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County of Santa Clara 

California 
P.NUUAL REPORT 

FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

I. JURISDICTION AND AUTHORITY 

Office of the Public DeferrJer 
County Government Center, West wtng 

70 West Hedding Stt'OOt 
San Jose, .. California 95110 

299-4221 Area CQde 408 
998-5121 Area Code 408 

Santa Clara County Ordinance Code Section A22-51 and Cali-

forn.ia Government Code Section 22706 authorize the Public De-

f8nder to provide legal representation to persons financially 

unable to employ private counsel in criminal and related cases, 

to minors in Juvenile Court proceedings, and to alleged rnen­

* tally ill persons. Since 1974, the California Legislature has 

extended the responsibilities of public defenders to civil cases 

-- requiring that legal assistance be provided in adoptions 

(Civil Code sec. 237.5), commitments of developmentally dis­

~bled persons (Health and Safety Code secs. 38009.2 and 38451), 

~nd probate conservatorships (Probate Code secs. 1461.5, 1606, 

and 2006). 

The Santa Clra County Public Defender's office endeavors 

tu provide vigorous, competent legal representation in compliance 

'vdt.ll statutory and constitutional requirements and professional 

stand.ards. 'Phis assistance i.s provided in all of the courts of 

Santa Clara County (including Superior, Juvenile, Municipal and 

Justice Courts) and in the State Appellate and Federal Courts in 

appeals and writ proceedings. 

Although indigency is not required for public defender repre­
~l~~l'ii:.ailion for ffi-inors in juvenile cases (~Al&I Code §700) or men­
tally ill persons (W&I Code §5276), reimbursement for legal 
services by parents or guardians is statutorily authorized. 

An Equal Opportunity Emrtlloyer 



I I. OPERA!l'IONS ---_ .. _-
A. General Activities 

1. Legal Division~ During FY 1976-77 I the Department 

opened 25,936 new cases r compared to 24,304 cases during the 

previous year -- an increase of 6.3~. The legal staff (aver­

aaing 54.5 attorneys throughout the year) made 65,299 court 

appearances, for an average rate cif 475.9 new cases and 1,198 

court appearances per attorney, or 2.2 new cases and 5.t; court 

appearances per staff attorney every working day. The at-

torneys conducted 285 :iury trials, 732 motion hearings, and 

1,938 felony preliminary hearings. The average cost-per-case 

""yas $98.51, compared to appointed private counsel costs of 

$584.29 per case in conflict cases.* 

All applicants for services were carefully screened 

to insure that services were provided only to qualified per-

sons unable to afford private counsel. As a result, 2,508 

applicants were either rejected, referred to bar association 

referral panels, or they secured private counsel after par-

tial services 

The largest caseload increase occurred in the Juvenile 

CO-:.lrt .-- 3,295 cases compared to 2 I 67"1 the previous year for 

an increi3~e of 23.1%. This resulted from new Juvenile Court 

legislat.ion (AB 3121) \,l11ic11 became effective January 1, 1977. 

(See discussion infra at p.5.) A sUbstantial 13% increase was 

also experienced in M ,tal Health cases -- from 5,064 to 5,723 

cases. 

--""-'-'---
* Total cost for private counsel appointments during 1976-77 
was $610,003 for 1,044 claims paid. See Appendix H. 
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The following compares cases opened in each major case 

category with the cases opened during the previous year: 

Felonies 

Misdemeanors 

Juveniles 

Mental Health 

Special Proc~edings 

1975-76 

4,796 

10,18(; 

2,677 

5,064 

1,539 

24,262 

1976-77 

5,492* 

le,998* 

3,295 

5,723** 

428* 

25,936 

+ %(-) 

+13.7 

+ 7.9 

+23.1 

+13.0 

(-)72.2 

+ 6.9 

These cases required 33,333 legal, investigative, and 

social worker interviews. 

2. ~nvestigati~n Division: The growth in the Department's 

Investigation Division workload activity by case category was 

as follO\vs: 

1975-76 1976-77 -I-% (-) 

Felonies 587 641 + 9.2 

Misdemeanors 846 879 + 3.9 

Juvenile 131 230 +75.6 

Mental Health 4 5 +25.0 -_.-- --
1(568 1,755 +11.9 

* The felony case count includes 626 felony probation viola­
tion cases which were previously counted as "Special Proceed­
i~1gs. II Likewise, the misdemeanor cases include probation 
violation cases which were formerly counted as "Special Pro­
ceedings. 1I These- are more accurately counted as felonies or 
misdemeanors. Nithout these changes, the felony increase woul.d 
be 4.6% and the misdemeanor increase 3.5%, and Special Proceed­
ings would be 1527 total cases, or a slight decrease of 0.99%. 

** This figu ~ includes 1,175 cases which required court repre­
s~ntatioh ahd ~,211 cases of nOfi-OOurt lagal representation. 
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Not reflected in the above figures is the work of sub-

poenaing witnesses which absorbed large blocks of investigative 

time in cases which required no other services; these are not 

reflected in the caseload count. The Department's investiga-

tors also interviewed 4,621 witnesses compared to 4,291 during 

the previous year, an increase of 7.7%. 

3. Administrative Services Division: This division pro-

vides importaLt secretarial and clerical services needed to 

prepare and p~ lcess case files, correspondence, and legal 

briefs, transcribe recorded statements, calendar court ap-

pGarances, receive office visitors, operate telephones and 

other off .ce equipment, and record workload statistics. 

Durint 1976-77, the staff of this division opened and pro-

cessed 25,936 new case files, calendared 65,299 court ap-

pearances, and received more than 10,000 office visitors, 

and prepared legal memoranda and briefs in support of more 

than 700 motions, writs and appeals. 

1). Special 1~~·ob1e~.: Mental Health and Juvenile Court 

Legis1a Lion. 

Ne\J mental heal·l.-.h and juvenile court legislation had a 

silbstar~tial impact upon the Department I s workload during 

1976-77. These included: requiring more intensive prose-

clItion of juvenile offenders (eh. 1071, 1976 Stats •. (AB 3121)); 

requiring defender services in public and private probate 
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cons~~rvatorship proceedings (Ch. 1~57, 1976 Stats. (AB 1417»; 

requiring defender services in Lanterman-Petris-Short (LPS) 

Act conservatorship proceladings for the developmentally dis-

ablE;d (Ch. 694, 1975 Stats. (AB 1421), amending Health and 

Sai~ty Code s(:''lc. 416.95) i requiring appointmemt of the public 

defender in judicial procE1edings to coromi t developmentally 

disabled persons residing in state hospitals* (Ch. 1364, 1976 

State. (AB 3800), adding liealth and Safety Code sec. 38009.2). 

The following reports the impact of these new laws on the 

Department's Juvenile Court and Mental Health Sections: 

1. Juvenile Court Section -- AB 3121. 

The features of this bill which affected the Depart-

ment's worklo~d included a requirement that the district at-

tOj'!W\, appt.:i1r at a.l1 sta9cs of every juvenil€! court proceeding, 

thereby making the process more formal and adversary; desig-

nation of numerous criminal offenses that, if committed by a 

minor of the age of J 6 year£~ OJ.':' older, raises a presumption 

th,lt such a minor is "unfit" for juvenile cou:r:,t treatment; 

and placement of the burden of proof on the defense to show 

that such a minor is suitable for juvenile court treatment. 

As a result, additional public defender staffing was 

reqw,;,,;sb.::d to meet these new burdens. Four new positions were 

-~------------.----

* Heretofore, the Department was required to represent de­
vt,lopmontally disabled persons in probate conservatorships 
(Prob. Code sec. 1461.5) and on petitions for writs of habeas 
C01':pUS at neV'l state hospital commitments (Health and Safety 
Coda sec. 3~45l (formerly sec. 38121). 
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allowed including one (J) attorney, one (1) investigator, one 

(1) legal stenographer, and one (1) social worker. Three other 

positions (two (2) attorneys and one (1) legal aide) were ap­

proved but frozen to determine if the increased workload would 

later warrant filling those positions. In April, 1977, two of 

the latter three positions (one (1) attorney and one (1) legal 

. * aide) were unfrozen to meet the workload ~ncrease. 

As anticipated, AB 3121 had a substantial impact on 

workload during the last four months of FY 1976-77; when the 

distric·t attorney's staff became fully operational in the 

juvenile court. During that period, the monthly caseload in 

delinquency mat ers (We1f. & Insts. Code sec. 602) increased 

45%, and more significantly, contested dispositional hearings 

increased by 40%. 

2. Mental Health Section -- AS 1417, AB 1421, and AB 3800. 

AB 1417. This legislation requires that the Department 

provide legal assistance to probate conservatees in: 1) all 

new public guardian conservatorship petitions; 2) selected new 

private conservatorship petitions; 3) all annual reviews of 

new conservatorshipsi and 4) all reviews of existing public 

and private conservatorships over a three-year period. 

'rhese duties were placed upon an already overloaded 

Mental Health Section staff of two attorneys and one legal aide. 

--.---.-.... -~ 
* In August, 1977, during the 1977-78 budget hearing, the 
remaining attorney position was unfrozen and re-allocated 
to the Mental Health Section. (See discussion infra.) 
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(During py 1975~76, they provided legal services to 5,064 per .. ' 

sons -- an incr ase of 152.7% over the previous year.) 

In February, 1977, an additional temporary (extra­

help) attorney was authorized to cope with these new duties 

until the rununer budget session when a.n additional attorney 

was allowed (reallocated f~om the frozen juvenile court at­

torney position) to handle these cases and those of the de-

vclopmentally disabled. (See below.) 

AB 1421 and AB 3800. These statutes require public 

* defender represpntation for the developmentally disabled. 

During 1976-77 a total of 109 such cases wer~ received. While 

the number of these cases was relatively small, they took con-

siderably more time because of difficulties in communication 

with developmentally disabled persons. The assistance in these 

cases frequently involves arranging alternative communi·ty place-

ments to support requests for out-patient release. Such ser-

vices can be performed more effectively and economically by 

social worker support staff. 

c. Achievements. 

l. Pispositional "Success" Rates In Trials And Settlements. 

An aasessment of staff effectiveness can be made on the 

* Agnew State Hospital (a facility located in the County) is 
a regional center for developmentally disabled persons and in­
cludes non-residents as well as residents of the County. Reim­
bursement for services to out-of-county residents is authorized 
and has beert referred to the County Counsel for action. 
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basis of favorable case dispositions, including acquittals , 

dismissals and reduced charges. The following presents these 

"success l1 rates in trials, preliminary hearings, motions, and 

settlements during the year: 

FELONIES (Superior Court) 

Jury Court 
Trials Trials 

Found Not Guilty 13 3 

Found Guilty Lesser Offense 72 14 

Found Guilty as Charged 38 6 

Totals 123* 23 ---
**Succe!::ls P.ates 69% [54%} 74% 

*(Includes 11 murder trials of which 7 defendants 
were found not guilty and 7 were found guilty of 
lesser charges -- an 83% success rate.) 

(55.5%] 

**(Includes total of acquittals and lesser findings. 
Percentages in brackets show rates of previous 
year. ) 

rnSDEMEANORS (gunicipal and Justice Courts) 

Found Not Guilty 49 
Found Guilty Lesser Charge 19 

Found Guilty as Charged 94 

Total 162 

Success Rate: 42% [39%] 

-8-
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~~~IMINARY HEARINGS (Felonies in Hunicipal/Justice Courts) 

Dismissals 290 

Diversions 40 

Pleaded Guilty to Lesser Charges 78 

Pleaded Guilty as Charged 60 

Held to Answer on I.Jesser Charge 192 

Held to Answer as Charged 1,556 

Total 2,216 

*Success Rate: 
,-

29.7% [32%J 
========= 

* (Includ8s dismissals, diversions, and pleas 
and findings on lesser charges.) 

MOTION~ (Hunicipal and Justice Courts) 

To Suppress Illegally Seized Evidence (Penal 
Code §1538.5 and Other Motions: 

Motions Granted 168 

Hotions Denied 169 

Total 337 

Success Ra·te: 50% [60%] 

SETTLEMENTS 

Felonies 

Dismissals Before Trial 

Pleaded Guilty to Lesser Charge 

Pleaded Guilty as Charged 
(With and Without Conditions) 

lJ.'otal 

*Success Rate: 

92 

1221 

326 

1639 

80% [81%] 

* (Includes dismissals and pleas to lesser 
charges. ) 
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Hisdemeanors 

Diversions 283 

Dismissals Before Trial 1367 

Pleaded -to IJcsser Chi:trges 2659 

Pleade~ Guilty as Charged 
(With (.J~ Without Conditions) 2884 

Total 7193 

Success Rate: 59.9% [60.2%] 

2. Juvenile Court Social Services Program. In the Spring 

of 1976 the Department's first social worker position (Grade 

V) was filled by Ms. Lynne Woodward. She holds a Master's De-

groc and has an extensive background in child protective ser-

vices. In March 1977, a second social worker position (Grade 

IV) was nuthorized and was filled by Ms. Sandra Clark. These 

positions were allowed to provide necessary support services 

in child neglect cases (Wel. & Insts. Code §300 (formerly Wel. 

& Insts. Code §600)). (See discussion of the origin and jus-

tification for these support services in the 1975-76 Annual 

Report, pp. 10-11.) 

During 1976-77, social work support services were re-

quired in 335 cases. The social workers ~ade 2776 personal 

contacts and interviews and 171 court appearances, and they 

nreparec. and submitted alternative dispositions in 200 cases, 

of which 156 were fully accepted by the court and 23 were par-

tially accepted -- a success rate of 89.5% . 
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In addition to providing a necessary adjunct to legal 

assistance in such cases, the social workers assisted clients 

in attempting to modify their behavior to avoid further dif-

ficulty and involvement in the juvenile justice system. The 

Eollowing are several exampl~s ~f their successful casework: 

A mother of four children had experienced an 
emotional breakdown and psychiatric hospitalization 
following the crib death of her infant. She re­
quested voluntary court placement of her children 
during her illness. She recuperated but the court 
denied her request for return of the children from 
their foster home because the courtis supervising 
social worker felt the mother u was not ready for 
them.!! Our .HSW determined that the mother's "par­
enting strengths" were sufficient to allow for her 
children's return and was able to provide persuasive 
information to convince the court to return the 
children and ultimately to terminate wardship. 

A 35-year old husband who was incarcerated for 
SE:,,:vcre wife beating stemming from chronic alcohol 
abuse \~as enrolled in the Sidney .Hills Alcohol Re­
habilitation Program, which he successfully com­
pleted, and was able to end the destructive re­
lationship with his wife p enroll in college and 
begin work on his contractor's license. Suppor­
tive coun~2ling was provided by our MSW during the 
duration (Of his stay at Mills. He was extremely 
grateful lat his public defender recognized and 
sl..\pported his need f01: alcohol treatment rather than 
incarceration. 

A 14·"Yi'.'i:l.r old boy whose father was deceased and 
whose mother was overwhelmed with responsibilities 
turne i to a life of petty crimes in desperation, 
fe~ling no one cared for him. Our MSW learned of 
his intense suicidal ideation based on the fact that 
at the age of eight he had witnessed his father's 
suicide. The court, in light of the real reasons 
for the boy's self-destructive behavior, changed its 
disposition from the California Youth Authority to 
private institutional placement where the boy could 
receive psychiatric help for his depression. 

-11-
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A young mother, new to California with no family 
o~ friends here, was referred to the police for cre­
ating a drunken disturbance. In the process of the 
police investigation, it \lilas determined, based on the 
report of a hostile neighbor with whom she had refused 
a sexual relationship, that she was an unfit mother 
ana that her young baby should be removed from her 
custody. We were able to show that this woman was a 
very caring, more than adequate mother. Her argument 
with a neighbor did not interfere with her parenting 
abilities in any way. The District Attorney dismissed 
her case in the interest of justice. 

A l5-ye~r old, illiterate boy had been institution­
alized sin e age seven in a foster home and group homes 
as a chronic delinquent. As a result of our MSW's as­
sistance, he was returned to his mother's custody and 
an appropriate day treatment facility where he could 
have psychiatric treatment and remedial education for 
his severe emotional and learning difficulties. Be­
fore 'hat, booth he and his mother had been considered 
total fai.lures. The child's delinquent behavior was 
his T,\'ay of rebelling against separation from his mother I 
and since his return home he has made substantial gains. 
Through casework intervention, the mother now sees her­
self as having sufficient parenting skills to be able 
to help her son with his problems and is providing a 
supportive family enfironment for him. He has exhibited 
no further delinquent behavior since his return home. 

These !lsuccess" stories would not have been possible 

\"ii-thout the suppor-ti ve services provided by the Department's 

',-, 

social workers as a necessary adjunct to provision of competent 

counsel in compliance with professional standards. Similar sup-

port services in adult cases at sentencing are also required. 

3. ~onm!..~ni.!:y'_Wo.r15er Services £y Rev. HenEl- Rountree. 

During 1976, Rev. Henry Rount.ree joined the Department to fill 

it:.:~ second CE'l'A-£una0d Community Worker position. In addi ti.on 
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to being an ordained minister, Rev. Rountree had experience 

in community social service activities; this enabled him to 

provide the legal staff with supportive services to assist 

clients with problems related to their basic survival neecis, 

(i.~. I food, clothing, housing, job training, educational 

opportunities, and mental health and medical services) which. 

were related to their legal difficulties. As an ordained 

minister, he was also able to provide counseling services 

and to perform marriage ceremonies for inmates. In addition, 

he aided attorney-clien~ relations by explaining the criminal 

justi.ce system and office procedurest.o cl:Lents, encouraging 

them to appear in court when required or to surrender after 

failing to appear; and supplying information to attorneys on 

available cOIRIDunity agencies for dispositional alternatives 

to assist clients with special problems. 

The following is a list of services performed by Rev. 

Rountree during 1976-77: 

Emergency Referrals for Services: "._----_ ... _" ... ,,-"--- - '--"'''----'---'' 

Food 

Clothing 

Shelter 

274 

31 

83 

Transportation (bus) 4 

Mental he~lth 15 

M~dical 12 

419 

-13-
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Weddings performed 43 

Marital counseling 106 
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Public Relations Contacts: --,------, 
Counseling 853 I 

59 I. 

Churches 53* 
Dispositional alternative 

assistance 
Civic organizations 4 

57 
Supportive surrenders 72 . 

Street survi val counseling~ 11 

~ 
* (Churches provided community, 
financial and other support.) 

1026 
u 

In the course of these activities, R€v. Rountree also 

enlisted voluntary community support. The va.lue of the free 

s>5!:r:vices provided by these community groups and individuals 

was considerable. Theso ng0.ncies and groups; which provided 

both services and funds to clients, included: the Salvation 

Aruy, the San Jose Rescue Hission, Friends Outside, House of 

Hospitality, Community Friends! the Santa Clara County Inform-

ation and Referral l' ... gency, the St. Paul Baptist Church, the 

Church of Philade~phidr Bible Baptist Church, the St. Jude 

Episcopal Church, the Prayer Garden Church of God in Christ, 

and the Ministers' Comn1unity Hotline. 

Specific examples of the services provided by Rev. 

Rountree are the following: 

A 25-year old client was released from Elmwood 
Men's Rehabilitation Center and was offered a con­
struction job on condition that he obtain a pair 
of steel reinforced work shoes which cost $54. He 
did not have this sum but Rev. Rountree arranged 
with a San Jose shoe store to extend credit to the 
young man backed by a church guarantee for the re­
payment. ehe client received his shoes on credit, 
gOt the j' ~ which paid him $6 per hour, has since 
repaid th" shoe store! and is doing well.. 

-14:--
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A 22-year old client had been "on the road" for 
a year, was destitute r and had been arrested for steal­
ing food. Though a petty theft charge against him was 
dismissed, he was depressed and suicidal. He was re­
ferred to Rev. Rountree who aided him to return to his 
home state of tvashington, at his request, where his 
father had just had a heart attack and his mother was 
alone. Rev. Rountree contacted several agencies and 
arranged for bus fare, food, and shelter for the client 
who later wrote that he had obtained a good paying job 
and was taking care of his parents. 

A 29-year old client was charged with drunk driving 
and had five prior convictions. He was otherwise a 
law-abiding citizen and self-employed, but he had a 
fear of jail which caused him to consider running away. 
Rev, Rountree determined that the client's homosexual 
tendencies were responsible for his excessive use of 
alcohol, and when his case came up in court, the pro­
bation officer and the judge were amenable to a fine 
with an alternative program of counseling instead of 
jail. 

Another client, in his late 20's with a five-year 
record of alcoholism, was charged with breaking a store 
windmll to steal 'two cans of beer. Lacking rapport \"i th 
his attorney and faced with a violation of felony pro­
bation, the client wanted to run away. A mediation­
counseling session was set up with the client and his 
attorney which resulted in the client remaining sober 
and making his court appearances. In the course of 
doing this the client telephoned Rev. Rountree on 14 
separate occasions and Rev. Rountree made four crisis 
visits to his home. Thereafter, the client improved 
his relationship with his attorney and controled his 
drinking. (In appreciation for the help he received, 
the client showed up one day at the office with his 
gUitar to entertain the clerical staff.) 

In four separate cases, emergency services were pro­
vided to clients who were senior citizens and were on 
social security or waiting to be qualified and had 
stolen food be6ause of their hunger. These clients 
received counseling on survival tactics for senior 
citizens and the names, addresses and telephone num­
bers of contacts who could help them obtain their so­
cial security, welfare, food, clothing, shelter, and 
retirement jobs. As a result they are now able to sur­
vive without violating the law. 
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In addition to his regular office duties, Rev. 

Rountree indirectly aided the work of the Department and the 

entire criminal justice system by a "street ministry" 

helping young people in tro~ble with the law. In the course 

of this, he encouraged persons who were wanted by the police 

to surrender, and he often accompanied them. During 1976-77 

he arranged for the surrender of 72 such persons. He has 

also aided such persons in seeking to return to self-supporting, 

law-abiding life-styles by conducting community workshops on 

"street survival" and lfunderstanding the justice system.'; 

Porty-two individuals were assisted in these activities. 

Finally, Rev. Rountree has given talks to various church 

and civic groups about the work of the public defender's office 

and the criminal justice system providing better public un-

derstanding for the need and importance of effective assistance 

of counsel. 

The Cot ty of Santa Clara and this Department have 

benefited greatly from Rev. Rountree's services. Unfortunately, 

the only available position for him in the Department has been 

Communi ty : 10rker I Grade I -- a basic 1/ trainee" position far be­

low his personal qualifications and worth. Efforts have been 

made to upgrade this position but without success as of this 

writing. Rev. Rountree's work has amply proven both the value 

and need of this Department for the kind of services which he 

has so ably provided. 
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III. NEW PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS 

A. ~raining and Supervision 

1. LEAA Training Project. The Department's three-year 

LEAA-funded training project was concluded on October 31, 

1976. It had provided a total of $136,357 in training ser-

vices and equi!~~ent. Robert A. Weeks, a senior deputy, ably 

directed the p: -'gram ",'hich provided entry-level training for 

all new lawY~1rs (including mock trial exercises, introductions 

to the court system, court personnel and court room observa~' 

tions, an~ viewing of video tape lectures) and in-service 

training programs for the entire legal staff, including special 

seminars, lectures by guest speakers, discussions, and staff 

me~tings. The project also supplied video tape equipment 

which was used to develop an extensive video tape library 

consisting of nearly 200 video tapes which is one of the lar­

gest defender office video tape libraries in the country. The 

contents or this library were listed by l.\1r. ~'''eeks in a six-

pa~fe "Video Tape-Inventory and Index" which permits staff 

attorneys to readily locate useful video tapes that are rele-

vant to particular problems or cases. 

The project also financed the development and publi-

cation of extensive written materials including: 

A two'''volume looseleaf notebook of training memoranda 
and publications on a variety of criminal defense sub­

, jects; 

a one-volume, loose-leaf notebook of the Department's 
Policies anJ proceGures Manual, provided to each at­
torneYi 
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legal memorand~ periodically issued to inform the 
staff on curren~: topics and new developments ~ de­
signed to maintain their professional competence; 

a trial notebook for each attorney with divider 
tabs listing key points and issues for proper case 
preparation. 

The project's training officer also provided super­

vision of new attorneys after their initial entry-level train-

ing. This included in-court observations and critiques by the 

training offic ~ and direct supervision during their first 

trials. Brief follow-up training sessions were also conducted 

vdll~n required. 

UrJn its conclusion, the program was evaluated by the 

National Center for Defense J':.1anagement of the National Legal 

Aid and Defender Association. Three highly qualified defendar 

consultants (Professor Shelvin Singer of Chicago, Ill.! Pro-

fessor Norman Lefstein of Durham, Nor. Carolina, and Gustav 

Goldberger, Director of NCDM, Washington, D.C.) visited the 

office, interviewed staff members, judges and other criminal 

justice personnel, and prepared an qxtensive report, entitled 

':Training Program Assessment -- Office of the Public Defender I 

Santa Clara County, California." The consultants recommended 

cOlltinuinq and improvinq the Department's training capability, 

including; 

retention of the position of training officer~ 

provision for continuous staff feedback; 

preparation of a written schedule of training events 
over a nine to twelve-month periodi 
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" 

" specification of the duties of training officer; 

contLlUation of entry-·level ·training for new at­
torneys for a period of at least three weeks; 

extension of t.he content of entry level traini ng 
to include the study and briefing of cases dealing 
~vi th sUbstantive criminal law and proceaure as '\,'1ell 
an mock trial exercises; 

participation of senior attorneys in training ex­
ercises; 

continued monitoring and supervision of new at­
torneys following entry-level training, assisted 
by senior deputies (e. <J., a II buddy" syst,em) I con­
tinu1ng for as long as two years with more inten­
sive orientations on transfer to a new section and 
Bupplemented with special training manuals; 

continued in-service training with greater involve­
ment of senior staff and with adequate advance 
publicity; 

CUlling-out and editing of video tapes that are no 
longer useful, and publication of a regular schedule 
for tape viewingsi 

improved training of legal aides including tech­
niques of interviewing with video taped mock in­
terview exercises with greater opportunity for 
obs0rvation of pretrial conferences and court pro­
ceedings; 

-- regular moetings by training officer or another 
senior deputy with the investigators to review re­
cent legal developments and other work-related 
subjects; 

development of sampJ.r:- checklists of questions for 
the investigators in questioning on various types 
of offenses in order to avoid repeat interviews due 
to missed information. 

These recommendations have provided valuable goals for 

the Department to improve its training program which is vital 

to mainta.ining professional compt:;tence. '1'he evaluation also 
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noted t.he many important accomplishments of the LEAA··funded 

program a.nd the excellent \\rork of the Department's first 

training officer, Robert. A. Weeks, whose diligence and leader-

ship over the 3-year period of the grant provided the Depart­

ment with one of the best public defender training programs 

in the country. 

2. New Training Officer position and Activities. Addi·· 

tiona 1 staffin~ authorized at midyear enabled the Department 

to carry out t: 1 primary recommendation of the training pro-

9ram evaluatclrs -- the establishment of a permanent training 

officer position. This was made a one-year rotating assign-

ment and t,\ ts given IILead-Attorney" designation, allowing a 

five percent salary jifferential. Philip H. Pennypacker, a 

senior deputy, was selected to fill the position during calen-

dar year 1977. 

During the last half of 1976-77, the training officer 

carried on the following activities: 

Entry-Level Training. Each new attorney received 
approximately two weeks of training, including 
demonstrations, clinical exercises, and court room 
observations. 

Continuing Legal Education. Bimonthly programs of 
one hour duration were presented to staff attorneys 
by senior deputies whose presentations were cap­
sulized in outlines for distribution. Emphasis was 
on topics of practical importance, such as the new 
sente~~ing law (SB 42), changes in the law of evi­
dence, and eyewitness identification. 
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~l Gro~~d l~div~~i~ed Trainin~. Attorneys 
belng re-asslgned were provlded small-group lectures 
or individual discussions on particular problems in­
volved in the new assignment. This training included 
in-court observation and critiques. 

Training Manuals. A 238-page entry-level training 
manual was completed, covering a broad range of 
topics. A preliminary examination manual was also 
completed and distributed. 

Ethics Program. An innovative Vloeo taped series of 
panel discussions on defense ethics and professional 
responsibility was initiated covering specific problem 
areas illustrated by skits performed by staff mem-
bers. 

'!'Eain~ng Ad~isory .. QE.,?up. A training advisory group 
was organized to asslst and advise the training officer 
on traj'ling" needs and g-oals. Surveys were also con'~ 
ducted _0 improve feedback and assess training needs. 

Seminars. Training seminars presented by outside or­
ganizations were publicized within the Department and 
staff members were selected for attendance and re­
quired to report back to the staff. 

3. New Superior Court "Lead Attorneyll Posi,tion. In addi-

tion to the Training Officer Lead Attorney position, the Depart-

ment also received approval in early 1977 for designation of a 

second Lead Attorney as a supervising position in the Superior 

Court Felony Trial Section. This position was also made a ro-

tating assignment with the period of rotation set at six months. 

After a careful survoy of the available senior deputies, Grant 

M. Armstrong was selected as the first deputy assigned to this 

position. He has provided ~~:ellent assistance to the Assistant 

Public Defender in charge of the Superior Court in supervising 
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th(:~ felony trial staff and in part.icular the new lawyers as'~ 

signed to the Felony Trial Section; he haA also been in charge 

of the settlement calendar, relieving the trial staff for more 

demanding trial preparation! and he has provided a close liai­

son with the Presiding Judge of the Criminal Division of the 

Superior Court -- providing the Department with a long over­

due supervisory capability. The effect of this has been that 

felony deputies are better prepared and are ready to proceed 

with trial or dispose of their cases expeditiously without un­

npcessary delay. 

B. AEPointmen~s and Promotions. 

In December, 1976, Assistant Public Defender Fred S. Lucero 

was ap~ointed to the Superior Court of Santa Clara County. 

Judge Lucero had servea as a deputy public defender since the 

Department began operations in 1965. In 1972, he was appointed 

to fill th~ Department's newly created second Assistant Pub­

lic Defender position. He served as chief of the Municipal 

Court Division and later headed the Superior Court Division. 

The vacancy created by Judge Lucero's resignation was 

fil18d by the appointment of Ronald A. Norman. At the time 

of his appointment r-lr. Norman was a senior trial deputy. He 

first joined the office in 1968, following admission to the 

bal: and graduation from Hastings College of Law, where he had 

L~8n a member of the Order of the Coif. In the cours~ of his 
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s(-~rvice as a tl'i..al lawyer, Hr. Norman compil€~d an outstanding 

record in ever: category of assi.-::rnment in thE' Department. 

In March, 1977, Rose Elizabeth Bird, a former member of the 

staff, was appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 

California by Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. In 1974, Chief 

Justice. Bird resigned from her position as senior trial deput.y, 

having served with distinction for a period of seven years; 

at that time she became the Secretary of Agriculture and Ser­

vices in the Governor's cabinet. During the proceedings to 

confirm her appointment to the Supreme Court, in February, 

1977, the Public Defender was privileged to testify and was 

later invited to speak at the investiture ceremony held in 

SacramE'nto. 

l~nothe.r former member of the Department, the lIon. Taketsugu 

Takei, was appointed to the Superior Court of Santa Clara 

County in July, 1976. Before that, Judge Takei served as a 

sunior trial deputy public defender and had been with the of­

£i,;o frcm 1965 until 1~75 when he resigned tc become Director 

of the Cali fornia Depar·tment of Consumer Affairs. 

In Septemb~n.' ( 197G, Public Defender Sheldon Portman was 

appoint.ed to the Ame:c:ican Bar. Association's Standing Committee 

on LC9a1 Aid and Indigent Defendants -- a special nine-member 

committee responsiblE.; fol:' advising the Board of Governors of 

the ABA on activities in the legal aid and defender area. One 
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of the Committee's primary projects during 1976-77 in which 

Mr. Portman had a key role was a proposal to provide federal 

funding to aid state and local defender programs throughout 

the country. 

C. Internal Off"ice Administration. 

In early 1977, new departmental goals were formulated for 

the ceming year. Staff suggestions were solicited by 'i.fieanS of 

an office surVf ','. This process resulted in the formulation of 

22 separate adr .. inistrative goals which \tlere prioritized and 

given target dates. A new quarterly progress goals' chart was 

also designed to monitor progress in achieving these goals. 

Among ehe high-priority goals listed were: reorganization 

of the D0partment's statistical reporting format for greater 

compactness and case of reading, organization of a social ser-

vices section to provide support services at sentencing of 

juveniles and adults and to respond to emergency social plob-

leme of clientsi development of a client grievance procedure; 

and aC~lisition of additional office space for short and 10ng-

·t.erm 9 rov.rth • 

D. Law Reform Activities. 

1. Gta.to Ba~t~ Committee Opil],!on. In respons~ to a 

request by the Public Defender, the State Bar Ethics Commi tt.ee I 

in April, 1977, issued an opinion declaring improper a frequent 
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practice by certain deputy district attorneY8 of informing 

trial jurors of inadmissible evidence following an acquittal. 

In Opinion No. 1976-39, the state Bar Committee concluded 

that this conduct was "improper and unethical," in violation 

of Rule 7-106(D) of the State Bar Rules of Profe8sional Con-

duct r which prohibits questions or conunents intended to harass, 

embarrass, or influence future jury service. 

2. Public Guardian ~taffi.n<r. During 1976, Deputy Public 

Defender Alan Tieger discovered that public defender clients, 

who were under temporary conservatorships for mental illness 

under the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act, were not receiving proper 

care and treatment, as required by law, due to inadequate 

staffing in the Public Guardian1s Office. (As the conserva-

tor in such cases, the Public Guardian's Office is required 

to insure proper care and treatment of the conservatees.) 

After a careful investigation, Mr. Tieger prepared an exten-

sive report which was submitted to the presiding judge of the 

Superior Court, who in turn requested and obtained an appro-

priation of addi-tional funds from the Board of Supervisors 

to increase th. Public Guardian's staff. 

3. Work Furlouqh Release for Child Care. During early ---- . ---
1977, Deputy Public Defender Nazario A. Gonzales represented 

a fe::nale C:fendant who was sentenced to the County Jail. She 

was the mother of several small children, including a paraplegic 
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who required constant care. Mr. Gonzales sought to arrange 

for the woman's day-time release (while her husband was away 

from home at his job) so that the defendant could care fDr 

her children and return to the jail at night. At first, this 

''I1as denied by the Sheriff r s Department on the ground that non­

salaried child care did not qualify for release under the Work 

Furlough Law. However, after much negotiation Mr. Gonzales 

succeeded in persuading the Sheriff's Department to allow the 

client to be released. 

Following this experience, Mr. Gonzales drafted a 

proposal to am nd the Work Furlough Law to specifically in­

clude release for the "care of children,1I in the definition 

ot lIemployment." Assomb1ywoman Leona Egeland sponsored this 

leqislati\ n 'V.;hich was enacted into law' during the 1977 ses­

sion of the State Legislature. 
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IV. FINANCIAL DA'I ' 

The following is a summary of actual expenditures and 

revenues for 1976-77 compared to the previous year: 

Expenditures 

Salaries 

Overtime Meals 

Communications 

Telephone Services 

Insurance 

Jury & Witness Expense 

Maintenance-Equip. 

Office Expense 

Meter Postage 

Prof. & Special Servioes 

Data Processing 

Rent - Equip. 

Rent - Structures 

Educational Expense 

Memb(';~rships 

Transportation & Travel 

Automobile Mileage 

Automobile Services 

Revenue 

State Reimbursement 

Collections - Legal 
Services 

* 

1975-76 

$1,720,320.35 

-0-

5,157.03 

33,173.60 

575.00 

1,418.69 

28.00 

16,950.90 

1,466.60 

23,206.78 

37,282.91 

5,508.63 

94,749.00 

551.70 

1,750.00 

1,692.61 

11,183.52 

40;786.67 

$1,995,801..99 

36,636.00 

2,805.00 

$39,441.00 

Assumed by Communications Section - GSA. 
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1976-77 

$2,380 v 522.00 

322.00 

-0-* 

30,608.20 

-0-

1,450.00 

25.00 

19,999.00 

1,615.00 

22,591.00 

7,205.00 

5,054.00 

27,062.00 

2,116.00 

1,800.00 

3/308.00 

11,491.00 

38,865.00 

$2,554,033.00 

32,011.55 

13,906.00 

$45,917.55 
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PUBLIC DEPENDER: ---_. 

JJgGA!~ DIVISION 
_"" .. "' ........ _· .. t ..... _. 

ld~,tOtncys IV 

At tOl"neys III 

DBPARTMENTAL §!APr.: 

(As of June 3D, 1977) 

Sheldon Portman 

Hov;ard ]L Siegel 

Norwood A. Nedom 
Ronald A. Norman 

Grant M. Armstrong 
William L. Campbell 
N.A. (Tony) Christensen 
William B. Cottrell 
Nazario A. Gonzales 
John c. Horning, Jr. 
Thomas ri. Mueller 
Robert K. Regan 

l.i'rank D. Berry 
~;liJ.r k B. Harmon 
Carl 1.. Lambert 
David H. Mann 
George R. Overton 

Katharine V. Alexander 
l\llen Fleishman 
Jette Garland 
Sabre Gilmartin 
Charles N. Goldman 
Nancy Hoffman 
David C. Johnson 
Michael A. Kresser 
Bruce P. LoPucki 

Marilyn Carmichael 
Francis C. Cavagnaro 
Raymond A. Cota 
William H. Curtiss 
Dennis W. Del Ponte 
Barbara B. Farqo 
Edward A. Gomez 
Timothy H. Hr "1,lahan 

Morris Schachter 
C. Randall Schneider 
Donald V. Seratti 
Lloyd G. Stephens 
W. Steve Stevens 
W. Richard Such 
Robert A. Weeks 
John L. Williams 

Gregory C. Paraskou 
Philip H. Pennypacker 
Wesley J. Schroeder 
David I. Semco 
Cris L. Story 

Kevin P. Morrison 
Denalee X. Peterson 
Beniamin W. Reese 
George B. Richardson 
Carolyn B. Rose 
Patricia J. Tiedeman 
Alan W. Tieger 
.1effry P. frone 

Esau Herrera 
Jeffrey A. Kroeber 
Alan M. Lagod 
Emalie Ortega 
Rise R. Pichon 
Rosemary seiter 
James M. Thompson 
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Social Norkers: 

Leqal Aides! "' ....... 

INVEST'J:IGATION DIVISION: 

Chief Public Def,- "lder 
_._-:t. n..~~..;;.s..;;,t.;;;;.i:.. ...... 9,;.;.a.;;.t.;;.o.;;;.r-: 

Public Defender 
_ ... invesfi~ators: 

Investigator III 

Invest.igator II 

Investigator I 

Investigator Asst. 

/\.mIIINISTRATlVE SERVICES: 

Administrative Asst.: 
~-

l::::sra1 Stenog:t:~'f?hers: 

Clerks: 

Telephone Operators: 
~ .. - ", 

f.2mnmnity Workers: 

-----------------

Lynne Woodward 

Ernest R. Barrios 
Si.lvia A. Felix 
Francisco G. Fernandez 
Thomas R. HIll 
l\ram B. James 

Jerry F. O'Connell 

Patrick J. Judge 

Cynthia J. Gatta 
David E. Gonzales 
Marion D. Ide 
Edward G. Kelley 

Dorothy D. Ansberry 
Alayne D. Bolster 

Deborah F. Howard 

John W. Osborne 

Toni Rose 

Kathleen A. Atwood 
Maria A. Bradway 
Pay L. Busey 
Margaret A. Clark 
Kathleen V. Corral 

Lupe Beltran 
Alicia Blanco 
Alice Corona 
Margaret DelVillar 
Linda Gaitan 
Yolanda Garcia 
Susan Griffin 

Dorothy Ward 

Calvin M. Robinson 

Sandra R. Clark 

Mark A. Quintero 
Deborah A. Ryan 
Olivia Sahagun 
Bernardo Saucedo 
Richard A. Torres 

John P. McCarron 
Bernard W. Merrill 
Alexander Safonoff 

Angel L. Campos 
Thomas L. Kitchens 

lTohn Vegas 

Edith W. Dorey 
Mary M. Freer 
Elizabeth A. Hughes 
Donna V. Moore 
Sally E. wert 

Pamela Hereford 
Joan Mallory 
Belinda Ramirez 
Rachel Sandoval 
Betty Speck 
Ha To 

Virginia Aranda 

Henry Rountree 
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ROSTER OF STUDENT ASSISTANTS AND INTERNS 
DURING 1976-77 

JUVENILE COURT,NTERN PROGRAM: 

Univ. of Santa Clara School of Law: Dennis Aftergut 
Donna Ambrogi 
William Buckholz 
Christina Fernandez 
Edmund E'imbres 
Kenneth Loff 

RESEARCH INTERN PROGRAM: 

Univ. of Santa Clara School of Law: Judith Barry 
Jose Gastelum 
Dee Goodman 

SOCIAL WORKER INTERN PROG~l: 

Univ. of California at Berkeley: Olivia Palacio 

San Jose State University: 

VOI,UNTEERS ~ -- -
Lawyers: Margaret Gampell 

Marynella Sanchez 
Janis Guissi 

Law Students: Stanford Law School: Richard Hill 
Timothy C. Rutherford 

Univ. of Santa Clara: Burton Alan Nadler 
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WORKLOAD ACTIVITY REPORT 

PISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

1. Felony Defendants 
~,!. Superior Court Prob. 

Viol. Proceedings 
.3. Hisdem.eanor Defendants 

a. Dnmk. Driving (V. C. 
§23l02a) 

b. Others 
~. Prob.Viol.Proceedinqs 

4.. JuvEmile Court. Clients 0-

S. ~'l~~ntal Illness Clients 
a. L.P.S, (N&I :§5000 at 

seq.) 
h. Developmentally Disabled 

(W&I §6S00 et seq.) 
I;. Special Proceedin9s 
I • • 2\:.));)cals and Briefs piled 
U. Adopti.on Proceedinqs 

(CC §232) 

;:'. Court Appearances (All 
COU!~ts) 

;'.. GCPERIOR COUIU' -, CRL'lINAL _ .. '"----_._----_._-
9. Cases 

a-::Ii;"fonnations 
b. Indictments 
c. Certifications (849b) 
d. Al?1X>inte(l Aft.er 

Arraignment. Cal. 
e. Probation Violations 
t. S}?ecial Proceedi.ngs 

U.TGI, 1368, ])'IDSO, CRe r 
\'Yri't H/C r Hepresent 
Witness) 

'lDIN.. 

5,018 

474 

3,568 
6,957 

473 
3,270 

1,403 

2,248 
86 
94 

15 
474 

401 

3,318 

16,677 

* ~lus figt~e does not include the 4211 
·;)S€X~ of non-court legal representation 

vr-ovided to persons alleged to be mentally 
"LH. 

~ II-A. (cont'd) 
1I 
" 

10. Settlements %'ithout Trial 

11. 

"a. pC; as Charged at PT 240 
b. PG to Lesser Ji'elony at 

1?T 826 
c. PG to Misdemeanor at PT 42 
d. Dismissed at PT 61 
e. PG as Charged at or 

during trial 86 
f. PG to Lesser Felony at 

or during trial 325 
9'. PG to lV'.isdemeanor a:t. or 

during trial 28 
h. Dismissed at or during 

trial 31 
i. Diverted 2 

TCTAL 

'I'rials 
a:- F'G as Charged by CT/,JT 
b. rG to Lesser Felony by 

cr/,:r:r 
c. FG of :r.ti.sdaneanor by 

cr/JT 
d. FNG by CT/JI"r 
e. FNGI by cr/,JT 
f. Dismissed 

1,641 

5/36 

ll/6t3 

o 
1/7 
0/1 

_SO 
'l'OTAL 18/112 

1:.2. ~1ot.ions 
a. 995 - 100 
b. 1538.5 206 
c. ethers (HOP, Discovery, 

W!D as Atty.) 24() 

~CTAL 552 

13. Financial Ret~9ts 
a. SPC 131 
b. Conflict Declared 222 
c. Motion to W!D 

(Finan. Rej.) 0 
d. Other (RTB, ... Appointed/ 

Accepted after RT.B 0 

TCTAL 353 
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• LLA. (cont'd) F II. C. JUVENILE COUffi' CASES 

14. ~als a.!l£..~1ri ts 
~ 18. Cases ~nec! 1:1 

a. Appeals Handled 9 Ii a. Neglected/Abused !i 
b. Briefs E'.Hed 18 

~ 
Minors (W&I §300) 145 

c. 1'4Jpe1lat.e Decision b. Habitually Disobedient 
favorable/llilfavorable 2/6 ,1 l'tinors (W&I §60l) 222 ;~ 

d. PG.ti tions for ~vri t r c. l~nors Violating 
J 

Filed 13 1,1 Cri.mina1 IJaws 
e. Pr.eemptoryHrits Irl (W&I §602) 2,547 ., 

l' favorable)U1favorab1e 4/14 11 d. Termination of Paren-
f. Petitiorls for Hear- tal Status/Adoption 

ing in Supreme Court (CC §232 et seq.) 25 
E'i1ed 8 e. Traffic cases (V.C. 

g. Petitions for Hearing §23102, 23103, 23194, 
in Sup-.canG. Court. 20002a) 163 
favorable/unfavorable 3/5 f. Other Cases (W&I §775, 

h. Ped tions for Rehear- 776, 777, A&A) 193 
ing Filed 8 l --

i. Petition3 for Rehear- ~ rorAL 3,295 

ing favorable/ 

I 19. Detention Hearings unfavorable 0/10 a. ~tLnor Released 587 
TOTAL 100 b. M:inor Detained 1,054 

I c. Petition Dismissed 125 
n. B. HO'IICIDES d. Petition Admitted/ ---- Non-Resident Minor 160 

15. Case~~l 50 ~ TCYI'AL 1,926 

IG. Settled Withcut rrrial ~ 
a. PC:: to 1st "egret: 1 20. Fitness Hearin9s 

a. Found Fit 21 
b. PG to 2nd .. egree 5 b. Fotmd Unfit 77 c. PC to Manslaughter 6 2l. Jurisdictional Hearin~s d. Dismissed 6 a. Petition Found True . 195 

~'OTAL 18 b. Petition Found Not True 47 
22. Dispositional Hearings 

17. 'l'rials a. Contested - Sustained/ 
a:J:'G 1:3t degree by Dismissed 283 

CT/JT 1/2 b. Uncontested 277 
b. FG 2nd de9roe by TOTAL 900 cr/J'l' 2/1 
c. TIY} t-1anslaughter by 23. Settlements ~~i thout Trial CT/,J'I.' 1/3 a. Petition Ac;Initted as d. FNGI by CT/JT 1/1 filed 989 e. FN() by C'r/JT 1/4 b. Petition Admitted to 

IDl'AL 6/11 Lesser Allegation 600 
c. Petition Dismissed 222 

TOl'AL 1,811 

'i 
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II. C. (cont'd) ~ II.D. (cent 'd) 
!! 

24. Co~t Ap~arances 6,149 11 3l. Court AEEearances 2,915 

25. Conflicts Declared 196 ~ 32. Writ of Habeas Corpus 
M (14 dai730~~~E' 26. Social Worker ActivitJ[ 

I 
Conserv -LDD Cam t. ) 

a. Number of Cases a. Writ Granted 32 
Referred 335 b. Writ Denied 108 b. Number of Cases Re- c. Wri t ~vi t."ldrawn 85 I' 

ferred to':nterns 7 
~ 

d. Writ Discharged Prior 
co! • Number of :ontacts to Hearing 118 

and Inter\i~ews 2,776 I e. Writ Continued 7 
TOTAL 350 27" AlteL~atives ~velo~~ 

b:{ Social Worker/Dis- ~ 33. Petition for Permanent Con~ positi<?t1. 
servo and/or Rehearing, a. Acce, ted by Court in i1 
DD Trial '-r Pull 156 
a:-I;PSConservator ap-b. Accepted by COUJ:t in 

pointed/denied at trial 7 Part 23 b. Probate Conserv. Ap-c. Rejected by Court 21 
pointed/denied at: trial 17 

Court Appearances by c. DD released/not released 28. 
at trial 2 Social Norker 171 d. 90/day Post.Cert. 

.m,:'ITlu.. IT..LNESS SECrIQ\J' GrantedjDenied/Unop-;. r. ' .. 
~ posed at trial 145 

.~ . 
e. Negotiated dienissals Case Activitv [I 29. 

I of conservatorships a. Writ hie-::- 14 day 
LPS/prob. 707 Cere./30 day 'remp. 

f. Negotiated acceptance Conserv. 384 

I of conservatorships b. Petition for Perm. 
LPS/prob. 313 Conserv./Rehearing/ 

T(YI'AL 1,191 :30-day Post Cert./ 

~ Probate 700 
c. 0D h/e ~ilri t 37 III. r.1UNICIPAL COURl' DIVISION 
cL DD 'I'rial 16 - . 
e. DD Hearing 38 A. SAN JOSE MUNICIPAL COURT --

'IO'l'l\L 1,175 34. Cases Opened 
a. Felony Defendru1ts 3,136 ~~o . I'ion-Court ~Tal_~~E!e- b. Misdeneanor sentation 

Drunk Driving a. }\d.vice and 
(23102a) 1,897 Assistance 3,414 c. All other Misde-b. Interviewed for meanor Defendants 3,768 writ; declines d. Probation Viola-' hearing 642 tion Proceedings 308 ---c. DD Intervic.ws 155 ---

TOTAIJ 4,211 I 
TOTAL 9,109 
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.. 

nI. :... (cont I d) 

[~~_onl._Defendati.ts 
a. UTA as Charged 
b. rITA to Lesser 
c. PX Waived 
d. P''::; as Chan]cd (849b) 

1,010 
125 
325 
36 
3J. 

170 
e. PG to I~~sser (849b) 
f. Dismissed 
g. Diversion 
h. PG to Misdemeanor 
i. Bsteybar Motion 

TOl'AL 

Hisde'1leanors 
a. PG as Char(Joo at 

PT 
b. PG to lesser at 

PT 
c. Dismissed at FI' 
d • Diverted at PI' 
e. PC as Charged at 

or durinq trial 
f. PG to I.i;~sser a.t or 

during tr:ial 
9- Dismissed at or 

durinq trial 
h. Diverbxi at or 

during trial 
i. l?G by trial 
j. !:l\'fG by trial 
l::.. FG of Lesser by 

trial 

'l\")rAL 

:~ S. ~'10·ti(:·11S 
a. Grimb: .• 'Cl - 1538.5/ 

6 
212 
134 

2,049 

1,458 

1,149 
592 
156 

157 

280 

162 

1 
44 
25 

13 

4,037 

21,901 

otl'lers 82 
b. ~vithdrawn "-

1538.S/others 64 
c. Denied - 1538.5/ 

other"s 130 

TOTAL 276 

39. Motions to Withdraw 
(Finan:Ii1eligibility) 43 

~ III. A. (cont'd) 

11 [I 
;'4 
;1 
11 
p 
:1 
I. 

iJ 
h 
Ij 
h fj 
j,! 
€I 

40. Fin~ncia1 Reje~tsJ 
RTB, and Confb.cts 
a. Rejects' 
b. RTB 
c. AcceptE.."Cl after Rl'B 
d. Appointed by Court 

aft~~ Reject or ~~ 
e. SPC 
f. Conflicts 

697 
322 
:n 

22 
299 
242 

TOTAL 1,G03 

11 III. B. PALO AT.,TO MUNICIPAl, COURT 
,\ 

11 
rl 
:1 

41. 

42. 

Cases ~ed 
a:- Felony Defendants 653 
b. Misdemeanor Dnmk 

Driving (23102a) 563 
c. All. other Mi.sde~· 

meanor Defendants 1,208 
d. Probation Viola-

tion Proceedings _ 35 

TOl'AL 

Fe1on¥ Defendants 
a. ETA as Charged 
b. ETA to Lesser 
c. PX Waived 
d. PG as Charged 

(849b) 
e. PG to Lesser 

(849b) 
f. Dismissed 
9 • Diversion 
h. PG to Misdemeanor 
i. E:s·teybar Motion 

TOTAL 

2,459 

216 
24 
34 

2 

7 
37 

5 
50 
o 

375 
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• 

.Ill .. B. (cant' d) III. C. SUNNYVAL'E: MUNICIPAl, CO'iJ'RI' 

43. H..isdemeanors 48. Cases Qr.)en~ 
a. PG as Chctrged at PT 502 a. Felony Defendants 319 
b. PG to Lesser at PT 346 b. Misdemeanor Drunk 
c. Dismissed at PT 142 Driving (23102a) 231 
d. Di VE'rted at PT 33 c. All ather Misde-
e. pc; as Charged at or meanor Defendants 541 

during tri.al 29 d. Probation Viola-
f. PG to Lesser at or tion Proceedings 31 

during trial 52 -------
TOTAL 1,122 q. Dismissed at or 

during trial 52 49. Felony_Defendants h. Diverted at or 
during trial 3 a. IrrA as Charged 90 

, b. HTA to Lesser 10 i. l'G by tr: 1 ') 

I 
... 

1'X Waived 31 j. FNG by t1 .. a1 5 c. 

1-;: ~ F'G of Les~~er by d. 1'13 as Charged (849b) 3 

trial 1 
fJ 

e. PG to Lesser (849b) 7 
f. Dismissed 44 

'l.'O'l'AI. 1,167 I g. Diversion 9 
h. PG to Misdemeanor 32 

i}/t. COlJ1:'t. EpearancGs 6,549 i. Esteybar Motion 31 ---. 
1·1 'I': Noti.ons T<.Yl'AL 257 

t..L) • I a, Granted - 50. l'1isdemeanors 1538. S/others 12 a. P'::; as Charged. at b. \I~ithdra~vn .. 1538. :)/ 

I 
PT 129 others 5 b. PG to Lesser at c. Denied - 1538.5/ PT 190 others 5 Dismissed at PT l'")c" c. ....::J 

TOTl\L 22 d. Divert.ed at PT 21 
(~ e. PG as Charged at 

':'ti. I·lotions to ~\[i thdraw q or during trial 7 1,1 

(I:'inan. Ineligibility) 23 & f. F3 to Lesser at or 
:,( durina trial 1.6 i-I 

-1-7. Financial Reject:s r 
t· g. Dismi~sed at or 

ruB, and Conflicts ~ during trial 40 [j 
n.. :Rejects 308 

I 
h. Diverted at or 

b. RI'B 102 during trial 5 
c. Accepted aft.er ro'E 0 i. FG by trial 11 
d. Apf:.Ointed 1::.1' Court I, j. F~G by trial 3 

after Reject or R1~ 10 ~ k. FG of Lesser by 
8. SPC 74 trial 2 
.,:- Conflicts 83 I 549 "-. TOTAL -

TarAT.. 577 
1\ 

51. Court Appearances 3,208 II 
" ~,1 
1:1 
~ 
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52.. M'.:>tions 
a. Granted -

15,'38.5/others 
b. Withdrawn -

1538.5/others 
c. Denied -

1538.S/others 

r;.DrAL 

53. Motions to Hithdraw 
(Finan. Inelig.£.bflI ty) 

54. ri~ial Rej~, 
HI'B r and ConfIl,cts 
a:: Rejects 
b. R1'B 
c. Accepted after RI'B 
d. Appointed by COUJ::'t 

after Reject or Rl~ 
e. SPC 
f. Conflicts 

TOI'AL 

HI. D. SANTA CLARA MtJN'ICIPAL COURT 

55. C~es 9P9ne~ 

56. 

a. Felony Defendants 
b. J:lti.sdemeanor DnmJ<. 

Driving (23l02a) 
c. All other Misde­

meanor De ;".::mdants 
d. Probation Viola­

tion Proe ,;aings 

'I'OTAL 

Felonv D{.~f€:ndunts 
~----~----,,--a. lYl'A as Charged 
b. ETA ':0 Lesser: 
c. PX v',.iived 
d. PG as Charged (849b) 
(;1. PG t.o Lesser (849b) 
f. Dismissed 
g. Diversion 
h. PG to Misdemeanor 
i. Esteyb;;lr Motion 

TOTAL 

26 

5 

12 

t13 

9 

65 
58 
7 

13 
32 
21 

196 

304 

394 

508 

33 

1,139 

84 
6 

7B 
7 
4 

11 
9 

38 
2 

239 

tIll. D. (cant td) 
r 

57. Misdemeanors 
a.-pGaS Charged 

at PT 256 
b. PG to Lesser at 

PT 208 
c. Dismissed at PT 99 
d. Diverted at PT 22 
e. PC ar:; Charged at 

or during trial 1 
f. PI} to Lesser at 

or during trial 2 
g. Dismissed at or 

during trial 5 
h. Diverted at or 

during trial 1 
1. FG by trial 4 
j. ENG by trial 3 
k. FC of Lesser by 

trial 1 

TOTAL 602 

58. Co~~ Appearance~ 3,089 

59. Motions 
a. Granted -

1538.5/others 14 
b. Withdrawn -

1538.5/others 5 
c. Denied - 1538.51 

others 7 

TOTAL 26 

60. ~IDtions to Withdra\\1 
(Finan. Ineligibility) 3 

61. Financial Rejects, 
RTB'; and Conflicts 
a. Rejects 73 
b. RrB 41 
c. Accepted after RTB 9 
d. Appointed by Court 

after Reject or RTE 11 
e. SPC 41 
f. Conflicts 37 

TOTAL 212 
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• 

(( 

•. U. k~. lOS GATOS MUNICIPAL COURT ~ III. E. (cent 'd) 

62. Cases apene<1 

G3. 

65. 

a. Felony Defen,lants 
b. IV'J.sdemeanor Dnmk. 

Drivins (23102a) 
c. All other His<1c­

meanor Defendants 
d. Probation. Viola­

tion Proceedings 

TarAL 

Felonx DGf~dants 
a. HTl\ as Charged 
b. HI'1\. to Lesser 
c. PX Haived 
d. PG as Charged (849b) 
c. PG to Lesser (84gb) 
f. Disl'v.issed 
q. Diversion 
11. PG to Misdemeanor 
i. Esteybar Motion 

TOTAL 

~1isc1emeanors 
a. l?G as Chargeu at PT 
b. l?G t.o Lesser at PT 
c. Dismissed at prJ.' 
d • Diverted at PI' 
e. PG as Charge]. at 

or during trial 
f. PC to Iessor at 

or during trial 
g. D; 'Wissed at or 

264 

317 

477 

37 

1,095 

162 
228 

53 
19 

13 

13 

11 
\1 

du."ing trial 21 ~ 
h. Diverted at or II 

during trial 8 ~~l' 
J. Fe; by trial 17 
j. t""'NG by trial 4 
k. FG of Lesser by trial -.--! I~ 

'1'OTAL 539 

~ou~t Aepearance~ 2 / 900 

I 
~ 
'1 ; 

22 

7 
TOTAL 34 

67. l'lotions to i>Ji thdraw 
(Finan. Ineligibility) 37 

68. Financial Rejects, 
RIB, and ConflICts 
~=jects 113 
b. RT.B 60 
c. Accepted after RIB 2 
d. Appointed by Court 

after Reject or RTB 6 
e. SPC 27 
f. Conflicts 3 

TOTAL 

III. r. :[\IlORGAl:-T HILL!GILFDY JUSTICE 
COUI:IT _. 

69. Cases Opened 
a. Felony Defendants 
b. Nisderneanor Drunk 

Driving (23l02a) 
c. All ot11er !Ilisde­

meanor Defendants 
d. Probation Viola­

tion proceedings 

TOTAL 

211 

191 

266 

455 

29 -
941 

70. Felon;x: Def';.Jldant:s 
a. ETA as Chat'ged 69 
b. ETA to Le~~ser 11 
c. PX v-7aived. 13 
d. PG as Cha;rged (849b) 7 
e. PG to Lesser (84gb) 14 
f. Dismissed 13 
g. Diversion 7 
h. PG to ~ti.sdaueanor 22 
i. Esteybar Motion 7 

TOl'AL 163 

N?PENDIX D-7 
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tIL r. (cont'd) 

71. I1iedenl'anors 
a. PG ', .. s Charged at P'J.' 
b. PG to Lesser at PT 
c. Dismissed at PT 
d. Diverted at l?l}.' 
e. PG as Charged at 

or during trial 
f. PG to Lesser at 

or during trial 
g. Dismisved at or 

durirlg trial. 
h. Diverted at or 

during trial 
i. FG by trial 
j. FNG by trial 
k. r<..1 of Lesser 

br trial 

TtYJ.'AL 

7.;'. go~ Ap:pea.E~s:es. 

'/3. Hotions 
a:-i':;ranted .~ 

1538.S/others 
b. tVi thdraWl1 -

1538. :3/others 
I," '.:J 11':3'3 ,,/ c.. ~.Jenl .. e<.l~" .J .. ( ,,~:> 

others 

'lUl'AL 

'I,!. Notions to Withdraw 
TFinan. Inellgibfli ty) 

7~. Financial Reje~r 
Rl~, and Conflicts 
a.- Rejects 
b. RrB 
Cit Acc(~1)t<~1 aft817 Rrl\ 
d. Appointed by court 

after Heject or R'l"B 
c. SPC 
f. Conflicts 

'l'Cfl'AII 

163 
170 

63 
11 

7 

5 

13 

3 
16 

9 

1 

4€'1 

1,911 

12 

5 

B 

25 

10 

43 
11 
o 

28 

11 'I 11 

104 

IV. INVESTIGATICN DIVISION 

76. ~ase Acti vi·t;y 
a. Felony 
b. Misdemeanor 
c. Juvenile 
d. ~Ental Illness 
e. Other Investi­

gation 

TarAL 

77. IntGXviews 

641 
879 
230 

5 

25 

1,780 

4,621 

APl?ENDL,{ D-8 . 



• County of Santa Clara ' ...... ~\ 
.. ... • _~ __ .~_ ._~ -<0- .. ~.~.... •• '."._ 

California 

,. " r , ., 
" .. 1" I 

... ; 

. ., 
.' )-~ ,:( ": I,' .~ ) i .. 

~t ,. 1 ," 
,1 . ," ... J 

... _-- -
-2~_ -

(,TUl,Y 1, 1977) 

Othtf;' 4)1 ttl'!! 1-'1,,'li(: o( 111''''.'' 
11l N M;Hk:>\ Sl • !>nl ' :'~;'l 

S:Hl Jt'~-:~\ C~;~tt,. ,,~ ,r.,' ~ 1 ~ 
'.£18·5121 ,\, to, l~("'1" .~ , 

,'t ... ·, .. :nr ?~l;.'~e!,·;' b.L~_·.i~L ~L"l~.~- 97._ 3JL J5.1 __ .tl.J-F J .Q.11.6'~i1\~&~HW'> 
'. • I :>0/';; >' , I j I 9~ ¢er mo tl . . :> ~,:, :.!,)~;ti;'· . __ .-:~_.~t~_7 .. 1:3 __ , ?6_ .. ~~_~~ .. 1129_:8 ":~117.~. l::~:'!H 148 

"'lncll;.dos 20 cases by the Misdemeanor Trial Team Asst. Investigatc'~ and 

> I. ~f.: • 
',:, r. 

, II . 

17 Services for the Misdemeanor Trial Team by the Asst. Investiqdt: 

1I\1n,JitlJ 
1 
.l 
1 
4 

12 
23 

:,~l r llM~ I :,:r." J I" \ 

, .. ' 

~. ,,... 
~ ...... _~ __ ~ •• _ ... _ ...... _ .. _ ... '--.;.0. ~ ........ ,. ... ",,, ••• 

t" • F, J' (.\.} n 1; (~ " ~ 
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.. 

1912::1.3. 

",.11. r f· ~;.1..0NY 562 
'd l

• r !'·1S IDEMEANOR 8~R ,;,"'1' O"fHEH 
"Ii .. r TOTAL J.455 
; /L NILE Fi:.I.*ONY 7~ '/I.~II~ MISDEMEANOR 
~ '.: N I I E TOTAL 167 

" I. ~. TOTAL 1622 
.. VI c[:s 1200 

" .f AVERAGE, PEND I NG 
i: j'lONTH 90 

i ' :, ... ' INT~RVIEWS 2982 
. I CF INTEHVIEWS 928 
-'IrIDES 29 

L 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 
- INVESTIGATION SECTION -

FIVE YEAR 
STATISTIC COMPARISON 

(7/01/77 

1973-1.fl 1.9l.4::15 llf'.5.:l6 19Z6-ZZ 
PERCENTAGE 

L __ lJiCREAS.E.:.D.E.C. 

448 580 587 641 -t ;092 

l~~~ 99~ 8~~ 8~d + .~53 ..j. : ~~ 1583 1Q60 1552 + 

5~ 1±~ ~2 tb~ ~ .5~1 
131 

+1.0 
14LI 229 "'<'0 + .7 5 L../ 

1522 1840 1591 1794 + .121 
1245 917 869 1LI95 + ,720 

95 176 121 148 + .223 
3260 3039 2851 3096 ... .085 

930 974 1444 1525 "" ,056 
2LI 37 24 36 + .50 

Jerry F. O'Connell 
Chief Investigator 
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COURT APPEARANCES 

70,000 

65,000 

60,000 

55,000 

50,000 

45,000 
48,357 

30,000 

25,000 

20,000 

15,000 ~. 
14,993 

10,000 

ACTUAL 
1972-73 

ACTUAL 
1973-74 

• , ill 
.. ' 

,,1\41 68,564 

___ ~ __ --~~~--~6~5,299 
64,799 

CASES OPENED 

• lit .. ", . .. 2'7,233 
25,936 

ACTUAL 
1974-75 

ACTUAL ACTUAL PROJECTED 
1977-78 1975-76 1976-77 
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600 

!.'Son 

4:,,0 

400 

300 

200 

11)0 

100 

on 

COST PER CASE 

1976-77 

COURT ~PPOINTED COUNSEL 

$584.29 

1,044 Claims 
at $610,003 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 

$98.51 

25,936 Cases at 
$2,554,033.00 
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