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T .-~ The current era of resource scarmty and f1sca1 conservat1sm has
- _ caused governmental agencies on all levels to concentrate on. survival,
‘ - and cutback management has the major attention of pubhc officials and
o . administrators. Long-range planmng, indeed any planning effort other ~
S . than to meet the newest crisis or financial disaster, seems. to have been A
§ - : irelegated to secondary 1mpm;tance by many government agenc1es ’ ‘ :
is ; . 8 B :
T Th1s d1m1mshed emphas1s on planmng has resulted in part from the
2 - reduction or elimination of federal funding for various kinds of planning |
Eg -at the state and local levels. ~'An important example is Judicial system
e , - planning, which is the . sub]ect of this monograph. Thls is not to: say
S ~that judicial’ system planning is everywhere moribund. Rather, it is ;
11 A ~alive .and well, or at least still receiving nourishment, in a number of
/" S ; Jumsdlctlons, desplte the ehmmatron of federal fundmg
, The authors hold the oplmon (whxch has been expressed in their
other joint writing efforts) that public officials and administrators
3 should respond- to diminishing financial resources "by plaung ‘more
. " emphasis, rather than less, on planmng “ The judicial branch is no .
- * more immune to reduced finances than are other public entities, no
a matter whether courts are state or locally funded, or ‘Turided by  some
O ) combination of the two. It is” imperative that those re‘spons1b1e for
S g : ‘admmlstemng state-funded judicial systems or locally-funded trial courts
ity ~plan to meet: future. workload increased :with httle, if any, mcrease in
iy BT resources and perhaps, w1th reduced resources. - Co '
sl el As 1t was true of personnel and fiseal management, development of
’ , product1v1ty measures, and other public management concepts and tools,
S ~planning as a viable and important function arrived much later on the
Sy % o judicial scene. ‘than it did for other public  entities. In  most
B L - jurisdictions, planmng, at least ‘in ‘a \\formal sense, was virtually
wTH S unheard of until 1976. In that year, Congress passed the Crime-
oW Control Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-503) which extended the life of the Law
; S Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). This law provided a
[ - _mechanism for state court systems to develop planning. capabilities.
W om 8 ‘Funding was made’ available for the planning function  and for the :
: @ i creation of ]ud101al plannmg commlttees or councﬂs (JPCs). > ¥
g e
3 AT - This monograph examines how the vamous states made use of th1s
o opportumty tp develop planning capability, the scope of that capab111ty, ' ’
. composition - and functmns of ~JPCs, « and related matters. This: 4
information was taken from responses to a questionnaire sent by the - B
. rauthors: to state court administrators or judicial system planners during -
- the farst qua;rter of 1981, as refined by additional information from some
o junsdlctmns. Responses were received from forty-six states, District
. of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, although some of the data supplied did .
 not fit the tabular formatf used 1n Chapters III, IV and V of this
: \monograph ‘ i e : S
S ‘ : g e
e o 5 oo
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'*,dPrsface

The current erd of resource scarmty and f1sca1 conservatism has
caused’ governmental agencies on all levels to concentrate on survival,

“and cutback management has the major attention of public officials and

administrators. Long-range plannmg, iindeed ‘any planning effort other

~than to meet the ’newest crisis or n'nanmal disaster, seems to have been ¢

relegated ta” secondary 1mportance by many government agencies.
) Tms chmuusned emphasis on pxa\nnlng has resulted in part from the
reduction’ iehmmatlon of federal funding for various kinds of planning
at the state” and local levels. An important example is ]ud1c1a1 system
plannmg’, which is the subject of this ‘monograph. This is not to say
‘that judicial system planning is everywhere moribund. Rather, it is
alive and well, or at least still receiving nourishment, in a number of
]unsdlcnons, desp1te the elimination of federal f‘undlng

The authors -hold the ?op'iniono (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 jadicial 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 some
combination of the two.

plan to meet future workload increased with little, if any, mcrease in
resources and, perhaps, with reduced resources. : A

As it’' was true of personnel and fiscal management development of
product1v1ty measures, and other public management concepts and tools,

- planning as a viable and important function arrived much later on the

judicial scene than it did for other public ‘entities. = In most
‘planning, at least in a formal sense, was virtually
unheard ‘of until 1976.  In that vear,. Congress passed the Crime
Control Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-503) which” exterided the life of the Law
Enforcement Assistance -Administration (LEAA).

mechanism for state court systems to develop planning capab1l1t1esa
creation of ]udlcml plannmg commlttees or counc\s (JPCs)

Thls monograph exammes how the vanous states ‘made use of this

p opport\unlty to develop plannmg capability, the scope of that capablhty,

composition and = functions of JPCs, and related matters. This

",‘informatlon was taken from responses to a questionnaire sent by the,
authors to state court adm1mstrators or judicial system pianners during

the first quarter of 1981, as refined by additional information from some:

jurisdictions.
~of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, ealthoug:h some of the data supplied did

Responses were received from forty-s1x states, District

- not fit the tabular format used in Chapters III, IV and -V of this
‘ monograph & ‘ S o
: :° iii V Ty ‘x‘: ‘
’ e .0 "o §.> ; ¥

o

, It is” imperative that those responsible for .
\admmlstenng state-funded judicial systems or locally-funded trial courts

This law provided a -

5

" Funding was made -available for the planning function and for the
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LEAA ass1stance for plannmg ended on Septembgr .30, 1981 and
even before that date, the amount of state fundmtr BT ov1ded for thls
function - constituted a significant portion of total*resources in some
]ur1sdlctlons. This. monograph, also - using information from.
quesnonnalre, examines the court planning plcture in 1981 as compared
with 1977, in the responchng ]urlsdlctmns. SO ey

The first two c.hapters set the stage for what 'is to follow by

presenting briefly the coricept of plarning and its. meaning in a court.

context. Attention is also given to the six jurisdictions selected for
pilot plan*nng prOJects funded by - LEAA prior to the implementation of
the 1976 legislation. The final chapter is concerned with the status of

judicial plannmg and JPCs immediately after the termmatxon of LEAA

funding and in future years. oo
i // s : -

stages 'of’ a more

and evolution (and

This monograph represents the initial
comprehensive study of the history, development

also the demise in some instances) of judicial planning councils and the

~° planning function within state judicial systems. ‘

The cpmprehenswe
study will also include

.an examination - of ° 1:hec 1nst1tut10na1 and

environmentel forces which shaped or affected the tna]or or dominant
S

patters of 3ud101a1 planning=council organization and operations, as well

as the ways in _which planning is used by ‘the cour*

study is funded by a grant from the Mabel Y. Hughes Research and

Development Fund, University of Denver College of Law, which was

received subsequent to the distribution of the questlonnalre prov1d1ng v

information for th1s monograph o

L The authors express their: apprec1at1on to the Criminal Courts
" Technical Assistance Project, Inst1tute for Advanced Studies in Justice,
The cAmerican University Law School, and the Law Enforcement‘

Assistance Administration for the opportunity to wr1te and publish this :

monograph
, @ Invaluable ass1stance was prov1ded by research ass*stants, Nancy
~  Kahaner, senior law student, James G. Benway, 1981 Masters of Science

in Judicial Administration graduate, and Thaddeus J. Spaak, graduate |

Student in the judicial admlmstratlon program, - University of Denver
College of Law. Once agaJn, the authors are greatly indebted to Marion
Weaver Lawson for her thorough editing of this manuscr1pt. Annie

- Aamodt is thanked for typmg this monograph in its varmus remsmns.

: Q .

Thls monograph would not have been possmle without the help of
- the state. court .admlmstrators "and. judicial planners who took the time to
-~ respond to our seemingly insatiable demands for information.
~thank the National Coureil for Judicial Planning for providing us with

the opportumty to’ d1scuss thls study at 4ts annual meetmg in San',k
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i /> l. A Brief History ch the Planning Concept
::,: . 8 : ‘ ‘s ’ k¢ < o .
i
~ Planning can be described as va’n activity "centrally concerned with
the anége between knowledge and organized af:'cion."1 It is a "process
by . whigp managément  decisions are made in light of ‘organizational
g'oals.Y'2 According to one author: | ; “
i o 1 Planning usuallyr requires a cbnsiderable level of effort in o)
3 o policy analysis, evaluation °and programming. Plans are -
' ' specifications of future events that are set ahe%d of time for
i | I less than one, five or even ten to twenty years. :
; 2 Planning in the more socialistic coulitries of the Soviet Union and
o France was | highly centralized. ~-In this country, "policy analysis, ‘
, 1 ;“ programming, evaluation, and pla‘niping remain the most difficult and
) N q- . ' s ' y - - ' - - P - ¥ " y
h ol therefore more difficult to describe or influence in their totality. 4.
Governmental planning in ‘the‘ United States can be traced to the ’
. early days - of governmental intervention with the "ereation of the 5
‘ " @ ; E ; .
nterstate Commerce Commissiofi in 1887, the passage% of the Sherman
1. John Friedman and Barclay Hudson, "Knowlédge and Action:” A
Guide to Planning Theory," Readings on Human Services Planning, 1
~ Gerald Horton, ed. (Atlanfa, Ga.: The Research” Group, Inc., s
: "2. Rbussell' R. Wh'e‘ele.r,' “’Planniri‘g in the State Courts," Managing the
B ~ State Courts, Larry C. Berkson, Steven W. Hays and Susan J.
Carbon, eds. (St. Paul, Minn.: West Publishing Co., 1977),
p. 87. . S SRRLI SE . ,
‘3. Guy Benveniste, The Politics of Expertise, 2nd ed”, (San -
. Francisco, Cal: Boyd ianmmmn‘g ‘Company, 1977), By 9.7
| - 54, Ibid., p. 95. ; o ’féf N
o s 8
= < "l?;‘?
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,Antitrust Act of 1890, : the es’tabiiS‘hment of the Federal T;qe -
Commission, ard the dé;relibément of the conservation commission under M]

President Theodore i%oose»v?lt."5 . T . )
D War and de;fession brought more plannin\(g entities into government - _]
with the War Induétries Board, the War Trade Boai'd, the Shipping o
B;’;\[}g,‘and the War Labor “Board during World War I. The depression -~
brought 'sﬁch programs' as ‘the Tennessee Valley Authority and other ]
planning activities by such at;gfencigs as the National Forest.Service, the :
'Bureau of Reclamation, the ‘Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Geological B
St‘u'vey.6 ] - {
In 1936, this country came close t? having a nation:al planning .3
body. The Natiohél Resources Planning'Board wag: cresfted by President . ]
Roosevel’; to be an advisory board under the (Dexecmixie bI:anch.‘ The ~ ;
'board’ madef recommendations in resource use, population trends, and i
other socio—ecéndmic issues. D;.le to the controvérsia’l na‘fure” of the ~
board, it was abolished by Congress in 1943.70 ! L]
During the 1960's and 1970's, the federal government required .

. ’p,lanning"‘ capabilities within most statre gove:rnment' agencies 'as a , -
prereéuisite to their receiving fed"éral funds. '!‘he emphasis reached its T
peak With President Johns’o;ﬁ's introauction of Planning »Programmiang‘ .
Budgeting iﬁ 19605. According to Ott and -Ott, "the aim of PPBS is to {
spécify (:md ~Qhere \’pbossibyle‘ to quantify) tc; objectives of 'output,' of o
‘féa(érm spending pfograms and then to niinimize the' cost of achieving -
5. 1Ibid., p. 96. H : @
6. Ibid. . | e S i
7. Ibid., pp. 96-97. ‘” i | // -
2 . Ei

: . 0‘“ . \*g’ E 0 -
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\\R emphasize planning. According to John'..mKenneth Ga.lbréit’h:

“costs."

these objectives to ascertain whether the program benefits exceed the

o

From 1965 to the current era of reduced fedqral funﬁding, many

" federal, state, and local agencies developed federal planning capebilities
for federal grants-in-aid programs. Any ‘systemati’c or long-range

planning 'that cccurred in mpst of these organizations was secondary to
4 5 e :

grant writir}g or federal compliance- reporting. As a result, in many

agencies, the concept of organizatioﬁal'»decision-making in light of >goa1s

o o= = @

- or. objectives was forgotten. 7

[

planning in the private sector. In govex"nm"ent, the planning emphasis

‘Any discussion of the history of planning must include a review of

- [ ) o
is‘on efficient and effective use‘of resources. Planning in the private

- ‘sector addresses these issues, buat the underiying theme is profit.

In 1937, Luthor Gulick published his famous, "No;es on the Theory.-

of Organization." In that work he coined his aérony'r{n POSDCORB for

the’ work of a chief executive. ’I;he first element of POSDCORB was

Qo

planmil\g}), He said, "Planring, that is working out in broad outline the

bl i
things that need to be done and the methods for doing them to-
~accomplish the purpose set for the enterprise. nd ,

Today's complex market nactiv'itg has caused the privaie sector to .

‘8. David J, Oit, Attiat F, Ott, "The Budget. Process," Plannin
Programming Budgeting: A Systems Approach. to Management, En%
ed., Fremont J. Lyden & Ernest G. Miller, eds. (Chicago, Ill.:

.. Rand McNally Publishing Co., 1972), p. 44, : , N

9. Luthor Gliék, "Notes on the Theory of Organization," Classics of
- Public Administration, Jay M. Shafritz & Albert C. Hyde, " eds.
" (0Oak Fark’,;llly,.:Moore Publishing Company, Inc., 1978), p. 46,
See also: Luthor Gulick and Lyndall Urwick, ed., Papers on
the Science of Administration, 1937), pp. 3-13, '
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orgamzatlon developments and emp1r1c1sm. o L : B = ST e
o ‘ Earher, 1t was noted that Fnedman and Hudson defmed planmng ,ﬁ
| S as "the hn age between knowledge and orgamzed actlon"1 (emphas1s
‘:}’". "added)“ The four 1ntellectua1 tradltlons hsted above encompass thls L
* denmtlon in a number of ways. Pmlosoph1cal synthesxs stresses
: _ plannmg' as @ soctal. _process.; The erters in- th1s category go beyond o
“ S 10, 'Guy Benvemste, The ‘Politics of Expertme, p 107 W
o S T See also: John Kenneth Galbraith, The New Industnal State
S ' g@*v'(New York Slgnet Books, 1968). L | e
;“ 11, Fnedman and Hudson, "'Knowledge and Actmn' ,4 A Gulde to
: ».Planmng Theory," p 147 o e D
4 o S | . ; -
SR = T e

S

St ot g bt i b e s i 4 ey e b i n o 5 6 e Lannn

: \than th1s monograph prov1des. «

.. For understandmg the eq?nomy and pohty of the Umted
o States and’ other fadvanced industrial countnes, this reactlon
: against the word planning could hardly Have been worse"
timed, It occurred when the increased use of technology and |
the accompanying commitment of time and capital were forcmg
extensive planning on all industrial communities. This has-
not been sensed.

is aga1n acquirmg a measure of respectabmty

Nt T : . . ¥ wir

Major Planning Traditions °"

A short history of planmng, wh11e useful in understanchng the

background of court plannmg, does httle to enhghten the reader as to - .

KAl

Q

the bas1c ph:tlosophlcal roots of the concept “While 1t is ‘not’ the 1ntent

’ of the anthors to dwell on phllosophy or th{eory,' the 1ntere)sted reader

-

3 : i
may w1sh to pursue the sub]ect of planmng in a more- academlc manner

ThlS sectlon w111 prov1de gu1d nee to

 those readers. - '

Fr1edman and Hudson,, in “Knowledge and Actlon A» C:}uidento* :

o "

ﬂ\

And, ,in many quarters, thfoword plannmg »

Planmng Tneory," review the development of planmng theory from 1935 L

| throue:h 1970 as 'co phllosophmal sym.hems, ratmnahsm systems theory, "

Py e AT ST Y e
T T

: By T S -
I : & =X
» N e
. o iw b
‘ | ke
s N o : B
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03
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o B .
X 7 4 5
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“the boundanes of the1r own d1s01p11nes (socmlogy, economlcs, phﬂo- S

iy sophy, pohtlcal sclence, soc1al psychology, and planmng) to f1nd an '

mtegrated v1ew of planmng 2

The tradmon | of rat1onahsm 1s pnmanly concerned w1th howq
' dec1smns can be made more ratlonally 13 e g e s |
The trad.luon of orgamzatmn development "is prlmanly focused on
1 ways to achleve de51red changes 1n orgamzatmnal structure and .

behav1or."14 There ex1sts in the hterature a "central preoccupatlon <
‘with 1nnovat10n, the role of 'change agents, k and \he web of o
1nterpersona1 relatlonsh1ps of wh1ch organlzatlons are constructed "15 - ®
i F1nally, the trad1t10n of emp1r101sm ;ocusgs on "the funct1on1ng bof '
rlarge scale poht1ca1 and - economic systems "16, ‘ Two | mamstreams/ |
' converge upon this trad1t1on, one w1th its: source tn natlonal planmng ,
g efforts (generally in other count*qes), thehother stemmmg from the/ » k)
study of urban rpohtlcs in: the Umted States."]‘7 L | s % '
L Table 1 prov1des a gulde to ma]or trad1t10ns in planntng theory |
%12, Ipbid., p. 148, o
',:llsif,lbid;fif',_"fl‘ff‘p;*'" o . '
| 3_‘»16‘.:’",' Ibia.“,;‘P;,r?ll‘spo.f. o . |
‘ Bt Ib1d i - ;
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. Accordmg to the Counc11 ofy State Governments, 22 of the
24 plannmg “units Peported. in its 1976 survey .were created
after 1970,
‘impact_of the federal anti-crime.program that was initiatedin

- 1968.. All but seven of the existing planning units reported.
by. the: COSG survey rely in part on federal funds, most on a
10:90  state:federal ratio. ~ Furthermore (although the COSG
report does not 50 hmd),‘ this ‘heavy increase in court
planning units may not represent a judicial comm1tment to

~ comprehensive - planrung' as much as it does de51re to take

- advantage of funds available for that purpose., C‘:)

It is the mtent of thls monograph to rev1ew the extent of state

@

court planmng since federal funds were promded for that purpose

Before assessmg the mtent of comprehenswe planmng s1nce 1976 it 1s

1mportant to review the hlstory of federal fundmg for court planmng

&

Federal Support for State Court Plannlng

In 1975, a spec1al study team on LEAA support of state courts
(The MIrving Report") found that state courts "have not recelved the
_interest, techmcal assmtance, or f1nanc1a1 support from LEAA that are

absolutely essential for sound. growth andlprogress.s} The report came

state criminal ’justice* pklanning agencies,' and the LaW< Enforcement ‘

Asmstance Admmlstratlon (LEAA) over adequate federal fundmg for

courts .

This recent surge of planning units reflects the ;

as a result of several years of disagreement among state court ,systems',-, i

4. Ibld., p. 341. : ST e o

@

Court Planmng Capablhtles Project of the National Center for State
. Courts - Phase 1, October 1, 1975 =~ October 31, 1976"
' -"._'(Ph11ade1ph1a Center for the . Study of Federalism; Temple
‘ Unlver81ty) spe 1, Also see John F. Irvmg‘, Peter Haynes, ‘and

5 - as mted m lamel J. Elazar and Elhs Katz, "Fmal Report on the

iy Henry V, Penmngton, Report of the Special Study Team on LEAA

| - Support of  State' Courts, , : A
- University Criminal Court Technical Assistance Project, 1975). .

“(Washington, D.C.: The  American -

N

"dollar set of 1nterre1ated pro]efcts.?'6

: prO]ect prov1ded six - "pllot", states for \]udmlal planmng

f1,1976

. i o ~
o .
Q fov
o
e e . Sy E =) &
. 5 ,.c : R (\I :
, g : ‘ S ' =
SlX State Pllot PrOJect ‘

As a f\\‘esult of° th13 report "LEAA began a mult1—faceted two million

// 8] R

" *ava11ab111ty of dlscretlonary funds for the development of state court
plannmg capabmtles. In addltlon, the Nat1ona1 Center for State Courts,

‘(NCSC) conducted tnree phases of a prOJect to assist state court'
- systems in developmg planmng capab1ht1es. This p,rOJect, was calledthe

o ;State Court Planmng Capabilities PrOJect 7

The combmatlon of: the LEAA d15cret10nary funds and “the NCSC

e

The p1lot

. gtates were Georgla, Lomsmna, Ivlame, Maryland North Dakota, and ”

Oregon. : What follows 1s a summary of the act1v1t1es of those p1lot‘
stateks.', : T | : |

Georg3 . An LEAA dlscretmnary grant was awarded in June,

8 ~ With ‘that grant, the state prov1ded staff work for a

' Long-Range Planmng VCommlttee .; (LRI_Pf\C),. a comm1ttee of .the ]udlclal

- One- of thosef prOJects was the

‘Council. The LRPC was: =%
(1) to become 1nvolved in long'-range planmng in order to
- “ antlclpate future needs of the” Georgla court systems,
(2) to 1dent1fy methods to smphfy and exped1te the
admlmstratlon of Just1ce in the State of Georg'la,
(3) to recommend “policies and proeedures to create a
S continuing court planmng capaclf';y in the Administrative
Office of the Courts and for theuState of Georgla, o ,
~and, S e ; C
7. . : e
v_‘l;‘8. Ibld., p. 13 \ ‘?"ﬁ =
. . . s ‘ S L {L .
; 5 .
o ’ 9 .‘f R
= = +

I
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f) :
-  Final Evaluation "of the : Court - Planning Capab1l1t1es "Project,"
-~ (Philadelphia: =~ Center for the Study of Federa.hsm, : ‘Temple :
Umvers1ty) June 26, 1979, p 15, SR
10. JPCs will be - discussed in- detall in later sectlons ',of "thi’s,, '
. monograph. ol e :
e 11,.‘,7 'Elazar and Katz, "Three Years of Court Planmng Fmal cEvaluatlon‘ R
B of the Court Plannmg Capablhtles Pro;ect " p 17, ‘
12, Ibid.. | .

{hus creatmg overlap "not only between the Counc11 and the JPC, buto

In December, 1977 the Jud1c1a1 Councﬂ created a Jud1c1al Planmng :
Commlttee (JPC) The JPC d1d not have the same membersh1p as the )
LRPC but its membershlp ‘included "all members of the Jud1c1a1 Councﬂ
the LREC as well "11 ' " , L (I
Because many of the funct1ons of the LRPC and the JPS were the

the LRPC ‘was dlsbanded 1n September,,
12 - ~ ’

same, 19:77,» leavlng future

planmng to the JRPC

Louls1ana Lou151ana began 1ts federally funded act1v1t1es in June,
1976. Accordmg to Court Plannmg Capablhtles DrOJect's evaluatmn the °

Lou1s1ana effort was a success in several: respects

(1) A grant app11cat1on was developed to fund a Jud1c1a1
Planning Council that was easily and quickly converted
jthe state s JPC with the’ passage of P. L - 94-503.

(2) A plan was developed that was recogmzed by the LEAA‘Q‘.
Reg:tonal Offlce as a model. = ’

in  areas such as  small

(3 ,‘Several short term changes :
information - were

claims, ecourt reporting . and- pubhc
e developed and 1mplemented o ‘

1§

9 Danlel d. Elazar -and ElllS Katz, ,‘"'l‘nree Years of Court Planmng =

]

t i 55 2 rﬁ
™ L : ‘ L_, ' .
: a -~ ]
«-.2'& ; . B
5 (4) to. prov1de guldance to the planmng staff of the -
W . _Admlmstratwe Office of the Courts in the development of - B
R s~ .planning documents which will obtain. maximum utilization .
S w2 - of all available resources tp meet recogmzed ob]ectlves of o o
R S R the Georgia court system.” e ERET B

X

|20 3 { 1 i };‘ D | - : - p——— - — ~‘ ‘/’~<‘" . :

{ - 3

SR 4 % ” o . "O : ) .
i ! \ | ;. | ;
“ (4) A loﬁg-range plarnmg process bigan - most s1gn1f1cant
% was 1ts attentlon to court fmar’e.
/'“‘ M. : Mame hired & plannmg staff at ‘the end of 19771) Due to“uQ‘
(»: an "antl—planmng" atmosphere in that state, the process in 'fhose early v
_ years had to function within that phllosophv.14 ‘ | |
ﬂl | An Admsory Commlttee on  Court Management and I;ohcy was
developed to serve as a screemng commlttee for adm1n1strat1ve matters
% . to the Supreme Court. In 1ts first «report to the Supreme Court, “the m
5: Commlttee stated that, "The process w111 1nvolve some thought of the
( future, but w111 pmmanly be an attempt to deal w1th issues that need n
E _ resolution in the present. n1s ‘ Ve | |
Thus, in its early phase in Mame planmng‘ covered such 1ss‘ues as
;]ury sequestenng, trial de novo, ,]ud1c1al omentatlon,’ sma_ll cla;ms, '
secumty, ball comm1ssmners, salartes for active krequiired" justices‘,k ¢
retirement, and imiform court protocol. 18 | | " | ’ |
Maryland was the most centrahzed of the p1lot states. It also had
| ;a hlghly professmnal admmlstratlve staff before the 1ntroduct10n of ‘ L
,federal planning funds in 1976 As a result the planmng effort was tov:
| be a decentrahzed_ one, modeled ‘after the “strateglc busmess unit"
‘planning system of 'General E‘l,_ectnc.17 | i : - ;\
| 13. ”~Elazar and Katz, "Three Years of Court Planmng Final Evaluatmn‘ ‘ g
o of Phase III of the Court Planmng Capablht1es Pro;ect " pp 29~ 30 ‘
14, Ibid., p. 35. |
15. Ibid., pp. 36-37. 4
16 ‘Ibid.;‘ p. 36, :
17, fllbid;,, pp- 39—41 | )
: , v i s v e
o i
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k.fUn‘fortunate‘ly; there seemed to be “]it\tle suppo’rt for the local

planmng process among the trial ]udges. 'Thus, .the planni'lg’efforts”

{ "‘1

]

were limited, to “the 1dent1f1catlon of a number of locally specmc court ) -
o problems 18 | | | o j
Fma.lly, an 1nforma1 adm1n1strat1ve docket process ‘was developed to :
3 ‘solve some admuu\stratlve problems.it? | ]
North Dakota North Dakota's early efforts at a formal planmngk ]
| % k-process were, perhaps the most successful of all the p1lot states. :
» ‘7 \ At the t1me the planmng unit was estabhshed the state was facing | |
J = ! _al const1tutlonal amendment to unify ‘the courts. Upon its passage, the . -
- planning unit was, in_strumental in. drafting rules and leglslatmn for S <
G ',i':nplementation of the amendment.20 While the legislation ‘was not ] -
| enacted in its entirety the first time it was' Submitted to the. 'leg'islature, R -
" the planmng effort did develop, into one of the most comprehenswe : :
‘ : ]ud101al plans 1n the country. It also developed a "rule on rules" which -
:‘4"3 | could be used as a model in other states. 21 | ]
Oregon Wh11e Oregon was cons1dered a pllot state, planmng §
/{ act1v1t1es did not beg‘ln there unt11 after the passage of P L. 94- 5(}322 ’“ ‘
v Much of the early activity in Oregon centered on the state criminal - ';
: v]ustlce process Toward the end of the pro;ect tnal ]udges 1dent1f1ed L
several types of cases that they beheved should be handled 1n a b
f:i,13.,,~lbici,, pp.‘h.45-’4‘6‘,i ; o - |
19, Ibid., p. 46.. 11
. ‘Ib‘id‘.‘, pp. 47-54. T : I
: g 21.. wial ‘, S TR ’) B Uy
22 Ib1d., p. 56 e R e M]‘;:é

60 | - . ¢ }" : )
s w St : o : : L
¥ e e o = mﬁ
- . § D ﬁ ({O - = i
R deferent format and made suggestlons for arb1trat1on, medlatlon, and ’
concﬂlatlon procedures.23 By the end of the project, the planning
effort had begun to address some long-range issues. ‘
}: - Effect of Pilot Pro;lects
The work of the six pilot states became the bases for much of the
Wi ‘ court planning which occurred after the 1976 amendments to the
- Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Those
i3 5
5 . . K ) t
i amendments, which are discussed in Chapter 3, provided funds for the
"": establishment of Judicial Planning Committees. While the underlymg‘
ok
' theme of those committees was planmng for LEAA funds, court systems
m that developed plannmg with an eye toward more long-range integrated
H funct1ons appear to have survived the initial round of fiscal cut backs
I M
better than those that didn't. The ]ur1sd1ct10ns with long-range
) 85 1ntegrated planmng may well be the 1nnovators, pointing the. way to
: surv1va1 in an era of 11m1ted resources. ©
g :
o
:
| 23. Ibid., p. 59(;' 1 "
. . < 15
e ‘ 5 .
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: 5 o4 0 WM. Judicial Plansiing in 1977 T

Introduction -

: ; R ' SR NS Rt | E . As indicated i’n the previous chapter, state judicial systems and

many appellate and’ tnal courts were concerned over the amount and

—
=

‘ proportlon of LEAA grant funds allocated for ]ud101a1 purposes by state

[\
[3
B3

S :cnmmal ]ustl,ce plannlng agencles.k This concern ‘was prompted in part

by the small prdport_ion of judicial branch r}epresentation on the state
“eriminal’ justice planning council in many jur_isdictions.‘i ‘n part, it was
a result of what judicial spokesmen saw as a lack of  significant

- invOlvement in the planning,‘ "'development and “'preSentation of judicial

W ' e

pro:ects and programs for federal fundmg Finally, ,em/.lrts percewed a

o
i
o3
o
o - ‘ l, ‘ ‘4 s SER N '4,
SIS v e LR S s e,
,
[

‘ lack of understandmg nby state ‘cmmmal justice councﬂs of the judlclal

'process and a fallure to recogmze that the ]UdlClal syvstem constltuted a

¢

[a

£
58]

‘separate branch of government.li 5‘: ‘ : X o S R

{

1
T
13
t ]
RS -
U
N

N"”— .

; . - | : B . o S ’ W1th ]udlcnal concern focused on the amount d.t‘ grants and. the

o § - | } ‘
e ] B L . i&‘undlng ,process, :,1t is ,not surprlsmg that: many, :]u}rlsdictions ,Aviewed
planning  narrowly when judicial councils or committees were first

4

5 o 1. In fact, the 1975 Report of) the Spec1a1 Study Team on LEAA

BT Support of ‘State Courts (kncwn popularly as the."Irving Report," 0

§ S . for its principle guthor) was followed by another task force which R
e o S o analyzed LEAA block grant financial assistance to “state courts. gty
[ O | 1 ' ~This task force was formed in response to both Congressional and '
state judicial concern over the level of federal funding for )ud1c1a1 _ :
SUTREE g , L AT ; R . L : it . . . projects and programs. _See: Peter Haynes, et al, Analysis of = = | L.
RO R A R A s T T e e A T e { R Eg ... = LEAA Block Grant Financial Assistance to State Courts, 1972-1975 EE St B

,_
1
. =

ol :

. . (Washington, D.C.: Criminal Courts Techmcal Ass1stance Pro;ect, o o
SR S The Amencan Univers1ty Law Instltute, 1976) ‘ : '

Lol




i

o e

(4]

N

« created;

\\

as "the mgjor,- if not the only purpose of the JPCs and the planning

o

a

function during the time they were federally supported.

53

hd

b

Pertinént Provisions of P.L. '94-503 (1976)

Congress addressed

) state

judicial concerns through

In fact, in some ]urlsdlctmns, the acqu151t10n of federal funds

&

several

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

of 1976,

1968.

[l

This act amended and eqctended the Crime Control Act of

The pro’irisions affecting courts were designed to make it possible

@
P

for state judicial systems to play a greater role in the criminal justice g

planning process,

]ustlce councils.

partmularly in the allocat1on of LEAA funds for

o

© judicial I;rojects and programs.

N

The act did ‘this in four ways

@ I increased judicial system representatmn on state criminal

(2) It authonzed state judicial systems to create ]ud1c1al planmng

_committees or councﬂs (JPCs), as explalned below.

3) It made at least $50,000 per year available to each JPC from

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

(4) It required 'the state criminal ]'ustice‘ planning agency to

prov1de an adequate share of the state s LEAA block funds for "the

,support of 1mprov;ed .ecourt programs and prolects., mcludmg projects

authorized by law, if it had : statutory ‘membership of a malonty of court .

&

E

relatmg to prosecutomal and defender serv1ces "

v.2

k]

| The court of last resort in each state or a ]udlclal ag'ency

2

2.,

[N

P.L. 94-503, Laws of 94th Cong.

g

°

- 2nd Session, § 111,

3

”officials (including‘ 'judges: administrators, prosecutors, and defenders),

5 .

="

b

R

B
SRR
fh e

1

T

]ust1ce plan.s,; ‘ 0‘ Y

S

S

could estabhsh or des1gnate a ]ud1c1al plannmg commlttee for the

preparatmn, development, and "revision of an annual state ]ud1c1al »

planr.3 The committee so estabhshed or des1gnated was to he reas'onab-l'y

a ‘»

representattve of the vamous state and local c¢ rts, mcludmg'l appellate

courts, and had te include a ma]onty of court off1c1als (mcludmg

judges, admlm‘strators, prosecutors, and pubhc defenders)

- Judicial planmng committees were given the followmg functmns~

[o=3

(1), to estabhsh pnormes for 1mprovements of the courts in the

Strate, ; T " ,‘;\'A
| (2) to define, develop, and fcoordinate programs{’ an‘d,p'rojects for

the k-improvaement of courts in the state; o ’
(3) > to develop an annual state judicial plan for‘ the Qim’provement

"of courts in the state to be 1ncluded in the state comprehenswe criminal

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

@

justice ;planninfg agency. The state criminal justice planning agency was
required to in@corporate the JPC plan in the state Rlan-:.' If a JPC was

not . appointed- or failed to submit a ﬂplan'-, the respon51b1l1ty for

‘preparmg and developmg the plan remamed with the state eriminal

 justice planmng' agency 6
3. Ibid., § 105,
4. Ibid. P el T
5. Ibid. | N SRR
6. Ibid. ' |
n’}r‘l,j:’:' . R G . :
16 - R
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Just1ce Plannmg Commlttees (Councﬂs) Bl

&,

C Th1rty-one of the forty—elght ]ur1sd.lct10ns respondmg to the

q‘ﬁestionnairef indicated that - they had, either" ’cre,a_te,d a f‘JPC - Oi‘~

de51gnated an ex1st1ng Judlcml system ent1ty to serve as the planmng

: scommittee.«‘ .The total of thlrty—one 1ncluded fout” of the s1x ]umsdlctlons

,with'ijilot pla’nmng projects. Mame and Maryfand d1d not create JPCs.

. 4
Q)

Size and Composition ~ > ... T e o

Size.'. Information on - judicial ‘planningv committee’_.size was

prowded by twenty-mne ]umsdxctlons. As ‘shown - in Table 2 these’:

twenty—nme JPCs ranged in size 1n 1977 from a low of f1ve members to
a hlgh of th:lrty-s1x ‘members. Seven had fewer ’ than ten members,
‘twelve had between ten canc},Jfourteen members, ‘six. had between flfteen

‘and nineteen members;’ three had between twenty and twenty—four

P members, and one ‘had more than twenty-ﬁve members.

)

W
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gPC Composition: CO AS CA CO DC

Total Members

Appellate Judges
" Gen'l Jur, Judges

Lim., Jur. Judges

Other Judges

Bar Assn.
Prosecutors 7
Public Defenders

Legislators

Press
State Court Admin.

Trial Court:Admin. .
‘Clerk of Court '

Probation
Public

3

(R R o SR

17

N R

9 18 .19

TN

TS N ¢

(S

I

W

3
4

N

FL GO

17 23

TN W

b

1O

N . Y "\\ y . i :
Judicial<§1anning Council Composition, 1977 o
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9 2

5
7
4
1
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Jurisdiction
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el

: admmlstrator's offlce, clerks of court, and the pubhc

3 shown 1n Table 2 as were general Jur1sdlct1on ]udges

Alaska and Massachusetts had the smallest JPCs (f1ve members),

and Montana had the largest (thlrty-sm members) The average (mean)

&

31ze wau th1rteen members, and the . medlan was eleven members. New

Mexrco and Oregon were - ‘at the median, and nine ‘~]ur“1sdlct1ons were

n

close to 1t (between ten and th1rteen members)

SN

Compos1t1on .

they -also d1ffered cons1derably in compos1t10n

Not only d1d JPCs vary 1n membersh1p s1ze in 1977
Usually, the larger the

§ \ _
JPC memberslnp, the more {:iiverse was that membersh1p For example,

Montana with thlrty—suc members had eleven categones of membersh1p

appellate ]udges, judges,v l1m1ted ]urlsd1ct1on

general ]ur1sd1ct10n s

]udges, prosecutors, pubhc defenders, leglslators, press,’ ‘state court -
/ﬁ i

The other two :

states w1th eleven categones of representatmn were Colorado and

Flomda, w1th JPC memberslups of exghteen and seventeen respect1vely
At the” oppos1te end of the spectrum, Massachussetts and New Jersey'

appellate

had' only two catego_mes .

.of ‘membersh1p. and general

)

]umsdmtmn ]udges. :

Appellate ]udges were represented 1n twenty—mne ]unsd1ct1ons

.(if
The state court :

; o

adm1mstrator or h1s staff was represented on twenty—three JPCs, as' :

- o
were prosecutors. Pubhc defenders had representatlon on twenty
JPC's, the same number as tr1al ]udges of . courts in 11m1ted ]umsdlctmn.

: e ‘

e k
Tnal court admmlstrators or clerks were repres ented on nine JPCs. 9

0uts1dc the ]udlclal system extended fam1ly (1nclud1ng prosecutlon : L

and defense),‘ the greatest representatlon was accorded to bal

assouatmn (seventeen Junsdmtlons)

Em
g : » 8 : ¢

In contrast only n1ne JPCs had Ty

AR O T T AR R o i

D

pubhc members, and only two had press representatlon, as such. 4

: Except for one lonely probat1on offlcer m one ]urlsdlctlon, there were

“no correctxons represen,tatlves.«

]ud101al system respons1b111ty)

It appears from JPC composmon in 1977, as shown in the

twenty-mne states, that ]udlc1a1 systems approached court 1mprovement

vy

o

attltude may well have been a reactlon to frustratlon with the grant and

A

o planmng processes,, because of a lack of meanmgful\mvolvement in

Qdec1s1on makmg pnor to the 1976 amendments to the Cnme Control
ACt.

Even though the JPCs were pnmanly adwsory to the supreme

ko

- | G ‘ court ch1ef 1ust1ce, or state court adnumstrator, “there»was an obvious

" kreluctance to 1nclude "outs1ders." Nevertheless, seventy percent of the

- twenty-mne ]umsdmtmns 1ncluded bar representat1on (perhaps not

g

Pubhc. N e I e

Authonty for Creatmg JPCs

Twenty-—s1x states responded to the ‘question concernmg state,

authonty for the creatlon of the1r JPCs, as shown in Table 3, Supreme

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

3 ‘(twenty states) In two states (Colorado and Flonda), the JPC was

G ,created by order of the chlef ]ustlce. The JPC was created by statute '

7. 'j Some of the pubhc re i | | '
~ presentatlves re ort.
‘ may have been members of the press. ‘P ed by nme Jut'lsdzct1ons

w

20

(In th1s ]unsdlctmn, probat1on is ak

and grant rewew as pnmanly, 1f not stnctly, an 1n-house affmr. Th1s

: vlewed as out51ders), k and th1rty /percent opened membershlpr»,_to the

.




Y\A

"Georgla, the JPC was created by order of the ]udlcxal councﬂ

- review.

:1977 and these responses are tabulated m Table 4

| three

4 in three states (Cahforma, North Carolma,: and Vermont‘),‘ an_d,p in

[

E J PC Functmns

The ma]or functmns of JPCs in 1977 as prevmusly 1nd1cated were et

'preparatlon of the state ]ud.lc1al plan for court 1mprovement and grant

use of federal grants, almost excluswely from the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration.

responsibility for grant admmls,tratlon -and- : pro;ect evaluatl_o_n. “In only

four jkuri'sdictiOns in 1977 was the JPC eon_cerned‘?wyith‘ .non4,g’rant ‘related.

research.

_; Twenty—seven states responded to questlons about JPC funct1ons 1n" .

9

» twenty-seven JPCs acted in an admsory capamty to the supreme court,

i

chlef }ustme -or state court admuustrator, or to some combmatmn ‘of the

grant review only, but did not 1nd1cate to whom and in what capacntyl

\.

EN

tms rev1ew was presented.

Usually, the state ]ud1c1a1 plan was concerned solely w1th the

In a few ]unsdlctmns, the JPC also had the =

‘ Most of these.

Four ]unsdlctlons 1nd1cated that the JPC was - respons1b1e for'

1
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4 Table 3

) o : o

Alabama

t>‘Montanajf*

-~ Vermont
- Wisconsin
- Wyoming

ﬂ

Jurisdic'tion

I

Califorﬁia
Coloradd :

Dist. oﬁ Columbia
Floridal ! :

Georgia“

‘Illinols~

Kentucky

- Louisiana

Massachusetts -

- Michigan

Missouri
Nevada | == &
Bew Hampshire

i :
New Jersey

- New Mexico.

‘ North Ca rolina

. Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina
Tennesset » :

Utah |

i

Lk

D

 Authority for JPC Creation, 1977

]

Supreme Court:

Order

?‘v

M‘,

e R S

IMbaBd e be ne

4 a. , 'By order of J’udicial Council. -
b Appointed by Supreme Court pursuant to’ statute.

@

~ Chief Justice
- % Order '

0

!
4

e

i
T

by Statute “Other
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TA'BLE 4 T =

- Judicial Planning Councils, : =

' ';Functions, 1977 ,

; [

. : " “Functions , 7 i
Advisory Advisory Advisory ' Grant Review _ S

Jurisdiction: = To Sup. Ct. To.C.J. To SCA Only Research Other

. o g v .

- 'Alabama X X t R : . N

California- S ¢ ’ X ) o

Colorado X X X ]

Dist. of Columb. X X TR , R

Florida X X ; a

,Georgia : A " . Ch Xc

~Illinois X “ X ) g X X ‘

Kentucky , ' : X o d ’

Louisiana X X X X X ]

Massachusetts X , .

Michigan X X 2 s o _

‘Minnesota . ' X X

Missouri X X X b [

" Montana - - X X X ° X N

Nevada ‘ X , : -

New Hampshire X ' |
' New Jersey. ~ X X ‘ X of

New Mexico X ‘ : Xg R
North Carolina X - o x5
Oregon X X X X. LS
Pennsylvania ' X , _

Rhode Island X - X
Tennessee - ° h |
Utah ' X X X

Vermont b4 X X 4o

E Wisconsin : G . X |

Wyoming X ‘

8. :-"Comprehensive planning for courts, prosecution, and defense. :
b.  Including program evaluation. V'
¢. - Coordinate and administer grant-funded programs; also recommend programs. B

. d. Program development and legislative drafting. . . -

e. Prepare state plan. . B ; 1
£. . Develop and implement plan. '

. g. Advisory to Governor's Crime Conmission.

“h. . Advisory to Judicial Council. . & -
i, Advisory to Judicial Conference for grant review, annual plan, :md project .
oversigbt. L : ; . 2

e B - T

FR A

'~"‘*:.I.‘>‘,- i

[}

Planning Staff in 1977 °
Size of Planning Staff
Thirty-six states responded to ffuestions concerning the size of
?3 planning staffs in FY1977, as shown in Table 5. Some jurisdictions did ”
3 o not answer this question, because a planning unit was not esteblished
EE as a separafe entity until 'F‘Y1978 or 1ater." This was also the situetion
o in two states (éouih Dakota and Texas) which responded that they had
m , no planning staff in 1977. Three states ‘reporting‘ no planning staffs at
: g} that time never did create a planning unit '(Nebraska, Ohio, and ~
: , Oklahome). .Four states had planning staff in 1977, but no JPC
[{ a (Connectlcut Maine, Maryland, and New York).
| New York had the largest staff in 1977 with th1rty-four members.
ﬁ: | In addltlon to plannmg, this staff was - respons1b1e for managementv
E an‘alysis,:‘ systems development, fac1hty planning, and statistical
' ' analysis. All thirty-four,ﬂ,positions were state funded; New “;‘York did
! g ‘o knot rec’eive any LEAA money for planning ;fter 1975, g -
L A few states bes1des New York reported that: the planning staff
{E | - had other duties, but none 1ndlcated as broad a range of functlons as
i K - in New York In a few ]unsdmtmn, e.g., Montana, South Carolma,
A planmng staff servmes were performed in varying degrees by regular.
g | AOC staff. Median staff size was two in 1977, reﬂe“ctmg, in most
& ,‘ : jurisdiétions,‘ the dependence on - LEAA fnnding' for the planning
’ function. » o |
\
g 24 «

o T
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"“Administraiive Location of Planning Staff L ] o 1 . ' RS, ' - - v
' ; L P i o = | 1 , Size of Planning Staff , S <
Twenty-seven states respon;ljfed ‘to questions concerning the [] 1 0 " and Administrative L%cation, 1977 ‘ ‘ ‘ b
administrative location of planning staff in FY1977. Only two (Illinois o o | n , e ,
‘ o 3 S o [ o 1 om o Under AOC - : B
and Kansas) reported that planning staff was directly responsible to the | g; ‘Planning  Under  Separate ‘ Research
JPC. In Kansas, JPC functions were carried out by the Judicial e o - Seate Sgaff No. \ IEC  Init  Budgeting & De"el"?‘ Oth?r
Council, Ce : o = | , : : L B I Alabama 2 X L c
: ‘ : RN ’ : : _ ey { : California 4 X , .
In twenty-five states, the planning staff was located in the AOC. [ ] ggi::;i:; cut g : }}E
In twelve, planning was a separate unit. It was under research in R . gi::lid:‘f Cols 10 ’ X
3 sl sl g = . ’ . o ’ 45 5
eight, under budgeting in two, and under some other AOC division in ‘ [ ARG 1 gggﬁﬁ"a, f_ *
three. | ) i Illinois 4 X .
= . | | L S L Towa 2 X |
SE : ; Indiana ; 0 s 4 2 :
. R N . Kansas 3 X . R
g & R Kentucky e ' X X
: ' B B e I | Mairie 1 2 X ,
. - ' = b L] -Maryland 2 \ X . ’
B o s o o ‘Massachusetts. 2 X .o
¢ p . : e ,,,“‘ R . Michigan 2 X j £
L _ EE R e I | Minnesota 3 X J/ X
‘ LRRS B Missouri 3 ‘ ‘
. = R ERLR S 1. Montana 2 @
¢ e g BICRE B Nebraska 0
: ~ Nevada 1 X
: . S . New Hampshire 2
- ¥ New Jersey 3 X
2 . New Mexico 1.5 X
¢ O ° New York 34 : . .o XB : ‘
\\“: North Carolina -4 5 X
2 N Oklsghoma 0 ' hoov
, o - - Oregon 1 X 5
’ " b @
Lo e g £ R P , a.  None full';timeq k . o ’g,‘ “
ERENI e b, Some had other duties. ' :
T o m '~ e. No staff especially assigned. Tl
) £ DTN I ¢ 1 , , d. Judicial council staff, - EE : ‘
S Jié B e. All staff units were involved with planning to varying degrees, primarily
' iy ) o N 1 I the budgeting and research and development staffs. ' S
‘ ﬂ B P ‘E , f. Under division of court services primarily, other SCAO staff also in-
o @ EET e i . ~volved to varying degrees. ' L : ' ,
= o e 2 R : g. - Planning, management analysis, systems development, facility planning, 2
: I SR 7 and statistical analysis. ' o ‘ <
41 'N. Part of AOC staff. . IR 1
SN : " 2 “9% i : > 5
.2 : E B | 26
; i = “ 7 ‘U,' x : ’ - }
T R T ey W . g e T B : i
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ca : "'] i o = ) 4‘ ! N ; . o b
A ® - SRR e o ) : N
’ RIS k S s S 1 ~ Planni iBudgets FYl977 ' s
, , ) o B 4 gﬁ ’ Informatlon om budgets for the JPCs and planmng staff in FY}\)Q77 ’
oy . 6o o { . L
i a o @ ‘was supplied by twenty-e1ght states. Several others stated that 1t was
o (e} | , [ g not poss1ble ‘to separate budget allocatlons attnbuted to planmng from )f
b <. ; TABLE 5 (cont.) R ' ) N
) , E v | @ other categones. Still others did not have budgets fo®. planning until -
‘ Size of Planning Staff Sk ! ‘ s T ‘ )
i and Admingstrative Location, 1977 . : - FY1978. 0 : e ﬁ ‘
jil - ; ; ‘ : i : e =
' ” _ H ] As can be seen from Table 6, total budgets varied considerably
p1 : ‘U ; Iln_d_e.I.AQC. v g . among the twenty-eight jurisdictions. Six states (:”Connecticut-,. Illinois,
S apn Planning Under Separate Research ' *
State Staff No.  JPC Undt Budgeting' & Develop. ~ Other = Kansas anesota, North Carolina, and Tennessee) had total budgets
Pennsylvania 2 P , o - c i
Rhode Island 3, . P | | X ; ] | in excess of $100,000, topped by onnecticut, with $161 700, At the .
‘ gg‘;:g ga;o%ina g . k ' B oppos1te end of the spectrum, “three states (Mame, Nevada, and :
, Dakota : : ‘ ,
o g o} N Q - RN o o [ a -
° g::::‘:ssee g X- oL Vermont) reported budgets of less ‘than $20, 000 Those. states with the :
. 5 :
o e = s . ‘ K( ES
Utah ,2 X — A largest budg‘gzts either had state funding in add1t10n to federal fundmg
“ . IR o | be51des the $5o 000 made available for plannlng by P. L. 94 503 (1976), b
I3 ) i R v S
s ' | ) B N B €. Iilinois. ! ‘ ' ' S Fel
| - L - FY197"I budgets of $50 000 or less reﬂect the dependence of most
o i {/ygzg:eparate planning staff as, such AOC staff involved to varying o p\ ]umsdlctlons on the LEAA fundmg made avallable for ]ud1c1a1 planmng .
- : ees. | fo @ .
’ ‘ijc . ‘It}figh budgeting, research, and evaluation department. ‘ ' o They ‘also reflect the fact that 19'2" *‘*as a planmng start—up year for =
.+ = Under court operations. s o e < ) ’ i
, 1. Part of AOC central staff. 3 EE . oL many ]ur1sd10tlons, some of which wereJm operatmn for less than twelve' © :
;, ’ « e H} e = moﬁths, The average (mean) budget was $52 681 and the medzan r
- g S : g ) . ’ ‘ ‘ ‘7 i
f bl L I > budget was $50,000. : : S R (
'a g . < ’ vl ' ’ E £ ' : B O = - ’ ’ . = 'CA/ :[«; ‘:”5'/»
. k ," . . = . (‘.,! /‘.:{ n
@ 3 : . //‘ . 4 B i
'Y,;) U” 6 - :} : | ‘, ‘ B 5 7 °
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‘\‘\Summar'y

2 a,

It 1s dlfflcult to odraw conclusmns or 1dent1fy and cat‘egorize'

operational models from the~ data on . JPCs and ]ud1c1a1 planmng functlons :
in 1977, primarily because the ]ur1sd1ct10ns reportmg wer 7 in varymg
"stages of development. "‘here were some similarities among the ma]onty g

of states respondin‘g to the questionnaire, and they may be generellzed. .

& o
<

‘as follows: e | R T
i . ) 0 b . »
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 TABLE 6.

STy Planning Budgets, FY1977 .

Y

Alabama . §.50,000%

California 90,000 . $ 79,457

b $ 7,061

Colorado = . 33,500 24,770° 1,072

. Connecticut 161,700 130,000 16,000
 Tllinois *. 155,555 110,733 11,233
- Kansas _ '109,363° 49,997 - 59,366
- Maine . 11,542 9,745 1,559
Maryland 60,000 60,000 R

d

Massachusetts 83,527 . 75,000 ‘5,000

_Michigan ° " 50,0002

Minnesota 103,333 60,347 - 24, 370

“Missouri | 50,000 - 22,500 = 27, 500

Montana ' . . 50,000 - 29,000 8,500

" Nevada . 719,755 . . 2,182 « . 7,080

New Hampshire 41,000 33,000 3,000

. New Jersey =~ '57,605 53,755 . 3,000
~New Mexico. . 50,000 24,084 14,019
"No. Carolina 126,914 ~109,775 15, 460

Oregon ©r 50,000 31,129

o

-Pennsylvanisa 45,000 ' . 35,500 5,000'@;

Rhode Island 60, 558 60,558

- ‘Sputh Carolina 50, 0002 G .

. Tennessee , 110,000 - 40,000 35,000

~ Utah 50,000 39,200  &.800
' Vermont o : 17,600 15,400 - 50
" Washington 33,687

- Wiseonsin v 25, 000 15,500 2,800
Wyoming : 50,0002 PR :

4. 27,138 823

a

a.
[
d.
- e

Breakdown not available. -

Includes consultants,
Judicial council.

<:¥Equip .

$ 3,482

2,438

6,300
17,154

238

3,527

13,017

14,000
10,493
- 2,000

-~.700
9, 768

- 894
1#,08,3
4,500

it

15,000

. 950
5,361

3,400

el

Apparently includes all non-personnel categories. ]

Includes eupplies .

30

N

- State ‘ . Total - Pe:so‘tinel, Ogerating_ Travel & Furniture

$ 5,220
9,400
- 880

' 5:599
1,500 |
3,000

150
2,129

785

4,843%

20,000
3,600
"1,200

365
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o
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(1) Those ‘ states w1th JPCs were most hkel y“ o 11m1t JPC

| 'membersh1p to Judges and others W1th1n the ]ud1c1al system, with the

exceptlons bemg prosecutors, pubhc defenders, and bar assoc1at1on

]

Sy F

(2) V1rtually all JPCs were created or’ de51gnated by supreme '

»court or chief justice order.,a '

i

(3). Most JPC act1v1t1es _ were, 11m1ted to g‘rant rev1ew ' and‘ ~

,_development of the annual state plan for court 1mprovement, and ,the

&, \ :

JPCs were most hkely to serve in an adwsory capac1ty to the supreme

) court, chlef ]ustlce@ or state court admmlstrator, ., or . to some‘

combmatlon of the three.

a~

o q K%
»f((‘4) Planmng staffs were alnost exclus1ve1y placed within the

o or,;

o

| AOC w1th separate umts or research .and development units the most

Lo}

likely locatmns

o

o

(5) Most ]ur1sd10t1ons depended on the: spec1al LEAA allocatmn to

fund the JPCs and planmng ‘staffs.
3
o ; f=) iy . /A

RS TR ey

T g

(B
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2 siore it & EENE S

- Iv Ju_d.‘i'ci’fayl 'Pf‘lvann»i'ng‘ i';h.n 1~91‘8“1‘ .

ln the fiw&%"‘;':years from 1977 to 1981, ‘the concept of judicial

planning' became' well established m most states, ingludlng some that did

| .not create JPCs. A few jurisdictions that did not. esta‘bHSh ‘JVPCs“ or

planning staff units in 1977 continued‘not to do ’ so, 'e, g., Indiana,

‘ Ohio, and 'Oklahoma. "'A few - strongly s‘upp‘orted planning. as an AOC
functmn, but “did not use LEAA funds, e: g Idaho and New York.

A number of ]unsdlctlon% wh11e _still us1ng LEAA funds, were

' re‘celvmg' partlal state fundmg Included m thlS category were court

systems whxch were state funded and also some whlch were not, except

for appellate courts, adm1mstrat1ve office of the coarts, and, at least,k

e g ~some trial cour t ]udmlal salarles. ‘ | |

In a sense, 1981 was a year of trans1t10n and uncertamty for a

number of 1ur1sd1cnons “far as- ]ud1c1al system planmng was»’

concerned. The ma]or questlt:n was whether state fundmg would

replace federal fundmg which was bemg phased out and to what

' extent State /court systems were faced with seekmg state finds on tne‘

< one hand and w1th havmg tn/develop possible alternatlves to keep ‘the .

planmng functxon vxable, on. the other, 1f -state fundmg' was not to be

forthcommg or 1n short supply. Some jur1sd1ct1ons declded to abandon

planmng as a dzscrete functlon, and a number of JPSs wére d1sbanded

=

o
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,whlch affected the courts

]Pertinent Prov1$1ons of P.L. 96= 157 (1979)

In 1979 Congress made changes in the Cr1me Control Act, some of ‘

In summary, these amendments

(1) changed the name of ]udlc1al plannmg commlttees to Judlclal

. coordmatmg committees (although only a few ]urlsdlctlons changed the . '”fu

name of their JPCs); : / '“

(2) changed the annual yiplank for court, improVement to a |

three-year plan, and e - S 7‘ o . o :

) k (3) emphasized the followmg pI‘O]eCtS in ‘eonnectlon w1th court R

" grants and court plannmg, : | B

‘a)“‘ reductlon in the t1me between arrest o‘r mdmtment" and %

dlsp051tion of tnal ' s | E

- b) 1mplementation of court reform,v O = ;

P i ,’c)' prowsmn of competent defense counsel for 1nd1gent and |
| eligible l,ow-mcome persons accused of vcrimmal offenses, and r~
- d) vdevelo‘pment" of statisticcal and evaluation _systems to -

measure indicat_Ors of c’0urtproject su'CC_e'Ss. o | | ‘ ae
V Sl L]

- JPCs in 1081 |

a

' Size and Composmon ,‘ : L T _

Size. . Twenty—flve states reported on. JPC membership size in n

-'i§81 As shown 1n Table 7 : JPC - size vamed between - six . and o ‘J

B twenty-seven, as compared w1th a range of five to th1rty-s1x in 1977 . i

| "tf :‘In general JPCs enlarged the1r membership over the four years. The,“ TS

r';1981 median JPC membershlp 51ze was 13, as compared w1th medlan ’of 11' ~ M

o h "k.‘in :.197?.~ Eleven states mcreased JPC size, and only three ]urlsdlctions o ’”
- a3 B

3 _ @ S
. T g .

sl ey et e A A RS TN i e e - R L !
: DR

o - e naserss brararmed vy ; o

[ o Ry T

' outside' of the judicial family.

]
i

had JPCs w1th fewer members m 1981 than in 1977, Three oth'ers

l'ehanged JPC composmon shghtly, but not overall size.

Changes in JPC membership s1ze are explained in Table 8

| Minnesota and Colorado had the greatest gain in JPC membership, from

»seventeen to,stwenty—seven, and eighteen to twenty-five, respectlvely. |

The largest reduction in membership w‘as in Florida, where the JPC

decreased from seventeen to ten members.

As JPCs became larger in size, their membershlp

ComEosmon. |

tended to be more 'd1vers1f1ed ThlS d1vers1f1cat10n was both w1th1n and

' Tnal courts of general jurisdiction had

@ Zhm

their representation mcreased ‘as . did tnal court administrators and ,A
i "clerks of court. Prosecutors were represented on s1xteen of the
: ~t'Wentv-five' JPCs cov‘ered -in Table 7, and ‘public defenders on
1] - seventéen.; . | -
- | Bar a‘sswiat‘ioh. ' 'representation ~ remained high (sixteen
L jurisdictions) ' Public’ and legislative representation'was either added or
# ‘, 1ncreased in - some ]urisdictlons, but press representatlon remamed
- ' virtually non-emstent. Table 8 shows by state the spec1f1c changes in
i ‘i JPC ;nembe_rship 51ze and composition between 1977 and 1981. |
» R
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JPC Composition
Total Members

Appellate Jnges
Gen Jur. Judges -

1im. Jur. Judges

Other qudges
Bar Assn
Prosecutors

- Public Defenders

Legislators
Press
State Court Admin.

© Trial Court Admin.

Clerks of Court
Probation
Public

Other

AL CA

21

N

13

CO . DC  FL
19

N
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O
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E
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o TABLET " .

~Judicial Planning Coﬁncil Composition, 1981 :

Jurisdiction ‘ k e

o

GO IL I0 KY MA MI MN MO NV NH NJ NC PA RI IN TX UT WA WI Wy

10 24 12

N W

(P

N =

o

N W

13

e i )

e

19

3
6
4

6

12

WP

27

ol

N

13 17 10

L
w
NN

e
gt

e

10 16

8.
1

[
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O U= N

11

5
3

9

13 .20 10

N
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[

o
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ok

9 23

4 2
2 13
2

17
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[

as

b.
c.
d.
e.

s O s SO s Y e

2 s g i s

. Advisory non-voting.

All attorneys.

‘Retired judges.

Administrative justice for trial courts.
Includes four attorneys, secretary of state, county gov't
organized labor representative

representative, attorney general, law professor, and
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Jurisdiction

_Alabama

California

Colorado

Dist. of Colum?ia‘

1 Florida &
- Geo:g?a

1§ Illinois

Iowa

E Kentucky

] Massachusetts
BI Michigan

g Minnesota

= B3

TABLE 8

Changes in JPC Composition®
1977-1981

Changes

Total increased from 17 to 21; one appgllate‘judge, two general
jurisdiction judges, and one limited jurisdiection judge added.

Total increased from 9 to 13; number of genmeral 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 judieial council. ,

Total increased from 23 to 24; two general jurisdiction judges
added; two limited jurisdiction judges added, as was one 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.

Totéi 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-
gsentatives 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 jurisdictidn Judge

were eliminated.
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Jurisdiction

o
&
>4

Missouri

,Nevada

7% New Hampshire

New Jefseﬁ

North Carolina

, Pennszlvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Texas

Washington

Wisconsin

Wyoming_

| TABLE 85

% Changes in JPC Compositiona o

/  1977-1981 g
Eheezég “
"No chﬂange o : 0

¥ 0 i
Total increased from 10 to 17; one appellate judge added; three
general Jurisdiction judges added; seven limited jurisdiction

“judg es added; representatives of the-bar association,-prosecutors,
public defenders, and state court administrator deleted.

Total increased from seven to 10; added were one limited jurdis-
diction ‘4udge, one bar association representative, and one local

' court administrator.

<

State court administrator added; one appellate judge deleted.

Total increased from 13 to 163 three bar association represen-
‘tdtives added.

TFtal dnereased from ‘10 to 11 one appellate judge added.

No chenge.m

| - _ g . ~ ' -
One appellate judge added; jone trial court administrator deleted.

‘,,Non'-e;:‘istent in l:‘t977.

No change.: -

Noneexistent in 1977. )

Total reduced from 24 to 23; state court administrator's staff no
longer represented; one: -public membér deleted; one trial court
administrator and -oné clerk of court added.

“Total increased from nine to X¥7; added were two limited juris-

diction judges, two legislators, one press representative, one

. eclerk of court, and one public member.

o N

o

a.‘viStates repmrting JPCs in 1977 but not in 1981, included Alaska, Montana,
'New Mexico, Oregon, South Carolina, and Vermont,

o=
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d PC | Functions .

As in 1977, the major JPC functions were plan preparatlon and
//',/ Loy

grant review, Some were branchlng out into project evaluation and
reeearch, espe01a11y the latter. .Elght of the thirty jurisdictions which
- reported on JPC functions in /,1'981 listed research, an increase of four

over 1977. Legislative and ]ud1c1a1 educatmn were other functions

3

reported by at least one “]ur1sdlct10n. Even w1th these changes, the =

JPCg\ primarily reported to the, supreme court, chief justice, or state

3 court administrétor, or to some combination of the three. Table 9
i shows JPC functions in 1981 and indicates the changes, if any, since
- 1977 ;
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TABLE 9 , . ! i )
Judicial Planning Councils ‘ ’ ' o
Functions 1981, Changes from 1977 o : it e
= o . . -
i o , Advisory -+ Advisory Advisory Grant
SR Jurisdiction To_Supreme Ct. To C.J. To SCA Review only Research Other Changes, if any, from 1977 |
° Alabama X X None
California None
S Colorado X X None
: ) Dist. of Columbia X X X None ;
o o d Florida X - No longer advisory to supreme ct.
‘ © Georgia Comprehensive planning for courts
only
Illinois X X " None
8 Towa X Non-existent in 1977 vt
Kentucky None
Louisiana °* No 1981 information
o Massachusetts X No longer reviewing annual plan
; ‘ Michigan X X None
“ Minnesota X X X Now also advisory to SC and CJ;
research added ©
. Misgouri X X X None
, ' Montana Defunct X
T, % Nevada X X X Now also advisory tg SC and SCA; ©
\ S PR : research added, aYong with , i
SR ’ LY . i “legislative drafting and Jud, RS
L L o, : New Hampshire : X o o Now also advisory to SCA, L
- . @ gg\y'. iyt : ! : , : no longer to SC R
’ e v : J‘ New Jersey , X X X None ‘ '
B K Lo f S
. l 6
X - T ; a. Including program evaluation. ‘ : e
st L i : SR b. Coordinate and administer grant-funded programs; also recommend programs, . e .
- o e e C o] c. Draft judicial 1egislation, oversee judicial education. ' : o
, :; ¢ . M — z i . IS . ,)/i“\
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TABLE 9 (continued) ' . 3 ’
Judicial Planning Councils , :
Functions 1981, changes from 1977 °
- Functions = TR R, <
“ : Advisory - Advisory Advisory Grant :
Jurisdiction To Supreme Ct. To C.J. To SCA Review only Research Other Changes, if any, from 1977 /
New Mexico . g Defunct v
North Carolina X X None
Oregon « Defunct
Pennsylvania X None
& Rhode Island ‘ X . T None .
Tennessee . . i X e None o _ ;
Texas ! X £ Non-existent in 1977 ‘ ~
Utah X X X X X Now also _advisory to CJ o & R -
Vermont Defunct /r’ai‘ » T
> Washington X = X X X Research ‘added ‘ // R .
Wisconsin X X X X%  Research added, also now g P
advisory to SC and SCA 7 ‘ el
g Wyoming X X X Research added, now advisory " R
to SC \ . Sl
: ) <;.3v, . " .
L o } N g : . / ‘
¥ d. Advisory to Governor's Crime Commission, ‘ : e
‘ e. - Also grant rview. ST
f. ~Advisory to Judicial Council. ‘ ‘ ; o o , REE G
g« Advisory to Judi_cial Conference for mlo'ng-range planning and project oversight. X - ST
g S > . ‘ i N (.4//‘ ) o ool e
Y, o .QV 0 “ :, . - ‘
W ‘CJ f_\: N ) e N s
3 - : - v
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N ] o -or . a port1on thereof to - other acti‘vities" a prime example is A e
. 'y . . o s - B : - .
; o e 4 i : : »Connnectmut. In 1977 there were mne plannmg staff members, some
Planning FS taff 1981 ’ﬁ R ™ " mvolved pnmanly in the conversmn to a one-level trial court., By
e . It is not possible in a meaningful way to describe planning staff LI |, (I 1981 four of these staff members were transferred to operat10na1
o R ~ size in 1981 in tabular form, because of the transformations which tookm ] | positions, the conversion havmg taken place, ,_ ,
l\ . . 388 = S N
. place between 1977 ‘and 1981 These changes took several forms.. In - o | By ;1981’ twenty—two Junsdwtmnsr”“ld be.‘identified - as eng‘aging._ﬁ |
B A | n. .. ) R - . .
» some ]umsdmtmns, planning staff was absorbed by other AOC units; in in broadened planmng activities relating to the system as a whole.

These included: ‘Colorad'o, _Connecticut, District ‘of Columbia, Florida‘l,;
’ ‘ ! [

v others, planning staff was eb.mlnated and staff functlons assumed by ;F ahosl o , _
other AOC units, if assumed at all; in still ;ot‘hers, ‘planning staff [ i 55 ‘ . ldaho, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan‘,‘Minnesota,f Missouri, Nevada, 3
i activities were broadened Qcon”siderably into researcl'i, 'management [ . E S New“rHamP'S_hire’“ New  York, \Nort‘h Carolina, Ii’_ennsylvania?b Rhode®
- A analysis, program ;evaluation, and '.statistic'alg collection and analysls. - ; Isléh@s ,Tennessee, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,* ‘Washington, and <
These activities were usually " concerned with overall judicial system ” | Wi)sconsin.' / 5 |
operatlons /end not limited to federal grants. " | | . : “..
The ehmmatmn or gradual reductlon of federal funds speclflcally oo “ N B Planmng Budgets in FY1981
“vifor planmng ha d a pronounc’h offect on plaunlng‘ Ctafs act1v1ty and size mﬁ 8 4 S - _ Twenty-s1x Jumsdlctmns prov1ded budget 1nformat1on for FY1981 ”
in a number of ]ur1sd1ctlons The elimination or reductmn in federal’ ’,.:j‘ ,_”;" wi ' / ~as shown in . Table 10# This total excludes exght ,states ,’ that had C
fundmg for plannmg was not the only reason for change, nor was the o ] | 1 .separate budget_’svf er Dplanning in’ _19.'77,‘ but, inj 1981, either hadv o : '1;""“‘ |
ava11ab111ty of state fundmg as partial or total replacement.for .federal - _ planniqgf funding cOmbined w1th some vother 'act\ivity or eliminated
fund's, although it too w‘as important 'Rvatkhler, i a lnum‘ber of ; fz i entirely. lt also includes five jurisdictiOns, tha__t‘//hadv\ no separate “
]urlsdlctlons the planmng functlon had ‘been broadened to cover related /Tvk S planning budget in 1977. , ) e ;,
disciplines and to involve all /Jud1c1al system act1v1t1es, not Just those .' B | o Florlda had the h1ghest budget by far, $507 346. In.all, there ‘
o relate d to fe deral grants.' [ : : - : i i e j i were nine ]umsdlctmns with budgets in_ excess of $100,000, as comparedw ‘ Y
Between 1977 of 1981, eleven states had a- reduct1on in- plannmg e ,»mth six . in 1971, ;O_Iﬂy. five of the twenty-five 4]ur1sd.1ct1‘ons ‘had-
‘staff as such, and twelve had an increase. In the other ']urlsdlctlons : | j | ‘budgets of less than $50 ”0003; indicating thatkmost of those reporting |
"respondmg to the questlonnaure, staff size remamed the same, 1nclud1ng‘ s -eitherc had federal. funds in addition to the $50, '006 made available
those that had no planmng pos1t1ons in 1977 and none in 1981, e. g.,,bf o cl specr.fically for planmng, or: else they had partial or - total state‘
g Indlana, Ohlo, and Oklahoma. Some states transferred planmng staff | e" [ : = , ,fundlng. : The median. budget for the twenty-ftve ]unsd1ct10ns was \ |
41 ] ‘ v




"“$87 977,

: computed, because the results would have been skewed cons1derably by

Budget Compansons FY1977 and FY1981

e B i i g o s s i g e e L e it Y s T e e

The : mean was ‘not

a

as compared W1th $50 000 m 1977

' Flomda's large b_udget. - |

p N

Table 11

Connectlcut to a low. of $11,542 in Mame

( operat1ons .

= offset by state fundmg

Twelve ]umsdmtlons which had planning budgets both in 1977 and a5

1981 had a“ decrease in 1981 and sixteen had 1ncreases, as shown in

Seven of the twelve states with decreases had zero fundmg
in 1981 because federal fundmg had \stopped and was not replaced \

A

F1ve of these states
planmng functlon was absorbed by another d1v151on of the AOC

f The amount of decreases ranged from a h1gh of $53 000
In actuahty, Connectxcut'

decrease re presented a transfer of four posmons from -planning to

percent in those states whlch lost but d1d not replace federal fundlng

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

: was $41 808, and the average percent of decrease was 66 .7 percent.

Elght of the state w1th budget decreases 1nd1cated total statef

' fundmg, but this meant fundmg for tbe AOC which absorbed planmng

indicated that the

The percentage of decrease ranged from a h1gh of 100‘

m ,five states (Montana, Newr Memco, Oregon, Washington, _‘and

Wyoming, the other three were Alabama,r Connecticut,~ and Ng}rth
. @ =2

Carohna) Two states w1th decreases reported part1a1 state fundmg

- (Cahforma and Tennessee), and two reported no state fundmg (Mame )

; and South Carohna) e ‘._:; CEAR S v' oo

was from a thh of $81 400 in- Vermont to a low of $7 743 in Utah The :

R

Among the s1xteen ]umsd1ct1ons /th budget increases, the range'

S ~ ‘ ‘ #

1

=

&

S et

A

&

.a low of 12.5 percent in Ilhn01s.

total
. Vermont,
«( Colorado, Ill1n01s, Maryland M1ssour1,

Pennsylvama,

: percent of 1ncrease ranged from a high of 462. 5 percent in Vermont to

The medlan amount -of 1ncrease was

$31 311 and the median percent of increase was 49.2.

Slx states with budget 1ncreases between- 1977 and 1981 reported

state fundmg (Kansas, Massachusetts,, Mlcmgan, ~Minnesota,

and V1rg'm1a) N1ne states reported part1a1 state fundmg

New Hampsh1re, ‘New Jersey,

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

reported no state fundmg

o
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State

Alabama
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dist of Col.

sFlorida

Georgia .
Illinois

Iowa

Kansas
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nevada
New Hampshire

~ New Jersey )

North-Carclina

. Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
Tennessee
Texas

.- Utah

Vermont
Virginia

£

TABLE 10

' Planning Budgets, FY1981

o

| Equip.

d. Includes consultants.

'b.  Includes travel.
e. Breakdown not reported.

d,  Judicial council.

45

e

e, Included 1n overall AOC appropriation.

Total Personnel ' Operating Travel & Furn. Other .
'§ 37,211 § 26,429 § 1,270 . § 8,462 § 1,050 o
65,826 41,655 12,210 11,328 633 :
104,594 95,703 2,103 6,788 - oo
108,700 97,200 10,000 1,200 . 300 ;
31,872 31,872 b o
507,346 347,468 132,752 27,126
24,557° , : R
175,000 126,222 20,416 15,832 30§ 12,500
42,868 36,153 3,365 3,350
150,015 91,045 58,780 ' 190
136,500 135,000 : 1,500
95,220 90,220 e 5,000 e
87,977 77,982 5,139 4,856
172.000°
72,112 19,412 50,000 2,700
30,000 23,598 2,927 3,400 75
50,700 45,000 3,700 1,500 500
74,677 69,927 3,750 850 150
108,568 107,503 1,065 I
75,000 - 60,000 7,500 7,500
93,180 93,180 " |
100,000 80,000 115,000 5,000
52,000 28,000 24,000.
57,743 47,748 7,795 2,200
99,000 95,000 e 4,000 e R
62,963 56,963 . e : 6,000

Nen:

7y

o

T R erddeng

s
. = :P

e
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. : o

11

State

- Alabama

California
Colorado
Connecticut
pist. of Col.
Florida
Georgila

 11linois

Towa

Kansas -

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri

‘Montana

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

North Carolina

Oregon ,
Pennsylvania -

-Rhode Island

So. Carolina

- Tennessee

Texas
Utah.
Vermont
Virginia

~Washington,

Wisconein
Wyoming

,Totél
1977

$ 50,000

90,000
33,500
161,700
a
a
C-a
155,555
a
109,363
11,542
60,000
83,527 .
50,000
103,333
50,000
50,000

19,755

41,000
57,605
50,000
126,912
50,000
45,000
60,558
50,000
110,000
a
50,000
17,600
39,922
33,616
25,000
50,000

‘Tdtal
_ 1981

o

TABLE 11

Judieial Planhing
Budget Comparison,
 FY1977-1981 .

;$ 37,211

65,826
104,594
108,700

31,872
507,346

24,557
175,000

- 42,868

150,015

(e
136, 500
95,220
87,977
172,000
72,112

=
30,000
50,700

74, 677f

108, 568‘

2p-¢
75,000

93, 180‘

“lo-¢
100,000
52,000
57,743
99,000
62,963
2ot
d

_s_ .
($12 789)
( 24,174)

71,094

' §;53»°°°)

19,445
40,652

( 11,542

76,500
11,693
37,977
68, 867
22,112

( 50,000)

10,245

9,700

17,072

¢ 50, 000)

( 18,344)
( 50,000)

30,000
32,622
( 50,000)

( 10,000)
7,743

81,400

23,041
(33,616)

(50,000)

o

rDifference 1977-81"

(25.6)

(26.9)
F7

212.2
(32.8)

12.5

37.2
(100.0)

16.9
75.9

66.4 -

44,2

© (100.0)

15.2
23.7-
29,6
(100.0)
( 14.4)
(100.0)
66.7
54.1
(100.0)
( .9

15.5

462.5

57/7
(100.0)

(100.0)

FY 1981

RYuZEaYHaaaY Sy Y2y Hd YA

W g g T
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L
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a. FY1979 was first year of funding reported on questionnaire.

b.  FY1978.

¢. Planning function absorbed by AOC.

T - Total state funding.
P - Partial state funding.
- N No state funding.
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"d.  Now part of court operations budget, can not be broken out.
e. _As part of administrative office, but may be scaled-down effort.
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than they were in 1977,

~ each model d1v1ded into subcategones

state funded for 'planning,

s : ;subsequent iyeg,rs *

Summary
By 1981 the patterns of state planmng act1v1ty were more clear

‘ Three bas1c models could be dlscerned w1th

o

e}

(1) Planmng as a separate actnnty was defunct, although the

absorptlon of at least some of the plannmg functmn by other units of
fThe JPCs, if in existence in prlor years, ‘were

"Both

the. AOC was reported.

terminatedh 80 planmng in 1981 was strlctly a staff activity.

' state-funded and nonstate-funded ]umsdlctmns are included in this

category‘.
- (2) Planmng was - contmued more or less at the same level of

fundmg, but plannmg act1v1t1es were expandmg to 1nclude judicial

system concerns other than federal grants. These 3umsd1ct10ns usually

had part1a1 or total state fundlngs, but a small number were still opera-

tlng totally w1th federal funding. To contlnue beyond 1981 total state

funding would be required, This model contaJned both state-funded

and nonstate—funded ]umsdlctmns, some with JPC's still in emstence and

~ others without JPCs. o o - o ;

(3) Planning was contmued at a hlgher level of act1v1ty encompass-

1ng a broad array of ]ud1c1a1 system concerns, rather than bemg hmlted
to ’federally—funded pro]ects,
had JPCs, but others did mot.
and included both ks'tate-f‘unded and

non—state-funded ]urlsdlctlons. To ma.yintain. or "increase the level of

plannmg act1v1ty achleved 1n 1981 would requ1re “total state fundmg in

o 47” L

Some Junsdlctlons ,m this category stﬂl%

All of them were partially or totally

L.
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: thh LEAA fundmg

_ent1t1es as indicated by the questlonnmres.

V. The Future of Judicial Planning

&

| Introductlon
Many have assumed that ]ud1c1a1 plannmg' capabilities would vamsh
v Th1s chapter reviews the future of planning
The remamder of the
chapter vgill discuss the ‘need, arising from limited resources, for some

form of planning capability wgithin each court system.

Future Plans for J PCs

' : staff, authority and functlons1

‘non-state, funded jurisdictions.

The questlonnalres asked for the future plans of JPCs, plannmg
This was an open-ended question, and,

unfortunately, very few juri_sdictions responded in any detail.

follows is a description, ,based_c’inrlimited ‘r,espon‘ses, of the 'future of

judicial planning entities.

‘This discussion is diirid,ed ‘intokres_ponses from state-funded and

that exists_after the demise of federal involvement is more extensive

and comprehensive in :state-fundéd courts than in non-state-funded

jurisdictions.

0

1. - Since the questlonnmre, was &stnbuted in early 1981, ‘many
responses indicated that they were ungertain of the future, at

. least some of these may now be in a_ t:osmon to answer in more

: detml. ,

48
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Qne could assume that the planning
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Staff, Tables 12 and 13’ illustrate the plans for JPC staff in rstate

‘funded and non-state-funded jurisdictions. The tables draw a

dikstinction between those states that indiéated that the planning
7

~ function was to contmue 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 durmg fedezal

’fundmg, versus those states where the functions or " staff were

absorbed into the ex1st1ng structure of the administration of the courts.

7

In any case, both categones indicate th{ t some form of planmng will

‘continue. o E

. Only six of the thu‘ty-nme states respondmg to the questmns
indicated that there would be no planning staff after 1981, It is

surprising that five of those states were state funded.

|

Y

,,,,,

S : .

Loy

=

‘) i { -’i R - b

N

\
\
" TABLE 12 - o
’ Future Plans for Planning Staff
in State~Funded Jurisdictions
Post 1981+
Staff ;
Jurisdiction Continue Absorbed None
Alabama X
Colorado Xa
Conﬂecticut Xb
Kansas . X a
Kentucky X
Maine a
Maryland " X
Massachusetts X
Michigan X
Missouri X
New Hampshire X
New Mexico d X
New York X
North Carolina X E
Oregon X
Rhode Island i
South Dakota ) X
Utah.
Vermont Xa 5
Virginia X
West. Virginia X
~ Vyoming: X ‘
. Dist. of Col. X

Combined with research.

a.

b.  Judicial Council staff.

c. Never a separate planning unit.
d. Combined with other functions.

50
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TABLE, 13-

; oo Futdre Plans for Planning Staff
’ : in NonState-Funded Jurisdictions
Post 1981
Staff

Jurisdiction Continue Absorbed None
California :

*Florida X

. Georgla
" 1daho x2

Illdnois
Towa X

~ Minnesota X

 Montana : %2
Nevada X ‘
New Jersey =~ X
Pennsylvania " X
South, Carolina X2
Tennessee ) .
Texas ‘ - X
Washington X

Wisconsin S X

51
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‘ . Activities.  The responses to this question were difficult to
ﬁ categorize. M‘e{ny stateé responded that they intend  to céntinue
1 long-range planning activities.  Others talked about integrating
ﬂ planning into overall administratign of the court system. Finally,
| E several states indicated. that Othey no longer had a planning body, but
- ©» some form of planning activities were carried out. ) '
I ” | What is clear is that plann'ing has become an integrated function of
. most administrative offices. S)tate-funded systems seem to emphasize C;\
1 the advisory nature of the ("plgmning function, with “.eight of . the
E - twenty-three juriédictions indicating the advisory “functions of their
g planning bodies. |
ﬁ  Non-state-funded jurisdictions wei;e somewhat. vague about the
" future of their planning bodies ,_ with most indicating a continuation of v
i long-range  planning. Cy Two  non-state-funded jurisdictions o are .‘
. integ;'ating plai'{zjning into their management and budgeting functions. i
B e Four “‘state—funded coudrt sj;'st:a“ms are _taking ‘the more comprehensive
L view of piannin’lg' by integrating it with manage‘m;ant‘ and budgeta. | N
! .‘ . Tab}es  14 ax}d 15 illustrate the vresponses to the question It
B l “ concerriing the future activities of. planning bodies. ’ "
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TABLE 14

O

Future Plans for JPC Activities in State—Funded Jurisdictions (Poét 1981)

U

Policy’

. Research
& Advise

Activities

(3

& Proced.

Deéelopment Publie - ) .
of Rules Education/ Grant Management

Jurisdiction

Alabama X
Colorado

Connecticut

Kansas? .
Kentuaky ‘

Maine . L
Maryland™ .
Massachusetts
Michigan ‘

Missouri

New Hampshire

Néw Mexico

New York'

Notrth Carolina .
Oregon N
Rhode Island X
South Dakota

Utah

Vermont a

Virginia a

West Virginia

Wyoming

Dist. of Col.

Y

N

‘Formulation Statistics

- : X
xh ’ S X

b

SCA/SC

Plahning“

X

54 5d 24 54

=

s
e
¥

; X
X X " ‘

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

b.
the Supreme Court,

JPC had grant review authorit

y only. The staff now serves the -Judicial Counci%\which is an ﬁdvisory body to

c. Includes facilities planning and trainingl'

d. Maine and Maryland were pllot states,
‘e, Emphasizes trial court operations, : :
f. Includes committees on the civil, criminal, and juvenile codes, family law,
Includes trial court administrators.

B

h. - Inzludes annual report.-
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Jurisdictien

California -
Florida
-Georg%a
Idaho
Illinois
Iowa
Minnesota
Montana
Nevada

New Jersey

. &1 Pennsylvania

South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas.

- Washington
Wisconsin

O &8 & B &3 o
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TABLE 15

Fufhre Plans for JPC Activities in State-Funded Jurisdictiohs

S
Ny

Research

Policy & Advise

SCA/SC

Activities

Development
of Rules
Planning

FormulationVStatistics

/////

Public
Education/ Grant Management
Commun.

(Post 1981)

& Proced,

ala

=2

e leRaie
09 h 0

]
>4

a. States which do not have a JPC, but which’conduct planning activities.
b. Idaho develops an administrative plan, thus planning activities may encompass all categories.

c. Will attempt to integrate planning and budgeting; also includes judicial education and legislation.

d. Primarily concerned with legislative and state bar liaison.
e, Includes seeking federal foundation funds, 1udicia1 education; and 1egislation.

f. '~ Function
g, Planning

assumed by Judicial Council,
council not to be reestablished.

h.  JPC aboliihed, established a new Board of Judicial Administration.
i.  Includes bench books. :

Reviw Budget/Admin. None Unknown
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S court order .

T et e et e D e

. Authority,

8 the future authority of planmng bodies. Of ‘those

)

respondmg, four (Alabama, Mlchigan,

New Jersey,

Colorado 1s operating under a chief ]ustice order

. Carohna 5 planmng body is estabhshed pursuant to statute.

a

and Pennsylvama, the plannmg function 1s carrled out by the ]ud1c1al

‘ counc1l o Ty

. While not many states responded to the question, 1t was assumed

: that those states w1th plannmg e...CthltleS, as. 1nd1cated in Tables 14 and

15 are . operatmg u*ider the same authority as they dld when they were

_first estabhshed unless they indicated otherwise.

- HI dehneates ‘the authonty for the JPCs estabhshed 1n 1977

12 -15 - that plannmg, u{\xsome

While the questionnaires dld not 1ndicate the future plans for JPCs

o '(_,

1n as much detail as the authors would hke, 1t is . clear from Tables

form, ~is. ahve and well 1n most

]urisdlctmns : Future studles in- this area should address the extent . of

v1ntegration of the planmng function w1th other adm1n1strat1ve functions

~in-state’ court systems

[eg
SO Sl . o . .

Planmng A V1ta1 Admmlstrative Functlon :

: In an Era of L1m1ted Resources

, 0
ThlS monograph has attempted to outhne the extent to wh1ch state
k court systems developed planmng capabih‘ues w1th available federal

,funds.~ The authors have also 1nd1cated that while the absence of

federal fands has, in some mstances, reduced the amount of st’aff

Very few states responded to the 3uestion concerning :
]urlsdictmns

and Wisconsm)

N orth

sIn Kansaq"

Table 3 in Chapter'

P sy s

: happened ‘to affect

~“which state‘ court systems

available for planning,

most jurisdictions have incorporated planning -

" into the overall administration of the courts‘

E Smce the questionnaire was f1rst distributed a. year ago, much has

]ud1c1al admmistration throughout the country

’ : Spendmg hmitations, major federal and state budget cuts, and hirmg

freezes have, in some 1nstances, severely handlcapped governmental

functlons. Courts are not 1m'nune from th1s phenomenon.

The questionnaire did not address the 1mpact of reduced funding
in any detail, nor did it ask for 1nformation concermng the ways in

are planmng for d1m1n1shed resources.

"_I‘hus; 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 t1me when court workloads are

growing at an unprecedented rate ‘

: The authors. dssume, through limited obServation, that few court
systems are "planning for 'diminis'hed resources.
being done 1n this area is 'probably‘ beingt‘ carried out by legislative"

‘ committees looklng at such issues an 1ncreased docket fees, alternat1ves_

to dispute resolution, and more extenswe use of para]udges in 11m1ted

o and special ]urisd1ct10n courts

While leglslatlve studies may produce econom1cal alternatives to.
current .court operations, ]udic1al admmistrators are remiss if they are

‘not rev1ew1ng thelr own operatlons for poss1b1e cutbacks

Planmng staff and planning bodies, where they st1ll ex1st, are the_

ideal ent1*1es : to °conduct ‘this rev1ew.-

successful plannmg (pohcy ana1y51s, evaluatmn, and programmmg)

Any planning that is-

The expertise needed for




2

mentloned in Chapter 1 ‘are those sk111s necessary to assmt ]UdlClal“

admmlstrators in the dlfﬁcult tasks that he ahead, ¥

In addmon to ma]or procedural changes, areas which should be
rev1ewed 1nclude | |

A. Personnel Services

©° 1) Number employed

‘ '2)  Classifications
- 8) Vacancy savings
4) Workload standards

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

C. Travel
‘ 1) Use of: telephone conferencmg . R
- 2) Better case scheduhng in rural areas s 3

D. . Use of Automatmn

1) Cost-benefit ana1y51s

2) Evaluation of alternatlves o
E. Faclhtles

1)  Space. standards

2) Long-range plans

Those ‘court systems whlch 1ntegrate the plamnng functlon 1nto the -
adm1n1strat1ve structure of court operatmns, for the purpose of‘

planmng for reduced resources, may well be the new leaders in ]udlclal‘

admlmstratlon
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 APPENDIX A

PLANNING QUESTIONNAIRE

How many staff are involved in the planning function today?

In 19772

. Where is the planning staff located with the administrative
Vistructure of the AOC?

A separate unit
With Budgeting

With Research &
Development

Other (explain)

Describe the job responsibility of each person on the’ planning'

staff.

Position

Responsibility

S

e
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9‘0

10.

11.

12.
i~

o

the coststumedV

\;‘H.» .i1 . R - - o e - 1% o o B S 7(_)“ _(MV ‘. . ‘;"‘*J -
R 1
T nl 1B
4. ‘What was the planning budget in 1977, and in the last two c ) T g
of LEAA fundmg" : , L8 TREt MO yesrs N !,,\ R
L 19_77 1979 1981 J o
Personnel . R $ $ H L |
' ‘Op'erating | - R
, ‘ Travel H o E{
g Equip. and Furniture ) [
TOTAL U | |
,. 5.  What is your 1981 planning budget? U = { :
5 ' , ‘ o ‘
Personnel $ , [ E
Operating $ ~
Travel $ f: r
Equip: and Furn. $ < o | .
6.. Of the 1981 budget, how much is federal and how much is state? s «>~~
Federal $ . | e L.
A : ‘ = ** Fon
‘ “State $ 3 8
’ ) » (|
; ol .
7. Have the costs of the plannmg funct1on been assumed by the i
o - state? ¥
- U Partially - R
e Totally IR
- B ‘Not at all o
oo 8. If you respo‘nde'd "Partially," explain the "cufybaeks;',"ﬁ ’ T - Tl |
“'.if“a : ﬁ’ 3 ‘,’.k'./'
i : g .j X {//

- If you answered "Partially" or "Totally" to question 8, when were,
(the effectlve ‘dates)

Was the planning function in your state funded by LEAA part B

funds? Yes

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

No

If so, indicate the number of members in each categorv in 1977 |
and today.
1977 1981 L

App}kellate Judges
General Jui'isdiction Judges
Limited Jurisdiction Judges

Other Judges (explain)

Bar Association
Representatives

Prosecutors

'Public Defenders

,Legislators |
Press

State Court
Adm1n1strat1ve Staff

Local Court Admimstrators ;

Clerks of Court

Probation

"y

o
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Other Correctional ~ .. . o 1 M 7, ‘ . )
- , Personnel (explain) - , : - e Other or Combination of Above (explain) : "
’ ' . g ' | s - ; . ' ‘
. o & : ¥ . . i . ’ .
@ a R i L ‘ U = ’
. 5 B b ¢ ey ’ | ' - - - e
i it - !
N o i “”1 @ ¢
@ o ”— i; < =,

Public ; o SRR R | | : | | | T R

) Other (explain)
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'15. To whom is the JPC responsible?

- ‘ . 9

F

| o ‘ o e State Court Administrator .
; - | | )
) & , a . - Supreme Court - o : 0
| [ o i o Ottier (explain) « »
13. By what authority was the JPC (JCC) established? BN B E[‘ & N . ’ - .
. ) . . RN . s ” . o ,

N
a ; 5

)

R

f . . - s o

14. Which statements describe the function of the JPC (ICC) in 1977 ] o | - ' : : | : ,

s 3

and today?

1977 1981

I3

T ¥ o

Advisoryuto Supreme Court. , S \ e : ; : R

Q

Advisory to Cl;)lief Justice : ‘ ‘ | \7 I ’ , - L

a7

Advisory to State Court .;’-&d'min)istrator C . ‘ ’ R [T R A - st o , . i r\ )

®  Grant Review Only .
‘ a ‘ . R @ - ... . o N
. ’ i & [
R RIS Research Group [ BTN BRI ; :
S : . IR : [ g © )
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