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from the
CHIEF JUSTICE

In the Introduction to the 1977 Annual Judicial Report
by the Chief Justice, it was noted that Arizona has grown
from a rural, sparsely populated state to an urbanized
and more sophisticated society and that such growth has
been reflected in problems not only of expanding case-
loads but in the nature of the cases the courts have been
asked to consider. In order to provide a useful report,
an overhaul of the Supreme Court’s caseload statistical
information system was required. As a consequence,
additional burdens were placed on trial court staffs, to
which they responded very well.

Through the Administrative Director’s Office, a sta-
tistical retrieval project for the Superior Courts was de-
veloped. It first began with the Superior Court of Co-
conino County, and featured that court in the 1977
Annual Judicial Report. The 1978 report featured the
Superior Courts of Graham and Greenlee Counties, and
this report features the growth of the Superior Corirts of
Gila, Yavapai and Mohave Counties.

As will be reflected by the Administrative Director’s
Report, his office has been delegated greater responsi-
bilities both by the Supreme Court and the Legislature,
as, for example, in such areas as fiscal management,
continuing judicial education, foster care review boards
and probation subsidy programs. The Supreme Court,
through its Administrative Director, also initiated a
monthly statistical reporting system commencing in Jan-
uary, 1980, related to the Superior Court Probation De-

partments. This information will be included in the 1980
Annual judicial Report.

The collection and reporting of accurate statistical
data is not a glamorous undertaking. Immediate short-
term benefits can seldom be seen, but over a period of
time the benefits justify the effort. It is important that the
message of judicial public service be communicated,
and that problems which may be identified through sta-
tistical review be addressed by the judiciary itself. The
court system must be armed with accurate information
for its effective management, as well as to provide the
necessary justification for budget requests.

The Arizona court system faces several issues now
and in the future. Interest continues to mount in regard
to state financing of the Superior Courts. The Supreme
Court has experimented successfully with television cov-
erage of oral arguments in appellate proceedings and
the idea of lower court reorganization has not been
abandoned.

I consider it fitting to recognize the unquestioned
progress of the Supreme Court, as well as the progress
of the Superior Courts and other courts, under the di-
rection and leadership of James Duke Cameron during
his five-year tenure as Chief Justice.

Fred C. Struckmeyer, Jr.
Chief Justice
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ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR’S
SUMMARY REPORT

The Administrative Director’s Office assists the Chief
Justice and the Supreme Court with their administrative
responsibilities. These administrative responsibilities
vary greatly from ministerial details to financial man-
agement to administering specific programs like the Fos-
ter Care Review Board System.

The office prepares annual budget requests to the Leg-
islature for the Supreme Court, Foster Care Review
Boards, Commission on judicial Qualifications, Com-
missions on Appellate and Trial Court Appointments and
Superior Court Judges’ salaries. The office also manages
and administers all of these funds which total
$4,734,264 for fiscal year 1979-80. In addition, assist-
ance is provided to the Court of Appeals, Divisions 1
and 2 in the preparation of their budget requests.

In September and October of 1978, three laws passed
by the Arizona Legislature went into effect which directly
impacted on the Administrative Director’s Office: state
aid to probation services; the establishment of contin-
uing education for justices of the peace and city mag-
istrates; and the creation of foster care review boards.

All of these programs necessitated additional person-
nel, but the greatest impact was from the Foster Care
Review Boards which added 10 additional positions to
the Administrative Office. Without question, this pro-
gram has been the most difficult to administer due to its
statewide scope, the vast number of children and case-
workers involved in the process, the interaction required
with a large state agency like the Department of Eco-
nomic Security, the emotional investment of all of the
participants and the ambitious objectives which the Leg-
islature assigned to the Supreme Court. Juvenile court
judges, who are the recipients of the Review Board’s
recommendations regarding dependent children in fos-
ter care have been most helpful in the implementation
of the program. The foster care review board staff has
performed exceedingly well with this new and unique
program during its first year.

The continuing judicial education program is admin-
istered by one coordinator. Because of the statute re-
quiring the Supreme Court to establish a program of
continuing education for justices of the peace and mag-
istrates, a major portion of the Supreme Court's edu-
cational funds are devoted to these judges. The Admin-
istrative Office does, however, utilize a portion of its

funds for the educational benefit of other judges and
various court support personnel when possible. As re-
flected in the body of this report, tremendous progress
has been made during 1979 in establishing this program.
The demand, however, by people employed in the ju-
dicial branch, from judges to-clerks, is so great that it
may well exceed our financial resources and staff ca-
pabilities. The desire to upgrade performance in the
quality of justice administered and in the administration
of the courts through educational opportunities is so
encouraging that an increased budget request for con-
tinuing education programs can be anticipated for fiscal
year 1981-82.

Due to normal staff increases to address increased
workload at the Supreme Court and personne! increases
caused by new legislative programs, one of the most
important needs facing the Supreme Court is the need
for office space. Future space will also be needed for
Division 1 of the Court of Appeals because the reality
of a fourth panel of judges is eventually inevitable if that
court is to keep pace with the litigation presented to it.
It is neither desirable nor economical to be forced into
leasing outside office space and establishing branch of-
fices. The courts cannot efficiently function when they
are squeezed for room in which to operate. To address
this critical need the Supreme Court has requested plan-
ning funds from the Legislature for fiscal 1980-81 to
provide for the eventual construction of a separate court
facility. If this request is granted, a significant step will
be taken toward satisfying this acute need.

The court caseload activity statistics contained in this
report are based on monthly reports submitted to the
Supreme Court by the appellate courts, 14 superior
courts, 84 justice of the peace courts and the 74 mu-
nicipal courts. The reliability of the information reported
rests with the many clerks and administrative staffs who
conscientiously prepare these reports. This requirement
is not without its burdens, but the cooperation of the
court system as a whole in this effort is outstanding. A
deserving acknowledgment is also due to Mrs. Faye Jen-
nings, a statistical clerk on the administrative staff who
has major responsibility for the compilation of the data
received from the courts.

In addition to the court caseload activity reporting
system, the Supreme Court also now requires the pro-
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bation departments of the superior courts to provide
monthly caseload activity reports covering many aspects
of the work of these departments. This information will
be included in the 1980 report.

Because the work of the Judicial Branch of Govern-
ment is so extensive, the annual report format has been
changed this year. This report represents a summary of
1979. A separate but more detailed statistical report,
including financial and personnel information, has been
prepared.

This annual judicial report will hopefully provide an
understanding of the Judicial Branch to all who are in-
terested in the court system. The financial, statistical and
personnel report, however, provides additional a.nd
more extensive information that will be of use to policy
makers, planners, researchers and those in need of more
specific data.

Noel K. Dessaint
Administrative Director
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STATE OF ARIZONA — JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

SUPREME COURT
Chief Justice*

; : i
> Vice Chief Justice

3 justices ‘ <
6 Year Terms
Ariz, Const., Art, VI, Sec. 3

*

. COURT OF APPEALS
s . 12 judges - 6 Year Terms
Division I - Phoenix
Chief Judge* & 8 Judges
3 Departments (A, B & C)
Presiding judge* & 2 Judges Ea.

Division Il - Tucson
Chief Judge* & 2 Judges

Counties: Cochise, Gila,
Graham, Greenlee,
Pima, Pinal, P
Santa Cruz

Counties: Apache, Coconino,
Maricopa, Mohave, Navaijo,
Yavapai, Yuma

i

Ariz. Const., Art. VI, Sec. 1; A.R.S. § 12-120

4
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SUPERIOR COURT
78 Judges - 4 Year Terms
Presiding fudge Each County**

Maricopa 39 Yuma 3 ,
'Pl'ma. 16 Pinal 3 One each: Apache,
Cochlse. 3 Maohave 2 Graham, Greenlee,
Yavapai S 2 Navajo 2 Santa Cruz
Coconino 2 ~Gila 2 :

Ariz. Const., Art. Vi, Sec. 10, 11

?

 Maricopa 18 Yuma.

~Navajo

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE D
84 Judges - 84 Courts (Precincts)
4 Year Terms

g

MUNICIPAL COURTS
94 Magistrates
74.Cities/Towns

R )
vicopa. AP G g City Charters, o
Apache - 4 . Mohave (R A.R.S. 22-402
“Yavapai . 7 . Pima 5 - 22-403"
Cochise 6 Graham L2
<. Coconino -* 5. . Greenlee 3
‘ 5 - Santa Cruz 2

* Elected by their members
** Appointed by the Supreme Court

~“Ariz.-Const:, Art. VI, Sec. 32
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THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT

“The judicial power shall be vested in an integrated
judicial department consisting of a supreme court, such
intermediate appellate courts as may be provided by
law, a superior court, such courts inferior to the superior
court as may be provided by law, and justice courts.”

Arizona Constitution, Article Vi, Sec. 1

THE SUPREME COURT

The Arizona Supreme Court consists of five justices.
The regular term of office is six years. The Supreme
Court has administrative supervision over all the courts
of the state and the Chief Justice has the authority to
exercise that supervision. The jurisdiction of the Court
is provided in Article V1, Section 5 of the Arizona Con-
stitution and includes appellate jurisdiction, the issu-
ance of extraordinary writs and the power to make rules
relative to all procedural matters in any court. Decisions
of the Court of Appeals may be reviewed at the discretion
of the Supreme Court when a litigant files a Petition for
Review.

In addition to law clerks and secretarial and clerical
staff, the Court appoints the Administrative Director of
the Courts, the Clerk of the Supreme Court and a central
staff of attorneys. All employees serve at the pleasure
of the Court.

COURT OF APPEALS

The Court of Appeals consists of two divisions. Di-
vision 1, with nine judges, is located in Phoenix; and
Division 2, with three judges, presides in Tucson. The
Court has appellate jurisdiction to determine all matters
properly appealed from the Superior Court. In criminal
cases, however, where the sentence of death or life im-
prisonment has actually been imposed, the appeal is
directly lo the Arizona Supreme Court,

The geographical jurisdiction of Division 1 covers
appeals from the Superior Courts in the counties of Mar-
icopa, Yuma, Coconino, Yavapai, Mohave, Navajo and
Apache. Division 1 also has statewide responsibility for
reviewing decisions of the Industrial Commission and
unemployment compensation appeals from the Depart-
ment of Economic Security.

Division 2 receives its cases from the Superior Courts

in the counties of Pima, Pinal, Cochise, Santa Cruz,
Greenlee, Graham and Gila.

SUPERIOR COURT

At the close of 1979, the Superior Court corsisted of
78 judges sitting in 14 counties. The Superior Court is

a trial court of general jurisdiction and is empowered
to hear cases of equity and law which involve title to
or possession of real property; civil cases where the
claim for relief amounts to $1,000 or more; felony pros-
ecutions and misdemeanors not otherwise provided for
by law; probate matters and cases involving dissolution
or annulment of marriage. The Superior Court has con-
current jurisdiction with the Justice of the Peace Court
over civil claims between $500 and $1,000.

Court commissioners may be appointed by the pre-
siding judge of the Superior Court in counties with three
or more judges to perform such duties as may be pro-
vided by law or Supreme Court rules. Commissioners
usually determine matters where a default has been en-
tered against a party and may also preside at the initial
appearance of a defendant charged with a crime.

Each county has a Superior Court Clerk who is elected
at the general election. The responsibilities of the Clerk’s
office are diversified and include the maintenance of
official court case files, certification of documents, col-
lection of fees and issuance of summonses, subpoenas
and marriage licenses.

Probation departments are also operated under the
supervision of the Superior Court.

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE
AND
MUNICIPAL COURTS

Statewide there are 84 Justices of the Peace sitting in
the same number of precincts. These judges are elected
at the general election by the voters in the precinct and
the regular term of office is four years.

Municipal Courts are mandated by state law in each
incorporated city or town. There are 74 such courts and
94 municipal judges. Municipal judges are appointed
by city or town councils.

These courts have jurisdiction to hear class 1, 2 and
3 misdemeanor cases. The Justice of the Peace may also
conduct preliminary examinations on felony com-
plaints. Municipal Courts are empowered to hear mat-
ters arising out of violations of city or town ordinances.
Virtually all traffic violation cases are filed in the Justice
of the Peace or Municipal Courts.

The Justice of the Peace Courts also have civil juris-
diction over lawsuits involving less than $1,000.
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IN 1979...

There were 1,093 case filings in the Arizona Supreme
Court. During 1979, the Court disposed of 1,159 mat-
ters, thereby reducing its pending caseload from 217
cases at the beginning of the year to 151 cases at year
end. The primary function of the Supreme Court is to
decide the legal issues and cases that come before the
Court. The Supreme Court's opinions on cases become
legal precedent for the courts in Arizona and for future
litigants.

In addition to ruling on legal matters, the Supreme
Court is constitutionally empowered to promulgate rules
for the operations of the courts. During 1979, the Su-
preme Court issued approximately 30 orders approving
local court rules, amending existing rules or adopting
new rules. New rules were adopted to govern criminal
and civil appeals from the courts of limited jurisdiction
to the superior court. The Supreme Court also amended
its Rules of Procedure in Traffic Cases to allow the elec-
tronic computer transfer of court dispositions to the
Motor Vehicle Division of the Department of Transpor-
tation and the Department of Public Safety. In addition,
the Court amended the rules of the Maricopa County
Commission on Trial Court Appointments. When the
commission has determined which applicants for su-
perior court judgeships will be interviewed, the com-
mission, under the new rule, is required to make the
names of such applicants public and invite comment
from the public, the judiciary and the Maricopa County
Bar. There were other significant events involving the
Supreme Court during 1979,

TELEVISION

On April 16, 1979, the Supreme Court embarked on
a one-year experiment permitting television coverage in
the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals. In establishing
guidelines for this experiment the Court entered the fol-
lowing order:

“IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Rule 45, Rules
of the Supreme Court, Canon 3(A)(7) of the Code
of Judicial Conduct is hereby suspended for a pe-
riod of one year to allow for television or radio
photographing, recording, or broadcasting of pro-
ceedings in the Supreme Court and the Courts of
Appeal of the State of Arizona.

1. No broadcasting, recording, or photograph-
ing will detract from the dignity of the court
proceedings.

2. No more than one television camera and
one still photographer will be permitted in the
courtroom for coverage at any time while a hearing
is in session. The broadcast media shall select a
representative to.serve as a liaison who is respon-

sible for arranging the “pooling” among media
participants. The court will not participate in the
pooling agreement.

3. The Chief justice or Chief Judge or such
other person as designated by the Chief justice or
Chief Judge shall determine the placement of all
equipment for media coverage in all proceedings.
All wiring shall be unobtrusive or hidden and must
be placed where it will not interfere with anyone
or constitute a hazard. Equipment is not to be in-
stalled or removed while court is in session.

4. No additional lights, flash bulbs, or artificial
light of any kind may be brought into the court-
room and used by the news media.

5. No permanent installation shall be made for
the purpose of this experiment.

6. All television equipment will be restricted
to the area designated by the court. Television
cameras or still cameras which produce distracting
noises or sound cannot be used.

7. Wireless recording devices and still cameras
may not be bulky, obtrusive, or noisy.

8. There shall be no recording, or broadcast
of conferences which occur in the courtroom be-
tween attorneys and their clients or between
counsel,

9. All persons covering a hearing will avoid
activity or dress which might distract from the dig-
nity of the proceedings and will remain within the
restricted areas designated by the court.

10. Pursuant to Rule 29(a) of this Court, attor-
neys must observe the Code of Professional Re-
sponsibility, Disciplinary Rule 7-107, which gov-
erns their conduct with respect to trial publicity.

11. These guidelines shall not preclude cover-
age of a hearing by news reporters or other persons
who are not using cameras or electronic equip-
ment, but are taking notes or drawing pictures.

12. This is an interim rule designed to provide
a reasonable test period and may be modified or
withdrawn at the direction of the Court at any time.

This Order shall be in force and effect from
31 May 1979 to 31 May 1980."”

Chief Justice Struckmeyer recently announced that
television coverage at the appellate court level will be
permitted to continue during the coming year.

&4

CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUSTICES
AND CONFERENCE OF STATE COURT
ADMINISTRATORS

The Arizona Supreme Court hosted the 1979 Confer-
ence of Chief Justices and Conference of State Court
Administrators which was held in Flagstaff. This national
joint conference is hosted annually by a different state
for the chief justices and state court administrators from
the supreme courts of each state and territory. Confer-
ence members gather annually to discuss issues and
policies of concern to the judiciary and to participate
in educational sessions.

Chief Justice James Duke Cameron, Chairman of the
Conference of Chief Justices for 1979, presided over the
conference. The Chief Justice of the United States, War-
ren Burger, addressed a joint session of the two confer-
ences. Arrangements were made for media coverage of
the address in addition to a special meeting of media
representatives with Chief Justice Burger.

The National Center for State Courts, Secretariat {or
the Conference of Chief Justices and Conference of State

Court Administrators, joined: efforts with l.'he Arizona
Supreme Court for planning and implementing arrange-
ments for the Conference.

The following topics were discussed at sessions of the
Conference of Chief Justices: Federal Review of State
Court Decisions, Federal Legislation, Professional Dis-
cipline of Attorneys and Judges and the American Bar
Association’s Action Commission to Reduce Court Costs
and Delay.

The state court administrators focused attention on:
State Financing of Courts, The Mechanics of State Court
Financing, The Mechanics of Assumption of State Fund-
ing of Trial Courts and Options in Assuming Costs of
Local Court Facilities.

Members of both conferences met in a joint session
to hear pre-entations regarding: Issues in State Court
Administration, Management Roles, Responsibilities
and Restraints of State Supreme Courts nr Judicial Coun-
cils to Manage Trial Courts and Mechanisms Used to
Implement Court Policies.

PHOENIX MUNICIPAL COURT

At the request of the Phoenix City Council, the_Su-
preme Court appointed a special committee to Iool; into
the operations of the Municipal Court of the City of
Phoenix and its supporting agencies for the purpose qf
making recommendations that were deemed appropri-
ate by the special committee. The Supreme Court’'s com-
mittee was chaired by Philip E. vonAmmon, Esq. The
membership consisted of the Hon. Henry S. Stevens,
Hon. Robert C. Broomfield, Nancy Dixon, Esq. and
David C. Tierney, Esq.

The Committee filed its report with the Supreme Court
in September of 1979. This report which was transml.tted
to the Phoenix City Council contained recommendations
that:

1. Suitable alternative facilities be secured for the
court, but if that is not done that the existing building
at 125 W. Washington Street be remodeled to im-
prove the counter area, the public waiting areas and
administrative office space;

2. Consideration be given to opening branch courts for
traffic cases as a solution to space problems and to
provide better service to citizens;

3. An information desk or booth be established and
staffed by a person with extensive knowledge of the
court who could provide guidance to members of
the public;

4. Court counter staff and necessary support equipment
be increased and cross-trained to handle the public

more rapidly and to ease the tension experienced
by an overworked counter staff;

(& ]

. Knowledgeable people in or out of city government
evaluate the needs for increased computer terminals;

6. Statistical reporting systems be created which avoid
inflated, inaccurate or distorted data all of which
have led in the past to reports of an apparent but
phantom backlog of undisposed cases;

7. Part-time temporary judges be used to try jury cases;

8. The serious personnel shortage in the probation pro-
gram should be addressed with a full staff or the
program abandoned;

9. The Supreme Court and Phoenix City Cguncil agree
that the Chief Presiding Judge of the City Court be
selected by the Supreme Court;

10. The City Council and Municipal Court conduc.t a
public information program directed ‘at informing
the public about the constructive aspects of the court
which are equivalent to the positive services fur-
nished by the departments of city government.

11. Court rules of practice be created.

In regard to the recommendation that court rules of
practice be established, the Supreme Court has re-
quested the State Bar to form a Committee for' the pur-
pose of drafting such proposed rules for city court
practice.

R



JUDICIAL PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Arizona Suprerne Court established the State Judicial Planning Committee by court order on December 27,
1976, pursuant to the Federal Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. The purpose of the Committee is to prepare an
annual or multi-year plan which addresses the needs of the judiciary and provides a guideline for the improvement
of the judicial system. The Committee also reviews all grant applications for LEAA funds related to courts.

The Committee has established priority goals and objectives for the court system to be included in Arizena’s 1980
Comprehensgve Plan fqr Criminal Justice. The following statement of the Committee’s goals and objectives is designed
to help provide direction for court improvement projects and for the expenditure of federal, state and local funds

available for assistance to the judiciary.
Goal 1: Reduce court congestion and delay.

Objective 1.1: Continue to improve the processing
of court cases.

Objective 1.2: Study the effects and use of pretrial
services to reduce court delay and congestion.

Goal 2: Development of a comprehensive state plan on
operation of the court system for recommen-
dation to the Supreme Court.

Objective 2.1: Establish a plan for improving the
planning, operation, and administration of the
courts on a statewide basis.

Goal 3: Provide initial and in-service education pro-
grams for all judges and support personnel.

Objective 3.1: Establish a requirement that all judges
attend courses on judicial education.

Objective 3.2: Provide for initial, comprehensive
training and orientation programs for all new
judges of every court.

Objective 3.3: Provide for periodic continuing ju-
dicial education programs for all judges of every
court.

Objective 3.4: Provide in-service training and edu-
cation for increasing the level of professional ex-
cellence of all supporting court personnel.

Objective 3.5: Obtain expertise tu instruct in an Ar-
izona training environment,

Objective 3.6: Encourage programs at the Arizona
institutions of higher learning.

Objective 3.7: Establish a formal training program
for all levels of the judiciary to be coordinated and
administered by the Arizona Supreme Ccurt,

Goal 4: Seek the consolidation of justice of the peace
and city magistrate courts in a court of record.

Objective 4.1: Encourage the legisiature to consol-
idate these courts with substantially increased civil

and criminal jurisdiction by legislative action and
by Constitutional referendum to the people, and
encourage passage of such referendum.

Objective 4.2: Promote flexibility for the manage-
ment and administration of the court and its sup-
porting personnel, including probation services,
in such legislation.

Goal 5: Extend needed support services to courts of
limited jurisdiction from the courts of general
jurisdiction.

Objective 5.1: Develop methods and procedures as
well as obtaining resources for extending probation
services and services for perfecting and reproduc-
ing the record to courts of limited jurisdiction.

Objective 5.2: Develop uniform forms, methods and
procedures for application in the courts of limited
jurisdiction.

Goal 6: Improve the organizational and legal structure
of the court system.

Objective 6.1: Study, develop and implement pro-
grams, legislation and court rules for court struc-
ture improvement and alternatives to court
jurisdiction.

Objective 6.2: Develop methods for re-aligning staff
for increased efficiency.

Goal 7: Improve the operation of the appellate and trial
courts through innovative applied technology
for case processing and management.

Objective 7.1: Utilize data processing techniques for
the transcription of court proceedings.

Objective 7.2: Utilize video techniques to court
processes.

Objective 7.3: Obtain necessary office equipment
for efficient clerical work.

Objective 7.4: Apply data processing techniques for
calendar, court management, and legal research.

Goal 8: Construction and improvement of needed court
facilities.

Objective 8.1: Construction of new court facilities.
Objective 8.2: Renovation of existing court facilities.

Goal 9: Improvement of juvenile court case processing.

Objective 9.1: Develop alternatives for processing
status and delinquent offenders in the juvenile
court,

Objective 9.2: Provide additional support personnel
and facilities for expanded juvenile court services.

During 1979, the Judicial Planning Committee initiated a needs assessment survey of the courts to assist it in

developing a representative court improvement plan. To

properly identify the needs of courts, the committee decided

to contact individuals in each county for a local assessment of individual court needs.

The needs assessment survey had two phases and was conducted on a county-by-county basis. In the first phase
a questionnaire was mailed to each judge in the Superior Court, Justice Courts, and Municipal Courts, the Clerk of
the Superior Court, the Chief Probation Officer for Adult and Juvenile Probation and representatives of the county
attorney’s office and public defender services. In Maricopa County and Pima County private attorneys were surveyed
as a separate group, but in the other counties, where public defender services are provided on a contractual or
individual assignment basis, the public defenders surveyed were also considered to be representative of the private
bar. The court administrator, commissioners and referees were surveyed in Maricopa County and Pima County. The
information provided in the returned questionnaires was then used as the basis for the second phase of the needs

assessment.

During the second phase of the needs assessment surve
questionnaire was asked to attend a group meeting to discu
to add to the list anything which had previously been. over
problem, and to address, where possible, county-wide priori

y each of the people in the county who received a

ss the needs identified on the returned questionnaires,

looked, to delete any items which no longer posed a

ties regarding the needs mentioned.

The information gathered through the two phases of the needs assessment survey will be reflected in individual
county reports. The Committee also intends to develop a summary statewide report. These reports will be available
in 1980. The Committee anticipates that the reports will be utilized by judges, court officials, policy makers, criminal
justice planners, local criminal justice councils and the judicial Planning Committee itself in guiding the direction
to be taken in developing court improvement plans and programs for 1981 through 1983.

JUDICIAL EDUCATION

During the past year the Supreme Court took major
steps forward in providing opportunities for continuing
judicial education. The emphasis of the program focused
primarily on the judges from the courts of limited
jurisdiction.

The Court utilizes its educational funds to provide
financial assistance for judges to attend nationally-
sponsored schools, seminars, conferences and in-state
educational programs; to finance the cost of in-state
programs held and sponsored by the Arizona Supreme
Court; and to provide these same services on a more
limited basis to judicial support personnel when possible.

The Court’s present level of funding does not satisfy
all of the needs of judges and personnel for continuing
education and local budgets and grants are appropriately
necessary in this continuing and valuable effort to im-
prove the judicial branch and its administration.

The following report summarizes the major educa-
tional activities of the past year in which the Arizona
Supreme Court has been involved.

CONFERENCES

1979 ANNUAL CONFERENCE FOR JUSTICES OF THE
PEACE AND MUNICIPAL JUDGES

This conference is mandatory pursuant to the order
of the Supreme Court. This year the National Judicial
College from Reno, Nevada agreed to prepare the con-
ference program and materials, and to secure faculty for
the Conference which was held in Flagstaff. Approxi-
mately 130 judges were in attendance for the two-day
session,

The Conference was devoted entirely to traffic adju-
dication and concentrated on the following areas:

1. The Role of the Judge in Traffic Adjudication;
2. Scientific Evidence in Traffic Cases;

3. Sentencing and Sentencing Alternatives and the
Role of the Traffic Court in Traffic Safety;

4. Constitutional Issues in Traffic Cases.
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1979 ANNUAL CONFERENCE FOR
APPELLATE AND SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

This annual conference is also mandatory pursuant to
the order of the Supreme Court. The Conference topics
for the 92 judges in attendance at the one-and-a-half-
day session included the following:

1. Civil and Criminal Impact Decisions of the United
Statec*  r2me Court;

2. New Policies and Programs of the Arizona De-
partment of Corrections;

3. The Use of Videotape in Trials;
4. The Judiciary and the Press;

5. Project Report cn Reducing Civil Trial Delay in the
Superior Court of Maricopa County;

6. Meeting of Juvenile Court Judges on Foster Care
Review Boards and Legislation.

SOUTHWEST JUDICIAL CONFERENCE

The Southwest Judicial Conference is a regional, vol-
untary educational conference attended by appellate
and general jurisdiction judges from Arizona, Nevada,
New Mexico and Utah. The conference rotates among
the host states each year. In 1979 the Nevada judiciary
hosted the conference which was attended by approx-
imately 26 Arizona judges. The conference focused on
impact decisions of the United States Supreme Court;
jury selection, orientation and dynamics; civil proceed-
ings before trial; and, hearsay evidence.

In 1980, Utah will host this conference.
SUPREME COURT SEMINARS

In 1979, several specialized seminars were planned
and held in Arizona through the sponsorship of the Su-
preme Court. A two-day orientation program was pre-
sented for newly-elected justices of the peace. An evi-
dence seminar on hearsay was held in Tucson for justices
of the peace and municipal judges located in the south-
ern region of the state. A program was coordinated with
t’he Justice of the Peace and Constables Association for
their annual spring meeting related to search and sei-

zure, acceptance of guilty pleas and conducting a pre-
liminary hearing.

Six regional seminars were held throughout the state
for judges and clerks from the courts of limited jurisdic-
tion related to accounting procedures in justice of the
peace courts; records reterition and destruction; and rec-
ords management. These six seminars were presented
in conjunction with the State Auditor General’s Office.

Through these various specialized seminars the Su-
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preme Court's continuing educational efforts reached
120 judges and 117 court clerks.

STATEWIDE EDUCATIONAL SESSION

The Supreme Court provided financial assistance to
the Training and Education Committee of the Maricopa
County Superior Court for a 112 day educational session,
“Jury Selection, Voir Dire and Methods of Handling
High Publicity Cases”’. Appellate and Superior Court
judges throughout the state were invited and sixty judges
participated in the program.

NATIONAL PROGRAMS

Through the Arizona Supreme Court, financial assis-
tance was provided to twelve Superior Court judges in
Arizona to attend schools and programs held by such
organizations as the National judicial College, the Na-
tional College of Probate Judges and the National Con-
ference of Family Conciliation Courts.

Since the emphasis is on continuing judicial education
forjudges from the courts of limited jurisdiction, 48 such
judges were approved in 1979 for financial assistance
to attend schools and programs sponsored by the Na-
tional Judicial College, the American Academy of Ju-
dicial Education and the American Bar Association Con-
ference of Special Court Judges.

By attending such programs as these, judges are able
to learn more about the law, procedure and the admin-
istration of justice as well as methods for enhancing their
judicial skills and administrative techniques.

FUTURE EDUCATIONAL GOALS

In addit‘ion to educational sessions at annual confer-
ences, Arizona judges will have increased educational
opportunities through a continuing program of atten-
dance at national institutions for formal judicial edu-

cation as well as an in-state program of special sessions
and regional seminars.

. Rggfonal seminars will be scheduled for limited ju-
risdiction judges. Opportunities for judicial education
at national colleges and academies. will be made avail-
gble for judges who have not attended such programs
in the past