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INTRODUCTION
by

William W. Treat, Chdirman

It is a truism that the judicilal process is uniquely resistant to
change. Most of the matters that are brought before the Council for
consideration dnvolve proposed changes in our laws, either substantive
or procedural, The Council does not look upon change as an inevitable
blessing even when it 1s cleaked in such appealing terme as "judicial
reform'", Muniformity", ete. The work of the Judicial Council is not
merely a syheretic exercise but involves a eritical evaluation of many
factors. Working within this attitude of constructive skepticism toward
new proposals, many changes have occurred over the _years == for better
or for worse.

A case in point is the changes in judicial saldries, The adequacy
of judicidl salaries was a matter of concern to the Council in its
initial report in 1946, The salary of the Judge of the Manchester Munic-
ipal Court was $2,400. Salaries of the Superior and Supreme Court
Justices were established at $7000 in 1929, and in 1945 were "temporarily"
increased to $7,350. The Council concluded that the salaries established
in 1929 were "no longer adequate" in 1946. As of June {1, 1974, these
salaries were approximately $34,000 and on January 27, 1977, the Judicial
Council recommended an increase of 15%. i

W

While compensation levels are illustrative of the drd@atic changes
that have occurred since the beginning of the Council 32 y&ars ago, they
also indicate the persistence of some of the matters that cbme to the
attention of the Council. In 1946 one~third of the Judicial Council
report was devoted to an analysis and recommendations concerliing the
"Municipal atd Justice Courts" in New Hampshire. During the\intervening

" years and including the curreant year, the Courts of first instance have
“. recelved much of the attention of the Council. \

%
’ Robert W. Upton, Esq., progenitor of the Judicial Cokncil ‘tn New
Hampshire, said in 1546 that he was confident that the Juéicial\Council

would "contribute materially to the improvement of the administrition of

justice". An objective appraisal of the Council's work has to be' agsessed
by dthers who are not members of the Council, but through the years the

Coutipil has studied hundreds of proposed acts and its recommendatibna have
gerferally been,well received by the General Court. If there was oﬂe duty

mandated by the Legislature which has not been adequately fulfilled by the

Council, it is the duty to make recommendations upon the Council's o

motion‘for changes "in the law or in the rules, organization, operac'on or

methods' of conducting business of the Courts, or with respect to any Yther
matter pertaining to the administration of justice. While the Counc

o
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tias generally confined its activity to responding to those matters submitted
to it by the Legislature, it has not been dignorant of its duty to initiate
change. To this end, a "Committee on Innovation" has been formed to initiate
‘and pursue a more creative course.

The Sixteenth Biennial Report of the Judicial Council is a compilation
of the work of the Council for the two years ending December 31, 1976, and is
submitted herewith under RSA 494.4. The Report includes the recommendations
of the Council on various matters that have com# before it during the last
two yearsg. It does not attempt to summarize many other important activities
of the Council, e.g., the Council's continuing effort to involve members of
the public in questions relating to the adminiatration of justice, the appear-
ances of Council members before committees of the General Courts, certain
cooperative activities with the Bar Association, Administrative Committee of
the District and Municipal Courts, and other activities in the field of
juddieial administration.

vital to the successful fulfillment of the Council's mission is public
participation. The Council encourages a broader participation by the public
“In matters within its purview and urges wider attendance by the public at
Council meetings. It is important to the survival of the judicial system
that the public is mot only heard, but is provided a forum where it may be
an active participant in the formulation of policy. The Council is that forum
dn New Hampshire. It must gearch out new ways to involve the public and i
reach out to our citizens,

The Judicial Council is mindful of its limitations and its obligation
to be alert and responsive to the prayerful mandamus expressed by Mr. Upton

in 1946, and welcomes suggéstions and recommendations from members of the public,

other departments of Govermnment and the General Court.

William W. Treat
Chzirman

December, 31, 1976
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LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED BY THE 1975 GENERAL COURT

The %ifteenth Biennial Report of the Council listed twelve legislative
recommendations to the 1975 Géneral Court. The adopted recommendations
appear in Laws of 1975 as follows:

Chapter 258: To provide an allowance for support and maintenance
of infant children of deceased persons; effective
August 5, 1975

Chapter 395: Relative to appeals from Probate Courts, effective
January 1, 1976 (Adding RSA 567-A, repealing RSA 567,
and making other changes in Revised Statutes Annotated
made necessary by the new statute.

Chapter 267: To provide for a sentence review in criminal cases in
Superior Court.

The Judicial Council made recommendations in support of the Following, which
failed to pass:

1975 Senate Bill 122, An Act to create a state district court system
with full time judges, clerks and other personnel as state supported courts,

The Senate referred this bill to the Senate Judiciary Committee, along
with a proposed amendment for phasing in full time disfrict courts in
certain counties, for interim study.

1975 House Bill 551, An Act relating to deprived and delinquént children
and persons in need of supervision. o

The House referred this bill to the House Judiciary Committee for interim
study.

1975 Senate Bill 296: Relative to computing the number of Superior Court
Justices.

The Senate referred this bill to the Senate Judiciary Committee for interim
study.

The following bill was approved by the Judicial Couneil, passed the House and
Senate, but was vetoed by the Governor.

1975 House Bill 754: Establishing a-judicial selection commission to recommend

at least three candidates for all judicial appointments. The Judicial Council
in its Fifteenth Biennial Report had recommended establishing a commigsion to

recommend three candidates for all judicial appointments, and such a bill was

introduced into the Senate as Senate Bill 241. House Bill 754 was studied by

the Judicial Council, resulting in a withdrawal of support for Senate Bill 241
and the full support of House Bill 754.
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The Council recommended that no action be taken in regpent to the
following matters referred to it by the 1973 General Court:

1973 House Bfll 971, Relative to the elements of the crimes of capital
murder, non-capital murder and manslaughter to the pemalties for the crime
of murder. The Council noted that the 1974 Special Sessilons (Laws 1974, <.34)

. had redrafted the homicide sections of the Criminal Code. The Council decided

that no further action on its part was proper or necessary. The Council
adopted no position on the issue of capital punishment.

1973 Senate Bill 8, Relative to limiting grand jury proceedings except in
unusual circumstances. The Council decided that any action relating to the
Grand Jury ‘system was not needed, and concluded that the bill tended to weaken,
rather than strengthen, the adminigtration of criminal justice in this state.

1973 Senate Bill 59, Providing that no criminal penalty shall be imposed
for failing to yield the right of way at an intersection. The Council rec-
ommended against enactment of this bill, believing that {f the coucept of the
bill has merit, it should not be applied on a piecemeal bagis. Thorough
study of the Rules of the Road should be made to determine if and how much of
the concept of the bill ‘'should be applied to other parts of the Traffic Code.

1973 Senate Bill 80, Providing for district court progecutorg for all
¢riminal trials and probable cause hearings. The Council concluded that the
propcsed legislation represented an unnecessary and costly duplication of
gervices and recommended against its passage.

1975 RECOMMENDATIONS KILLED IN THE HOUSE

1975 House Bill 657, Providing for appointment of retired probate judges
dgs judicial referees (1973 S.B. 52). The Judicial Coun¢il was of the opinion
that a probate court judicial referee system would materially enhance the
administration of justice in the probate courts, and recommended passage of
the bill, with revisions noted in the Fifteenth Biennial Report. The House
killed the bill,

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED BY THE 1976 SPECIAL
T SESSION OF THE LEGISLATURE

The Judicial Council had recommended in 1974 that 1if the full time
district court bill did rot pass, the district court tlerks be authorized a
salary minimum of 60% of the justice's salary, with discretion for the
justice to raige the salary to 75%. Such a bill was not introduced in
the 1975 session of the Legislature. The Special Session did consider
this recommendation and by Laws 1976, Chapter 12, authorized a district
court justice to establish a court clerk's salary, effective Jdnuary 1, 1977
(Enacted in accordance with Article 44, Pt. IT of N.H. Constitution, without
signature of Governor.)

- i e . i et it e eI . o o VA e
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL ACTIVITIES 1975-1976

During 1975 the Council held meetings on January 20, April 21,
September 12, Qctober 24; and November 21. The 1975 Lidgialature
réferred various matters to the Judicial Council, and the Council
studied some matters on its own motion. Those bills and matters,
and the committees appointed to work on them, are as follows:

STANDING COMMITTEES .

Committee on Imnovations

Judge Kenison
Judge Keller
Mr. Walker
Judge Treat
Mr. Pendleton

Conmittee on Form and Style

W

Mr. Dowst
Mr. Pendleton

HB 408

HB 491

HB 644

SPECIAL COMMLTTEES

Allowing a person to apply for annulment of a record of
conviction and sentence to imprisonment ragardless of his i
age when the criminal act was committed. ”

Mr. Barry
Judge Lichman
Mr. Souter
Mr. Urion

(Chapter 436, Laws of 1975) establishing a specilal study
committee to study the effects of the equal rights amendment
upon the Reviged Statutes Annotated.

Judge Treat (Laws 1975, c. 436 specifieé one member of
Judicial Council) L
ey
Relative to privileged communications between a clergyman .

and his parishioner.

Judge Kenison ‘ ‘ . )
Mr. Walker k o . - »
Mr. Kerrigan

o

A




HB Y11

HB 889

SB 46

" SPECIAL COMMITTEES (continued)

Permitting a public service as an alternative sentence for a
misdemeanor or a violation,

Mr. Souter
Judge Kenigon
Mr. Pendleton

Eatablishing a district ¢riminal appeals court.

Judge Keller
Judge Q'Neil
Mr. Dowst

Relative to erimes occurring in the course of labor difficulties.

Mr. Ridder
Mr. Souter
Mr. Kerrigan
Mr. Urion

Relative to supervision of baill bondsman by the insurance commissioner.
Judge 0'Neil

Mr. Barry
Mr. Dowst

8B 188° Requiring the recordation in deed form of any court order transferring

to real estate and the recording of a bill of sale for the transfer
of taxable personal property with the registry of deeds.

Mr. Walker
Mr, Dowst
Judge Treat

District Court Reform (SB 122, HB 958 and generally)

Judge 0'Neil )
~ Mr. Pendleton At

Mr. Walker

Mr. Barry

Judge Keller

Recodification of Probate Laws (HB 900)

Mr. Kerrigan
Judge Treat
Judge Lichman

o
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SPECIAL COMMITTEES (continued;

8B 296 Relatdve to computing the number of superior court justices

Mr. Kerrigan
Judge Keller
Mr. Walker

Committee to Study Costs of Service of Process (In Light of Laws
1975, c. 274) and Alternative Methods of Service

Mr. Walker
Mr. Kerrigan
Mr. Kidder
Mr. Urion
Mr. Dowst

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Mr. Kerrigan
Mr. Walker
Mr, Souter
Mr, Barry
Judge Kenison

7




 MEMBERSHIP AND MEETT'.GS

.  Prederic K. Upton, Esquire, was elected Chairman on September 12,
1975 ‘to replace James L. Sullivan, Bsquire, who had retired at the
age of' 70 on July 22, 1975. Chairman Upton appointed committees to

. gtudy ‘the various matters referred to the Judicial Council by the

“‘?, Legislature‘w

s A publlc hearing was held on November 21, 1975, on all of the

' ‘matters referred to the Judicial Council by the 1975 Legislature. The
public and: sponsors of the bill were invited to comment, and the response
‘was good.

<. The vacancy . in the office of Chairman caused by the end of the term
of Frederic K. Uptom, Esquire; was filled by the election of Joseph
Kerrigan, Esquire, as Chairman, on January 16, 1976. William W.‘Treat,
Esquire, was elected Vice-Chairman. At the end of Mr. Kerrigan's term
as Pregident of the Bar Association on June 19, 1976, he retired from
the Council by the requirement of RSA 494:2. Vice Chairman William W.
Treat, Esquire; became Chairman on Mr. Kerrigan's retirement. At the
fieeting of- September 17, 1976, George Walker, Esquire, was elected

: Vice Chairman.

- During 1976, ‘the Council held mpetings on January 16, March 19,
April 23, June 18, August 18th, September 17th, and October 22nd.
. The Committees working on the bills referred to it by the Legislature,
- and’ on- other matters, made their various reports at the meetings on
March 19, April 23, June 18, August 18, September 17, and October 22, 1976.

Bradley Kidder, ‘Esq., Paul Urion, Esq., Mr. George E. Connell, John

M.A. Rolli, Esq., John B. Pendleton, Esq., as Chairman of thé New Hampshire
Bar Assoeciation, Robert L. Chiesa, Esq., as a non-voting member by virtue

- of being President-Elect of the New Hampshire Bar Assoclation, Hon. William
J. 0'Neil, as President of the New Hampshire District and Municipal Court
" Judges Association in 1975~76, Honi Colin Lizotte as the President of the
Judges Associatlon in 1976~77. '

(R

Q}

New membera since January 1, 1975, are: -Attorney Géneral David Souter,

e
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LAW_ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION ACTIVITIES

The Governor's Commigsion on Crime and Delinquency made grants to
the judicial system during 1975/1976 as follows: :

A grant for the continuing judicial education of district and
muniicipal court justices provided for two educational seminars & year
on judicial subjects. Conferenceg were held in June and November of
1975 and in June and December of 1976. This grant also enabled new
judges to attend residence courses in judicial subjects given by
judicial education institutions throughout the’country.

An in-depth study of the legal representation of indigent defendants
in the dtate was completed by the National Center for State Courts under
a Crime Commission grant. This report will be the subject of study and
implementation by a Bar Association committee and by others interested
in this field.

A training program for the clerks of the district and municipal
courts was started under a technical asgistance project authorized under
LEAA funding through the American University of Washington, D.C. The
clerks went through this program to develop their own program of needs
for training. A report suggesting a training program for the clerks was
issued, printed, and distributed to the clerks and to the Administrative
Committee of District and Municpal Courts. The Administrative Committee
has resolved to implement the xecommendations of this report and will
support the programs suggested by this report to the fullest extent of
the committee's authority.

Interns. The Judicial Council and the Administrative Committee of

District and Municipal Courts received the support of two Iinterns during

the summer of 1975 and 1976, and one intern during the period of November,
1975, to June, 1976. The work of these interns added tremendously to the
value of the work of the staff of the Judicial Council and the Administrative
Committee of District and Municipal Courts.

The Supreme Court Court SystEms Survgy, Standards and Goals Development

On Marxch 25, 1975, the Supreme Court was awarded da discretiocnary grant
from the National Office of LEAA for the development of standards and goals
for the judiciary of th# state. On September 3, 1975, the Governor and
Council approved a contract between the Supreme Court and the National
Center for State Courts for the development of standards and goals in this
state. An advisory committee was jointly selected by the Governor and the
Chief Justice to advise the National Center in its work on this project.

The state was divided into six geographical regions, and members were
selected to represent the citizens and the various groups in the criminal
justice system for the development of these proposed standards and goals.

A state-wide group was appointed to give its recommendations to the Supreme
Court on the standards and goals to be selected for implementation.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION AGTIVITIES (Continued)

After two rounds of regional meetings, 19 areas were selected for work
by task forces in specialized areas of interest. Task force membership
wes from the members of the regional groups. The task forces gave their
recommendations on the various standards and goals of interest to that
task force,

The National Center for State Coirts issued its report of reécommendations

in Decenmber of 1976. The Supreme Court is scheduled to receive and act
upon the report of the National Center in February, 1977, Implementation
of the recommendations will be made by Supreme Court rule, where possible;
legislation respecting the other recommendations will be introduced in
the 1977 session of the Leglslature if legislation is necessary.

REPORTING PERIOD FOR COURT STATISTICS

The reporting periodsfor statistics for the courts were made uniform
by requiring that all courts submit their statistics for the period
August 1 to July 3lst of the following year. The statistics reported in
the tables and charts of this report reéflect both the transition period
and the new periods of reporting.

10

é

. o oaml e el

P

1




GRAPHS AND TEN YEAR CHARTS OF STATISTICS

Graphs and charts showing the ten year summary of case loads in the
courts have been inc¢luded as a feature of these reports to add depth of
! information not avdilable in a two-year report.

The reporting periods for the various courts are for the same period
in all courts ag voted by the Judi¢ial Council in 1974. The reporting
dates are now uniform throughout the court system, and make correlation
of court loads in the courts easier.

CAUTION:
The figures used in the tables, graphs, and charts printed in this

report are compiled from statistics gathered from 88 different sources

in each year. In some cases the figures do not reconcile with other

fipures of the same year or with previous year's reports. The differences

are not significantly largé nor are they cumulative. The figures geem to

be reliable enough to show significant trends in caseload volume.

W TR e e

>

EDITORIAL COMMENT:

Cold figures seem inadequate to represent the total work done by:a
court. In recognition of the unsung worthiness of thoge people in all
the courts who work the typewriters, file the papers, prepare the calendars,
and complete the dockets, the editor of this report states for the rscord
that he believes that the unflagpging response of these persons to the
demands of justice in its work clothes is what keeps the judicial gystem
from falling apart. ‘

(‘. : ; 1‘1
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1976 SPECTAL SESSION OF THE GENERAL COURT

The General Court met in special session from December 30, 1975,
to June 10, 1976. The Special Sesgion acted upon and passed laws

- affecting the adminigtration of justice, and which were approved by

the Governor as follows:

Laws 1976, Ch. 12, allowing a district court justice to establisit
the court clerk's salary. (Noted above as supported by the Judicial
Council.)

Laws 1976, Ch. 22, giving the superior court injunction power over
certain motor carrier activities (The Council took no position on this
bill).

Laws, 1976, Ch. 25, to give one additional altermative for the
superior court sentence review division.  (The Council took no position
on thisg bill.

12
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- Fuentes v. Sheven, 407US67,.32LEd2d 556, 570 (1972)

REPORTS OF COUNCIL

The following reports are the work of the committees assigned
to gtudy and report on the matters referred to the Council or s
studied on its own motion. The Couricil approved all of the ' RN
reports as they are printed. o ' : N i

RELATIVE TO SERVICE OF PROCESS

Recommended

.

As any private litigant or practicing attorney knows, Sniadach
v. Family Finance Corp. and its progeny, in addition to complicating
the procedure of the law, has greatly added to the expense of sub- :
jecting a defendant and his assets to. the process of the courts. S
(See Sniadach v. Family Finance Corp.; 395 US 337 (1969) and - B R

Typically, in place of the earlier combined single form writ of
attachment and summons, if 'is common under the recently enacted .
RSA -511-A for three or more geparate forms to be served on a defendant:
a notice of request for attachment, a writ of summons and, if granted °
by the court, a writ of attaclment. . Since in the usual case attach-
ments are permitted only after a preliminary hearing by the court,
and RSA 510:2-a requires that "all writs and other processes shall
at the time that they are served upon the defendant indicate on such .
writ or process the time, place, and mode of service made upon: the
defendant, and shall further indicate any attachments made upon the
iproperty of the defendant.....”, it 1s usual that repetitious services
Have to be made at different dates and times upon the same defeudanc.

Note should be taken of the inefficient use 6f manpower involved in’

a deputy sheriff handcarrying a piece of paper to a defendant, or 1eaving
a copy of a writ or other proceéss in the door of a residence ag-an .’ ' :
Yabode service" when the defendant cannot be physically located. In S

addition to the ineffic1ency, the fees become disproportionately burden— -
some to private litigants. RSA 104:31 presently sets. the fees of a
sheriff at $3.00 for writs, except writs of attachment with a petition

or a writ of summons with a petition are $10.00, other process ox petitions

are $6.00, service on a register of deeds $6.00, copies of writ $1.00, -

and mileage for “actual travel to serve any writ, notice or process 25¢

a mile from the place of service to the residence of the officer. ' ("Wait-

ing . time" may. also be billed at $7 50 an hour in addition to other fees

specified. RSA 104:31 X)

Consequently; the cost of summonsing a defendant before the court and - sy
making a simple real estate attachment can easily exceed a minimum of : ‘
$30.00 1in fees. If there is more than one defendant or multiple trustee
attachments, the cost tan easily~triple or quadruple. In one case reported
ta the Council, fees for service of process with supplementary attachments
in a divorce action amounted to $300 00 © :

13
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The time has long since come when alternative methods of service
of process should be more fully permitted and utilized. The normal
businegs world every day transfers millions;of dollars worth of -
securities, drafts, and valuable documents by mail. Once the defend~
ant is before the court, our procedure permits answers, counterclaims,
motions to dismiss or for summary judgment, the non-receipt of which
or the failure to respond could work Draconian forfeitures, to simply
be mailed to the opposing party. . (Cf. Timberlane v. Crompton, 114 NH 315,
decided October 31, 1975, denying an appeal for failure to timely pay
transfer costs although the Supreme Court stated it believed the failure
of plaintiff's attorney to file, who claimed not to have received notice
mailed from the Clerk's office, was due to accident or misfortune.)

Subpoenaa may be served by any justice of the peace, RSA 516:3.
Notices to vacate may be served by "any person”, RSA 540:5.

) It has long been the law in New Hampshire that setvice of process in
particular situations may be made by registered or certified mail,
return receipt’requested., A partial listing would include the following
statutes:

. RSA 264:2 Non~resident motor vehicle operator
- RSA 281:38 Notice of hearing: workmen's compensation
RSA 282:12 (K) Service of process under unemployment compansation
RSA 300:12 (d), Foreign corporations: "Mail postage prepaid"
RSA 418:18 - Service of process under Fraternal Benefit Societies
RSA 422—A:18(b) Service of process, Aeronautics
RSA 422~C:7 Notice of sale, ‘Aeronautics

RSA 510:4 11 Service of process, non~resident defendant
RSA 510:8 & RSA 514:3  Other notice

Recently the Legislature provided for service in replevin actions to be
"by personal service or certified mail, return receipt requested, or in

such other manner as the court shall determine." RSA 536-A:3, eff.Aug.29, 1973

More ‘recently still, the Legislature has sought to deal with this pro-
blem by providing in RSA 511-A:5 that an attachment order of the court
"may be filed with the register of deeds, town or city clerk, secretary
of state or wherever notice is required to perfect attachments, by the
plaintiff or his attorney without further notice to the defendant."
(1975 Session Laws, Ch. 428:1)

Therefdte, to bring the general service of process procedures into line
with present day reality, it is recommended that the following amendment
be enacted to RSA 510:2 by adding thereto the following sentence:

e
%
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"Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained
heretofore or in other statutes, all writs and other
process (but excluding restraining orders or specific
process by which property is taken into actual physical
custody or levied upon pursuant to execution by a
sheriff) may be served upon any party, trustee or re-
cording officer, in lieu of other forms prescribed by
law; by registered or certified mail, return recelpt
requested. The affidavit of a party or counsel filed
in court with the return of said process; and signed
return receipt affixed thereto, is sufficient evidence
of compliance with the requirements of gervice. 1In
cases of default, if it appears no actual service was
made on the defendant undér this section, the court
may order any additional notice it believes appro-—
priate under RSA 514:3.%

4
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RELATIVE TO ESTABLISHING A DISTRICT
CRIMINAL APPEALS COURT

1
HOUSE BILL 711 1
Bill Not Recommended for Passage i

This bill would establish a District Criminal, Appeals Court for
each County in the State, with exclusive Jurisdiction te hear 2nd
try all appeals of persons sentenced by a District or Municipal Court
for a4 misdémeanor qf for any offense for which a person may be im-
prisoned, and would' afford trials by six member juries.

This bill appears intended to alleviate congestion in the Superior
Coukt, to assure a prompt disposition of criminal appeals, and to
lessen the need for plea bargaining by County Attorneys in order to
dispose of appeals.

Examination of recent statistics show that these are worthwhile
objectives. For the year ending July 31, 1975, there were 2185 criminal
appeals entered in the Superior Court, as compared to 538 for the year
ending July 31, 1966. During this ten-year pericd, the Court disposed
of more appeals each succeeding year, except one. Nevertheless, the
backlog of criminal appeal cases pending at the end of the year increased
from 218 in 1966 to 1921 in 1975, This increase, many of which are
complaints for Driving While Intoxicated, has resulted in delays,
absence or unavailability of witnesses, and foggy memories. Accordingly,
the criminal justice system in these cases has functioned in less than
a satisfactory manner.

Although reform is nceeded to expedite the disposition of criminal
appeals, the Council believes that passage of House Bill 711 ig not the
answer to these problems. The Council believes that worse problems
would be created than presently exist, and a great many unnecessary
expenses would be incurred. Although well-intended, this bill fails to
give due consideration 1 all the consequences of credting a new court .
level .

o Under the proposed bill, for example, it would be necessary to coordin-
ate the scheduling of cases with the availability of prosecutors, defense

" lawyers, judges, and courtrooms. This would result in a complicated
scheduling problem, since the District Court judges who would be sitting,
and the courtrooms which would be used, would only be available to a
limited extent, 4nd not necessarily at the same times. It would frequently
be necessary to transport jurors from their meeting place to the courtroom

. where the particular case is being tried, to keep records of their time
and mileage, and certify their accounts for payment by the county.

16
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1f, for instance, four appeals from four different District.Courts

are scheduled for trial on a certain day at a certain courtfoom,

there would be four District Court clerks present, and thei;\activities
would have to be coordinated. These are matters which probibly could
be solved, but it would require, at the very least, a full-time :
administrator, or appeals court clerks with secretarial help and

proper facilities.

If District Appeals Courts are established, it would be necessary
in ¢ounties suech as Hillsborough and Rockingham, to provide the . ,
County Attorneys with additional assistants, since, with their present
limited complement of help, they already have a full schedule with
felony cases alone. Also, it would be necessary to hire more court
stenographers, and furnish thém with offilces, typewriters, and equip-
ment. The blll makes no provision for these or other similar expenses.

The bill provides that fines shall be paid to the Clerk of the Dis-,
trict Court from which the appeal was taken, and by him diSposed of as
provided by RSA 502-A:8. Thus District Court A, with few appeals,
might be required to furnish its courtroom for the trial of a substan-
tial number of appeals, without receiving eompensation; other than a
few fines, whereas District Court B, with many appeals, might not be
required to furnish its courtroom for any appreciable number of
appeals, because of limitations on availability, yet it would probably
recelve a substantial number of fines. Further, the counties, although
tequired to furnish, and pay for, jurors, bailiffs, stencgraphers,
prosecutors, and, in some instances, courtrooms, would not share in the
fines. There is also a pravision under which a full-time clerk or judge
for a District Court would be paid $50.00 or $150, respectively, for
each day ox part of a day, that he appears at the trial of an appeal,
in addition to his regular salary.

A survey has been made in Hillsborough and Rockingham Counties, in
connection with the study of this bill, to determine the probable avail-
ability of Distrdct Court judges and courtrooms, for the trial of appeals,
with juries, if the bill were to be enacted. Although the survey showed
that there would probably be sufficient District Court judges available
in Hillsborough County, it also showed that in Rockingham County there
would only be sufficlent judges available to have trials in appeal cases
10-11 days a month, aa compared to 31 days a month in Hillsborough County.
Although the survey showed that there would probably be sufficient court-—
rooms available in each of these two counties, most of those available ' -
would be in the outlying towns, which would involve considerable transport-

ation of jurors. All information acquired from the survey will be furnished .

to the General Court; on request.
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Hillgborough and Rockingham Countles were surveyed, since they
process greater numbers of criminal cases than the other counties.
It is questionable if a District Criminal Appeals Court would serve

”any%ﬁbﬁ ul purpose in such counties as Coos, which has 12 criminal

appealg\;ending in Superior Court on July 31, 1975, or Carroll, which
had only \&.

© Fur all these reasons, the ﬁroblems created by the appeal of
criminal cases to the Superior Court could be more efficiently and
economically solved by méthods other than House Bill 711.  For example,
the General Court has also referred to the Judicial Council Senate
Bill 296, which would lower from 60,000 to 55,000 the population figure.
required for the appointment of a Superior Court judge; the Council is
reconmending passage of this bill, and, if passed, it would under the
available figures of the present population provide an additional
judge to the Superior Court, and would help appreciably to alleviate
congestion in Superior Courts caused by criminal appeals from District
Courts. A second alternative to a District Criminal Appeals Court
would be to have appeals for Driving While Intoxicated (first offense)
tried by a Superior Court judge, rather than a jury. Since these
cases make up the largest category of appeals, it ig felt that having
judges, instead of juries, hear guch appeals, would substantially
lower the number of such appeals, eliminate the expense of juries, bring
about faster dispositions; and lend itself to more uniform findings
than exist presently in jury verdicts from one county to another. In
order to effectuate this second alternative and eliminate the need for
a jury trial in such casges, it would be necessary to lower the maximum
Imprisonment penalty for Driving While Intoxicated, first offense,
from one year to six months, which was the maximum prior to an amendment
in 1973. ' Further, it would be desirable to obtain from the Supreme
Court of New Hampshire an opinion of the constitutionality of any such
propoged bill; it is to be noted that the general practice in District
Courts is to impose a fine and revocation of license, but no actual
imprisonment, for the crime of Driving While Intoxicated (first offense).

In summary, although the Council considers the objectives of House
Bill 711 to be meritorious, it vecommends against passage, and it further
recommends, that the objectives of this bill be pursued by one of the
althernative methods suggested.

S
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- ness in seritencing and infractions of Article 18th of Part 1 o

PERMITTING A PUBLIC SERVICE AS
AN ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE FOR A MISDEMEANOR OR A
i VIOLATION

HOUSE BILL 651 (1975)

Recommendad with Amendment

The bill would amend RSA 651:2, VI to provide that in violation
and misdemeanor cages the Gourt may discharge a person subject to
the condition that "he perform public sérvice for the city or town
in which the offense occurred under the supervision of an elected
or appointed official of such city or town." The notion that sojre
sott of affirmative action is appropriate as a sentence to make the
punighment fit the crime bas already been embodied in RSA 163-B:{ (supp)
providing that in sentencing violators of the prohibition of unalithor-
ized littering, the Court in its "sound discretion" may direct the
defendant to clear certain specified premises of "any and all litter
deposited thereon by anyone prior to the date of execution of sentence."
The Judicial Couricil believes such sentences may be appropriate hnd
desirable in other instances, though it believes HB 651 is overﬁ
broad in its present form in the following respects, and may not
necesgary to achieve the desirable results. /

First, the present bill would apply to all violations and misde—
meanors. It appears to the Council that some violations, at ledst,
would not normally merit the burdens which required public service
would place on a violator. It does not appear that z simple at}p
sign violation, for example, would normally justify dmposition ’f such
a condition, ;

be

Second, with respect to violations or misdemeanors serious /enough
to justify such a service condition, there ought to be some re @tionship
between the gervice ordered and the nature of the infraction if unfair-

f the New

V
- t
These considerations suggest to the Councill that it would ﬁe wise

i
f

to specify the pdrticular infractions that could approptiately#carry

Hampshire Constitution are to be avoided.

o

public ‘service pgnalties. The need for this bill will depend pn the
offenses so seledted. If, for example, only offens<s involvink dapage

to public properyy were selected to carry potential service pehalties,

the objective cofld be realized under the present provision of RSA 651:2,VI
which expressly'recognizes that conditions may involve “reparation" to

the victim. If p broader class of offenseés were selected, then any bill
should articulaﬁe standardg confining sentencing courts to éidering service
with some reasoﬂhble relationship to the nature of the offending conduct
and confining the extent of the service to be proportional to the offending
conduct. The Council, for example, is of the opinion that a new paragraph

! 19
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RSA 651:2, VI-a would be an appropriate enactment:

" A person convicted of a violation of RSA 634:2 or of
RSA 644:3 may be required as a condition of discharge
under gubsection VI to perform pot more than f£ifty hours
of public service under the supervision of an ‘elected or
appointed official of the city or town in which the
, offense océurred, such service being of a sort that in
"the opinion of the court will foster respect for those
_interests violated by the defendant's conduct.”

3
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RECODIFICATION OF PROBATE LAWS

HOUSE BILL 900 o

The Judieial Council recommends adoption of House Bill 900 with
suggested amendments. A copy of the proposed legislation is attached
to this report on which the suggested amendments have been noted and
the reasons are set forth below.

We have no quarrel with the stated purposes of simplifying and
clarifying Probate Law in New Hampshire and of speeding up the judicial
procedure with which weagree, We are, however, fortunate that both the
law and procedure in our state are not beset by complications, expense
and delays which are prevelant in some other states. This is not to
say that we should be satisfied or that there 3 no need for improvement,
We believe that House Bill 900 incorporates several provisiecns of the
Uniform Probate Code which are well worth considering. Some of the
provigions are declaratory of present law or procedure, but this should
not be a reason for opposing the inclusion of such provisions.

The Uniform Probate Code has certain provigions which are quite
controversial and while they may have merit, it would be better not to
jeopardize the enactment of House Bill 900 by their inclusion at this
time. If there is sufficient support at a later date, they could then
be proposed We have particular reference to the concept of the surviving
spouse's ahare of the "augmented estate", information administration of
estates, snd the placing of inter vivos trusts under the supervision W
of the Probate Court, to name three.

HB 900, however, with the few changes we have suggested would effect
several improvements in our law and procedure such as allowing two
witnegses to a Will instead of three; providing a way to probate a ae%#
proving Will without the inconvenience or expense sométimes requited to
prﬁduce a witness, permitting incorporation by;reference of memoranda

ith.réspect to the dispositon of tangible personal property; establishing
guidelines for effective renunciation; simplifying procedure for settle=
ment of small estates; clarifying procedures Ffor transfer of property of:
estates of non residents; recodifying the law with respect to guardians

of minors and others; defining the rights of parties to malti-party "
atcounts; and providing for continuing powers of attorney.

The general provisions of Chapter 551-A fequire little comment except
the Council recommends that jurﬂsdiction of the Probate Court not be
enlarged at this time to include\ﬁupervision of inter vivoes trusts which

are often established to avoeid probate and to eliminate publicity. It
does not appear to be necessary at prefent. This requires amendment of
'551=A17 XLI’and XLII . ~

i)
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 Chapter 551~A:9 enlarges. the\jurisdiction of the Probate Gourt and
decreases jurisdiction of the ‘Superior Court in cases involving con~
“striction of Wills and determination of heirship. It would seem best

:"mot to do this until such time as'the Probate Court can become a full
“time court. 551-A:13 . should be eliminated as there are no juries
“available in Probdte Court dt present.’ The references here and below
. are‘to be re1umbered paragraphs in the revised .draft.

b

o - 551<A:17 . IV. The Probate Caurt 'should Have a right to arpoint a
"guardian ad litem: to represent non residents. i /y;/ .

552—A 6 The granting of a decree of distribtition should be mandatory

only if requested ;

552—A 17 1t wonldvseem to bexadviseble to allow distribution of
devises or distributive -shares of minors not under guardianship up to
two thousand dollars.

~552—A:20 to 26 inc.‘ It‘is recommended  that provisions. in regard to

“Elective Share of Surviving Spouse" be deleted. This has’to do with the

so~called "augmented estate” which would not limit the statutory share

- of the surviving spouse to the probate egtate, but would include such

inter vivos trusts, glfts, joint accounts, etc. The provisions would
result in complications. . There seems to be little support for this
concept, and it might be better to consider this at a later time on the
merits ag a separate matter:

552—A 21 There is nio reason why three witnesses are required to execute
4 Will. -Many states permit two and it would seem advisable to accept twe
“as sufficient.

'552~A:22 is added. This would include the Uniform Probate Code pro-
‘visiong permitting allowance of a self-proving Will. Many times witnéssés
are out of'"state, deceased, or difficult to find which results in delay

and expense. To prove a.Will in common form, this provision would be

..-helpful. -The right to request re—examination of the probate and proof

in solemnform is ot interfered with.

552—A 37 "Disinterested" seems more approyriate to describe a witness

than "Indifferent".

552—A:42. This‘proVision is-declsratoiy/of our present law. Tt should

befclear that 1t does not change it, °. y
)

) SSM—A 44, Many tegtators have tried to accomplish the distribution of
. “tangible personal property by using stickers, - tags, letters and memos.
. For these limited purposes,- they should have a right to do so with proper

,safeguards.

22
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552-A:47. It would seem to be advisable to make the law clear
as to the exercise of powers of appointment. The last clause may
open the door to conflicting claims as to whether the testator
intended to exercige the power.

553-A:1. As proposed, there does not appear to be any provigion
for "exempt property" or "family allowance". Therefore, the reference
should befdit?ted.

~553-A:5. Care should be taken to retain present jurisdiction of
the Superior Court until such time as the Probate Court is reconstituted.

553-A:l4 /Se1f—proving Wills should be recognized (see £52-A:22)

553-A:15. There should be no appeal until after proof in golemn form.

553~A:19. The suggested change eliminates what appears to be dupli-~
cation. If there is a guardian ad litem, it is not necessary to appoint an
agent,

553-A:23 The suggested change is to bring this Section in conformance
with Section 53.

553-A35 I." It should be sufficient if the inventory is "True".

‘III.  Fifteen months seems more realistic. State Inheritance Taxes are payable

in fifteen months. Income Tax Returns have to be filed. There should be
little harm in giving the personal representative ninety days additional.

553-A:54.  As written, there is no exception for clothes or property
of no value. It hardly seems necessary to include such items.

553-A:60 XXIV. This appears to be a duplication‘of“séatiqn.51.

553-A:96. It is difficult to understand the rationale behind this pro-
vision except perhaps in cases where there is a sufficient bond, It could
leave a judgment creditor without any effective remedy if left as proposed,

553-A:118. - It is very important that provision be made for prompt and
effective settlement of small estates. OQur fresent law is inadequate. -
Most estates under $5,000 (which is équal to the present cost of many auto-
mobiles) where real estate is not involved and there are no disputed claims,

.ghould be settled without the neceéssity of employing an attorney. This

provision is pne of the most desirable and would replace the proposed pro-
visions whicﬁﬁare more restrictive.

@ N

553-4:121. Eliminate "exempt property" and "family allowance' see above.
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555~A:16. This section is added in recognition of the fact that a
ward may not be wholly incompetent at all times. - With drugs and out-
patient facilities, there are many people who may be suffering from
mental 4llness of one kind or another who nevértheless can carry on
many. activities on their own and actually do so. The guardian should
not have to authorize every act or commitment of the ward. 1t may be
beneficial to the ward to be able to do some things for himself. Our
present laws do not recognize this limited ability to carry om a
buginess or to carry out day-to~day transactions of a routine nature.
The suggested provisions would be a protection to the guardian and to
the ward.

555-A:37. As written, it is not clear that the person might request
the appointment of a particular person.

557-A. At preseﬂt, there appears to be no need to bring all inter
vivos trusts under the jurisdiction of the Probate Court. Charitable
trusts are regulated under the Tax Reform Act of 1969 and are subject to

review of the Director of Charitable Trusts. Therefore, this Chapter
should be eliminated. .

/fj)-
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RELATIVE TO CRIMES OGCURRING IN THE COURSE OF LABOR DIFFICULTIES

HOUSE BILL 889 (1975))
NOT RECOMMENDED

House Bill 889 establishes the crime of willful destruction of
property and provides that this crime will be a Class A felony. The
gist of the proposed criminal offense would be the willful damage to
% ) property to the extent .of $2,000 or more of an employer or an owner
) ) upon whose property congtruction or othér work is being,performed : S
i This bill further provides that the new proposed erime and the crime, R
of theft by extortion may occur notwithstanding the -fact that the
.acts constituted in these crimes occurred in the course of legitimate
. labor disputesor in pursuit of legitimate labor ends or objectives;

. . The public hearing regarding this bill seemed to focus on the
] ‘ allegation of the proponents that in most states the police are rée:
¥ luctant or fail to exforce the law when labor disputes are in progress.. .
There is no eyidence or testimony that pagsdge of thig law would in
any way resolVe that problem. Currently, RSA634:2, Criminal Mischief,
provides that any person who purposely or recklessly damages property
of ‘another is guilty of a Class B t&lony if the loss is in excess of
$1,000 or if the actor causes or attempts -to cause & substantial
dnterruption or impairment of public communication, transportation; i
supply of water, gas, or power or .other public service. Certainly ‘ L
the current - lay has a lower thresholdvof damage, to wit, $1,000. i : e
Further, the difference between a Class A felony and a.Class B felony
is that the former permits the court to fix a sentence of impr1sonment‘
for a maximum of fifteen years, while the latter petmits a sencﬂnce of
imprisonment for a makimum of seven years,

i
?

4 ‘
There being no real evidence or testimony showing a real need for
this type of statute in New Hanmipshire, it is the recommendation of the
. subcommittee that the current statutes are gufficient to punish érimes
- oceurring during the course of labor: difficulties and that this pxoposed
i enactment is not necessary.
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“a'clergyman and his parishioner was referred to the Judicial Council for

" granted cautiously and reluctantly. Thus the communications between a

: (1963)

' Supreme Judicial Gourt effective February 2, 1976, has a religious privilege

‘by the legislature, However, we feel a duty to point out that the legislature @

T

3

RELATING TO PEIVILEGED COMMUNICATIONS

BETWEEN A CLERGYMAN AND HIS

: PARTSHIONER
? / HB 644 (1975)

NOT RECOMMENDED

HOUSE BILY, 644, AN ACT relative to privileged communications between

congideration and report. The Council held a public hearing on the
matter on November 21, 1975, ‘at which several witnesses were heard. The
bill is broad in ‘scope. ‘A "clergyman" is defined as being "a minister,
priest, rabbi, or other similar functionary of ‘a religious organization”,
and also as- "an individual rreasonably believed so to be by the person
congulting hiw'. The bill provides that a person has a privilege to
refuse to disclose and to prevent anyone else from disclosing a confidential
communication = by the person to a clergyman in his professiomal character
as spiritual advisor. The bill also provides that "the privilege may be
claimed by the person, by his guardian or conservator, or by his personal
representative if he is deceased"; additionally, “the clergyman may
claim the privilegé on behalf of the person". v

P P TR

- Traditionally 4in New Hampshire privileges not to testify have been

physician and his patient were not privileged until as late asg 1969.

RSA 329:26 (Supp. 1975); Laws 1967, 368:1., See State v. Davis, 108 N.H.45,
226 A 873 (1967); Mr. Loughlin, Trial Practice 105-06 (1975). % As Wigmore
has pointed out a privilege to clergymen did not exist at common law and

hids been retognized generally by virtue of statutory enactments or rules

“of ‘courts. (J, Wigmore, Evidence 2384, 2395 (McNaughton rev. 1961);

Reese, Confidential Communications to the Clergy, 24 Ohio State L.J. 55(1963).

4
'!
1
i
i

It may -be noted that the MaireRules of Evidence promulgated by the IR
‘similar to the one contained in House Bill 644, Maine Rules of Evidence 505.
McCormick makes the following observation: "“This desire for reenforcement

of traditional privilege is illustrated by the privilege for communication

“between the penitent and the priest. All but four of the fifty States now

have thé’privilege by statute, over twenty of them having enacted gtatutes
within the past fifteen years". C. McCormick, Eviderice 158 (2d ed. 1972). \

We conclude that the bill has merit and is entitled to consideration

passed a comprehensive statute in 1975 for licensed pastoral counselors.
RSA ch 330-B (Supp. 1975) (Laws 1975, 272:1 effective August 5, 1975).
Section 15 of that chapter reads as follows:

7
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» ‘ “Privileged Communications. The confidential relations

: and communications between.a pastoral counselor licensed
under this chapter #nd hig client are placed on the same -
basis as those provided by law between dttorney and client,
; and nothing in this chapter shall be construed to require
. ) any such privileged communications to be disclosed.”

} " Inasmuch as this statute and the board created thereunder: have only i
. : been in existence for a few months, the legislature may wish to consider
. its effectivenegs after a longer trial period than has elapsed to date,

It may not be desirable to enact House Bill 644 until consideration has
been given to the success of RSA ch. 330-B (Supp. 1975).
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT

&

' 7O SEARCH WARRANT STATUTE

““The present search warrant statute, RSA 595-A:6, indicates a legis-
lative intent to restore to lawful owners stolen property as soon after

" trial as wmay be, but it fails to provide a method for the reasonably

‘prompt return of private property in case of protracted trials or appeals
which may’ take several years to resolve.. Moreover, no provision exists

- for introducing alternative evidence in lieu of bulky articles themselves,
such as stolen vehicles, boats, or furniture, or in lieu of items of high

: value, such as jewelry or substantial amounts of money. This proposed

" amendment is intended to. cure this failure. In most cases, admitting

~evidence of the recording of serlal numbers or other distinctive marks
'of indicia, and photograplis of the items involved would eliminate the
cost and inconvenience of safekeeping and storage by governmental author-
ities. By permitting secondary evidence such as photographs to be admis-
sible atr trial, the serious imposition to victims of crime of continued
‘deprivation of property would be avoided.

. Illustrative of the present problem is Gralyn Furniture, Inc. vs.
Frederic Cox, Carroll County Superior Court, decided by Douglas, J.
March 22, 1976, and. reported in New Hampshire Law Weekly, Vo. 2, No. 44,
Cpe 289, permitting a civil suit apainst a county attorney by the owner
to recover a stolen camper trailer held as evidence against an indicted

",defendant who, prior to trial, had fled the jurisdiction: The trailer owner

- contended the refusal of the county attorney to return the trailer constit-
uted an unlawful taking of property without his consent.and without compen—
~gation, in violation of the New Hampshire Constitution, Part’First Article
12. @and the Federal Constitution. In permitting the county attorney to
retain the trailer for an additional period to afford an opportunity to
apprehend the defendant so he could be tried, the Court pointed out the
‘present unsatisfactory status of the law in resolving conflicting rights
of a private owner and the rights of the prosecutor as representative of
: the public.

Apart from the present limited relief of the search warrant statute,
' there dppears to be no other statutory or common law mechanism by which
property of evidential value, which comes into the hands of the authorities
~whether through a search warrant or otherwise, is restored to lawful owners.
There are many cases by which stolen property is recovered without a search
. warrant, for example: search incident to arrest; search by consent, property
abandoned in flight, or stolen property recovered from a person who obtained
it from a thief. : -
The present search watrrant statute should be broaderied to provide an ,
‘alternative to the commardto "seize and safely keep (such articles) as long
as ‘mecessary to permit them to be produced or used as evidence at any trial."
“At the same time, provision should be made for similar property which comes
~ into the hands of the authorities other than.by a search warrant.
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The reluctance of prosecutors to part with custody of stolen property ,

rests in part upon the prospect of a defendant invoking at a subsequent
. trial the "best evidence" exclusionary rule: that is, before introducing

a copy or photograph, the nonproduction of the original must be satis-
factorily explained. In close cases of ldentifica on or where valde is
relevant, as in the degrees of larceny, RSA 637:11, it may be contended
that the constitutional right to confront, and adequately cross-examine,
accusing witnesses requires production by the state of the original ite%s
of property on which they are to be confronted. However, these would
appear to be but a minor portion of the total cases involved and could be
easily resolved, where the defendant is ascertained and has an attorney,

by a preliminary hearing limited to the issue of identification and value,
Where the defendant is unknown.or canmnot be apprehended and brought before
the court, the constitutional problem is not so readily solved. However,
should the innocent victim of crime be indefinitély deprived of his
property on the chance that the authorities may ultimately discover the
perpetrators of the crime and apprehend them so that they may be prosecuted?
A balancing of interests would be served by permitting the court to appoint
a guardian ad litem, in the case of an unknown or unapprehended criminal
defendant, for the limited purpose of identifying and determining the value
of property where relevant, and thereafter permitting the introduction of
photographs or other secondary evidence at a possible future trial.

a

‘Passage of the proposed Bill is recommended.
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RELATIVE TO SUPERVISION OF BAIL
BONDSMEN BY THE INSURANCE COMMISSIONER

{
. 1
SENATE BILL 46 (1975) {
RECOMMENDED WITH AMENDMENT \
: i
3
This bill transfers the suﬂervision over professional bondsmen :
from the Superior Court to the Insurance Commissioner, Except for
the transfer of supervision, the proposed Bill is basically the same e
as the existing law. (RSA 598-A) 4

As the law is presently administered, each professional bondsman
desgiring to write bonds in any county mus# register with the Superior
Court ¢f that county and pay an annual fee of $100.00 to the county. If ;
a bondsman wishes to do buginess in all 10 counties, he must regilster
with the Superior Court of each county and pay a fee of $100.00 to each
county for a total of $1,000.00. Each year he must file a "Petition
for Approval as Professional Bondsman' and a "Statement of Net Worth"
in each county. He must also file with each county a "Monthly Report
of Bondsman" setting forth a list of outstanding bonds in the state.

This report includes the county, name of person bonded, date bond issued,
and the amount of the bond.

Although fidelity, guaranty, and surety companies are excluded from
the provisions of RSA 598~A, most of the ten to fifteen professional
boxrdsmen are connected, in some way, with a surety company and do in fact
register with the Superior Courts.

The registration and supervision of professional bondsmen should be ,
under” the direction of a single agency instead of the Superior Court in
each of ten coun?ies.

|

Senate Bill 46 his the strong endorsement of the Justices of the : 1
Superior Court, the Clerks of the Superior Court and Che present Acting ,
Insurance Commissioner. 3 :

Senate Bill 46 is recommended for approval with the following suggested
amendpontsy

(1) There should be a penalty provision for those found in violation
of the professional bondsman statute or any rule established by the Insurance
Commissioner. - Such crime should be classified as a misdemeanor, whether
a natural person or any other person (such as a corporation).

{2) Each professional bondsman, whether connected with a surety company
or not, should be required to pay an annual registration fee of $300.00 to
the Insurance Commissioner for the right to do business in the State of New
Hampshire.
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(3) Pertinent portions. of Rule 92 of the Superior Court should
either be included in the statute or be issued as a rule of the
Commissioner. Such portions include the maximum fee of 10% plus travel
that a bondsman may charge, a statement of the life span of each bond,
and the requirement of filing of various reports.

It is suggested that the effective date be September 1 since bonds-
men are presently required to register on that date, This would allow
an orderly transition of control from the courty to the Inmsurance
Commissioner.

(4) A provision should be made requiring all courts to notify the
Insurance Commissioner of any alleged misconduct on the part of any
professional bondsman.

(5) RSA 598-A:2 should be amended by inserting after the word
"satisfy" in the second sentence the words "a default." and by deleting

the remaining portion of 598~A:2 s0 that the section as amended reads
as follows:

598-A:2 Revocation: A person who has been
accepted as bail or surety in violation of
provigions of this chapter, shcll nevertheless
be liable on his bail or surety obligation.

The approval and registration required under
RSA 598-A:1 may be revoked at any time by the
ingsurance commissioner for cduse, and it shall
be revoked if a bondsman fails for thirty days
after demand to satisfy a default judgment under
RSA 597~33. i

Under the present system if a bondsman defaults he is immediately
notified by thé Clerk that he should satisfy the default, otherwise it
will be recommended that his registration be revoked: We know of no

- recorded cases, at least in the last few years, where a default judgment

under RSA 597:33 has been rendered. Under RSA 597-31 the County Attorney°
takes action to obtain a judgment against the bondsman. The suggested
amendment makes clear that RSA 597:33 need not be invoked to compel a
revocation, but it does not pre-empt the use of RSA 597:33. :

)
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RELATIVE TO ESTABLISHING A FULL
TIME DISTRICT GOURT SYSTEM IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

SENATE BILL 122 (1975)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CREATE A
STATE DISTRICT COURT SYSTEM FOR CHESHIRE
: AND MERRIMACK COUNTIES

RECOMMENDED WITH AMENDMENT

Sénate Bill 122 creates a statewide single district court for the
State of New Hampshire, staffed by full time judges and court personnel.
This bill incorporates the provisions of the draft proposed by the
Governor's Commission on Court System Improvement, printed in the Septem-
ber, 1974, edition of the New Hampshire Bar Jourmal (16 N.H.B.J.22),
which draft was studied and recommended by the Judieial Council in 1974
(The Fifteenth Biennial,K Report of the Judicial Council of the State of
New Hampshire, pages 9 — 13). 1In 1975 a proposed amendment to S.B. 122
was filed and the matter was refexred back to the Senate Judicilary
Coumittee. This proposed amendment; published in the Legislative Calen~
dar ‘at pages 43 ~ 49; is entitled: "An Act to create a state district
court system for Cheshire and Merrimack Counties, with full time judges, i
clerks and other personnel as state supported courts." v

The intent of the proposed amendment is stated in Section 2 thereof
ag follows:

"Declaration of Législative Intent. It is the intent
of this bill to provide a gradual method of instituting
full time district court judges in all district courts
of the state ... by a series of steps. The timing of
the steps would be such that would allow full scrutiny
of the full time courts created .... (hereby)..."

The plan is to create full time courts initially in Cheshiré and Merri-
mack Counties, and thereafter, at annual intervals, in Carroll, Coog and
Grafton Counties, in Belknap, Strafford and Sullivan Counties, and finally
in Hillsborough and Rockingham Counties.

The proposed amendment creates three such full time courts in Cheshire
and Merrimack Counties. Five judges, two at large and threbs.who are
residents of the particular judicial district or division théreof, are to
be appointed., Pregent full time judges in these counties are retained, and
a chief judge is to be appointed from among them by the chief justice of
the supreme court. Judges are to receive a salary of $30,000.00 per year.
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They are required to be lawyers. There is a provision that there be a
ratio of one judge per 50,000 persons. The chief judge shall appoint
a combined administrator and fiscal officer, with the advice of the
chief justice of the supreme court. All fines and forféitures paid into
court are paid into the State Treasury, and the state treasurer shall
place the money so received into the general fund. The provisions of
S.B. 122 for a non-lapsing district court fund and a reserve fund are
eliminated. In general, the provisions of Section 1 of S.B. 122
relating £6 the appointment of judges, the times and places of court
sessions within Cheshire and Merrimack Counties, jurisdiction, search
warrants, clerks, court records, etc., are retained.

The propased amendment strikes all following section 1 of S.B. 122.
A new section 2 contains the legislative intent cited above, while a
new section 3 provides for the appropriation to be paid from the treagury
of the state of the sums required for the operation of the state system
in Cheshire and Merrimack Counties for the first fiscal year. As in
S.B. 122, towns and cities are to be reimbursed $20.00 per day for each
police officer attending court on official business.

The Judicial Council continues to support the concept of a full time,
state supported district court system in New Haimpshire. Upon consideration,
it seems wise to make a gradual transition from the present system to a
full time system in a manner proposed by this amendment, which affords
the opportunity for that transition to “be made in light of experience
gained from the actual operation of such full time state.courts in a limited
area, and which avolds the abolition of all present district and municipal
courts on the same date throughout the State.

In this regard, the committee feels that counties other than Cheshire
and Merrimack should be given the“opportunity to convert to the full time
system in advance of the dates specified in the bill, and the bill should
be amended accordingly. Further, the committee feels that there should be

" a thorough and realistic study of the sums in Section 3 to be appropriated
for the operation of the state court system in Cheshire and Merrimadk
Counties. Finally, it is felt that provision should be made in the event
this proposed #snendment fails of passage, to (1) establish the salaries of
the present full time district court judges at $30,000.00 per year; and (2)
provide for the appointment of a chief judge of the district and municipal
courts as presently constituted, such judge to be selected from among those
district judges who are presently serving full ‘time.

The propoged amendment to Senate Bill 122 with amendments as suggested
above is recommended for passage.

The full text of; 1975 SB 122 and its proposed amendment are omitted
because of their 1ength. ¢ A bill embodying the yecommendations of the
Judicial Council will be submitted to the Senate Judiciary Committee, which
now has the bill for study.

33

w



@

COMPUTING THE NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT JUSTICES

SB 296 (1975)

‘The number of superior court justices in the state is set at a
ratio of one justice for every sixty thousand persons in the gtate
as determined by the mogt recently published U.S. Statistical Abstract.
(RSA 491:1)

This bill would lower the ffatio of justices to population to one
Jjustice for every fifty-five thousand persons, as determined by the
most recent population estimate to be included in the next U.S.
Statistical Abstract.

The Judicial Council, since 1968, has recommended that the number
of guperior court justices incresse in proporatiop to population
increases. The current unpublished statistics of backlogs in superior
court indicates that the present day complexity of society produces
increased litigation, and that the present ratio of justices to popu~
lation does not produce 'enough justices to handle the case load,

The use of the phrase "Population estimate prepared for inclusion in
the Statistical Abstract: rather than the "most recently published
Statistical Abstract" is to overcome a time lag between the preparation
of the estimate and its publication in the Abatract.

Favorable action on the proposed legislation is recommended.
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ALLOWING A PERSON TO APPLY FOR ANNULMENT OF A RECORD

OF CONVICTION AND SENTENCE TO IMPRISONMENT REGARDLESS OF WIS AGE

WHEN THE CRIMINAL ACT WAS COMMITTED,

f}{

NOT RECOMMENDED

HB 408 (1975)

RSA 651:5, part of the Crimimal Code which becume effective in 1973,
provides that sentencing courts may annul the records of conviction

and senténce of three classes of convicted criminals:

-

those sentenced to probation or conditional discharge who

have complied with the conditions of the sentence;

those gent

after sen
~ than traf;lc offenges; and
En\§g¢aqnt

0

nced to upcondicional discharge who for twa years
encing have been convicted of no crimes other

riced to dmprisonment for crimes committed when they

were Under twenty-one, who for three years after releage have
been convicted of no offenses other than traffic offenses.

H,B. 408 would remove the limitatioiui that anyone actually sentenced

to imprisonment may be eligible to apply for annulment of record only

if he committed the eriminal act in question before reaching the age
of twenty-one: the bill would extend the possibility of annulment

to anyone imprigsoned, whatever his dge when he committed the crimei”
The Judicial Council recommends against pagsage of the bill,

There are two assumptions of policy justifying the present annulment

', provisions. First, annulment ought to be available to those whose

conduct is not so seriously blameworthy as to justify incarceration.
Second, annulment ought te be available to the comparatively young
offender who commits no further crime for a time following his release,

Conversely, the scope of the present annulment provisions pregupposes
that it is not unreagonable for the public to have access to the record

of comparatively serious proven criminal acts of those twenty-one or

older, and it presupposes the judgment that the burden of such a record
iy not an unreasonable oné to impose upon the eriminsl.

No majority

of the members of the Judiecial Council can be mustered to challenge
these two presuppositions, and some of the members believe strongly
that.t4oy” represent wise judgments about what the consequences of

eriminal acts should include,

In expressing its disfaver of H.B. 408, the members of the Council have

been mindful of the eligibility of” anyone convicted of a crime to geek

a pardon from the Governor and Council when the applicant can présent an
unyaually meritorious claim to lighten the usual congequences of criminal
cn{¢iction. With the pardon process &vailable in’the unusual case, the

Council would wish for a longer period of actual experience under the

present law before giving thought to broadening eligibility to seek

annulment.
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MANDATING THAT CERTAIN COURT ORDERS REQUIRE
EXECUTION AND RECORDING OF DEEDS. .

SENATE BILL 188 (1975)‘
RECOMMENDED WITH CHANGES

Senate Bill 188 would amend RSA 491, Superior Court powers, and RSA 547,

. Probate Courts, by directing that any court order which requires the transfer
% : of or change in ownership in real pstate, require also “that 4 deed be executed

and recorded at the registry of deeds for the county in which the property is

recorded. The purpose of the proposed statutory change, according to its

‘sponsor; is to assist towns in the taxation of property. Personal property

subject to taxation under RSA 72:15, such as ‘boats and certain vehicles, would

also be required to be transferred by a bill of sale executed and recorded at
' the registry of deeds.

: Probably, the most frequent type of cases involving court orders which

F affect title or ownership of real estate are divorces where a residence or

% other real estate is awarded to one spouse or the other. Other representative

{ " cases are boundary line disputes, bills to quiet' title, suits for specific
performance of real estite contracts, petitions for partition among common .

_owners and disputes over willg devising real estate or the rights of surviving

‘spouses.

In a similar vein, Chapter- 428 of the 1975 Session Laws added 4 new section‘

to RSA 477 as follows: .
L o H‘

- 477:3-a Recording. Every deed or other conveyance of real estaté and
[ every court order or other instrument which affects title to any intex~-
p ~ est in real estate, except probate records and tax liens whicli are by
} law exempt from recording, shall be-retorded at length in the registry

of deeds for the county or counties in which the real estate lies and

Y such deed, conveyance; courtorder or instrumen; shall not be effective
"~ ' 'as against bona fide purchasers for value untiﬂ'so recorded.

b

3

3

" While the 1975 law, if followed would nake available the information-nec-

: essary for the taking authorities to keep: abreast of changes in ownership,

r . the proposed amendment offers a more certain means of accomplishing. the same

L pirpose. A bill of sale affecting personal property would be more appropriately
i +recorded at the town clerk's office.
y
3
2
b
'

. In most instances divorce pleadings lack sufficient detail to allow the
Cour't to fashion a decree ' clearly documenting the transfer even 1f the decree
were tecorded at. the registyy of deeds. It seems inefficient to require the
recording “at, length" of a diverce decree of other court order that 'may only -
incidentally *ouch hpOn the transfer of title or make a change in ownership.

For ‘that matter, requiring the recording "at length" of any such instrument " o
* which affects title to real estate is often an over-kill approach and contrary )
to the general legislative intent réflected in the recent enactment of RSA 477 7=,

i_
b
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“ below:

permitting recording of a short form notice of lease. ' With many types of

documents the recording of a certified extract of a voluminous trust instru-

‘ment or other similar document ---those portions specifically relating to

title —~ would ‘seem to be all that is actually required. The understandable
reluctance of parties to display to public view the business details and.
‘conditions of a commeroial documerit, such as a leage, exists algo with private
type documents,. such”as family or inter vivos trusts and divorce decrees,

_Also the sheér volume of paperwork being recorded at registries, together with

the problem of storage and retrieval, supports the concept of permitting

recordation offabbreviated information.

Fox this reason; and to-avoid potential litigation which might be caused by

‘the present wording of RSA 477:3-a, where certain purchasers could avoid the

effect 'of a courk decree until said dedree “was “recorded" at the registry,
changes are suggested to coordinate the wording of RSA 477: 3-—a with what we
presume to have been the intent of the General Court.

Lastly, provision should be made for dealing with those situvatidns where
& party is absent from the state and cannot be .compelled to execute a.deed,
such as a deserting spouse.

Passage of the Bill is recommended with the amendments as shown

REVISION. OF ‘SENATE BILL 188

1. BSuperior Court Order Transferring Property. Amend RSA 491 ijinserting
after aection 23 the following new section; : =

491524 Property Transfers; Order, Recording.

I. Any court order which requires the transfer of title to real

estate; dquiets title, settles a boundary line dispute,. or otherwise substantially

changes ownership. to real estate shall require, wherever practicable, that a
deed be executed to reflect such change and that the deed, or if no deed, a

certified extract of that portion of the court ‘order affecting title, be recorded

with the registry of deeds in the county.in which-said real estate 1s located.

i
ki

II. Any court order which requires a change in the ownership of personal

< In the absence or incompetence of a party, the court may. appoint a guardian ad litem
ot commissioner to execute a deed in his stead. ;

) kproperty subject to taxation under RSA 72:15-shall require that a bill of sale be

executed to effect such transfer and that the bill of sale be recorded with the
town c¢lerk in the town in which the transferee resides. -

,2‘ Probate Court Order Transferring Property.  Amend RSA 547 by inserting after

section 3 the following new section:

54713-a Property Transfers; Order, Recording.

35b-
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fqu%etstltle, settles a boundary line dlspute, or otherw1se substantially
changes ownership to real estate shall require; wherever practicable, ‘that

a deed be executed to reflect such charige and: that the deed, “or if no:deed, .

a certified extract of that portion of the court order afffectlng ttle, be:
recorded with the registry of ‘deeds in the county in which said real estate

1s located. In the absence or incompetence of ‘a party;- the court may appoint :
a guardian ad. litem or commissioner to execute a deed in his stead :

II. 'Any court order which requires a change in the’ ownership of personal s
property subject to taxation under RSA 72:15 shall require that a bill of .
sale be executed to effect such transfer and that ‘the bhill of ‘sale be recorded
with the town clerk in the town in which the' transgferee resides, if -the
transferee is a nonresident,’ said bill of sale shall be recorded W1th the
town clerk in the town where the personal property is located.

» 11T, ° Amend RSA 477:3~a (<Lpp) by striklng sut said sectlun and insertlug[‘j:‘
in place thereof the followings:

“477:3~a Recording Every deed, other instrument -and court order o

which affects title to.any interest in real estate, except probate-

records-and tax liens which are by law exempt from recordation, -

‘shall be recorded at sufficient length to identify the property,:

its location, ‘the parties involved, and the interest transferred.

or affected; in the registry of deeds for the county or counties in'

which the teal estate lies and such deed, conveyance, court order

or instrument shall not be effective ‘as against bone fide purchasers
. for value, without notice, until ‘so recorded. : .

“

'Effective Date. This act shall take effect sixty d’ays Vaft'er}itskpa'ssag‘e.v
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: jnntns’d? THE nISTRIGT;AND“ﬁUNICIPAL COURTS_ADOPTED

The Adminlstrative.Committee of District and Municipal Courts rec—
ommended tg the Supreme Court that the Supreme Court adopt a series of
rules for the district and manidipal courts.. These rules were in the
area of Gederal; Criminal, Civil, Landlord and Tenant, and Small Claims.
The rules were adopted by the Supreme Court on May 27, 1975, and on
February 3, 1976, jfor a one year perdod -or until the rules were permanently
adopted. . The rules were permanently adopted November 19, 1976, effective
January 15, 1977.

The Administrative Committee of Distriet and Municipal Courts has a
standing committee for the study and revision of these rules.

ATTORNEY FEES FOR REPRESENTING INDIGENT DEFENDANTS

‘By footnote to the budget, Laws 1975, Chapter 505, 1.01, 04, 04, 90,
the Legislaturé passed.a law which limits the attorney's fees for repre-
Isenting indigent defendants to the following schedule.

Preperation of case ‘ . $10.00 an hour
For time in.court $15.00 an hour .
Minimum in any one case $25.00 an hour

The 1975 general fund line item of $242,000 for the payment of attorneys
in indigent defendant cases was depleted on December 8, 1975.

The 1976 Special Session of the Legislature by Laws 1976, 19:5, appro~
‘ptiated an additional $250,000 for the payment of attormeys representing
indigent defendants for the balance of Fiscal Year 1976. $277,000 is
‘budgeted for Fiscal Year 1977, )
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JUDICIAL STATISTICS

TABLE 1

WORK OF THE SUPREME COURT FOR THE YEARS ENDING:

JULY 31, 1975

Total Cases Pending July 31, 1974:.....238

Appellate Cases filed or entered:
From Superior Courts....m.......--..183
From Probate CourtS.iseccsecscscesane
From District-Municipal Courts...... 32
Original Cases Enter€d.,.eessesessasces 31
Administrative AppealS.veiessessoseseces 20

Advisory OpinionS..eessesvesseocssseses 16

Certification of Questions

Under Rule 20...“0'(Obdloolitthilll'lt. 3
Total Cases Entered During Year..:......288
Total Cases Disposed of During‘Year;...277

Cases Remaining on Docket
July 31’ 1q7500.ll..'ﬂ.‘.0.‘..0.0'..0.!249

JULY 31, 1976

Total Cases Pending July 31,‘1975m5....249
Appellate Cases filed or entered: o

From Superior Gourts................18%

From Probate CourtS.sicesevescasansse

From Digtrict-Municipal Courts,.,... 22
Original Cases Entered............¢o... 28
Administrative AppealS..vessessserivaes 28
AdVisory Opinionsounoni‘i-uooota.pvo.pi' 5

wlertification of Questions -

Under Rulek2°i.an-oéod-oaabh--pab;iut;@ n2

‘Motal Cases Entered During Year.iseess 273

Total Cases Disposed of During Year...¢320>

Cases’ Remalning on Docket,: g
July 31’ 1976...---o---........d.-.qn.¢202




CRIMINAL CASEWORK OF THE SUPERIOR GOURT, YEAR ENbING JULY 31, 1975

b i 5
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1y, Criminal Cases I’ending July 31, 1974
. Indictments g i : 202 13 155 25 69 '600. 222 386 39 11 1,724
Appeals : : , S 66 5 122 17 59 811 190 294 121 5 1,694
Informations 8 0 1 2 i 23 ‘14 0 ] 1 50
* Complaints for felonies, Indictments walved by respondents 4 4} 0 0 0 32 2 2 0 4 I
| Complaints brought forward for further proceedings 14 0 8 1.2 190 22 o 7 17 28]
- TOTALS 294 20 286 45 13L 1656 450 682 - . 167 42 3,773
7. Criminal Cases InaGitited oF entered during year ending 7/31/75 [ ) - ; E -
Indic;ments . § : . 299 206 129 49 208 1140 . 410 488 191 C 117 3,237
Appeals’ R : s 66 166, 49 .93 605"’ 21% 450 396 2 ﬂ 2,185
Informations. £iled ‘ : 19 1 32 23 .. 38 76 58 49 49 T 13 358
Complaints. for Felinles, Indictments waived by respondents 3 0 . 12 N 13 20 3 28 19 9 137
Cgses brought forward for further proceedings . 76 3 37 1 3 80. 33 103 ... 30 38 404
TOTALS iy ) 541 276 376 153 355 1921 - 717 1118 685 179 6:321
3¢ . Criminal Cases Disposed of During Year ending 7/31[75 ] ) . ) N
 Cadds Tried by Jury . : 32, 6 24 1 16 .86 17 75 . .53 y N Vi
Cases Heaxd by Court, Jury Watved 96 1 9 00 R 101 28 . 97 34 7 404
Cases Hleard on Pleas, of Guilty or Nolo doncendre s 291 203 150 . 75 . 131 807 .- 244 455 . 3397 - 116 - 2,811
. Cases Nol Prossed © 100 15 62 " 50 78 333 172 144 146 48 01,148
:.Cases othertise disposed of during year 64 12 95 14 94 247 93 _ 147 147 49 962
TOTALS . 583 237 340 150 340 1574 554 . 918 719 227 5,642
%v Cases Pcnding at July 31, 1975 C : ) ’
© 0 Indictments ) i ) s oA 33 184 35 99 940 288 408 18 .25 2,224
o Appeals . | ' . T 5% 6 124 12, . 44 - . 821 2300 ... 448 103 9 . 1,921
[t Infornations filed 14 0 0 0 1. 10 9 0 0 0 34
' Complaints” for Felonles, Indictmen!:s waived by tespondents 0. 0. 4 0 0 - 32 0 0 1 4 41
" Gases-brought’ forward for further praceedings o . 10 0 10 - 1 g 200 ' 16, 26 - 11 12 288
TOTALS 252 39 322 48 146 2003 613 - 882 - 133 50 45508
. g : g [
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CIVIL CASEWORK OF THE SUPERIOR .COURT, YEAR ENDING JULY 31y 1975
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14 CiviX Actions Pending July 31, 1974 ’
Actilons at Law 661 134 215 110 374 4270 144 2181 547 165 9y 401
Probate Appeals 1 3 T ] 1 4 4 Rt 2 Q36
Marital Cases ) 320 197 210 81 301 1422 427 752 277 187 4‘,17‘4’ :
Marital Cases brought forward for further orders 47 36 51. .. 11 28 & 143 241 72 90 .. 784
ALL ather equitable actions and patitions 201 170 137 90 167 89 177 228 124 55 - 2440 v
TOTALS 1230 540 614 292 872 6661 1695 3412 1022 %97 16,835

2. Civil Actidng entered during year ending July 31, 1975 . K ) g
. Actions at law 485 271 299 168 369 1884 693 1390 © 478 .gsY- - 4,188
Probate appeals X 2 1 2 3 ] 1] ) 19
Marital cases ; 287 169 {5 41) 178 340 1496 571 1205 623 309 5,590
Mariral cases brought Fforward for further o:ders 153 61 222 28 165 937 263 1142 267 C1iy 3,349
ALY other’ uquitable actiona and petltions : 164 .73 200 88 1725 494 281 572 119 86 2,259
! TOTALS 1090 576 - 1133 463 1851 4816 1811 4314 1487 657 17 g8 - -
3. Civil Actions disposed of during year ending July 31, 1975. c B . S : ”
Jury trials 1g accions at law . 27 3 [ 1 4 89 13 2 56 0257 5"’”""“2’30"
Jury trials in other cases R 0 o 0 1 0 6 1 3 Lo 0. 12
i Actions at Jaw tried by court 76 84 20 16 27 175 2 78 3 30 551
" Contésted marltal cases hHeard durlng year: . k 2 & 21 1n 27 82 29 .82 34 SR 115
Uncontested marital caseg heard during year 198 121 285 113 239 1079 . - 414 809 - - 380 214. ..3,852
‘Marital cases hrought forward on orders wade during year . .94 24 232 - 26 132 143, 273 927 225 95 - 2,771
A11 other equity cases heard during year 38 76 44 37 42 85 M2 2927 45 &0 921
Matital cdses dismissed wilthout prejudice 84 21 73 40 76 262 172 110 128 52 1,018
Defaulted and continued for judgment 64 86 83 - .49 1L 281 161 390 26 33 1,284
All othier actions disposed of without hearing ' R 1)1 10 307 122 221 - 1155 284 L1466 . 488 B SR VR k ¥
TOTALS a 974 491 1071 415 979 3957 1651 4213 - 1395 445 15,79}
, 4. Civil actions pending on July 31, J.975. . o N o ) I o i )
- Actions at’ law : . 703162 00 28 133 399 4615 878 1853 06037 340 4,702
|Probate appeals 2.3 .0 0. o l.v 9 5 9 o0 40
Marital cases 244 228 . 242 106 299 1757 . 383 956 310 - 133 4708
Marital cases brought ana:d fox further orders 156 0 . 33 41 13 33 258~ 133 456 1 112 1,316 -
Al%_ ighgr eqlittable actions and petitions 241 209 177 88 212 . 871 456, 114, 83 . 2,675
° K o 135§ 625 676 . . 340 7 944 .. 7320- 1855 3513 114 18,441
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. Civil Casework of Superior Court
Yeay Ending July 31, 1975 (continued)

N =
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COUNTIES o = + g 3 3 5 ] L
£ & [ @ b} ] B ] ‘9 o
q g g g Fo# Ok § B 2 B
5>. Refarences »to'Auditurs, Masters or Refereas during Year 172 21 1] 2 8 585 1045 42 164 2,039
6 Pre~Trial Conférences, caseés in which held 48 12 45 12 29 313 ' 89 270 131 60 1,009
7. Aetions brought under thé Uniform Support Act (RSA.546)
(a) - Petitions initiated 2% 21 16 24 13 86 25 48 59 35 348
(b) “Patitions responded to 13 20 33 15 . 2 104 48 85 47 19 408
Total 756
8. .Court in Sesgion During Yepx:
MNutiber of days on ¢ivil jury cages 25 2L 8 6 15 95 32 168 44 5 419
Number of: days un criminal jury cases 52 37 42 2 33 82 51 187 102 16 605
Number pf days In session 173 33 140 828 148 . 500 228 65 2,338

99 124 -

Total 3,361

oy

* 'l‘heée, Eiguros dnly shoti the uc.tuzi; number of days a Justice was present in a Court House and presiding. They are not intended to indicate the amount of
time spent by the Justices in fulfilling such requirements as the study of evidence and law prior to a decision, perfecting appeals to the Supreme Court,

same amount of time in the performance of such duties as he does in presiding.

- administrative Work incident to Court and County. The Judicial Council estimates that Justice of the Superior Court is required to spend approximately the
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CRIMINAL CASEWORK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT, YEAR ENDING JuLy 31, 1976

o
: g
Q o ©
COUNTIES B o 1 g H P ® H g
£ g 2 u & = 5 g g = 3
E 4 & 8§ & d i3 £ 9 E
m ] 3 5‘ " & 3 oy no
. Criminal Cases Pending July 31, 1975_.. .
¢ iIncum;mem:s 8 Sy = ?, Ny 174 15 184 a5 99 940 288 403 18 11 2,172
Appeals 56 5 124 12 44 821 300 448 - 03 . 9 1,922
Informations 9 0 o0 0 b 10 g 0 0 1 30
Gomplalnts for Felonies, Indictments walved by respondents 0 o 4 o o 32 Y 0 2 4 41,
Complaints brought forward for further proceedings 13 0 10 1 2 200 16 26 u 296
TOTALS 252 20 322 48 146 . 2,003 513 882 133 42 - 4,461
2, Criminal Cases Instituted or emtered during year ending 7/31/76
Indictments . 260 139 199 66 166 853 343 529 177 077 2,909
Appeals 165 67 155 65 83 650 258 501 . 382 72 2,398
Informations filed 29 4 40 25 36 87 80 8z 54 10 447
Complaints for Felonies, Indictments waived by respondents 0 0 5 9 12 43 3 18 32 1 123
Cases brought forward for further proceedings 41 6 33 3 S5 122 54 194 61 45 854
TOTALS 495 216 432 168 302 1,745 738 1,324 706 305 6,631
3. Criminal Cases Dispased of during year ending 7731./76‘
Caseg tried by Jury 1 4 3¢ [ 22 105 34 89 52 1 379
Cages heard by Court, Jury Waived 12 5 26 8 4 20 6 48 18 18 165
Cases heard on pleds of Guilty or Nolo Contendre 170 189 146 78 144 786 256 550 354 112 2,185
Cases Nol Prossed 1u3 15 82 45 11 309 255 172 100 39 2,231
Cases otherwise disposed of during year 104 8 112 45 36 365 109 181 159 85 1,204
TOTALS 432 221 398 185 314 1,585 660 1,038 683 255 " §,77%.
4, Cases Pending at July 31, 1976 .
Indictments 213 14 231 25 81 1,376 255 572 32 42 - 2,84)
Appeals C 687 1 109 5 5% 539 401 534 110 27 1,844
Informations filed 18 0 0 1 0 4 by 0 3 g 43
Gomplaints For Felonles, Indictments walved by respondents 1] 1] 0 (] 2 5 K] 0 2 [+] 9
Cases brought forward for further proceedings 17 0 16 1 0 239 23 57 9 23 439
TOTALS 315 15 356 31 136 2,163 £93 1,163 156 92 . 5,118

1%
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: s 4 4 - S i r o 8
COUNTIES g 8 5 Py & & B 5 g 4 8
s § 8 g § 3 & g EF 9 B
N i) ] 8§ & & # & @ A
1. ¢ivil Actione Pending July 31, 1975
Actions at Law 703 162 216 133 399 4,615 878 1,853 603 140 9,702
Probate Appeals 2 3 0 1] 1 19 5 9 1 0 40
Marital Cases 244 218 242 106 200 1,747 383 956 310 193 4,708‘“
Morital Cases brought forward for further orders : 156 33 41 13 33 258 133 456 81 90 1,294
All other equitable actions and petittions 241 209 177 88 212 871 456 239 119 55 2,667
. TOTALS 1,35% 625 676 340 944 7,520 1,855 3,513 1,114 428 18,361
2. Civil Actions Entered during Year cuding July 31, 1976
Actions at Liw 393 186 268 167 277 1,986 525 1,223 470 188 5,685
Probate Appeals 1 0 6 . 0 1 2 2 8 & 1 25
Makital Casas 292 167 420 215 368 1,658 631 1,244 576 210 5,841
Marital Cases Drought Forward for Further Orders 138 41 341 32 123 1,043 330 1,238 346 137 3,769
All Other Equitable Actions and Petitions 185 60 226 83 180 602 257 641 122 82 2,438
TOTALS § 1,009 454 1,261 497 949 5,291 1,745 4,356 1,518 §i8 17,758
3. Civil Actions Disposed of During Year Ending July 31, 1976
Jury trials in actions at law 12 3 2 4 9 72 19 42 32 3 198
Jury trials in other casges 0 0 0 e , 0 [ 2 2 8 0 4
Actions at law tried by court 67 69 29 6 21 191 42! 9% 58 21 598
Contested marital cases heatd during year 7 7 29 14 0 105 2%/ 94 17 5 303
Uncontested marital cases heard during year 227 149 328 131 275 1,33L 41} 969 385 20071 4,406
Marftal cases brought forward on orders made during year 134 29 319 21 151 542 285 1,164 248 98_/ 2,988
All other equity cases heard during year 28 85 79 56 127 166 2ty 335 67 56 1,237
Mavital casea dismissed without prejudice 57 16 46 46 104 281 o 1% 156 115 40 1,012
Defaulted and continued for judgment 55 95 63 24 70 265 102 299 a8 23 1,034
All othet actions disposed of without hearing 370 103 251 167 249 1,298 420 1,077 660 119 4,714
TOTAL 957 ss6_ 1.146 469 1,006 4,251 1,656 7,232 1,621 520 16,49
4, civil ;ccians pending on July 31, 1976
ctiond -at law 751 181 264 172 364 4,475 918
Probate, appeals 3 0 4 0 2 ! 21 4 1'825 51'16. 168" 9'9%
Marital) cases 295 213 259 118 288 1,629 438 912 285 0 4,437
Marita) cases brought forward for further orders 63 45 63 11 5 828 147 550 74 203 1'989
All other equitable actions and petitions 286 84 201 67 228 1,307 397 303 102 79 3054
TQTAL 1,395 523, 791 368 887 8,560 1.904 3,632 1,031 . 596 19,675
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fLVIL CASEWORK OF SUPERIOR COURT . .
Year Ending July 31, 1976 (continued) = IS s
' o2 a 7
[ i’ K P
o § kv .g ° B o '
Counties & = 1 3 ) 8 o0 K . 8§
g S 2 g 8 L & A 4
| B E 0 n w - 1] 3 =
// s I @ © n o K i g - B
) ! = 3 5 3 < = b & @, & =
5. Reforences to Audib:;.gﬁyunbsters or Referees during Yenr 192 22 3 u 4 27 644 1,692 26 156 2,775
6, Pre~Trial Conferences, Cases in Which Held 64 16 34 27 50 357 131 134 91 32 936
7. Actfon brought iv under the Uniform Bupport Act (RSA 546) 1 a2 25 16 25 120 2 74 6 13 406
(n) Petitions initiated Qo 1 3 s 49 0 438
(b) Petitions responded to ? 23 40 36 12 49 8 ]
8. Court in Session During Year: :
Number of days on civil jury cases 25 16 2 9 28 137 41 62 68 4 392
; 70 34 40 10 33 182 3 320 63 3 828
Number-of days on eriminal jury cases 4 s I 2,494
Number of days in session 131 101 148, 54 ‘ 120 198 187 650 -2 o 2049
. B o
*  These figures only show the actusl number of days a Justice was present in a Court House and presiding., They ave not intended to {ndicate tha amount of
time spent by the Justices in ulfilling such requirements as the study ¢f evidence and law prior to a decision, perfectingappeals to the Supreme Court,
adminigtrative work incidental to Court and County., The Judicial Council estimates that Justice 1s the Superior Court is required to spend approximately
the same amount of time in the performance of such duties ds he does in presiding,
Q

A

=

)
R



WORK OF THE PROBATE COURTS FOR 'THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1975

D]

2
g " 8 v
o
o H ) -& u -]
B - o Q [
i % 4 § 32 3§ € 3 g
g E 0§ s % 3k i ¥ 3§ 3
E: i} 8 3 & = 2 & @ @ 2
New Filus Opened 583 418 635 355 730 2330 820 1344 [ 435 8391
AJOPEIONS vessssntoinisnttortoronrttvsnrversssnrsonnses a7 14 63 24 71 269 83 169 79 43 Bh2
Clinnge of Nom@Beovovsvvorarsrsnsicorsrvssearvssoivns 24 8 40 15 2] 112 44 66 30 36 396
Conmitmeits to the Laconia State Schoolessieessrses T2 . Ve . . 11 . ‘e “ ‘e 13
Consarvatars APPolntedes scsvrvaviovaisvivessnssassns 13 1L 17 10 14 47 21 23 14 11 181
Guardiana Appolnted: - 27 14 31 27 28 8l kH 52 k) 22 344
By TNCOMPEEENER s e usveensosortrsrssnsrbvivesspssnsior 11 4 8 7 12 a7 20 20 9 7 135
be MINOPBL svosssesensnscetstsntsnssssvrsrsnsineavss 16 10 23 20 16 b4 15 32 18 15 09
Wills AXloweda exvonussreiasorvaanetsersvisorvicrsvias 167 118 212 94 187 762 251 77 247 137 2452
Adminigtrations Allowed.s.eqernerssanscranarirasies 190 148 58 75 254 211 102 191 48 131 1408
Voluntary AdminlsteatdonBeseviesirscsevsseraonnneser 29 35 52 23 4% 155 8% 134 57 23 632
Marringe Walvera Granted,,vvsvssvssvovernsonerassss 69 40 142 , 39 85 643 163 350 120 74 1745
Tohev{tance Tax Receipt Where No Administration of Eatate 6 3 5 e iy 6 s o 4 . 2
Deaignation of Successor Custodian Undér Uniform Gift ,J,/
TO MINOYS ACBivssrsrrsenianisssrsnsassvrssveonvesins . S . " . I . o 6 . 8
Death certificate Whore No-Adninjetration of Estate . 2 1 17 .y 6 . 34 1 42 108
Patitious To FIle and Recutd Authenticated Copy of Wiil 18 5 25 11 23 25 a4 43 8 16 228
Tenatany Appointed,iesessirrivaassvecsrinistsnrveress 12 7 9 9 12 40 17 22 19 12 159
InquiBitfonBacscierssrinnavtbovisbioerarsonsssnassss 9 5 7 8 15 29 17 20 9 7 126
Accounty Allowed: 359 390 560 281 490 1682 816 804 589 348 6499
Ay Adminlstrators & EXCCUEOTBisssesssiersvsnrvarroes 169 188 268 163 278 841 408 415 309 729 3268
he Guardians & ConmervatOrfesyastsrassarssrincinersn 108 g1 124 15 102 410 207 214 179 156 1666
Gy TOUBEERB s rrsrrenbvstvsorntertorinsyssrscerianves 82 1L 148 43, f10 431 271 175 10t 163 1635
Liceisas Insuedt 149 222 162 101 204 560 273 321 205 119 2316
#y Goody tind ChattelBaresisuseasrissararsisionronssn 11 32 28 28 39 91 70 71 [} 16 465
be Stocka and BondBicsscsnarerincrnrsanrrresorneians 35 45 8 39 67 271 101 140 99 18 893
G REAL BBLALB v asrastrvarsersenbsnenrrssssosrananey 59 42 56 29 71 196 102 1o 60 27 752
d, MiBeallaneotB,vusneovonrotsnersenrsrnrsnvoctassns 6 103 . 5 27 .2 . o 5 58 148




WORK OF ‘THE PROBATE GOURTS FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1976

Ei4

B
v E B g 3
- T § 2 g
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] i ] ot
i 8 & & & 8§ & 3 B
2
New Files Opened 601 416 605 333 732 2255 1018 1403 629 486 8478
AdOPLLOnNBeesisenaivinirasasasunnisoisineriitsvisanssoss 29 16 59 36 59 203 a5 178 " 41 n
Chonge of Namess,ssesssstassnsscosiesssovresvraisnsasne 24 13 36 9 28 123 53 68 39 13 406
Commitments to Lacania State Schooliysevsiversssssinrss 20 » s I v oS e . N ye 20
Congervators Appolntediisssrirrsivassissnrvivesnainsnes 13 11 14 9 14 41 27 27 18 7 182
Guardians Appointed: 24 13 19 5 25 106 58 76 38 17 a1
8, INCOMPREANE, s e onsosssssnnaorsnrisinisasvsesioransion 6 3 1 2 12 52 28 29 13 6 165
L T S S S PPN 18 10 5 3 13 5 30 47 28 11 216
Wills Allowedseooysosurannvsossinessonsaivuvanoorninnigs 168 116 204 93 192 346 343 213 132 2618
Adminstrations Allovedyses=roiorsvorvososssaseessirones 193 142 8l 76 260 134 ist 46 1359 1407
Voluntayr Admindatrationtesscisressnrrssssntsncssiverss .34 ~ 36 46 25 54 160 106 111 65 n 659
Marraige Walvers Granteéduscisssreseveiasvasninrssnssvens 69 43 125 47 95 516 193 406 116 59 1729
Inheritance Tax Receipt there No Adminiutration of Estate ., 2 2 3 e 3 ? “ . 5 o 22
Designation vf Successcr Cuatodisn Under Uniform GIfE
TO MINOTS ACLsucvisrioratssvarrtivonsbosborcnnssatsning . . . " “ 1 . o 3 s 4
peath Cextificate Where No Adninatration’ of Estate@css.. ' 2 v 19 1 o v 2t 9 48 100
Petitions To File and Record Authenticated Copy of Will 25 22 18 14 21 22 16 22 5 B 173
Trustees Appointediseesivaraesrsllionssasrsnsasssssrnss 7 12 9 5 13 a7 2 20 16 14 w154
Inquiiitions...u...-....u.anu\&m.-......-.e........ 6 12 13 5 16 36 33 29 13 6 169
Accounts Allowed: 371 387 462 273 485 1552 - 608 877 596 (1Y} 6254
o, Moinistrators & EXecuUtorB.sesssvaseviaasnsssirssoer . 102, 186 213 159 300 808 383 479 A4 198 a2z
b, Cuardians & COBBIVALOLBsveevesoasensetsrratonsrciray } 75 126 1 90 360 176 212 162 117 1486
Cr TRUBLGEBiciorsnniosistsosssvortnntsnstbottodorossosy //u’ifo 126 123 42 95 k-1 249 186 120 127 1546
: ) . -
Licennes Iasued: 144 237 142 107 254 560 300 367 252 252 2510
as Coodg and ChALERLBusssesseessrtanssssensonsenercnnrny 50 29 27 29 (3 98 87 86 58 1 526
b Stocks and Bonds.esssvsevervacansiassosaeacoviiiress 34 57 55 5 12 313 iX] 153 124 30 970
Cv Real EBLALEa sy vrsaserreryhversransvrrarssyenysnyan 55 46 59 37 78 o621 128 45 48 e
dy MisCellantouBsesvessaysscrssrnessisrsressvarsnisivay 5 105 3 7 58 7 , o 5 153 341
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_RECEIPTS AND 'EXPEND‘LTUKéS OF THE DISTRICT COURTS

BER : . AR : Jantary -1 to July 31, 1974
- n =
: HRIRE AT L ey . g . ey oy [N
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; < A = a7 u - > g -1 = BN
Bl o8 S CCSERE T 3 4 25 2 288 Er
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© od m'ﬁ @b =g B oy By = L aa
el de 1R 8. 44 98 98 a3 ¥ e EX g8
: - o8 S 3% °8 23 o F B B w3 g 88
g 88 &5 &3 =R & B0 &8 P b & R B £ B
. Auburn o 693 25,00 716,607, 00 0. 16,632,00 8017.73 - 540,05 .- 473.83 692.50 6882.89 - "25.00 16,832.00
o N Berlin T 66l o0 - 16,305.00 .- . 100.00 16,405.00 - 6049.38 252,55 . 720,43 . 44,60 - 9338.24 .0 16,405.00
. S ' tlaremont 1579 1,2200.00 78,633.19 0 - 80,833.19 .|| 12,455.70 | 1406.12  1518.51. -.27094,00 - 27168.11 11190.75" . 80,833.19
N - Colebrpok - 408 - | 9,00 15,028,00 70,00 15,107.00 4707.82 608. 65 75.98. : 301.55 660000 2813.00 - '15,107.00
" ‘Congord 6068 R ¥ 122,908,846~ .. 300,00 123,208.84 49,087.00 339L.31 - 5703.27 - 1734.98 - 63292.28 0 123,208.84
Conway . 1058 30.00°  .27,080.00 . 895.00 -~ 28,005.00 || 12,124.06 = ' 608.29 1928:83 - 0 ' 13313.82 - 30.00 - 28,005.00
1 perRy ~1052 11770496 ‘28‘,309.14' 615.39 30,695.49 12,139.82 1485.39 - 4536.30 o Q 9500.00  3029.98 30,695.49 -
Dover S k162 100400 - 55,999.45 " : 0 56,099:45 - 18,372.03 . 704.82 . 2889.90 92,00 - .33840.70 100.00 ~ 56,099.45
purhan . 1120 100.00 < 26,735.00 575.00 25,410.00 11,339,935 2246.98 1684,17 -986.03 8000.00. - 1152,87 25,410,00
- Bxeter o825 -} L0 215792400 50,00 - 21,842.00 11,220.14 54713 569.8% . - 402,38 9102.54° 7 5 0 21,842,00
Franklin o 1334 . 0 26,420.00 50.00 26,470,00 10,192,67 - 540.00 - 1290.87 1399.58- - 10900.00 - 2146.88 ~26,470,00
GofEptown . . Bﬁﬁ 206,5,1(',') 25,022.00 .. 500,00 25,728,54 11,188.55 . . 908,17 158L.66 145.00 9759.94. . 2145.22 ° 25,728.54
Gorham - . 435 ‘“l_ﬂﬂoif{/ - 6245.00 0 . 7245.00 1917.00 433.38 0 92.00 3802.62 - 1000.00 7245.00
2 _ Hampton.. 32390 1 8a6£:57° . 88,415, 66 . 2150.00 97,167.23 39,216.69 5025.72  3434.73 4450.00° .- 42809.83 - 2230.26 . 97,167.23
v Hanover 421 100:00-- .o  10,257.00- ° . {1} 10,287.00 5034.31 890.46 708.81 162.25 -~ 3391.17 100.00. . 10,287.00
07 Haverhd Il 392 927,00 : 1%845-00 DR X 14,772.00 6737.20 293.45 58,26 .. 251.20 6731.89 700.00 14,772.00
Hanniker 561 |} 976.20 S 14,765.00 100.00 15,841.20 5388.75 . 492,17 140.70 1100.00 7500.00 1219.58 - 15,841.20
Hillsborough =701 o 0 18,250,00. . .'200.00°" .  18,450.00 6806.00 22..00 483,84 1006.07 . 10132.09 0 -18,450.00
Hooksefr ohy 112.49 24,852.00 - 630.00 25,594,49 13,472,00 596.66 .1550.43 625.40 ¢ -9350.00 # 0 . 25,594.49
Jaffrey 829 0 20,844.00 . 0 20,844.00 9635,43 - 586.68 610.07 ¥ 0 " 6200.15 ~3811.67.- 20,844.00
“Keene 4197 1} 1266.40 80,95L.99 -1630.00 83,848.39 - 29,832.19° - 2736.69. ~ 3143,31 0 .40332.64 .7803.56  83,848.39
- Laconia: 2918 3 } 0 92,828.94 . 4075.84 296,904.78 43,595.71 ¢ .. 229185 "3214.69 ' 3350.38 ' 44452,15 0 96,304.78,
SQU T Ladeastey 746 - ~53,56 ©.'22,104,00 185.00 22,342.56 [} 11,152.40 387.60 -202.84 219,00 10327:16 53,56 °22,342.56
: - Lebanon. ' - 1842 71257 47,7150.00 . - 550.00 49,012.57 23,709.45 - 806425 956.82 550,00 . -22000,00 - .990.05  49,012.57
YLincoln 342 9,00, - 13,225.00. - .. : 0 13,234, 00 3980.20 -145:00 " 34,30 345,50 2695.30° 6033.70° '13,234.00
Cyittlerdn Csér | 1811620  15.a88.00 . 0 . 23,271.20 8,668.20° - 1,667.05  847.50 ~ 345,27 8016.65 3726.53  23,271.20
~ " B 1
- o : - o L . 5 h |
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RECEIPTS- AND EXPENDITE'

WES.-OF THE

DISTRICT COURTS

JanUary }&gs‘fegy/ﬁi;:1974

. X
e s )~ T 0 W vy B3
it . R L ] N il -3 Qn & ~
g gg o8 £a Bt 2 B3 g i g ba
d = N an ey o & g ] = AN e 2
P w © ;] [ S o | 5 L 8 T AN, S 8 2
N H 0 S w2 80 L) i . Q g H 'E kyj o I . o
Gy 9 oo B L] &g Lx og &8 88 g aa 2
- ™8 k=) -gm L= 31 o 3 -y -Ig R M < - ,_‘3
3.8 53 84 it 34 39 8 38 8 H§~ g (e
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Monchester 11492 0 - 214,557.35.  19,924.00 = 234,481:35 54,648.56  20583,52 - 18925.42 0. -140323.85 0. 234,481.35
‘Mereimack 1820 140.50 49,374,30 S 49,514.80 20,795,68 - 3518.85 - 4264.94 '515.50 . 2004800 37,83 49,514.80
. Milford 1334 150,00 0 32,537,00 .0 ..32,687.00 14,039.04 ~ 1188.66 216079 2533.08 - 10200.42 0  32,687.00 °
- Nashua 8877 0 187,761.65 5946.00° ' 193,707.65 " || 54,384.19 - 24557.66. - 14471,51 ‘0 .100294,29 0 193,707,865 ..
New Londoun 572 ’40 00 15,435,00 75,00 15,550.00 CB363,00 426,71 17.20° 269,70 $343.39% 70,00 15,550.00
Newport. 890 19,216.00 310.00 19,526.00 8856.91 300,38 1938,88 - 470,44 ° 5000.00 .. 29%9.39 - 19,526.00
Ossipee 757 120, oo 14,545.50 0 14,665.50 636400, 284,70 - 125.26 T0 . 4926.67 . 2964.87 . 14,665,50
Peterborough = 948 24,085, 00 425,00 24,510.00 5633,70 . 746.38.  .493.43 0" 0. 17636.49 °24,510.00.
Plaistow 670 50 oo 12,895,00 0 12,945.00 6064.12 .- 698,10 ¢51,84 ©136.85: 0. 5894.09 - 12,845,00
Plymouth hik2 1000.00 ' 19,270,91 S 20,270.91 .7824,50° . 1313,22 . 412,82 887,72 B832.65  --1000.00.°. 20,270.00
portsmouth— - 1154 100.00 38,848.00. 250.00 39,198,00 19,900.43 1868,66 964,40 0 12628.33 - 3836,18. . 39,198.00
Rechegter - - 1374 99,03 41,815,00 375.00 42,289,03 21,351,853 . 1535,89 2158.83 '~ 160.54 - 16800.00 281.96°  42,289,03
Salem 2356 300.00 64,932.37 1905,00 - 67,137.37 | 32,191.84° - 3450.08 - 2720,14 .. = @ 28158.69 616,72 . 67 137,37
Sumersworth @ - 444 58,82 15,326, 80: 1200. 00 16, 585,62 4179.72 2774,53 984356 S 0e BA00LOD . 24&BL. L6, 585,62
Wolfeboro 555 41.42 14, ,816.00 0 14,857.42 6618.20 785,11 259,00 - 961.70 . 4002.4D - . 2231,01  14,816.00
il o ‘ : ‘ o S B e , : e Ly E
71,936 1126,416,26° 1,693,674.09 . 43,086.23 1,763,176,58 1 647,256.10- 93,650.87 88,368.88 51,325,02  791,498.86 91,076.95 1,753,176.58
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RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE D?—"'ERICT COURTS
for the Period Janyary 1, 1974 toJuly 31, 1974

1}
SMALL CLAIMS CIVIL CASES
] ]
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Auburn $ 206,19 $ 160,29 s 114,00 $ 114,00
Berlin 0 0 1] 0 .
Claremont 644,89 644,89 114,60 114,60
| ‘Galabrook 183,00 119.30 7.00 -/ " 7.00
) Conegoxd 0 © 751,98~ 0 0
. Gonway 247,50 . 247.50 268, 50 268.50
Detry 91.34 91,34 524.05 524,05
Dover: 3y : 845,75 487.90 312,38 312,38
Dutham 37.50 37.50 15,00 15,00
Exater 405,71 306.26 411,00 411.00
Franklip = ° 400,45 400,45 117.00 117,00
Goffatown 103,41 73.46 166,60 166,60
Goxham 38,50 25,50 20,80 20,80
Hamptor 190,31 190,31 514,15 514,15
3 Hanover . 119,53 119.53 48,50 48.50
Haverhill 156,84 156.84 9.00 9,00
Renatker 15,75 15.75 15.20 15,20
Hillghorough 137,78 137,78 88.10 88,10
Hooksett . - 2. 74450 74.50 118,20 118,20
Jaffrey 245,60 245,60 183.74 183.74
Kecne - 499,57 499,57 988,30 988.30
Laconia 1,626,00 1,389,945 645.00 645,00
Lancastex 0 [¢] 18.09 18.09
Lebanon - 307.45 245,10 110,00 110,00
- Lincoln 20,25 20.25 5,00 5.00
* Littleton 36.50 . 36,50 8.00 8,00
Manchaster 1291.76 741,96 «1 1977.00 1977.00
3
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& RECEIPTS FOR EXFENDITURES OF THE nzsmrc'n‘c‘c‘mms
FOR THE Perdod January 1, 1974 to July 31, 1974 - &
#
3¢ ik
. 8 vy 3
COURT ) ;T, o & ’6‘ )
UK 33 82 &3 b
ot gy ¥ a3
33 38 IR N
g,—a Ex 0 O g o
8 . &8 B O Lol
Merrimack § 433,00 % 333.45 $ 222,00  §.0
Milford 372.46 372.46 212,00 212,00 ;
' Nashua 8 a 8 2]
New Londen 25,50 25.50 35.00 35.00
Newpoxt 452,50 0 192,05 0
Osslpee 50760 0 77.00 0
Peterborough 186.00 Q 153.80 153.80
Plalstow 352.40 0 365.52 o,
Plyiiou th 157,50 157.50 220.10 172,10
Portsmouth 1L o 0 1,114.55 a - .
Rochester 609,72 7 447,00 49000 490,00 i
Salem 402,93 402,93 372,00 472.00
Somergwarth 199,50 199,50 40,00 40.00
Wolfeboro ) 0 97.60 97.60
$11,609,79 §9,111, 84 510,512,583 98,563.75%
TOTAL : . .
o T
Ay




STATISTICS OF WORK OF j)ISTfRICT\ COURTS
Period Jan. 1; 1974 to July 31, 1974 -

CRIM’INAL CASES

0$

i L] 9 B
TOTAL - 8 5 a 3
ALL 0 < L) B P X -
CASES ' g : g ' ' Ry el o g
@ o U i t o B
“.Criminal 8 -ZO g g g -g:a 21 = B
o Juvenile oo Kl E £ E §: ‘%‘u‘ § g
ims. 2 o o
oy Small clainy £ 3 g g 308 42 22 8 8
Aubiurn . 833 691 © 591 . 95
Berlin ;lggg 661 399 . 246 § .lg - 1’23 %2 %sg ig
Claremont 1579 1253 301 5 1 20
Colebrook 478 1 408 312 90 0 6 2%1 6%’: 92% lﬁ
Coneord 6735 .} -6oB7 3921 2029 . 34 {103 915 91 60 g1
Conyay 1282 '} 1058 - 795 249 rof 13 81 16 39 14
Derry 1648 {1212 ‘ 758 420 0 |34 192 o b 52 19 '
Daver 5161 | 4762 2381 2325 6 | 50 2170 56 63 - 27
“bicham - 1151 | 1120 990 123 0 7 124 19 46 36
Exeter 1121 1" 825 748 47 19 29 142 14 29 18
Franklin 1621 | 1334 - 1025 274 6 . 29 167 39 78 23
GoEfstown 950 | 866 : 632 219 0| 15 104 17 56 4
Gorham o472 439 ©.316 ) : oae0 0| 23 17 1 10 2
Hampton 2781} 2590 | 2008 558 3 {22 242 58 115 39
Hanover 498 | 421 . 307 105 .2 7 26 4 36 4
ligverhill 487 | -392 272 109 o0 1 22 1 13 6
. Henniker 591 | 561 468 - 186 "o 7 58 14 29 7 4
Hillsborough = 789 . 701 570 129 -0 2 68 [ 46 ‘17
Hooksett - 1033|944 853 © 13 5113 7% 16 28 8
Jaffrey 1005 | 829 6 820 0 3 41 10 16 16
Keene 4970} 4197 . ale7 898 8 | 94 313 84 124 36 .
Laconta - . 3710 172919 2530 - 287 47 ] 55 452 45 134 43
Lancaster 756 746 669 ) 73 0 4 65 16 20 6
Lebanon 2070 | 1842 1409 403 2 | 28 59 21 59 8
Lincoln - - 346 | 327 Tl 23 .91 0 0 8 1 6 2 y
Littleton 710 | 567 385 151 17 | 14 71 11 51 8
Manchester - 12887 11492 9798 C1454 57 183 1480 420 981 82
Meredmack - 21251 1820 | 1360 411 6 | 43 242 39 69 45
Miiford 1645 ] 1334 1044 S 1 |18 218 65 61 35




STATISTICS OF WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS

for Periud January 1, 1974 ¢o July.3t. {974~

CRIMINAL CASES (Continued)
2 k|
TOTAL . 3 B 4
ALL o S < o x 2 2 B
CASES. a5 u ] 1 ! a w & o »
% S o @ « ‘é ol ap - -
Criminal, 3} O o ] § ~3 g9 e 2 &
’ * Juvenile R W g 8 8 . 88 58 » "
CITY Small Claimsl 8 & S B | B w s 2 8-
T edvir 28 2 g B &2 o2 & 8 ‘
Nashua 1,035 © ['8,730 2,668 8,541 35 | 157 560 10 30L 146
New Londen 613 572 497 63 8 2% & 26 8
Hewport 1,197 890 729. 125. Tl 35 105° 35 52 -9
Ossipee 970 757 659 83 14 1 23 7 20 3
Peterborough 1,104 948 805 133 3 7 120 6 34 35
Jrtatatow 871 670 499 155 7 9 69 18 27 b
Plymouth 893 . 1. 777 601 169 1 [ 82 16 51 4
‘Portsmouth 1,530 [ 1,154 640 396 40 8 191 29 174 50
Rochester . 1,840 1,374 1,107 255 0 12 163 23 56 43
Salen 2,728 2,356 1,786 511 5 54 222 25 60 14
Somersworth . 597 - |- 444 323 102 1 18 88 9 30 44
Vgl feboro 864 : 555 422 115 12 5 37 g 34 9
TOTALS R S
84,788 {5,640 49,969 * 15,699 336 11,7471 9,685 1,397 3,319 1004 .
P
* the

[
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS
for the Period 1/1/74 to 7/31/74

MOTOR: ’ JUVENILE ' SMALL CLAIMS ' - LANDLORD. AND TENART
VEHICLES - ) ) -

] B

Y BRI 3 g 3
2 o o |4 1 e . . e ] L o 2
Eoovood 4 o Beold g® a2 3 4 3 g & R B
~ ; 3 o .3 v 8 ot e o -5 g m ‘E g a Q
_ i g |& 5% EE'Z . & ¥ SR 3 g4 =
‘ 9 & > 3 H w™ ™ « X H " : g T o 5
coue d g §9 . 12 .3 1§ Hp 82 8 § 3% 13 % 3 3 4 E® 3
g =% #8045 B op &, R ORE & EE.|CS I f § a8 %
20§ s A4 L w B g 82 8. 8. 8 8 BY 1 Ee Ry & & & EZ 2
82 py 3304 § 8|38 98 530 3 §8 g% 3% ¢ o1 1 3 1

B N LR s 1] 12} > =
Lo &8 & 48 8¢ | & R EE |89 45 A5 & 8 fy 1 RF SF 8§ 8 § ‘33 @
Auburn ! 3 5 626 6 .13 0 , 7 105 15 33 32 2 4 ¢ 1 0 0 Q o
3 . Berldn 19 36 389 6 26 1 i 0 168 5 .19 58 26 0 4 3 1 0 ] -0
.. Glaremont 93 61 .1,278 2 34 0 43 312 36 148 47 64 3 35 24 4 8 2 0
Colebrook: 23 b 244 L 14 0 3 49 3 25 20 1 0 2 2 0 Q .0 Q

Concord 416 . 893 4,679 5 101 1 0 360 30 115 150 65 ] 16 10 4 0 0 2.

. Conway 9 9 929 1 2% 0 0 165 9 66 77 2 0 5 1 1 3 0 0
* Berry 19 27 725 2 45 Q 0 241 36 82 33 71 3 27 13 11 2 1 1
Pover 63 480 1,828 -0 14 ] (] 287 0 203 84 Q 0 10 6 2., 2 0 Q.
Durham - 5 21 933 | 12 1] 0 15 &2 5 3 ¢ 1] o ¢ 0 Y] 0
Exetor . 1 a5 694 2 35 1 0 200 25 88 81 6 0 6 1 4 1 0 0
Franklin 24 137 810 3 46 0 0 195 . 3 63 32 25 0 4 1L 3 0. 0 0
GofEatown 15 16 - 665 3 20 0 3 46 12. 7 18 7 0 1 Q 1. o' 0 0
Gorhamn 5 .7 0 e 1.0 13 0 - 0 18 3 4 7 4 0 [} 0 0 [ 0 0
Hampton 52 ! 144 1,798 1 29 0 0 82 10 27 45 0 0 a1 0 0o o 0 0
Honaver : 1 18 347 9 8 0 1 62 19 11 19 13 0 JURER § [1] ] 1 0 0
Haverhill : 1 11 298 6 8.0 17 78 6 2 66 0 0 1 0 0 0 R 0
Henniker 4 . 16 . 448 0 2L 0 0 7 1 2 6 3 0 Q 4] 0 0 13 0
Hillsborough 4 1532 2 19 0 6 63 0 2 - .36 2 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Hookgatt 6 38 888 1 8 o o 33 6 11 9 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 ]
Jaffrey : 8 3 735 2 17 0 0 157 45 112 0 0 0 0 g 0. 0 0 0
Keeng - 108 463 2,543 11 72 0 0 428 36 294 94 4 4 30 1215 ¢ 7 ) ]
Laconia 84 101 1,770 24 a0 543 . 24 219 124 7 0 16 5 8 ] 1 0
Lancastex 6 1 620 3 0| 0 0o 0 O 0 0 0 3 30 0 o 0
Lebanon 7 36 1,447 4 27 0 0 143 25 56 38 24 : 0 10 3 | 0 (]
‘Lincoln 3 33 234 0 7 0 0 0 .10 3 [ 1 : 3 0 [} 0 0 (] 0
Littleton 15 7 386 5 42 ] 47 83 12 40 68 10 0 S 2 2 1 o 1 0

v
~




STATESTICS ON WORK OF DISTRIGT COURT
for the Period 1/1/74 to 7/31)14

) MOTOR JUVENILES © SMALL CLAIMS : LANDLORD.-AND - TENANT
. - VEHICLES : .
= | “ ‘
g g 3 ki § ; :
Q- o Y] o o . o & -B g
& CR g § & |8 P og 3 ¥ 2 4 4 I
CO £ EF | % i ¥ & %z iz g [ -
n | S 3 s 4 A 4 4 A B a3 & 3 ™~
COURT 8 . ga L é 5 ° ~ - "y o o9 0 ®
‘ S 8 8% gal o ¢ 1|4 f 14 § 8% |8 % 334 ¢ o
=} g (<3 . . w o
g B g f2 | 8 2§ g 8 8 & 4 df |®gs 3§y E 4 & § &
; E 2] x4 ua 2 g gy ;3 o o 3 aq S 4 g g o .
@ °] g g . gza w d g3 % a § ] 3 %“ EE: R w8 b 0§ &
{5} A u£ 0 b 4 A KO an w 12 N W0 m‘g .-Nlﬁ ng 8 3 8 .:'i‘ 3
Manchester 472{ 5,886 3,420 | 129 377 1 49 488 71 136 116 109 11 68. . 13 30 4 25 7
Mervimack ‘gt 1,348 1380 2 217 38 28 31 22 0 6 2 2.0 ¢ 2
Milford Sl 249 1,001 346 0 40 201 27 96 74 9 0 6 0 42 0 0
Nashua 124 2,579 4,656 35 800 Y 3 4n965 - 73 357 79 0 a 8 o 0 G Q Q
New Londen 1! 0 491 0 11 0 0 8 1 [ i - 2 0 0 I Q 0
Newport 15 a5 500 10310 0 235 - 16 95 67 57 0 8 8 0 0 0 0
Osaipee 3 0 600 - 3 60 2 189 . 13 49 88 14 0 0 [ 0 0
Pererborough 14 3 805 2. 150 0 ns s 53 46 3 0 6 0 6 0 0 0
“Plaistow 8 83 531 2 280 3 u N 21 60 18 0 11 o2 ) T 2
Plymouth 18+ 46 705 1 170 0 |4 51, 1n 0 ] 3 1 1 a0 0 0
Portsmouth 3Ly d02 673 11 . 550 0 126 11 S8 5 48 q 106 3 868 7 2
Rochester 55 85 964 ‘B 45 0 Q 299 37 192 70 0 0 7 L -0 6 - 0 0 5,0
Salei 12 189 1,755 2. 530 0 ‘196 36 45 g 77 0 38 5 13 3. M 2
Somersworth 26 36 225 4 15 .0 ] 133 4 45 16 6 6 4 2 1 2 2 3
Wolfehoro 1 3 477 & 2 0 9 - 6 6 1h 50 0 0 1 10 0 0 0
1,797 12,065 44,219 | 297 2,364 5 208 7,3 765 2,962 2,370 j22 31 545 130 204 54 52 25

/



DISPOSITION OF GIVIL CASES IN DISTRICT COURTS
v FOR THE PERIOD 1/1/74 to 7/31/74 .

CIVIL CASES TYPES OF CIVIL CASES
ie "]
2 g G a @ o
[ o i o [ 4 © (] "] N
L o bt ~ GJ U
= 55 03 0 % i I3 |y 3 EE -
8 2l R ‘g o} 2 L ] a ] Y
. By (2NN (3] o w = ~ = g & L* ‘F‘: 8 glﬂ
GOURT o K] @ @ @ w'D F Ay -~ w Y o ks
9 G4 E a H o 8.8 o 2 o s g -
' gg 8, & 8 8 SHL | o8 2 8 aE Ay
2 3% ¢ 3 3 g% |BE @ RO
iy 85 3 @ 3 dg% | A& 8 3¢ g 33
Auburn 12 20 E) 9 1 3 2 16 0 0 [4]
Barlin 0 3 ¢ kY 1 1 0 3 0 0 0
CGlavemont 0 27 11 8 ] 2 3 23 0 0 0
Colebrook 1 2 0 1 2 [ 3 0 0 [ 0
Concard A 166 36 31 53 2 69 97 3 0 62
- Conway . 12 32 2 14 13 4 3 29 1 0 11
‘Barey 10 121 . 10 k1+] 10 ¢ 0 0 0 Q 0
Dovar .0 88 38 30 20 0 20 67 1 0 0
Ditxham -0 ] 2 1 1 0 4 (I 0 [} 0
Exater 20 53 8 25 1 26 -9 58 3 0 9
Frankiin 17 39 3 25 7 3 0 37 1 4] 18
Goffutown 18 14 6 9 10 2 1 24 2 0 5
Gorham 1] 1 1 0 0 1} 1 0 0 0 0
Hampton 0 48 o 0 0. 0 12 36 .0 ] 0
Hanovee 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 [\ 0 0 6
Haverhill 2 2 3 [} 0 0 0 4 0 0 1
Henniker 2 2 2 0 o] 0 ] 2 ] [+] 2
Hillsborotgh ] 4 1 1] 1 2 2 2 0 0 0
Hooksekt 1 16 3 8 6 2 2 14 0 [1} 0
Juffray 0 21 21 0 2% 0 18 3 0 0 0
Kaene 85 232 12 188 43 L . 38 278 1 0 3
Laconia : 43 167 15 89 23 9 9 129 2 0 70
Lancastek 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 .0
Lebanon [ b4 7 25 12 0 5 39 0 o] 0
Lintoln 0 2 0 [} 0 2 0 2 0 0 0
Littleton -0 11 4 1 5 1 2 9 0 0 0
® T
Y
LS N
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DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES IN DISTRICT COURTS

FOR THE PERIOD 1/1/74 'to 7431174

CIVIL CASES _ TYPES OF CIVIL CASES v
« T, 1. e :
0 ot o a3 “ P [
g i 3 3 5 1y 5, g0
E ig I : 3 58 % gl g8
coure & ix & 2 a 8o g 53 &3 g
-] : * B 3 cy Lo
2 LN : : 228 7| 3, 8% 8 43 |
SR 8§+ 8 3 8 3 B‘ o b~ o M ,ﬂ o (-
S L B o b 4% - [ ~¢
= < nl — o~ o0 ¥ Moo 3 3 B 3 ) ﬂ :
:!5 js’ "; !3 3 %“h Eg' B & A n{:: o
89 &5 8 8 g IERL 8. Es ge 83
Manchester 87 432 53 200 73 70 58 374 13 [} 123
Merrimack 16 43 8 17 29 3. 11 40. 6 1] 2
Milford 10 55 & 18 ki 5 17 38 0 0 -19
Nashua 35 426 127 193 56 9 30 317 3 o 8¢
New London 4 12 1] 6 4 3 i 13 1 4} 3
Newport 0 26 3 18 1 4 3 23 [} 4] 0
ossipee 0 15 ] 15 0 1] 1] 15 0 ] o
Peterhorough -3 15 2 8 4 4 5 18 [} [ 0
Plaistow 13 45 17 19 10 3 9 a7 0 o 9
Plymouth 3 25 4 3 17 ] 21 3 0 0 4
Portsmouth 5 80 21, 50 15 10 11 (1] 8 0 3
Rochester [} n 3 30 36 2 8 [13 Q0 [+ o
Salem' 30 83 21 43 g 30 9 74 4 [} 10
Somersworth 11 i1 9. 9 [ I 1 6 16 0 0 @ 3
Wolfeboro 3. 16 ) 9 3 [¢] 4 = 15 1 [ 2
| TOTAL 548 - 2,448 331 4§97 688 A99 339 1,975 51 0 523

g



RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE DISTRICT COURT

8/1/74 to 12/31/74

95

[ ] =
b1 aQ
0 o "] @ 5 by]
fg 0 o Y e @ ~
AN I i -
3 o '8 i nw v B ] W 2 §
N g g k: 2 ° & g ¥ S5 g
a3 L) o g 3 ~ w
3 > 82 48 i - . g 2 p g
COURT & 3. o 4 g & i = g O k] 2
! 33 18 2y ok " o &3 5 2 iz
o 54 8 & Fids 3 3 o Y - B § o
: B &8 a8 e 8 8 85 i 38 9 £y
[ v 2 . . Pariiba S
Sartin sag TR0 S sy | 10300 $15.02000S L4361 R I S ot I T AL S
sy . s . . . ’ . .
(gl;nrgmont l.gg 1%'&3383 ig,ggg»gg 33,03[7’.50 71..310 80 i 15,713.15 1,708,45 1,890.00  32,502.00 18,793.00 4,204, 00 74,1810, 60
tolebrook 23 ,813. 3,380, 16,193.00 || 5,277.34 746,41 533,48 f13.04 81000.00 1,522.73 16,193.00
st e | VL, BEE pme R ams omm g onhoman o, mg
W . . ‘ N » . 5 W12 . 3 . S5Ll. 0.0 2,550.00
Dérey 1,05§ 1,770.96  28,309.14 615.39  30,695.49 || 12,139.82  1,489.39  4.536.30 0 9,500.00 3,020,98  30.695.49
Dever 2,96 10000 40,072,553 v 70,172,85 || 14,996.00  1,627.00  2,978.12 42,00 20,438.43  100.00 40,172.8%
Dyehum i WILE LD L | e Vi aees  io6as aesas oo 171800
i@ . N N . A . 06. 7,363, 1 007
Feanklin 34 2,146.88  20,943,00 350.00  23,438.88 | 8,097.80 380,00 2,49735 766.52 1L.697.21 @ zatzas.gg
Sﬁff‘:ﬁ““ 2;: :333:: ﬁa,azg,oo v 20,524.22 || 7,027,306 966.19  1,900.20 50.94 10,481.24 89,35  20,524.22
. 145,00 230.00  12,375.00 || 4,666.00 685, . .
;:u:peon 2101 2’,30.35 67:682.00 2o BARAl NN LBEE L8 10:00 2333078 L9900 %%,2:35(‘,’{‘
anover 0.00  9,251,00 ] 9,351.00 || 3,500.00 949,53 418,40 A
Hdyorhill 352 700,00 12,225.00 0 12,924.00 || 6. 643.00 339,46 160.80 0 '4' R 125“8 13,’% %
g:ﬁ“ﬁ“ . 575 1,219.58  13,699.12 223,48 15,142.28 || s,911,00 903.66 456.50 200,00  7,434.55 234,47 15,142,18
11 I8boroug! 754 0 21,935.00 . 400,00 22,335.00 || 7,763.2 ' N 22,335,
go;l;aan: , 233 . 312 a gig;gfgo 410.00 zl!g:s.go 8, 18330 1,680,791, 1"317' 3 . FE 13:;%338 3sg.29 21:232.88
aEfrey i . 96 o 23,649.63 || 9 838.00 210,00 209.00 577.43 12,814, 23,649,
Xoene 3,500 7,803.56 57,508, 00 920,00  66,231.56 || 20,566.40  1,230.48  5,873.90 0 37:1.79.2§ 1,08%.33 66:232.22
Doomerer st S IR LN el s UDeh Mo hioe hvbos  snss Ansseds
Lebaxion 1,182 991,05  27,401,00 200.00  28,592,05 || 12,148.00 662,09 813.50 200.00 14,500.00 2806 iﬁ;igéti
ﬁgﬁ:w :gg :.332752 11; 21? go 0 ig.g;ggg 4, ggtgg . ;ng:g ?2!7335 156,38 12,997.12  31.00 18,450.70
26. o . . . .99 0 - 7,813
Hanchestex 7,518 YT 1am 34208 12,314.00 149, 656.49 33’854 8 16,309.50 17,604,05 0 iz o 1%.%%% 3
1
S
o “"‘"‘wm,
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RECEIFTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE DISTRICT COURT

o 8/1/74 to 12/31/74

o =)
] . ! ; g g : E 8 1
9 4
= 2 E g E § w ] B E §
o 8 & a3 o i 3 g
Q o™ C>y = w " -t g B, k| g -
' COURT g R HE ERY 3 5 = 8 dy 5 w <
-3 8¢ 28 EE 8 g . 8 CEICINE BT p 23
3 -5 ] N o g - ] u > .ga
g 15 g gA L 3 3 3 §. 33 o g%
& 8 28 238 28 & & ™ . & a8 & 83
’\ 1
Merrimack 1776 371.83 36,723,32 0 37,095.15 13,288,00 1,805.46 - 3,833,80 145.25,17,880,00 142,64  37,095.15
Milford 1153 2,565.01 25,846.50 0 28,A11,51 10,843,10 277.10  1,883.40  1,583,5013,674.40  150.00 28,4051
Nashua 6235 0 . 148,133,8L  5,398.06 153,531.87 48,5154, 94 13,627,10  12,056:34 0 7@,193‘53 9 153,531,817
New London 562 0 15,720,00 850.00 16,640.00 8,041.00 272,81 103.20 522,66 7,630.33 70,00 16,640,00
Newpart 866 2,959.00 17,870.00 1,355.00  22,184.00 7.959.75 244,75 2,541.00 130.38 11,298.31 9,61 22,184,00
Ossipee 485 2,964,87 10,137.00 o 13,101,872 3,744,20 591,91 399.04 150,00 8,096,72  120.00  13,101,87
Paterborough 751 17,636.49 18,825, 00 ] 36,461,49 | 12,297.93 766,91  1,30B.53 0 22,088,12 O 36,461,49
Pladstow 863 6,359.61 10,915.00 0 17,274,610 ]  4,988.00 619,40 53.92 116,93 11,496,36  * 0 17,274,61
Plymouth 540 1,000,00 * 10,592.63 150,00 11,742.63 4,429.65 437.53 786.52 32,31 4,776,62 1,000.00  11,242.63
Portsmouth 693 . 3,936,18 26,599.00 250,00 30,785.18 11,525.50 713.45  1,788.23 0 16,400,00 - 357,00 ° 30,785.18
Rochedter 1003 28194 30,275.00 - 50,00 30,606.9% 14,604, 01 794,85 2,313,36 - 240.00 12,500.00  154.72  30,606.94
Salen 2301 616,72 52,398,35  2,230.00  55,245.07 25,141.35 5,425,10  2,438.16 0 22,940.46 300,09 . 55,245.07
Sonelsuprth 265 246,81 +9,645,00 0 9,89L.81 3,227.94 594,58 629.00 0 3,400,00 2,040.29 9,891,8L
Wolfdbore 465 2,231.01 12,968.00 - 0 15,199.01 5,133,20 569,59 664,56 399,51 8,426,50 5,85 15,199.00
1 ]
) N .
Totals 56,407 90,284,06  1,278,474:98 71,896.78 1,440,655.82 ] 505,287.56 72,268,95  97,277.58 ' 46,849.63 897,821,682 21,150.48 1,440,655.82

ts
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° RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE DISTRICT COURTS
8/1/74 to 12/31/74

%)
o

SMALL CLAIMS CIVIL CASES
g
1 o
i 3k
. 54 . Py
& o 8% k1N
O b 1] B‘
3 :1 ﬁ (8] - Y et
o ) 0o
&3 g8 £ £
HO ]
Aubuza $ 86,80 £ 70.15 § 104,00 $ 104.00
Borlin 257.00 257.00 94,48 94,48
Claremont 428,31 428,31 118,15 118.15
Golebrook 86,75 40.90 20.50 . 20.50
Concoxrd 259.00 1,377.41 L1,27L.77 1,940,58
Conway 282.00 252.00 136,00 136.00
Derry 91.2 91.34 524,05 524,05
Dover 443,25 334,90 281,00 281.00
Dachaw 35.00 35.00 20.00 20.00
Exater 233.61 169.06 336.20 336.20
Franklin 412,48 412.48 232,00 232,00
Goffatown 70.99 41,96 76,80 76,80
Gorham 31,75 21.00 6,00 6.00 B
Hampton 184.28 184,28 358.65 358,65 :
Hanover 62,00 162.00 54,90 54,90 . |
Haverhill 64.00 64,00 15,00 15,00 . ’ ’
Henniker 43,50 43,50 25,00 25,00
Hillsborough  107.86 107.86 38.60 38.60 B
Hooksatt. 77 05.25 105.25 84,20 84,20
Jatfray 91,88 91,88 149,66 149,66
Kaenw 1,396,62 1,362.77 1,254.40 1,128.59 .
Laconia 795,00 676.85 527.00 527.00 R
Laficaster 88.00 10.00 7,80 7.80 , . .
Lebanon 260 15 260.15 112,00 112.00
Lincoln 24,00 24.00 5.00 5.00 :
Littleton 24,00 24,00 0 0
P S
VZ/ e} .
o _ a &
\\ s :
> . FYRAS



S

9

6

SMALL CLAINE=="

CIVIL CASES

o - «
L 28
§'u 28 ] 9%
o] & by & 8 S
q 8 -1 43 g N
b} 30 g il =
&8 ) 28 2.3
Manchester $876.36 $479,16 $1,593.00  §1,593.00
Herrimack 187,00 122,75 225,00 0
Milford 513,20 513.20 158,00 158500
Nashua 00 (] 00 00
New London 27,00 27.00 24.00 34,00
Nawport 15,00 427,50 63:00 263 80
Qsgipee 308,15 ¢ 77.00 0
Peterborough 4,60 36,13 94,20 44,20
Plaistow 222,45 473,25 285,60 651.12
Plynouth 135.00 135,00 24,95 195,93
Portamouth 237.00 465,60 979,83 2,094.38
Rachester 373,10 273,00 342,00 342.00
Salem 250,45 250,45 319,00 319.00 N
Somersworth 102.00 102,00 96,00 96,00 ey
Walfeboro 181,50 181. 50 42,00 42,00 Q
& . [2)
TOTAL 8,627,623 10,18L.61 10,386474  12,179.6L
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- STATISTICS: ON YORK OF DiSTRICT COURTS
for Pariod Aupust 1, 1974 to December 31, 1874

o

) TOTAL ;
. ALL N
COURT CASES . (”{ -
Criminél (:{S
Juvetile . ey a8 o
Civil g g o
Small Claims| a -~ ] P g
‘ E 8 ] g ] 1 B @ -?)a :
Ha ] o m @ 3 = ° 0 4] (
~ bl 8 & 3 ;! = ] i H
75 3 z I T 5 i
=] 1
g8 ! 3 i3 3 g 3 g
e g d a4 2 = 2 =
Aubuin 794 722 608 104 0 10 59 13 31 19 )
Berlin 602 506 298. 186 11 11 96 21 17 12 /\\
. Claremont | 1,687 1,428 1,155 222 21 30 | a2 26 118 PR AN
Calebrook. _l ‘265 233 - 143 81 2 7 26 7 13 3 Ve
concord - n 5,634 5,224 3,116 2,078 5 25 250 42 122 26
Conway. ) 1,066 830 705 134 110 73 13 39 17
Derey (7. 1,205 879 560 309 0 30 135 35 35 1h
Dover T 35261 2,963 1,482 1,451 ) 26 11,350 16 37 52
Darhati ., 1,178 1,150 980 152 0 18 128 16 47 39
Brater N\ 754 552 511 36 0 5 100 6 11 19
Frapkin ==| 1,137 934 591 307 ] 27 162 34 113 6
GoEEstown’ 711 635 446 156 <o i3 87 3 55 2
Gorhan, 484 463 380 74 0 ] 47 4 13, 10
Hampton 2.352 2,191 1,593 579 0 19 327 65 147 33
. Hanover 563 449 332 107 3 7 28 10 44 2
“Haverhill 398 352 226 104 15 7 20 s 8 5
Henniker 611 575 523 ;50 [ 2 5L 14 18 12
Hillsbovough 814 754 %39 109 0 6 51 7 27 11
“Hooksett: 1,083 ag1, 824 148 5 14 92§ 26 36 6
Jaffrey 866 751 ) 739 6" 2 36 4 25 8
Keene 4,012 3,500 2,747 689 3 61 249 51 124 42
Laconia 2,495 2,042 1,748 196 72 26 397 55 129 42
L_ancaaﬁer ‘ 654 564 507 . 53 0 4 23 3 14 4
S :

4
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS
_ for Period August l; 1974 to December 31, 1974 m
Lo b @ ¢
e i
\ : .
TOTAL . ' }
ALL 1 i
CASES " .
BN !
- COURT Criminal 833 S | :
Juvenile Q § ! f
Civil 35:1 - : 3 &
Swall Claims E Q P 8 <« s R E
. ) i g g [} 1 b 'S R
o bi| ¥ 2 3 =} ] @ .
g 5 g & - 3 ] = ] 9
387 3 3 g 3 S g - 9
g% g b2 4+ 3 3 ] o 3 )
B S Y i P . P o The = % V)
Lebanon 1 1,35 1,182 ges | 286 TR 22 31 3
Liscoln 124 310 234 76 0 Q 9 1 4 0 .
Littleton 587 465 30 | 13 14 8. . 60 8 45 4
Manchester 8,683 7,519 6,197 | 1,140 51 129 | 1,003 221 751 53
Merrimack 2,044 1,776 1,297 420 1 58 280 19 63 53
Pilford 1,375 1,153 303 232k Q 18 183 87 41 30 o
Naghua . 7,340 6,235 3 6,100 27 105 400 50 219 100
New London ) 588 ; 562 513 42 Q 7 21 1 9
Newport 994 866 675 147 5 39 134 43 56 11 ) :
Ossipee 598 485 | 383 92 9 1 26 3 23 4 O
Paterborough 813 751 ! 645 935 1 10 85 12 58 24
Plaigtow « 1,002 863 758 96 2 7 58 11 27 4
Plymouth 652 540 391 142 0 7 78 o 2 41 9 ¢
Partsmouth 1,011 693 395 259 23 16 76 ~ 13 2 17
Rochaster 1,30L 1,003 778 199 0 26 148 @ 14 . 56 48
Salein 2,526 2,301 1,755 494 2 50 163 | 1L Y42 29
Somersworth a8 265 183 64 10, 8 58 oo 33 Q
Wolfeboro 558 a5 |. 306 154 s o 62 26 38 9
. &
TOTALS 64,149 54,616 36,379 | 18,802 295 5901 | 6,956 1,006 < [92,773 793
& o
- A . I 5
9. s




LANDLORD AND TENANT CASES
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S'[.;ATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS (Continued)
for the period 8/1/74 thru 12/31/74

CIVIL CASES » .

MOTER JUVENILE j 1 - T i
YERICLES CASES SMALL CLAINS CASES v © LANDLORD AND TENANT CASES B
, - 3 .
i I i : 8 E g
2 o %] H
GOURT 2 7 3 g w - 3 5 . < & ; 33
g o o 3] e o '8 ™~ e '3 ,{‘5 ~ »Q ad X R ¥ o u B 1]
8 - —ol ﬁ [T 3 o ol 5: | = o :g = % - 1 o <3 -l 8
< o o N w 'g = - 8 s 5.8 50 g . 5 : 3 5
> B ] s\ o o Q [ &~ 51 . § g*’
i -8 ¢ 9 § Z 5)3 B g & a @ B g 8 & & &7 o = =5
o e
Sq83 513 Toox i 8 & of & §% |¥ T o1y 3] e 3
g .3 g § g Bu S S8 g it -5 iR -a : AR R o8 g "
LR B O 4 A € EA By RO Ee Ee EE e
i 8 ug -« ] I o = oo B R o g = = o
EEpl REl 3 9% (3238 3§ 4 §iS Eﬂ 8 2§ ¥% 9% 9% %%
S al 52 af Z a oo I ) @ @ w GBS g S48 38 _88 38 KR N
Loconia - 56 © 70 1102 8 00 89 264 2% 119 63 8 0 8 5 2 2 0 0
| tancaster 6 3 558 4 & 0 0 80 6 34 40 0 0 2 20 0 g 0
‘ Lebanon 5 14 959 0 19 0 0 l21 <8 24 75 14 13 5 20 3 0 o
Lincoln 1 17 159 0 4 0 0 1N D [/} 1o 0 0 0 0. 0 0 1) ]
Littletan g .5 35 3 3% 0 0 72 17 8 39 8 0 1 1.0 Q- 0 [
Manchester 31% 3851 2010 103 324 8 105 320 76 123 5L 11 1 - 58 6 24 13 13 9
Metrimack 9 0 1788 3 21 0 0 117 23 29 39 22 2 4 30 0 0 1]
Milford 11 109 194 6 0 s 16l [ 56 44 16 ) 5 o 3 2 0 4
Nashua 88 1835 3320 </ 5 565, O 2 685 50 255 380 0 Q 50 8 17 0 0 SR
New London o 0 313 S 4" 0 o 4 2 10 1 0 0 a0 0 0 0
Newport 15 101 503 4 3.0 0 50 6 20 19 5 L 6 [ 0 ] 13
0ssipee 0 7 35 2 7 -0 27 a7 3 32 54 1 0 1 T 0 0 0
Peterborough 10 8 637 i} 5 .0 0 40 1 16 15 1 1] 0 6.0 0 0 0
Plafatow L 61540 3 122 0. 0 74 15 14 36 8 Yoo 3 0 2 0 . 0
Plymouth 133 472 1 6 o 4 60 3 5. & 0 Ll 1 o .2 [ R 0
Rochester 4 95 616 3 0 0 182 40 96 46 0 0 7 3.0 4 -0 0
Salem 14189 1646 T & 26 0 0 - 114 27 22 21 43 P2 23 7 14 0 4 ¢
Somarsworth 13 14 148 0 19 0 62 68 14 51 54 4 © 3 5 2 0 1 o 0
Wolfeboro 0 .. 3 352 3 22,0 3 57 8 34 34 a ] 1 1.0 0 0 0
1624 8413 33,818 224 1856 9 405 4684 578 1966 1650 4Q71 24 455 68 196 67 3L 23




DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES IN DISTRICT COURTS
period 8/1/74 thru 12/31/74

TYPES OF CIVIL CASE

CIVIL CASES
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DISPO'S;VITION OF CIVIL CASES IN DISTRICT COURYS
* Period 8/1/74 thru 12/31/74

CIVIL CASES L N . . TYPES OF CIVIL CAS
3 & m @ a o
2 3& & 3 i . & a & Ch
Wl | 3 o g B gk gy il
3 5 1 § 8 4 g Z K 2l g
& &9 8 & @ B 4 % 8 18 P
COURT o PR o o Wi wa 3
i a8 ] ] 3 . g o 3 b us 5 g
H L 2 2 z gy % 5 g ag
3@ ] 3 v E B F ?1 L o B =
gl 2 ~ ‘ ] o0 o H ol 95 q 3 ]
945 - g 3 P& g5 28 g4 g 8
ax 35 3 3 8 iE A £ 88 &3 &8 83
Hanchester 12:; 3L 32 178 4 40 s 302 ; o 175
ekrimac y 9 0 19 6
Milford 19 33 2 20 2 3 5 25 3 .0 25
ge.-mta ) 17 300 85 = 95 5; 29 15 230 ) 0 52
ew London 3 5 0 1 : 0 @ g 5 0 0 3
et TN JRRRE N B S S SR
DOssipee .9 0 0 -
Peterborough 0 16 1 - 4 o [} 13 1 0 13
Plais:o‘b 9 8 14 12 6 2 4 34 0 0 13
Plymouth 4 20 3 2 16 0 19 2 0 0 3
Portsuouth 3 68 7 38 10 7 8 57 5 L 9
Rochester 0 68 * 10 25 J28 5 8 60 1] 0 0
Salem 10 58 8 24 4 5 ,
. Semprayorth 3 21 3 9 1 § 3 ig s g 3 32 B
Wolfeboro 2 10 2 7 2 2 o a 7 1 a 1
TOTAL 475 1,039 326 . 8lo 136 142 609 1,552 n 2 699
. -
- ° )
-
W
@ . P
@
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b 4. Sa

RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS OFiTHE DISTRICT COURTS

January 1, 1975 to July 31, 1975

[}
= ~ & ]
2 2 = & L " o §
o a ~ 5 84 0 & g2 3 ° 8 5 4
g own o M Lkl R o n =271 -] 12
~ L3~ “ S . U - o o N 5 EE - -]
g YR 3 gel 3 g B & 4% &8 Ar
- 9 - .8 oo U u L] (=} W 'S ‘r} 5 o S
(5] O~ oo = Mo v} L&) o (=] awn [~ R
! gm g -8 - BE qg - m: u b e -l
23 a3 28 S 2E S £ w g & &8 S a8
Auburn 761 25,00 - '18,466.00 6 . 18,491.00 8,890,80.  1130.09 452.16 9 3613.51 . 4404.84 1849100
Berlin 539 0 17,980, 00 300.00 18,280,00 6,517.00 173.08 1095.00 ) 1049492 ) 18280.00
Claremont 1920 4204,00  50,209.00 29,899, 84 84,312.84 16,133,91 . 2357.29 1920,00 28646.00 24934.f% 10320,84  84312.84
Colebrook 465 1522,73  14,752.00 25.00 16,299.73 6,468.84  1388.44 959.76 e 600000 1482.69  16299.73
Concord 338 8 137,593.73 750,00 138,343,73 50,323.00  B8195,53  10592.20 Q 69233.00 138343,73
Convay 863 30,0 20,365. 00 625.00 21,020.00 8,483.56  2239.32 1411.92 ] 8855, 20 30,00  21020.00
Derxy 41379 0 41,686.90 150,00 41,836.90 18,179.30  6165.29 3321.06 3,90 14067,35  100.00 41836,90
Dover 2332 200,00 59,868.30 [} 60,068.30 24,964,00  1745.81 4222,00 140,00 28894.62 - 101.87  60068.30
Durham 1223 100,00  31,977.27 200.00 32,277.27 12,706.10  2570.00 2442,80 [} 12000.00 2558.37  32277.27
Exeter ' 927 e 24,170.00 0 24,170.00 11,473,00 838,60 1350.00 0 1050840 e 24170,00 .
Franklin 1398 ] 28,692.00 8 28,692,00 10,695.76  1284.62 3037.92 ] 10234.17 - 3439.53  28692.007
SofEatown 1022 89,35  21,843,00 150,00 22,082,35 8,341.60  1393.85 2057.60 140,00 - B654.10 .. 1405,20 22082,35
Gorham 452 1000. 00 8,595.00 49,00 9,644.00 3,442,00  898.62 81.00 o 3722.38  1500,00  9644.00
Hampton axrr 2950.00  100,367,91 3350.00 106,667.91 46,562.88  5156.41 5141,76 - 1350.00 ~45410.34 3046,52 106667.91
Hanover 591 100,00  10,064.75 [} 10,164.75 3,535,564  1165.55 286,00 0 5147.66 30,00 10164.75
Haverhill 322 1185.00  13,035.00 25,00 14,245.00 7,170.00 373.03 300,00 0 5771.00 630,97 . 14245.00
Henniker 871 234,47 19,465.00 9 19,699.47 7,961.00 943,87 454.80 0 8000.00 2339.80 = 19699,47
. Hillghorougl 529 8 13,840, 00 0 13,840,00 5,685,008 384,30 300.00 9 7470.62 0 13840.00
“ Mooksett 1045 388,29 - 26,939.00 1050,00 28,377,29 13,870.60  1481.14 1320.60 2491.12  8850.00 . 363.83 - 28377.29
Jaifrey 695 e 17,374.00 0 17,374.00 7328.50 689,12 769.50 0 6170,66 2416.22 17374.00
Keene 4532 1241.33  75,818.00 300.00 77,359,33 25,671,10  4506.14 6518.70 8 39177.16  1486,23 77359.33
Laconia 3346 c e 96,398.35 3336.00 99,734,35 40,728,535  4761.04 5938.10 I 48306, 68 [} 99734,35
Lancaster 678 53,56 15,277.30 325.00 15,655.86 7,761.40 528,20 300.00 e 7012.70 §3.56  15655.86
Lebanon 1521 268.46  39,220.00 9 39,488,46 18,373.00  1021.55 1685.00 [} 18000.00  408.91  39488.46
Linceln 602 26,00  19,685.00 200,00 19,911.00 9,075.00 599.86 214,50 e 9527,14 494,50 . 19911,00
Litrlaton 857 8 21,355.00 0 21,355,00 8,739.60  1724.57 1091,00 0 6052,79 3747.04  21355.00
Manchaster 12,272 0 219,616.16 22,794,48 242,410.64 50,944.67 29584.07  23227.B9 6 138654.01 o 242410.64
Marrimack 2264 142,64  54,806.78 Q 54,949,42 20,171.18  3746.64 °  3923.60 0 27108.00 0 54949,42
2 5 "
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E | o S E "y ki M o X N
- P 35 48 8 i 87 : o4 Sn i3
f § g  gn 2 g . BE § ¥ g3 £8
[ -] et 4 K -t ™~
H - g o i) o [R5 ] 3 o :
5 3 58 iy & E 83 1% sk py 0 ae
@ o fa - B . 2 ww B 3
T8 48 2% qgE 3 98 . p 3 3 EE:
88 g FvaT) pi gy 3 38 3 11 & H gg S 9
88 &% R¥ k3 8 a e85 &8 i A e ae
HMilford 1570 150.00 41‘;‘&:!5.50 305.50 42,424.00 17,459.63 318L.45 2435.61 Q 16,562.48 2784.83 42,424,00 "}_?
Nashua 5214 [¢] 187728.37 337.00  188,065.37 54,097.92 23964.73 . 14456.60 [¢] 95,546.12 -] 188,065,37
Hew London 1216 70.00 3180200 50.00 31,922,00 15,797.12 998.58 296,28 [} 14,760.02 70.00 31,922,00 . ‘
Newport © 1006 (] 23724.00 675,00 24,399.00 11,115,00 619.48 2542.00 603,55 - 9,518,97 K 24,399.00 =
Qsaipee 722 120.00 14934.00 e - 15,054,00 6,531.20 554425 451,85 e 5,797.16 1719.54 15,054, 00
Peterborough 1024 ] 24828.00 75.00 24,903.00 8,674,00 1995¢65  1926.5% 9 ] 12306.82 24,903,00 N
Plaistow 103s5. ] 15195.00 e 15,195.60 - 7.214.00 1074.30 283.60 [} + 6,533,10 90,00 15y195.00 @ ‘
Plymouth 1031 1 1000.00 20681.63 420,00 22;101.63 5,892,19 2896.54 400.26 Q 11,912.64 1000.00 22,101, 63 ' |
Portsmoutl 1633 | 357.13 48125.00 800.00 49,282,13 19,852, 40 1396,13 3238,20 [:] 20, 200.00 4595.40 49,282/13 A E
Rochester 1476 154,72 40529.95 1500.00 42,184.67 18,999. 62 178184 3057.72 [ 18,000,00 345.43 42,184,67 N
Salem 2648 300.00 70644.60  2870.00 73,814.60 M 32,987.00 375824 3621.10 8 33,173.26 275.00 73,814, 60 R
Somersworth 759 |, 2040.29 ,21827.50 '200.00 24,067.79 9,242.38 4138,72 1473,20 [:] 9,200.00 13,49 24,067.79 \
Wolfeboro 570 5.85 15882.00 9 15,887,85 8,793.00 2067.25 - 68}.96 K] 3,600.00 745,64 15;8871.85 kY
. . “ ] ,\’a ‘\;y(
TOTAL 73,925 ,17956,82 1777331.00 70761.82 1,866,051.64 676,852.07 135,473.19 119279.78 33374.57 83667‘}.96 64397.07. 1,866,051.64 ’
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RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS OF DISTRICT COURTS
JANUARY 1, 1975 to JULY 31, 1975

SMALL CLAIMS AND CIVIL CASES

SMALL CLAIMS

Fees collected to

Yees paid to City

CIVIL CASES

Fees collected to

Fees paid to cit'}‘"/

7/31775 ox Town to 7/31/75 7/31/15 or Town to 7/31/75
3

Auborn 199,05 [} 167.00 e
Berlin . o 0 1] [:]
Clar¢moniy 560,99 560.99 180.85 180.85
Colebrask 27,00 13.05 9.00 9.00
Cancord - 1,132.90 8 352,00 ]
Conway 592,45 350.18 372.60 372,60
Derry 781,70 468,00 100.00
Dover 582.75 142,45 931.27 931,27
Durham 45,00 45,00 66.95 64.95
Exataer 370.53 271,59 508.40 508.40
“Franklin 393,83 393.83 372.00 372.00
Goffstown 161.50 108.50 237.40 237.40
Corham 42.36 37.86 14,25 14,25
Hampton 233.55 o 233,55 385,25 385.25
Hanover 267,10 267,10 21,00 21,00 |
Raverhill 230.00 188.00 26.00 21.00
Henniker 134,68 134,68 52,15 52,15
Hillaborough 110.23 110.23 78.60 78.60
Rooksett 144,00 144,00 162.00 162,00
Jatfrey 245:60 245.60 183.74 183,74
Keesne 1164.95 943.00 1558.40 1410.54
Laconia 1302.00 1106.70 561.00 . 561.00
Lancaster 39.80 6.50 32.30 W\ 32,30
Yebanon 277,35 193.50 194,00 " 194,00
Lincoln 46,50 46,50 16.00 16.00
Littleton 41.40 41.40 11,00 11.00
Manchaster 1245,57 685.17 4033.02 4033.02
Merrimack 480,00 374.30 265,00 2]
Milford 907.73 [} 321.90 9
Hashua ] -] [:] -]

42,00 42,00 50,60 50.60

Néw London

"

v
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SMALL CLAIMS CIVIL CASES
Fees callécted ta Fees paid to City Feeg collected to Fdes paid to City
7/31/5 or Town to 7/31775 /31715 or Town to 7/31/75
Newpore 192,00 192,00 192,70 192,70
Ossipee 457.10 -] 133,00 ]
‘Peterbora 94,00 ] 54,00 ]
) Plaistoy 432,60 8 367.70 367.70 o
e Plymouth 183,75 183,75 419,50 419,50
Portamouth 508.65 9 1646.02 [
Rochester 560.00 ] 410,30 9
Salem 440.10 440,10 625.00 . 625,00
Sosiaraworth 147,00 147,00 42,00 042,00
B Holféboro 207,00 [ 15510 155,10
12,532,33 7648,53 15,875.00

TOTAL

ot

11,804.92 ¢

sre




STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS
FOR PERIOD JANUARY 1, 1975 to JULY 31, 1975
MOTOR
& CRIMINAL CASES VEHICLES
2 ~
TOTAL ALL - § g @ , g
CASES @ 34 5 2 9 -k
Criminal . ] < i . ] a2 ! ol E% E kil
Juvenile i § g ! ! ol 4 b a g gl &g =3
Small Claims 3 3 g g sl 84 2 g gl ag o8
COURT  civil 93 5 5 2 7 LE: 33 p < § ;?, o n
° ] @ 2 4 - u 2 T w§o
"3 g F O B g3 5 i | &% s
. Auburn 919 761 628 126 5 3 92 18 33 17 3 10 661
Herlin 690 539 23), 283 2 23 138 3 34 16 7 28 259
Claremont 2254 1920 1485 386 10 39 458 57 241 12 63 | 110 979
Colebrook 542 465 336 131 0 8 76 1% 37 2 | 3 36
Concord 8052 1338 5244 2000 15 79 210 52 . 209 7 106 § 1044 4200
Conway 1222 858 580 263 4 11 61 16 57 9 4 10 622
Derry 2218 1379 844 475 17 43 259 62 115 54 19 82 703
Dover 2895 2132 0 2282 10 40 110 12 78 92 39 | 450 1882
Ducham 1262 1223 108 188 - 17 154 26 65 30 4 16 1008
Exeter 1218 927 653 259 2 13 129 5 43 21 10 6 774
Franklin 1702 1398 1042 337 5 13 231 52 109 21 20 § 111 932
“Guifstowm 1140 1022 806 84, ) 31 127 24 54 8 1 25 769
Gotham | 491 452, 378 59 o 5 21 s 14 o 1 9 342
Hompton | D388 3277 2505 139 ] 13 302 44 188 56 55 84 2340
llanaver 747 591 428 41 17 5 30 8 38 5 4 52 376
llaverhil) 419 13 229 79 1 14 14 4 6 3 1 8 318
Henniker 927 87L 749 114 0 8 64 21 30 8 1 25 721
Hilleborough 621 529 431 5 0 3 32 a 30 6 6 12 378
Hookaett 1172 1038 832 179 9 18 95 17 50 14 6 29 839
Jaffray 908 751 739 4 6 2 36 4 25 6" 7 0 673
Reene 1968 1117 119 900 94 4 266 31 105 75 116 ]| 450 2849
Leconis  _~| 3704 1019 2187 731 40 61 373 62 113 60 151 { 176 2183
Lancaates” 761 678 639 29 2 8 64 21 42 4 10 27 612
Lobanon 1753 1521 1066 432 1 22 90 - 26 2 14 15 3 1299
Lincoln 624 602 456 112 0 14 21 3 5 3 1 18 546
Littiaton 747 576 391 151 19 15 85 14 62 10 12 7 390
Manchester 13,869 12,266 10,479 1522 0 265 1707 297 ° 1149 83 363 | 6534 3521
Merrimack 2,658 2,264 469 39 0 262 2 79 ag 19 | 125 1561
Mitont 25046 +500 495 215 + 33 -+l 26 33 23 13f 2031161
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT CQURTS

PERIOD JANUARY 1, 1975 to JULY 31, 1975 (Continued)

CRIMINAL CASES

MOTOR VEI(ICLES

R (@)
TOTAL ALL CASES
] 3
Criminal k] 5 . B
Juvenile E’; —g 8 k] ; ﬁ 3
Small Clatme a < L & L o 'a » E 3 3!
et g g A I i 3 & EE T
o il 3 ki 3 4 é 94 2 < ‘uyg Fe
11 3 8 0% 2 & P 3 3 8y
aE 3 3 3 gu B i g 23 ad
2 B # d Kl L] LK 3 8 38 ad
Nashua 7197 5214 3830 1218 8 158 732 84 415 123 243 B17 2872
New London 1259 1216 1138 73 0 5 22 ? 17 1 0 1138
Newport 435 252 55 164 4 29 171 74 43 10 7 100 647
Ossipes 908 722 620 89 9 12 24 5 17 2 0 23 648
Petersborough 1087 1024 845 162 9 15 124 17 66 &5 15 a8 840
Platgtow 1289 1035 95 204 9 27 110 28 8 60 18 1 60 84D
Plymouth 1183 1031 851 160 3 17 53 19 39 4 50 15 767
Portemouth 2211 1633 1106 477 1 49 168 35 151 13 30 129 936
Rochester 3097 1476 1179 275 ] 22 207 27 74 7 32 126 -+ 933
Salem 3086 2631 1991 589 5 46 319 15 73 28 16 186 1786
Somersworth . .. 902 759 22 106 4 17 54 ] 42 26 35 6L 514
WolEeboro © [iv1] 570 285 268 10 3 79 12 10 16 B 3 401
¥d,465 \ 69,109 47,853 17,401 343 1,206 7,734 1,325 4,158 1,147 1,540, 11,248 45,621
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRIGCT COURTS
for Period January 1, 1975 to July 31, 1975
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STATIS':’.;ICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT COURTS

1975

For Peried Januvary 1, 1975 to July 3T

LANDLORD AND TENANT
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'DISPOSITION OF CLVIL CASES IN DISTRICY COURTS: .
- Janudty-1, 1975 to July 31, 1975
: b i
’ - CIVIL CASES : TYPE OF CLVIL CASE i
- = N 15 Y @ o Y
K 5 5 - 8 ; ] B \ :
Sa - o . U o S
2 1 I 3 : . g, g ~
2 §n o 38 & 3 3 : 3 E 24 i =7
g S S k! 9 = 2 8 a8 &3 <
‘Coui & i = A o = o Z [ uw® WA
COURT o @5 SE g @ v a8 A ~ 88 o N
N g PO T : LR 8, 8 35 ot »
82 87 © © b © g o b 8~ %gq - A o
s oy ~ o - o0 nw 3 o 3 hea )
28 FgooFe ¥ g 38 38 £a §a ia 3
g5 48 885 & o 8 a4 88 &8 £g g3 &
Auburn 14 3 5: 8 3 1 7 28 1 0 0 @
Berlin 0 Toe, 4 0 2 0 3 3 1 o 0
« ‘Clavenant 0 36 § 13 15 0 2 34 0 0 0
‘. Colehrpbk 18 28 3 1% 1% 0 o : 0 o 0 0
“Congord 57 180 35 - 57 54 6 63 117 0 ) 0 0 )
“Canway. - 0 - 50 16 . 17 3 0 0 46 ' 0 & 0 - 0 ¢
Derry 16 379 50 . 119 40 103 26 74 5 . 0 24
Dover [ 259 100 " is5 4 0 ‘10 70 0 0 1)
Duxham . .0 18 1, el 4 .3 - 10 3 1 0 2
o Exeter 15 92 9 .- 60 1 10 8 84 2 9 0 o
Yo Franklin 11 79 16, 60 5. 6 10 75 2 J 0
Gof Esibun 6 31 6 14 10 o 3 28 0 0 o
. Goxham - 0 3 1 0 o 1 1 2 o o a
[ - Hanpton Lo 56 4 23 9, 20 8 A4S -3 0 " 0
" Hanover 4 7 1 2 3 2+ 0 7 0. Q 0y 3
" Raverhill 3 B 270 e T 1 3 o2 1 o\ a
tignhiker ) [ 9 1 0. oL 0 ¢ ' 9 ©0 0 a '
-Hillsborough (R 18 6" 6. 3 1 4 14 .0 0 0
S Hbeksett : 4 26 3 10 10 9 5 18 Q I 0 o .
Jefivey S IR 21 8 B 4 1 18 3 =0 0 (1) o ‘
Kegne- 64 <252 16 137 41 2. 7 186 1 2 - 120
Ladonia, « 98 7% oo 18 12 93 15 2 3. 122 1 "0 163 |
‘i Lancaster 0 > 6 6 s 4 0 4 6 0 0 e
. Lebanon Y 49 9 25 15 0 - 2) S 28 0 0 o
 1daceln L 1 0 0 S S 0 1 0 Q.. 0
0 ! 8 L 2 [ T 1 0 .0 o \‘

© Titelekon: -
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© DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES IN DISTRICY cougrs \
Jancary 1, 1975 to July 31, 1975 B
GIVIL CASES _ ] ) v N\~ K .TYPE: OF CIVIL CASE k L B
= ‘ — = = W :
R = 8 3 2 s
& Oog . ] 9 il ° a O o |
) -5 O ] e '§ ~ b= . - ] o “a .
% 3 a8 30 g d E g g g b gu. A
cosr i gy By & 3 g ] ks - g
g g5 8% 3 ) 23 B s 4l P 8
. 2 23 3 2 K 2 2 o w § Bt
, LES g2 3% &« & &3 Sp g 18 3l R
' IS o3 ™ 4 - 9 a4 -1 B a8 k3] a.
£S F8 .4 % % E i § Eg &g i
] 858 88 2] 3 [£%3 S8 S &8 Z3 g .
Manchester s 512 28 211 79 37 “39. 473 7 1 N E
Metrimack 0 54 8 “26 6 6 3 51 0 0. 0
L0 tiford 26 72 19 19 10 8 S8 5600 e Sy
! Nashua 0 364 170 189 72 27 2 -3423 7 0 0 )
i New London’ 3 8 ] 5 .2 o] 0 . Q- 0 L
Newpoet. - a 1 7. .13 5. 5 4 2 T 0 o
‘Ossipee 5 29 6 12 : [ 4 3 21 g 0 0 R
Pecerboruugh 6 18 B T | [ 3 3 14 0 0" [ E
o Plaigtow %13, 65 16 -2 13 7 A 48 2 2 e
Plymouth 1L 39 1 .10 200, 0 -9 40 1 0" e 5
Portsmouth 9y 115 20 69 16 19 12007 112 o6 O] -0 v
“Rochester 0 . 215 .55 148 72 0 0 AL L 0 0 ‘
Salem 29 108 i9 42 16 20 SRR ¢ ‘96 0. K Lo <
- Semersworth 1 5 2 3 L 6 4 [ Y 0 0 e :
" EiolFeboro 1 29 4 -7 7 3 Lo 29 L7 0° q ¢
T 03 .. 3,576 0703 1,590 - 467 o348 - 384 2,352 4 & 319
- TOTAL ; : IR " o el el
~ o
. : . K : b . o
oo - L <
@ ;

©




o $7.
T =) ERB -
9 e 8 : ey L E 3
ey =) e
E a ) : 4] w E o g o a E £ 8 B % l?t § .
. P ™~ ~ ™~ g [=] o e 4]
28 | g% g5 | 85 LS NG 5% 1
g8k g R L B2 B g 5 g2, o
i 2 B4 z 8. B4 El g %u @ Nemd ="
Y3 d 2] d E " 0 m B (] = 2 4] o ° ‘ E
obs | 28 | 2 sx |83 | sz | 2oue | g | BB olEED |3 1
g3 EB 33 3 53 N kL &8 5E | 358 |3 BH
Auburn 2165 1947 6,002.04 | 52,613.00 8 58,615.04 || 25/583.86 | 3,759.62 | 1,637.80 | 25,473.06 | 2,060.72| S8,61
Berlin 125 A 22,735.00 675,00 23,410.00 || 10,534.50 | " 465.54 "999.00 | 11,419,96 | @ 23’412'32
Clazenont 336 1o 11,870.80| 6,510.45 |  1,427.69| 96,817.90 || 27,032.00 | 4,360.31 | 5,098.00 | 36,3710 | 3,756.57) 636178
: 628 | - . 7,924.70 0 19,407.39 }| 8,704, . 1,442.76 | 4,700.00 514.66] 19,407,
~gnncotd 11,858 10,025, "To | 2083849, 98 300.00[ 200'190,38 || 82, 1%:0% 2@19?3.22 18,087.46 |. 86,137.88 0 6 2031?23;33 :
onuiy 2509 1834 30.00| 46,836.55 585,00] 47,451.55 }| 21,281.36 | 6,166.83 s s
: 2909, . .00 . . .83 | 1,926.00 ! 18,047, 30,
erry_ 4201 3280 6,140,02| 94,886.31 =L 101002633 | 42074579 | 6.526.89 | 6l eriise | a4 oo ey a0 | 100 e
Dovac 5782 478y, LS.201225,257.62 | 3,000.00 125,805.82 || 55,810.00| 2,763.87 | 7,244.67 | 63,257.28 | 330,00 129,805, 82
Dughe ( 9218 . . - 49,944.32 || 17,797.4 . . .
Exiiter 2645 1826 P 490520028 50.00] 437570:29 || 22.636.00 R ,3:§§§:22 15:339:4 1,968.94 1 18:004-32
peanklin 3363 2904 3,439.53| ‘58,815.83 346.95| 62,602.31 || 21,292.60 | 3,817.44 | 5,527.80 | A1,964.47 o | 62,602:51
Goftstown® 1682 i 1455.20] 35760500 o 37,300.20 || 13,850.80 | 2,295.55 | 3,534.70 | 14.817.64 | 2,80L,51 | 37.300.20
, ; ,3133. 00.00] 23.133. . .83 200§ ] 3,133.00
Happton 8532 5554 3]046:521201/052.20 |  4,318.00 | 208.376:78 | o0 aen. oo DT | (g tl0-00 11,262,171 1,000.00 | 23,133.00'
Hacover 1165 "991 100.60} 17,680.00 e 17,780.00 || 7,023.60 | 2,783, 36 PE80.00.| “hAsaat | '100.60 | 1778000
- Maverhil], 1035 803 2,584.00| 25,215.00 190.00] "27,989.00 |[ 12,735.00 | 1.118.50 712.98 | 12,308.52 | 1,114.00 | 27,989, 00
. Hemtkar o 1.578 1507 2,876.30| 36,375.00 | *'1,533.50 |--40;784.70 || 15,826.00 | 2,331.16 - | 1,185.00 | 21,289.56. | - 149.08. | 40.784
- ilishoroug 1423 C1182 0 - 32,849.00 - 32,849.00 |t 15,086.92 {+1,353.21 '772.68 | 15,636.19 0 2,845.00
o Bodkaett o 2127 - 1943 313.83| 43,335.35 | 585.00| 44,234.18°||.20,753.16 | 4)307:67 | 2,000.88 | 13.700.00 | 48%.47 | 24’3349
. Jattrey 2073 1788 1,647.62| 48,225.00 - 49,872.62 || 20,308.15 | 1,700.89 | 11770189 | 21,087.49 | 5,006.09 | 49,87
Kaene © 203 i L4137, 840,00 | - 875001 130,221,13 | 46,8476 | 1,732,00 |-131277.96 | 67.773.26 | 788,73 ’133"23‘12
“Lac ; » . 5381 o . 926.00| 161,846.35 |} 66,485.31 - |12,300.20" | 10,819.32 | 72’241 62 ! ) 846.
Lancaster 1286 <1026 53.56 {26,409.95 | 91600 25,379.51 || 11,832.00 | ' 465, 12162 9 | toLBae.3
, 86 02 . ,409.95 6, . 832.00 | 693,05 . : ;|
.. Lebanon 3527 3067 40776 | 84,955,00 | 16,2500 | 51,512.76 || 43,838.00 | 2,596.97 | 7.oniq | 21o93-90 36 | 25,379, 51
.0 Ldoeoln: 563 539 . 3,174.50 | 177843.00 - 21,017,50 17,691, 20 778.43 2320 | 11825.00 | soway | oLz
.77 Ligeleton | 1Bl 1558 | 15723.50 | 45,083.00 | 660,00 47,466.40 [} 20,528:36 | 3,180}14 | 1530000 | L3ea.08 | 539957 | 2L,017.50
- Mafiehester - 26!685 23,011 0. P36,662.89. .| 39;210.10 375,872.89 |1113,325.72 |50,812,79 47,762.76 : N o ha66.00

August 1, 1975 ~ July 31, -1976

CRIMINAL CASES

163,871, 62

375,872:89
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RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS OF THE DISTRICT COURT .
August 1, 1975-July 3%, 1976
. <5
CRIMINAL CASES '
. : 7 o
e fa o H =820 o g
5 By - | oA g, n B EE | &8 | o ~
o B < ~ B ™~ I ™~ ‘n': o E 5} R 2 w8
COURT é ég 5& 43 R g m g Eg é 5 §§ B
& 2 oy S B3 ] : %c %m ‘w -] P E
3w =z o oy “ [e] Bt " 3] w 0 E om
288 | sp (B3 | sz | f llBa | g lcE |G |am o |d
o aa Bo g-% 3 &R e [ £ 5 ‘%3 gé B
 Merrimack 4423 3925 711.88 | 96,378.40 0 97,090.28 }| 39,584.69 | §,058.21 | 8,639,60 | 40, 049,00 8.7
| Milford 2965 2315 2,784,83 62,199,28 200,00 Gatoog 83 || 27,B01,46 | ~-5,894.44 | 7,115.88 | 25,098:05 Zu"’o.og 593 o 83
Nashua 21,927 16,578 0 347,335,52 | 1,110,00 |348,445:52 |} 95,900.29 | 56,290,14 { 22,288,00 |173,967.09 -8 348,445,52
New London 1675 1487 70 00 | 41,075.00 490.00 | 41,635.00 |1 19,852.20 3,791.70 |' 1,532.05 | 16,389.0 70:00 | 45,635.00
Newport 2383 1906 41,632,00 650.00 | 42,282.00 || 18;324.32 | 2,244-18 |. 3,025.80 | 18,687.70 0 42,282,00
Ossipee 1497 1219 1, 685 54 | 23,055,00 24,740, 54 8,916.00 975,09 ). 1,054,80 ) 13,244.65 | - 550,00 ) 25,740, 54
. Peterborough 2153 1934 14,107,87 | 54,595.00 250.00 | 68,952.87 || 27, 1B54,00 | 2,534.37 | 1.595.00 31,244,551 5,724.95 | '68,952,87
Plaistow 1931 1553 90,00 | 26,863.00 8 26,953.00 |} 13,695,000 | 3,227.17 755.58 9,270.56 469 | 26,953.00
- Plymouth 1962 1544 1;000.00 | 29,048.30 125.00 § 30,173.30 § 11,821.84 |~ 2,087,37 679,94 | 14,948,79 [ . E34I6 | 30,173.30
Portsmoutli 2358 4395 4,735.00 . |131,226.50 600,00 |136,561.50 50‘3&7 00- 1 2,897.24. 1~ 7;153,80 | 64,542, 94 i1, 520 52 ‘135 551.50 .
+Rochester 3284 2513 345,43 | 69,774.00 720,00 { 70,839.43 i 34,079.80' { 4,633.4 5,503:35 1 26,200,00 422.83 {770,839.43
Salem 5493 4637 275,00 °. 113,034.%0 |. '8,918,11 |122,227.61 |{.55,668.56 1 10,292.57- | 5,558.88.}1.50,407.50 '\ . 300,00 ;122 292, 51
Somergwor th 2064 <1739 1,013.49 | 36,051.65 | - - 200. 37,265.14 |1 '14,416.40 |- 6,986,62 | 3,984,060 | 9,198.92 2,479.20 3702651
Wolfeboro 1339 1042 -900:74 | 32,381,43 o 33,282,17 || 14,288.80- | '3,077.:28 | 1,535,30-| 12,380,00.| -2,000,79 : 33 aza 17 Ll
’ _}“4, N N - . . ] I ‘, - ; !/\ i
g 166,263 .1 137,873 81,241.14 . 13,184;343:4) 79,911.25 §,345,495.83|1, 21, 038. 9] _276,285.871230,920,84. 11,496,268,15 50,992.03 3 345 495.33
—




RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS ~ DISTRICT COURTS ~ SMALL CLAIMS AND CIVIL CASES

- August 1, 1975 ~ July 31, 1976 ///
SMALL, CLAIMS CIVIL CASES
el \D
‘ (= Et & Bs
¢ v ]
g g 8 v ok
' or o~
& ’ oy g Y
E g8 o g8
. 82 ~E 8z nE
B ~ o e Q
“. . - COURT nd n& nd 0B
- COBR O EE HR He
Auburn . - 272,55 253.20 ] 170.00 102,00
Bexlin ; 7, ‘195,
Clayemont l;ligg.,g% 1,’118%.85 333.28 533128
Colebraok 400, 50 268,19 3,00 3,00
. Cancord 3,248,60 3,248.60 | 1,107,00 1,107,00
i, - Convay 1,950,03 885.65 | - 556,00 556,00 . o
; - perry . 1,059,00 1,059.00 |1,048.86 1,048,86 : .
: Dover. - 187.50 187.50.| 490,00 490.00 : )
~Duxham - i 147,50 - - 147.50 | © 133.20 133,20 "
‘Exeter . ¢ " 1,430.10 1,430.10 | 360.75 360,75
wo gy o Franklin 652,92 v B52:92 | 470,000 470.00
8 \\~ Gof fatown 242,00 . 161.96 | -320.40 420.40
- i Gorham. i 207,36 116.50 58,28 -~ ¢ 58,28
< Hampeon 1,430.10 933,81 | 360,75 360,75
v \g | : Hanover 281,05 . 281,05 | . 51.80 - 51,80
‘; - Haverhild - 548,70 548,70 | ‘49,00 49,00
‘ |- - Henniker 110,60 © " 110.60 | 52.50 52.50
|- Millsborough, 462,00 7 462.00 | - 266.00 266.00
o Hogksett 220,45 220:45 | 186,00 186,00 :
Ty Jaffrey 385,76 385.76 | 166,65 . - 16665 : a
Sl Keene [3,140.35 3,007.35 | 2,524.25 2,403,15
L pecenda . 1,752.00 1)478.08 }1,100:00 17100.00
_ lancasher = - 1¥2.40 19.25 99,05 99.05
- ‘Lebanon " .-} +852,55 . °388y50.1 - 406,00 406.00 . : N
LT ddeeln e T 32,61 82,61 9 o
§ A 2 LTI T 419.64 419,64 1 134.00°¢ 134.00 R
o Mamehdster 4,861.50 2,677,50°|6,742.95 6,742,95
L : : ‘ e
o r =
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RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS - DISTRICT COURTS ~ SMALL CLAINS AND CIVIL CASES
August 1, 1975~ July. 31, 1976 - : o
. SMALL_CLAINS : CIVIL CASES ‘ Cn o B ° o
T i
51 21N a8 =38 R
[ Em] o
g UQ ﬁ [+ Q
O~ s 0
2 LN 8 23N “
5. 8. | §. 88
COURT S8R iE 82 NE
wd w B 0 5 %)
R Bx | ES Es
Merrimack 513.73.  513.73 521.27 521,27 | I : .
Milford 1,273,50 844.58 592,05 530.35. : . :
Nashua 8,096.05 = 8,096.65 | 4,320.55 - 4,320.55 P
New London 223,50 223.50 109,70 109.80 ‘
Newport = - . 568,00 568,00 251,20 251,20 ‘ :
- Ossipee : 723.80 8 223,00 e . : i
Peterborough 322.00 189.25 = 120,00 61.00 R :
Platstow 407,84 571.11 563,86 563.86". : . - A . s
Plymouth - 576,00 576.00. |- 640,00 . .640.00 ) ; B ERE
Portamouth 1,087.58 - ,064.88 ] 2,073.00  3,426.80 | = - : B BRI T
Rochester 1,261.43 924,90 °| 724,05 724.05 - S ) :
salem 867,95 867.95 891,00 891,00 s . i :
Somersworth 337.28. © 337.28 163,80 . 163.80 i : S : ‘ Lo
Wolfebozo © 43900 220.50 -96.00 96,00 : : . . ) G o
s :_‘,,... G b e i . NI S : ey . el ‘ A . . \f‘ v - s
- TOTALS 41,100,860 - | 34,425.99 §29,184,74 | 30,005.56
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DISTRICT COURT CRIMINAL CASES - Auguat 1; 1975 to July 31, 1976

.
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] 4 &l Py w2 B oy B =l #® am
38 g 8 | 4 48 | g8 | Ed : | E £ En EZ
Coukt :c: % 8 gh 2 A 88 g & & 28 g5
Auburn '1947 1649 259 19 5 199 31 64 30 0 44 1658
Berldin : 741 385 327 19 10 209 52 41 | 29 a7 35 368
Glaremont s 2710 2003 602 83 15, 860 120 373 .36 88 152 2033
Galebrook 628 404 186 36 2 135 21 57 9 42 9 289
. . -Congord co 10025 8129 . 1730 146G - - 26 560 70 140 90 36 A ost
Gowiay.. .. 1834 1624 1 368 25 5 113 27 60 is b 3 158
Derry : 3280 2308 " 803 .80 44 629 100 188 82 53 119 2043
pover - R 4789 4000 685 51, 10 020 28 106 141 53 68 4291
Durhan : " 1928 1583 - 301 40 4 241 40 98 66 - 19 28 1471
U UEmeRBEL L : 1826 1416 349 52 9 260 11 75 37 22 25 1581
Franklin ) 2004 2303 - 539 41 21 432 96 240 50 78 40 1968
Gaffstown - o 1agy. | 1136 255 0 56 215 26 103 16 6 8 1164
Gorham - . e 1143 832 267 | 22 0 75 9 21 18 21 18 718
Hampton : 5956 . | 4308 1408 38 g 2 700 81 371 94 111 165 . 4313
Hanover © - Tog1 743 229° 5 14 33 5 58 9 13 44 595
Haverhill .~ S B03 659 . |- 125 13 5 27 15 15 5 9 124 670
Henndker o, oL 1507 ) 1347 - 150 10 0 105 . 20 61 30 4 200 . 1315
Hillsboraugh 1182 . 986 ‘ 184 9 3 95 v 10 73 22 14 18 899
Hooksett . : 1943 1478 . -390 . 48 14 183 22 . 141 28 i1 43 1264
Sl Jatfrey oo 1788 78 1688 12 2 266 93 126 32 25 12 1423
ST IReene D B 1 5598 1345 176 15 3g 9 312 93 140 - 858 - 4209
PO Lacondn - . - 5381 2869 | - 1678 158 64 86. § 17295 ] 156 340 287 2763
. - PLaricaster . 1026 948 67 Y 2 w4 2 65 6 12 39 ;991
VU Lebanon o 3067 2286 © o f 716 60 5 113 21 73 ‘28 26 .l 2514 131
o -Lingeln s3g fo 426000 - 10T 0 1] 21" 4 13 oLk, 3 .15 317
Littleton _g558 . {..1019 85 9% 2 289 29 189 28 23 0 1202
Hanchestex 23,011 . 1718,430 - 7L 356 1y | 3,366 951 © 2,004 219- 633 -, ] 11,89 6,950
-
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) ﬁis;:’gucr COURT CRININAL CASES = AUGUST 1, 1975 ko JULY 31, 1976
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COURT . ‘ : . i : - )? ‘ .
Merrimaclk - 3925 177 629 40 0 arz 53 ‘ 60 1L 203 2836
Mflford 2315 1,748 488 25 7 370 140 65 14 202 1753
Nashua 16578 14,312 1,955 236, 15 1,200 51 208 396 6,295 - ,| 7681
New London S 1,487 1 1,305 159 17 6 75 9 4 L 0 1302
Newport 1,906 46 59 4 7 166 55 8 27 134 1374
Ossipee ~ 1,219 1,067 144 6 2 70 9 . 18 12 B 995
Peterborough 1,934 1,528 | 3290 37 10 145 11 63 20 61 1686
Plaistow 1,553 1,143 333 69 § 210 35 12 NG .22 1052
Plynouth ~ 1,566 . 1,261 258 22 3 105 20 15 3[\15 50 1153
. Partsmiouth 4,395 3,414 883 73 - 25 367 63 82 79 684 2907
" Rochester 2,513 35122 367 19 5 319 51 ‘96 77 240 1676
$alem - 4,637 3,558 . {55 93 16 699 38 a2 30 , 287 3054
Somersworth 1,739 965 . 358 33 10 179 35 6L 54 (20 B 3 849
Holfetoro 1,062 570 447 12 10 92 29 az 11 14 8%
" N N X, . ~ -
w 137,873 {102,221 |25,931 2,351 569 | 14,942 9,576 7,270 - | 2,198 | 7,914 23,602 7 |85,558
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT ‘COURTS
August 1, 1975 to July 31, 1976

COURT JUVENXLE CASES SHALL CLATMS . LANDLORD AND TENANT CASES
‘ —
n " ~
ng g 8 § g
gs 3 o Eg  an
8 & 4 BB .o |BG 5 g8 ap
8 28 cEER g 8 - 22 ge |4% g B 4 38
_ 53 B3 #8éd , |93 & g & g2 2% |° £ B ug
y o couRe 5 BE HEZS B (58 E 0B &S 2 83 |ug§ - E 3B
S 8 & ABEa & o a o BB AN |AR oo
o - Aubdrn 5 40 0 3 4 136 25 58 41 16 0 3 10 1 5 3 3 1
Berlin 4 54 Q 3 0 303 4 132 131 36 0 0 4 0 3 0 1 0
Glaremont 21 105 .0 6 1 522 646 335 128 7 0 0 23 1 8 3 1 0
Golebraok 3 17 0 0 [ 178 65 99 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0
Concoxd 8 218 3 5 7 113 120 567 283 161 10 0 96 18 30 42 0 0
Canvay -2 54 o 0.1 9 928 83 362 456 9 27 0 10 0 6 4 0 0
Daxty 12 85 0 9 fias 551 72 235 128 18 236 0 112 21 45 9 15 21
Dover 5 2 O S 0 o 751 18& 301 254 12 0 0 30 15 12 2 1 0
Durhan 1 28 0 5 v 88 15 7 16 10 7 u 1 o 1 0 0 0
Dxeter 6 43 4 29 1 399 162 145 29 55 9 2 34 5 12 5 12 2
©Franklin 4 50 0 3 o 269 25 219 12 7 6 0 4 1 2 1 0 0
: (o GeEEstdvn 1 49 0 21 7 104 14 39 35 8 15 0 5 1 1 3 0 0
‘ " Garham 0 36 0 0 1 78 1 46 27 0 5 0 0 % 0 0 0 0
. Hampton 7 123 0 [ 50 250 23 126 66 61 24 2 49 8 25 6 9 3
. Hanaver 15 21 0. - 2 4 121 19 29 66 7 3 0 1y 0 0 ) ;0 0
; Haverhill 0 22 0 0 21 197 4 94 108 2 10 0 3 1 0 2 0 0
Henniker 1 23 0 1 0 36 5 13 12 6 0 0 1 0o -0 0 o9 1
 Nillgborough 0. 26 0 3 15 160 3 84 37 4 47 0 2 0 0 2 70 0
Hooksatt .10 22 2 11 4 98 29 26 23 19 5 1 13 3 5 4 0 2
Jatfray o 12 28 0 a Lo 201, 41 145 186 0 15 0 8 4 4 0 0 0
- Reshe . 26 ~list 12 13 |88 1,251 114 712 185 138 190 0 63 28 25 9 1 i
Latonid 28 265 5 8 135 584 66 241 142 Y24 146 1 20 3 12 6 0 0
Laneaster - [ oo 111 0 14 0 77 41 v 36 77 0 ] 0 7 2 2 3 0 0
Tebanon - 5 891 2 g 0 287 36 104 101 3 13} o 22 5 8 8 1 0
‘Lipeoln S 2 8. 0 0 0 12 2 6 4 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 o 0
Littleten. . . . 8 - 46 0 5 15 49 13 60 23 o 10 6 ] 3 0 1
Manchester . w140 753, -2 72 91 1,785 190 2L 264 332 369 8 218 44 - 107 36 31 8
o “ . i . i
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1 .
[ P i
. }
B b




Y »
°  STATISTICS ON WORK OF DISTRICT CQURTS (Continued)
Auguat 1, 1975 to July 31, 1976 -
[ -

JUVENILE CASES SMALL CLAIMS LANDLORD AND TENANT CASES

] d 4,@

oty g ¢ £ | &n ét
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. L85 |B3 8 g B 5 B8

E g E [ éw g ~ Em g =~

F2 2R ol N 8 . gf o8 3E Bk g & B E

5 g3 &3l . E g : CH
COURT g d ’é‘ o E @ % o R &

CE 55 HERE B |56 , B B BE 3R | 3d OB °F BE 4B
Merrimack Jlo 1 o 6 | o 208 26 120 48 12 2 1o 311 1 00
Milford Y13 a1 2 10 7 461 48 - 200 113 61 w | o 10 4 3 1 0 0
Nashua 6 836 g 91  J118 3,473 343 1532 . 718 216 - 547 | o 248 187 28 24 9 0
New London 0 16 2 0 156 . 14 29 71 31 i5 o a . 1 - a 0 1

Newport 5 46 O 5 0 ash 49 84 50 0 (o 1B 12 2 0 0 ] -
Ossipee 4 6 0 ) 0 228 10 .75 114 28 0 1 1 1 0 1 o 0 @

Peterborough 1 18 Q a1 29 . 178 6 58 59 5 8L 0 8 2 3 3 0 0
Plaistow 6 58 1 4 1 276 . 60 7t 92 56 0 |13 7 i oz 1 0 0
Plymouth 5 57 0 2 27 286 33 120 144 7 9 o 1 1 0 0 0 0
Portsmouth 10 80 3 27 0 417 37 _ 355 97 . 14 12 {8 259 - 26 16l 17 55 0
v Rochester 7 2 9 0 s10 73 D207 - 125 15 0 o 22 4 8 4 5 0.
Salen 9 82 0 13 0 2 52 w2 LY S ) 93 1 65 16 26 2 24 Q
Somersworth 4 86 o0 ,15 2 17 16 85 10 9 29 |3 6 2 2 a 3 2
. Hofebaro o0 1046 4 17 2 .1 e 87 40 2 1o & 0 1 o o o
427 w5 62 46k 772 17,610 2,061 7,008 4,615 1,707 2,000 [42 1393 436 § 579 207 172 42
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STATISTICS OF THE DISTRICT COURTS

. ust 1, 1075 to duly 31, 1976
CIVIL CASES s, “r CIVIT GASES BIVIDED TY TPy
) . £ : -F
S 4] = o 8
g § | Ee Z8 & g g &8 H
W ) 7] 7] Y] k i
a COURT gt g © 0 % S éﬁ fﬁt %g E g}é ﬁg
B % g R 2 835 | E3 3 g 3 & B
\\ R ) 43 358 | g4 38 He 8K g o
& Auburn 33 39 4 13 11 1 43 15 24 0 0
Berlin 0 13 0 9 3 1 0 2 12 0 0
Claremont 2 49 39 8 4 0 0 12 38 1 0
Colebrook o 0 1 1 0 0 Y0 1] 1 0 0 0
Concord 85 369 268 46 130 10 0 148 296 10 0
Convay 0 81 7 49 18 7 0 o] 81 0 0
Derry 15 152 22 1 27 13 48 129 23 5 1
Dover 30 105 50 60 22 3 30 63 100 2 0
Dukhit 2 28 3 5 5 3 14 4 12 1 0
Exctes 2 103 14 43 24 12 12 9 9 6 [N
Frankiin 12 89 15 59 11 0 16 12 73 0 0 N
GofFatown 7 55 4 17 0 13 8 20 8 47 1 0
Gorham 1 3 2 0 1 0. 2 2 1 =0 0
Hampton 3 139 21 58 27 15 2L 18 121 9 Q
Hanover 7 14 3 2 7 4 5 5 10 .0 1
Haverhill 2 1 5 1 1 0 5 0 19 0 0
Heaaiker 13 - 9 4 4 2 ., 0 12 0 9 0 U
Rislsborough 2 50 4 3l 4 1 A1 12 0 50 0 0
Hooksett 7 28 4 4 8 4 Vs 4 24 3 0
Juffrey 7 13 12 26 38 1 8 29 10 0 0
Keene 120 156 8L 213 85 6 91 18 458 * 3! ‘ 2
Laconia 98 200 28 134 32 1 103 13 203 0 0
Lancastér 0 . 30 11 2 11 6 0 8 22 0 0
Lebagon - 0 110 2% 43 22 1 0 24 86 0 0
LindSin 0 .0 0 0 [} 0 0 i 0 °0 0,
Littleton . 4 38 7 12 10 1 12 4 26 0 0
‘Manchester 332 688 48 390 125 85 a72 87 601 19 1
L oy ¢
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STATISTICB OF THE DISTRICT COURLS

“Mgust 1, 1975 to July 81, 1876

CIVIL CASES DIVIDED BY TYFE
g

CASES TRIED

CASES .SETTLED
8/1/75 o 7/31/7
WITHDRAWN -OR.

BERSON. OR
PROPERTY

,,_,._

CONTRACIS, NGTES}

EIC. ~

CASES APPEALED

TG STPERIOR COUHE:
EALED

\‘\ ’ %gg
.. COURT AN E §§ o
i~
L
tMaceimack - 87
Milford 9
Nashua 65 .
- New Londox k]
Newpork [
»Ogsipac dooo3
». -Paterborough 3
iPlujatow 19 4
: Rlymouth 27
: Poxtsmouth 0
: ‘Rochester 9
‘Salon : 39
- Sonbigwor th 1
7 Wolfeboro 9
969 \:'\
. i

& 8
30 16 5
4% 10 15
329 144 36
1 4 L2
23 6 2
6 - 7 o
5 2 3
37 16 5
34 51 Q.
92 24 14
28 30 10
70 20 18
12 2 1.
15 6 1
2,027 o5 296
Vi

AN

e g “ »’. vrm
82 2 o D
<68 1 . 1
561, 3 bt [}
1?7 8- 8
35 B 6 ec
17
i 4. g
7% 1 o0
109 2 0
138: & Q
84 9 [
132 - 2 o
26 [*] ]
17.. 1 [}
I
+794 91 "5 :
3,794 : __{(y [
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. "REGEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE MUNICIPAL COURTS

for-the Period 1/1/74 to 7/31/74

DISBURSEMENTS

Criminal_| Total Cash ' Total Fines ~Total Bail Total Fines and Total Paid for Other Paid to = Cash on Total
Cases > on Hand Collected =~ Forfeitures Receipts i’ Forfeitures Court Witness Fees . Expenses ' Gity or Hand Disbursema
Digposed 12/31/73 to 7/31/74 o 7/31/74 Paid to - Expenses and. Travel Town 1131474 o 7/31/74
of : - . State Treasurer, -
. - =
Alton 257 $ 100.00 . |»$4115.00 $ o $4215,00  $1356,04 | -$283.65 § o 160.60] $. 0 2614.71) 4215.00
Bethlehem 7L 0 2041,66 60.00 2101, 66 ¥ 735.70 0 65,00 ] 1lc0.30 200.66| 210L.66
Bristol.. hle 41.39 1 9843.00 25,00 9909,39 406360 142,50 64,65 618472 3900.00 1037.14| 9826 .61
Candan 116 280, 65 2815.00 2.00 3097.65 1235.00 ~170.09 90.00 177.70 1312.00 112.8¢ . 3097.65
Epping. 375 257,76 8250.45 0 8508,21 4512.00 592:10 104,11 0 3200.00 100.00] 8508.21
S Farnington - A96 0. 5756.,91 0 5756.91 2644.15 319.75 [ "V 659.98 1126.49 1006.54 0f - 5756.91
Ty Greenville 307 0 :7479,00 0 7479.00]] ~ 1979.98 160,26 503,27 . 0| 4835.49 0f 7479.00
. - Hinsdale 220 2021,00 - 5622.00 479,00 8122,00 3058:00 203.15 75,00 U] 2506.50 2513,35] 8356.00
Loudon 356 ° 410,57 1. T477,00 0 7887.57 2298,00 207.00 116,37 200.00 0 5066.20| 7887.57
. Meredith - 400 957,04 | 14037.46 400,00 15394.47 5817.74 714,21 226,26 849.25 5474.66 2312.35 15394,47
¥ Northumberldnd 222 16,00 1 7599.17 258.00 7873,17 4222,20 284.72 76.04 259,17 2700.00 331.04 | 7873.17
Pelhan 266 252.90 5110,00 0 5362.90 1 1327.86 169.39 50,40 153.14 288.74 | 3373.37 { 5362.90
rittafield 187 .0 4788,10 ] 4788.10 2054.40 98.12 71.50 A65.65] - 2398.43 0 | 4788.10
Rolldinsford 100 0 3520,00 '] 3520.00 1986.00 - | 18.10 144,21 116,901 - 1000.00 254.79 ) 3520.00
Rye ~—"5. 223 '264.95 5051.00 15.00 5390. 95 2084.50 338.52 171.88 . 0 "0 2796.05| 5390.95 °
Whitetield 1287 . - 101.69 2953.00 180,00, 3234,69 1426.40 37.93 27,00 65.00} . 1200.00 478.36 | 3234.69
Wilten : 271 100,00 6014,90 672,00 6786.90 3343.56 347.60 231.17 [¢} 2764.57 100.00° | 6786.90
W Newmarket z]o 409.0‘0 5719.00 992,00 7111.00 2919,53 355.03 732,34 0 0 3104.10 | 7111.00
; 458; 5121.14 }108,192.65 3,143.00 116,456,79| . 46,903.66 4,4462.12 3,409,18 |'3,893.62 |33,614.23 [24,194.98 |116,456.79
: 7z,




" STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURTS
for Period January 1, 1974 to July 31, 1974

8

GRININAL

Total | CGriminal Violations . Misdemeanors Felopiesy Not Guilty Found . Nel Appealed

Cases Cases A - B Pleas Not Guilty Prossed
Alton 265 257 209 47 0 [ 34 17 Y. L
Bethlehem 72 71 63 7 0 i} 8 0 1 2
Bristol 427 416 351 65 [4] Q 57 11 3 10
Canaan 119 115 8 107 0 0 18 5 25 2
Epping 423 375 320 44 Q 11 47 * 14 15 [
Farmington 418 396 27 364 0 5 88 23 6 11
Greenville kiv} 307 239 66 0 2 74 13 16 3
Hinsdale 236 222 31 190 0 1 19 0 1 [}}
Loudon 363 356 307 35 14 o} 13 4 9 1
Meredith 324 400 301 99 0 0 34 4 16 5
Newmarket 218 203 157 46 0 [i} 35 13 7 5
Narthumberland ©234 222 183 39 0 1} 14 6 2 2
Pelham 279 266 253 7 2 4 13 5 18 0
Pittafield 190 179 140 38 0 1 15 1 3 2
RollinsEord 113 100 91 7 0 2 13 2 5 4
Rye 236 223 194 28 0 1 29 6 [ 3
Whitefield 134 128 7 -f - 109 16 1] 3 39 1 3 [+}
Wilton 285 271 237 30 2 2 17 1 9 2

4633 4507 3220 1235 18 33 567 123 157 59 B




STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURT
for Period January 1, 1974 to July 31, 1974
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RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF THE MUNEICIPAL COURTS

for Period 8/1/74 thru 12/31/74

ey o o o
M~ H o ] o
~ W o aF y
3 g 3 i 2 & g 4
| S & 2 3 a ¥
g} “ - M w Yy ‘g‘ 5 3 ‘6 ﬂ
w -] o ﬁ ‘& g 3 5 g z\ ﬂ
courr 8% e g2 g ¥ %3 & 5oy g 2 3 iz
g é’ 3% q e L '§ b ] u s & ) e AR
RS v o oL =3 8 S & o 8% g€ A8
48 | 3§ 34 g8 CI & 3 25 & z§  z8 g
&8 3% 28 28 &8 nE a £ g Ly E Y
Fed]
%ig:?ehe 12& 2.15‘1)3"% :,Z:S.gz 0 6,344.71 1,705,71 545,82 0 125,99  3,867.90  100.00  6,34491
n . . .00 .00 . N . . N
Briptol 2% 1,037.14 ,B08. 00 365:00 %;?Z?&’% 2,3%38 14000 A0 1.13.68 A,;gg.%g 0 %1?2?.\2\
Cdngan 115 112.86 3,580.00 1.50 3,696.36 1,859.00 250.00 123.00 39,99 1,171,00 250,45  3,694.36
Epping 272 100. 00 7,809.81 0 7,909.81 2,420.82 5167 258.80 175,00 4,429,84  573.68  7,909.81
Farmington 156 0 10,48%.52 I} 10,481.52 3,011,00 241,70 735.00 2,799.00 3,694,82 0 10,481, 52
Greenville 107 0 2,471.00 0 2,477.00 739.60 257.91 453.00 . D 1,026.49 0 2,471.00
Hinsdale 100 2,515.35 1,799, 65 0 4,315.00 746,00 486,00 12,00 0 982.00 2,089.00 434500
toudan 138 5,066,20 3,273.00 0 §,339,20 841,00 40.60 119.00 350.00 - §,500.00  489.20 .8,339.20
Meredith 433 2,312.85 18,368, 20 25,00 20,705.55 7,981.00  2,979.00 467,00 1,30 7,B42.49  924.76 20,515,355
Neumarket 285 3,104.10 4,479.00 0 7,583.10 1,705.20 452,36 - 915.00 200,00 4,210.54 100.00  7,583.10
Noxthumbetland 150 331,04 6,722,27 0 7,053.31 3,487.80 113.50 115.00 30,00 3,307.01 0 7,053.31
Pelham 183 3,373.57 4,891.73 0 8,267,110 2,852,16 1,352.18 1] 90.48  3,656,98 315,30 8,267.10
Pirtsfield 281 0 5,678.35 0 5,678.35 1,923.40 111.15 227.10 0 3,416.70 0 5,678,135
Rollinsford 230 256,79 5,830,00 [} 6,084,79 2,176.00 284,65 468,50 185.90  2,969.39 35 6,084,718
Rye 257 2,796.05 6,118.00 0 8,914.05 2,782,00 229,96 507,60 0 5,000,00  395.09  8,914.05
Whirefield 119 480,36 2,050.00 150,00 2,680.36 983,00 39,26 60,00 0 1,500.00 98.20  2,680.36
Wilten 200 100.00 5,453.10 545,00 6,098.10 | 2,561.00 394,59 0 0 3,042,5L - 1p0.00  6,098.10
TOTALS 3,475 24,198.98  100,209.97  1,061.50 125,470.45 | 40,669.48  7,970.67  4,506.80 4,921.34 61,600.77 5,801.39 125,470.45
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURTS
foy Perfod Augdat 1, 1974 to December 31, 1974

CRIMINAL
" o
i 2 § H
} @ g v i < ] (Y 3 9
cpurr 2 2 g Boow 2 ;
| : 8 S 3 3 3 e} 2 8 k|
] o B 'a wt a 13 -t
‘ K 3 8 e k| B 3
‘ & 3 3 9 049 -8 & 02 B
8 B g I & 2 ) 2 &
Alton 181 171 141 25 4 1 28 9 12 0
Bethlehen 68 68 46 20 0 2 15 0 1 10
. Bristol 222 215 192 23 0 0 20 2 2 2
Canaan 122 116 7 101 ¢ 8 15 0 19 7
Epping 277 272 260 8 1 3 23 5 5 5
Parmington 161 150 13 134 0 3 24 5 3 4
Greenville 110 107 82 25 0 0 32 9 3 4
Hinadale 100 98 18 80 0 0 18 2 3 1
‘Loudon 138 138 119 14 5 0 10 0 8 0
Meredith 452 433 |° 383 80 0 4] 33 2 10 8
Newmntket 213 193 154 39 ] 0 36 10 10 8
Northumberland | 158 150 116 3% 0 0 7 2 0 1
pelhan 192 183 174 b} 0 .3 10 3 7 1
Pitenfleld 284 272 219 52 0 1 18 5 3 5
Roliipeford 241 230 180 43 0 b 22 3 17 16
Rye 257 257 208 45 1 3 53 10 21 10
Whitefleld 130 119 99 19 0 1 15 5 6 1
Wilvon 214 201 177 22 1 1 17 1 3 A
. 3,520 3,373 2,558 770 12 Rk} 396 73 133 87
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STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURTS

Period August 1, 1974 to December 31, 1974
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January 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975

RECEIPTS AND BXPENDITURES OF THE MUNICIPAL COURTS

Criminall Total Caah Total Fines Total Ball Total Fines and Total Paid for Other Paid to Cash on  Total
Cases on Hand Collected Forfeltures Receipts [|Forfeitures Court Witness Fees Expenses City or Hand Disbursement
Disposed, 1/1/75 to 7/31/75 ro 7/31/75 Paid to Expenses and Travel Town 7/31/75 - to 7/31/715
of . State Treasurer
Alton 176 100,00 3,415.00 0 3,515.00 | 1,469.00 57.25| 243.50 o 0 1,745.25] 3,515,00
Bethlehem 148 152:10 4,302,66 110.00 4,564,761 2,222.69 0 35.00 0 1874.60 432.47) 4,564.76
Bristol 452 21,46 14,288.50 [:] [ 14,309,96 {| 4,886.50 3,007.35 97,20 8 4700.00 1618.61 | 14,309.96
Canaan 131 250445 2,922,16 [} 3,172.61 || 1,023,20 115.06 180.00 a 1025.00 829,35 1 3,172,61
Epping 447 573,68 12,265.00 : e - 12,838,68 |} 7,051.33 642.22 825.00 8 3200,00 1120.13 | 12,838.68
Farmington 267 L] 5,455.00 25,00 5,480.00 ;| 2,401,00 484,25 735,00 (2] 1859,75 [:] 5,480.00
Graenville 154 ] 3,512.00 8 3,512.00 984.60 243,32 270.00 [:] 2014.08 L) 3,512.00
Hinsdale 175 2,089.00 5,198.06 [:] 7,287.06 || 1,730.44 535.57 | 2093.00 [} 1548.05 1380.00 7,287.06
Loudon 357 489.20 6,761,50 8 7,256.701] 2,333.60 440,23 73.20 ;] 3600.00 743,67 7,250,70
Metedith 532 234,00 17,100.00 8 17,324.00 H 9,307.00 2,109.30 410.00 8 4707.20 800,50 { 17,334.00
Nawmarket 270 100.00 4,920.00 0 5,020.00} 1,204,70 453,93 | 1120.80 0 0 2240.57 5,020,00
Northumberland 187 8 7,442.76 20.00 7,462.76 {| 4,243.20 575.59 180.00 17.60 2000, 00 446,37 7,462,756
Palham ) 281 311,90 5,913.30 [:] 6,225.20 |1 2,426,00 636.75 58.00 8 2552.30 552.15 6,225.20
Pictafield 380 2] 7+950,75 ] 7,950.75 || 2,967,60 230.84 | 160.10 ] 4592.21 (] 7,950.75
Rollinsford 275 235 8,080.00 9 8,080,351 3,638.80 522,78 707.40 [:] 1000.00 2211.37 8,080.35
Rye 201 395.09 4,845.00 9 5,240.09 ]| 2,097.00 476,02 225,00 [*] [} 2442,07 5,240.09
Whitefield 195 108,10 4,460.00 400.00 4,968.10 || 2,309.00 120.00 120.00 9 1900.00 519,10 4,968.10
Wilton 436 597,50 12,447,50 2] 13,045.00 || 6,213.00 1,187.92 309.00 180,00 4335.47 819,63 | 13,045,00
5064 5,422,83 | 131,279.19 555.00 {137,257.02 11,838.38 [7,842,20 197.60 |40,908.66 | 17,901.24 137,257.02

58,568. 96




EEAR AARL BEECE A0k JECEREES - AEE  EN AEE a e B S S hd

STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURTS
January 1, 1976 through July 3%, 1975

Total Crimital Violations Misdemeanors = Felonies  Not Guilty Found Nol Appealed { Drunk Motor Vehicla

Cages A - B Fleas Not Guilty Prossed ] City | state
Altan 176 152 24 Q Q 22 9 6 4 k] 4 154
Bethlehen 148 124 15 5 4 5 9 3 1 o 0 125
Bristol 452 416 36 4] 9 37 2 5 11 13 40 313
Canaan 131 18 12 [} 1 27 ? .19 S 10 3 56
Epping : 447 414 26 2 5 56 4 13 12 1 %6 388
Farmington 267 24 228 [} 15 70 14 9 6 19 8 154
Greenville 154 91 13 ) a 30 7 18 7 3 13 18
Hinsdale 171 161 13 a 1 15 2 9 1 4 3 156
Loudon 357 357 [:] :] [} 17 3 11 2] 2 2 L
Meredith 559 462 97 (] (-] 36 1 27 16 2 97 462
Newmarket 2710 198 71 [:] 1 46 13 16 4 1 51 163
Northumberland 187 149 38 <] -] 17 2 6 1 [} 6 146
Pelham - : 281 251 23 2 5 22 10 12 1 [*] 19 203
Pittsfield 380 332 41 2 5 14 [} 3 2 2 A5 137

Rollinsford 275 228 43 ] 4 55 9 30 22 [} 4 227
Rye 201 155 46 2] (-] 39 7 14 2 2] 8 163
Whitefield 195 137 . 52 -] 6 26 1 15 3 7 1 125
Wilton 436 395 33 2 6 32 4 9 9 <] -] 395
5317 4064 91t 13 53 566 95 216 A0 127 310 3754




STATISTICS ON WORK OF MUNICIPAL COURTS
Japtary 1, 1975 through July 31, 1975

LJUVENILE SMALL CLAIMS .
Trans, to Withdrawn/
Neglected Delinquent  Superior Ct.| Pendipg  Entered Tried Default Settled Dismissed

Abton [} 0 1] 6 2 1 0 4 3
Bothlehem 0 0 0 0 0 0 o [} Q
Bristol ] 1 [} [¢] 16 2 3 11 [}
Canaan 1 2 2] 1] 12 3 3 6 4]
Epplesy, 1 6 1 8 19 3 3 [} 13
Yare” ,gton 0 13 ] <] 17 2 l0 5 8
Grauiville [} 16 [} 4 5 2 i 1 1
Hinsdale a8 [:] [:] [} 2 8 k] Q Q
Loudon ] (2] [:} ] 1 2] 0 0 1
Maredith 1 26 ] ] 37 k1 25 6 5
Navwmatket ] 8 ] [} 21 3 i 3 &
Northumbarland 8 (<] 0 2] 32 2 1 9 (<]
Pelham a 1 [} 1 k1 12 [ 8 2
Pittafield 1 4 & 8 20 2 6 8 (*]
Rollinaford Q ] [} 0 8 8 L] 8 [}
Rye -] 5 [:] 8 10 2 27 6 8
WhiteEdeld 2 7 ] a 4 -] ] 4 -]
Wilton . . A 11 9 [:] 16 4 1 4 7

) [} 102 1 1 245 77 73 83 36

L
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RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS -~ MUNICIPAL COURTS
AUgust 1, 1975 = July 31, 1976

\\CRININAI. CASES
e
0 " o -]
5* tas - ~ [ 8 a g s
R g B o ) B ] " "
88 | 43 E5 4 d H s g‘ a8 Eg f
ga7 | ¢ } A A g g 5 | B iRy | A%
i &d 8 By 5 B fy g8E &d
SEAF B SERHCE SN R
cour gd | B 3 2 3e 8 Be”| EH 8 55 3 | BB
Alton 134 125 100,00 2,640.00 ] 2,740.00 | 1,224.00 104,00 30,00 0 1,382,00 | 2,74000
Bethlehen 199 198 1,463.34 5,738,34 | 83.34 7.2as 02l 2,873.24 0 85,00 1,339.00 2,987.78 | 7,285,02
Bristol 726 691 1618.61 | 15,610.59 | 50.00 17,279,60 | 5,064,30 | 2,051.,46 | 390.00 8,700 1,073.84 | 17,279.60
Canaan 334 305 832,35 7,160,060 0 7,992.35 || 3,325.00 600, 83 375,00 3,139,00 552,52 | 7,992.35
Epping 830 845 160,15 | 20,874, 61 0 "21,034.%6 |} 9,148.00 ~ 1,171,39 1,088.40 8,500.00 1,126.97  21,034.76
Farmington 199 351 8 8,099,85 e 8,099.85 8 3,589.01 | 1 43/23\ 735.00 2,383.61 ) 8,009,835
Creenville 339 312 0 9,679.00 0 9,679,00 | 21692.20 | Ta04.76 |N<845.00 5,737.04 0 9,672,00
Hinedale 323 308 2,162,00 6,40%,00 0 8,563,00 7 822,42 | 216.84 2170374 1,380,00 | 8,563.00
Loudon 332 314 1,020,709 7,093.60 0 8,114,30 460,00 [ 111.60 4y 1150, 00 383,90 | 8,114.30
Meredith 1016 813 3,583.55 | 32,491,69 0 36,075,24 4,110.63 | 660.00 | 14;446.53 2,231.08 | 36,075, 24
Newmarket 456 399 2,190.57 8,621.00 0 10,811,57 1,235.12 §1,725,00 5,020.17 927,28 | 10,811.57
Northumbetland 380 338 628,97 | 11,332,21 0 11,961.18 629,35 ] 88,00 4,520.98 338,65 | 11,961.18
Pélhan 564 423 B62.68 9,772:24 0 10,634,92 861,21 46.80 4,4B5,10 1,171,02 | 10,634,92
Pittsfield 813 694 370,22 | 13,669.80 0 14,040.02 498,98 96.94 7,563.53 639,78 | 14,040,02
Rye 341 121 2,442,07 9,880.00 0 12,322.07 539,47 | 480.00 4,520.00 1,682,60 | 12,322,607
Whitefield 160 327 519, B,012.00 | 275,00 8,806.10 237.96 | 105.00 31998,00 760,14 L8064
Wilton 665 640 100,00 | 20,089.00 9 20,189.00 §}9es 12| 2,853 K5 991.92 6,257.17 100,00 { 20,189.00
Nf !
2 JL
I ) .
8,211 | 7,464 18,054.31 {197,165.33 | 408,34 215,627,098 § 85,542.07  18,213.99 7,870.49  87,463.87 16,797,56  215,637,98

J




CRIMINAL CASES ~ MUNICIPAL COURTS OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
August 1, 1975 to July 31, 1976

8 B
o E 1 d g
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B g g B 3 g 2 g | &

ALTON 109 20 1 4 13 4 6 4] k] 3 96
BETHLEHEM 171 25 1 1 15 2 1 1 ¢ 4 164
. BRISTOL 652 39 0 ] 63 15 6 13 18 200 491
CANAAN 59 226 7 0 40 13 49 6 6 11 163
EPPING 706 124 15 0 11 7 2l 9 0 100 500
FARMINGTON 46 301 3 0 8y 20 h2 16 16 141 194
GREENVILLE 243 66 2 1 39 5 18 15 5 18 225
HINSDALE 308 1] 0 0 30 4 3 2 6 6 302
LOUDON 314 0 0 0 1 4 12 2 4 0 275
MEREDITH 715 145 "0 0 47 0 52 11 1 83 728
NEWMARKET 291 106 2 0 104 14 26 19 4 3 218
NORTHUMBERLAND 254 78 3 1 6 6 7 1 4 12 280
PELUHAM 366 35 22 0 29 4 a3 0 0 39 280
PITTSFIKLD 561 128 4 Z a4 5 6 14 3 38 561
RYE 230 85 6 0 41 10 22 6 1 22 251
WHITEFIBLD 290 35 2 0 36 3 4 2 21 15 210
WILTON 574 84 1 0 44 11 20 4 3 0 619
5,889 1,497 70 9 762 125 328 121 125 765 5,554

A h . Mk a A % A &
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HUNICIPAL COURT CASES August 1, 1975 to July 3;. 1976
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Auburn

. Berlin
Claremont
Celobrook
conzord
Conway
Dexry
Dover
Durham
Exeter
Franklin
Goffstown
Gorham
Hampton
Hanover
Haverhill
Henniker
Hillsborough
Hooksett
Jaffrey
Keene
Laconia
Lancaster
Lebanon
Lincoln
Littleon
Manchester
Merrimack
Milford
Naghua *

Nashua Deputy

New London
Newport
Ossipee
Paterborough
Plaistow
Plymouth
Bortsmouth
Rochester
Salem
Someraworth
Wolfeboro

SALARIES OF JUSTICES, SPECIAL JUSTICES
AND_CLERKS OF COURT (DISTRLCT COURT)

(RSA _502-A:6) for 1975

Salaxry of Salary of Salary of Salary
Justice Spec, Justice Clexk Asgoc,Justice  Deputy
§ $

6,500 1,950 3,900

6,500 1,950 3,900
12,200 3,660 7,320

3,700 1,110 2,220 '
22,400 6,720 13,400

8,000 2,400 4,800

9,500 2,850 5,700
12,500 3,750 7,500

8,300 2,490 4,980

7,700 2,310 44620 , \
10,250 3,075 6,150 |
7,400 2,220 4,440 ‘
3,300 990 1,980
15,350 4,065 9,210

3,700 1,110 2,220 l
4,100 1,230 2,460

4,900 1,470 2,940 ‘
6,800 2,040 4,080 ‘
8,000 2,400 4,800 .
7,400 2,220 4,440
18,350 5,505 11,010
15,200 4,560 9,120

6,100 1,830 3,660
11,300 3,390 6,780

4,900 1,470 2,940

4,500 1,350 2,700
24,000 7,200 18,000 23,000
11,750 3,525 7,050
10, 250 3,075 6,150
24,000 7,200 14,400 23,000

13,800

4,900 1,470 2,940

9,200 2,760 5,520

6,500 1,950 3,900 .

9,500 2,850 5,700

8,600 2,580 5,160

7,700 2,310 4,620
10,550 3,165 6,330
10,700 3,210 6,420
12,500 3,750 7,500

5,700 1,710 3,420

5,300 1,590 3,180

98




Auburn
Berlin
Clazemont
Colabrook
Concord
Conway
Derzy
Dover
Ducham
Exater
Franklin
Goffatawn
Gorham
Hampton
Hanover
Haverhill
Henniker
Hillsborough
ftocksett
Jaffray
Keene
Laconia
Lancaster
Lebanon
Lincoln
Littleton
Manchester
Merrimack
Milford
Nashua*
Nashua Deputy
New London
Newport
Ossipee
Patarborough
Plaistow
Plymouth
Portsmouth
Rochester
Salem
Somarsworth
Wolfeborough

7//

SALARIES OF JUSTICES, SPECIAL JUSTICES AND GLERKS
OF DISTRICT COURT FOR THE YEAR 1976, BASED ON
RSA 502=A:6

Salary of Salary of Salary of Salar Depu 4

Justice Spec., Justice Clerky AgBoc, Juztgiev PuEY e

$7,400 $2,220 4,440 L

5,700 4,710 3,420 z

11,750 3,525 7,050 7

3,700 1,110 2,220 e

26,150 7,845 15,690 i

10,700 3,210 6,420 : g

14,750 4,425 8,850

9,500 2,850 5,700

7,700 2,310 4,620

10,250 3,075 6,150 J

7,700 2,310 4,620

4,500 1,350 2,700 (

14,750 4,425 8,850

5,700 1,710 3,420 1

4,100 1,230 2,460 i 1

4,800 2,040 4,080

6,500 * 1,950 3,900 |

8,500 2,670 5,340

7,400 2,220 4,440 |

25,000 7,500 15,000 |

15,650 4,695 9,390

6,500 1,950 3,900 |

10,550 3,163 6,330

4,500 1,350 2,700 |

7,400 2,220 4,440

30,000 9,000 22,500 19,700 |

12,800 3,840 7,680 |

11,000 3,300 6,500

30,000 9,000 18,000 29,700 |
17,820

7,700 2,310 4,620 . |

8,600 2,580 5,160

6,800 2,040 4,080

8,900 2,670 5,340 |

8,900 2,670 ,

7,700 2,310 4,620 |

10,700 3,210 6,420 |

10,550 3,165 6,330 .

14,000 4,200 8,400 e |

5,700 1,710 3,420 ‘

5,700 1,710 3,420 |

59




Ten Year Chart of Case Load in_Sufareme. Cowrt .,wj
‘ August | through July3 Lo
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Ten Year Chart of Criminal Case Lood in Superior Court
August | theaugh July 31
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Ten Year Chart of Civil Case Load in Superior Court
August | through July 31
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Cases

Ten Year Chart of Civil Case Load In Distriet Courls
Jantary | through December 31
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