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The current era of resource scarcity aner fiscal conservatism has 
caused, governmental agencies on all levels to concentrate on survival, 
and cutback .management has the major attention 9f public o~ficials and 
administrators. Long-range planning, indeed any planning ~ffort other 
than to meet the newest crisis or financial disaster, seems to have been 
releL.,gated to se,condary impl):,r;tance"by !;llany government agencies. 

This diminished emphasis on planning has resulted in part from the 
reduction or elimination of federal funding for various kinds of.planning 
-at the state and local levels. ,An important example is judicial system 
planning, which is the subject of th;.s monograph. This ,is not to 'say 
that judicial system planning is everywhere moribund. Rather, it is 
alive ,and well "or at lef,lst still receiving nourishment, in a number of 
jurisdictions, qespite the elimination of federal funding. 

c, 

. The authors hold the opinion (which, has been expresl~ted in their 
other joint writing efforts) that public officials and adijlJnistrators 
should, respond· to diminishing financial resources ~ by 'placihg more 

\) elI,lphasis, rather than less, on planning. I, The j-q5iicial bratlch is no 
more immune to reduced finances than are other" public. entities, no 
matter whether courts are state or locally funded, orfl~ed by some 
combination of the two.'. It is - imperative that those r~\sponsible for 
administering state-funded judicial systems or locally-funded trial courts 
plan to meet future, workload increased with little, if any, increase in 
resourqrs and, perhaps, with red4,Ced resources~ 

", ,'. ~, 

, As it was true of personnel and fiscal management, development of 
productivity" measures, and other public manag,ement copcepts and tools, 

'" planning as a viable and important function arrived much later on the 
"judicial scene" 'J tllan it did for other public entities. In mo'st 

" jurisdictions, planning, at. lea~t in ,'a '(, formal sense, was virtually 
unheard of until 1976. In" that year, - Congress passed the Crime 
Control Act of 1976 (P. L. 94-503) which extepdedtne life of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). This law provided a 
mechanism for state cO'lrtsystems to develop planningc, capa.bilities. 
Funding was made" avatiable for the planning function and for the 
creation qf judicial plan~~ng gommittees or councils (JPCs) • 

Tnis mOllograph examines how the Vf,lriollsstates made use of this 
oPr>ortunityto developo pl~ning capability, the scope of that capability, 

.~ composition land fuonctionsof JPCs," and related matter's ~ This 
information w;as taken from responses to a questionnaire sent by the 
authors to st~te court administrators or judicial system planners during 
the fir~t quajrter"of 1981, as refined by additional' information from some 
jurisdictions. 1/ Responses w~re received from forty-six states, District 
of' Columbia,. and PuertoRico,slthQugh some of the data supplied did 
not fit the tabular formaf.> used in Chapters II,!, IV and V Qf t[iis 
monograph. co -
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Preface 

The current erB! of ~esource scarqi\y and fiscal conservatism has 
causedo gover~menta1 agencies .on ,all Iey:els to concentrate on surviv;al, 

, and cutback m~m~gement has the major attention of public officials and 
administrators. Long-range plan~jng, \\indeed Cany planning effort other 
than to meet theOnewest crisis ori'inanr.iru disaster, seems to have been ¢ 

rele~~t~d to °seconpary importance~¥ m~t;1.y government agencies. 

" 'IThls, ,'ffimirijshed emphasis on pl~\nrtinghas resulted in part from the 
reduction(J();,eliwination of federal funding for various kinds of planning 
at th~.o7stl:ftEt!ill,d ,'local level~.An i~portant example is. j~dicial system 

,plf,lnnmg, which IS the subJect of thIS monograph. ThIS IS not to say 
that judicial system planning is evelt'ywhere moribund. Rather, it is 
alive and well, or at least still receiVing nourishment, in a number of 
jurisdictions, despite the elimination of federal funding. " 

The authors hold the °opiniori (which has been expressed in their 
other joint writing efforts) that public officials and administrators ., 
should respond to diminishing financial resources by placing more 
emphasis, rather than less, on planning. ",The judicial branch is no 
more immune to reduced finances than are other public entities", no 
matter whether courts are state or locally funded, or funded by soine 
combination of. the two. It is" imperatiye that~those responsible for 
administering state-funded judicial systems or locally",funded trial courts 
plan to meet future workload increased with little, if any, increase in 
resources and, perhaps, with reduced resources. 

" 

As if was true of personnel and fisct¥ man,~gemenf, development of 
productivity measures; and other public management copcepts and tools, 
planning as a viable and impor.tant funGtion. arriv!ixl;l much late:r on the 
judicial scene than it did for other public "entities. In most 
jurisdictiq.ns, pl.anning, at least in a /{)rmal s.ense, w as virtu~Pi " 
unheard of UJltll 1976. In that year,,, Congress passed the CrIme 
Gontrol Act of 1976 (P.L.94-503) which&' exteiided the life of the Law, 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (L~AAh'l'his law provided a'" 
mechanism "for state court systems lIto develop planning capabilfties: ,,"" 

"Funding was made available for the planning function and for the' 
creation o.f judicial planning committees or councils (JPCs)." , 

ThiS' monograph" examipes how the various states 'made U~~· of this 
opport~nity to develop pla'Aning capability J the sC9peof that capability, 
composition and functions of JPCs, and related matters. This 
information was taken from, responses to a questionpaire sent by' the., 
authors to state court administrators or judicial system pl'anners <luring 
the first quarter of 1981, as refined by additional information from some 
jurisdictions. Responses were received from forty-six states, District 
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, c,although som,e of the data supplied ,did 
not fit the tabular format used in Chapters IlL, IV and "V of this 
monograph. h " :.' ~ 
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"LEAA assistance for planning ended on Septen~ber ,30, 1981:" and, 
even before tha:t date ~ the amount of state fundin!g""provi.ded fdr this 
function constituted a significant po:rtion of total''idresources in some 
jurisdictions.. This" monograph"also using information from the 
questionnaire; examines the cour~ planning picture in 1981, as compared 
with 1977, in the responding jurisdictigns.. 0 . il 

The first t~o!cta~ters set '~h;~tage - for what!' is to follow by 
presenting briefly thecoiicept of planning and its meaning in a c.ourto 
context. Attention i~ also given to'. the six jurisdictions selected for 
pilot planning projects funded by,LEAA prior to the implementation of 
the 1976 legislation. The final chapter is concerned with the status of 
judicial planning a.ndJPCs immediately after the·- te:rmination of LEAA 
funding and in future years.. . 

o 
1/ 

This monograph represents the initial stages of a more 
comprehensive study of the histo.ry, development, and evolut.ion (and 
also- the demise in some instances) of judicial planning .. councils and the 

o planning function within state judicial systems ~ , ']}he comprehensi"{..e 
study will also include "an examination' of the ,dnsdtutionat and 
environmental forces which shaped or affected the ~pajor 'or dominant 
patters of ju~ci,al ~lanninw-"'~ofm~il organization atld qper~t1qn.~, as well 
as the ways In.~-w.hlCh plannmg IS used by the courts. ThIS broader 
study is funded by a grant from the Mabel Y. Hughes. Research and 
Development Fund, TJniversity of Denver College of ,Law, which was 
received subsequent to the distribution of the questionnaire providing 
informatidn for tnis monograph. 0 

The" authors express their .. appreciation to the Criminal Courts 
Technical Assistance Project, Institute for Advanced Studies in Justice, 
The (American University Law School, and the Law Enforcement 
Assist,ance Administration for the opportunity to write arid publish this' 
monograph. 

. Invaluable assistance was provided by research assistants, Nancy 
J{ahaner, senio:r Jaw student, James G. Benway, 1981 Masters of Science 
in Judicia~ Administ:ration graduate, and Thaddeus J. Spaak,. graduate 
"student in the judicial; admini~tration program, University of Denver 
Oollege of Law. On<;$e again, the authors are greatly indebted to Marion 
Weaver Lawson for her thorough editing of this manuscript. Annie 
Aamodt is thanked for typing this monograph in itsyadous revisions. 

" This monograpll would not have been possible without the help of 
the state, court Illdmfnistrators "'and,judicial planners who took the time to 
respond to our, seem~ngly insatiable demands for information. We also 
thank the Natiohal Council for Judicial. Planning t:or providing us with 
tpe opportunity to' discuss this" Eitudy atllts annual meeting in San 
Diego. "" 0 

o . 

0' 

iv . 

.. ! 

(; 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

" o 
'0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0" 
o 
0" 
o 
go 

'\ 

D 

n~ ,.!" 

~ 
~~~,.; 

W . ( :-

f 
' . 

.:' m ;', 

L I, 
m 

f '. " 
I' 

ffi F 

t 
ll~ 

" 

I 
0 

\ 

~ 
f ~ 
~ II 

11 
~ t 

}:l 
,'I 
~ 

,~ 

(l 

i\ 

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

\. 
~I 

\ 

li'inally, the authors take full responsibility. for any sins of 
commissioh or omission as to substance and interpretation. 

January 20, 1982 
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J I. ~ A Briel History ~ the Planning. Concept 

Planning can be described as an activity "centrally concerned with 
II . 

the linkag~ between knowledge and organized action. ,,1 It is a "process 

by which management decisions are made in light of organizational ,ill: 

goals. ,,2 Accord~ng to one author: 

Planning Usually requires a considerable level of effort in 
policy analysis, evaluation 0 and programming. Plans are 
specifications of future events that are set ahe~ of time for 
less than one, five or even ten to twenty years. 

Planning in the more socialistic coufitri~s of the Soviet Union and 

France was highly centralized. "~n this country, "policy analysis, 

prOgra~ming, evaluation, and Plan~ing remain the most difficult and 

therefore more difficult to describe or influence in their totality."~ " 

Governmental pla,nning in the United States can be traced to the 

early days of governmental intervention with the "creation of the 

!nterstate Commerce Commissioft in 1887, the passag~ of the Sherman 

c, 

1. John Friedman and Barclay Hudson, "Knowledge and Acti9n:' A 
Guide to Planning Theory;" Readin s on Human Services Plannin • 
Gerald Horton, ed. (Atlanta, he roup, Inc., 
1975), p. 147. 

2. 

3. 

Russell R. Wheeler, "Planning in the State Courts," Managing the 
State Courts,Larry C • Berkson, Steven W. Hays and' Susan J. 
Carbon, eds. (St. Paul, Minn.: West Publisping Co., 1977), 
p.·357. \. i£ 

" 

~4 . 

Guy Benveniste, The Politics of ~xpertise. 2nd ed.w, (San 
Frangisco, Cal: Boyd and Fraser Publishing Company, 1977), P't 9." 

\ Ibid., p'o 95. 
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Antitrust Act' of establishment of the Federal' i~'~qe 
.' /;/" 

1890, . the 

Commissio~', arid the deve~ppment of the cori\servation commission under 
, . 5 

President Theodore Roosevrlt." 
o 

Ii c 

War and de~ression bl'ought more planniI~ig entities into gover,nment 

with the War Industries Board, the War Trade Board, the Shipping 

Board and the War Labor Board during World War 1. The depression , . o 

T Valley Authority and other brought such programs as the ennessee 

t · ·t· b ch aOgencies as the Nationru, Forest"Ser:vice, the planning ac IVl leS y su • .. 

Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, and the U. S. Geological 

6 Survey. 
" 

In 1936, this country came close t? having a national planning 
'" 

body. The National Resources Planning Board was created by President 
l' c;:. 

Roosevelt to be an advisory board under the (~executive branch. The 

board made recommendations in resource use, population trends, and 

other socio-economic issues. Due to the controversial nature of the 

board, it was abolished by Congress in 1943. 7" 

During the 1960's and 1970's, the federal gover~mElnt required 

planning capabilities within most state government agencies as a 

prer~.quisite to their receiving federal funds. The emphasis reached it~ 

p.eak with President Johnson's introducti~n of Plannjng Programmi?g 

BUdgeting in 1965. According to Ott and ~Ott, "the aim of PPBS is to 
\", i> II <J 

r specify (and where ~ossible to quantify) to objectives of" 'outputl of 

d teo hen to minimize the CQst of ach~ving fedi9ral spending programs an, 

,.5. Ibid., p. 96. 

6. ' Ibid. 

7. Ibid., pp. 96-97. f/ 
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·r these objectives to ascertain whether the program benefits exceed the 

, costs. ,,8 ~I 

From 1965 to the current era of reduced federal funding, many 

o federal, state, and local agencies develcaped federal plamJing capabilities 

for federal grants-in-aid programs~ Any systematic or long-range 

planning ;that occurred in most of these organizations was secondary to 
8 . u "'.' ' 

grant writin,g or federal compliance l"eporting. As a result, in many 

agencies, the concept of organizatiOlial.decision-making (~n light "of goals 
- ~. 

" or objectives was .,forgotten. 

o 
('Any discussion of the history of planning must include a review of 

planning in the private sector. In government, the planning eml?hasis 
'.' d ~ ~ 

is on efficient and effective use' of resources. " Planning in the private 

sector addresses these issues, but th.e underlying theme is profit. 

I~ 1937, Luthor Gulick published his famous, "Notes 0:n the Theory., 

of Organization." '- 1 I) • : 

In that work 1}e coined his acr()nym POSDCORB for 

the" work of a chief executive. The first element of POSDCORB was 

planning'l ,~ He said, "Planning, that is working out in broad outline the 
1\ " 

things that need to be done and the methods for doing them to. 

accomplish the purpose set for the enterprise. ,,9 

Today's complex market activity has caused the private sector to 
;) () 

emphasizl~ planning. According to John Kenneth Galbraith: 

8. 

9. 

Q 

David J'. Ott, Attiat F. Ott, "The Budget Process, II Plannin~ 
Programming Budgeting: A Systems App~oacho to Manag~ment, 2n 
ed., Fremont· J. Lyden l!I :J!;rnest G. Miller, eds. (Chicago, Ill.: 

"c Jrand McNally PubliShing Co., 1972~, 'p. 44. 

'i.\) 

Luthor Glick; "Notes on the Theory of Organization," Classics of 
Public Administration, Jay M. Shafritz & Albert C. Hyde, ~ds. 

,.\ (Oak Park, Ill.: Moore Publishing Company, Inc., 1978), p. 46 ~ 
Se_e also:- Luthor Gulick and Lyndall Urwick, ed., Papers on° 

the Science of Administ~ation, 1937), pp. 3-13. ~~~~~~~~~~~.~---- . 
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For understanding the ~cwnomy ~nd pOlit¥ of t.heUni~ed 
States and, other 'advanced industI'lalcountI'les, thIS reactIon 
against 'the. word' planning, ~ould hardly Have 'beerl worse 
titned. It occurred when the Increased use of tec'!lnology and 
the accompanyin,g cOn,Imitme~t,of tir.neandcap~t~ were ~orcing 
extensive plannipg on all IndU!~tI'lal com mum tIes • T,hIS ~as 
not b,:e~sense.d. And,.,in maIiy~ quarter~,~ thfo wor~ plan;mng 
is agaIn acquiI'lng a measure of respectabIlity. " 

• ., • b:, 
Major Planmng TraditIons 

u 

A short history of planning, ,while useful in understa,nding the 

backgroun
6

dof cou:vt planning; does little to enlighten the r'eader as to 
o 

the basic philosophical roots of the concept. Whlle i! is "not the intent 

of the,,~uthors 0 to dwell on philosophy 0~tht6ri~' the i~t~!i)sted reader 
\)' ',.... t, If r;; 

may wish to pursue the -subject of planning in a more' academic manner 

than this monograph provides. This section will, provide "guidance to 

those readers. 

Friedman and HUdson, in "Knowledge, and Action: A Guide to 
" <l," G 

Plan:~ing ,7'ne~ry," review the development of pla~nJng theory from 1935 
!., 

throue:h 1970, as (~O' philosophical '''synthesis, riition81isin systems theory, 
~, .. ~. 

'.Ii . _ 

organization developments, and empiricism. 
,) _, c;: 

"Earlier, it was' noted that ,Friedman and n ,Hudson' defined planning ;I), 
'11 ,~~/ 

as "the linKage b'etween knowledge aIid organized action'" (emphasi~ 
, .-'0 

c 

addedll~S I,. 
The four intellectual traqitio~s listed above encompass this 

,_ t\ ${ 
definit~on in a number of ways. 

,) 

Philosophical sYI;ltnesis' stresses 
~ 

planning asa social Process . The writers ip. this category go beyond 
II 

Guy' Benveniste, "The. Politics of EXl?ertl~e"p. 107. ,,?', • 

" See also: ,John Kenneth Galbrmth, The New IndustI'lal State 
'(New Xc;>rk: Signet Books, 1968).;" 

-'j"' 

11. Friedman and Hudson, "Knowledge 
Pla~ning Tl1eory, ,i p. 147 • 

and Action: ii/A Guide "to 

v 
C>' 

8 
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o 
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, :1 

o 

I) 
D' 

the . boundaries of their own disciplines (sociology , economics, philo-
:: ., 0 

sophy, political science, 'socia!, psycholo~" and planning) to find an 

integrated view of planning. 12 
" 

"The tradition of," ~~tionalism is primarily concerned with how 

decisions can be made more rationally. 13 
o 

The tradition of organization !ievelopment "is primarily focused on r· 

ways to achieve "desired changes in organization~ structure and 

behavior .,,14 There eXists in the literKture a "central preoccupation 
Q 

with 'innova,tion, "the role of 'change agel1:t~, , \ and the web 

interpersonal relationships .of which organization~are cons!ructed. :,,15 

of 

, co. 

Finally, the" tradition of empiricism fo~us,~s on "the functioning of 
.r 

large scale . political and economic "t ,,16 sys ems. Two mainstream&'/' 

converge upon this tradition, one with it~, s6'lJ,rce in national planning 

efforts (generally in other countries), the other stemming from tbe? 
':) !! <J 2 

study of urb;m politics in the Uruted States. ,,17 
. I " 

)) ,,' . , ,~ , 

Table 1 provides a guide to major traditions in planning theory. 

o 

b' . 

JP"1f' 
4' 12. Ibid., p. 148. , 

00 

13. '(Ibid. 

14. Ibid. 
o 

15:. Ibid. 

16/' Ibid., p. 150. 

17~ Ibid. 
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II. 
o 

Planning In State. Court Systems 

o 

Prior to'197~, concentrated, long-range planning in state court 

systems was nearly n.on-existent. In" a 1976 report, the National Center 

for State Courts wrote: "Many courts have planned' for specific 
o 

purposes, such as managfament of,. federal grants or ,implementation of 

statutory or constitutional changes in court structure and procedures. 

Few courts of court systems have planned in a discip'lined fashion to 

identify and attain long-term goals. ,,1 

Reviewing the history, if any; is reviewing the history. of state 

court adminisfratlve=~ageficies-;2~~=. According,0to~~usB8U,~=Wheelg:r~ .. 00 the~ 
(I 

failure of most judicial councils', e,stablished in the 1920's, caused state 
,;-\ ;;:\ (0. 

supreme courts to ally themselves with state court administrative offices 

to assume what central· court management authority ,there was, 
Q 

"includin'g the real. or potential authority to exercise management's major:) 
. D 

substantive fu~ction, planning. ,,3 

Wheeler goes on to review surveys of state court planning .,units ill 

1976: 

(1 

1. Planning in State Courts: A Sur\~ey of the State of the Art (Wash­
ington, ~D. C. :. National 'Center for State Courts, "1977), p. 13 ~ 

2 • Russell R. Wheeler, "Planning in tb.e Sta~~ Courts," Larry C. 
Berkson, Stevep~",W. 'Hays, and Susan J. Carbon, eds., Managing 
the State Courts (St~ Paul: .we&~ "Publishing Co., lR77), p. 340 •. ' 

~ (~ . 

Ibid. 
\). 

o 

o 
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o AccordiItg to the Council ofv St~te Governments "J ,22 of the 
24pl~nblg "uni~s reported" in its 1976, surve~ owere created (, 
after 1970. This recent su~ge of planning umts reflects th~ 
impact .. of the federalanti-crfme "program that was initiated (I in 
1968,. All but I:?even of the existing planning units reported, 
by the" COSG survey rely in part op' federal funds, most on a 
10:90 state: federal ratio. furthermore (although ,the COSG 
report does. not so hp~d), this, "Jhea,,:,"y . i?crease .in court 
planning umts may not represent a JUdlclalcom.mltment ,to 
comprehensbre planning as much as it does ~deslre to take. 
advantage of :t'undsavailable for that purpose. 6 

It is, ;the intent of this monograph to revieW the" extent of state 

court planning since . federal funds were ~providedfor that purpose. 

Before assessing the intent of com:erehensive planning since 1976, it, is 

important to review the history of federal" funding for court planning 

units .. 

Federal Support fo'r State Court Planning 
. j~ 

In 1975, a special study team on LEAA support of state courts 

(The "Irving Rep'brtil) found that state courts 'ihave not receiY,ed the 

interest, technical assistance, or financial·support from LEAA that are 

absolutely essential for" sound growth and progress. 5! The report ~ame 
,) 

as ar~su1t of Several years of disagree~ent among state ~ourt systems, 

,_,~tate criminal justice plannin~ agencies, and the Law Enforcement 
hr· '0 ~ 

Assistance Administration (LEKA) over adequate federal funding for 
•• ~j 

courts. 

4. Ibid. ~ p. 341. 

5. 
iJ 

as cited in DanielJ ~' Elazarand Ellis Katz, ,"Final Report on ,:the 
Court Pla.nning CapabiUties Project of the National' Center, for ,Stat~ 
Courts - Phase 1, Octpber 1, 1975- October 31 , 1976 . 
(Philadelphia: Center for tlie Study" of FederaliSm, Temple 
University),=p. 1. , Also see JOhn, F. Ir~hg" Peter Haynes ,and 
HenryV. Pennington, Re ort of th.e S eClal, Study Team on L~AA 
Support . of· State Courts, Wa13hmgton·,.. C.; The AmerlCan 
Umversity criminal ,Court ,Technical Assishmce ,Project, 197~)~. 
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Six State Pilot Project 

Asa ~estilt? of 'this report, "LEAk be~an amnlti-faceted two million 
JI " D ';,'., 

dolla.r set of interrelated projects.,,6 Orie ol those projects was tl;te 

availability of qiscretionary funds for, the ,dev~lopment· 'Of state court 

planning caI>~.bilities. 
I p' , 0-

In addition , the National Center· for State Courts 

(NCSC) qonductedthree phases of,. a project to assist state court 

systems .in developing planning capabilities. This project was9 called the 

State Court Planning Capabilities Project. 7 

The combination of the LEAA discretionary funds and the NCSC 

,project, proVided six "pilot" states for \ludiclal planning. The pilot 

states were Georgia,. Louisian~,i;M8.ine, ,Maryland, North Dakota, a~d 

" Oregon: What follows iSi; Ji' .sl~!hmary . of the activities of those pilot 

states. 
. (. 

Georgia. An LEAA discretionary grant was awarded in June, 

~976.8 With that grant , the sia:te provided staff work for a 
", 

Long-Range Planning Committee (LRPC), a committee of "the judicial 
·r,.:., 

'Council. The LRPC was: 

(1) 

(2) 

6. Ibid. 

7. Ibid. 

to 'Q,ecome involved in. long-rang~;,planning in order to 
anticipate future, needs of the"' Georgia .courtsystems; 

to identify methods to simplify and expedite the 
administration 9f justice in the State of Georgia; 

to recommend policies and procedures to create a 
;continuing 'courtpla.nning capac~~, in the Administrative 
Office.oftheCourts and for the, -otate of Georgia; " 
and, U 

lj, 

8. Ibid. " p. 13\ 

',9 ,. 
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(4) to prDvide guidance to the planning staff 0 Df the 
Administrative Office Df the CDurts in the development Df '-' 

"planning do(!uments which will Dbtain maximum utilization 
Df all available reSDurces V> meetrecDgnized Dbjectives Df,~ d 

the GeD~gia cDurt system. Q [J" 

In ])ecember, 1977, the Judicial CDuncil crea.ted a Judicial Planning 

CDmmittee (JPC) .10 The JPC did nDt have the same membership as 'the 

LRPC, but its membership included "all members Df the Judicial CDuncil, 

" thus creating Dverlap nDt Dnly between the CDuncil and the JPC, but 

,the LRPC as well. ,,1~ () 

,I' 

,Because many Df the fUnctions Df the LRPC and the JPS Were the 

same, the LRPC, was disbanded in September, 19.77, leaving future 

planning to. the JRPC. 12 

LDuisiana. LDuisiana began .its federally-funded activities in June, 

1976. AccDrding to. CDurt Planning Capabilities PrDject'sevaluatiDn,the') 

L~uisiana effDrt was a"" success in several·respects: 

(1), "A grafit '. applicatiDn was develDped, to. fund a Judicial 
Planning CDuncil that was easily and quickly converted 
the state's JPC with the passage Df P.L .. 94-503. 

(2) A,plan was develDped that was recDgnized by the LEAA 
RegiDnal Office as a mDdel. 

\, . 

(3) Several shDrt-term changes in areas such as small 
claims, CDurt repDrtingand public infDrmatiDn" were 
d,evelDped and implemented. 

\, 

9. Daniel J. ElazarandEllis Katz, }':phree Years of Court~lanni~g -
Final EvalliatiDn Df the Court 'Planning , Capabilities "'Project, " 
(Philadelphia: Center ,fDr the Study of' Federalism, Temple 
University), June 26, 1979, p. 15. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

JPCs will be 
mDnDgraph. 

discussed in detail in later 
- ':.: 

, I', 

sections of this 

~ 
Elazar and Katz, "Three Years Df CDurt Planning: FinaJ c:EvaluatiDn 
of the CDurt PlanniI1g Capabilities PrDject," p.17. 

Ibid. 
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(4) A lo.ng-range planning prDces~ b'ian - mDst sigmficant '" 
was its attentiDn to. CDurt finar~e. " 

u u 

Maine hired a planning staff at the end Df 1977. Due to. () Maine. 
o " 0 

:;1 an" anti-planning" ~~mDsphere in that" state, the prDcess in thDse early 

years had to. functiDn within that philDSDphy. 14 

An AdvisDry Commit~ee Dn CDurt Management' and PDlicy was 

develDped to. serve as a screening cDmmittee fDradministrative matters 
" 

to. the Supreme CDurt. In its first 0repDrt to. the Supreme CDurt, the C:.\ 

// 
CDmmittee stated that, "The prDcess will invDlve SDme thDught Df the 

future, but will primarily be an attempt to. deal with issues that need 

15 
resDlutiDn in the present." 

Thus, in its early phase in Maine, planning cDvered such issues as 

jury sequestering, trial de ~, judicial Drientation, small claims, 

security, b~ cDmmissiDners, salaries fDr active required justices, 

retirement, and unifDrm court prDtDcD1.
16 

Maryland was the. mDst centralized Df the pilDt states. It alSo. .had 

a highly prDfessional administrative staff befDre the intrDductiDn Df 

federal planning funds in 1976. As a result,the planning effDrt was to 

be a decentralized Dne, mDdeled after the II strategic business unit" 
., ", 17 
planning system Df General Electric. 

13. Ela2;ar and Katz, "Three Years Df CDurt Planning: Final Evaluation' 
o~ Phase III of the Cmlrt Planning Capabilities PrDject, "- pp. 29-30. 

14. Ibid., p. 35; 

15. Ibid., pp. 36-37. (; 

16. Ibid., p. 36. 

17. Ibid., pp. 39-4.1. 
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Unfortunately; th¢re seemed to be little support for the local 

planning process among the 0 tria.:t judges. Thus, 0 the planning efforts" 
(? . <:; 

were limitede, to, the identification of, a number of locally specific court 

I>roblems. 18 

Finally, an informal administrative docket process was developed to 
((,' ,,' 19 

solve some administrative problems., 

North Dakota. North Dakota's early efforts at fi formal planning 

process were, perhaps, the most successf1,il of all the pilot states. 

At the ,time the planning unit was established, th.,e state was facing 

a qonstituti?nalamendment to unify the courts . Upon its passage, the 

planning unit was instrUmental in drafting rules and legislation for 

implementation of the amendmen.t. 20 While the legislation was not 

enacted in its entirety the first time .it was submitted to the legislature, 

the planning effort did deve'~~ hIto one of the most cgmprehe~sive 
o ~ 

judicial plaps in the;, country. It also developed a "rule on rules" which 
o ," , '21 

could be used as a model in other states. 

Oregon. While "Oregon was considered a pilot state ,planning 

activities did not begin'there until after the passage of P.L. 94-503
22 

Much of the early activity in Oregon centered on the state criminal 

justice process. 'Toward the end of the project, trial judges identified 

several types of cases that they believed should be handled in a 

18.:, Ibid~, pp. 45-46., 

19. Ibid., p. 46.,:, 

20. Il:)'id., pp. 47~54. 

21.0 Ibid: 
D 

22. Ibid., p. 56 
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different format and made suggestions for arbitration, media-Hon, and 

conciliation procedures. 23 By toe end of Jhe project, the planning 

effort had begun to address some long-range issues. 

Effect of Pilot Projects 
o 

The work of the six pilot states became the pases for much of the 

court planning which occurred after the 1976 amendments to the 

Omnibus 
c 

Streets Act of 1968. Those Crime Control and Safe 
~) 

i) 

amepdments, which are discussed in Chapter 3, provided funds for the 
o 

establishment of Judicial Planning Committees. " 
While the underlying 

theme of those committees was planning for LEAA funds, court systems 

that developed planning with an eye toward more long-range integrated 
" 

functions appear to have survived the initial round of fiscal cut":backs 
«~ 

better than those that didn't. The jurisdictions wi~h long-range 

integrated planning may wei1 be the innovators, pointing the,' way to 

survival in an era of limited resources. 

D 

23. Ibid., p. 59'~ 
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III. Judicial Planning In 1977 

Introduction 

o 
As in9icated in the previous chapter, state juf.'Jcial systems and 

many appellate and trial courts were concerned over the amount and 

pro~ortion of LEAA grant funds allocated Jor jud~cial purposes by state 

uc~riminal justice planning agencies. This concern was prompted in part 

0 

by the small proportion of judicial branch representation on the state 

c~riminal" justice planning council in many jurisdictions. [n part, It was 
G . 

" II a result of W~lat judicial spokesmen saw as a lack. of significant 
., 

involvement in the planning, development, .and .presentation of judicial 
,': (l • ij' • 

J?ro~ects and programs f'or federal funding. Finally ,.~oJlrts, perceived a 
'! il <) J! . 
i'l 1/ /::. 

lack of understanding "by statetcriminal j~stice coun:pijs of the =judicial 
\ Ii 

~ l~rocess and a fail~re to recognizeOtha\ the judicial s~.i\~,~tem constituted a 
, .'. 1 ,il 
!;eparate branch of govelrnment. :f 

With ju~cial concern fo~used on the amount o,lf grants an<l the 
1/ 

funding pl'(Jcess. it is n~t surpnsing that many i1riSdictions viewed 

J~lanning ,narrowly when judicial councils or comt,11ittees were first 
(!If 

o il 
1. In fact, tqe 1975 Report 011 the Sp~cial "Stll~¥ TeB:m on LEAA 

Support of. State Courts (kndvn popularly as the "IrVIng Report t " 

for its principle author) was followed by anothel·ta~k force which 
analyzedLEAA block grant financial assistance to stElte courts. 
This task force was formed in response to both, Congre~sionaland 
state judicial concern overthe~evel of federal f'pndingfor judicial 
projects and programs.' See: Peter Haynel3, E;t al, Analysis of 
LEAA Block Grant Financial Assistance to State:' Courts, 197.2";1975 
(Washington, D. c.: CriminBl Courts Technical A13sistance Project, 
The American UniversityLf!.W Institute, \1 i976)., ' " . 

o 
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o 

o 
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create'd. In fact, in some juri,sdictions, the acquisition of federal fund's 
o 7' .' tJ 

waS the major, if not the only purpose of the JPCs and the planning 
" 

,j. ~\ " 

~unction during th,e time they were federally supported. 

Pertinent Provisions of P.L. "94-503 (1976) 

" 
Congress addressed state judicial concerns through several 

provisions of P. L. 94-503 (1976), also known as the Crime Control Act 

of 1976. This act amended and exte~ded the Crime Control Act of 
~ 

1968. The provisions affecting courts wer*? designed to make it possible 
o ' 

') ,y 

for state judicial systems to play a greater ro~e in the criminal ,j~stice if' 

pla~ning process, particulariy in the allocation of.. LEAA funds for 
" 

judicial projects and programs. The act did this in four ~ays: 
\) 

(1) It increased judicial system r~presentation on state criminal 

justice councils. 
I} 

(2) It autltorized state judicial systems to create judicial planning 

,', committee~ or councils (JPCs), as explain~d below. 
"tJ II 

(3) It made at least $50,000 per yea.r available to ea9h JPC from 

'LEAA funds granted to the states' criminal justice planning agencies. 

(4). It required the state criminal justice planning a~ency to 
" 

provide an ,adequate share of tne state's LEAA block fund.s for "the 

"support of improted, .cburtprograms and projects, including projects 
G Q 

relating' to prosecutm'ial and defender services. ,,2 
~ ~ 

The court of last resort in each state or a judicial <5agency 

authorized by law, if it had, statutory membership of a majority o~ court 

official!;! (including jpdges; adm~nistrators, prosecutors, and defenders), 

2. 

... 

> 

P.L. 94-503, Laws of 94th Cong .. - 2nd Session, § 111. 
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could establish' or designate a jUdicial planning committee for the 
DO. 'e ,', 

preparation, development t and' revision of l;'l;n annual state judicial 

plan. 3 The committee so established or desigrlated was to he I'ea~Onably 

repres~htativ~ of the various state ,and local ~~rts'''''inClUding" appellate 
!:J. 

courts, and had to include a majority of court officials (including 

judges, admini:strators, prosecutors, and public defenders). 4 

Judicial planning committees were given the following functions: 
c;. 

(1) () to e~tablish priorities for improvements, of the courts in the 

state; ~ 

(2) to define, develop, and coordinate programs and projects for 

the improvemerlt of courts il) the state; 

(3), too develop an annual state judicial plan for the improvement 

(J of courts in the state to· be included in the state comprehell~ve criminal 

. t' I 5 JUs Ice pan. 

The JPC. was required, to submit the plan to the state criminal 

justice planning agency. The state criminal> justice pl~ning agency was 

requirep to in,corporate the JPCplan in the state I?lan'~ If a JPC was 

not appointed:, or ,failed to submit e. plan, the responsibility for 
i~"":l 

preparing and developing theplun. r~mained with the state criminal ,. 

justice plannin'g agenc;'. 6 

'" ., 
/: 

1/ 

" 

3. Ibid., § 105. 

4. Ibid • 

5. Ibid. 

6. Ibid. 
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Justice Plailnin~ Committees (Councils) 

Thirty-oile of., the forty-eight jurisdictions responding to the 
c:> 

that either 'created 
" 

questionn~,re 'indicated they had or 

designated an existing judicjal system entity to serve as the' planning 

committee 0' The total of thirty-one included fouf) of the six jurisdictions 

Y/ith pilot planning ,proje,~ts. 
( D 

Maine and ,Maryland did not create JPCs. 
"":;; 

'~ 

Size and Composition '1 " 

Size. Information ono j'Udicial planning committee' size was 

provided by twenty-nine" jurisdictions~' As <J shown in Table 2, these:' 
, f/" 

tw,enty-nine JPCs ranged in size in '1977 freIn a low of five members to 
o 

a hign of thirty-six 'filembers. Seven had fewer H than ten members; 

twelve' had between ten :an~fourteen members;' six had betw,een fifte~n 

and nineteen members; three had between twenty and' twenty';:'four 

/0' members; and one -had more than twenty-five members. 
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TABLE 2 

Judicial }~anning Council Composition, 1977 

Jurisdiction 

Total Members 17 5 9 18,19 17 23 12 21 17 5 10 17 1336 10 7 10 11 13 11 10 9 9 

.~ 

"I~·.· -: ~' 

.... 
00 

, 
0' U __ ~..,,-....,.,._ 

G 

. .·f ~ 
~ ' .. :~:-

Appellate Judges 
Gen'l Jur. Judges 
Lim. Jur. Judges 
Othe:t Judges 
Ba~ Assn. 
Prosecutors 
Public Defenders 
Legislators 
Press 
State Court Admin. 
Trial Court 'Admin. 
'Clerk of Court 
Probation 
Pu,blic 
Other 

4 
4 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
2 

1 
1 

1 

2 

1 2 
4 4 
2 2 

'2 
1 
1 

1a 1 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Advisory, non-voting. 
All attorneys 
Four producing attorneys. 

• D 

1\'; 

•. ~ n 

3 
4 

1 
2 
1 

3 
3 
2 

1 
1 
1 
2 

3 1 
9 2 
6 

2 1 
1 '1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

... /. 

5 1 1 
7 114 
4 1 

1 
1 

1 

3 1 

2 

'I; 

1 1 
2 3 
2 .4 
1 
l' 
1 2 
1 1 

1 1 

. 
" 

3 2 
3 7 

8 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 3 

1 
1 2 

4 

C\ 

1 2 
2'1 
3 1 

1 1 
1 1 
1 

1 
1 

9 
1 

3 
5 
3 

" 

2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 

1 

1 

1 
1 
2 

1 

1 

2 

4 
3 

1 
1 

1 

2 ·1 
1 3 
2 

1 

1 1 
1 1 

1 2 

1 
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13 10 10 24 9 

3 1 
2 4 
1 3 
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2 13 3 
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2 1 2 1 
1 1 1 1, 
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1 3 
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Mexico and Oregon were 'at the median, and nine ju~\isdictions were 

rJ close to it (between ten and thirteen members) • 
" 

Composition. Not only did JPCs vary in membership size in 1977, 

they ·also differed considerably in composition.' . Usually,. the larger the 

JPC m'~mbership, the more{~verse was that membership. For example, 

Montana with thirty-six members had eleven ca.tegories of membership: 

appellate judges, general jurisdiction, judges ,," limited juri!;!dif!tion 

judges, prosecutors, public defenders ~ legislat~~.s, press, e state court 
Q c ~'~';;,~.~ 

administrator's office, clerks of court, and the public. The other two 
" 

states with eleven '" ~ategories of representation were Colorado and 

Florida, with JPC memberships. of eigh.teen and seventeen respectively. 
I,; 

AttheC;opposite end of the spectrum" Massachussetts ,and New Jersey 

had "only two categories c of . membership: appellate and general' 

jurisdiction judges .. 

Appellate. judges were represented in twenty-!line jurisdictions 
.; () ) : 

" 
C shown in Table 2 , as were general jurisdiction judges. The state, .court 

administrator or his staff was represented on twenty-three ,. JP~s, as 
" 0 

. were prosequtors. Public. defenders ha<;l representation on twenty 

"" JPCs, the same number as trial judges of courts in limited jurisdiction. 
~~~ . 

Trial court administrators or . clerk$ were repre'~~nted on nine JPCs. 

Outside the judicial system extended family (including. prosecution 

and defense) , the greatest representation was' accord_ed to ba!' 
:;:. '. 

asso.eiation C$*eyenteen jurisdictions) : In contrast, only nine JPCs had ~ 
.\.' 
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fI 
public members," and only two had pre esC s . t· 7 represen atton, as such'. 

Except for one. l()nely probatl·on offl·c·er IOn .. di one JurIs ction, there were 
no corrections representatives. 

jUdicial system responsibility). 

q 

(In- ~. this jurisdiction, probation is a 

It appears from JPCcomposition in 1977, a~ shown in the 

twenty-nine states, that j~dicial systems appro,ached . court improvement 

,0 and grant reView as primarily, if not strictly, an. in-house affair . 
" This 

attituge may well have been a reaction to frustration with the grant and 
/1 

planning processes ,because of a lack of meaningful'involvement in 

decision making prior to the 1976 amendments to' the Crime ,Oontrol 

A.ct. r 
Even though the JPCs were primarily advisory to the supreme 

court, chief justice, or state court administrator, "there Was an obvious 

reluctance to include "outsiders:" N~vertheless; seventy percent of the 

:~enty-nine jUrisdi~tions included bar repre~entation (perhaps not 

viewed. as outsiders>, and thirty <~ .. :ercent opened membe.rshl.p' . . to the 
public.' 

a 

~thorit¥ for Creating JPCs 

Twenty-six states responded fo the' question concerning state 

authority for the c~eationof their JPCs, as shown :in Table 3. Supreme 

court order was, by far , the most prevalent method of JPC creation 

(twenty·? ~tates). In two states Q(Colol'ado and Florida), the JPCwas 

created by order of the chIef justice. The JP'C 'was created by statute 

7,. Some'~f the. public "represEmtativ~sreported by nine jurisdictions 
may have been members of the press·. 
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" 

in three states (California, North Carolina, and Vermont), and, in 

Georgia, the JPC was .. G;reated by order of the judi:ial council. 

JPC Functions 

The major functions of JPCs in 1977, as previously indicat~d'. were 
o 

preparation of the state judiciai plan .for court improvement and grant 

re,view • Usually, the state judicial plan was concerned solely with the 

use of federal grants, almost exclusively from the Law Enforcement 
\\ ,::-

Assistance Administration. In a few jurisdictions, the JPCalso had the 
,,:? 

responsibility for grant administration and· project evaluation. In only 

four jurisdictions in 1977 was the JPC concerned -with non-grant related 

research. 

Twenty-seven states responded toquestiolfs about JPC functions in 
o 

(J 1977, and these responses are tabulated in Table 4. Most of these 

twenty-seven JPCs acted in an advisory .capacity to the supreme court, 
(l, " 

chief justice, or state court administrator,or to somecombination
C 

of the 
Q • . ~ -

three. Four jurisdictions indicated that the JPC· was 'rEfspons~ble .' for 

grant review only , but did not indicate to whom and in what capacity 

this review was presented. " 
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j n 
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. II' 
, Jurisdic!t1on 

II 
Alabama',: 
Califor~lia 
Coloradti 
Dist. of! Columbia 
Florida I[ , 
Georgia \i, 

Illinois' 
Kentuck~i 
Louisian.a 
Massachu'setts 
Michigan:': 
Missouri:; 
Montana~li 
Nevada ',\ 

,I (, 

New Hamp:sh1re 
II 

New Jersley .' II 
New Mexico .. 

,. North Ca:l:'olina 
'i • 1[. '. 

Pennsyl viani a 
" Rhode. Is:Land 

Sou.th Calboi':i.na 
T~nnesEle~ ., 
Utah " 

i! Vermont; . 
Wisconsin 
;Wyoming 

() 

Table 3 

Authority for JPC Creation, 1977 
" 

Supreme Court.,. 
Order 

X 

X 

x· 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

G 

I.' 

0 

Chief JUstice 
Order 

(] 
0- ~.' " '" 

~, (1 

X., 

X 

d 
a. By orde~' of Judiciaf Council. ~ 
b. Appointed by'Supreme Court pursuant to statute. 
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Jurisdiction' 

Alabama 
California 

Columbo 
CoJ:orado 
Dist. of 
Florida 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Kel'\t~cky 
Louis.iana 
Ma$sachusetts 
}1ichigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nevada 
Ne.w Hampshire 
New Jer.sey 
New ,Mexico 
North Ccirolina 
Oregon 
~~nnsylv,ania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Vermont 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

0" 

, 

TABLE 4 

Judicial Planning Councils, 

, Functions, 1977 

c 

Advisory Adyisory 
To Sup. Ct. To~f~J. 

x 
X 

x 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X­
X 
X 

x 
X 
n: 

x 

X 
X 
X 

X 

x 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

o 

Functions 

Advisory 
To SCA 

x 

X 
';X' 

X 

X 

o X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

x 

Grant Review 
O~lY , 

u 0 

x 

x 

X 

Research 

x 

x 

D, 

x 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Comprehensiveoplanning for courts,prosecution, and defense. 
Including program evaluation. 

, Coordinate' and admini~ter grant-funded.programs; also recommend programs. 

e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 

P.rogram development and legislative drafting • 
Prepare state plan. 
Develop and impletilent plan. 
AqviSory to Governor's Crime Commission. 
Advisory to Judicial Council. 
Advisory to Judicial Cpnference for grant review, annual plan, and project 
oversig~~. <1-

>":"<V'" 
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Planning Staff in 197,) 

Size of Planning Staff 

Thirty-six states responded to questions concerning the size of 

planning staffs in FY1977, as shown in Table 5. Some jurisdictions did 

not answer this quest~on, because a planning unit was not established 

as a separate entity until FY1978 or later. This was also the situation 
. " 

in two states (South Dakota and Texas) which responded that they had 

no planning staff in 1977. Three states reporting no planning staffs at 

that time never did create a planni~g unit (Nebraska, Ohio~ and 

Oklahoma). "Four states had planning staff in 1977, but no JPC 

(Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, and New York). 

New York had the largest stafl in 1977 'with thirty-four' members. 

In addition to planning, this staff was responsible for management 

analysis, .. systems develop men t, facility planning, and statistical 

analysis. All thirty-four" positions were state funded; New York did 

not receive any LEAA money for planning after 1975. 
c 

A few states besides New York reported that the planning staff 

had other duties, but none indicated as broad a range of Junctions as 

in New York. In a few jurisdiction, e.g., Montana, South Carolina, 

planning staff services were performed in varying degrees by regular 

'AOC staff.. Median staff size was. two in 1977 , reflecting, in most 
'f 

jurisdictions, the dependence pn. LEAA funding for the planning 

function. 
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" Administrative Location of Planning Staff 

Twenty-seven 
o 

" 

states responqed to 
I, 

questions concerning the 

administrative location of planning staff in FY1977. Only two (Illinois 

and Kansas) reported-that planning staff was directly responsible to the 

JPC: In Kansas, JPC functions were carried out by the Judicial 

Council. 
0,' v 

In twenty-five states, the planning staff was located in the AOC. 

In tW.elve, planning was. a separate unit. It was under research in 

eight, under budgeting in two, and under some other AOC division in 

three. 

o 

(; Cl I, 

o o 

i ' 

r( Ii 

25 

... * ~, 

o 
o 
o 
o 
[J 

o 
[l 

o 
":' 

o 
o 
0, ~ ",,/ 

0'1 

"0 
U 
g 

~~ () 

fJ ", 

n 
u 
0° 
o 

Q, 

a 

,~ ,~~~~ ______ ~ ______ ~ __ ~~ __________________ ~~ __ ~~ __ --------~----------------9.--~~,~~, 
i 

Q 

!/ 
o 

o 
D 
o 
~ 

JD 
'., t" ~ , >,1 ' 

:~'. J ·'1 
l. '. ' 

',. 

------------'~-------------------:~~ 

TABLE 5 

Size of Planning Staff 0 

0 and Administrative Location, 1977 

UnderAOC 

Planning Under Separate Research 

Stat:e Staff No. JPC ~ ,Budgeting & Devel02· Other 

" 
Alabama 2 X 

California 4 X ~ 
Colc)rado 3 X 

Contlecticut 9 X 

Dist:. of Col. a (?i 
xb 

Flat'ida 10 
Georgia: 2 X 

Idaho c 
Illinois c4 X 
IOWel 2 X 
Indiana 0 

0 

'l 

Xd ~ Kansas 3 co 

Kent:ucky e X X 

Mairle 1 '::2· X 
,Maryland 2 X 

GMaselaclltisetts~ 2 X 
"? 

2 X ) Michigan ' 0-

xf 
M~nt'lesota 3 X JI 
Missouri 3 
Montana 2 
Nebraska 0 
Nevada 1 X 
New 'Hampshire 2 
New Jersey 3 X 
New I,Mexico 1.5 X 

Xg ~1 

New:York 34 
0 

. ..)o? ,"" 

North Carolina 4 X 
0 

OklBlhoma 0 xh 
1\,); 

Oregon 1 () 
() 

:z-;~. 

None full-time. 
Some had other duties. 
No staff especially assigned. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

Judicial council staff. ,,~ 
All staff units were involved with plannins to varying"degrees, primarily 
the budgeting and research and development staffs. < ,< 

f. 

g. 

lj. 
jQ 

o 

Under division of court services primarily, ot,!'ter~~AOstaff also in-
volved to varying degrees. -
Planning, management analysis, systems development, facility planning, 
and .statistical analysis. ~ 
Part of AOC $taff. 
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T~LE 5 (cont.) 

Size of Planning Staff 

----
,\ 

and Admin~~trative Location, 1977 

State 
Planning 
Staff No. 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakotao 

o Tennessee 
Te~ae 

Utah 

o 0 

2 
3

i 9 
o 
2 
o 
2 

Under 
JPC 

Under Ana 
Setparate 

!!E:ll. Budgeting 
'Ii 

x 

x 

i) 

V 
Research 
& Develop. 

x 

Other 

i. ,No separate planning
o 
staff as", such; Aoe staff "involved to varying 

. degrees.' . 
j. 
k. 
1. 

With budgeting, research, and evaluation" d~part1l'i~nt. 
Under court operations. 
Part of AOe central staff. '" 

n 

o '.:> 

o 
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Planning Budgets FY1977 
fJ 

Information .OD! budgets for the JP'Cs and planning staff in F~Y1977" 
" a U II 

was supplied by twenty-eight statest) Several others state<! ~l1at it waR 
Q ~ 'I 

not possible" to separate budget allocations attributed to planning from 1))4 

other categqries. Still others did not havebul';1;gets f9'r~;, planning until 0 

// (:::~>' 

As can be seen from Table 6, total budgets _, varied considerably, 

among the twenty-eight jurisdictions. 
" Six states ( Connecticut f Illinois; 

Kanss$" Minnesota, North Carolina, and Tennessee) had total budgets 

in excess of $100 , 000, topped. by Connecti<;mt J with $161 ,700. At the 

opposite end 0 of the sp~ctrum , 
Q 

three states (Maine, Nevada, and 

Vermont) reported budgets of less' than $20! pOO. Thos~ s,t.ates with tge 
~<\) 

largest budgets either had state fun<ling in addition ,to federal funding 
u D 

besides the $50 ,000 made available for planning by P. L. 94-503 (1976) t, 

e. g. t Illinois. 

FY19n budgets of $50,000 or. less reflect the; dependence O.f most 

jurisdictions on the LEAA, fun/ding m;de available for judicial planning. . . '. 
Q ~" (/0 (.1 

They also reflect the fact that 191:7,' t~~s a planning start--:up year f9r 
,'. ~'- ' ) ,J 

many jurisdictions, spme of which were in operation for le~s than .twelve 
" ' 

o 

months. The average (mean) 'budget was $52,,681, and the media,n 

budget was $50,000. 
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'Summary 
a, 

,. It is difficult to "draw conclusions or identify and categ9rize' 
'> 

operational models from the;,'data o~ JPCs apd judicial plannin~ functions 

in ~977, Primari~,Y' be~a~s~ 'th~ jUriSd~,CtiOn~ ~ep~~ti~g wert in "va~yi~g 
. stages of develop~ent. There were some s}IItllantIes among the ma]onty 

of states responding to the questionI:1aire, and they mE!Y be generalized 

as follows: 
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0TABLE 6, 

Planning Budgets, FY1977 

, <-

State Total ·0 Personnel 
_ ..' ~qUiP. 

Operatin~ -Travel & Furniture 

Alabama 0 

California 
Colorado 
Conne.c ticu t 
Illinois 

. Kansas 
o 

, Maine' 
Max:y1and 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 0 

Minnesota 
}!issour1 
Mont;ana 

o Nevada.> 
New Hampshire 

. New Jersey 
- New Mexico" 
No. Carolina 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Sputh Caro1iIla 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

o c 

$;50,000a 
90,000 

,33,500 
161,700 

Q' 155,555 
109,363c 

11,542 
60,000 

, '83~527 
50,000a 

103(,333 
50,000 

':> 50,000 
19,755 
41,,000 
57,605 
50,000 

126,914 
50,000 
45,000 
60,558 0 

50,000a 
110,000 
50,@00 
17,600 
33,687 
25,000 
50,000a 

$ 19,457b 24,770 
130,000 
110,733 

49,997 
9,745 

60,000 
75.~000 

60,347 
22,500 
29,000 
2,182 

33,000 
5.3,755 
"24,084,; 

109,775 
31~129 
35,500 
60,558 

40,000 
39,200 
15,40!D 
27,138 
15,500 

$ 7,061 
1,072 

16,000 
11,~33d 

<:; 59,366 
1,559 

I. 5,000 
(\, 

24,370d 27,500 
, 8,500 

7,080 
3,000 
3,000 

14,019 
15,460 

5,000 e 

~~, 

35;000 
4,800 

50 
823 

2,800 

$ 3,482 
2;438 
6,300 

17,154 
\,' 

238 

3,527 

"13,017 

14,000 
10,493 

. 2,000 
700 

9,768 
',) 894 

14',083 
4,500 

15,000 
2,400 
. 950 
5,361 
3,400 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d~ 

,Brealtdown not; available. () 

e., 

Incl;udee;;, c~su1tants. 
Judicial eo~nci1. 
Apparently includes all non-personnel categories~, 
Includes liIupp1ies. 

30 

o 

,. 
c 

$ 5,220 
9,400 

880 

5,599 

1,500 

3,000' 
150 

2,129 
785' 

4,843e 

u 

20,000 
3,600 

, '1,200 
365 

3,300 

-----. -:;,.~" 

(I 

Jf Q <, 

Other 
(. , 

$ 15,555 
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(1) Those states with JPCs were mosJ likely /0 limitiiJPO 
"J ' 

membership to,judges and C,theJ;s within the judicial system J with the 
. ,.' ,', 

exceptions being prosecutors, public·· defenders, and bar association 

representatives. , 

(2) 
<,:~ 

Virtually all JPCs were created or designated hysuprem~ 

court or chief justice 'order.i
,"", 

c 

, (3), Most JPC activities Were limited 'to grant review and" 
":. ·l' '.:-' <;:' 

. '. ~ 
development of t~e ~nnua1 state "plan .. ~~,ro court; improvement'~ and~he 

JPCs were most likety to serve in an a(1visory capa9ity to th~ supreme 
o 
court, 

,0 

administrator, " or to chief justice:? cou:!;'t some or 

combination of the three. 
D '" 

Planning staff~, were almost. exclus!velyplaced wit~iI~~ the 
i ~J ,:) 

AOO," with separate units or research ,,and development units the most 

likely locations. ' 
o 

(5) Most jurisdictiens ,.depended on the 'special LEAA alloca:tion to 
o 

,'" fund the JPCs and planning staffs. 
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IV . Judicial P,lanning i'h 1981 
r, 

<> '. 0 Introduction 
fO:~~ , 
,~ . 

In the fiVo~ years from 1977' to 1981, the concept of judicial 

planning became well established in most states, in~luding some that did 

not create JPOs. A few jurisdictions that did not establish JPCs" or 

planning staff units in 1977 continued not tq do "so., e.g., Ipdiana, 

Ohio, and Oklahoma. A few strongly supported planning as an AOC 

function, but ""did not Use LEAA funds, e'~g., Idaho and New York. 

;.<> number o! r!iUriSdiClionj :hUe still using LEAA funds, weI'e 

receiving pa~tial state funding. Included in this category were court 

systems which were state':' funded, ~nd also some which were not, except 

r'i (for appellate Gour~s, administrl.ltive office of thecGurts, and, .at least, 
j ,:," " 

o . ,~-c:;/ some trial court judicial salaries. 

In a sense, 1981 WaS a year of transition and uncertainty for a 

number of jurisdictions as 'far as judicial system planning was 

concerned. The major, question was' whether state funding "WOUld 

o replac,e ·federal funding which was being' phased out, and, to what 

~xtent. State CQurt systems were f.aced with seeking state finds on the 
&' .' 

!. one hand and with,:, having m.;;::develQP possible alternatives to keep the. 

plannin~ function viaple, on the other,' if state funding was not to be 

fo~thcomir.\g or in short . supply • Some jurisdictions decided ~o abandon 

planning "'as a", disc'rete function, and a number of JPSs wiore disbanded. 

',\ 

o 

!~1 
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Pertinent Provisions of P~L. 96-157 (1979) 

In 1979,' Congress made changes in the Crime Cbntrol Act, some of 

which affected the courts. In summary, 'these amendments: 

(1) changed th: name of judicial planning committees to judicial 

coordinating committees (although only a few jurisdictions changed the 
.1 

name of their JPCs); 

(2) changed the annual plan for court improvement to a 

three~yearplan; and 

(3) emphasized the following projects in connection with court 

grants and court planning; 

a) reduction in the time between arrest or indictmen'f' and 

disposit~n of trial, (\ 

o 0:' 

b) implementation of court reform, 

c)provisioll' of competent defenJ3e coul1sel for indigent and 

eligible low-income person~ accused ofcrimiI1a1offenses, and 

d) development of statistical and evaluation systems to 

measure indicators of court project success. 

.. JPCs in 1981 

Size and Composition 

Size.' Twenty-five states reported on JPC membership si~e in 

1981. As' show:n ,in Tabi~ 7,. J.PC sb;e varied between six ,and 
\l 

t.wenty-seven, as 90mpared 0 with a range of five to thirty-stx in 1977. 

In~eneral,JPCs'enlarged their membership· over theD four years. The 

1981, median JPC~embership size was 13 ,'as compar~d with median of 11 
: {J -\! ' (;) , '" • 

" c .. ~ 

in 19n'. Eleven states inc'reased J.PCsize, and only three jurisdictions 

" .,~ , 
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had JPCs with fewer .members in 1981 than, in 1977 io 

changed JPC composition slightly, but not overall size. 

Three others 

Changes in JPC membership size' are explained in Table 8. 

Minnesota and Colorado had the greatest gain in JPG membership, from 

seventeen to" twenty-seven~nd eighteen to twenty-five, respectively. 

The largest reduction in membership was in Florida, where the JfC 

decreased from seventeen to ten members. 

Composition. As JPCs became larger in size, their membership 

tended to be more diversified. This diversification was both within and 

outside of the judicial family. Trial qsmrts of general jurisdiction had 

their . representation increased, as did trial court administrators and 

clerks of court'. Prosecutors were represented on ~ixteen of the 

twenty-five JPCs covered in Table 7, and public defenders on 

" 

seventeen. 

Bar association. representation remained high (sixteen 
c 

jllrisdictions). Public 'and legislative representation was either added or 

increased in . some jurisdictions, bufpress representation remained 

virtually non-existent. Table 8 shows by state the specific changes in 
'" 

JPC membership size and composition between 1977 and 1981 • 
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TABLE 7 

Judicial Planning Council Composition, 1981 

Jurisdiction 
o 

JPC ComDosi~ion 

Total Members 

At CA CO DC FL GO 

21 13 25 19 10 24 

nron~m.oom~ID~uUmn~nmft 

12 13 19 6 12 27 13 17 10 10 16 11 9 13 20 10 9 23 17 

Appellate Ju~ges 5 
Gen Jur. Judges 6 
lim. Jur. Judges 3 
Other Judges 1 
Bar Assn 
Prosecutors 1 
Public Defenders 1 
Legislators 
Press 
State Court Admin. 1 
Trial Court Admin. 1 
Clerks of Court 2 
Probation 
Public 
Other 

2 1 
2 4 
3 3 

1 
2 

1a 1 
1a 1 

2 

'l
a 

1 
1a 1 
2a 1 

1 
6 

a • 
b. 

Advisory non-voting. 
All attorneys. 
Retired judges. 

312 
4 3 11 

2 8 

112 
2 1 
1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 2 
2 2 

1 

1 1 
1 

1 1 
1 

1 
1 1 

1 

3 
6 
4 

1 

1 

4 

2 
3 
1 

3 
1 
1 

1 

132 
435 
3 10 

1 
1 1 
1 1 
4 1 

1 1 
2 

2 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

2 

8 
1 

1 

2 
1 
1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
2 

1 

1 

5 
3 

1 
1 

1 

2 
1 
2 

1 
1 

1 

1 

431 
2 8 4 
123 

211 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 

2 

1 2 

4 2 
2 13 
2 

1 

2 
1 
1 

1 
1 

2 

1 
3 
4 

1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

c. 
d. 
e. 

Administrative justice for trial courts. 
Includes four attorneys, secretary of state, county gov't representative, attorney general, law professor, and 
organized labor representative 
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Jurisdiction 

. Alabama 

California 

(J Colorado 

Dist. of Columbia 
o 

Florida 
(",\ 

Georgia 

, " 

Illinois 

o Kentucky 

Massachusetts 

~lichigan 
\\ 

Minnesota 

'/' ~ 

u' 

'., ./ 

'0 

Changes 

TABLE 8 
a 

Changes in JPC Composition 
1977-1981 

Total increased from 17 to 21; one appellate judge, two general 
jurisdiction judges, and one 'limited jurisdiction judge added. 

Total increased from 9 to 13; number of general jurisdiction judges 
reduced from four to two; one limited jurisdiction judge added; 
also added: one prosecutor, one trial court administrator, and 
two clerks of court. 

Total increased from 18 to 25; added were one bar assn. repre­
sentative, two legislators, one clerk of court, and four public 
representatives; the number of appellate judges was reduced 
from two to one. 

No change. 

Total reduced from 17 to 10; number of appellate judges reduced 
from three to one; bar association and legislative represen­
tatives eliminated~ as were the public member and the director of 
the judicial council. 

Total increased from 23 to 24; two general jurisdiction judges 
added; two limited jurisdiction judges added, as l4'Ssone clerk 
of court; prosecutors, public defenders, and trial court ad­
ministrators no longer represented; number of appellate judges 
reduced from three to two. 

Prosecutor no longer represented; one retired judge added. 

Non-existent in 1977. 

Total decreased from 21 to 19; number of appellate judges decreased 
from five to three; number of intermediate appellate judges de­
creased from seven to six; one clerk of court added. 

Total increased from five to six; administrative justice for 
the trial courts added. 

Total increased from 10 to 12; one appellate judge and one 
general jurisdiction judge added; two bar association repre­
sentatives added; one limited jurisdiction judge eliminated; 
also one retired judge. 

Total increased from 17 to 27; one general jurisdiction judge 
added; four legislators added, as well as two trial court ad­
ministrators; "other" members increased from four to nine; one 
prosecutor representative and one limited juri~diction judge 
were eliminated. 
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Jurisdiction' 

Missouri 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

'0 

New Jerse:i 

North 'Carolina 

Penns:Llvania 

Rhode Island 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah D 

Washington 

Wisconsin 
0 

0 

W:Lomirig 

I 
1 I 

,1 
I: :, 
'I 
" 
I' 

Changf!s 
1/ 

'No change. 
II 

,r' 

TABLE 8 

a 
Changes inJPC Composition 

1977-1981 

o 

o 

() 

" Total increased from 10 to 17; one appellate judge added; three 
geneiral "jurisdiction judges added; seven limited jurisdiction 
'judi,~s added; representa'tives of theD bar association, ",prosecutors, 
pub1~ic c\efenders ~ and stateD court administrator deleted. 

J! 

Tot~l increased from seven to 10; added were one limited ju~is- . ' 
d ic:'t ion judge, one bar association representative, and one local 
cottrt administrator. 

,. 
Stt,ate court administrator added; one appellate judge deleted. . : 

Tdtal increased from 13 to 16; three bar association represen­
ttitives added. 

Ii 
li-, 

Tlotal increased from '10 .to 11; one appellate judge added. 
II 

J " 
NO cfi~nge., 

II • 
I! ' 'i 

,.one appellate judge added; "one trial court administrator deleted. 
,') 

'Non~existent in 1977. 

NQ change.' 

Non-existent il1 :1977. 

Totalredueed from 24 to 23; state court administrator's staff no 
longer represented; one»pub11c member deleted; one trial' court 
administrator and cone clerk of court added. 

Total increased from nine to H; added were two limited juris­
dict;l..on judges, two legislators, one pre$'s representative, one 
clerk of court, and one public member. 

<~ , . 

a. , States repGt'ting JPCs in 1977, but not in 1981, includ~d: Alaska, J-fontana , 
New Mexico, Oregon, South Caro~inai and Vermont. ' 
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JPC Functions 

As in ·1977, the major JPC functions were plan preparation and 
il ,) 

grant review. Some were branching out into project eValuation and 

'" (; 

research, especially the latter. e c¥ightof the thirty jurisdic!ions which 
,,' 

reported, on JPC functions in J981 listed research, an increase of four 
o . 

over 1977. Legislatiye and judicial education were other functions 

reported by at least one ':jurisdiction. Even with these changes, the) 

JPC~ primarily r~pi)rte<;l to tile" supreme court, chief justice, or state 

" 
court ",administrator, or to some combination of the three. Table 9 

shoWs JPC functions in 1981 and indicates the changes, if any, since 
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TABLE 9 

Judicial Planning Councils 
Functions 1981, Changes from 1977 

Functions 

Grant 
Jurisdiction To Supreme Ct. 

Advisory 
To C.J. 

Advisory 
To SCA Review only Research Other Changes, if any, from 1977 

Alabama 
California 
Colorado 
Dist. of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 

Illinois 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana • 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

x 

x 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

Including program evaluation • 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Coordinate and administer grant-funded programs; also recommend programs. 
Draft judicial legislation; oversee judicia!' education. 

. '.-
(;>J 

() 

, . 
" • -;:! 

, I . 
I ," ... 

X 

b 
X" 

None 
None 
None 
None 
No longer advisory to supxeme ct. 
Comprehensive planning for courts 

only 
, None 

" 

Non-existent in 1977 
None 
No 1981 information 
No longer reviewing annual plan 
None' 
Now also advisory to SC and CJ; 

research added 
None 
Defunct 
Now also advisory t~ SC and SCA; 

research added, arong with 
legislative drafting and Jud. 
Ed. 
Now also advisory to SCA, 

.~~ no longer to SC 
None 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 

Judicial Planning Councils 
Functions 1981, changes from 1977 

Function.s 

Grant Advisory 
Jurisdiction To Supreme Ct. 

Advisory 
To C.J. 

Advisory 
To SCA Review only Research 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

~ Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

x 

x 

x 
X 

X 

x 

x 

x 

Advisory to Governor's Crime Commission. 
Also grant rview. 

x 
'I 
il 

" il 

x 

x 
X 

X 

x 

x 

x 
X 

X 

Other 

d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

Advisory to Judicial Council. 
Advisory to Judicial Conference for long-range planning and project oversight. 

'" , .. ~ .... " .' 

-, fl)" 

'"I). 

.. 
'..1. -

D. 

~" '. 
.' 

" 'n 

.1: 

Changes,' if any, from 1977 

Defunct 
None 
Defunct 
None 
None 
None 
Non-existent in 1977 
Now also_advisory to CJ 
Defunct . 
Research 'added 
Research added, also now 

advisory to SC and SCA 
Res'earch added, now advisory 

to SC 
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Planning Staff 1981 

It is not possible in a meaningful way to describe planning staff 

size in 1981 in tabular form, because of the transformations which took 

;' place between 1971 and 1981. Ttlese ,changes took several forms.' In 

some jurisdictions, planning staff was absq;rbed by other AOC units; iI:l 
'w,_ 
Iy 

others, planning staff was eli.minated arid staff functions assumed by 

other AOC units, if assumed at all; '. in still others j (planning staff 

activities were broadened considerably into research, 'management 

analysis, program evaluation, ~d statistical collection and analysis. 

These activities were ul?ually concernep with overall judicial system 

operations }nd not limited to federal grants . 
fA ,0 

The elimination or gradual reduction of federal funds speqifically c 

c t 

• -"''''' fJO 
for plannmg ha~' a pronounce<} effect on plarining staff activity and size 

in a number of juriscljctions. The elimination or reduction in federal 

funding for planning was not the only reason for ch~ge, nor was the 

'availability of state funding as partial' or total replacement for federal 

funds, although it too was important. Rather, in a number of 
,) . ~ 

jurisdictions, the planning function had been broadened to cover related . , 

c;lisciplines an~ to involve all j~'udicial system activities, not just those 

related to f~deralgran~s. (,' ',' 

Between 1977' of' 1981, eleven states had a reduction in planning 

.staff; as such, and twelve hac;l an increase. In the other jurisdictions 
0) • 

res~onding ~~o the, questionnaire, staff size r~m¢ned ute sam~, includin,g 

those that had no plarihingpo~itiori's in 1977 and nOlle in 1981, e. g. ; 

Indiana, Ohio, and Oklahoma. Some states tran$fer.red planning staff, 
//' 
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or a portion thereof, to other activities; a prime example is 

Connnecticut. In 1977, there were riine planning st~ff m~mbers, some 

,involved primarily in the conversion to a 'one~level trial court. By 
'. \) c;' 

1981, four of these staff members were transferred to operational 

positions, the conversion having taken ,plac!3. 
:;:, 

By 1981, twenty-two jurisdictions could be, identified as engaging 

in broadened planning activities relating to the system as a whole. 

These included : Colorado , Connecticut, District of Columbia, Florida, 
Q H 

Idaho, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, 

',. 

New Hampshire, New' York, North Carolina, ~ennsylvania, Rhode" 

Islahd, Tennessee, Utah D Vermont, Virginia," WasJlington,and 
'~ 

Wisconsin. co; 

" 
Planning Budgets in FY1981 

Twenty-six jurisdictions provided budget' information for FY1981, 
!IO 

as shown in Table 10. This total excludes eight, states that haG. 

,separate' budgets for planning in' 1977, but, in 1981, either had 

planning funding eorqbined with some other Elctjvity or eliminated 

entirely. It also includes 'five jurisdiction$ that had no separate 

planning budget in' 1,977 . 
\ 

Florida had. the highest budget by far, $507 ,:i46 • In oall, there 

were nine jurisdiqtions with budgets in, excess of $100,000, as compared 

with six in 1977. Only five of the twenty-five jurisdictions had" 

budgets of less thaI:l$50, 000, indicating that most of those r~porting 
c') 

either;" had federal funds in addition to the $50,000 made a.vailable 

specifically fbr planning, or else t:Q.,ey had partial or total ~sfate 

funding. The median budget for the twenty-fjvejurisdictions was 

" 

«,' 42 

(~; 

D 

Q, 

.-



" 
... '._---'_ . ., 

'~~ r~ 

V , it ' 
1 
I 
\ 

t 
I 
t 
i 

"j , 
{ 
1 
l 
1 
I 
lJ 

~) '. .~ (J 

The mean was not , $87,977, as compared with $50,000 in 1977. o 

computed, "because the results would have been ske~ed considerably by 

Florida's large budget. 

c Budget Comparisons FY1977 and FY1981 

Twelve jurisdictions which had planning budgets both in 1977 and 

1981 had a" decrease in 1981, and sixteen had increases, as shown in 

Table 11. Seven of the twelve states with decreases had zero funding 
\ . " . 

in 1981'~ because federal funding had stopped and was not replaced \pr 

pffset·~ by state funding. Five of these states indicated that t~'e 
planning function was absorbed by another division of the Abc. 

The amount of decreas~s ranged from a high of $53,000 in 

Connecticut to a low of $11,542 in Maine. In actuality, Connecticut's 

decrease represented a' transfer of four positions from planning to 

,operations. The percentage of decrease ranged fro~ a high of 100 
(, 

p.ercent in those states 'which lost but did not replace federal. funding 

to a low of .09" percent ip"" Tennessee. The median amount of decrease " 

was $4~ ,808, and tne average percent of de'crease wa$66 .,7 percent. 

Eight of the, state with budget decreases indicated total state 

funding, but this meant funding for the AOC which absorbed planning 

in five states (Montana, New Mexico, 9regon , Washington, and 
" 

Wyoming; 
,c. . 

the other three 
. {, 

wer~ Alabama, ~Connecticut, and North 
. ,~ '" ~ 

Carolina).' 'Two states with decreases reported partial state funding 
,(; : I; 

'(California 'and Tennessee),' and two reported no state funding "(Maine' 

'ahd South Carolina) • \} 

Among the Si,xtee~ ju~sdictionSJth budget" increases, the ~ange 

was from a ,high of $81,400 in' Vermont to a low of $7,743 in Utah. 'l'he 
o 
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percent of increase ranged from a high Of 46~.5 percent in Vermont to 

.. . e Ian amount 0 Increase was " a low of 12.5 perce. n"t in Illino;s. The m d" . f' . 

$31,311, aIld the median percent of increase was 49.2. 

Six ~tates with budget increases between" 1977 and 1981 reported 

total state funding (Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Vermont, and Virginia) • Nine .states reported partial state funding 

(Colorado, Illinois, Maryland, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 

Pennsylvania, Utah, and Rhode Island) , and one state (Nevada) 

reported no state funding . 
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Planning Budgets, FY1981 

Equip. 

State Total Personnel Operating Travel & Furn. 

Alabama 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Dist of Col. '. 

clF10rida 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Iowa d 
Kansas 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New JerseY!i 
North Carolina 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 

$ 37,211 $ 
65,826 

104,594 
108,700 

31,872 
507,346 

24,557c 

175,000 
42,868 

150,015 
136,500 
" 95,220 

87,977 
172,000c 

72,112 
30,000 
50,700 
74,677 

108,568 
75,000 
93,180 

100,000 
52,000 
57,743 
99,000 
62,963 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Includes consultants. 
Includes travel. 
Breakdown not reported. 
Judicial council. 

26,429 
41,655 
95,703a 

97,200 
31,872 

$ 1,.270 
12,210 

2,103 
10,000 

347,468 

126,222 
36,153 
91,045 

135,090 
90,220 
77 ,982 

19,412 
23,598 
45,000 
69,927 

107,503 
60,000 ;, 
93,180 () 
80,000 
28,000 
47,748 
95,000 
56,963 

132,752b 

20,416 
3,365 

58,780 

e, 
5,13,9 

<~ 

50,000 
2,927 
3,700 
3,750 
1,065 
7,500 

15,000 
24,000" 

7,795 
e 
e 

e. Included in overall AOC appropriation. 

o 
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S R,462 $ 
11,328 

6,78B 
1,200 

15,832 
3,350 

1,500 
5,000 
4,856 

2,700 
3,400 
1,500 

850 

7,500 

5,000 

2,200 
4,000 

e 

1,050 
633 

300 

27,126 

30 

190 

e 

500 
150 

e 
e 

Other -

S 12,500 

75 

f.,000 

o 
~, 0 
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o 
o 
o 
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a. FY1979 was first year of funding reported on questionnaire. 
b. FY1978. c. Planning function absorbed by AOC. 
d.Now part of court operations budget, can not be broken out. 
e.As part of administra~ive office, but may be scaled-down effort. 

~ - Total state funding. 
P-Partial state funding. 
N-Nostate funding. 
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Summary 

By 1981, the patterns of state planning activity were more clear 

than they were in 1977. Three basic models could be discerned, with 
(; " 

each model divided into subcategories: 
o 

(1) Planning as a separate activity was defunct" although the 
" 

') 

absorption of at least some of the planning function by other units of 

the AOC was reported. The JPCs, if inexistence in prior years, were 

terminated", so planning in 1981 was strictly a staff activity. Both 
~ , . ' 

state-funded and nonstate-funded jurisdictions are included in this 

category. 

(2) Planning was continued more or less at the same level of 

funding, but planning activities were expanding to include judicial 

system concerns other than federal grants. These jurisdictions usually 

had partial or total state fundiI1:gs, but a small number were still opera­

ting totally with federal funding. To continue beyond 1981, total state 
" 

funding would be required;;~ This model contained both state-~u.nded 
,_, -:1::-

and nonstate-funded jUrisdictions, some with JPC's still in existence and 

others without JPCs. ,\ 

(3) Planning was continueo. at a higher level of activityencompass­

ing a broad array of judicial system concerns, rather than being limited 

to federally-funded projects. Some jurisdictions {if this categ91'Y stiil~ 

had JPCs, but others did not. All of them we're partially or" totally 

state funded for planning, and included both state-funded and 

non-state-funded jurisdictions. To maintain or incrEl8se the level of 

(>c planning activity achieved in 1981" would require total state funding in 

subsequentye~rs. " 
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Introduction 

Many have assumed that judicial pla~ning capabilities would vanish 

with LEAA funding.. This chapter reviews. the future of planning 

entities as indicated by the questionnaires. The remainder of the 

chapter will discuss the need, arising from limited resources , for some 
r;:. (, 

fo;-m of planning Capability ~~thi~ eaqh court system. 
\,,,J 

Future Plans for JPCs 

The questionnaires aSkf:jd for the future plans of JPCs, planning 

staff, authority and functions1 This was an open-ended question, and, 

unfortunately, very few jurisdictions responded in aIlY detail. What 

follows is a description, based on. limited responses , of the future of 

judicial planning entities. 

This discussiQn is cUvided into responses from state-funded and 

non-state, funded jurisdictions. One could assume that the planning 

that exists, after the demise of federal involvement is more extensive 

and comprehensive instate-funded courts than in non-state-funded 

jurisdictions. 

,) 

1. Since the questionnaire WaS distributed in early 1981, many 
responses indicated . that they were un1ertain of the future; at 
least some of these may nQwbe in ac:::position ,to answer in more 
detail. 
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Staff. Tables 12 and 13 illustrate the plan~ for ;)'PC staff in state 
o 

.. funded and non-state-funded jurisdictions. The tables draw fa 

distinction between those states' that indicated that the planning () p 
function was to contin~e and those states whose' planning staff' Was 

absorbed. The distinction was necessary to identify those states where 

the.functions and staff' were continued as they were during feder'ill 

funding, versus those, states 
" . 

or staff were where the functions 

absorbed into the existing structure of the administration of the courts. 

In any case, both categories indicate th~t some form of planning will 

continue. 

Only six of the thirty-nine states respoI1,ding to the questions 

indicated that there would be no planning staff after'1981. It is 

surprising that five of those states were state funded. 

Q 

49 

c· 

. 

----~--~~~~~~----~----------~--~~--~--~b~. __ ~ __________ ~ __________ ~~ __ ~ ____________ c-

D 
[J 

[J 

0,1 

o 
o 
fJ 

o 
o 
o 
01· 
o 
o 
o 
o 

" .~' 

0 
'9 .. 

. " 

0 

OJ 
" 

~ 

'" 

, 

'I,c, 
~ 

.. 
': 

<'" 

~ 

n 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
n 

,u 
o 
o 
'0 

:t D 
!~I 

rJ{/ (I 

• __ ~_~~,..,."._._. ______________ ~~6' __ _ 

'TABLE 12' 

FuttirePlans for Plann'ing Staff 
in State-Funded Jurisdictions 

Post 1981" 

Staff 

JurisdictiQn Continue Absorbed 

Alabama. X 
Colorado X 
CO~'1.ecticut ~ 
Kansas X 

Xa 
Kentucky 
Maine 
lfaryland Xa 

Massachusetts Xa 

Michigan X 
Missouri X 
New Hampshire X 
New Me,xico 
New York xd 
N,orth Carolin.a X c:;, 

Oregon 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 
Utah " 
Vebfllont X 

,\ 

Xa 
Virginia 
West, Virginia 

(I 

'Wyoming X 
Dist. of Col. X 

a. 
b • 
c. 
d. 

Combined with research. 
Judicia~ Council staff. 
Never a separate planning unit. 
Combi~ed with other functions. 
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None 

X 

X 

X 

X 

'0 

X 

1.\ 
11 

Unknown 
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Jurisdiction 
,.-, 

California 
'Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
I1Lin9,is 
Iowa 
Minnesota 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 
South"Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Washington 
Wisconsin ~~ 

',) 

TABLE .. 13 

Future Plans for Pla:tlning Staff 
in NonState-Funded Jui~isdictions 

Post 1981 

Continue 

x 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Staff 

Absorbed None 

X',-

x 

"a.. Never a separate planning unit. 
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Activities. ,Tl}e responses to this question were difficult to 

categorize. Many states responded that they intend to continue 

long-range planning activities. Others talked about integrating 
GI 

planning into overall administration of the court system. Finally, 

" l:Ieveral states indiaated. that they no longer had a planning body, but 

some form of planning activities were carried out. 

What is clear is that planning has become an integrated function of 

most administrative offices. State-funded syst1emsseem to emphasize 
f. 

the advjsory nature of the planning function , with' eight of the 

twenty-three jurisdictions indicating the advisory functions of their 

planning bodies. 

Non-state-funded jurisdictions were somewhat"" vague about the 

future of their planning bodies,Q with most indicating a continuation of 

long-range planning. Two non-state-fuuded jurisdictions' are 

integrating plar1ning into their management and budgeting functions. 
-:' 

Four state-funded court systems ar~ taking the more comprehensive 
a 

view of planning by integrating it with management and budget. 

Tables 14 and 15 Ulustrate the responses to the question 

. concernin~ the future activities ofoplanning bodies. 
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TABLE 14 

Future Plans for JPC Activities in State-Funded Jurisdictions (Post 1981) 

, Research 
Policy' & 

Activities 

Development 
of Rules Management 

Jurisdiction Formulation Statistics 
Advise 
SCA/SC Planning & Proced. 

Public 
Educatign/ Grant 
Conunun. ' Reviw Budget/Adm:in. None Unknown 

Alabama 
Colorado a 
Connecticut 
'Xansasa 

Kentu8ity 
Maine d 
Maryland a 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Missouri 
New Hampshil?e 
N~w Mexiio 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oregon 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Vermont a Virginia 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 
Dist. of Col. 

x 

X 

x 
X 

x 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

." 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

a. 
b. 

States which do not 'have a JPC, but which conduct planning activities. 
JPC had grant review authority only. The staff now serves the ,Judicial r.ounci~ which is an advisory body to 

the Supreme Court II \'::;., 

c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

Includes facilities 'planning and training~ 
Maine and Maryland were pilot, states, but l:lLd not establish a JPC (see Chapter 11). 
Emphasizes trial court operations. 
Includ<~s conunittees on the civil, criminal, and juvenile codes, family law, bench books, jury instructions. 
Includes trial court administrators. 
Ineludes annual report. 
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TABLE 15 

Future Plans for JPC Activities in State-Funded Jurisdictions 

Research 
Policy & 

Activities 

Development 
of Rules 

o 

'( 
\, 

11 
I, 

(Post 1981) 

Management 
Jurisdiction Formulation Statistics. 

Advise 
SCA/SC Planning & Proced. 

Public 
Education/ Grant 
Commun. Reviw Budget/Admin. None Unknown 

California 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idahoa 
Illinois 
Ibwa 
Minnesota 
Montanaa 

Nevada 
New Jersey 

'/ ~ Pennsylvania a 
" South Carolina 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Washington 
~iscondn 

x 

x 

X 

x 
X 

x 

X 

a • 
b. 

States which do not have a JPC, but which conduct planning activities. 

c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 

Idaho develops an administrative plan, thus planning activities may encompass all categories. 
Will attempt to integrate planning and budgeting; also includes judicial education and legislation. 
Primarily concerned with legislative, and state bar liaison. 
Includes seeking federal foundation funds, judicial education, and i~gis1ation. 
F'unction assumed By Judicial Council. 
Planning council not to be reestablished. 
JPC aboljr~~led, established a new Board of Judici:a1 Administration. 
Includes bench books. 

x 

x 

x 
X 
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Authority. Very few,. states,responded to the. ~ueStion concerning 

the future !:l~therity of/' planning bodies. Of those jurisdictions 

responding, four (Alabama, Michigan, New Jersey, and Wisconsin) 
C·, ,;' 

indicated they would be operating under the aufKority of a supreme 
\~ ,', 

court order.' Colorado, is operating under a chief justice order. North 
" 

Carolina's planning ~ody is' established pursuant to statute. dn" Kansas 

and Pennsylvania, the planning function is carried out 9Y the judjcial 

council. 

While not many stateso responded to the - question, it wl;iS as'~umed 

that those states :vith planning,~'activities, as indicat'ed in T~bl~s 14 and 

15, are operating "under the same authority as they did when they were 
B 

first, established, unlesS they il1dicatedotherwise.' i'able 3 in Ghap!er 

III delineates the authority, for the JPCs established in. 1977. 

Whil; the questionnaires did not indicate th~ future plans for JPCs 
. . 0 

in .as' much· detail as the authors" would like, it is clear from Tables 
"r, , 

12-15 .that planning, . (\ . f 
1~::,'\ sqme orm , , 0 

most is UIive and" well in 

jurisdictions. Future studIes in this :area should addre'ss the extent .. of 

integration of the planning function with other administrative. functions 

in, state court·, systems. 

Planning -:- A Vital Administrative. FUnction 

" In an. Era of Limited Resources, 
o 

This monograph haS attempted to outline the extent to which state 
, 

court systems de"Teloped 'planning capabilities with available fe.deral 
. I..J 

~ 0 

funds.' The authors have also indicated that while ihe absen~e of 

federal funds has, in some instanceS, reduced the amount of staff 
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available for plant;ing, most jurisdictions have incorporated planning . 
o 

into the overall .administration of the courts. 
& 

Since the questionnaire was first distributed 'a year ago, much has 
" 

happened to affect judicial administration throughout the country. 

Spending limitations, major federal and state budget cuts, a.nd hiring 

freezes ha.ve, in some instances ~ severely handicapped governmental 

functions. Courts are not immune' f160m this phenomenon. 

The" questi~nnaire did not address the impact of reduced funding 

in any detail, nor did it ask for .information concerning ,the ways in 

which state court systems are planning. for diminished.:resources. 

Thus, there is no information available concerning the extent to which 

planning entities are being used to help judicial administrators forecast 

the effect of scarce resources at a time when court workloads are 

growing a~ an unprecedented rate. 

(~T~eauthors, assume, through limited observation, that few court 

systems are planning for diminished resources. Any planning that is 

being done in this area,is probably being carried out by legislative 

committees looking at such issues an increased docket feesu' alternatives 

to dispute resolution, and more .extensive use of parajudges in limited 

and special jurisdiction courts. 

While legislative stUdies may produce economical alternatives to 
o 

current court operations, judicial administrators are remiss if they are 

not reviewing their own oper~tions for possible cutbacks. 

Planning staff and plannin~ bodies, where they still eXist, are the 

ideal entities to ~ conduct 'this review. The expertise needed for· 

successful planning (policy analysis, evaluation, and programming) 
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mentioned in Chapter 1 are those, 'skills necessary to assist judicial 

administrators in the difficult tasks that lie ahead. 

In addition to major procedural change~, areas which should be 

reviewed include: 

A. Personnel Services 
0" 1) Number employed 

2) Clas'!3ifications 
(3) Vacancy savings 
4) Workload standards 

B. Operating Costs 
1) Telephone systems 
2) Bulk purchasing 
3) Law library standards 

C. Travel 
1) Use of telephone conferencing 
2) Better case scheduling in rural areas 

D. Use of Automation 
1) Cost-benefit analysis 
2) Evaluation Qf alternatives 

E. Facilities 
1) Space standards 
2) Long-range plans 

o 

Those court systems which integrate the planning function into the 

administrative structure of court operations ,. for the purpose of 

planning for reduced resources, may well be the new leaders in judicial 

administration. 
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APPENDIX A 

PLANNING QUESTIONNAIRE 

o 1. How many staff are involved in the planning function today? 
In 1977? ---

2. .~ Where is the planning staff located with the administrative 
\~\structure of the AOe? 

3. 

A separate unit 

With Budgeting 

With Research & 
Development 

Other (explain) 

Describe the job responsibility of each person on the planning 
staff. 

Position Responsibili ty 
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4. What was the planning budget in 1977, and in the last tWo years 
of LEAA funding? 

1977 1979 1981 

Personnel $-..;..,,--- $...,.-..,--- $_---

Operating 

Travel 

Equip. and Furniture 

TOTAL 

5. What is your 1981 planning budget? 
0 

a 

Personnel $ 

Operating $ 

Travel $ 

Equip:' and Furn. $ t.;.,:> 
I:! 

co ,::;: 

6 •. Of the 1981 budget, how much is federal and how much is state? 

Federal $_--,,-----
co 

. State $_-----

7 • Have the costs of thee pla,nning function been assumed 'by the 
state? 

Partially, -----
Q Totally 

Not at all -----

8. If you responded "Partially," explain the "cutbacks." 

Q 
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9. If you answered "Partially" or "Tot91ly" to question 8, when were) 

the costs~sumed? (the effectJvedate:) 

r;j 

10. Was the planning function in your state funded by LEA A part B 
funds? Yes No ..,..---

11. If so, what year was the JPC (JCC) established? --------

12. If so, indicate the number of members in each category in 1977 
and today. 

Appellate Judges 

General Jurisdiction Judges 

Limited JurisdiCtion Judges 

Other Judges (explain) 

Bar Association 
Representatives 

Prosecutors 

Public Defenders 

Legislators 

Press 

State Court ._ 
Administrative Staff 

Local Court Administrators 

Clerks of Court 

Probation 

1977 1981 

-----'---"-
o 

)) 
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Other Correctional _ 
Personnel (explain) 

Q. 0 

Public 

Other (explain) 

1977 

o 

(\ n 

I) 

'1981 

13. By what authority was the JPC (JOC) established? 

14. Which statements describe the function of the JPC (JCC) in 1977 
and today? 

. ' , 

Advi$ory 0 to Supreme Court 

Advisory to C~ief Justi~e 

Advisory to State Court Administrator 
, ~ 

Grant Review Only 

Research Group 
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1977 1981 

Other or Combination of Above (explain) 

15. To whom is the JPC responsible? 
o 

Chief Justice 

State Court Administrator 
Q 

Supreme Court " 

Other (explain) 

o 

o o 

o 
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'0, 0 " What jlre the future plans 
sheet if nec~ssary) 
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staff 

C Authority 

o 

Functions 

" 
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(if any) for the JPC? 
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