tricl matters Aimatt
County and judicial district 1973.74 1972-73 1973-7¢ 1872-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 197314 197873
San Diego: :
El Cajon 109 180 84 196 82 188 0 2 2 6
North County 85 188 42 197 a3 165 9 22 0
San Diego 5,494 4,173 5,381 4,192 5332 4,119 5 4 44 69
San Francisco: '
San Franc 8,45} 9,731 8,353 9,924 8,343 9,867 6 47 4 10
San Joaquin: . ’
Lodt 86 29 78 Vo8l 5 29 1 0 2 2
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ® 92 144 72 . 89 72 76 0 1 0 12
Stackt 620 786 51 827 750 824 0 1 1 2
. W\
San Mateo: E
Central 155 224 204 239 195 235 6 0 3 4
Northern. /’(m.... 193 219 158 2 151 200 0 1 ki 3
Southern i 219 295 164 230 162 229 0 1 2 0
Santa Barbara: .
Santa Barbara-Coleta 698 1,392 680 . 1,823 680 1,323 0 0 0 0
Santa Marin 45 76 38 - 72 38 70 0 v 0 2
Santa Clara: :
Los Catos-Camipbell-Saratoga 136 183 150 214 47 208 0 0 3 6
Palo Alto-Mountain Viewuuwamsmimmsmn 174 310 161 266 160 255 1 0 0 7
San Jose-Milpitas, “ 3,141 6,356 3,823 6,327 3817 6,300 1 1 5 26
Sunta Clara 91 103 92 105 88 100 1 0 3 5
Sunnyvale-Cuperti 253 332 239 308 258 288 0 0 1 20
Santa Cruz; .
Santa Cruz County 328 : 154 349 157 341 156 1 0 7 1
Solato: .
Fairficld-Suisun-Vacaville ® oummmesmnmnmosans 65 a8 30 25 29 25 0, 0 BRI 0
: ‘Yallcjo 207 103 208 120 206 101 2 5 20 14

107
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Sonomat
Sonoma County ®

Stanislaus:
Modesta

oy

Tulare:
Visalia

Ventura:
Ventura County

® For explanation, see footnote appﬂcnble to the court oft Table 29.

Revised.
/}7’ V ii’\«
i K
.("

55

786

661

2,052

- 918

843
687

1,972

o5

798
83
G,
79
1,903
53
o

846

619

1,995

[

198

1,878

1,975

l\o K o
- ) @
4 i ! ’ 5
W
2 3 3 2,
o "
] 0 21 10
82 2 4 8
1 2 E S
) N 4

o
=

Y
JEH TVANNY

FOII30 FALLVHISININGY FHL 40 JHQ

&

o
o
N
o
W
‘
s
@
, 0
Q
[
]
[CEEEN
)
o
ol
5
o
=0
& o
&




&

<. 5 .
Doy ,, N . . . )
7 » TABLE 34—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS . ;
] (/ FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS

S J) G Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 Qe S
' h oy U}

® -  Dispbitiors after trial _-

Tolal Total " Dispositions Uncontested Contested
\ : ' . filings dispasitions before trial matters matters _j.
go\gny and judicial district kQ\ : 197374 197273 197374 1972-7 197374 197873 . C 197374 1972-73  1973-74 1972-73
‘1 ~ i 3
o ) . )
Stato total .. s 384751 R 346,067 344799 Ras4ses 332,390 321,337 8,012 3,240 9397 M10088

Almedn: ! . & ) -
Alamed 794 551 769 88 731 544 o4 29 2R - 15
Berkeley-Albany 4716 3215 3313 AT 2,990 3,052 272 327 51 38

©Fremont-Newatk-Union Cityoummmmmnmms G111 3,048 2,984 9,185 2,120 1,998 57 59 w0 © 128
Livermore 1,095 1,401 1,334 1,149 1,072 84 6 168 185
Ouklgrd-Piedmont 14,616 Ry4,345 12577 12,381 11,949 11,915 395 260 233 206
$an Leandro-HayWardumammmmmsm 6,262 4755 5,496 5071 5,389 4,793 34 952 i3 18

Butte? 4 ’ : _ .

Chico , 1,908 2,129 2,374 2,300 2,236 2,904 0 0 138 . %
ke = '

Contya Costa: o ) . ,
Delta® " 8561 ¢ 1,808 2,565 1,835 2,517 1,784 18 12 30 39
Mt, Diablo 4,500 3,498 3,766 3492 3,680 3,399 19 26 67 67
. Richmond wu h 2,666 2417 , 2,517 2,618 2,434 2,532 .8 7 s T 7
~ Walnut Creek-Danville o 2322 1516 2,109 = 1,390 1,959 1,522 98 17 sz 1\ 51
" West 3,087 2,680 2758 Ro 391 2,650 2,240 1 1 104 \ Rgo

(e

Fresnot . oo o o B
Fresno 8,557 5,458 4461 4,627 4317 4,531 16 4 . 68 )

2a ;

Humboldt: - gj .

Eureka //-659 856 841 840 195/ 754 6 g 4 o a7

Kern: A ' ! . \

Bakersfield - 4,652 5,056 4,291 385 4,140 3214 17 i3 134 158
//1.05 .Anéqges: | ’ S 3
) SN 1,458 1534 1,533 1,557 1,447 1456 7 7 79 64
Antelope wic, 1,543 1,100 , 1428 1049 1371 93 3 3 54 53
Bevaiy Hills 2,453 2,430 al782 L 1888 4 1,588 1,726 24 21 140 . 138
Burbar ‘ b 1,346 1,135 1101 959 1,078 915 6 ° 7 - 17 37
Citrug ) 6434 5,810 5562 5314 5,403 5,158 4 6 155 150 ¥
Compton et i 7.004 6,230 - 6,090 6,080 5942 5,890 30 & ug 103
2 B \ . ° '3 K N [
o Ll 7 N § e o = e Gt o

:“\\//; ‘
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G

Culver 1,220 %
Downey 3,620
East Los Angeles, 3,992
. El Monte:, 3,718
Glendale 1,715
Tnigl d 5,169
Long Beach 6,893
Los Angeles 70,394
Los Cerritos 2954
Malibu * 852
Newhall 1,245
Posadena 3,085
. P ‘ 5231
San Antopio . 4402
Santa Anita i 1154
Sanita Moni i 2,347
South: Bay 7,998
South Gate 2,108
‘Whittier 3,342
Marin: =
Central 5514
Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel 2,327
. Sali 2,045
Orange o
O Central Orange County o 12,175
North Orange County.... . 8,094 -
Orange County Harbor{ . 7657
South Orangé County 2,723
West Qrarige County., 11,116
Riverside: '
Corona 1,794
Desert 2,184
Riverside 1 - 3,807
Sacrnmento‘ o
Sact t I 8,858
* San Bernardino: %
San Bernardino County*. ¥, 8,463
2 N
7 6 S

5508

2,082
2,080

11,014
q

6914
2,437
9.966

1,754

, 2,m9 >

95T,

2,004

l 116
2738

135
%,590
2,630

5477

198
N

10,759

7,131

2,393
9,852

@

1728~

3,835

2018

5,169

2016
1,729

10,

o

©
b
R

rwoB8EB0n

)
oBdBohBR8cc0

O

‘83 42
.95 134
14 65
209 2719
105 70
123 114
159 239
1,41 1,644
% o8
46 0
a1 ot
116 182
83 146
86 151
62 46
56 76
181 184
\i# 136
b1yd 251
a1 58
99 121
81 56
205 107
114 165
6d Py

. 32 51
114 109
2 52
7t 12
8 109

- 148 - osg”
" 108 197
# .

.ol L
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- TABLE 34—-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL cou & g
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF OTHER NONTRAFFIC MiSDE ANORS—Continued
o Fiscal Years 1872-73 'and 1973-74
i Dispositions after trial
Total . Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dlsposmons before trial matters matters
County and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 197273 //
! . i E f

San Diego: ’ ! . ) 1
El Cajon 3,819 w 35% 3868 ., 408 3685 - 3,893 23 25° 160 167
North County 4,700 3,886 4452 % 4385 3,733 3,632 444 550 275 173
San Diego 21,846 16,463 16,829 16,457 15,921 157742 56 8. L

-

San Francisco: . L ’ Q
San Franci 14,872 14,568 13,152 16,554 12,879 16,227 101 184 | 172 143 E

San ]ouquln: v . : 8

1,008 o 65 881 728 1 Il 8 26 %
Mnntccn -Ripon-EscalonTracy ® v, 7 R— 842 539 839 752 526 3 7 31 6
Stockton , ‘( 4415 3477 4,109 4339 4045 11 16 a1 48 g ’

San Mateo; // . ‘ @)
Central 1,461 1,200 1,757 1,463 1660 1380 12 6 85 77 A
Northern : 2,022 2,125{ b 2276 2,370 2,229 2,290 g 27 38 53 Q
Southern 9, 1915 1,327 ' 1,783 1,639 1,700 1,583 T (] 76 50 E

Santa Barbara; o
‘Santa Barbara-Goleta 4746 . 3814 3,042 2518 2,893 2474 2 0 47 4 2
‘,/Sunta Maria 926 849 879 924 827 858 K 1] 45 66 ;

Santa Clara: = v
Los Gatos-Campb “-Samkoga 1,005 751 Ji8 827 728 765 1 2 49 60
Palo Alto-Mountain VW wammemmgrmones 2,527 2,144 2,391 2187 ., 2319 2,081 23 2l 49 8
San Jose-Milpitas 5 7302 5,848 6512 6387 6312 6,103 6 7 194 277
Sunta Clara i 973 914 878 926 864 886 2 15 12 .25
Sunnyvale-Cuperting i 1,143 850 1047 9 994 721 0 2 53 56

A /4 L .

Suath Grut  © 6 - _ b “
Sants! Cruz County . 3,835 4247 3,178 ¢ 3,562 2,962 3,412 15 19 2\?}1 131 !
I‘ni:l'cld Suisu\\Vncavil]c SV 1 \ 7 737 1,287 943 1233 912 3 2 51 j 29
Valiejo 1,215 1,015 215 1227 1,093 1111 14 15 . 108”7 ‘,/I;‘OI




Sonoma:

Sotioma County *

Stanislaus:

Undndh

Tulare:
Visaliz

Ventura:
Ventura County

N

3,554

2,100

1,014

9,252

® For explanation, see footnote applicitble to, the court on Table 29,

Revised,

AN

7

4

/

2]

ﬂ}\

\

3353 8807
Ve {l

2,053 2,518
i

599 &

7,684 9,142

.

;b

bl

3,245

. 2,405

662

8,310

11 1
16 9
2 5
10 18
G
Q3
(4}
’ ¢ p

138

21

221

134
167
9

41

180
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County and judicial district

State total

Alameda:
A' 1

Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Union City....umanmimmsrs
Livermor
Onklnnd-l’iedmon:i
San Leandro-Hayipard

Butte:
Chico

Contra Costa:
Delta
Mt. Diablo
Rict d .

Walnut Creek-Danville uuminmsssssmmiinm

West

Fresno:
Fresno

Humboldt:
Eureka

Kein:
Bakersfield

Los Angeles;
AIL A3 a

Antelope
Beverly Hills
Burbank

Citrus:
Compt

Qv il
P
TABLE 35—CALIEORNIA MUNICIPAL C‘VOURTS
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS ,
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
Disp after trial
Tolal Total Dijspositions Urnicontested Contested
flings dispositi before trial matte; matters >

1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-.73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 .

368,032 343,384 278,192 270,764 59,443 55,638 117,313 112,709 161,436 192.417

1,569 982 958 761 257 162 415 282 286 S 817

2,407 2,457 1,173 1,815 245 278 664 120 864 817

2,945 2,651 2,155 . 2112 334 473 976 813 795 826

729 685 841 747 145 178 212 217 484 352

11,808 11,604 8,985 8,646 1,423 1,692 4,787 4,056 2,715 2,898

5,720 EREYE 4,122 3,595 768 1,749 1,497 1,548 1,330

934 1,187 754 856 154 189 325 320 275 A7

2,219 1,584 1,605 1,545 487 385 762 836 356 324

3,354 3,104 2372 2,314 585 452 930 1,038 837 824

3,47 3,392 1,814 1,651 366 330 941 833 507 488

=2791 2,537 2,130 1,995 618 - 601 135 661 ™ 733

1,486 1310 1,133 1,015 220 290 437 338 476 387

1

6,303 6,009 4,501 4,288 938 969 1,989 1,770 1,574 1,549

901 1,088 1,393 908 753 198 429 489 211 291

4071 3,996 3,180 3,150 831 643 1,618 1,712 731 795
540 438 806 763 817 R

280 276 547 496 540 458

626 636 973 1,189 1,168 121

359 #2998 44t 73 493 497

1,066 935 1,806 1,862 1,585 1,454

1,033 860 2410 2,338 1,246 1,246

©
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e,
Tl

Culver
Downey
East Los Angel
El Monte
Glendale
Inglewood
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Los Cerritos
Malibu®
Newhall
Pasadena
Pomona
San Antonio
Sarita Anita
Santa Monica y

South Bay i
South. Gate S

Whittier ., yi

Marin: e
LCentral i

Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel
Salinas

Orange:
Central Qraiige County ..
North Orange County,....
Orange County Harbor...
South Orange County ..

- West Orange County,.m.

Riverside:
Corona
Desert
Riverside

Sacramento:
- )

San Bernardino: .
San Bernarding County ® ..iamsmissmsmsssin

1,591
4313
4,198

2,678
7,937
8,525

51,084
2,666

217

4,139
2,504
3,714
1,414
2,723

1,460
3,322

2910

10,236

11,394

1471

1,350
2,648
4,447

9,563

10,933

[+

2788

1,159
1,433

1,252

4,035

7,463

9,025

2,744

6,874

. 8286

197

2,426
2072
817

2,321

383
696
1,249

472
I

2,696

514

1,203

149
261

1215 -

1,492

243
2,871

579
749

1356

2,167

2,472

37141

396
1,065 |

441

o
941

04

2,141

" 2,981

1,067
590

3,097

209

@

ofss

4

901

37

1,286,
552"
2,718

88

1176

3,046

2,358

1:.969, )
942
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TABLE 35—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continias

Fiscal Years 1972=73.and 1973-74

Dispositions after trial
Total Total - Dispositions Uncontested Conlested
. -filings dispositions before trial matlers _ matters
Counly and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73. 1973-74 1972-73
San Diego:
El Cajon 3,720 3,446 3,036 2,611 505 456 1,231 920 1,300 1,235
North County - 5,383(::, 4,422 © 4,113 5,510 1,231 3,043 1,615 1,398 1,267 1,069
Snn; Diego 16,661 - 15,253 12,184 12,459 3,276 3,578 4,561 4,369 4,348 4512
San Francisco: ' =
. San Franci 15,394 12,763 9,979 10,119 1,558 1,719 7§ 4214 4,234 4,207 4,166
San Joaquin:
Lodi 1,157 1,123 889 893 221 192 431 384 237 317
- Manteca-Ripon-EscaloniTracy ® s . 1,280 1,083 1,096 835 269 211 539 448 288 176
Stockton 4,945 4,380 3,961 3477 1,207 864 1,824 1,608 930 1,005
San Mateo: :
Central 1,971 1815 1,802 1,652 325 305 ’ 609 385 868 762
Northern 2,395 2,112 1,557 1,482 190 245 648 527 719 710
Southern ; 2,696 2,604 1,875 2,320 421 853 627 650 827 817
Santa Barbara:
: Santa Barbara-Goletn 2,877 2,777 2,560 2,365 841 684 T3 725 946 956
P Santa Maria 1,524 1,474 1217 1,192 310 294 518 489 389 409
" Santa Clara:
Los Gatos-Campbell-Suratoga 1,512 1,384 948 889 126 108 366 328 456 453
Palc Alto-Mc in View 2,171 1,956 1,662 1,607 333 420 577 460 . 752 727
San Jose-Milpiitas 12,178 11,116 8513 8,044 1,618 1,581 3,94 3,394 3,055 3,069
Santa Clara 1,637 1,533 1,168 1,072 258 225 505 417 405 430
Sunnyvale:Cupertin wuawsommmiinns 2,137 1,726 1,399 1,261 243 278 531 369 625 614
Santa Cruz: | @ ’
Santa Cruz County. 2,719 2,098 1,954 1,637 587 370 622 531 745 736
Solano; » . . P h
] Fairfield:Suisun-Vacaville® w1187 711 1,021 582 261 153 351 167 409 262
O Vallejo 1,220 1,334 1,021 1,168 202 229 464 465 355 481
= 1
0 '
C 4
‘ v o
i s , S D i
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A
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7

Sononia:
S County *

Stanislaus;
Modesto i i

Tulare: \
Visulia 4

Ventura;
Ventura County

5,361

2,043

1,030

9,167

i 46

1,643

908

8,365

®For explanation, see footnote applicable to the item or court on Table 29.

3,786

1,518

81

6,856

& //

i 1,687 1,406 1,349 1,022

197 689 500 586 © 487

193 380 386 261 on
1,619 3,341 © 3,001 18987 2,044

! 2
'z
a
\'_/ S . . '6. h
" \{..:

L 181
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° | TABLE 36—CALiFORNIA' MUNIGIPAL COURTS
TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-13 and 1973-74

@ Dispositions after trial

YINEOJAITVD J0 TIDNNOD Tviolan(

Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
-filings dispositions before trial matters matters
Counly and fudicial district 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1978-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 197273
State total : 40,002 39,119 20551 Faqms 14,978 15,302 5,385 Rs,171 2,188 R5.610.
Alameda: ’ '
Alamed , 81 84 39 48 21 o 0 10 12 1
Berkeley-Albany 418 454 237 288 150 211 56 66 31 11
Fremont-Newark-Union City ...uumenmmmnns 268 204 160 102 76 70 64 12 20 20
Livermore \ 47 62 18 a7 8 5 0 0 10 3
O kland-Piedmont..... 1,613 1,529 © 1,143 1,071 622 630 405 307 116 134
San Leandro-Hayward amesssssesonmeigessnir 619 585 354 364 170 168 152 117 32 79
¢ Buitte: k
Chico 78 41 16 0 16 o 0 0 0 0 0
Contra Costa: . : )
Dolta® W 149 10t 94 56 49 3L . ag 19 7 6
Mt, Diablo : 194 203 127 150 88 81 25 41 14 28
Richmond ; 244 - 250 161 181 n 89 T3 66 19 28
Walnut Creek-Danville, # 140 141 91 101 66 65 12 16 13 20
West: ; , 132 o2 43 87 33 43 4 ki 6 7
Fresno: e :
Fresno i i 536 [ 422 392 238 207 132 150 32 35
& | = '
Humboldt:- ; i o
Eureka i 95 o7 84 8 45 42 ! 25 12 1
Kerm: .
Bakersfield v b1t 390 161 Ry3s 95, 9 49 Rog 17 Ryt
Los Angeles: !
Alhambrg , 191 - 197 138 161 54 100 o7 ) 14 18
B Aritelope 74 oo 53 38 42 P14 32 9 # 7 -2 8
Biverly Hills 657 874 467 481 438 465 3 1 Y% 15
Burbunk ;‘ 3% 256 162 105 89 60 48 30 25 15
. CITUL. o wirues 988 3% 124 1% 90 75 15 24 19 2
o Coxppt\'m ’ " 703 680 386 362 214 177 . N 147 166 25 19
o & = . i
feH Q
i o ' g

881




gm0

Culver 124
y y 331
. East Los Angel & 310
*/El Monte 334
Glendale 451
Inglewood 611
Long Beach 823
Los Angeles 13,340
Los Cerritos 194
Malibu ® a3
Newhall 53
Pasad 435
P 209
San Ant 291
Santa Anita 109
Santa Moni 276
South Bay 793
South Cate 119
Whittier 337
Marin:
Central 245
Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel 132
Sali 316
Orange:
i{Central Orange County i 657
“North Orange County ... 655
Orange County Harbor ., 185
South Orange County.... 98
West Orange County ., 545
Riverside;
Corona 40
Desert 143
Riverside 260
Sacramento:
Sacrl 1,245
San Bernardino: > -
San Bernardino County ® s 660
San Diego: H
El Cajon 162
North Cournty 201

232
142
210

658
518
191
54
475
41

248
1,330
481

156
170

s

C

I°] o

ExsBY <&

BB

444

194

88

46
12
«
129
313

119

176

g 4

561

17

21

SEEEREBrwad

2

© b

4

. %“"ﬁ""""
Do Ww -~ o (LN

[~
o b

858
i

8

-
oD

P ePBenElucwB2ER

588 o~ 8

i

&3 87

°
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Total Total . Dispositiofis
filings dispositions before trial
County and fudicial district 1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
San Diego 903 817 420 401 373 -7
San F?nnclsco: !
San Franei 2,496 2,338 1,590 1,759 1,108 1,192
San Jonquin:
Lodi 41 32 8 21 7 18
Manteea-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ® v 65 67 36 18 12 4.
Stockton 409 362 233 263 155 196
San Mateo: :
Central 256 175 129 165 98 - 114
Northern 295 305 211 m ;138 43
Southern 252 - 235 186 220 03 ¢ 98
Santa Barbara; k
Santn Barbarp-Goleta wuuwmmmmnmsmmineumine 83 159 39, 62 39 62
Santa Maria 18 24 8 16 7’ 1
Santa Clara:
Los Gatos-Compbell-Sarntoga uuwaraimmsmmmnman 210 175 95 86 4 56
Palo Alto-Mountain Viewawummnnmmmmmmses 228 343 134 143 110 105
San Jose-Milpitas. 1,152 1,154 793 692 452 344
Santa Clara : 387 283 296 146 45 20
Sunnyvile-Cuperti 140 180 126 a2 30 a3
Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz County 152 157 94 100 56 65
Solann; : . .
Fairfield-Sufsun-Vacaville * iuwammmmsmimianmmnns 96 55 34 12 26 8
ValleJo 113 123 97 103 62 43
Sorioma; ‘
¥ Sonoma County® 25¢- 299 7 45 69 35

TABLE 36—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT!
TORT FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continusd

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 §

. Dijspositions after trial
Uncogiested Contested
mafters matters
1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
4 1 43 59
319 362 163 205
0 0 1 3
19 2 5 2
38 26 40 41
7

21 26 10 25
53 37 20 a1
54 67 7 55
0 0 0 0
1 1 (] 4
28 14 25 B
10 2 14 16
209 253 132 93
175 112 6 14
65 47 i | 12
26 22 12 13
4 4 4 0
31 52 4 8
0 1 2 9

061
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Stanislaus:
A el 0

206 187 4 @ 248 4
‘Tulare: )
Visalia 97 138 30 16 2
Ventura:
Ventura County 323 216 = . 100 130 48>

® For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29.
Revised, 5 B

e

I

32 6
c 2 3
41 20

)

D

12
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TABLE 37--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

261

: Dispositions after trial
Total Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
) flings dispositions before trial C matters matlers

Counly and judicial district =~ 197574 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1978-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73

State tORAl st 231,632 217,847 178,686 R168,946 120,044 R190,406 49,661 39,449 " 8,981 Rg.001
Alameda: 3 . s
Alameda : 454 R 333 328 220 229 &8 76 25 20 U
Berkelay-Albany st . 1,381 1,402 1,279 1,323 834 909 349 I 9% 82 A
Fremont-Newark-Union City 1,151 1,033 928 T3 530 513 343 208 55 82 5
LiVERTNOES cnsnpissssrssmnirrseioiesespns 389 343 459 460 361 318 27 38 7 109 B
Onkland-Piedmont i 8,708 8,451 6,949 6,742 4,682 4,960 1961 1,547 306 235 O
San Leandro-Hayward 2,751 2,547 2,516 2,200 1,620 1,595 818 507 8 120 8
Butte: . : . . ) %
Chico . 628 633 604 651 108 o7 385 453 1 1) G|
Cornitra Costs; » 8
Delta® 723 555 515 450 a76 315 117 115 23 0~
ME, DIbIo awsvsummmmmmmnmune 1,461 1,324 1,243 1,194 997 862 194 9256 52 %6 B
Rict d 1,442 1,437 1,079 1,142 ni 814 300 280 62 48 O
Walnut Creek-Danville e LOTY 1,046 728 750 516 552 160 139 52 5 M
West 726 - 790 655 603 439 445 ~ 180 126 36 32 %
" Fresnot ' ’ 5

5 Fresno 4,807 4,267 3,852 3,534 3,248 3,07 516 368 88 98

_ Humboldt: ‘ :
* Eureka 646 587 513 542 460 468 41 52 12 2
-~ Kerm
Bakersfield v 3,203 3,095 2,906 Ro508 2,547 2,192 a0 \ 305 54 Fa1
Los Angeles: ’ ! bt

Alhambra 1,187 1,144 961 975 18 T 192 158 51 46

o ANLEloPe s 539 451 396 223 277 219 9% 7 23 27

Beverly Hillsuwmmeme . 3,287 3,149 2,021 2273 1,767 1,998 76 n 178 203

9 Burbank ; 672 729 537 ©oEn 440 507 47 39 50 25

Citrus 2,849 2,650 2,353 2,070 1,619 1,492 601 471 133 101

Comp 4,570 4,167 3,316 3,084 1914 2,068 1,548 944 54 72




LA
1,269 © 788 4 nr 514 258 180 21 23
~ 1,827 1,341 1,148 821 309 259 49 68
| 991 714 499 288 176 158 79 5
a 1,887 1,045 1,291 959 299 247 8 5
3 . 1084 900 798 697 68 70 3 al
= Inglewood ........ . 4,182 2,901 2,199 1,223 1,237 911 70 65
Long Beach 4938 4583 4317 3,766 3,032 985 570 140 164
Los Angeles 58,403 59372 43615 . 42,690 27,216 18,594 13,180 2296 2,204
Los CeFritos wuummmmmswisssimnmionsienns 1,830 1,653 1,646 1,561 1,246 341 1 56 64
Malibu ® ; 174 0 81 (i 0 13 0 9 0
Newhall 8l 317 250 242 194 25 34 12 LIS
Pasad . 2,234 2,017 1,743 1,528 1,125 235 299 126 104 é
Pomana i\ 1,678 1,442 1,313 1,132 120 293 © 336 76 "oz y
Sen ARtONIo . . lddl 1,488 984 1019 769 309 298 18 22 J
Santa Anita ... 710 634 549 &7 370 160 114 a1 2 %1
i 1,741 1,490 1,311 1Y50 750 299 285 79 5
3507 3087 Y Hoo) 182t P 519 182 182 E |
it 631 6713 513 614 516 161 79 33 19 &
Whittier 2,104 1M 21881 1,354 963 5831 292 89 ] 5
3 g
“ Marin: , , : L O
Central : 1,690 1,694 1,309 1348 933 931 264 285 112 132 5
Monterey: . S . : o]
Monterey-Carmel w.mmmmmmissenns 1,066 1,031 844 876 . 645 651 144 171 55 54 B
Sali 1,078 .5 1034 826 935 628 69 164 30 VR <
Orange: . é -
Central Qrange Countymmmmmmns 5,283 4 4,024 3,567 3,043 2,698 747 234 99 =
North Orange Cotinty .. 4830 7 4658 9,395 3218 2,500 - 2,452 656 239 244 I
N Orange County Harbor 2,025 1882 1,359 .. 1,456 1,098 S L1l 138 126, ¥ &
South QOrange County .. 793 689 592 4929 . 432 a6 - 112 .48 20 x0T
West Orange County o 3,712 358 2719 7 265 2,010 M, 590 470 . 176 % e
. - & B Uh ,\
Riverside: . o N o !
Corona . 388 359 < 370 " 98E a9 2 4 20/ 2
Desert £A,190 1,160 902 845 © 658 149 : s 107 E
RIVESIE s 21,828 1,645 1,291 1,229 918 88 88 6 Q’
p : - o & i
.Sacramento; ;. "“' B Y >
" Sacramento . ‘ 9358 8185 7010 6,956 RE08 U BSTE o e ags - G
R . L .
Sar; Bernardign & oo o S :
StarBernardino County ™ ... 3,304 2374 2,536 - Rodrn {926 Tages 462 536 © Om&, 0"
- . -~ ! PR A £ o
WIRE
iy ) ( . i o f g
Nt Ny
&9
= 4 @




; TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS OF CIVIL ACTIONS NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED~-Continued

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Dispositions after triad:
Total Total Dijspositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
Couunty and judicial district 1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 1973-74 1978-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
i

San Diego: !

El Cajon ¢ 1,738 1,183 1,310 837 870 556 365 207 75 4.

North County s 1491 1,268 1,141 1,084 804 749 217 283 60 52

San DIEEO smuvmmesmsmmensssmssisssrassasrassinng 8,305 7,350 7449 7,265 4,186 4,704 2,951 2,286 312 275
San Francisco: )

San Francisco wummessnme 11,395 11,385 8,427 9,390 5,705 6,396 2,409 2,583 . 313 411
San Joaquin:

Lodi 352 327 307 337 251 259 H 46 122 32 /

Manteca-Ripon-Esealon<Tracy %, 520 383 384 229 300 216 65 5 19 8 /

Stockton 3,239 2,947 2,713 2,604 2,121 1,940 507 503 85 161
San Mateor N i

Central 1,556 1,462 1,241 1,141 810 836 246 202 125 103

Northern . 1,858 1,510 1,269 969 1,009 733 198 156 62 BO(/

Southern .. 1,887 1,657 1,485 1,448 913 1,008 398 274 144 166'
Santa Darbara: :

Santa Barbara-Goleta wummesmmmmm 1,433 1,330 1,260 1,137 999 920 178 177 83 40

Santa Marit v 658 543 668 490 561 425 95 49 12 16
Santa Clara: {

1,05 Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga 846 663 540 547 ag2 366 113 129 35 82

Palo Alto-Mountain: Yiew . 1,942 1,619 . 1,586 1,405 1,174 1,118 301 191 11 /’:‘ 96

San Jose-Milpitas v OPRIAN 9,926 8,052 7,968 5,956 5,580 4,224 2,004 1,487 384 1 245

Santa Clara wemumsmon i 315 432 ’ 395 384 299 212 78 70 18 "' 42

Sunnyvalg:Cuperting s 1171 965 893 730 594 503 265 185 34 i 42
Santa Crugy’ .

Samn Cruz County s e 1,804 1,387 1,406 1,158 1,164 973 196 133 46 52
Solano

Fmrﬁcld-Suisun-Vncnvllle P— 439 280 341 238 235 169 92 49 14 20

Vallejo 763 748 552 547 366 365 172 173 14 9

v

v e i - i A
S T el .

P61
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Sonoma:
Sontoma County s

Stanislaus:
Modesto

Tulare:
Visalia

Ventura:
Ventura County wmmmmmmsmns

3 For' explanation, see footnote applicabile to the court on Table 29,

Revised.

{/ 7
i : i
J
i
K
i
7
i
/i
o
J
i
,
!
,

2,313
2,877
1,194

"”3.250

22711

2,994

1,027

- 3,333

1,767
2,386
961

2,757

1,791
2,364
881

2,892

1,045

2,125

861

2,209

1,373

2,137

761

o
" 819 | 297 w108 121
181 151 80 76
45 65 54 B85
458 532 %0 84
.n 7
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County and judicial district

State total

Alameda:
Alameda ...
Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Union Cityuamwmississsmn
Livermore
Onkland-Piedmont
San Leandro-Hayward..wmemamaniopiseis

Butte;
Chico

Contra Costa:
Delta®
Mt, Diablo.

Richmond
Walnut Creek-Danvitle vt
West

Fresno:
Fresiio

Hurmboldt:
Eureka

Kern:
Bakersfield

Los Angeles:
Alhambra

Antelone

Beverly Hills
Burban

Citrus,....% -
Compton’,

M

TABLE 38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
" ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

961

Dispositions after trial
To Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested
filings dispositions before trial matters matters
197374 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 197374 1972-73 - 1973.74 1972-73
155,278, 6,666,645 6270049  %6,020,109 6261087  Po009,428 6624 8627 2,038 1,944
1,133 5,633 907 7,382 900 7,366 0 4 7 12 ‘g
292,814 286419 293,057 281,449 292,503 281,175 548 263 6 11 8
2476 2,943 1,363 1,830 1,363 1,830 0 0 0 1] =
2,404 9,557 1,879 2,356 1,878 2,355 0 0 1 T
393,950 378,030 378,954 356,326 378,190 355,701 358 275 406 350 o
23,211 19,777 19,281 24,840 19,281 24,839 0 0 0 1 e}
(=5
Z
52,052 38,730 46,922 39,626 46,842 39,556 7 0 73 70 E [
i
o i
3,028 4,735 3,216 4,642 3,265 4,639 4. 0 7 3
28,962 28,823 28,406 28,617 28,362 28,586 20 9 24 22 9 \
13,246 12,224 11,888 12,249 11,835 12,246 0 0 3 3 = 3\
42,094 43432 41,346 - 41,587 41,323 41,580 & 1 18 6 '-;1" %
12,000 12,065 12,005 11,466 11,971 11,449 1 0 33 17 g "
4
83,241 59,655 77,940 36,384 71,901 56,376 5 4 34 4 ;
22,555 24477 22,704 24,410 22703 24,405 1 2 0 3
24,960 19,234 22,327 16,560 22,327 16,547 1] 13 0 0
21,687 19,743 21,847 18,632 21,843 18,612 (1] 0 4 20
1,340 1266 1,36G: 1,074 1,360 1,074 0 0 0 ]
141,184 156,338 125,845 160,866 125,842 160,861 0 0 3 5
50,033 46,848 ,845 46,299 44,839 46,299 0 0 6 0
16,623 17,375 14,569 16,198 14,561 16,176 [} bl 8 21
39,810 35,229 22,843 34,754 22,836 34,741 6 6 1 7



Va
{7/
Culyer 21,502
Downey. 26,965
East Los Angeles. 34,067
El Monte 16,966
Glendl 41,520
Inglewood 97,698
Long Beach ... 204,773
Los Angel, 1,380,526
Los Cerritos 14,673
Malibu® 3,145
:l hall 720
Pasad 13670
Pomona 36,187
San Antonio 58,932
Santa Anita 8,746
Santa M 290,007
South Bay 200,095
South -Gate 15,452
Whittier 15,693
Marin:
Central 140,271
Monterey:
Monterey-Carmel 82,559
Salinas 18,716
Oranges
Central Orgnge County ... 47,220
North Orange County,..... 99,849
Orarige County Hatbor..., 78,806
South Orange County ,. ” 32,822
West Orange Countyuumuwemmmmmnissmnsns 58,821
Riverside: R
Corona 644
Desert 12,619
Riverside X
Sacramento: '
Sacrament 203,457
San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County®.. 25,224
San, Diggo: e
El Cajon 10,558
North County 19,998
San Diego 346,091

19,517
19,990
26,037
14,322
30,350
102521
220,576
1,246,449
15,685
0

457
69,255
31,803
61,970
4,329
234,414
167,829
14,331
16,404

139,347

79,105
29,337

39,416
100,106
84 746
31,480
46,882

548
12,523
41,098

187,828

24,136

7,124
16,892
318,336

¥

9,873
21,458
315,982

oq

219,813
163,742
14,038

16,874

146,514

7817

26,765

35,851
96,513
76713
29,155
28,211

P50
11,631
48,454

146,994

[

Ro3,586

6,715
14306

287,944

o

1,410
12831

144585

81,549
20,257
38,334
77,149

29,170
35,071

12,202
4240

184,623
20233

9,862
21,44
315,878

20,504

18,105
21,012
13,370
29,725

188821
1,036,118
s

62,270
29,865

3,933
219,348
163,468
= 14,037
16,868

146,448

71159
26,145

35,842
96,466
76,694

/171
Rs10

11,629
48,452

146994

©

Rog 567

6,682
14,272
287,870

-0
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(=3

County and judicial district

San Francisco;
San Franciscc

San Joaquin:
© Lodi

Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy® s

Stockton

San Mateo:
Central

Northern

Southern

Santa Barbara:
Santa Barbara-Goleta

Santa Maria u

Santa Clira: :

Los Gitas-Campbell-Saratoga wrmeesmmssssno

Palo Alto-M in View

San Jose-Milpitas
Santa Clara

Sunnyvale-Cupertino i

> 8anta Cruz:

Santa Cruz County

Solano:
Fairfiold-Suisun-Vacaville® .....

ST RT e

Vallejo

Sonoma;
&

County®

2

TABLE38—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS—Continued
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Total Total Dispositions

Blings dispositions before trial
1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73 1973-74 1972-73
1,288,151 1,164,223 991,958 1,000,976 986,320 993,898
19,978 22,313 17,828 21,358 17,814 21,351
4511 3,564, 2,799 2,944 2,788 2,942
96,876 89,830 92,380 90,029 92,371 90,09
72,363 55,889 62,711 47,867 62,298 47,244
73378 64,621 62,796 57,134 62,786 57,7119
47,780 55,177 39,920 56,778 39,826 56,748
68846 .. 66703 57,122 59,782 57,087 52,723
4702 77 4485 3,627 4211 5,627 4,271
15,231 12,130 14,365 10,841 14,359 10,839
76,209 80,474 68,964 79,494 68,941 79,475
162,832 130,874 116,681 113,323 116,681 113317
4,929 4,265 5,101 3,726 5,099 o 3721
9,335 8,547 9,563 7,786 9,550 (]
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 " 18,170
67,488 61,423 59,382 61,414 59,320

89,534

Dispositions after trial
Uncontested Contested
inatters maiters
1973-74 1979-73  1973-74 = 1972-73

4,938 7,078 0 0
3 4 1 0
'59 by 2 0
0 2 9 8
408 520 5 163
0 6 10 9
92 23 2 7
1] 0 35 59
0 0 0 0
0 0 6 2
1 6 22 13
¢ 0 0 6
0 0 2 5
2 g 11 4
4 1 46 24
0 0 3 4
0 (V] 6 2
35 9 o7.

861
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Stanislaus:

€Moadect

Tulare:
Visalia

Ventura:
Ventura County

25,672 23,643 93,888 93,178

1,987 1,010 L ldnl 807

37,055 32,253 == 34.324 29,401

® For explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29
b Inclades 9 juvenile orders during 1973-74 and 3 during 1972-73 as follows by the courts listed below:

1973-7¢4  1972-73
0 1

Compton

Marteca-Ripon-Es

R Revised,

Il

9 2

.

D

23,885 23,168 2 1 i
1411 807 0 0 ]
34,317 20,398 0 2 7

Yo
s

661
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County and judicial district

State total

Alpmeda:
Alamead

Berkeley-Albany
Fremont-Newark-Union City.
Livermore,
Qakiend-Piedmont
San Leandro-Hoywardimssiossmsnnns

Buttat
Chice

Contra Costar
Delta
Mt, Diablo.

Richmond
Walnut Creek-Danville i
West

Fresnos
Fresno
;

Humboidt: AR
Eureka

Kern:
nal

(PR

Los Angelas:
Alhambra
Antelope

Beverly Hills
Burbanl

Gitrus.

O Iy
Culver

TABLE 39—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN*

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

Total Traffic Others

. Nontraffie
Total » Traffic Jected® Traffic © fsdle Cvil
17T 197273 197074 197873 1§37 197873 197374 197273 1973-74 197273 197374 1972-73
12,062 Riga4s 6528  Mais 403 Taon 2,490 R4 047 5,078 Re613 561 si2
1 12 4 4 4 2 0 2 4 5 3 3
55 41 7 13 5 6 2 7 33 2 15 5
129 141 52 55 38 28 14 27 70 8 7 4
55 16 26 1 18 0 8 1 29 6 0 9
960, 278 84 50 8 45 2 5 147 187 29 4
142 161 69 77 66 5 3 2 62 ki 11 7
28 al 18 9 18 8 0 1 9 12 1 0
2 48 18 2% u 16 7 10 10 11 1 1
69 35 41 34 40 21 1 13 25 20 3 1
B4 8 42 32 al 17 1 15 3 36 9 4
59 46 51 32 46 a1 5 11 6 9 2 5
50 ) 27 Ra7 20 Rog 1 Ri3 23 Rax 0 1
162 132 74 3 74 34 0 5 81 8 7 7
51 46 25 2 22 2 3 3 24 2 2 0
164 172 56 0. 16 9 40 6l 106 100 2 2
o7 116 187 130 52 38 135 ) 38 44 2 2
89 95 6 63 2% 15 32 48 30 3l 3 1
166 141 56 70 30 23 %6 g 97 6l 13 10
25 24 18 9 13 0 5 9 5 15 2 0
167 209 % 132 36 34 57 98 7 74 3 3
102 83 39 2 21 13 18 c10 57 58 6 2
69 54 41 32 25 18 16 14 o7 2l 1 1

VINHOATTVD 0 TIONNOD IvVIDIan(
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Downey

East Los Angel

El Monte

Clendat

Inglewood

Long Beach

Los Angeles

Los Ce&rﬂos
Malibu

Newhalt
Pn k)

P 2
San Antonio.

Santa Anita

Santa M

South Bay

South Gate

Whittler

Marin:
Central

Mor)xterey:

N

y-Carmel

Salinas

Orange:
Central Orange County

110

145

©o18

North. Orange County

Orunge County Harbor

South Orange County

West Orange County

Riverside:
Corona

Desert

tt

Riverside

Sactrainento:
Hisy

San Bernardino:
San Bernardino County?®

Sun Diego:
E! Cyjon

North County

San Diego

281
91

355

Rgy
104

153
404

170
121
662

fovs
-

ipRnReRfensas

HE8o

17
177

282

137

Bas

147

24,
15
(il

19
73

94

173

107
301

—
ord

61
o
25
28
64

RIS

AT ALO L OO
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—
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| J
\ /’Y”
g ) )
. \: /5" TABLE 35—CALIFQRNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
N § /7 NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN—Continued
) J
! Fi Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
ﬂ‘z\ /{,r
i
I /{/ Totul Traffic Others Nontraftic
L) q Total Triffic selected® Traffio® jsdd Civil
County M(‘Uudldni dutnct, 1973-74 1972-73  1973-7¢  1972-73  1973-74  1972-73  1973-74 197973 197374 197273 1973-74  1972-73
San Frunelsco: \\ Vi
San Frongis i 877 272 101 54 84 50 17 4 226 165 50 53
San Jouguin: : v
Lodi 16 11 4 5 4 5 0 ] 11 [ 1 0
Munteca-Ripon-Escaloh Tmc«/ 28 5 16 0 7 0 9 0 10 3 ) 2
Stockton : 79 66 40 24 22 5 18 A9 30 30 9 12
San Muteo: i i o
Central i 79 o4 50 51 18 4 2 t 23 36 6 W1
Northern h 54 42 27 21 26 20 1 1 24 16 3 ‘8
Southern \\ n 81 43 38 38 33 5 ] 24 - 18 4 5
Santit Barbara: \!\
Sanita Burbarw-Goleta .. 8 64 a3 3l 22 2 1 29 44 29 8 4
Suanta Maria i 2% 35 14 RY 14 15 0 2 1 18 0 0
Santa Clara; C
Los Gutos: (.umpbell Samlogu e —— 56 73 44 57 a2 28 12 29 12 15 0 1
Pulo Alto-Mountain View, 90 114 62 63 50 416 12 17 23 46 5 5
o San Jose-Milpitas. N 341 421 223 219 202 219 21 60 100 124 18 18
Santa Clara 40 092 37 65 29 41 8 24 3 26 0 1
Sunnyvale-Cupertine.. 63 91 52 65 46 44 6 21 7 23 4 3
Santa Cruz:
Santa Cruz Gounty 86 72 43 43 33 24 10 19 30 26 13 3
Salimo:
Fairfield-SuisunsVacaville ¢ ..o - 69 52 38 41 32 21 6 20 3t 10 0 1
Vallejo 64 86 34 51 27 39 7 12 26 34 4 1
Sonomu: A .
Stmoma (.oumy 92 80 16 12 1 10 5 2 70 62 6 6
Stanislis: <

Madesto 133 105 ™ 61 66 40 1 21 54 0 2 4

205
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Tulare:

Visalia 101 129 % 87 56 67 19 20 23 30 3 3
s :
Ventura: H
Veutura County 231 194 123 98 86 66 37 32 w8 8 7
Y9 rfes selected nnd sworn™ are not the equivalent of cases disposed of by verdict since a single jury may try lidated cases or o settl t may oeeur following the:swearing of the juty.

b Violutions of Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 arid 23106 of the Vehicle Code.
¢ Ineludes 4 furies sworn in illegal porking proceedings during 1972-73 reported s follows by the courts listed below:

1972-73 S
Campton 1 "
Los Angeles 4 )
Pasadenu . 1 >
4 Por explanation, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29,
Revised, K

el
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE 40—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

1973-74

1972-73

Judicial
County and positions®
Judicial district
State Total s 428 384
Alameda:
Alameda s 1 1
Berkeley-Albany wwue. 4 4
Fremont-Newark-Unlon
Cityranmmmanmmnmam 8 3
= Livermore.sunaauscnmne 1 1
Oakland-Pledmont e €15 14
San Leandro-Haywarduw: 6 6
Butte:
Chico wavmmmummmime 3 1
Contrn Sosta
Delta @...... e 2 A
Mt. Diablo, o & 3
Richmond w3 3
Walnut Creek-Danville... 2 2
WESt sanmamssmonmsmns . 2 2
Fresno:
Fresno v 8 6
Humboldt:
Eurek nvanmmmmmanones 1 1
Kern:
Bakersfield vomnmmmaone 6 6:
Los Angeles:
Alhambift aimssmaney 3 3
ARLelope v o 2 1
Beverly HITE oo 4 3
Burbnnku . 2 2
[ 5
7 5
2 1
4 4
fs 4
5 4
Glendale waamamommams 3 2
Inglewood menamgnnn 8. 4
Long Bench e 8 7 .
Los Angeles wummammis 582 64
Los Cerritos ... 3 3
1 1
, 2 2
Pasadens wwwmmmions 5 4
Pomona wuesmmmnumin 3 3
San Antonio .. 4 3
Santa Anita. 1 1
Santa Monica... 4 3
o« South Bay .. e 5 95
South Gate w2 2
WhitHer .. 5 4
Marin:
Centrali e 4 4
Monterey:
Montercy-Carmel 3 3
Sali 2 2

]

Weighted units®

Total Judges  Number

25,280,341

52,818
295546

149,406

78,131
886,512
365,156

68,913

11392
201,345
134,189
143,177
132,071

386,150

73,253

306,165

141,269
171,209
411,856

275310

242218
258

154,412
424,983
1137792
241,260
259,200

127,687
142,911

Per

Judicial
position

59,066

52,818
56,387

49,802
78,131
59,101
60,859

68915

56,961
67,115
44,780
71,589

66,036

64,360

42865

71,456

Jutlicial
positions®
Total Judges
413 980

1 1

4 4

3 3

1 1
14 14

6 6

1 1
g 4

3 3

3 3
2. 2
¥ 2

6

1 1
6 6

3 3

2 1

4 3

2 2

(5] 3

7 5

1 1

4 4

6 4

5 Y%

3 2

5 0%

8 7
b 64

3 3

2 2

[ 4

3 3

4 3

1 1

3 3
s; qg
Is 4

4 4

3 9

2 2

Weighted units”

Number

24,210,838

46,002
180,363

151,419
65,664
Rgpa: 259
337 835

73,346

90,744
190,187
125,914
118,135
108,820

365,441
79,402
268,476

134,501
82,367
183,169
62053
400,777

419,737 .

76,139
252,871
264,663
266,739
126,363
326,203
473,603

5,255,800
164,251

81,739

219,184
240,886

231944

127,955

128,198

Per

Judicial'

position

58,6°2

46002
41501

50,473
255 664
5741
56,223

73,346

45,372
63,096
41,971

59,068 .

54,410

54 750

40870
43,837
80,295
59,819
78,597
56,323

52 572
44.242
57,986

42,652
64,009
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; ‘ TABLE 40--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
: WEIGHTER UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION-—Cortinued
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74
v AT AT
its® T Weighted 3 umls )
Judmml Juddieinl Por
County ind positions® iy Judictl - positions® Judiein
Judicinl ditrict Total “Judges  Number  position  Totl Judges  Nimber position
Orange: ; ©
Central Orange ounty . 11 11 siSms 85989 11 Y p02,287 54,753
North Oratige County..... 8 8 308,543 63,183 P} 8- 453,354 %6,669
Orange County Harbor.. 4 4 302,052 75513 4 4 Pomisyr Pedass
South Orange County ... 3 3 135,212 45,071 3 3 192,786 40,929
‘West Orange County...... 9 8 560,800 62,311 8 8 499821 62,478
Riverside:
CoronEmaummsssunsas L 1 81,646 81,646 1 1 71286 < 71,286
Desert .. oo 2 2 142489 - 71,245 2 2 134,230 67,415
RIVETSIGR ormmerinsinmnns 5 4 27,085 - 54217 5 4 ziamel - 54504
Sacramento;

SACTAMENtOmimee 14 13 szes0  xoart  Me Y mage 080

San Bernardino; : ' .
San Bernardine Countyd k14 912 700635  5l474 11 10 629,093 57,218
= . E

San Diego:
EL Cafon wueimmenaaman
North County o
Sart Diegn suwmomiomomne 23

Tl 61908 4
69GTS  TAME B
1098454 60g0z  aa

231,205 55,301 :
302,162 60432
1,257,630 54,680

R

Boaa
EKR&

San Francisco; .\ o "
San Franelicommmanmon 20 19 TLORIME - T547L 19 19 ™,0e6720 . Tesnee

San Jorquin: oo )

| ERHITE I 1 36216 36216 1 A 47,674 47,674
Mantecn. lpon Escniox\-

Tracy Domsmmogons & 2 74857 87429 g2, % 51,362 95,681
Stockton wwmee i 4 4 02512 75,628 4 4 | 269888 67,472

San Mateo:
Contraluwnmnmsmmmy 3 3 181,253 60,418 3 3 164,137 34,012
Northern . i 4 3 185670 46668 M 3 167.207 46,802
Southern v 3 3 203,029 61,676 “3 3 193,628 64,542

Santa Barbara: )

Santa Barbara-Goleta... 3 3 230,316 76,172 3 3 206,025 68,678
Santd Maria wussanemne 2 2 69,478 34,138 2 2 .067 32,034
Santa Clara: !

Los Gatos- CnmpbellSnm- .

(57 2V & 1 88,907 88,907 1 1 75,955 75,955
Palo Alte-Mnuntain View 4 4 163,186 40,797 4 g 4 152,868 38,217
San Jose-MIpPREs o 13 il 685,766 82,751 11 11 618,051 56,268
Santa Clora wuwmeemmmmmn % 2 $6,551 48276 b 2 88,416 44,058
Sunsyvale-Cuperting i, 2 2 108,767 52,884 2 2 88 48,930

o
Santa Cruz: - a : P
Santa Gruz Cnx.li'\ly.u.“..«“ 3 2 214.!?48 7,376 3 3 192,178 . 54058 .
Solano:
FufrﬁeldSu'suw B d

Vacaville® . incnvunne 2 2 123517 61,759 2 " %2 76,412 38,206

ValleJo smmmnsmommmmmnn: 2 2 o 105,006 - 52518 2 2 92,352 46,196

Sonoma A o ’ o o
Sonoma County ononiitony 4 4 231,987 57,847 4 4 . 2078 55,180

Stanislaus: : . ’
ModestQummmmmmmmmm. 3 3 208,377 75,128 g. 9 295,042 71,681

Tulare: ) ' ‘
Visalitummuunmmnosmne 1 1 93,002 w1 X 18,508 78,505

“

\




" JURICIAL CQYNCIL OF CALIFORNIA

TABLE 40;CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS
WEIGHTED UNITS PER JUDICIAL POSITION—Cortinued

Fiscal Years 1872-23 and 1973-74

o o

e AOTETE Ao —
T Weighted umits™ — Weighted units® "
Judicinl T T Per Judicial Per
Connty and - positions" . Judicial  positions . Juedieiel
Judiciul district Total ~ Judges ~ Number  position  Total Judges  Number position
Ventura: .
Ventura County e 8 5 8 502,183 62,773 5 9% 485540 58,193

% 1n order to permit meaningful comparisons of workload, full:time court commissioners nnd traffic referees employed by
caurts were included with the authorized number of judges. (Federally funded traffic commissioner positions, howev-
er, were hot included.) This treatment assumes that these court officers were available to handle matters which would
have otherwise required the full-time effort of an equivalent number of judges. - :

Y The Judicial Council's upproved system adopted in 1971 ussigns the following weights to municipal court filings:

N Stute less
Los Angeles Los Angeles
Type of praceeding County County'
Felony 51 45
Selected Traffie v 13 ¥
Other Traflic w10 ) Ll
Intoxieation 29 .19
Other Misdemeunor: 22 17
Sivil 9 i2
Small CIMS o T 6
Purking (San o
Francisen) - 0.041
, The values ussigned to filings are based on estimates of the dverage cuse related time
B involved per filing. Case related time involves the time judges are in charnbers us welt
J . us the time judges ure on the bench disposing of case matters. The weighting system ;
i$ designed to permit i mare nccurate evaluation of potentiul workload than filings =

ulone but it does not purport to reflect the quality of judicinl performance in any way,
Fallowing pust pructice weights are revised whenever court experience indicates a
nced for u change,

In 197374 u study to verify the weights was conducted by « consultant. In its repott
to the Judicin] Council the consultant r ded some ¢l n the weights,
The new weights, however, were ot applied pending action by the Judicial Couneil ~
on the recommendations.

The caseload standurd for a judge is the approximate number of minutes of cuse
reluted time available per judge year. A separate judge yeur value was estublished for
euch of the four different size courts. The yalues nng the group to which they apply
are shown helow:

Authorized judicinl
positions per court
12 G
3=10.0.
1120 snene
: 21 and up..e
¢ A federully funded truffic cc position | u full-time court employed position during the year.
Y For explanation, see foatnote upplicuble to the iem orcourt on Tuble 20 .
© A part-time dourt commissioner position was reclassified as u full-time position,
A full-time traffie referee position was eliminated during the year, ’
%A full-time traffie referee nnd two full-time court commissioners were added during the year,
Three fulltime traffie referees were added during the year, )
Thc;ml-time court commissioner position was eliminated and replaced by an ndditional judgeship ereated on March 7,
1973.
A full-time eourt commissioner was added durinig the year.
A full-time traffic referce was udded during the year.
A full-time teaffic t¢fered was reclussified ay i full-timie court commissioner.
M includes weighted unitsion illegal purking cuses. ’
" A federally funded traffic commissioner beeame o full-time court émployed court commissioner and o full-time traffic
, trial catnmissionet was udded during the year.
% Revised.

Values
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TABLE 41--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS*

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 197374

R

Cowmity and Dauys Duys
Judicial district received rendered
Stute tobl sunnuimonnsawnenn,  4,054.5 4960
Alameda:
AlMEdd s 22 4
Berkeley-Aliny a5 20
Fremont-Newark-Union
i 28 1
37 7
" 69 2
Sun Leandro-Huywird,..ioi 22 5
Butte:
ChICd vimimmssnassimmtmmsios 22, 05
Contrit Costu;

. Deltn 8 0
Mt. Dinl e 865 1
Richmound « " 5 6
Walnut Creek-Danville 220 1
WESE i smnains 48 55

Fresno: -
Fresno v Sossresaatison 235 2
Humbolay;
Eurekit mmivsmssersisss SRR 17 0
+ Kerny .
Bakersfield .o S 5 4
Los Angeles:
Alhambra o 0 2"
89 0
59 0
38 0
0.5 115
0 20
3d Q
60 2
49 6
El Monte 2 6
Glendale " 0 0
Inglewood.. 161 0
" Long Beach ., 0 0
Los Angelos .. " 150 0
Los Ce"ritos “ 53 0
Malibu ¥, 9 1]
Newhull, 1) 3
Pasudenu L 215
Pomontt v 94 145
San Antonio .. 34 0
Sant Anitt g 4 25
Santa Monica 42 1
South Buy .. 1} 18
South Cate 5 0
= Whittier . 0 0
Marim
Central.ano. 1 0
Manterey:
Monterey-Carmel o 48 26
Sali 1155 0

Nt s

received (or
rendered)™

3,558,5

18
~19.5

21
30
67
17

155

Duys
received .

4,1135

15
59

358
151
141

102

144.5

133
49

LA

Duays

rendered

6820

i -
oo Bwm

—

O e = e

ZuocboBu~vwonvowvoooe
o

cofc-uidB

LR

207

COURTS

"Net Hllil £}

recefved (or
retidered)

34913

178
~10

45
70
99
=11

32

15
58
34
345
‘151

128

96

118
49

9
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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 o
1973-74 197823
Net days ) Net days
County and Duys Days received for Days Days received (or
Judicial distriet received rendered  rendered)® received rendered  rendered)®

Orange:

Central Orange County . ... 0 6 ~6 20 0 20

North Orange County . 0 0 0 0 0 0

Orunge County Hurbo 66 0 66 26 0 26

South Orange County 45 0 45 54 0 54

West Orange County.. 140 0 140 10 0 10
Riverside:

Coronit ., 82 0 82 69 0 69

Desert ... 183 2 181 137 7.5 129.5

Riverside... 1 0 1 108 5 108
Sucramento:

SHErIMENto.wmmesmisms 96 0 96 344 0 344

- Sun Bernardine: L . ’

San Bernurdino County P ... 3485 18 3305 269 345 2345
Suih Diego:

El Cajont .. 0 0 0 0 0 0

North County . 0 19 -19 0 0 0

San Dicgo 5 69 64 0 45 —45
Sin Francisco:

Sun Frianciseounmammmmmsns 43 18 25 9 135.5 —3635
Sun Jonquing i

Lodi sisunmimammmemmssammin 218 1 20,5 28 4 24

Muntecu-Ripon-Escalon-

Trucy 91 8 83 104 1 103

Stackion wmive 129 1 128 70 7 63
Sun Matea:

Centril. 48 0 48 80 4 76

Nuorthern ., 42 \] 42 * 41 0 41

Southern s 60 \.l 59 ) 365 0 565
Suntn Barbura:

Santa Barbarn-Coleta., 51 135 375 123 3 120

Santi Marin 3 68 -65 10 95 -85
Santa Claray ¢

Los Gatos-Ciimpbell-Saratoga 36 0 36 27 . 0 27

Palo Alto-Mountuin View...... 0 15 —~15 0 5.5 -55

Sait JoseMilpitas m., 4 12 -8 5 0 5

Sunti Glarit o, . 1 2 -1 13 0 13

Sunnyvale-Gupertino e 1 1 0 0 3 -3
Santa Cruz: .

Sunta Cruz County . 66 4 62 1065 45 102
Soluno:

["uirﬁold-SuLsun-

Vaeavidle 50 6 44 102 0 102

Villejo v 745 85 66 42 5 37
Sonoma: b

Sonomit Coumty ™ wuuemmmns 93 6 87 80 10 70
Stanishius:

Modesto 515 0 575 4 0 4
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TABLE 41—CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS

DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS—Coritinued

Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74

1973-74 1972-73
Net duys Net diys
Caunty and Days Duys recefved (or Days - -Daps received (or
Judicial district received rendered  * rendered)® received rendered - rendered)®
Tulare: : .
Visalia 164 0 164 165 0 163
Ventura: .
Ventura County wuwe 358 12 235 245 6.5 : 18

° * Minus sign {~) indicates the court rendered moré days of assistance than it received during the year through sisignments

by the Chairman of the Judieial Council under Section 6 of Article VI of the State Constituhon Each day worked in
o, CXCESS of three hours was reported as & full day with three houls or less as a half day.
For explination, see footnote applicable to the court on Table 29.
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TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS

|
|

|
Total npnparking
a

5 i}
197574

.(dicial district

; e BT2485

7,491 -

581

4,459

748

2,700

5,142

1737

Ang Murpl)ys I b 2,059

: 2,201

\ ‘177
Colusa; t

Colusa }L \ 1,420

wnunme\ 3 7741

Contra, os‘\hj,

Deltd 0
Del Norte:

Crescent © -

Del Noru, Courity © wansomuommeannee 5,212

EJ Klamath © -

1972-73
Rg16,564
6,233
259
2,996

894
2,689
5,939
2,012

2,148
2,334
181

1,560
5732

\SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
1SCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND 1973-74

1973-74 filings by p

"
Nontraffic Traffic violations -
Felony 1sde luding parking Small Tort and Illegal
liminagies Ji tie Other Selected Other claims other civil parking
13,733 15,869 68,478 45,564 661,501 51,446 15,894 309,264 .
72 22 440 473 6,074 295 115 1,902
4 1 102 5 459 7 3 326
97 35 255 150 3,402 430 90 1,786
5 5 128 41 557 8 4 45
45 41 442 110 1,871 129 62 247
187 156 352 413 2,879 446 239 352
34 2 344 114 923 294 26 157
120 28 191 104 1275 3 - 37 161
17 12 321 104 1,203 384 . 60 102
2 6 55 8 Tt 35 0 5
67 57 98 87 765 255 91 239
0 54 17 163 7,308 86 13 86
0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 ]
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 & 199 392 3,990 451 102 226
0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0

013
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El Dorado: \ -
El Dorada . 6,866 8,181 20 38 295 193 6103 189 28 344
Georgetown-Divide comumnusmiommonn 1,194 5 0 11 122 41 930 6 14 %
Lake Valley 11,417 10,315 179 181 865 540 8,778 652 209 1,719
Placerville 8354 4,237 60 96 422 aon” 6,731 566 178 5642
Fresné: |
Caruthers 671 566 39 52 47 47 428 56 2 5
Clovis . 3,861 8,108 80 72 384 191)\ 2,700 305 39 © 1,080
Coalingd 8,679 6,724 38 193 375 372 7,433 193 75 138
Dunlap, 110 134 . 18 ] 54 . 1 . 21 14 2 2
Firebaugt 8,754 7801 97 4 492 408 tT0H 79 = B7 188~
Fawler 2508 1,881 16 66 55 127 2203 ’ a7 4 28
Kerman 2,293 3,060 54 30 322 162 1,483 223 17 -]
Kingsburg 1,751 1447 29 47 a21 59 1,196 76 b2 o5
Parlier 1,247 1,071 53 181 139 60 72 39 3 286
Ponderosa 1,388 758 9 41 148 20 1,128 a7 - 3 109
Reedley 2,706 2,885 75 104 ‘488 175 1,484 367 13 o019
Riverdale 877 1,044 19 45 49 42 602 7 49 &
Sanger 2,495 2981 94 . 62 382 108 1,522 807 22 609
Selma 3,325 3,145 82 158 196 166 2274 390 5 642
. Glenn: A
Orland 4,231 4,639 97 32 824 230 3,233 227 .. 88 170
Willows 3,183 2,140 40 8 180 520 2,800 13 Y78 3
Humboldt:
Arcita 7,695 7,601 0 144 673 484 5,692 444 258 12,408
Fortuna 4284 3,938 [ 42 285" 298 -~ 2980 363 a1 233
Garberville 1,713 1,381 Q 38 124 54 1,361 152 4“4 111
KlamathTrinityommmommmmmicnmonmmmngs 1,058 952 0 19 120 59 675 152 83 25
Imperial: ,
Brawley y 5,349 8,798 204 260 313 323 3,729 451 69 1,304
Calexi 4,494 5,055 118 336 346 32 2913 169 40 3,051
Calipatria 1977 1,187 16 34 879 47 946 43 10 ki
_.El Centro 15,009 11,880 295 420 524 857 12,03% 593 285 4,591
Holtville 3454 3047 8 33 145 Xt a1 23 112
Imperial o 3,390 3,567 107 24 203 320 2,460 228 48 1,292
Westmorland 2,934 3,849 5 H m 76 2,625 16 7 0
Winterhaven 4997 5,243 2% 412 416 328 3710 33 ] 107
Inyo: )
Northern Iniyo. 3,700 4243 [} 0 360 132 2918 205 27 1,364
Southern Inyo i 2902 2,878 43 4 173 60 2574 41 7 8L

HOLIA0 FALLVAISININGY HHE A0 JH049H TVANNY
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County and  fudicial district

Kerin “
Arvin-Lamiont iyl

Buttonwillow
Delano-MeFarland v
Indian Wells

Kern River-Rand

Muricopa-Taft
Mojave
Shafter
Tehichapt
Wasco.

Kings:
Avenal
Corcoran !
Hanford
Lemoore

Lake:
Clearlake Highland
i(e‘lseyville

port
Middletown-Lower Lake yummmmmmimse
Upper Lake .

JLassent
Big Valley

Central

Los Angeles:
Catalina

Maliby?

Madeen:
Chowchilla
Madera
Slerra,

TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURYS |,
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND 1973-74—Continued

1973-74 filings by proceeding

Total nonparking Nontraffic Traffic violations .,
filings*® Felony misd excluding parking Small Tort and legal
1973-74 1972-73  preliminaries Intoxcation’ - Other Selected Other clagms other eivil parking
5,956 5237 0 200 290 4,484 193 2 .25
2,808 2,323 0 11 40 2,686 35 3 16
6,934 5,857 ] 577 269 4,883 362 139 485
5484 6,514 0 48 258 4,511 307 32 64
2,085 2,341 44 94 48 1,141 180 7 76
20,183 19,453 Q 76 317 19,416 230 148 464
83965 8,514 0 94 342 7,828 307 19 54
6,452 5,761 0 14 206 5,151 125 19 199
6,260 4,863 0 26 90 5,818 84 10 28
5,470 6,369 0 75 148 4,331 98 36 214
4914 4,642 11 32 130 103 4,546 66 26 0
1,541 1,659 4 118 227 62 735 . 253 102 53
7514 7218 201 <221 575 433 5,176 587 381 3,142
3,873 3,875 Y& 88 365 - 249 2,369 135 94 a52
1,566 2,026 34 53 217 183 835 194 30 102
838 671 4] 12 108 58 597 49 14 9
1,817 13719 233 42 222 159 568 220 73 108
728 677 0 29 55 43 497 98 6 8
L7 1,229 0 28 152 118 786 73 13 10

A
82 72 0 0 13 // 3 46 19 1 0.
8,936 3,657 73 26 423 // 121 2,539 15 39 1473
| [z

332 292 26 60 111 { R 5 53 4 319
6,698 14,454 kid 81 454 !( 405 5,385 239 56 2,879
4,932 5441 61 68 207 205 4,067 172 62 184
10,622 7,924 165 270 783 1,065 7275 ™ 287 6,006
1,290 1,199 13 1 231 Tt 679 267 12 g

. : I

U - . —
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Mariposat
Coulterville.
Matiposa

Mendoeina:
Anderson
Arena
Big River.
Little Lake

Long Valley
Round Valley

Sanel

Ten Mile RIVET st

Uldn!x

‘Merced:
Atwater

Dos Palos
et

Le Grand
L} 4 $,

Los Banos
Merced
Snelling

Modos:
Adin-Lookout
Alturas
Newell
Surprise Valley

Mono:
Mono

Monterey:
Castroville"Pajaro s
G Ine ®

G raril
King City "
King City-Greenfield

Pacific Grove
Sani Ardo

Qalodadd €

Soledad-Gonzales ©

3,160

o

Pl
(%3

B nBBEar 8

PO OCODOOG .,

BuvnuBieow

aR

aE8Y

OO&O

Y

391

Bfp.582.8 84

€3 pe

cwde

1no

852,288

rals

5]

21 088801 B

28

=
(2R3

Rowd

2,198

&
g
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County snd judieidl distriet

Napa:
Calistogn
Napa
St. Helena

Nevada:
Nevad
Truckea

Placer:
Aunburn
Colfax-Alta-Dutch Flat v
Foresthill
Lincoln

Loomis

Roseville
Tahoo

Plumas;
A 1,

Beckwourth

Plums

Riverside:

(‘ Jhall
Elsinore
Hemiet

Jurupa
Murrieta
Palo Verde
Perris
San Gorgenio
San Jacinto

TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS

FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND 1973-74—Continued

Total nonparking
filings®

197374 197273
1,931 1,360
16216 16,539
2,161 2,011
5,058 5077
5,044 T2
2 7610
5,321 6,183
178 149
690 766
5140 4,083
5,896 4,750
3,728 2,530
1,146 1,369,
544 1,023
1,369 1,693
6,869 5,603
4930 4167
2915 Ro.802
5,887 5,679
8,662 8,341
1,807 1,643
9,462 8,610
6,345 4,093
20,284 18,032
2,157 R 449

1973-74 filings by pr
Nontraffic Traffic violations
Felony isdl Juding parking Small Tort and legal
preliminaries Intoxication Other Selected Other claims other civil ~  parking
43 1 39 55 1,017 61 13 1,382
741 5 1,263 1,282 11,720 ™ 434 21,400
43 68 101 82 1,734 112 21 722
89 158 526 255 3221 639 70 6,116
24 58 212 114 4,289 259 88 253
. 0
695 110 375 234 Y. 5569 430 314 3,622
] 30 116 110 ' 4,926 9 46 120
0 3 ) 8., 6 23 7 0
0 15 135 48 3 109 70 53
0 40 392 178 4,325 107 98 678
0 91 116 208 4,091 396 394 3,148
0. 83 491 120 2,513 467 54 570
2 a 332 4% 689 184 24 19
6 12 202 16 47 54 7 408
34 62 353 87 54 238 36 94
/
0 20 408 370 5,880 171 40 18
14 125 768 394 3,185 376 25 89
0 39 720 115 38 287 3 71
[ 142 733 51 62 909 80 173
1] 62 1,825 1,019 5,066 582 108 0
0 1n 201 40 1,442 108 5 0
125 425 617 446 7,182 640 14 A
0 111 1,229 215 4,321 344 65 b4
0 58 311 421 19,158 288 48 12
] 89 232 264 1,370 177 25 114

¥1%
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Sacramentot

Elk Grove-Galt g 2,404
Fair Onks-Folsom v, PR §,798
Walnut GroveIsleton .o 1,121
San Benito;
Hollister & 3,367
San Juan 1,728
Tres Pinos 8 53
San Herm\iflino:
Barstow 1,793
Bear Valley 3,162
Bl ingt 5,642
Calzond 758
Chino* 3,248
Colton 10,985
Crest Forest 2,262
G 2,681
t | 2,173
Highland 3,461
Mission. 3,942
Needles 5,812
Trona 574
Twentynine Pnln}‘s RTTURIUUNTPURUORI V- . .}
Yermo Belleville ™ wmmmnmonsnsien 617
Yucaipa 4,262
San Diego:
Coronndo 5,681
East County ” 1,056
Fullbrook ) 2
National ; 11,128
R 2529
San Joaq’uin:
Tracy -
San Luls Obispo:
First 6,947
Second 4,460
Third 10 762
Fourth 10,165
Fifth 7,671

2,190
4147

6,762

12,480
10,467
6,814

oo

ox B

PoQoo

159
172
75

219

213
176

1,650 . 355
5803 173
439 66
2117 462
1,505 a5
18 14
1,842 8
1,837 857
4,899 193
578 .9
2474 163
8, 730
1,169 579
K4 74
1,967 7
2370 159
3,329 99
5974 %
460 64
LEXH 254
563 2 i
3,670 126
4502 144
806 63
1,677 241
N 958
1,328 263
5716 411
3238 236
7,146 902
187 308
6,664 228

TS

HoRurBBalegs. 880 .~

553&8

134

618
w
75

149

1,645
718
65,872
1,056
4
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County and judicial district

Santa Barbara:
garpln‘tcriu-M- tecit

L
Solvang

Santa Clari:
Gilroy-Morgan Hilluuwamummmimesrirnss

Shnsta:
And

Burney
Castella
Central Valley
Cat

Fall River Volley v
Monntad

PN

Sterra:
Sierra County,

Siskiyou.
Dorrls.
gunsmlgrc.’wt. SHASLA L msemrnsssssmssnasmssisnrpisnasns

appy Camp
MeCloud
Scott Valley
'Srhx‘nsn‘anley

Yreka

Solana:
n Il

Dixon

Rio Visa

Vnt:nvlll\k\

0“

TABLE 42—-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
FISCAL YEARS 1972-73 AND 1873-74—Continued

1973-74 Bings by proceedi

Total nonparking = Nontraffic Traffic violations
filings* Felony misdemieanors excluding parking Smali Tort and egal
1973-74 197¢-73  preliminariés Intoxication Other Selected Other claims other civit=,  parking
3,106 3,253 0 15 338 146 2,376 209 2 1,354
916 793 8 ] 99 120 637 4 2 2,158
4,248 4443 109 74 878 376 2,216 421 175 780
4,184 5,220 4 28 503 102 3,896 194 18 120
15,040 13,451 123 100 890 373 11,986 1,206 362 1,284
3,320 3.262 115 67 235 237 2,310 285 n 81
12711 1,143 21 6 95 43 849 237 20 16
1,267 987 9 15 24 8 1,199 9 3 22
5,423 5,684 241 89 463 302 4,078 164 116 46
482 483 H4 10 27 40 257 113 18 4
218 246 16 8 44 23 96 89 2 H
290 319 3 3 36 98 i40 6 4 0
7,826 7,378 167 135 674 670 4,209 1,198 473 22,098
631 738 20 10 229 kL4 298 39 0 36
627 691 0 9 78 12 484 24 20 2
5,355 5,121 0 47 210 116 4,548 297 37 1,120
715 925 0 10 9 20 478 99 12 18
kil 346 0 7 63 19 164 114 8 21
467 425 0 14 80 29 258 73 13 6
2,488 2,651 0 41 397 8 1,746 190 36 179
318 231 0 41 80 3 156. 26 9 81
5042 5478 219 88 183 160 3,949 213 170 1,301
1,940 1,801 141 30 151 127 1,362 88 41 149
3,836 2,872 60 16 152 175 3,311 102 20 754
1,006 4 ?94) 30 8 178 50 830 201 9 17
- 199 - - - - - - -

913
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Stanislaus!
Ceres 4,425
Newman ! 1,027
N Patterson ! 1,402
Onkdale-“{nterford...........‘....,...........‘........u.‘. 3,512
Patterson 1,644
Riverbank 1,092
Turlock 5931
Sutter:
Butte 930
Yuba 6,885 .
Tehnmi
Corping, 2,933
Red Bluff 9,666
Trinity:
Huyfork 394
Junction City-Salyer ,umummnmameismsmmsnn 8
Mad River 123
Trinity Center. 78
Weaverville 1,004
Tuldre:
Dinuba 7234
Exeter-Farmersville 3,597
Lindsay 2,899
Pixley 5,856
Porterville 8,381
Tulare 11,056
Woodlal 1,431
Tuolumne:
First 1225
Second. 678
Third 1,980
Fourth 45
Fifth 2,057
Yolo:
Davis 5,808
Esparto 595
Grafton 18
Washingt 10,958
Winters 687
\'l'l . 3 lo.m

4215

1,108
8411

92 62

17 =6

13 14

48 66

17 6

25 49

184 144

27 9

213 85
2,551 4 .40
8,061 186 156
g2 0 8
64 0 0
100 0 1
60 1 0
955 64 10
7170 1585 144
3,002 78 194
1017 . 81 62
6,721 39 169
7,831 411 164
12,394 234 326
1,366 55 67
1,006 ° 60 65
450 - 10 13
L7193 M 28
278 6 3
1,833 48 18
- 5,554 123 22
574 9 4
=1 g 9 2
9,601 L340 255
618 o 30 7
671

Rg 363 s

Cw
iy

167
428

46
18
126

480

i

1,118

496

138

217
142

R SO,

121

18
154

635
169
149
647

114

42

478
157

R i

?
:
:
g
%
:
:
&

LIg

™~




. “TABLE 42—CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COUETS
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS
FISCAL YEARS1972-73 AND 1973-714—Continued

a

‘ 1973-74 filings by proceedings
Total nonparking Nontraffic Traffic violations
- filings® Felony isdle excluding parking Smiall Tort and Hlegal
County and fudicinl district 1973.74 1979-73  preliminaries Intoxicati Other Selected Other claims other civil parking
Yuba: oy : : : )
Camptonville 126 82 0 0 8 3 P 1) 3 1 3
Marysville 9,493 9,922 439 375 958 729 5,877 618 500 10,476
Wheatland 1,176 1,247 4 4 68 58 1,029 10 3 61

¥ Exeludes illegol parking filings.

- " Delta Justice Court District consolidated with River Municipal Court Distriet to become Delta Municipal Court District on March 7, 1973,
¢ Crescent und Klamath Justice Court Districts consolidated to become Del Norte County Justice Court District on September 1, 1972,
4 Mulihu Justice Court District became Malibu Musnicipal Court District on December 14, 1973,
¢ Gonzales and Soledad Justice Court Districts eonsolidated to become Soledad-Gonzales Justice Court District on November 2, 1972,
;fGtmnﬂcld and King City Justice Court Districts consolidated to become King City-Greenfield Justice Court District on Jamuary 1, 1974,
& Tres Pinos Justice Court Distriet consolidated with Hollister Justice Court District on December 19, 1973,

Barstow and Yermo Belleville Justice Court Districts consolidated to become the Barstow Diviston of the San Bernardino Gounty Municipal Court District on August 6, 1973,

! Chino Justice Gourt District became the Chino Division of the San Bernardine County Municipal Court District on November 26, 1973,

Tracy Justica Court District lidated: with Manteea-Ripon<Escalon Municipal Court District to become Manteea-Bipon-Esealon<Tracy Municipal Court District on April 1, 1973,

Vieaville Justice Court District consolidated with Fairfield-Suisun Municipal Court Districk to become Fairfield-Suisun-Vacaville Municipal Court District on March 7, 1973,

.\rl‘cwmnn und Patterson Justice Court Diistricts consolidated to become Newmun-Patterson Justice Court District on March 14, 1974,
avised.
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