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INTRODuc~rION 

The Judicial Council of California 

The Judicial Council of California is required by 
the Constitution to survey the condition of business 
in state courts and to report and make appropriate 
recommendations to the Governor and the Legisla­
ture. (Cal. Const., art. VI, sec. 6.) This 1983 Judicial 
Council Report contains the council's report to the 
1983-1984 Regular Session of the Legislature. 

Continuing the practice that started in the Nine­
teenth Biennial Report, the Annual Report of the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, the staff agency 

serving the council, is also included. The Annual Re­
port contains summaries of the continuing activities 
of the Judicial Council and its staff during 1982. It also 
includes detailed statistical data on the volwne of 
business in all the courts for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1982. 

* JI. * 
The 1983 Annual Report was produced under the general editorial 
supervision of Lynn Holton, Public Information Officer, Adminis­
trative Office of the Courts. 

Constitutional and Statutory Provisions 
for the Judicial Council 

The Judicial Council was originally provided 
for in section la of article VI of the State Consti­
tution adopted November 2, 1926. This section 
was amended November 8, 1960. On November 
8, 1966, a revised article VI was adopted and the 
provisions of former section la were amended 
and renumbered as section 6, and further re­
vised November 5, 1974, to read: 

Sec. 6. The Judicial Council consists of the Chief J us­
tice and one other judge of the Supreme Court, 3 judges 
of courts of appeal, 5 judges of superior courts, 3 judges 
of municipal ~ourts, and 2 judges of justice courts, each 
appointed by the ChiefJustice for a 2-year term; 4 mem­
bers of the Sta.te Bar appointed by its governing body for 
2-year terms; and one member of each house of the 
Legislature appointed as provided by the house. 

Council membership terminates if a member ceases 
to holC'the position that qualified the member for ap­
pointment. A vacancy shall be filled by the appointing 
power for the remainder of the term. 

The council may appoint an Administrative Director 
of the Courts, who serves at its pleasure and pex:forms 
functions delegated by the council or ~hief Justice, 

1\ 

other than adopting rules of court administration, prac­
tice and procedure. 

To improve the administration of justice the council 
shall survey judicial business and make recommenda­
tions to the courts, make recommendations annually to 
the Governor and Legislature, adopt rules for court ad­
ministration, practice and procedure, not inconsistent 
with statute, and perform other functions prescribed by 
statute. 

The Chief Justice shall seek to expedite judicial busi­
ness and to equalize the work of judges. The Chief Jus­
ti~e may provide for the assignment of any judge to 
another court but only with the judge's consent if the 
court is of lower jurisdiction. A retired judge who con­
sents may be assigned to any court. 

Judges shall report to the Judicial Council as the Chief 
Justice directs concerning the condition of judicial busi­
ness in their courts. They shall cooperate with the coun­
cil and hold court as assigned. 
Other constitutional provisions dealing with the 

Judicial CQUDcil or the Chief Justice are foUnd in 
article VI, sections 15 and 18(f). There are also a 
nwnber of statutory provisions referring to the Judi­
cial Council. * 

• Statutory provisions are found in: Civ. Code ~~ 70, 3259, .(001, 4359, 4363, 4363.1, 4363.2, 4450, 4lS03, 4530, 4551, 4552, 4556, 4701; Code Civ. Proc. ~~ 75, 77, ll6, 
ll7.1, 117.8, ll7.10,.170.6,170.8,l!Olll,204b, 004<1, 394, 404,404.3, 404.7, 404.8, 412.20, 415.00, 422.40, 425.12, 429.40, 431.40, 472a, 482.030, ~.230, 516.010, 516.020, 
527.6; Evid. Code .~;~1; CO ... Code ~~ 69752, 69796, 69801,69894.3, 69899.5, 70045.2, 701M6.3, 10048, 70ll4, 70128, 7100, 7ll80.4, 71601.3, 71610, 71700, 71702, 
71703, 717<M, 72194.5>i'!'Z74, 72450, 72602.14, 7260U, 72624, 72631, 73105, 73106, 74748, 74903, 75002, 75003, '75028, 75036, 75060.6; Pen. Code ~~ 853.9, 1029, 
1038,1050, 1053,1170, li'i~\l, 1170.3, ll70,4,ll70;ti,ll70.6, 1213.5, 1235, 1238.5, 1239,1241, 1246, 12471c, 1269b,l269d,l468,1471, 1506, 15a7, 3041,13810,13825, 
13830,13833,14003, 1410lrProll. Code f§ 303,1232,1233,1456, 1464, 1491; Veh. Code §§ 40513,40600,40653, 40610(d); Welf. &: Inst. Code ~§ 264--M. 
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The Judicial Council of the State of 
California 1 

HON. ROSE ELIZABETH BIRD 
Chief Justice of California 

Chairperson of the Judicial Council 
State Building, San Francisco 

HON. ALLEN E. BROUSSARD 2 

Associate Justice, Supreme Court 
State Building, San Francisco 
HON. GERALD BROWN 3 

Presiding Justice, Court of Appel,!! 
Fourth Appellate District, Division One 
San Diego 
HON. SIDNEY FEINBERG 4 

Associate Justice, Court of Appeal 
First Appellate District, Division Three 
San Francisco 

HON. VAINO H. SPENCER 
Presiding Justice, Court of Appeal 
Second Appellate District, Division One 
Los Angeles 

HON. RICHARD W. ABBE 
Judge of the' Superior Court 
Shasta County, Redding 

HON. FLORENCE BERNSTEIN 
Judge of the Suparior CoUrt 
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles 

HON. DONALD B. CONSTINE 
Judge of the Superior Court 
San Francisco County, San Francisco 

HON. RICHARD HODGE 5 

Judge of the Superior Court 
Alameda County, Oakland 

HON. RICHARD A. IBANEZ 
Judge of the Superior Court 
Los Angeles County, Los Angeles 

HON. ERICH AUERBACH 
Judge of the Municipal Court 
Los Angeles Municipal Court District , 
Los Angeles 

\ 

HON. ANN MARIE CHARGIN 
Judge of the Municipal Court. 
Stockton Municipal Court District 
Stockton 
HON. EARLJ. CANTOS 6 

Judge of the Municipal Court 
San Diego Municipal Court District 
San Diego 

HON. RICK S. BROWN 
Judge of the Justice Court 
Solvang Justice Court District 
Solvang 

HON. VIVIAN QUINN 
Judge of the Justice Court 
Second Justice Court District 
Columbia 
HON. OMER L. RAINS 7 

Senator, 18th District 
Santa Barbara/Ventura 
HON. ELIHU M. HARRIS 8 

Assemblyman, 13th District 
Oakland 
MR. PETER J. HUGHES 9 

Attorney at Law 
San Diego 
MR. JOSEPH C. HURLEY 10 

Attorney at Law 
North Hollywood 
MR. W. ROBERT MORGAN 10 

Attorney at Law 
San Jose 

MR. CLAYTON R. JANSSEN 9 

Attorney at Law 
Eureka 

MR. RALPH J. GAMPELL 
Administrative Director of the Courts 
and Secretary of the Judicial Council 
San Francisco 

1 Except as otherwise indicated, members were appointed by the Chief Justice on February 1, 1981 for two-year terms expiring January 31, 1983. 
2 Appointed by the Chief Justice on September 14, 1981 for a term expiring January 31, 1983, vice Hon. Mathew O. Tobriner. 
3 Appointed by the Chief Justice on March 9, J981 for a term expiring January 31, 1983, vice Hon. Stephen K. Tamura. 
• Appointed by the Chief Justice on 'March 9, 1981 for n term expiring January 31, 1983, vice Hon. Wakefield Taylor. 
S Appointed by the Chief Justice'on September 14, 1981 for a term expiring January 31, 1983, vice Hon. Allen E. Broussard, whose membership as a superior 

court judge terminated on his elevl.uon to the Supreme Court of Galifomia. , 
6 Appointed by tht: Chief Justice on March,S, 1982 for a term expiring January 31, 1983, vice Hon. Harold Ellis Shabo, whose membership as a municipal court 

judge terminated on his elevation to the Los Angeles County Superior Court. 
1 Appointed by the Senate Rules Committee pursuant to article VI, section 6 of the Constitution and Senate Rule 13 of the 1981-82 Regular Session of the 

Legislature. . 
8 Appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly pursuant. to article VI, section 6 of the Constitution and subdivision (L) of Assembly Rule 26 of the 1981-82 Regular 

Session of the Legislature. . , 
9 Appointed by the State Bar Board of Governors for a two-year term expiring January 31, 1983. 
10 Appointed. by the State Bar Board of G(;lVernOrs for a two-year term expiring January 31, 1984. 
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Committee of Administrative 
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Han. John T. Racanelli 
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Han. Martin Rothenberg 
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Han. Earl J. Cantos 
Han. Isabel R. Cohen 
Mr. Richard Crow 
Mr. Terence Mix 
Mr. Arnold Pefta 
Mr. Mike Tamony 

Economical Litigation Review 
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Han. Richard Schauer, Chairperson 
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Han. Hollis G. Best 
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Han. Candace D. Cooper 
Han. Norman L. Epstein 
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Han. David M. Rothman 
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Ms. Lynn E. Hall 
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Committee on Basic In-Service Training 
Program for Entry Level Deputy Clerks 
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Mr. Ernest Melonas 
Mr. Robert J. Steiner 
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Weighted Caseload System 
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Advisory Committee on Complex Litigation 
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1983 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGLSLATURE 3 

Chapter 1 

SENTE~NCING PRACTICES 
ANNUAL REPORT 

California's determinate sentencing law, in Penal 
Code section 1170.6, requires the Judicial Council to 
"continually study and review the statutory sent­
ences and the operation of existing criminal penal­
ties" and report its findings to the Governor and 
Legislature. It also requires reports on proposed 

legislation affecting felony sentences. 
Reports on bills affecting felony sentences are for­

warded to the Governor and Legislature during each 
legislative session by the Administrative Director of 
the Courts under authority delegated by the Judicial 
Council. 

I. BACKGROUND 

Summaries of the determinate sentencing law 
(Stats.1976, ch. 1139, as amended) and of the Judicial 
Council's responsibilities under it have appeared in 

prior annual reports. This year's report, as last year's, 
will focus on new developments relating to sentenc­
ing. 

II. IM"'.(CT OF NEW LAW ON JUDICIAL SYSTEM 
. AND SENTENCING PROCESS 

In previous reports, it was noted that coincidental­
ly with the July 1, 1977, operative date of the new 
sentencing law,. dispositions by trial began to de­
crease and guilty pleadncreased relative to total dis­
positions in super-ior courts, and it was suggested that 
the change might be related to the new law. Data for 
1981-82 show that guilty pleas increased an addition­
al 0.8 percent of total dispositions; but the reduction 
in trials was offset by a decrease in pretrial dismissals, 
so that trials were 11.7 percent of total dispOSitions, 
almost the same as the previous year's 11.1 percent 
dispositions by trial. Trials, therefore, remain about 
five percent lower than the 16.5 percent of total dis­
positions before determinate sentencing. 

Had the previous pattern continued, the 1981-82 
dispositions would have required 10,065 trials instead 
of 7,138, and there would have been about 42,700 
guilty pleas instead of 47,664. Comments made in 
previous reports still appear to be applicable: 

• The indicated shift of about 3,000 cases per year 
from dispositions by trial to dispositions by guilty 
plea is reducing overall time for criminal cases in 
superior courts, even after allowing for some in­
crease in the time for sentencing proceedings un­
der the determinate sentencing law. 

• Superior court time savings are offset, to a signifi­
cant degree, by increased appellate workload. 
Cases involving sentencing questions now appear 
in the published appellat~ decisions with some fre­
quency. A recent study indicates that sentencing 
errors are the greatest single cause for reversals on 
appeal. l 

While the trend toward more dispositions by guilty 
plea is reviewed here in terms of decreased superior 
court workload (and increased appeals), this signifi­
cant decrease in dispositions by trial has policy im­
plications going to the nature of the criminal 
adjuoication process. 

CRIMINAL CASE DISPOSITIONS IN SUPERIOR COURTS 
1iJ74-75 1!l75-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981~ 

Total dispositions· ....................... 50,714 (100%) 50.1111 (100%) 49,102 (100%) R 49,003 (100%) 49,264 (100%) 51,281 (100%) R 158,314 (100%) 60,998 (100%) 

Pretrial: 
Guilty pleas ................................ 34,8M (68.7%) 34,958 (69.8%) 35,069 (71.5%) 35,787 (73.0%) 36,~ (74.3%) 38,690 (75.4%) 45,062 (77.3%) 47,684 (78.1 %) 
Other pretrial ............................ 7,446 (14.7%) 6,661 (13.3%) 5,918 (12.1 %) 5,723 (11.7%) 5,913 (12.0%) 6,234 (12.2%) 6,744 (ii.e%) 6,196 (10.2%) 

Total pretrial .............................. 42,304 (83.4%) .41,619 (83.1%) 41,007 (83.5%) 41,510 (84.7%) 42,499 (66.3 % ) 44,924 (87.6%) 51,826 (88.9%) 5.'l,86O (88.3%) 

After trial: 
R 1,247 Uncontested trial·· .................. 924 (1.8%) 3,399 (6.8%) 1,96:1 (4.0%) 1,683 (3.4%) 1,5615 (3.2%) 1,263 (2.5%) (2.1%) 1,529 (2.5%) 

Cont~ trial .......................... 7,486 (14.8%) 5,069 (10.2%) 6,133 (12.5%) R 5,810 (11.9%) 5,llOO (10.6%) 5,094 (9.9%) 5,241 (9.0%) 5,009 (9.2%) 

Total trials .................................. 8,410 (16.6%) 8,488 (16.9%) 8,095 (16.5%) R7,493 (15.3%) 6,765 (13.7%) 6,357 (12.4%) R 6,488 (11.1%) 7,138 (11.7%) 

• Includes cases resulting in acquittal or dismissal, or misdemeanor conviction . 
.. "Uucontested"'is defined as a trial in which only one side offered evidence; the issue of guilt may still be contested in such a trial. 
R Revised ,." 

I Irltt'a, prge 7 etseq. 
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III. 1982 SENTENCING LEGISLATION 

Since the enactment of the determinate sentenc­
ing law, it has been subject to numerous amend­
ments. The Judicial Council is required by Penal 
Code section 1170.6 to follow the effects of these 
amendments. Most of the changes have reflected leg­
islative reevaluations of the appropriate tenn for spe­
cific crimes. Some of the amendments have had 
more general impact. 

Previous annual reports have noted that in 1978, a 
general revision of the law increased the difference 
between authorized lower, middle and upper terms 
for most crimes of violence; 2 and that 1979 legislation 
greatly increased the potential sentences of forcible 
sex offenders by creating special enhancements and 
by changing the way some consecutive sentences for 
these crimes are computed.3 These statutes repre­
sented departures from the original intent of the 
determinate sentencing law, to have "narrowly sepa­
rated [lower, middle and upper] terms" for each 
crime which would closely approximate the typical 
time served under the prior indeterminate sentenc·· 
ing law.4 The impact of consecutive sentences and 
enhancements such as those for prior prison terms 
were similarly based on the practices of the now­
defunct Adult Authority under indeterminate sen­
tencing. 

Legislation enacted in 1982 included two addition­
al departures from this original structure. Statutes 
concerning the intimidation of witnesses to a 
crime 5 and concerning persons convicted of multi­
ple kidnappings 6 each provide that in computing 
consecutive sentences, the terms for two or more 
crimes are added in fuU, the same method of compu­
tation now used for multiple violent sex crimes. 
There are, therefore, five different exceptions to the 

general rule that additional crimes add only one­
third of their normal penalty to the term for the most 
serious crime: 

(1) fully consecutive term for crime committed in 
prison or while escapee (Pen. Code § 1170.1 (c), for­
merly § 1170.1(b)) [in origin~llaw]; (2) discretionary 
fully consecutive terms in thE) case of certain violent 
sex crimes (Pen. Code § 667.6 (c) ); (3) mandatory 
fully consecutive terms for other violent sex crimes 
(Pen. Code § 667,6 (d) ); (4) fully consecutive terms 
for multiple kidnappings (Pen. Code § 1170.1 (b) ); 
(5) fully consecutive terms for intimidating a witness 
to a crime of which the defendant is convicted (Pen. 
Code § 1170.15). 

In addition to the six different ways of computing 
the basic terms for offenses sentenced consecutively, 
there are several different ways of computing the 
effect on consecutive terms of such enhancements as 
those for being armed with a weapon. These meth­
ods include: excluding them entirely (Pen. Code 
§ 1170.1 (a), subordinate term for nonviolent 
crimes); including one-third of their normal term 
(Pen. Code § 1170.1 (a) , subordinate term for violent 
felonies and § 1170.1 (b), enhancements on second 
and subsequent kidnappings); inclusion in full (vio­
lent sex crimes, see § 1170.1 (i) and intimidating a 
witness under § 1170.15). 

It is apparent that this multiplicity of sentencing 
methods, some of which differ from each other only 
subtly, may further increase the workload and risk of 
error in the superior courts. Until the latest amend­
ments have been in effect for at least a year, it will 
be impossible to evaluate their impact on the length, 
of terms imposed. . {.., 

IV. LENGTH OF SENTENCES 7 

Figure 1 depicts the length of sentences of all fel­
ons received in 1982 (with new commitments) by 
the Department of Corrections. The mean (aver­
age) sentence was 45.4 months (3.8 years). This 
represents a slight increase over the 3.7 year average 
sentence reflected in the Judicial Council's statistics 
for 1980-81. 

A more significant change appears in the sentenc­
ing pattern for rape cases since the effective date of 
S.B. 13 of 1979, mentioned in Section III above. For 
persons convicted of rape (Pen. Code §§ 261 (2) , 

261 (3) or 264.1) committed in 1980 or later, the aver­
age sentence in 1982 was 225.19 months (18.8 years), 
with a range of sentence from three years to 120 
years. The data that appear in this section contrast to 
previous determinate sentences for rape. 

It is thus apparent that the special sentencing 
provisions now applicable to forcible sex crimes have 
roughly tripled the average sentence, and permitted 
maximum sentences for repeat offenders about 5-10 
times the former maximum. 

2Stats. 1978, ch. 576 (Sen. Bill No. 709). See 1979 Annual Report page 9,1980 Annual Report pages 6, 8 and 9,1981 Annual Report pages 6-8,1982 Annual 
Report page 9. 

3Stats.1979, ch. 944 (Sen. Bill No. 13). See 1980 Annual Report page 9,1981 Annual Report page 10, 1982 Annual Report page 9. 
4 Letter dated March 19, 1975, from Senator John A. Nejedly to California Superior C.ourt Judges, District Attorneys, Public Defenders, Chiefs of Police and 

Sheriffs. 
5 Stats. 1982, ch. 1099 (Assem. Bill No. 2689) adding Penal Code § 1170.15. 
6 Stats. 1982, ch. 1515 (Assem. Bill No. 34"17) adding new Pen. Code § 1170.1 (b) (urgency m.easure). 
7 Figure 1 and statistics for calendar 1982 courtesy of Management Information Section, Board of Prison Terms, from data prepared for their forthcoming 

publication "Sentencing Practices: 1982." 
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Figure 1 

LENGTH OF TOTAL SEN!ENCE IMPOSED 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 

MONTHS 

8-16 
17-24 
25-36 
37-48 
49-60 
61-72 
73-84 
85-96 
97-108 

109-120 
121-132 
133-144 
145-168 
169-360 
361-1440 

15,170 CASES STATEWIDE 

2000 3000 4000 

FREQUENCY 

DETERMINATE SENTENCES FOR RAPE a 

(Pen. C. §§ 261 (2) and 261 (3) only) 
Number 
of Cases 

'i':'tngter Determinateiy 
Sentenced 

3/31/78 ............................................................................................ 47 
6/30/78............................................................................................ 58 
9/30/78 ............................................................................................ 76 

12/31/78 .......................................................... ,................................. 82 
3/31/79 ............................................................................................ 73 
6/30/79 ............................................................................................ 112 
9/30/79 ............................................................................................ 102 

12/31/79 ............................................................... ,............................ 77 
3/31/80 ............................................................................................ 113 
6/30/80 ............................................................................................ 137 
9/30/80 ............................................................................................ 133 

12/31/80 ............................................................................................ lOS 
3/31/81 ............................................................................................ 143 
6/30/81 ............................................................................................ 152 

Calendar 1982 (excluding crimes governed by pre-l980 law) 210 b 

Mean 
(Ayerage) 
Sentence 
(Years) 

4.97 
5.17 
5.76 
5.85 
5.42 
6.56 
7.20 
6.65 
6.85 
7.81 
8.90 

13.98 
9.92 

10.80 

18.8 

: Source of quarterly statistics: Sentencing Practices Quarterly Calendar 1982 statistics from Board f Priso 'I1 
Includes Pen. C. ~~ 261 (2), 261 (3) and 264.1. As there are fe~ ~ 264.1 cases, the data are comparable. n erms. 

2-76963 

FREQ 

2153 
4118 
3257 
l!H9 
1171 

805 
527 
380 
242 
133 
104 
69 
78 

176 
38 

.. 

PERCENT 

14.19 
27.15 
21.47 
12.65 
7.72 
5.31 
3.47 
2.50 
1.60 
0.88 
0.69 
0.45 
0.51 
1.16 
0.25 

Range of 
Sentences 

(Years) 
3-11 
3-12 
3-11.66 
3-11.66 
3-12 
3-19.33 
3-17.33 
3-15 
3-18.33 
3-27 
3-33 
3-91.33 
3-00.66 
3-75 

3-120 

5 
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Chapter 2 

REASONS FOR REVERSAL ON APPEAL 

In the analysis of the budget bill for fiscal year 
1981-1982, the Legislative Analyst expressed concern 
about the continuing increase in appeals and the re­
sulting requests for additional appellate court judge­
ships. The Legislative Analyst recommended that 
the Judicial Council review an adequate sampling of 
appellate cases to determine the reasons for appeal 
and identify alternatives for reducing the growth of 
the appellate workload. 

It should be noted that the reason for an appeal 

cannot generally be ascertained except for the appel­
lants' specification of trial court error. Factors other 
than perceived trial coUrt error appear to influence 
the decision to take an appeal. The language of the 
1981-1982 budget analysis recommending this 
study,l construed in the light of the related legislative 
hearings, suggests that this research should deter­
mine I:he reasons for reversal on appeal and identify 
ways of reducing trial court error. 

I. METHODOLOGY 
Allllppeals resulting in reversals, or in remand for 

further trial court proceedings, decided in the two­
month period of January 1, 1981 through February 
28, 1981 were analyzed. Included were the reported 
and unpublished opinions of each of the five Courts 

of Appeal. There were 177 cases identified and re­
viewed, 102 civil and 75 criminal (including juve­
nile). These cases were then categorized as to type 
of error, as set forth in the findings, below. 

II. FINDINGS 
There were ten general types of error, some of 

which included more specific categories, as follows: 

A. Sentencing Errors. Forty-one cases (23.2 per­
cent of total). The single greatest type of error 
was in sentencing. There were three kinds of 
sentencing enors: 
1. Erroneous determination of the sentence. 

Twen:ty-four cases (13.6 percent of total). 
Most of these errors involved enhancement 
of the sentence beyond the term justified by 
the record or improper sentencing to the 
upper base term. In some of these cases the 
court erred by considering an element of the 
offense again in sentencing to the upper 
term, or in imposing both the aggravated 
term and an enhancement of that term. 

2. Failure to state the reasons for the sentenc­
ing choice. Nine cases (5.1 percent of total) . 
In these cases the courts generally failed to 
adequately state, or to state at all, their rea­
sons for imposing consecutive terms, or the 

upper base term or for denying probation. 
This did not necessarily require a change in 
the sentencing choice. The disposition often 
was remanded to allow the trial judges to 
state the reasons. 

3. Miscellaneous sentencing error. Eight cases 
(4.5 percent of total). Some of these errors 
involved defendants' pleas, ,which were set 
aside or not allowed to be withdrawn. In 
other cases the court relied on suppressed 
evidence in a previous case or on prior con­
duct mentioned in the probation report. 

B. Errors of Interpretation. Forty cases (22.6 
percent of total). These included erroneous in­
terpretations of statutes, case law, or docu. 
ments, such as contracts and wills. 

1. Misinterpretation of statutes. Twenty-one 
cases (11.9 percent of total). Common errors 
involved misapplication of statutes of limita­
tion, such as where the court failed to allow 

1 The Report of the Legislative Analyst to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee states, at page 9: 
Can Appellate Workload Be Reduced by Improving the Trial Courts? 

We ra.'Ommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language directing the Judicial Council to review an adequale sampling of appellate 
cases to determine the reasons for the appeals and identify alternatives for reducing the number of appeals. 

The continuing increase in .. appeals from the trial courts is responsible for requests to increase the number of appellate court judgeships. Because each 
,Judgeship costs the General Fund a mini!Ilum of $180,000, it is important to explore alternatives for reducing workload in these courts in ways that do 
not erode due process protections. 

Appeals from thll trial courts may be based on questions of law or procedural errors. The Judicial Council currently provides training and orientation 
programs for new judges. The council, however, does not have a formal information system that relates this training to the types of errors made most 
frequently. A detailed review of appellate cases might indicate that other approaches, such as additional judicial training for trial court judges, improved 
procedures and! or additional support staffing for the trial courts, could further reduce the need for additional appellate judgeships. 

Preceding page' blank 
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for a tolling period. There were erroneous 
awards of attorney fees and costs. In two 
cases the court misinterpreted the drunk 
driving statute. Other errors included the 
setting aside of a default because of a misin­
terpretation of Code of Civil Procedure sec­
tion 473 and a misapplication of the 
Administrative Code. 

2. Misinterpretation of case law. Thirteen cases 
(7.3 percent of total). There was no one er­
ror that was regularly repeated. The issues 
ranged from the authority of a trustee to 
personal jurisdiction over an out-of-state de­
fendant. Also included were questions of 
ratification and willful misconduct in a tort 
action. 

3. Misinterpretation of contract. Four cases 
(2.3 percent of total). One case involved t.~e 
parol evidence rule and another the inter­
pretation of an insurance policy. 

4. Miscellaneous errors of interpretation. Two 
cases (1.1 percent of total). One case in­
volved a ruling based on a statute that was 
unconstitutionally vague. The other in­
volved an error in the distribution of an es­
tate. 

C. Cases in Which the Court Exceeded Its J uris­
diction or Abused Its Discretion. Twenty­
eight cases (15.8 percent of total). 
1. Errors in exceeding jurisdiction. Nine cases 

(5.1 percent of total). Some of these errors 
included rejection of a challenge to a judge, 
the vacation of a dismissal, a judgment 
which went beyond the issues, and permis­
sion of an improper joinder. In three cases 
the trial court, sitting in review of an ad­
ministrative board, improperly reweighed 
the facts rather than reviewing the board's 
determination. 

2. Abuse of discretion. Nineteen cases (10.7 
percent of total). Typical of these errors 
were the failure to permit amendments ei­
ther at the pleading stage or trial, failure to 
make findings of fact and conclusions of law 
and failure to grant a mistrial for 
prosecutorial misconduct. 

D. Cases in Which There Was Insufficient Evi­
dence to Support the Judgment or Posttrial 
Ruling. Seventeen cases (9.6 percent of to­
tal). 
1. Insufficient evidence to support the judg­

ment. Thirteen cases. (7.4 percent of total). 
These included cases in which there was 
lack of specific intent to support conviction, 
or lack of evidence to support one or more 
findings of fact or conclusions of law. 

2. Erroneous determination after trial. Four 
cases (2.3 percent of total). In these cases 
the court erroneously granted or denied a 
new trial or granted dismissal. 

E. Erroneous Sustaining of or Failure to Grant 
Summary Adjudication. Thirteen cases (7.4 
percent of total). 
1. Erroneous sustaining of demurrer. Five 

cases (2.8 percent of total) . Causes of action 
were sufficiently alleged. 

2. Erroneous failure to sustain demurrer. One 
case (.6 percent of total) . 

3. Erroneous granting of summary judgment. 
Six cases (3.4 percent of total) . In these cases 
there were triable issues of fact. 

4. Erroneous entry of nonsuit. One case (.6 per­
cent of total) . 

F. Errors Involving an Inadequate Record, In­
structions or Advice to a Party. Thirteen cases 
(7.3 percent of total). 
1. Failure to make an adequate record for re­

view. Five cases (2.8 percent of total). This 
was the civil trial equivalent of the court's 
failure to state its reasons for a sentencing 
choice. The court failed to separately specify 
reasons for granting a new trial or made am­
biguous findings of fact which did not sup­
port conclusions of law, or gave an 
inadequate statement of reasons for finding 
a cause of action to have been proven. 

2. Errors concerning instructions. Four cases 
(2.3 percent of total). Errors ranged from 
failure to instruct at all on an essential "ssue 
to instructing on theories not before the 
court. 

3. Failure to advise a party of his or her rii;,:"ts. 
Four cases (2.3 percent of total). Generally 
these errors occurred in criminal cases 
where the defendants were not warned as to 
the consequences of their pleas. 

G. Erroneous Rulings on Motions to Suppress Evi­
dence. Nine cases (5.1 percent of total). Gen­
erally the courts erred in denying motions to 
suppress, but some errors involved suppression 
of admissible evidence. In most cases there was 
not probable cause or a valid warrant for an 
arrest or search. One case involved violation of 
Miranda rights when a statement was taken 
after the defendant requested an attorney. 

H. "Mitigated" Error or Absence of Error. Seven 
cases (4.0 percent of total). These were cases of 
first impression or conflic.ting case law, or 
changes of law between trial and appellate re­
view. In one case the judgment was reversed in 
the absence of trial court error, because the 
respondent failed to file a brief. 
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I. Errors in Determination of Community Proper­
ty. Six cases (3.4 percent (If total) . A number of 
these cases involved problems of commingling 
and tracing of separate property. 

J. Improper Computation of Damages. Three 
cases (1.7 percent of total). Two of these cases 
were somewhat unusual. One involved the cal­
culation of prejudgment interest and the other 
involved failure to account for an offset. 

III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The 102 civil and 75 criminal reversals occurred in 
a total of 454 civil and 604 criminal appeals. Reversi­
ble trial court error, therefore, was found in 22.5 per­
cent of the civil and 12.4 percent of the criminal cases 
appealed. During the same two months there were 
approximately 4,239 contested civil trials and 2,942 

criminal trials (including juvenile) in the superior 
courts. Civil reversals were only 2.4 percent when 
measured against contested civil trials for the same 
period. The percentage for criminal trials was 2.5. 
See Exhibits 1 and 2.2 

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

For the test period, reversible trial court error was 
found in 22.5 percent of the civil cases and 12.4 per­
cent of the criminal cases which were appealed. 
When compared to the total number of contested 
trials in the same period, the rate of reversal was 2.4 
percent in civil cases and 2.5 percent in criminal 
cases.3 

Exhibit 34 demonstrates that the percentage of 
criminal cases in which error was found fell from 
197&-79 to 1979-80, and increased in the following 
year. However, Exhibit 3 also suggests that there was 
a significant increase in findings of error from 1976-
77, the last year before the determinate sentencing 
act, to 1977-78 and thereafter, when that law took 
effect. 

As to criminal appeals, therefore, there is some 
evidence that both increased appeals and increased 
error may coincide witll the adoption of a new and 
complex law. 

Factors other than trial court error influence the 
number of appeals. Exhibit 4 5 is a table that appears 
at page 52 of the 1982 Judicial Council Annual 
Report; similar tables have appeared in the annual 
reports for the past several years. It demonstrates 
that criminal appeals filed amount to 110 pereznt of 
contested criminal convictions. (The percentage ex­
ceeds 100 because of the inclusion of about 200 prose- . 
cution appeals and a substantial number of appeals 
after guilty pleas, mostly concerned with sentenc­
ing.) Civil appeals filed amount to only 16 or 17 per­
cent of contested superior court dispositions. Yet 
Exhibit 2 suggests that a court of appeal is twice as 
likely to find error in a civil case than in a criminal 
case. 

2 See pages 10 and 11. 

Reasons for appeal in addition to perceived trial 
court error have been noted by the Chief Justice's 
Special Committee on Appellate Practices and 
Procedures in the First Appellate District. They in­
clude the desire of civil appellants to defer payment 
of a jugment or apply pressure for its compromise. 
Criminal defendants can delay commencement of a 
sentence if they are able to secure bail pending ap­
peal. 

The Legislature recently has increased the interest 
rate on judgments so as to help eliminate that factor 
as an incentive for civil appeals. 

The number of reversals in the sample period does 
not seem excessive given the complexities and the 
continuing evolution of the law. Nor do reversals on 
appeal in California appear to be excessive when 
compared to other large states. Exhibit 56 was pre­
pared by the National Center for State Courts to 
show non-affirmances in cases appealed to the inter­
mediate courts of the states of Texas, New York, Il­
linois, and New Jersey. The categories used are 
roughly comparable to those in Exhibit 2, particular­
ly as to the errors as a percentage of majority opinion 
in California's Courts of Appeal. The 12.5 percent 
reversal rate in criminal cases in California compares 
favorably with the 16 percent, 17 percent and 23 
percent rates in New Jersey, Texas and Illinois, re­
spectively. The same is true of California's rate of 
civil reversals, 22.5 percent, compared to 32 percent, 
33 percent and 41 percent in New Jersey, Texas and 
Illinois. 

Every reasonable effort should be made to reduce 
trial court errors to a minimum, and an effective way 
to achieve this goal is by continuing judicial educa­
tion. 

o The percentage of error is lower for the full 1980-81 fiscal year than the included sample period. 
• See page 11. 
• See page 12. 
• See page 13. 



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

10 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

The California Center for Judicial Education con­
ducts various educational programs for judges, in­
cluding an annual California Judicial College at Boalt 
Hall, University of California, Berkeley. The college 
has convened annually since 1967, primarily for the 
benefit of new judges. Over 80 percent of the present 
judiciary has attended the college. Highlights of the 
1982 college include the following: 

1. The judges were presented 80 separate evi­
dence problems, hypotheticals drawn from actual 
appellate cases. These included the full panoply of 
evidence considerations in both criminal and civil 
law, such as relevance, evidence of prior convictions, 
out-of-court statements, hearsay, nonhearsay and ex­
ceptions to the hearsay rule, business and official 
records, prior inconsistent statements, the opinion 
testimony of expert and lay witnesses and the best 
evidence rule, including the admissibility of tape re­
cordings. This instruction relates not only to reduc­
ing errors of interpretation (III B) but also to 
curtailing error in connection with motions to sup­
press evidence (III G). 

2. More specifically relating to the suppression of 
evidence was a course devoted exclusively to a re­
view of the law concerning seizures and exceptions 
to the seizure rule for searches with and without 
warrants. 

3. The course on criminal procedure before trial 
included an extensive discussion of taking pleas, as­
suring a proper factual basis, and permitting with­
drawal of a plea, so that the court will not abuse its 
discretion in this area (III C 2). Judges also were 
instructed in giving required advice to defendants, 

such as in the dangers and disadvantages of self-rep­
resentation (III F 2). 

4. In addition to the thorough review of case law 
discussed above, several other courses should help 
reduce errors of interpretation (III B). These includ­
ed a review of 1982 legislation and ballot propositions 
affecting the courts. The focus was on analysis of 
Proposition 8, including viewpoints and materials 
from both prosecutors and defense counsel. The 
judges also were advised as to books, periodicals and 
other materials for individual continuing education. 
Instruction on efficient notetaking and effective 
communication, including good listening habits, is 
designed to improve a judge's comprehension and 
thereby reduce the likelihood of judicial error. 

5. Sentencing errors (III A) present a special con­
sideration and have been addressed in special CJER 
criminal law institutes for superior court judges who 
are involved in felony sentencing. Concentrated 
study is given to the interpretation and application of 
the determinate sentencing laws. For example, 
much attention has been given to avoiding the dual 
use of factors in sentencing, as where the court im­
properly considers a factor both for choosing the ag­
gravated term and for an enhancement of that term. - . 

Sentencing errors were addressed again at the 
Judicial College in the one-and-a-half day course on 
Criminal Law and Procedure after Conviction. This 
course covered in detail determinate sentencing, use 
of probation reports, commitment to the California 
Youth Authority, sentencing for multiple offenses 
and negotiated pleas. 

EXHIBIT 1 
California Courts of Appeal 
Summary of Type of Errors 

January and February 1981 

Number 
Type of Error of Appeals 

TOTAL .............................................................................................................................................. 177 

A. Sentencing errors .......................................................................................................................... 41 
B. Errors in interpretation .............................................................................................................. 40 
C. Court exceeded jurisdiction........................................................................................................ 28 
D. Insufficient evidence to support judgment or ruling ......... ,................................................ 17 
E. Erroneous sustaining or failure to grant summary adjudication ...................................... 13 
F. Inadequate record, instructions or advice to party .......................................................... ,... 13 
C. Motions to suppress evidence ..................................................................................................... 9 
H. Mitigated error or absence of error ............ ................ ....... ............... ...... ................. ............... 7 
I. Determination of community property .................................................................................. 6 
J. Computation of damages ............................................................................................................ 3 

Percent 
of Total 

100.0 

23.2 
22.6 
15.8 
9.6 
7.3 
7.3 
5.1 
4.0 
3.4 
1.7 
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EXHIBIT 2 
California Courts of Appeal 

Appeals with Errors 1 Compared with. Appeals Decided by 
Majority Opinion and with Trials in Superior Courts 

January and February 198:1 

Appeals 
With 

Type Errors 

Total............................................................ 177 
Civil............................................................ 102 
Criminal .................................................... 75 

I Appeals resulting in reversals or in remand for further trial. 
2 Contested trials. 

Appeals 
Decided by 

Majority 
Opnu'on 

1,058 
454 
604 

3 Includes criminal trials and contested juvenile delinquency hearings. 

Superior 
Court 
Trials 

4,239 2 

2,942 3 

EXHIBIT 3 

California Courts of Appeal 

Errors 
as a Percent of 

Majority 
Opinions 

16.7% 
22.5% 
12.5% 

Superior 
Court 
Trials 

2.4% 
2.5% 

Criminal Appeals with Errors Compared with Criminal Appeals Decided by 
Majority Opinions and with Criminal Trials in Superior Courts 

Fiscal Years 1976-77 through 1980-81 

Criminal Errors 
Appeals Superior as a Percent of 

11 

Criminal 
Appeals Decided by Court Superior 

Fiscal With Majority Criminal Majority Court 
Year Errors Opinion Trials Opinions Tn'als 

1976-1977 .................................................... 223 2,912 21,431 7.7 1.0 
1977-1978 .................................................... 3::>5 3,254 19,727 10.0 1.6 
1978-1979 .................................................... 326 3,028 19,161 10.8 1.7 
1979-1980 .................................................... 306 3,319 19,092 9.2 1.6 
1980-1981 .................................................... 383 3,891 18,460 9.8 2.1 
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EXHIBIT 4 
Table VII-California Courts of Appeal 

Relationship Between Contested Superior Court Dispositions 
and Appeals Filed 

Fiscal years 1971-72 through 1980-81 

Fiscal year 1971~72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-7Q 197~77 1977-78 197~79 

State totals: 
Superior Court Contested 

Dispositions 
CIVIL. ......................................... 19,185 20,074 20,996 ro,OO8 23,185 23,657 24,776 r;]),977 
Courts of Appeal civil appeals 

filed-
Number .............................. 2,191 urr 2,380 2,686 3,183 3,283 3,518 3,662 
Percent ................... : .......... 11.4% 11.3% 11.3% 13.4% 13.7% 13.9% 14.2% 14.1% 

Superior Court Contested 
Dispositions • 

CRIMINAL ................................ 6,114 6,189 6,509 6,373 5,089 6,133 5,823 5,200 

Courts of Appeal criminal ap-
peals filed-
Number .............................. 2,764 3,106 3,300 3,229 3,279 4,040 3,947 4,279 
Percent·· .......................... 45.2% 50.2% 50.7% 50.7% 64.4% 65.9% 67.8% 82.3% 

Convictions after contested 
trial··· .............................. N/A N/A N/A N/A 4,242 5,025 4,681 4,258 

Criminal appeals filed, % of 
convictions after contest-
ed trial ................................ 77.3% 80.4% 84.3% 100.5% 

1979-80 1980-81 

R r;]),342 26,714 

4,249 4,464 
1I16.8% 16.7% 

1I5,094 5,241 

4,586 4,730 
R90,O% 90.2% , 

4,156 4,290 

110.4% 110.3% 

• Includes change of plea or dismissal following start of trial for years 1!17l-72 th;ou~. 1!174-75. The figures for subseq~e.nt years exclu~~ chang~ o.f plea. 
•• Note that this does not necessarily reflect the precise percentage of appealable dispositions actually a'i'~aled, as the statist:!cal system c~_t trackmdiVldwd 

cases. "Superior court COlitested dispositions" includes nonappealable acquittals and excludes conVIctions on pleas of guilty, a few of ~hich are ~p~bl~l. 
The table is, therefore, presented only to show the general relatio~hip between Court of Appeal workload and contested supenor court dispositions. 

••• See Appendix Table 22 B; first available in 1!175-76. 
RRevised. 
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EXHIBIT 5 
Appeals with Errors in Four States 

(Intermediate Courts) 

TEXAS (1980) 
Total ........................................................... . 
Civil ............................................................. . 
CriIninal .................................................... .. 

NEW YORK (1980) . 
Total .......................................................... .. 

ILUNOIS (I980-FY Aug. 31) 
Total ........................................................... . 
Civil ............................................................ .. 
CriIninal ..................................................... . 

NEW JERSEY (1980) 
Total .......................................................... .. 
Civil ............................................................ .. 
CriIninal ..................................................... . 

Notes: 

Non­
aHirrned 

997 
869 
328 

2,679 

1,335 
775 
560 

007 
624 
283 

Appeals 
Decided 

4,008 
2,030 
1,978 

8,946 

4,333 
1,885 
2,448 

3,738 
I,m 
1,761 

Trials 

N/A 
3,744 

16,271 

N/A 
5,110 

6,702 
4,299 
2,403 

Non-aHirrnance as 
Percental: 

Appeals 
Decided Trials 

25% 
33% 
17% 

30% 

31% 
41% 
23% 

24%· 
32% 
16% 

9% 

16% 

11% 

14% 
15% 
12% 

13 

The information is from state court annual reports. 
"Nollllllirmed" means every disposition except "affinned" or "dismissed." Almost all "nonaffinned" cases are reversed, reversed and remanded, remanded, 

or partly affinned and partly reversed. The New Jersey stawtics in the nonaffinned cOlumn are cases "reversed" according to the annual report . 
"Appeals decided" are cases decided on the merits. They are generally cases decided with opinion, out some of these states also decided some cases without 

writing opinions. 
"Civil trials" are just general civil cases, and do not include probate, juvenile, and domestic relations. 
"Criminal trials" include acquittals (usually about a fourth to a third of the trials) and do not include juvenile cases . 
Juvenile appeals are sometimes counted as civil and sometimes as criminal appeals; the annual reports here did not state how they were counted. Few appeals, 

however, are juvenile appeals. 

1/ 
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Chapter 3 

THE ECONOMICAL LITIGATION 
PROJECT 

This report reviews the history of the Economical 
Litigation Project (ELP), summarizes the findings 
and recommendations of several studies, and ana­
lyzes recent legislation that applies in all municipal 
and justice courts the features of the ELP experi­
ment that have proven most effective in decreasing 

the cost ·of litigating cases of smaller dollar value. 
The report concludes that, while several of the 

innovative features of ELP were not successful in 
practice and should not be perpetuated, many valua­
ble lessons were learned from the experiment. 

I. THE PROJECT 
To provide a way of testing innovative procedures 

aimed at reducing the cost of civil litigation, the 
Legislature enacted Statutes of 1976, chapter 960, op­
erative January 1, 1978, to add part 3.5 (§§ 1823-
1833.2) to the Code of Civil Procedure. Legislative 
concerns were described as follows: 

. . . [T]here is a compelling state interest in the devel­
opment of ... procedures which will reduce the ex­
pense of litigation ... and ... in experimentation on a 
small scale with new procedures to accomplish that re­
sult before those provisions are adopted statewide. 
(Code Civ. Proc. § 1823.) , 
The statute directed the Judicial Council: (1) to 

conduct an experimental pilot project for three 
years 1 in two municipal and two superior courts; (2) 
to provide by rule for the innovative practices and 
procedures to be followed; (3) to collect and evalu­
ate data to determine the cOllt-effectiveness of the 
new proceduresi~d (4) to report its findings annu~ 
ally to the LegiSlatllre. An advisory committee was 
named to advise the Judicial Council regarding the 
conduct of the pilot project. 

Subsequently the Economical Litigation Review 
Committee was appointed to monitor the progress of 
the project am;l prepare this report for the Judicial 
Council.2 ,. 

The experimental project was conducted in the 
municipal court of Fresno County and the Los Ange­
les Municipal Court District. Superior courts par­
ticipating in the project were the Torrance Branch of 
the Los Angeles Superior Court and the Fresno Su-

"--

perior Court. Each court was chosen with the con­
currence of a majority of its judges. In the superior 
courts the experiment applied only to cases where 
the amount in controversy did not exceed $25,000. 

The design of the ELP focused on simplifying or 
limiting four areas of litigation practice: 

1. Pleadings were affected in two ways. Special 
demurrers were prohibited and litigants were 
urged to use simplified pleadings. This simpli­
fied pleading aspect of the project did not attain 
the desired goals of simplicity or economy. 

2. Pretrial motions were limited. Initially, only 
specified motions were permitted in the muni­
cipal courts. Mter a period of confusion,·· the 
municipal court rule was amended so as to con­
form to the rule in superior court ELP cases; 
thereafter, all motions were permitted except 
for a further account and certain motions to 
strike. 

3. Discovery was significantly limited. Inter­
rogatories were eliminated and non-party depo­
sitions were severely restricted. Considerable 
experimentation occurred with these .. ,limita­
tions during the course of the project since the 
limitations of the two court levels originally dif­
fered. 

The most significant success of the experi-
mental project was in the area of discovery. The 
evaluators have concluded that the savings re­
sulting from limited discovery offer the most 
lasting gains to the statewide court system. 

1 Subsequent legislation extended the project two years, to January,1, 1983, to provide a wider base for study. 
2 Members of the original Advisory Committee on Economical Litigation were: Judges Richnrg Schl\uer, Chair (Los Angeles Superior Court), Robert S. 

Thompson (Second Appellate District), Eli H. Levenson (San Diego Superior Court) ",George Brunn (Berkeley-Albany Municipal Court), William J. 
Harris, Jr. (San Jose-Milpitas Mwticipal Court), and Attorney Francis M. Wheat (Los Angeles).' 

Members of thE' Economical Litigation Review Committe.e submitting this report nre; Judges Richard Schauer, Chair (Los Angeles Superior Court), 
Herbert L. Ashby (Second Appellate DiStrict), Norman L. Epstein (Los Angeles Superior Court), August J. Goebel (retired). David M. Rothman (Los 
Angeles Superior Court), Hollis J. Best (Fresno SuperiQr Court). Candace D. Cooper (Los Angeles Municipal Court). Alex Saldamando (San Francisco 
Municipal Court), Armando O. Rodriguez (Fresno Municipal Court). and Attorneys Lynn E. Hall. Russell E. Shallcross. Francis M. Wheat and Claudia 
E.Smith. 
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4. Trial procedures were somewhat limited and 
simplified. Trial evidence was generally lim­
ited to that outlined in a pretrial statement. 
Written wimess statements, including those of 
medical ~xperts, were permitted if certain 
procedures wer-e followed. Narrative testimony 
was permitted. The simplified procedures bor­
rowed heavily from small claims and arbitration 
practice. 

While some of these trial procedures did not 
have a significant impact in the ELP project, 
the use of the written witness statements was 
successful and is retained in the proposed legis­
lation.3 

These special procedures were the subject of three 
studies. Each has been reviewed by the authors of 
this report. 

The first report, An Evaluative StudY, 117 pages 
plus an appendix of 100 pages of tables, was com­
pleted in February 1981, by a project directed by 
Professor John T. McDermott of Loyola Law School 
in Los Angeles. The preface to the study applauded 
the ELP project and urged more states to experi­
ment with procedures designed to reduce the costs 
and delays in civil litigation. The specific focus of the 
study was the relevance, or transferability, of ELP to 
the federal courts. It concluded that the ELP provi­
sions were inappropriate in the federal courts, where 
cases were likely to be more complex and of higher 
dollar value and, therefore, "discovery intensive." 

However, the study determined the ELP proce­
dures to be of significant benefit for cases within the 
project. It found that the ELP program substantially 
reduced the cost of formal discovery (50%) and the 
overall cost of litigation (15-20%), without signifi­
cant diminution in the quality of justice. Of attorneys 
interviewed in Fresno and Los Angeles, 58 percent 
favored continuation of the program, if modified to 
relaw some of the restrictions on discovery. 

A second study, The California ELP: Problems and 
Prospects, focused on the conduct of ELP in the Los 
Angeles Municipal Court and Los Angeles Superior 
Court, Southwest Division (Torrance). The study 
was conducted by two senior staff attorneys of the 
National Center for State Cour~s, with the assistance 
of a research analyst-computer programmer. 

Their analysis disclosed there had been a substan­
tihl reduction in case processing time in the Torrance 
Superior Court, reduction in time between filing of 
the complaint and notification of trial readiness in 
the Los Angeles Municipal Court, and some reduc­
tion in attorney preparation time which affected the 
fees charged to hourly-rate-paying litigants. The 
study found that ELP time savings were not passed 
through to contingent fee litigants, but suggested 
that this finding may have resulted from attorneys' 

initial unfamiliarity with the program, and might 
have changed over a period of time. A number of 
attorneys were confused and frustrated by the need 
to follow a different set of rules in ELP courts; as a 
re.<;ult, adherence to the project rules was often poor. 
This non-compliance led to substantial revision of the 
project rules. Defense attorneys believed that l~ck of 
discovery had impeded their efforts to defend their 
clients and led to their perception of a lower quality 
of justice under the ELP. 

The study concluded: 
The purpose behind the California ELP was valid, and 
a consensus seems to exist that reasonable limits on dis­
covery are desirable. By eliminating all interrogatories 
and severely restricting depositions in all cases, the ELP 
approach, however, may have been too heavy-handed. 
Reasonable limits on discovery, coupled with effective 
court sanctions, may prove to be a palatable alternative. 

The study emphasized that Significant changes, 
such as those incorporated in the project, require a 
strong educational effort. 

The ELP in Fresno County courts was studied 
much less thoroughly than in Los Angeles. The pre­
sidb~judge of the Fresno Superior Court, Charles F. 
Hamlin, summarized the general feeling of the 
judges regarding ELP: "It was a waste of time from 
the court's standpoint." The court preferred to con­
centrate on exploring other avenues for reducing the 
time and expense involved in civil litigation. 

Judge Annette LaRue of the Fresno Municipal 
Court notes that, in addition to its goals of time and 
cost savings, the ELP was intended to eliminate op­
pressive discovery tactics. She favors adoption of dis­
covery limitations statewide similar to those adopted 
under the ELP. 

The clerk's office of the Fresno Municipal Court. 
reported some confusion arose because out-of­
county attorneys were unfamiliar with the project 
and loc:;al attorneys had to be familiarized with the 
special project rules. These problems were found in 
each of the ELP courts, especially at the beginning. 
The committee recommends, therefore, that legisla­
tion extending the ELP concept statewide (to mu­
nicipal and justice courts) should allow sufficient 
time for courts and litigants to learn the new proce­
dures. 

The third evaluation of the ELP and of itseffec­
tiveness in the two Los Angeles County courts par­
ticipating in the study was made by a committee 
appointed by the Los Angeles County Bar Associa­
tion. 4 This committee,,'oihose members represent a 
broad range of views, included judges intimately fa­
miliar with the origin and development of the ELP 
in Los Angeles. In addition to drawing on their per­
sonal experiences the members had. available the 
two studies mentioned above. 

3 The legislative proposal that would perpetuate the most successful features of ELP is discwsed at page 17. 
4 Members of this committee were: Attorney Orville A. Armstrong, Chair, Judges Nonnan. Epstein, August J. Goebel, C. Bernard Kaufman, Richard Schauer, 

Abby Soven, and attorneys Lee Barker, Lee Ellen Fitzgibbon, Lynn E. Hall, Hugh Roberts Harrison, Ann Haskins, Sidney Knable, Michael Mercy, James 
R. Ross, William J. Tortu and Roy G. Weatherup. 
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On February 5, 1982, the committee submi.tted its 
report to the trustees of the Los Angeles County Bar 
Association. The report included the text of a legisla­
tive proposal to make permanent, in municipal and 
justice courts only, the more effective aspects of the 
ELF. 

Principal features of the legislative proposal, based 
on the most successful features of ELP, were: 

1. Limitations on pretrial motions, essentially the 
same as in ELP. 

2. Substantial discovery limitations, although per­
mitting more discovery than in ELP. As 
proposed, each party would be permitted to 
propound, as to each adversary, a combination 
of 25 inte.ITogatories, requests for admission or 
requests to produce or identify documents or 
things, or one deposition. 

Subpenas duces tecum and orders for exami­
nation pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure sec­
tion 2032 were not limited by this proposal. 

3. Utilization of a Case Questionna.ire, which p,ach 
party would be required to complete and serve 
with its initial pleading. The form, to be de­
veloped by the Judicial Coun,~il, would supply 
essential information normally developed by in­
terrogatories, such as "n~ 'TIes m.ld addresses of 
witnesses, a list of relevai .. t documents, a state­
ment of the nature and amount of damages, and 
information covering insurance c!overage, inju­
ries and treating physicians." The form would 
not oPJy supplement the limited discovery but 
also would provide early information relevant 
to settlement of the litigation. 

4. The permissive use of a demand f01" a list of 
witnesses and a description of evidence to be 
offered at trial. The responding party could 
not offer unlisted witnesses or evidence, except 
for impeachment. This proposal was a continua­
tion of ELP practice. 

5. Simplified trial procedures. A declaration 
could be introduced instead of the live testimo­
ny if specified procedures were followed. In 
jury trials this procedure was limited to medical 
expert evidence and written evidence authen­
ticating documents. This also was a continuation 
of ELP practice. 

The proposal was incorporated into Assembly Bill 
No. 3170 (1981-82 Reg. Sess.). This bill was supported 
by the Los Angeles Co. uty Bar Association, the State 
Bar, through its COIllIllittee on Legislation and Com­
mittee on the Administration of Justice and by the 
Judicial Council. The legislation eventually emerged 
as part of Senate Bill No. 1820 and was enacted as the 
Economic Litigation for Municipal and Justice 
Courts Act,S adding Code of Civil Procedure sections 
90 through 100, opera! lve July 1, 1983. 

The Act includes the principal features of the origi­
nal proposal, with two major changes. First, discov­
ery is less restricted. Each party may propound, as to 
each adversary, a combination of 35 interrogatories, 
requests for admission or requests to produce or 
identify documents or things andmay take one depo­
sition. Second, the Case Questionnaire is permissive, 
rather than mandatory. However, ifplainljff chooses 
to serve a completed Case Questionnaire with the 
complaint, each adversary p~rty must produce the 
same with its initial pleading. 

The legislation applies statewide in municipal and 
justice courts except for small claims and any pro­
ceedings, other than judicial arbitration, under Part 
3 of the Code of Civil Procedure (commencing with 
section 1063).6 The operative date was deferred un­
tilJuly 1, 1983, to permit familiarization by courts and 
litigants with the new procedures. In addition, the 
legislation added section 1823.15 to the Code of Civil 
Procedure to extend the pilot project until the opera­
tive date of the new act. This is to provide continuity 
for cases in the pilot project. 

II. CONCLUSION 
The Economic Litigation for Municipal and Justice 

Courts Act is consistent with the three thorough 
studies of the Economical Litigation Project, which 
determined that significant benefits were realized 

.......... 

5 Stats. 198.2, ch. 1581. 

from the limitations on motions and discovery and 
that those benefits should be continued on a state­
wide basis in municipal and justice courts. 

6 These proceedings include, inter aUa, mandamus, prohibition, unlawful detainer and confession of judgment. 
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Chapter 4 

JUDICIAL REVIEW 
OF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 

This report surveys legislation affecting current 
procedure and practice for judi~ial review. of ad­
judicatory detenninations by administrative agen­
cies. Generally review is provided under Code of 
Civil Procedure section 1094.5, conveniently de­
scribed as "administrative mandamus," and is avail­
able to inquire into the validity of. any final order or 
decision in which the law requires (1) a hearing, (2) 
evidence to be taken, and (3) discl'etionin the deter­
mination of facts to be vested in the hearing body. 1 

An administrative determination which is not ad­
judicatory .isreviewable under "ordinary" or "tradi­
tional" mandamUs. (Code Civ. Proc., § lOBS.) This 
usually involves action which is merely ministerial or 
quasi-legislative, but also extends to matters which 
by law require the exercise of discretion or the as­
sumption of jurisdiction, or involve an abuse of ad-

. ministrativediscretion in matters for which no 
hearing is legally required.2 Where, however, an 
agency of legislative or local origin exercises an ad­
judicatory function.in considering facts presented at 
an ad.mjnish'ativehearing, review under section \, 

1094.5 has been declared to be the only remedy. 3 

Notwithstanding the availability of section 1094.5, 
other methods to review adjudicatory decisions exist. 
For example, determinations by agencies to which 
the Constitution has granted limited judiCial power 
must be reviewed through the writ of review; 4 and 
administrative actions affecting the duration or con­
ditions of confinement of persons convicted of 
crimes are apprO~riately reviewed through the writ 
of habeas corpus. 

Some statutes affecting agencies of legislative and 
local origin also prescribe methods of review appar­
entlv different from section 1094.5. These methods 
include review by "petition," 6 "writ of certiorari," 7 

"appeal," ~ and "breachnf contract action." 9 Where 
review is plainly by means of administrative manda­
mus, a statute may specify "fetition for .writ of man­
date," l~ "judicial review," 1 or "judicial review in 
accordance with law." 12 The scope of judicial review 
of an agency's decision also varies, affected as it is by 
legislative direction and constitutional due process 
requirements.13 

1 Code of Civ. Proc., ~ 1094.5(a). Administrative mandamus is also available to review administrative action by a private entity such as a hospital which 
arbitratily interferes with a fundamental right to practice a lawful profession. (Ezeldal v. Winkley (1977) 20 Cal.3d 2R1, Z71-272; Anton v. San Anton 
Community Hospital (1977) 19 Cal.3d 802, 823.) 

2 Traditional mandamus may differ from IMhninistrative mandamus in the scope of the evidence which the court may consider and the procedural require­
ments which the petitioner must meet, particularly the provisions of the statute of limitations. 

"In an action for administrative mandamus, the court reviews the administrative record, receiving additional evidence only if that evidence was 
unavailable at the time of the administrative hearing, or improperly excluded from the record. (Code Civ. Proc., ~ 1094.5.) In a traditional mandamus action, 
on the other hand, the court is not limited to review of the administrative record, but may receive additional evidence." (Nc Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
(1974) 13 CaI.3d 68,79 fn. 6; sec also Temescal Water· Co. v. Dept. of Public Works (1955)44 Cal.2d 90, 94 and Triangle Ranch, Inc. v. Union Oil Co. (1955) 
Cal.App.2d 428, 436-possible court review of evidtmce in a "de novo trial" under section lOBS.) 

The statute of limitations applicable to proceedings under the Administrative Procedure Act (Gov. Code, ~§ 11370-11528) is detennined by Government 
Code section 11523. In cases not governed by· the Administrative Procedure Act the statute or ordinance,defining the agency's functions may specify the 
time within which a proceeding to review the action of an agency must be brought (e.g., Gov. Code, § 19630;500 also Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.6}. If no other 
period is specified, the statute oflim'~tions for ordinary civil actions applies, and the nature of the right asserted determines the period. (Allen v. Humboldt 
Gounty Bd, of Supervisors (1963) 2.. Cal.App.2d m, 884.) This means that ordinary mandamus and non·APA actions must be brought within either three 
years (Code Civ. Proc., ~ 338(1» or four years· (Code Civ. Proc., § 343). I.See CODtiV. Board of Supervisors of Civil Service Comm'rs (1969) 1 Cal.3d 351, 
356 fn. 2.} 

3 TernescaJ Water Co. v. Dept. of Pubha Worh (1955) 44 Cal. 3d 90, 100-101. 
4 The writ of review, or certiorari, Is the statutory method to'review decisions of agencies vested with judicial power under the California Constitution. (See 

Bus. lr Prof. Code, ~ 23090-Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Board; Pub. {Jill. Code, ~ 1756-Public Utilities Commission; Lab. Code, ~ 5950-Workers 
Ccmpe~tion Appeals Board; Bus. & Prof. Code, § ~fute Bar of CalifoI'l'Ja.b, 

5 Penal Code sections 1170, 1170.2, and 2932; see Ex parte Soldavini (1944) 64 CaI.App.2d on. 
6 La~. Code. ~ 116o.s, ' ! Pub.Re~, Code, ~ 3766. 
9 Ed. Code, § 5M05, subd. (j). 

Gov, Code, ~53066.1. subd. (g) (3). 
IOllealth & Saf. Code, § 40864. 
11 Pub. Res. Code, ~ 2M31. 
12 Harb. & Nav. CO<ie, § 118:); Corp. Code,~ 31504; Lab. Code, U 1700.44 and 1543. 
13 Compare the scope of adJninistrative mandamus re0.ew'in Public ResQ)lrces Code section 21168, requiring the s)lbstantial e~dence test ("the court shall 

not exercise its independentjudgmen~ on the evidence but-shall only determine whether the agency's decision is supporteQ. by substantial eviden~ in 
the light of the whole record") With ~ile requirement of the independentjudgnient test in Harbors and Navigation QxIe section 1183 ("the final decision 
of the board is subject to judicial review in accordance with law, and upon ~uch revie\,; the court shall exercise its independent judgment on the evidence"). 

In Tex·CaJ Land Management, Inc. v. Agricultural Labor Relabo'izs Bd. (1979),24 CaI.3d 33.5, 346, the Supreme Court held that the Legislature may accord 
finality to the, findings of a statewide agency that are supported,by "substantial evidence" on the record considered as a whole which are made under 

" appropriate due process safeguards, whether or not the California Constitution provides for that agency's exercising "judicial power." The holding sugg~sts 
that the Legislature may by statUte, in appropriate cirCums~ances, impose the substantial evidence scope of review for statewide agency adjudications 
regardless of whether the righ~ affected are fundamental and vested. 'The decision appears to carve a critical exception to rule announced in Bixbyv. Pierno 
(1971) 4 Cal.3d 130 and StrumS/cy v. San Diego County Employees Retirement A.!:m. (1974) 11 Cal.3d 28, that when an adjudicatory decision of a statewide 
agency of legislative origin or local body affects~a fundamental vested right, a full and independent review of that decisi,~n is constitutionally mandated. 

Preceding page blank .. 
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In light of the existing statutory framework of judi­
cial review of administrative action, several observa­
tions appear appropriate: 

1. The conventional method of reviewing ad­
judicatory decisions oflegislatively or locally creat­
ed agencies is administrative mandamus (Code 
Civ. Proc., § 1094.5). It is well developed, recog­
nized, and unifonn in application. 

2. Legislative departure from the use of ad­
ministrative mandamus may create a proliferation 
of ad hoc methods of review, leading to procedures 
that are uncertain, rules of review that are incon­
sistent, application of those rules that are not uni­
form, and results that are unpredictable. 
Proliferation of procedural devices to review ad­
ministrative action is also undesirable because it 
has the potential of producing mistakes and inad­
vertence of practice, and encouraging appeals and 
parallel lines of law in matters which differ less in 
the rights and principles involved than in the tech­
nical mechanism for reviewing an agency's ad­
judicatory decisions. 

3. Where the legislative intent is to provide judi­
cial review from an agency's action in accordance 
with section 1094.5, the method of review should 
be identified minimally as "judicial review in ac­
cordance with law" or "petition for writ of man­
date," and not by terms which do not 
conventionally denote administrative mandamus 
proceedings such as "appeal" or "trial de novo," or 
which refer to "petition" where arguably writs 
other than mandamus may lie.14 

4. Although it may be premature to discern a 
trend towards legislatively fashioned ~d hoc meth­
ods to review administrative agency action, vigi­
lance seems nevertheless appropriate in drafting 
legislation to assure that consideration and prefer­
ence are given to review under section 1094.5, and 
that the court of first instance to review agency 
action is a trial court, rather than an appellate 
court.15 Reasons may ·exist for the Legislature to 
provide a method of review different from con­
ventional administrative mandamus, but these rea­
sons ought to be compelling so as to disturb 
minimally the general uniformity of existing reme­
dies, which were developed specifically to meet 
th.e need for judicial review of statewide 
agencies.16 

5. Care should be exercised in legislatively 
designating the method of judicial review to avoid 
constitutional invalidity .17 

6. Legislation, wherever appropriate, should 
specify the scope of judicial review of administra­
tive action. Some statutes already do this; many do 
not. Current case law suggests that the Legis­
lature's mandate will be determinative if sufficient 
due process safeguards are provided, even for 
statewide agencies of legislative origin whose ad­
judicatory decisions affect a fundamental vested 
right. In essence, the Legislature may be in a posi­
tion to provide conclusively that either the inde­
pendent judgment test or the substantial evidence 
test applies in the court's scope of review. IS 

14 See Labor Code section 1160.8, which provides for judicial review procedures by "petition" from a final order of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board. 
III See Education Code section 56505, effective July 28, 1980, prOviding for an "appeal to court" from decisions of the Department of Education in disputes , 

between parents and schools over identification, assessment, or placement of handicapped children; Government Code section 53066.1, effective January 
I, 1983. providing for an action for breach of contract from decisions of local entities involving cable television franchises, and apparently excluding the 
availability of mandamus proceedings (subd. (g) (3) and (h) (3»; and Labor Code section 1160.8, effective January I, 1976, providing for a "written 
petition" to a court of appeal to modify or set aside a final order of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board, which has been construed to mean review 
in the form of mandamus. (Tex·CaJ Land Management, Inc. v. Agricultural Labor Relations Board, sup~, 24 Cal.3d at p. 350.) 

16 Kleps, CertiorariRed Mandamus Reviewed, 12 Stan. L. Rev. 554, 555-556; Grant v. Board of Medical Exiuniners (1965) 232 Cal.App.2d BOO, 826. 
17 At least three sections of the Public Resources Code appear to prescribe an unconstitutional form of review. (See sections ~l, '3354, and 3766.) 

The validity of Education Code section 56505, providing for an "appeal to court" from decisions of the Department of Education, may also be questioned 
if the word "appeal" retains its conventional meaning. audicial Council of Cal., 10th Biennial Rep. (1944), Judicial Review of Administrative Action, pt. 
3, p, 143.} 

18 See Tex·Cal Land Management, Inc. v. Agricultural Labor RelationsBd (1979), supra, 24 CIll.3d 335;l'h'nkv.l7od (1982) 31 Cal.3d 166,173. The requirement 
that a right be "vested" in the ordinary sense before the independent judgment test is mandated was substantially modified in Frink v. Prod, supra, at 
p.1SO. 
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I. CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1094.5 

A. Historical Background 
In 1943 the Legislature direct~d that the Judicial 

Council undertake a study of the procedure of Cali­
fornia administrative agencies and of the judicial re­
view of their decisions. The culmination of that study 
was a detailed report and draft proposing what 
became the Administrative Procedure Act (Gov. 
Code, §§ 11370-11528) and Code of Civil Procedure 
section 1094.5. (10 CaliforniaJudicial Council Bienni­
al Report (1944).) 19 These were enacted by the 
Legislature in 1945 substantially as proposed. 

The Judicial Council's study developed in the wake 
of the decision in Standard Oil Co. v. State Bd. of 
Equalization (1936) 6 Cal.2d 557. The court held 
there that certiorari, which was until then the con­
ventional method of obtaining review of adjudicato­
ry determinations of administrative agencies, was 
unavailablfl because the Legislature was powerless to 
grant jud.· '( power to statewide agencies of legisla­
tive origin. fhese agencies could therefore not exer­
cise judicial functions-a prerequisite of certiorari. 

Three years later the Supreme Court in Drumney 
v. State Bd. of Funeral Directors (1939) 13 Cal.2d 75, 
held that mandamus was the proper method of re­
viewing adjudicatory decisions of legislatively creat­
ed agencies. During the next several years this 
"certiorarified" species of mandamus became the 
preferred method of reviewing those agencies' ad­
judicatory decisions and was codified in 1945 as' sec­
tion 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The 
drafters of the legislation intended to clarify the law 
as it developed over the preceding several years and 
to impose uniformity on the method and procedures 
for judicial review of agency adjudications.20 

B. Review under Administrative Mandamus 
An agency's adjudication of rights requires a hear­

ing.21 Where the law requires a hearing at which 
evidence is to be taken and discretion in the determi­
nation )f the facts vested in the agency, the writ of 

administrative mandamus is available to inquire into 
the validity of any final administrative order or deci­
sion. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5 (a) .) 

The case is heard before the court without jury and 
is limited to the record made at the administrative 
hearing, unless evidence could not reasonably have 
been produced or was improperly excluded at the 
hearing. In that event the reviewing court may ad­
mit the evidence if the case is such that the court is 
authorized by law to exercise its independent judg­
ment on the evidence. (Subd. (e).) 

The inquiry of the court's review extends to 
whether the agency proceeded without or in excess 
of its jurisdiction; whether there was a fair trial; and 
whether there was any prejudicial abuse of discre­
tion-that is, did the agency proceed in the manner 
prescribed by law, was its decision supported by find­
ings, and were those findings supported by the evi­
dence. (Subd. (b).) 

If it is claimed that the abuse of discretion consists 
of findings that are not supported by the evidence, 
the court, where it is authorized by law, exercises its 
independent judgment on the evidence. In all other 
cases, abuse of discretion is established if the court 
determines that the findings are not supported by 
substantial evidence. (Subd. (c).) 

Section 1094.5 also provides procedures for, and 
the scope of review of, adjudicatory decisions by pri­
vate hospital boards (subd. (d)), stays respecting the 
enforcement of orders and decisions (subd. (g), 
(h) (1) (2) (3)), and authority to command the 
agency or board to set aside the order or decision. 
The court may order the agency or board to recon­
sider the case in light of the court's opinion and to 
take such further action as specially enjoined upon it 
by law. But the judgment may not limit or control in 
any way the discretion legally vested in the agency 
or board. The court, of course, may also deny the 
writ. (Subd (f).) 

II. STATUTORY EXCEPTIONS TO SECTION 1094.5 

A. Constitutionally Empowered Agencies 
The California Constitution provides certain state­

wide agencies with limited judicial powers. These 
are: the Public Utilities Commission (art. XII, §§ 2, 6 
and 8); Workers Compensation Board (art. XIV, § 4); 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Board (art. XX, 
§ 22); and State Bar of California (art. VI, § 9). 

Public Utilities Code section 1756 1?tescribes the 
method of review from adjudicatory oiecisions of the 
Public Utilities Commission. This is by writ of certio­
rari or review to the Supreme Court. The scope of 
review is defined in section 1757, and extends no 
further than the determination whether the commis-

sion regularly pursued its authority, including a 
determination whether the order or decision under. 
review violated any right of the petitioner under the 
Constitutions of the United States or California. Oth­
erwise, the findings and conclusions of the C01llIl11S­

sion on questions of fact are final and not subject to 
review, except as provided. 

Similarly; review of an order, decision, or award of 
the Workers Compensation Appeals Board is by writ 
of review to the Supreme Court or Court of Appeal. 
(Lab. Code, § 5950.) The scope of this review, which 
is based solely on the record before the board (Lab. 
Code, § 5951), is' limited to whether the appeals 

19 The report was an exhaustive study of California law and recommendations for proposed legislative action. 
m Sec CalifornillJudicial Council, 10th Biennial Report, pp. '}{T, 13!J-142; Kleps, Cerb'orarified Mtmdamus; Court Review oFCaliFomia Administrative Decisions 

1939-49, 2 Stan. L. Rev. 285 (1950). 
II .\flUljares v. Newton (1964) 64 Cal,2d 365, 371. 
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board acted without or in excess of its jurisdiction, 
and whether the .order, decision, or award was pro­
cured by fraud or was unreasonable or was unsup­
ported by substantial evidence. (Lab. Code, § 5952.) 

The statutes providing review from a final order of 
the Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Board are 
essentially identical in method and scope to those 
from decisions of the Workers Compensation Ap­
peals Board. (Bus. & Prof. Code, §§ 23090-13090.3.) 

Review of State Bar discipli'lary action against an 
attorney, or the State Bar's refusal to admit to prac­
tice, is before the Supreme Court. (Bus. & Prof. Code 
§§ 6082,6066; Cal. Rules of Court, rules 951-952.) The 
court will independently examine and reweigh the 
evidence in reviewing the action.22 

Except for State Bar proceedings, the adjudicatory 
decisions of agencies empowered by the Constitu­
tion with limited judicial function are reviewed by 
writ of certiorari and under the substantial evidence 
test. 23 The decisions of all four constitutional agen­
cies, however, are reviewed by the Court of Appeal 
or Supreme Court in the first instance, which ap­
pears to be the hallmark procedural difference 
between judicial review of constitutionally empow­
ered agencies and legislatively created agencies.24 

B. Agricultural Labor Relations Board 
The provisions governing review from final orders 

of the Agricultural Labor Relations Board fall 
between the method of judicial review for agencies 
deriving judicial power from the Constitution and 
judicial review under section 1094.5 for agencies 
created by legislation. Labor Code section 1160.8 re­
quires any person seeking relief from a final order of 
the Agricultural Labor Relations Board to petition 
for review in the Court of Appeal. The findings of the 
board with respect to questions of fact are conclusive 
if substantial evidence supports them. 

Because of considerable activity by the board, this 
exception to conventional administrative mandamus 
practice is noteworthy. In particular, review under 
section 11€0.8 is initiated not in a trial court, where 
the board's order must probably be enforced if the 
petition is summarily denied,25 but in a court of ap­
pellate jurisdiction. 

The Legislature may, of course, conclusively deter­
mine that review of the board's orders is most appro­
priate in an appellate court, as attendant labor 
discord may raise issues of statewide significance. 
However, appellate courts generally prefer not to 
consider cases in the first instance, even when they 
are constitutionally empowered to hear them, save 

for matters of singular importance. The view has 
been that to do so regularly would tend to distort the 
appellate court's function and compromise the or­
derly process of conventional judicial review.26 

C. Action for Breach of Contract­
Government Code section 53066.127 

Effective January 1, 1983, Government Code sec­
tion 53006.1, subdivision (g) (3) provides that in cases 
where a local body as franchisor finds that a cable 
television system franchisee is in noncompliance 
with the franchise, either party "may file a breach of 
contract action for breach of the franchise agree­
ment in a court of competent jurisdiction. All factual 
and legal issues shall be determined by civil proce­
dures and under rules of evidence applicable to 
breach of contract actions." 

The administrative remedies which the party who 
files a breach of contract action must first exhaust are 
extensive under the statute. Under subdivision 
(g) (2), the cable television system may also request 
a hearing before the governing body of the franchi­
sor following a written notice of noncompliance. The 
hearing must be conducted within 30 days of receipt 
of the request and a decision rendered within 15 days 
following the conclusion of the hearing. 

Only after the franchisor transmits written notice 
pursuant to subdivision (g) (2) may either paTty file 
an action for breach of contract. The statute is un­
clear about whether the request for an administra­
tive healing waives the right to proceed at law and 
requires administrative mandamus to review the 
governing board's decision, or whether the franchi­
see has an unconditional right both to an administra­
tive hearing and an action at law challenging the 
governing board's determination. 

The statute, in departing from the scheme of con­
ventional mandamus review, creates problems ~~ 'lirt 
from its ambiguity, nonuniformity with state"" ide 
practice, and potential duplication of evidentiary 
1 . "" learmgs. 

For example, the statute makes no provision"for 
the involvement of beneficially interested third par­
ties in an action at law. Arguably such parties may 
intervene; possibly they may be required to institute 
mandamus proceedings under sections 1085 or 
1094.5. In any event, the device which the statute 
chooses to review administrative action seems proce­
durally awkward and potentially more expensive 
both for the parties and the judicial system than con­
ventional administrative mandamus.28. 

22 Siegel v. Committee of Bar Examiners (1973) 10 Cal.3d 156; Schdlman v. State Bar of California (1973) 10 Cal.3d 526. 
23 Certiorari conventionally requires jurisdictional error before it will issue and dO,es not address error in the detenninations and orders of an agency. The 

concept of certiorari, however, is extraordinarily fluid. (See Abelleiro v. District Court of Appeal (1941) 17 Cal.2d 280.) 
2. But see Labor Code section 1160.8 providing for a "petition" to a Court of Appeal for review from a firial order of the Agrir,u1tural Labor Relations Board. 
~5Tex·Cal Land Management v. Agricultural Labor Relations Bd, supra, 24 Cal.3d at p. 352. 
2. See generally Fowler, Mandamus as an Original Proceeding in the California Appellate C6\rrts (1963) 15 Hastings L.J. 177. 
21 Stats. 1982, ch. 679; Assem. Bill No. 3685-Young. 
.KIn contrast, but also providing for trials de novo following administrative proceedings are Labor Code sections 1543 and 1700.44, involving he,arings before 

the labor commissioner of disputes between artists and athletes and their respective managers, and Business & Professions Code sections 620i-6204 (Stats. 
1982, ch. 979), providing for arbitration of fee disputes between attorneys and clients. These statutes in essence prescribe a form of nonbindillg mandatory 
arbitration between private parties over contractual claims. The "administrative" hearing results in no action on the part of the agency which mandamus 
could address. Since, moreover, these statutes involve private contractual disputes, the parties are constitutionally entitled to trial by jury. (Cal. Const., 
art. 1, §16.) 
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D. Review by "Appeal"­
Education Code section 56505 

Another exception to judicial review by means of 
administrative mandamus is Education Code section 
56505, added in 1980. It provides that a decision of the 
Department of Education following a full due pro­
cess administrative hearing between parents and 
schools over identification, assessment, or placement 
of handicapped children may be appealed to "a court 
of competent jurisdiction." (Subd. (j).) 29 

The section raises several questions. How proce­
durally does a party "appeal" an administrative deci­
sion to a court of competent jurisdiction? What is the 
court of competent jurisdiction? Is there a court of 
competent jurisdiction? What is the scope of review 
by a court hearing the appeal? 

The language of this section creates problems 
Iwhich are not new or necessarily semantic. In its 
lengthy study of California administrative law, the 
Judicial Council made this pertinent observation: 30 

The Legislature has attempted in certain situa­
tions to provide for an 'appeal' to the courts from 
the action of an administrative officer or board. 
Since the appelate jurisdiction of the courts is fixed 
by the Constitution, this type of provision is uncon­
stitutional if it has the effect of altering that appel­
late jurisdiction [citing Mojave River Irrigab'on 
Districtv. Superior Court (1928) 202 Cal. 717; Mill­
sap v. Alderson (1909) 63 Cal.App. 518; Chinn v. 
Superior Court (1909) 156 Cal. 478]. Where the 
form of procedure is called an 'appeal,' however, it 
may still be held constitutional if the court deter­
mines that a wholly new proceeding in the court 
is contemplated and that no true appeal is involved 
[citing Collier & Wallis v. Astor (1937) 9 Cal.2d 
202]. 

Even if the statute can be interpreted as not alter­
ing constitutionally prescribed appellate jurisdiction, 
the courts may still be hard pressed to know the 
nature of the wholly new proceeding called "ap­
peal." An appeal requires no weighing of evidence 
by the court, but merely a determination of whether 
the decision is supported by substantial evidence. If 
the legislation contemplates an entirely new court 
hearing at which evidence is again presented, du­
plicating in effect the due process hearing already 
provided, then doubtless the finder of fact must use 
its independent judgment. An analysis of this statute 
is fraught with uncertainty. 

E. Review by Writ of Certiorari from De:cisions 
of Legislatively Created Agencie8 (Pub. Res. 
Code, §§ 3354,3766, and 25531) 

Certiorari is limited to review from tribunals exer­
cising "judicial functions." (Code Civ. Proc. § 1068.) 
It has been axiomatic since Standard Oil Co. v. State 
Ed. of Equalization, supra, 6 Cal.2d 557, was decided 
in 1936 that certiorari was therefore unavailable to 
review the adjudicatory or quasi-judicial activities of 
legislatively created statewide agencies. This was 
held to be so because the separation of powers under 
the Constitution precluded the Legislature from 
granting judicial power other than to courts estab­
lished under article VI. Since statewide administra­
tive agencies not vested with judiciali powers under 
the state' Constitution cannot be vesited with such 
powers by the Legislature, they c~mnot exercise 
"judicial functions" as prescribed by ,Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1068. 31 

At least three sections of the Public Resources 
Code appear to prescribe an uncorl..~titutional 
method of review. Section 25531, added in 1974, pro­
vides that decisions of the Energy Resources and 
Conservation Commission issuing or denying certifi­
cation licenses for the construction of thermal power 
plants and related facilities are reviewable in the 
same way as challenges to decisions of the Public 
Utilities Commission respecting application for a 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity; that is, by 
writ ofreview to the Supreme Court. Since the Ener­
gy Resources and Conservation Commission is not an 
agency given judicial powers under the Constitution, 
as is the Public Utilities Commission, section 25531 
would seem to be unr:!onstitutional under the rule of 
Standard Oil Co. v. State Ed. of Equalization. 

There appears to be legislative recognition of this 
invalidity, as section 25903 of the Public Resources 
Code, also added in 1974, provides that if section 
25531 is invalid "with respect to judicial review," the 
judicial review is to be conducted in the superior 
court subject to the scope of review set out in that 
section, which appears to be the substantial evidence 
test. (Subd. (b).) 

The reason why the drafters of the legislation pro­
ceeded in this manner is unclear. Of interest, by way 
of comparison, is section 25910, added in the same 
chaptered bill containing section 25531, 32 which pro­
vides that determinations of the commission on any 
matter specified in the division, except for section 
25531, is reviewable by writ of mandate in the superi­
or court under section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. 

•• "Nothing in this chapter shall preclude a party from exerCising the right to appeal the decision to a court of competent jurisdiction. Any appeal to court 
by Ii public education agency or parent shall not operl1.te an an automatic stsy of enforcement of the final administrative determination .... " (Ed. Code, 
§ 56505, subd. U).) 

3. California Judicial Council, supra, lOth Biennial Report at p. 143. 
31 "Since the writ of review is provided in the Constihltion, its historic function can not be altered by a legislative proviSion attempting to apply it to bodies 

which do not exercise strictly judicial power." (California Judicial Council, supra, lOth Biennial Report at p. 143.) 
32 Stats. 1974, ch. Z76. p. 539, § 2. 
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Public Resources Code sections 3354 and 3766, add­
ed by statute in 1939 and 1965 respectively, require 
judicial review of Division of Oil and Gas decisions by 
writ of certiorari. These sections also appear to be of 
dubious constitutionality. In light of their questiona­
ble validity, and the absence of a curative provision 
such as section 25910, a court will likely treat any 
petition as one for writ of mandate. 33 It is arguable 
whether a court in that circumstance will be com­
pelled to apply the substantial evidence test if a fun­
damental vested right is in issue, notwithstandirlg the 
apparent intent of the legislation's drafters. 34 

F. Review in Criminal and Tax Matters 
1. Penal Code sections 2932, .1170, and 1170.2. 

Adjudicatory decisions by the Department of Cor­
rections denying or revoking good time and partici­
pation credits for prisoners under Penal Code section 
2932, and determinations by the Board of Prison 

Terms under Penal Code sections 1170 and 1170.2, 
respecting periods of confinement for prisoners 
given life terms or sentenced indeterminately, are 
reviewed by writ of habeas corpus. 35 This practice 
conforms to the traditional use of the writ and seems 
a benign and unobjectionable departure from con­
ventional administrative mandamu,> practice. 
2. Revenue and Tax Code sections 742-743, 8148, 
19082, and 26102. 

Decisions affecting various claims for tax refunds 
are not reviewable by mandamus, as that remed~ 
may not enjoin or prevent the collection of a tax. 
The statutory procedure obligates the taxpayer to 
claim a refund and then sue if the claim is denied. 
Since only a money claim is involved, an action at law 
provides a sufficiently speedy and adequate remedy. 
The traditional use of mandamus has little applica­
tion. 

III. SCOPE OF JUDICIAL REVIEW 
Evolving case law has altered the determination of 

the appropriate scope of review for evidence pre­
sented at an administrative mandamus proceeding. 
Section 1094.5, subd. (c) provides that the court shall 
weigh the evidence when "authorized by law to ex­
ercise its independent judgment" and in all other 
cases shall determine whether the findings are sup­
ported by substantial evidence. The section was in­
tended to leave to courts the establishment of 
standards for deciding which cases require inde­
pendent judgment and which substantial evidence 
review. :n 

These standard., required the trial court to under­
take an independent review of any decision by a 
legislatively or locally created agency affecting a fun­
damental vested right in determining whether there 
had been an abuse of discretion because the findings 
were not supported by the weight of the evidence. 
If the decision did not affect a fundamental vested 
right, the trial court's inquiry was to be limited to a 
determination of whether the findings were supp()rt­
ed by substantial evidence in the light of the whole 
record. 38 

Tex-Cal Land Management, Inc. v. Agricultural 
Labor Relations Bd, supra, 24 Cal.3d 335, may have 
changed the standard. The court appeared to hold 

that the Legislature may accord finality to the find­
ings of a statewide agency of legislative origin that 
are supported by substantial evidence on the record 
considered as a whole if appropriate due process 
safeguards are provided, regardless whether a funda­
mental vested right is involved. (Id, pp. 344-346.) 

The courts are now apparently relieved of having 
to determine the scope of review provided there is 
a legislative direction to apply the substantial. evi­
dence test and due process rights have been sui tably 
protected during administrative proceedings. On 
the other hand, if the Legislature has provided no 
direction, the courts must determine the approp hte 
standard under section 1094.5. 39 ''f< 

Tex-Cal has sizeable implications for drafting fu­
ture legislation affecting judicial review of agency 
adjudications. The Legislature may now designate 
the scope of review for decisions of most agencies of 
legislative or local origin, particularly where the Ad­
ministrative Procedure Act governs proceedings and 
assures due process. Conclusive direction is therefore 
potentially available to the courts and to litigants 
about the scope of review appropriate in any ad­
ministrative mandamus proceeding, reducing issues 
of contention at trial and on appeal. 

33 See Tex·Cal I.and Management, Inc. v. AgriculturrJ Labor Relations Ed, supra, 24 Cal.3d at p. 350. 
:u See Frink v. Prod (1982) 31 Cal.3<\ 166, 173. 
as See In re Dexter (1979) 25 Cal.3d 921; Ex parte Soldavini (1944) 64 Cal.App.2d fffl. 
36 Revenue & Tax Code section 6931 is a typical codification of this concept. 
:rr Tex-Cal Land Management, Inc. v. Agricultural Labor Relations Ed, supra, 24 Cal.3d at p. 344. 
3B Strumsky v. San Diego Coupty Employees Retirement Assn., supra, 11 Cal.3d at p. 32. 
39 See Frink v. P: ad, supra, 31 Cal.3d at p. 173. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Consideration should be given to the following crite­
ria when legislation is contemplated which would 
affect judicial review of a legislatively or locally 
created administrative agency's adjudicatory o:rder 
or decision: 

1. Administrative mandamus under Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1094.5 should be the method 
of review unless compelling legislative policy 
dictates otherwise. 

2. The method of judicial review should be desig­
nated in the statute by recognized and unam-

biguous terminology. Review by certiorari or 
appeal is improper. 

3. Where the method of judicial' review varies 
from section 1094.5, the court of first instance to 
hear the matter should nevertheless be a trial 
court, rather than an appellate court, unless 
compelling legislative policy dictates otherwise. 

4. The evidentiary scope of review should be 
designated. The substantial evidence test is ap­
propriate only if suitable due process safeguards 
have been provided during administrative pro­
ceedings affecting fundamental vested rights. 



-

r 

... 

, \. 

.:~~~ ; 

,,\. " 
\ 

,: , ·o,~' 
,~,,~ . 

'\ ,/-~ .. 
• t~ ,; ... 

D. 

.' 

1983 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 27 

Chapter 5 

THE COORDINAl'ION STATUTE 

At its meeting in May 1982, the Judicial Council 
recommended .amendment of the' coordination stat­
ute (Code- Civ.Proc., §§ 404-404.8).tocreate a new 
procedure for transfer and ccnsolidation of superior 
court and municipal or justice court actions sharing 
common questions of fact br law and pending in the 

same county. These actions are commonly referred 
to as intra-county "vertical" proceei:~ings. Under the 
proposed plan, the decision to tr~~e.r and f!onsoli­
date would be made on direct motion in the superior 
court rather than by a judge assigned by t1:le Chair­
person of the Judicial Council. 

I. BACKGROUND 

Coordination of civil actions is a procedural device 
used to join for all purposes individual actions pend­
ing in different courts and sharing a common ques­
tion of fact or law; Coordination prevents duplicative 
and L'lconsistent rulings; reduces the number of trials 
necessary to resolve a dispute; and fosters the. effi­
cient utilization of judicial facilities and manpower. 

The coordination statute is implemented by Cali­
fornia Rules of Court, lUles 1501 through 1550. Code 
of Civil Procedure section 404.7 requires the Judicial 
Councilto provide rules 'of practice and procedure in 
coordination proceedings. Rule 1550 further requires 
the Administrative Office of the Courts to perform 
all necessary· administrative functions. 

It was originally contemplated that coordination 
would be used primarily in actions pending in more 
than one cOUJ1ty. Increa,singly, however,the statute 
has been used by those seeking to join a superior 
court action and a municipal or justice court action 
pending in the same county. In response to the need 
for streamlined procedures in these simpler intra­
county "vertical" proceedings, theJudicial Council 
recommended a previous amendment to the coordi­
nation statute. . 

Under Code of Civil Procedure section 404.3 (b), in 
effect since January 1, 1981, the coordination motion 
judge assigned by the Chairperson of the Judicial 
Council to determine whether the included actions 
should be joined for all purposes may order transfer 
and consolidation in lieu of coordination in intra-

county ;.'verticaV~ proceedings. As a practical matter, 
exercise of the option contained in Code of Civil 
Procedure section 404.3 (b) eliminates the need for a 
coordinati0n trial judge assignment and permits 
master calendar management by the superior court. 
An order granting transfer and consolidation, in con­
trast to an order granting coordination,.,does not re­
quire the litigants to conform to the more complex 
coordination rules and procedures. 

The transfer and consolidation option has been 
used extensively by courts and litigants and, has re-

\' suIted in increitsed efficiency. The option prevents 
multiple trials aiidl inconsistent results while it avoids 
some of the more time-consuming and costly coordi­
nation procedures which may not be necessary in 
intra-county cases . 

Of the 285 petitions filed in 1981, 184 were intra­
COUhty "vertical" coordination cases. Of the 184 
cases, 115 were located in Los Angeles County. 
Transfer and consolidation were ordered in at least 
105 of the 184 cases. 

Because of the increased .. efficiency and conven­
ience demonstrated by the "transfer and consolida­
tion option during 1981, the Judicial Council decided 
to propose legislation which would permit direct ap­
plication to the superior court for transfer and con­
solidation. The proposed plan eliminates the need for 
submission of a petition for coordination to the 
Chairperson of the Judicial Council in intra-county 
"vertical" cases. 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THKPROPOSED AMENDMENT 
"TO THE COORDINATION STATUTE 

The proposed amendment to the coordination 
statute considered by the Judicial Councilconfer§:' 
jurisdiction upon the superior court to" determine " 
whether transfer and consolidation are appropriate 
in intra-county "vertical" proceedings according to' 
the usual standards for coordination set forth in Code 
of Civil Procedure section 404.1. It also creates juris­
diction In fue superior court to hear and determine 
the intra-county "vertical" cases ordered transferred 

Preceding page blank 

'and consolidated. 
The primary administrative function of the Judi­

cial Council in coordination cases is to balance the 
convenience of parties, witnesses, counsel, and the 
courts in selecting a site for the coordination motion 
and for trial. 'Ems function is largely unnecessary in 
cases pending in . the same county. Accor;dingly, the 
proposed plan eliminates the, petition' and assign­
ment requirement and the ac:lministr~tive role of the 
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Judicial Council in intra-county "vertical" cases to 
help achieve an even greater reduction in cost and 
delay. 

In most cases, the judge assigned as coordination 
motion judge in intra-county "vertical" cases is the 
presiding judge, assistant presiding judge, or law and 
motion judge of the superior court. As a result, the 
identity of the judge who decides the issue of transfer 
and consolidation is frequently the same under both 
the proposed and existing procedures. The proposed 
plan does not, therefore, crea'ce new duties for the 
superior courts. 

Submission of a coordination petition to the Chair-

person of the Judicial Council requires the agree­
ment of all parties plaintiff or all parties defendant to 
at least one of the actions. Absent agreement, the 
petitioner must first seek permission to commence 
coordination proceedings by filing a noticed motion 
in one of the included courts. l In intra-county "verti­
cal" cases this often results in unnecessary duplica­
tion of effort for both counsel and the courts. The 
same judge who grants permission to commence 
coordination proceedings may later be assigned tv 
apply the same standards in determining the propri­
ety of coordination. The proposed amendment was 
designed to eliminate this duplication of effort. 

III. CONCLUSION AND HECOMMENDATIONS 
In accordance with the policy of the ChiefJustice 

as Chairperson of the Judicial Council to seek the 
views of interested persons and organizations, an in­
vitation to comment on the proposed amendment to 
the coordination statute was extended to each pre­
siding judge of the superior and municipal courts and 
other interested parties. The responses were uni­
formly favorable. 

Thereafter, the Judicial Council decided at its 
meeting on May 15, 1982, to propose legislation to 
amend the coordination statute to permit transfer 
and consolidation by direct motion in the superior 
court in intra-county "vertical" cases. 

Judicial Council sponsored legislation implement­
ing the proposed transfer and consolidation plan was 
enacted, effective January 1, 1983.2 An amendment 

to the California Rules of Court was also necessary to 
provide for details of procedure. Accordingly, at its 
November 15, 1982 meeting, the council amended 
rule 1520 to: 

(1) Require that a motion to transfer and con­
solidate under Code of Civil Procedure section 404 
as amended, be filed in the superior court in th~ 
manner provided by law for motions in civil ac­
tions generally. 

(2) Require the moving party to set forth the 
facts relied upon to show that consolidation is ap­
propriate and to complete the transfer within a 
reasonable time. 

(3) Clarify the rule to distinguish the new pro­
cedure from existing methods of initiating coordi­
nation proceedings. 

1 Code of Civil Procedure section 404; rule 1520. 
2 Stats. 1982, ch. 250; Assembly Bill 3396-Harris; amends Code of Civil Procedure section 404. 
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Chapter 6 

THE "EL CAJON EXPERIMENT" 

Legislation 1 effective January 1, 1978, sought to 
create a five-year pilot project in the EI Cajon Munic­
ipal Court to test the desirability of permitting a mu­
nicipal court to hear certain superior court matters. 
The Legislature viewed the proposed law as an or­
ganizational and procedural experiment designed to 
improve the administration of justice by reducing 
delays and costs to the public occasioned by a con­
stantly increasing number of cases filed in the superi­
or courts. 

Prior to passage, the proposed legislation aroused 
concern that its provisions might be construed as 
creating a second superior court without constitu­
tional sanction.2 To avoid the possibility of invalidity, 
the Chief Justice, at the request of the presiding 
judge of the San Diego Superior Court, assigned 
judges of the EI Cajon Municipal Court to hear su­
perior court matters under article VI, section 6 of the 
Constitution. 

The experiment began in the six-judge EI Cajon 
Municipal Court in September 1977. It was extended 
in April 1978 to both South Bay and San Diego Mu­
nicipal Courts and in March 1979 to the North 

County Municipal Court when the judges of those 
courts were assigned to hear superior court cases 
pursuant to article VI of the Constitution. 

The volume of actual assistance provided to the 
San Diego Superior Court by the four participating 
municipal courts appears to be approximately three 
to four judicial positions annually, with most of that 
assistance concentrated in the area of pleas and sen­
tencing. According to the assessment of the presid­
ing and supervising judges of the superior court, the 
assistance is crucial in maintaining satisfactory calen­
dar control. 

For their part, the four participating municipal 
courts are handling superior court cases without ad­
versely affecting their calendars or the disposition of 
municipal court business. They have done this by 
implementing more efficient judicial time manage­
ment procedures, delegating to clerks the authority 
to dispose of certain minor offenses and traffic infrac­
tions, successfully using readiness conferences to dis­
pose of many felony matters before the preliminary 
hearing, and displaying an exceptional enthusiasm 
leading to a more intensive use of judicial time. 

I. PRACTICE 
Chapter 1051, Statutes of 1977, although enacted 

and effective as ofJanuary 1, 1978, has not been used 
to provide legal authority for the operation of the HEI 
Cajon experiment." Reliance has been placed on ar­
ticle VI assignment powers of the Chief Justice. The 
legislation would have allowed El Cajon Municipal 
Court to exercise jurisdiction, under specified condi­
tions. 3 over all criminal cases amounting to a felony 
where all parties expressly consented; over civil cases 
where the amount in controversy was $30,000 or less 
and no party moved to transfer the matter within 30 
days of being served; and over matters arising under 
the Family Law Act, if all parties resided in the EI 
Cajon Municipal Court District and no party moved 
to transfer the matter within ten days of service of 
the petition. 

The practice of the municipal court judges par­
ticipating in the experiment has been to exercise 
fully the powers of the superior court to which they 

have been assigned. Limitations regarding what su­
perior court matters the municipal court judges will 
handle have been largely self-imposed and affected 
by available resources. 4 Consent of the parties gen­
erally has not been sought. Geographical proximity 
to a superior court has also influenced practice. 

San Diego and North County Municipal Courts, 
which are housed in the same facilities as the San 
Diego Superior Court and its North County branch, 
tend to retain jurisdiction over felony cases in which 
a guilty plea has been entered at the lower court 
level. The municipal court judge, sitting by assign­
ment as a superior court judge, will then proceed to 
impose sentence. Criminal trial cases are bound over 
to the San Diego Superior Court. However, San 
Diego municipal court judges preside over some su­
perior court criminal trials on assignment from the 
superior court presiding judge on an as-available ba­
sis. 5 

IStats.l977, ch. lOSl; Senate Dill No. 1134-Wilson. 
2 Cw. Const., art. VI, ~ 4. 
3 Jurisdiction would exist (a) innll criminnl cases amounting to a felony for which any specification of three time periods of imprisorunent in any state prison 

is prescribed by law, and where the offense was committed within the El Cajon Judicinl District; and (b) where nil parties consent to the case being tried 
in the El Cajon Municipnl Court, the absence of which requires transfer of the case to the Superior Court of San Diego. (Gov. Code ~ 73652.) 

4 For example, South Bay Municipnl Court will normnlly not retain a superior court felony matter for trinl if it is expected to last more than three days, or 
if the case is expected to present complex legnl motions for consideration; El Cajon Municipw COUI t will typicnlly hear a case for trinl which does not 
exceed five court days unless there is a particular reason to send it to the San Diego Superior Court. 

3 In fiscnl year 1980-81, San Diego Municipnl Court judges presided over nine superior court criminnl trinls; North County Municipnl Court judges presided 
over one, 
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Because of EI Cajon and South Bay Municipal 
Courts' distance from the superior court, felony cases 
there are retained after normal bindover or certifica­
tion to the superior court, and remain in the munici­
pal court through trial and sentencing. Additionally, 

the EI Cajon Municipal Court has been responsible 
for practically all family law and civil superior court 
filings disposed of as part of the municipal court ex­
periment. 

II. EFFECTS ON SUPLRIOR COURT 
The results of the experiment have been apparent 

primarily in the area of felony dispositions. Civil fil­
ings have been relatively insignificant. For example, 
the EI Cajon Municipal Court reported only 80 su­
perior court civil complaints and petitions disposed 
of during fiscal year 1980-81, a period when the ex­
periment was in full effect. More substantial have 
been the number of superior court family law dispo­
sitions accounted for by the EI Cajon Municipal 
Court, which in fiscal year 1980-81 amounted to sev­
en percent of the 12,042 superior court family l.aw 
dispositions. 

In contrast, the municipal court judges accounted 
for 2,053 superior court criminal case dispositions in 
fiscal year 1980-81, or 44 percent of the total number 
of superior court criminal case dispositions for that 
period. Most of the 2,053 dispositions have. been by 
pleas of guilty. Fifty dispositions, or 2.4 percent, were 
after trial. This compares to 348 dispositions, or seven 
percent, for all superior court criminal cases disposed 
of after trial in fiscal year 1980-8l. 

The involvement of the municipal courts in han­
dling and disposing of felony matters for the superior 

court is growing noticeably. Both the annual number 
of bindovers (i.e., for trial or sentencing) and infor­
mations filed at EI Cajon have approximately dou­
bled between 1979 and 1981, while bindovers to the 
downtown San Diego Superior Court have declined 
at almost the same rate. 

Although the purpose of the experiment was to 
relieve congestion in the San Diego Superior Court, 
the results have not been dramatic. The data reflect­
ing civil cases at issue, an indicator of civil backlog, 
show no significant changes between June 1979 and 
December 1981. 6 On the other hand, between June 
1979 and December 1981 there has been a percepti­
hIe decrease in the average monthly number of 
criminal l:!ases set for contested trial. 7 

It is estimated that the four participating munici­
pal courts currently provide the annual equivalent of 
three to four judicial position's worth of assistance to 
the superior court. The estimate is based on detailed 
time sheets of superior court assistance maintailled 
by the judges of the EI Cajon Municipal Court, and 
supported by the subjective estimates of superior 
court supervising judges. 

III. E!.o'FECTS ON MUNICIPAL COURTS 
All four municipal courts report that their calen­

daiS are presently current and that they are encoun­
tering no difficulties or unacceptable delays in 
disposing of municipal court business. 

Although as measured by the weighted caseload 
system the workload between fiscal year 1978-79 and 
1980-81 increased by 22 percent in North County 
Municipal Court, 17 percent in El Cajon Municipal 
Court, 10 percent in South Bay Municipal Court, and 
11 percent in San Diego Municipal Court, the num­
ber of criminal cases awaiting trial decreased in all 
four municipal courts between June 1979 and June 
1981. The number of civil cases awaiting trial, on the 
other hand, has doubled between December 1978 
and June 1981 in three of the four municipal courts, 
doubtless as a result of the jurisdictional filing limit 
change which went into effect in July 1979. 8 Never­
theless, the median wait to trial after filing the 
memorandum to set has been relatively stable dur­
ing this period. 

On balance, it appears that the municipal courts 

6 The total number of civil cases at·issue was as follows: 
June 1979 -7,694 
June 1980 -7,747 
June 1981 -8,090 

participating in the "El Cajon experiment" have 
kept their workloads under control, and indeed may 
even have improved the status of their calendars, 
despite the assistance they provided to the superior 
court. Several reasons have been suggested for, this 
apparent success. 

South Bay Municipal Court, for example, reports 
that its policy of holding strictly enforced readiness 
conferences since mid-1980 has resulted in an in­
creased felony disposition rate before the prelimi­
nary hearing. 

At EI Cajon Municipal Court the clerks are now 
authorized through specific and mandatory guide­
lines to reduce bail or take pleas in traffic cases and 
assign defendants to traffic school, or give trial dates; 
a new minor offense division has been established for 
cases ill which bail would be less than $100 and where 
the amount of bail may be forfeited to dispose of the 
case without court appearance; and disposition of 
parking violations has been transferred to the City of 
EI Cajon. Additionally, other procedural illnovations 

December 1981 -7,912 
7 An average of approximately 700 monthly criminal ca5es were set for contested trial in Ilscai year 1979-80; 570 in fiscal yenr 1980-81; and approximately 400 

in the second half of calendar year 1981. 
B Stats. 1979, Ch. 146. 
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have either decreased direct judicial involvement in 
disposition or simplified and expedited procedures so 
as to release increasing amounts of judicial time. 

In San Diego and North County Municipal Courts 
the clerks, too, are more heavily involved. In both 
courts, defendants may be assjgned by the clerks to 
traffic school without the need for a court appear­
ance. The clerks in North County Municipal Court 
are authorized to grant continuances and set pretrial 
dates, and a system of automatic "courtesy notice" 

advises a defendant of the availability of bail forfei­
ture to dispose of a case. 

Probably the most important element of the ability 
of the municipal court judges to handle successfully 
their current workload is the enthusiasm that infuses 
the "EI Cajon experiment." The municipal court 
judges view the opportunity to preside over superior 
court matters as challenging and satisfying. Conse­
quently, they have invariably worked harder and 
longer. 

IV. PROBLEM AREAS 

The subjective response of the San Diego superior 
and municipal court bench has been uniformly favor­
able to the experiment. Attorneys representing 
criminal defendants have, however, expressed reser­
vations about extending the "EI Cajon experiment" 
absent unequivocal provisions that municipal court 
judges may hear superior court cases in municipal 
court only by consent of the parties. 

Some attorneys have voiced doubts about the pro­
priety of municipal court judges performing the du­
ties of a superior court judge in matters beyon d the 
jurisdiction of the municipal court. 9 It was fu rther 
observed by some that because superior courts are 
more centralized, there is greater assurance of uni­
formity in the manner in which felonies are disposed 
of than would be the case in :"~':1icipal court. 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

In light of the results of the HEI Cajon experiment" 
the Judicial Council at its meeting on May 15, 1982, 
approved the following conclusions and recommen­
dations: 

l. The "E} Cajon experiment" has assisted the 
San Diego superior court in the disposition of its 
judicial business. A convenient, if rough, measure 
wOllld suggest assistance equivalent to three to 
four judicial positions. This assistance has been 
valuable in controlling the court's calendar. 

2. All four municipal courts have rendered as­
sistance to the superior cQurt without adversely 
affecting tLeir own calendars. The pressure of a 
superior court caseload has led to more efficient 
and innovative judicial time management proce­
dures. 

3. Objections have been raised by some mem­
bers of the bar to municipal court judges hearing 
superior court matters ill municipal court locations 
without the consent of the parties. These objec­
tions should be resolved by obtaining the consent 
of the parties in each case unlells the board of 
supervisors has designated those locations as 
branch superior courts pursuant to the applicable 
statute. 10 A consent requirement might in some 
instances significantly reduce the number of cases 
disposed of in the municipal or J'11stice court loca­
tion. 

4. The courts of any county having conditions 

similar to those present in San Diego County 
should consider proposing a program under which 
murdcipal and justice court judges hear and deter­
mine certain superior court matters under judicial 
assignment pursuant to article VI, section 6 of the 
Constitution. In those municipal or justice court 
locations that are not also branch superior courts, 
the courts should consider the need to obtain the 
consent of the parties as provided in the original 
"EI Cajon experiment" legislation. 
Legislation 11 enacted since the May 1982 council 

meeting has in large part implemented these recom­
mendations and conclusions. The design of this legis­
lation has been to accomplish the goals of the "E! 
Cajon experiment" by permitting a superior court, in 
cooperation with the judges of the municipal and 
justice courts, to direct that a matter be heard at a 
mWlicipal or justice court location if the judge in that 
location has been given a judicial assignment to assist 
the superior court under article VI, section 6 of the 
Constitution. 

The legislation requires that the Judicial Council 
formulate rules to provide for the timely filing of 
objections to hearing a civil matter at municipal or 
justice court location, and for obtainiug the consent 
of parties in a criminal action. In compliance with 
this mandate, the Judicial Council promulgated Rule 
245.5 of the California Rules of Court, effective Janu­
ary 1, 1983. 

9 It might be noted in this regard that judges of the municipal and justice courts throughout the' state regularly sit in superior courts under assignment. 
10 Gov. Code § 69752. . 
11 Stats. 1982, ch. 273; Assembly BUi No. 3688-Harris. 
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Chapter 7 

JUDICIAL ARBITRATION PROPOSALS 
Legislation 1 enacted in 1982 raised the'ameunt-in­

centreversylimit fer assigning a case to the judicial 
arbitratien hearing list frem $15,000 to. 25,000 fer the 
counties ef Los Angeles, San Bernardino., Santa Bar­
bara, and Ventura. The Judicial Ceuncil recem­
mends urgency legislatien to. raise the 
ameunt-in-centreversy limit to $25,000 statewide. 
The Advisery Ce~ttee en Mandatery Arbitratien 
Rules 2 recemmended that theceuncil spenser the 
prepesal. 

On the advisery cemmittee's recemmendatien, 
the ceuncil also. veted to. spenser a propesed amend­
ment to. Cede ef Civil Precedure sectien 1141.17, 
clarifying the telling previsiens ef Cede ef CiviI,Pre­
cedure sectien 583 as that sectien affects judicial arbi­
tration. 

Befere censideration by the ceuncil, the prepesals 
were widely circulated to. presiding judges ef superi-

erceurts and ether interested persens and erganiza­
tiens. 

Additienally, the prepesal fer raising the ameunt­
in-centreversy limit to. $25,000 statewide was previ­
eusly censidered and faverably received at an arbi­
tratien werkshop erganized by the Administrative 
Office ef the Ceurts and attended by judges, lawyers, 
and arbitratien administraters frem 14 superier 
ceurts and selected municipal ceurts.3 

A prepesal clarifying the telling previsiens ef Cede 
ef Civil Precedure sectien 583 was earlier censidered 

c and passed by the Legislature. The bill was based en 
a prepesal frem the Arbitratien Cemmittee ef the 
Bar Associatien ef San Francisco.. Hewever, the en­
relied Assembly bill effecting the prepesed change 
was rescinded. The bill failed passage in the Senate 
after it was amended. It appears that the failure ef 
the bill was unrelated to. the merits ef the previsiens 
new under censideratien.4 

SUMMARY OF PROPq§)}Do-LEGiSLAT!ON 
~¥ . 

I. 
The prepesal to. amend Cede ef Ci~ Precedure sectien 583 fer cases en the arbitratien hearing list 

sectien 1141.11 weuld change the ameunt specified more than feur years aD,d six menths after the date 
in subdivisiens (a) and (b) frem $15,000 to. $25,000, the actien was filed. Alsd, the prepesal weuld tell the 
and delete subdivisien (e).. five-year period fer 90 d~ys from the filing of the trial 

The prepesal to amend Code of Civil Procedure de nevo request. /1 
$ectien 1141.17 would tell the dismissal provisions of 

II. COMMENT 

1. Amount-in-Controversy Limit 
The courts have reperted that judi~ial arbitration, 

where available, is favorably affecting the status ef 
their calendars and strongly urge the adoption of the 
higher . limit. This view has grewn with the rising 
concern among certain ceurts about their ability to 
manage civil calenda,rs satisfacterily in the face of 
eppressively heavy criminal calendars and long civil 
~ctive lists. . ,'. 

As a result, the majority ef judicial arbitratien ac­
tivity already appears to. be, er will be, co.nducted 

imder .the $25,000 ameunt-in-centreversy limit. The 
superier ceurts ef Les Angeles, San Bernarqrne, Ven­
tura and Santa Barbara Ceunties, which reperted 43 
percent ef statewide judicial arbitratien activity in 
1980-1981,5 will under the law effective January 1, 
1983, order apprepriate cases to. the arbitratien hear­
ing list if in a ceurt's epinion the amount in centro­
versy dees net exceed $25,000. (Stats.1982, ch, 1522.) 
Several courts, including .these in Orange, San Diego., 
and Santa Clara Ceunties, have similarly raised the 
limit by Ie cal rule. 

1 Stats. 1982, ch. 1522; Assem. Bill No. ~Imbrecht. The legislation ame~r 1 Code of Civil Procedure section 1141,11. 
i. The Mandatory Arbitration Rules Committee WlI.5 originally appointed to ad ;e and assist in the development of Judicial Council rules for judicial arbitration. 

The. coiIlrnittee's function has been expanded to include assisting the council in complying with Code of Civil Procedure section 1141.29, which provides 
that the Judicial Council shall report to the Governor and Legislature about the effectiveness of judiCial arbitration and include recommendations for 
further action. Judge John A. Flaherty (Santa Clara Superior Court) chairs the committee. " 

) The workshop was hilid in San Diego on APr9 16, 1982. Approximately 70 participants discussed de~elopments and problem l!J'eas in implementing the 
mandatory judicial arbitration statutes. 

• See Assem. Bill No. 843 (1981-1982 Reg. Sess.), § 3-Berman. 
5 Ju~clal Council of Cal., Annual Rep. (1982) p.43. 
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In light of these developments and the stated need 
of some courts to deal \\ith their civil case flow by 
more vigorously employing judicial arbitration 
procedures, the advisory committee felt that it was 
desirable to raise the amount-in-controversy limit for 
assigning a case to the arbitration hearing list to $25,-
000 statewide. The advisory committee also felt that 
it may be desirable to do this by urgency legislation 
in order to (1) provide immedi:::.te means by which 
certain courts may deal with pressing civil calendars, 
(2) restore uniformity to a program which was in­
tended to have a statewide application, and (3) avoid 
suggestions of invalidity for those courts that have 
raised the limit by local rule. 
2. Tolling of Period of Code of Civil Procedure 

Section 583 
To avoid lUlcertainty about the ettective scope of 

rule 1601 (d), and assure consistency of application, 
the advisory committee believed that it was appro­
priate to amend section 1141.17 to clarify the tolling 
provisions of Code of Civil Procedure section 583 
affecting judicial arbitration. 

Rule 1601 (d) provides for tolling of the provisions 

of section 583 when the case is "placed or remains on 
the arbitration hearing list more than four years and 
six months after the date the action was filed." Sec­
tion 1141.17 speaks of "submission" to arbitration 
pursuant to a court order tolling the statute. It is 
unclear whether "submission" also includes cases al­
ready on the list. The court in Crawfordv. Hoffman 
(1982) 132 Cal.App.3d 1015 held that it did, reading 
the statute in conjunction with rule 1601 (d). 

A more recent decision questioned the Crawford 
opinion an~ suggested that rule 1601 (d) improperly 
expanded the meaning of the word submission and 
enlarged upon specific statutory time provisions. 
(Apollo Plating Inc. v. Superior Court (1982) 135 
Cal.App.3d 1019, 1020.) 6 

In addition to clarifying the effective scope of rule 
1601 (d), the advisory committee also believed that it 
was desirable to provide a specific time frame within 
which a plaintiff must seek to have a matter set for 
trial following an award rendered close to the expira­
tion of the five-year period. The issue of a plaintiff's 
due diligence in this regard has been the source of 
recent appellate review.7 

III. CONCLUSION 
The prevailing view among the courts and legal 

community is that judicial arbitration favorably af­
fects court management of civil calendars. Its role in 
adequate calendar management for certain courts is 
likely to grow. 

Recent legislation has increased the amount-in­
controversy limit for assigning a case to the judicial 
arbitration hearing list for the counties of Los Ange­
les, San Bernardino, Santa Barbara, and Ventura. 
Other courts have similarly raised the limit by local 
rule. It appears appropriate legislatively to validate 
this development statewide and restore uniformity 
to the program. 

The Judicial Council therefore recommends legis­
lation as follows: 

(1) As an urgency measure, amend Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1141.11 to raise the amount-in­
controversy limit for cases placed on the judicial arbi­
tration hearing list to $25,000 statewide; and 

(2) Amend Code of Civil Procedure section 
1141.17 to exclude the time an action is on the arbi­
tration hearing list from the period specified in sec­
tion 583, subd. (b), after it is on the list more than 
four years and six months from filing. The proposed 
amendment would also prevent dismissal under sec­
tion 583, subd. (b) if the action is brought to trial 
within 90 days after filing the request for de novo 
trial. 

The text of the proposed amendment to Code of 
Civil Procedure section 1141.17 follows. 

An act to amend section 1141.17 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure, relating to judicial arbitration. 

The people of the State of California do enact a!.i 
follows: . 

SECTION 1. Section 1141.17 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure is amended to read: 

~tIl:)ffiission at ftfi eefieft ffi aFaitFation J*:l'fflA*affi ffi 
this caapteF shftH. net: ffiH HTe FUnning ef fl:!Je ftt:ne 
peFioas eentainea in Section aBa as ffi actions fllee 6ft 

6F ftfter HTe opeFative tlft.te at this caapteF. Suaffiisf 
sien ffi flFbitFation pUFsuant ffi eeuFf eftiep wHfiin sHt 
ffiontas at HTe e*piFation ef HTe statutoF)' t:>eFiecl shftH. 
ffiH the FUnning at suefi ~ uffiil the filtng at ftfi 
aFail:Fation a'llaFa. 
. (a) When an acb'on is on the arbitration hearing 

hst on a date more than four years and six months 
after it wa,'! filed, the time the action is thereafter on 
the list sl;!all be excluded in computing the time 
specified in subdivision (b) of Section 583. 

(b) An action shall not be dismissed pursuant to 
subdivision' (b) of Section 583 ifit is brought to trial 
within 90 a'{lys after the filing of a request for a de 
novo trial J.iursllant to Section 1141.20. 

• The court nevertheless applied Crawford for reasons of stare decisis. 
7 See Flour Drilling Service, Inc. v. Superior Court (1982) 135 Cal.App.3d 1009; Castorena v. Superior Court (1982) 135 Cal App 3d 1014' "'0 co • 
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Chapter 8 

TRIAL COURT COSTS AND REVENUES 

This report estimates California trial court costs 
and revenues for fiscal year 1982-83. The information 
was compiled by the Administrative Office of the 
Courts to estimate the fiscal impact of court-related 
legjslative proposals. 

The report defines court costs, explains the six ma­
jor expense categories, and discusses the develop-

ment of original cost estimates and how they will be 
updated, Also, the results of a three-county verifica­
tion of the 1982-83 estimates are summarized, fol­
lowed by a brief description of trial court revenues. 
Included in the appendix is a Court Financing Sum­
mary that details state assistance to trial courts and 
the cost of state judicial operations. 

I. DEFINITION OF COURT COSTS 

Trial court costs, as defined here, include costs 
designated in county budgets for superior, municipal 
and justice courts and the county clerk and bailiffing 
functions. Countywide indirect costs attributable to 
these budget activilies have been calculated and ap­
plied. Indirect costs include county government 
functions, such as a personnel or purchasing office; 
these costs are attributed to the courts by local pro­
rated estimates. Also included within the total cost is 
the state's contribution to the trial courts in the form 
of superior court judges' salaries, block grants, and 

judges' retirement. Therefore, these costs represent 
the total operational costs of the trial courts. The only 
category of costs not included are capital outlay ex­
penditures for such purposes as site acquisition and 
construction of new court facilities. 

The trial courts are only one part of justice system 
costs at the county level. Other activities that in­
teract with the courts but are not included in court 
costs are public defender, district attorney and pro­
bation sevices. 

II. COST PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

The cost data are arranged so that total trial court 
costs are apportioned among total judicial positions 
for superior and municipal courts. Total judicial posi­
tions includes judges, referees, and commissioners. 
Therefore, each judicial position represents an equal 
share of total trial court costs. The cost per judicial 
position includes not only the salary and benefits for 
the judicial position itself, but also a proportionate 
share of all costs of nonjudicial positions, services and 
supplies and countywide indirect costs attributable 
to the courts. Finally, the cost of a bailiff and a court 
reporter position are added to the above to provide 
the total costs assignable to each judicial position . 

The division of trial court costs into annual costs 
per judicial position allows for a further breakdown 
into costs per judicial case-related minute, hour and 
day. This is possible because of data accumulated by 

Judicial Council weighted caseload studies, such as 
the minutes per year and days per year that are avail­
able for case-related work for the average judicial 
position. This type oi detail is useful when estimating 
the additional court costs that may be required by a 
legislative proposal that would add minutes or hours 
of time to a judicial proceeding or impose a new 
judicial duty. 

Justice court costs are not presented in the same 
detail as superior and municipal court costs because 
they account for only a small portion of the workload 
of the trial courts. Also, nearly all justice court judges 
are part-time and a cost per judicial position would 
not be applicable. Therefore, justice court costs are 
presented as a lump sum amount, approximately 
equivalent to their share of the lower court work­
load. 

III. COST COMPONENTS 

In 1974 budget expenditure data were collected 
from 15 municipal courts and 14 superior courts. l 

These 29 courts were the same courts that were the 
basis of the 1974 judicial and nonj udicial staffing stud­
ies conducted by the Judicial Council. The expendi-

ture data were segregated into six cost categories: 
judicial salaries and benefits; nonjudicial salaries and 
benefits; services and supplies; indirect costs; and 
costs for court reporters and bailiffs. A brief descrip­
tion of these court cost components follows. 

I The procedures followed in gathering the original !:rial court cost datu are explained in detail in the 1975 Judicial Council publication, Guidelines for 
Determining the Impact of Legislation on the Courts. 
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A. Judicial Salaries and Benefits 
Judicial salaries are the annual statutory salaries for 

municipal and superior court judges as of the latest 
authorized adjustment. The state share of superior 
court judges' salaries is included, currently ranging 
from $53,767 to $57,767, depending on the size of the 
county. 

Salaries for full-time court commissioners and re­
ferees are calculated at 25 percent below the salary 
of a judge in municipal courts and 15 percent below 
the salary of a judge in superior courts. Compensa­
tion figures for this quasi-judicial personnel are in­
cluded in this category because these court officers 
are available to handle matters otherwise requiring 
an equivalent number of judges. 

The cost of benefits for judges, such as health and 
welfare benefits, is calculated at 11 percent of salary, 
which includes 8 percent for retirement and 3 per­
cent for health insurance premiums. Benefits for 
commissioners and referees are the same rate as for 
non-judicial employees. 

B. Nonjudicial Salaries and Benefits 
Nonjudicial personnel includes all positions that 

provide support to the judicial function. In superior 
courts it includes court-related positions in the 
county clerk's budget as well as those positions budg­
eted directly for the superior court. A partial list of 
support personnel includes court administrators, 
jury commissioners, secretaries, stenographers, 
courtroom clerks, calendar clerks, data processing 
and microfilming personnel, deputy clerks, clerk 
typists, accountants, cashiers and cOlmter clerks. 

The positions of court reporter and bailiff are listed 
as separate costs so they remain identifiable from 
other nonjudicial position costs. Costs of these posi­
tions are discussed later. 

Nonjudicial personnel costs were originally gath­
ered from each of the survey courts. These amounts 
were then extrapolated to a statewide municipal 
court and superior court total. This total was then 
divided by total judicial positions in municipal and 
superior courts to arrive at a nonjudicial personnel 
cost per judicial position. 

Benefits for nonjudicial personnel were calculated 
at 18.5 percent for municipal courts and 18.8 percent 
for superior courts as reported in the Judicial Council 
1974 Nonjudicial Staffing Study. 

C. Services and Supplies 
The "services and supplies" category of trial court 

expenditures includes traditional operating ex­
penses, such as office supplies, printing, postage, tele­
phone, and travel. Other costs unique to court 
operations include jury expenses, expert witness fees 
and professional services of court-appointed counsel 
and doctors. "Services and supplies" for most coun­
ties typically include direct charges for some central 
service costs such as data processing, vehicle use, and 
occasionally building rent, including costs for secu-

rity and maintenance. Other countywide central 
service costs are considered indirect costs and are 
discussed as a separate cost component below. 

In 1974 total cost of services and supplies was gath­
ered from each of the 29 survey comrts, extrapolated 
to a statewide total and divided by the number of 
judicial positions. This procedure was followed for 
both the superior and municipal courts. 

Also included withlr. the cost component of serv­
ices and supplies are expenditures for office equip­
ment and furnishings. These costs are categorized as 
"fixed assets" in most county budgets and are identi­
fied separately from services and supplies. However, 
because these amounts are a minor part of total an­
nual expenditures and tend to fluctuate from year to 
year, this report includes these costs within the 
larger caiegory of services and supplies. As noted 
previously, however, major capital outlay expendi­
tures for such purposes as courthouse construction 
and site acquisition are not included in these trial 
court costs. 

D. Indirect Costs 
This expenditure category allows for a share of 

centralized county services used by the courts to be 
included in the total operational costs of the courts. 
Although counties direct charge some countywide 
cent.cal service costs, as noted above, the majority of 
these costs are incorporated into a countywide cost 
allocation plan and charged to the courts as indirect 
costs. 

The countywide central service plans, as applied to 
the courts, may include such costs as purchasing, 
stores, personnel, auditing, disbursements, payroll, 
budget preparation and execution, messenger sel~V­
ice, grant coordination, office machine maintenance, 
communications, parking lot maintenmce, recOJ:d.s 
retention, liability and bonding insurance, and re1':;t, 
security and maintenance of court facilities. .' < 

It must be noted, however, that there are signifi­
cant variations among counties as to which items are 
considered indirect costs and which items are consid- ' 
ered direct charges and thus appear as budgeted ex­
penditures. The 1974 survey sample was sufficiently 
large to arrive at a representative distribution of 
these costs. 

An indirect cost rate is developed by obtaining the 
latest actual indirect annual costs charged to the 
courts, including the county clerk function and any 
other court-related budget units by the county audi­
tor. The actual indirect cost amounts related to all 
municipal and superior courts are totaled and the 
percentage or rate of total court expenditures is de­
termined. 

Generally, this overhead rate is derived by using 
salaries and wages as the base. However~ for ease of 
calculation, an equivalent rate based on total court 
expenditur.es has been developed. The rate, based on 
1974. data, IS 21.99 percent for municipal courts and 
18.38 percent for superior courts. 
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E. Court Reporters 
The annual cost of a court reporter in superior 

courts. is based on average salaries and benefits of 
full-time reporters in the original superior courts sur­
veyed. Costs are based on a ratio of one full-time 
cow·t ;::eporter for each judicial position in the superi-
or court. ." 

In municipal courts, come reporters are often paid 
on a per diem basis. Prevailing per diem rates were 
obtained f:-om the survey courts and an equivalent 
annual salary was computed. Supplemental studies 
conducted by the Judicial Council were used to de­
termine the average time devoted to the reporting 
of proceedings in the municipal courts. These studies 
indicated that court reporters were involved in ap­
proximately 40 percent of the daily activities of mu­
nicipal courts. 

The benefit rate for court reporters was calculated 
the same as for other nonjudicial employees. 

F. Bailiffs 
Bailiffing costs are computed by a ratio of one bail­

iff for each judicial position for both superior and' 
municipal courts. It is recognized that coverage for 
vacations, illnesses and other time off would require 
an increase in this ratio. However, some courts are 
operating without bailiffs in attendance at all sessions 
or they utilize "court attendants" at a les~er salary. 
Consideration of these factors justifies maintaining 
the ratio of one bailiff per judge for cost purposes. 

Average salaries and benefits for bailiffs' were 
based on a review of salary ordinances and telephone 
inquiries of survey courts. 

IV. ANNUAL COST ADJUSTMENTS 

Trial court cost estimates were first calculated for 
the 1974-75 fiscal year. For the years 1975-76, 1976-77 
and 1977-78 each category of expenditure~xcept 
judicial positions-was adjusted by the full cost-of­
living percentage increase as represented in the Cal­
ifornia Consumer Price Index published by the De­
partment of Industrial Relations. Judicial positions 
were increased by the amount of the actual statutory 
increase for those salaries. 

Mter the passage of Proposition 13 in Jlme 1978, 
the Governor created the Commission on Govern­
ment Reform (Post Commission). The commission's 
task force, charged with studying the court system, 
gathered trial court costs for 1976-77, and estimated 
a 15 percent increase for 1977-78 and a 10 percent 
increase for 1978-79. The Post Commission. cost esti­
mates were admittedly "ballpark figures" but still 
represented current estimates published by an offi­
cial state body. Therefore, the AOC staff reconciled 

its trial court cost data with Post Commission figures 
whenever possible as a check on the data's validity. 

The reconciled amounts were adjusted for fiscal 
year 1979-80 and thereafter by an annual increase of 
7.5 percent except for judicial. salaries which have 
been increased by the actual statutory amounts. The 
7.5 percent general increase was supported by recent 
trends in expenditures of selected trial courts as re­
ported in the Controller's A.nnual Report of Finan­
cial Transactions Concerning Counties. In 1982-83 
other factors were evaluated before selecting a 7.5 . 
percent increase, including the Department of Fi­
nance's California cost-of-living estimate of 8.3 per­
cent; a projected increase in the Governor's 1982-83 
general fund budget for state operations of 5.8 per­
cent and a projected increase in the general fund 
local assistance budget of 4.3 percent. These factors 
together supported a 7.5 percent estimated increase 
for 1982-83 in court operation expenses. 

V. THREE-COUNTY BUDGET COMPARISON 

To determine whether the estimated 1982-83 trial 
court costs were reasonable, based on the 1974 me­
thodology, recent court costs were surveyed in three 
counties and the results were extrapolated to state­
wide totals. This comparison provided an indepen­
dent check on the estimates. The survey counties 
selected were Alameda, Los Angeles and Sacra­
mento. Current budgets from these counties were 
obtained and carefully reviewed. Supplemental data 
were obtained from county budget, personnel· and 
auditor offices. . 

There were 31 municipal courts in the three sur­
vey counties with 248 authorized judicial positions 
comprising 44.5 percent of the total judicial positions 
in all municipal courts. The sum total of the ap­
proved 1981-82 municipal court budgets in these 
counties plus amounts for state judicial retirement 
contributions, bailiffing costs, and indirect costs was 

4-76963 

$97.9 million. When extrapolated statewide, the total 
becomes $219.9 million. An adjustment of7.5 percent 
for 1982-83 increases the estimate to $236.4 million. 
This compares to the AOC estimate of $219.6 million 
a difference of about 7.6 percent. ' 

The superior courts in the three survey counties 
had 322 authorized judicial positions comprising 45.2 
percent of the total superior court judicial positions 
in the state for 1981-82. The approved 1981-82 budg­
ets in these three counties for superior courts and 
county clerks plus the state share of judicial salaries 
and :retirement, plus bailiffing costs and indirect 
costs, totaled $127.5 million. This amounts to $282.4 
million when extrapolated statewide. The 1982--83 
adjustment of 7.5 percent brought this total to $303.5 
million state\\o'ide. This compares to $291.2 million in 
the original AOC estimate, a difference of about 4.2 
percent. 
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VI. FUTURE ANNUAL. COST ADJUSTMENTS 
The 'three-county comparison indicates that the 

original 1982-83 estimates of total trial court costs are 
reasonable. However, to assure that the annual totals 
remain valid and to allow for more careful analysis of 
the various cost components within. the total, this 

type of comparison could be conducted annually. A 
somewhat larger sample of perhaps five or six repre­
sentative counties would add to the verification's va­
lidity. This type of analysis provides continued 
assurance of the reasonableness of the estimates. 

VII. TRIAL COURT REVENUES 
The final page of the appendix to this report con­

tains 1982-83 estimates of trial court revenues. The 
estimates are based on 1979-80 actual amounts. The 
1979-80 "actuals" are from two sources. The revenue 
for co~ties and cities is from the State Contmller's 
Annual Report of Financial Transacb"ons. Revenues 
for the state are [rom the Governors Budget as re­
ported in various penalty assessment funds and the 
Judges' Retirement Fund. A minor amount in fines is 

received by the state as miscellaneous revenue and 
an estimate is included for this item. 

The revenues are projected from 1978-79 to 1982-
83 using annual estimates of state general fund reve­
nue increases as a guideline. The percentage in­
creases for the three intervening years are estimated 
as follows: 1980--01, 6 percent; 1981-82, 10. 3 percent; 
1982-83, 9.8 percent. 
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APPENDIX 
1932-83 

SUMMARY OF TOTAL ESTIMATED TRIAL COURT COSTS a 

Superior Courts 
Judicial Position ($63,267+11 %) ................................................. . 
Nonjudicial Personnel ..................................................................... . 
Services and Supplies ..................................................................... . 

Subtotal ........................................................................................ .. 
Indirect Costs (18.38%) ................................................................. . 

Total Costs Excluding 
Court Reporters and Bailiff .................................................... .. 

Estimated 
Average 

Annual Cost 
Per Judicial 

Position 

$70,226 
114,558 
100,546 

$285,330 
52,444 

$337,774 

Total Costs Including 
Court Reporter and Bailiff ........................................................ $402,917 

Municipal Courts 
Judicial Position ($57,776+11%) ................................................ .. 
Nonjudicial Personnel ..................................................................... . 
Services and Supplies ..................................................................... . 

Subtotal ......................................................................................... . 
Indirect Costs (21.99%) ................................................................ .. 

Total Costs Excluding 
Court Reporter and Bailiff ....................................................... . 

$64,131 
140,203 
74,242 

$278,576 
61,259 

$339,835 

Total Costs Including 
Court Reporter and Bailiff ................ "....................................... $389,157 

Justice Courts .......... , ............................................................................ . 

Total All Trial Courts ................................................................. . 

• Adjusted 7.5% for 1982-83 except for judges' salaries which are shown at the January I, 1982 level. 
b Total adjusted for "other judicial" salaries calculated at 15% less than salary of judge. 

Judicial 
Positions 

725 judo pos. 
(627 judges) 

567 judo pos. 
(495 judges) 

98 pt judo pos. 

Estimated 
Total 

Trial Court 
Costs 

$291,184,BOOb 

$219,612,051 c 

$15,480,000 

$526,276,851 d 

cTotai ~djusted for "other judicial" salaries calculated at 25% less than salary of judge. 
d Included in this amount is the state's contribution to the trial courts. See page A-4 of this appendix for detail of state's share of costs. 
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1982-83 
SUPERIOR COURTS TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

Estimated Average Average Average 
Average Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Annual Cost Case- Case- Case-
Per Judicial Related Related Related 

Cost Category Position Minute" Hour" Day' 
Judicial Position ..................................................................................... . $70,226 $0.9673 $58.04 $325 
(1-1-82 $63,267 + 11%) 

Nonjudicial Personnel ........................................................................... . $114,558 $1.5779 $94.67 $531 

Services & Supplies ............................................................................... . $100,546 $1.5779 $83.09 $465 

Subtotal ................................................................................................. . $2&"),330 $3.9301 $235.80 $1,321 

Indirect Costs (18.38%) ....................................................................... . $52,444 $0.7224 $43.34 $243 

Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position 
(court reporter and bailiff excluded) ................................... . $337,774 $4.6525 $279.14 $1,564 

Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position 
(court reporter and bailiff included) .................................. .. $402,917 $5.5498 $332.99 $1,865 

• An estimated 216 days per year or 72,600 minutes per year (74,000 Los Angeles) is available for court-related activity for each judicial position in the superior 
courts. 

1982-83 
MUNICIPAL COURTS TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

Estimated Average Average Average 
Average Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Annual Cost Case- Case- Case-
Per Judicial Related Related Related 

Cost Category Position Minute" Hour" D..ay" 
JudiCial Position ..................................................................................... . $64,131 $0.8846 $53.00 $297 
(1-1-82 $57,776 +11 %) 

Nonjudicial Personnel ........................................................................... . $140,203 $1.9338 $116.03 $64\[ 

Services & Supplies ............................................................................... . $74,9A2 $1.0240 $61.44 $344 

Subtotal ......................... " ....................................................................... . $278,576 $3.8424 $230.54 $1,290 

Indirect Costs (21.99%) ....................................................................... . $61,259 $0.8450 $50.70 $284 

Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position 
(court reporter and bailiff excluded) ................................... . $339,835 $4.6874 $281.24 $1,574 

Total Cost Apportioned to Each Judicial Position 
(court reporter and bailiff included) .................................. .. $389,157 $5.3077 $322.06 $1,802 

• An estimated 216 days per year or 72,500 minutes per year (78,000 Los Angeles) is available for court.related activity for each judicial position in the municipal 
courts. 
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1982-83 
PROPOSED STATE JUDICIAL BUDGET 

(Million $) 

~;~~f X~';':ii .......... · .......................... · ...... ·· .................. · ...... · ........ · ........ · ............................ . 
J di al .................................................. ~ ................................................................... . 
~o~~~~~ J;;di~W·P;d~~ .. ·· .... ···· .. · .. ····· .. ·· .. · .... · .. ·· .. · .. · .. · .... · .... · .. · ............................. .. 
Judges Retirement Fund (Appe~~e C~~~) .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

'~'otal State Operations ................................................................................................................. 

Legislative Mandates ................................................................................................................... 

$5.1 
21.7 
11.4 
0.3 
0.9 

$39.4 

$2.6 

35.8 
9.1 

~~~~~~ g~:~ ~l~~ks~~alary ............................................................................................. . 
Judges' Retirement Fundants ........................... : .................................................................. .. 

$5.4 
7.5 12.9 

60.4 a 

Municipal Courts, estimated Superior Courts, estimated ......................................................................................... . 
............................................................................................... 

Total Local Assistance .............................................. ; ......................................................... . ! 
~ 1 
'J 

t 

I 

t 

4' ~ 14 

Total19~ State Judicial Budget .................................................................................... ~.8 · Th=~i=g :o~r::edi,:~: A~:~~ =~::e~cll!~ the funding of the hial coUrts. This amount is included within the total estimated trw court 
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TO COUNTIES' 
Fines, Forfeitures, Penalties 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TRIAL COURT REVENUES 
ACTUAL 1979-80 

ESTIMATED 1982-83* 

Vehicle Code Fines ............................................................................................. , ............. . 
'Other Court Fines ............................................................................................................. . 
Forfeitures and Penalties .. : .............................................................................................. . 

Charges for Current Services 

Civil Process Services ....................................................................................................... . 
Court Fees~and Costs ....................................................................................................... . 

TOTAL ............................................................................................................................. . 

TO CITIES' 
Fines and Penalties 

Vehicle Code Fines ....................................................................................... c •••••••••••••••••••• 

Other Fines ......................................................................................................................... . 
Other Penalties ................................................................................................................... . 

TOTAL ............................................................................................................................. . 

TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA b 

Assessments on Fines ........................................................................................................... . Court Fees Gudges 

Retirement Fund) ............................................................................................................. . 
Court Fines (estimates of state share of specific violations of Bus. and Prof. Code 

and Health and Safety Code) ......................................................................................... . 
TOTAL ............................................................................................................................. . 

SUMMARY 

To Counties ............................................................................................................................. . 
To Cities ................................................................................................................................... . 
To State ................................................................................................................................... . 

1979-80 
Actual 

$77,544,769 
30,477,353 
10,571,642 

8,027,262 
38,323,332 

$164,944,358 

$78,037,635 
34,339,690 

211,303 
$112,588,628 

$50,318,168 

3,194,341 

2,131,114 
$55,643,623 

$164,944,358 
112,588,628 
55,643,623 

• 

1982-8:) 
Estimated 

$99,548,845 " 
39,125,595 
13,571,448 

10,305,074 
49,197,947 

$211,748,909 

$100,181,566 d 

44,083,907 
271,134 

$144,536,607 

$67,023,000 e 

3,795,000 

2,735,838 
$73,553,838 

$211,748,909 
144,536,607 
73,553,838 TOTA.L ............................................................................................................................. . 

$333,176,609 $429,839,354 
• Source: Sta,te Controller's Reports-Financial Transactions Concerning Counties and Cities. (Adjustment made to reflect San Francisco County under "Counties" instead of "Cities.") 
b Governor'S Budget and Judicial Council estimates. 
e 50% Vehicle Code Fines restricted as to use per Vehicle Code ~ 422:01. 
d All Vehicle Code Fines restricted as to use per Vehicle Code ~ 42200. 

e Fine assessments are designated by statute for specific purposes. The 1982-83 distribuuGn and amounts are as follows: Peace Officers Standards and Training 
(POST) $19.744,000; Driver Training $24.500.000; Fish and Game Preservation $310.000; Victims of Crime $18,352,000; and Corrections and Probation TI aining $4,117.000. 

• Revenue increased 6% for 1980-81, 10.3% for 1981-82 and 9.8% for 1982-83 based on estimates of increase in State General Fund revenues for these three years. 

Total Court Costs by 
FlPlding Source 
(State and Local) 

State Judicial Opera-
tions' ........................... . 

State Assistance to Trial 
Courts b ....................... . 

Total State Costs ...... .. 
County Costs (Trial 

Courts) ...................... .. 
Total Court Costs 
(est.) ........................... . 

Total Court Costs as Per­
cent of Total Budget 
Expenditures 

State's Share of Total 
Court Costs as Per­
cent of Total State 
General Fund 
Budget" ................... . 

Total Court Costs as 
Percent of Total 
State General 
Fund Budget d ........ 

Total Court Costs as 
Percent of Total 
Estimsted State 
and Local Budget 
Expenditures e ........ 

Trial Court Costs by Level 
of Court 

Superior Courts ........... . 
Municipal Courts ........ .. 
Justice Courts .............. .. 

Total Trial Court 
Costs (est.) ................. . 

Trial Court Costs by 
Funding. Source 
(State and Local) 

Superior Courts 
County Costs ............ .. 
State Assistance r ...... .. 
Total Superior Court 
Costs (est.) ................ .. 

Municipal Courts 
Courlty Costs ., .......... . 
State Assistance g ..... . 

Total Mlffiicipal 
Court Costs (est.) ...... 

Justice Courts 
County Costs ............ .. 
State Assistance ........ .. 
Total Justice Court 
Costs (est.) ................ .. 

Total All Trial Courts 
County Costs ............. . 

II 

1983 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE 43 

1982-83 
COURT FINANCING SUMMARY 

$39.4 million 

60.4 
$99.8 million 

465.9 

$565.7 million 

$291.2 million 
219.6 

15.5 

6.8% 

10.7 -,-' -
17.5% 

82.5 

100.0% 

0.4% 

2.4% 

1.5% 

55.3% 
41.7 
3.0 

$526.3 million 100.0% 

$236.2 million 81.1% 
55.0 18.9 

$291.2 million 100.0% 

$214.2 million 97.5% 
5.4 2.5 

$219.6 million 100.0% 

$15.5 million 100.0% 

---
$15.5 million 100.0% 

$465.9 million 88.5% 

State Assistance ......... . 
Total Trial CoUrt 

Costs (est.) ...... 

Costs· Per Additional Su­
perior Court Judge­
ship 

Gounty Costs ................ .. 
State Assistance h ........ .. 

Cost Per Judgeship 
(est.) ........................... . 

Costs Per Additional Mu­
nicipal Court Judge­
ship 

County Costs ................. . 
State Assistance i .......... .. 

Cost Per Judgeship 
(est.) ........................... . 

Trial Court Revenue By 
Type 

Fines, Forfeitures and 
Penalties ..................... . 

Assessments on Fines .. 
Civil Filing Fees and 

Costs ........................... . 
Civil Process Services .. 

Total Revenue (est.) 

Distribution of Trial 
Court Revenue 

To Counties .................. .. 
To Cities ......................... . 
To State ......................... . 

Total Revenue (est.) 

60.4 1l.5% ---

$526.3 million 100.0% 

$274,728 
128,189 

$402,917 

$379,211 
9,946 

$389,157 

$299.5 million 
67.0 

53.0 
10.3 

$429.8 million 

$211.7 million 
144.5 
73.6 

$429.8 million 

• State judicial operations includes the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal. 
Judicial Council. and Commission on Judicial ~erf~rmance. • 

b State assistance to the trial courts includes ~ontnbu~on~ t~ ~he !udged Retirement Fund, a major portion of supenor court Judges salanes. an 
a $60 000 annual block grant towards the support eost for e~ch new 
super'ior court judgeship created since January 1973. and re.mburse­
ments for legislative mandates. . 

C States share of total court costs is $99.8 mill. State general fund budget .s 
$23.2 bill. Thu~;$99.8 mill./$23.2 bill. = 0.4% . 

d Total court expenditures are $565.7 mill. State general fund budget .s 
$23.2 bill. Thus $565.7 mill./$23.2 bill. = 2.4% . 

e The Controller's Office reports the follOWing local government expend •• 
tures: . 
1979-80 county expenditures exclus.ve of 

enterprise and bond funds...................................................... $8.14 billion 
1979-80 eity expenditures exclusive of 

enterprise and bond funds...................................................... 6.34 
1979-80 special district expenditures 

non'enterprise activities only................................................ 1.53 
1979-80 school district expenditures ........................................ 11.38 

Total local expenditures .......................................................... $27.39 billion 
Application of 7.5% per year average . . 

increase for 80-81. 81-82. and 82-83 .................................... $34.03 bdhon 
Add state budget less loc"l assistance ...................................... 4.86 

Total state and local expenditures ........................................ $38.89 billion 
Thus. $565.7 million/$38.9 billion = ....... :................................ 1.5% 
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r State assistance to superior courts includes: 
(1) Conmbution to judges' sa1ary ............................................ $3lS.8 million . 
(2) Block grants ($60,000) .......................................................... 9.1 
(3) Judges' Retirement Fund (8% of sa1ary 

plus additional appropriation to meet 
liabilities .................................................................................. 7.5 

(4) Legislative Mandates ....•..................•..........................•.•.....•. ~ 

~.O million 
II State assistance to municipal courts is limited to Judges' Retirement Fund 

conmbution of 8% of sa1ary plus an additional appropriation to meet 
liabilities. Total contribution is $5.4 million for 1~. 

h The calculation of state assistance for each new superior court judgeship 
is as follows: 
(1) 8% of sa1ary to Judges' Rehrement Fund ($63,267 @ 8% = $5,061) 

plus a pro rata share of the budget act appropriation made each year 
to meet liabilities of the fund ($5,775) for a total of $10,835. 

(2) State pays sa1ary -except formed county share of $9.soo for counties 
over 250,000 population, f1,soofor counties between 4O,OOl-.'U9,999 
population, and $5.soo for counties 40,000 population or under. The 
calculation here is based on the larger sized county. Thus, the current 
annual sa1ary of $63,267 less $9.soo = $53,7ff1 as the state share. 

(3) Annual block grant of $60,000 for support costs. 
(4) Pro rata share of legislative mandates @ $3,586. 
In summary, total assistance per newsuperior courtj~p as calculat­
ed here includes $10,836 retirement, plus $53,7ff1 sa1ary, plus $60,000 annu­
al block grant, plus $3,51l6legisJ.'1tive mandates for a total of $l28,189 per 
judgeship. 

I The calculation of state assistance for each new municipal courtjudgesbip 
consists of conmbutions to the Judges' Retirement Fund of8% of sa1ary 
($57,776 @ 8"- = $4,622) plus a pro rata share of the budget act appro­
priation made each year to meet liabilities of the Fund ($5,324) for a 
total of $9,946 per judgeship. 

.. 
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Chapter 1 

DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
A. Administrative Office of the Courts 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is 
the staff agency serving the Judicial Council, the 
chief administrative agency of the California court 
system (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 6). The office carries 
out the official actions and policies of the Judicial 
Council under the direction of the Administrative 
Director of the Courts, also provided for by the state 
Constitution. 

The Adniliristrative Office of the Courts is com­
posed of numerous units, including a Legal Section, 
a Legislative Office and a Statistical Section, all of 
which assist in mOnitoring the work of the California 
courts and in making recommendations on the ad­
ministration of justice. 

The office provides services to the Supreme Court, 
the Courts of Appeal and the Commission on Judicial 
Performance in the areas of personnel, fiscal and 
business services and data processing. The office also 
includes a Judicial Assignments Section, a Public In­
formation Office and a Court Consultative Services 
Unit, that provides assistance to state trial courts 
upon request. In addition, the Center for Judicial 
Education and Research provides comprehensive 
educational programs for the state's judges. 

Following is the summary of the major functions 
and activities of the units of the Administrative Of­
fice of the Courts. 

LEGAL SECTION 
The Legal Section is responsible for Judicial Coun­

cil meetings and keeps records of all council action. 
. It also performs staff counsel and legal research func­

tions for the council and the Administrative Office of 
the Courts. 

For meetings of the Judicial Council, the Legal 
Section prepares reports to the council and its com­
mittees and coordinates production of agenda 
materials. Members of the legal staff attend council 
meetings and committee meetings, and prepare de· 
tailed minutes of each meeting. The legal staff also 
prepares and maintains permanent records of all for­
mal Judicial Council actions, and monitors all nebes­
sary implementation activity after each meeting. 

The AOC receives numerous inquiries and sugges­
tions from judges, attorneys, administrators, court 
clerks, and other persons regarding court practice, 
procedure and administration. Most of the proposals 
involve changes in court rules or forms; some involve 
suggested legislative measures. When a suggestion is 
received the legal staff prepares an "invitation to 
comment" whi9h is circulated widely to persons in~ 
terested in the particular. subject. The staff receives 
the ~omments, researches any pertinent legal ques­
tions, and gathers factual data needed in order to 
present the proposal to a committee of the Judicial 

, Council for possible action. This often in volves draft­
ingthe text of a proposed rule change, which the 
council may then apPi"ove "for publication." 

Publication of the text of the proposed rule change 

in the A. O. C. Newsletter and in major legal newspa­
pers provides an opportunity for all attorneys, judges 
and other interested persons to submit comments 
before the amendment is adopted by the council. 

New rules and forms are normally adopted effec­
tive January 1 and July 1 of each year. The text of 
each new rule, and camera-ready copies of each new 
form, are distributed to the courts and to commercial 
legal publishers following each council meeting. 

The Legal Section provides staff for a number of 
special programs and advisory committees, including 
the "council's legal forms program, coordination of 
civil actions having common issues, the Sentencing 
Practices Advisory Committee (Pen. Code §1170.3), 
criminal change of venue (rules 840-844) and special 
projects or studies. Recent examples of special 
projects are the "cameras in court" experiment, the 
evaluation of the judicial arbitration program, the . 
"pleading forms" project, the "form interrogatories" 
project, the economic litigation experiment, and the 
development of uniform law and motion rules. 

In coordination with the Legislative Office of the 
AOC, the Legal Section analyzes all legislative bills 
that may affect court practice, procedure, or admin­
istration and all bills affecting felony sentencing. 
When a bill is enacted into law, the legal section 
prepares a report to the Judicial Council on any 
council action needed to implement the new legisla­
tion. 
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LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
The Legislative Office in Sacramento serves two 

primary functions. The first is to present the legisla­
tive recommendations of the Judicial Council on the 
administration of justice; the second is to function as 
an administrative arm of the Supreme Court Clerk's 
Office. 

The Legislative Office represents the Judicial 
Council before Senate and Assembly committees. It 
monitors legislative proceedings and reports on the 
progress of bills affecting the court system. The office 
also tracks bills of interest for the Administrative Of­
fice of the Courts and prepares a legislative summary 
for the A. O. C. Newsletter, distributed to judges and 
others interested in new laws. 

The office coordinates legislative matters with ex­
ecutive branch agencies, and provides information 
on request to the Legislative Analyst, Department of 
Finance, and individual legislators and committee 
staff. 

The office assists legislators by providing specific 
information on proposed or pending legislation; re­
viewing individual legislator's bills; and responding 
to constituent inquiries on the judicial system, its 
structure, and relationship with other government 
agencies. 

The office's legislative function includes distribu. 
tion of felony sentencing analyses prepared in the 
San Francisco office, and financial reports in cooper­
ation with the San Francisco staff on the fiscal impact 
of certain legislative proposals, 

The Sacramento office prepares analyses of some 
bills, and identifies and distributes to the San Fran­
cisco office other bills for information and analysis. In 
the process, the Sacramento office reviews every bill 
introduced in the Legislature, and each of its 

amended forms. The office reviewed apprOximately 
6,000 bills and measures last session, and each 
amended form. 

Beginning in January 1982, the office provided 
judicial impact support services on request to the 
Legislative Analyst pursuant to statute. This is an­
ticipated to continue on an informal basis, as a part 
of the analyst's continuing concern about bills affect­
ing the state budget and state-mandated local pro­
grams. 

In 1982 the office prepared a court cost and reve­
nue estimate for California trial courts for use in es­
timating the fiscal impact of court-related legislation, 
including additional trial court judgeships. The 1981-
82 study showed the estimated average annual cost 
per superior court judicial position was $402,917; the 
comparable municipal court figure was $389,157. 

In addition,judgeship needs studies were forward­
ed to legislative authors and to appropriate commit­
tees upon introduction of a bill or amendment 
adding judicial positions. 

The Sacramento staff also monitors the budget 
process, including conference committee action, and 
provides staff services to other court-related officers 
when working in Sacramento. The 1982-83 budget 
contained one additional law clerk for each.associate 
justice of the Supreme Court, and an additional num­
ber of second clerks for Court of Appeal justices as 
part of a phase-in program. 

As an arm of the Supreme Court Clerk's Office the 
Sacramento office receives official court docum~~ts. 
In 1982, transactions filed or lodged totaled approxi-' 
mately 2,500. These filings were forwarded to (,;0 
Supreme Court Clerk's Office in San Francisco Ol~" a 
daily basis. 

STATISTICS SECTION 
The Statistics Section is responsible for operating 

r~port.ir;g systems that collect information on filings, 
dISpOSItions, pending matters and assistance in all 
courts. Staff members of the section assist court per­
sonnel who may have questions on reporting the in­
formation correctly. Staff members also visit courts 
to review their reporting procedures, and conduct 
statistical reporting workshops designed to reveal re­
porting problems most often encountered in the 
courts and to provide solutions for these problems. 

The section morJtors information received from 
the courts for comple!teness and accuracy. Informa­
tion that is questionable is brought to the attention 
of the reporting court. This monitoring is accom­
plished with the assistance of computer-generated 
exception reports for filings and dispositions data for 
superior and municipal courts. In the future, these 
reports also will be produced for filings and disposi­
tions for justice courts. 

The section compiles the reported information for 
the Appendix Tables of the Judicia] Council Annual 
Report. It also compiles statistical material for the 
chapter on "Judicial Statistics," including written 
portions covering!the superior and lower courts. Xn 
addition, the sec~ion produces a monthly report on 
the "Condition of Calendar for the Courts of Appeal" 
and computer-generat~d "Five-Year Trend lle­
ports" for each superior m.dmunicipal court in Cali-
fornia. ' 

The section prepares statisticai reports on the 
judgeship needs of superior or municipal courts seek­
ing a~ditionaljudgeships. In preparing these reports, 
a weIghted caseload system is utilized to me:asure 
judgeship needs. This system was developed from 
time studies for superior and municipal courts that 
rev~aled the average time required to dispose of 
varIOUS types of cases. During 1982, a total of 33 
judgeship needs reports were prepared; 20 for mu­
nicipal courts and 13 for superior courts. 

I 

I 
I ., 
ij 
l 
~ 

~ 
:1-
'\ 

if I 

i( , 
'1\ 
4 
~j 

~ 
~ I. 
'I 

I 

·11 I, 

11 ~ " 
I 

1\ 
1;/ 

r 
I 
I· 
I: 
\ ' 

t' 
r 
t 

r r 
\ Ii 

" 

\1 
I; 
f' 

~ 'I 
t 
L 
\ 

~ 
~ 
h 
~ 
it 
Ii 
i 

I 
\' f: 

r 
! 

\ 

11 

!t f 
~ 
I j 

~ . 

l 
ij 
~. 
, , 
j 

~ 
I 

j 

I 

II 
fl . ~ { 

j, I 

1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 51 

The Statistics Section has conducted three weight­
ed caseload surveys in recent times. In 1976 a survey 
of 32 superior courts was conducted and in 1979 a 
survey of 42 superior courts was prepared. In 1977 a 
weighted caseload survey of 56 municipal courts was 
conducted. In 1981 section staff members served as 
advisors to the Court Consultative Services Unit 
when it conducted a nonjudicial weighted caseload 
survey among the municipal and justice courts. 

The section operates the Court Reporter's Produc­
tion and Income reporting system. These quarterly 
reports are received from court clerks for all court 
reporters active in the court system. Rule 860 of the 
California Rules of Court requires that an annual re­
port be submitted to the Legislature and to each of 
more than 40 boards of supervisors. 

The Statistics Section also has responsibility for 
maintaining records related to changes in court orga­
nization and personnel. Files of judicial biographies 
are maintained for the staff of the Administrative 
Office ~f the Courts. Monthly reports of vacancy sal­
ary savings for superior and appellate court positions 
also are prepared, as is a report on the number of 
vacancies. 

Members of the section have served as staff to sev­
eral advisory committees to the Judicial Council 
(Weighted Caseload Advisory Committee and Small 
Claims Advisory Committees). They have had major 
responsibility for conducting some court experi­
ments (Small Claims 1977-79 and Small Claims 
Monetary Jurisdiction Experiment 1979-80) and 
have produced reports of their findings. 

PERSONNEL OFFICE 

The Personnel Office provides a full range of 'per­
sonnel services to judicial branch agencies. Although 
the Administrative Office of the Courts has tradition­
ally performed personnel transactions and services, 
it was not until the latter part of 1980 that a personnel 
unit was officially established. This unit now provides 
management and technical staff assistance to the 
judicial branch in these areas: 

Recruiting 
Recruiting assistance is provided to the Adminis­

trative Office of the Courts and, upon request, to the 
Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal and Commission 
on Judicial Performance. 

Training 
In the last year, training needs assessments for Ad­

ministrative Office of the Courts' employees have 
been undertaken, and a centralized training request 
process through the Personnel Office has been estab­
lished. 

For the first time, an employee handbook was de­
veloped for branchwide use. The document contains 
an overall description of the judicial branch, its agen­
cies and their respective functions; general person­
nel policy statements; and an outline of judicial 
branch benefits. 

Position Classification and Salary Administra­
tion 

The Personnel Office completes salary and classifi­
cation projects throughout the judicial branch to de­
termine whether positions are established at the 
appropriate levels. All proposed persC(Tlnel actions in 
the Administrative Office of the CoUrts, are devel­
oped by the Personnel Office, and personnel actions 
requested by the Courts of Appeal are reviewed and 
appropriate action recommended. 

A long-range goal pertaining to the classification 
function within the administrative structure is to up­
date class descriptions for all positions that exist in 
the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

In addition, for the first time, a comprehensive 
review of all positions in the Courts of Appeal has 
been initiated and will be completed in 1983. Position 
descriptions for all classes in the Courts of Appeal 
have been developed in draft format. The class 
specifications will include the overall definition of 
the position, description of duties and responsibili­
ties,as well as specific minimum qualifications. 

Policies and Procedures 
The Personnel Office develops, recommends and 

implements personnel policies and procedures used 
throughout the judicial branch. 

The development of a personnel policy and proce­
dure manual is an upcoming project. The manual 
will be used in the administrative structure and will 
be distributed to the Courts of Appeal. The docu­
ment will serve as an organizational guide and will 
form the basis for sound personnel decisions. The 
personnel policies and procedures also will inform 
employees of the processes which affect their em­
ployment status. 

Personnel Transactions 
The Personnel Office functions as liaison between 

the judicial branch and the State Controller's office 
fmr all personnel transactions.', The Administrative 
Office of the Courts' Personnel Office prepares all 
personnel-related paperwork required by the State 
Controller for the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, 
Commission on Judicial Performance, and the ad­
ministrative structure. 

Position status reports for the Courts of Appeal 
were developed in 1982. These documents are now 
distributed to the courts on a monthiy basis. The 
documents outline the reporting and organization~l 
structure of the courts and are a valuable resource in 
the position control function. 

Forms Revision 
During 1982, judicial branch personnel forms used 
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for appointments, promotions and separations were 
revised and distributed to the courts. An employ­
n;tent application form for use throughout the judi­
Clal branch was developed and distributed to the 
courts. 

Personnel Office Automation Project 
In 1983, the AOC personnel function will be auto-

mated. Efforts are underway to computerize many 
of the tasks which are now manually performed. 

The automated personnel program will store em­
ployee personnel files, salary and promotion data 
education and skill levels, affirmative action and 
work forc~ analrses, applicant statistics and analyses, 
s~ary savmgs, slCk leave and vacation accruals, posi­
tion control data, and turnover statistics. 

FISCAL AND BUSINESS SERVICE OFFICE 

The Fiscal and Business Service Office provides 
acJ.n:inistrative services in accounting, budget and 
busmess rutairs, and performs related management 
studies as needed for the ~upreme Court, the Courts 
of Appeal, the Administrative Office of the Courts 
and the Commission on Judicial Performance. In ad­
dition, during 1982 a records management program 
was initiated to ?~sist in the development of record 
retrieval systems. 

Accounting 
The Accounting staff maintains the financial 

r~cords for all judiciary units, including authoriza­
tion of payment on incurred expenses, tracking of 
expenditures, production of transaction reports and 
reconciliation of accounts. 

A m~~r study is currently underway to inlprove 
the ~X1Sting process. Automation of payments, re­
porting, and reconciliation processes are needed to 
produce more comprehensive and timely manage­
ment information. 

Budget 
The Budget Office prepares and implements the 

judiciary ~ud~et. Acti~ties include assisting courts 
and age~cles I? ~alyzmg needs and preparing re­
quests; .ld~nti~"ymg. alternatives; preparing the 
~)Udget, ltS Justifications and reconciliations; allocat­
mg ~ds, mOnitoring expen.ditures, arid recom­
mending any special mid-year adjustments. 

Workload analysis and systems improvements for 
pr~~am ad.;ninistration are an integral part of this 
~t s func~ons. Development of improved report­
mg systems lS needed t-o provide more timely budget 
status and management planning information. Ex­
tensive work. will be required both in the develop­
ment of lffiproved reporting systems and 
measurement criteria, as well as in the expanded use 
of autom~ted systems to analyze preliminary data 
more rapldly and effectively. 

Business Service Office 
A Business Office was established several years ago 

t? provide as~istance in procurement, space utiliza­
tion, contracting, and in the development of uniform 
business procedures. Major achievements during 
1982 include establishment of a centralized store­
keeping operation in San Francisco and preparation 
of an automated equipment inventory system. 

The storekeeping function now provides volume 
purchases in a cost-effective manner for the Su­
preme C~ur~, the Court of ApI?eal for the First Ap­
pellate Dlstrict, and the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. The system also provides current status re­
ports on inventory levels and financial control infor­
mation. 

During 1983, the office plans to develop guidelines 
to assist agencies in purchasing, building alterations, 
and contract administration. Written procedures will 
be ~p,signed to improve administrative planning and 
proJ~c~ imp~ementation. Related forms, special 
proVlSlons, timetables, and record-keeping proce­
dures also will be developed... 

~acility plaru:nng is a major activity of this un: it. 
Wlth the establishment of new appellate court loca­
tions. in 1982, extensive work has been necessary to 
proVlde the courts adequate facilities for operations. 
~ study also is. underway tC' explore technolOgical 
lffiprovements m office secqiity systems. 

Microfilm 
All records management activities are now per­

formed individually by each court and agency unit. 
To meet growing concerns over space constraints 
and workflow needs, as well as interests in using tech­
nological advances to improve operations, a records 
management program was initiated in 1982. Staff will 
prepare needs assessments for the Supreme Court 
and will study the feasibility of converting select 
records to microfilm. Similar assessments for Court 
of Appeal records also are planned. 

Recommended operating procedures"also will be 
dev~loped for records management, review, storage, 
filming and destruction. 

DATA PROCESSING UNIT 

The Data ~rocessing Unit was established in July 
1982 to proVlde automated support services to the 
Supreme Court, the Courts of Appeal, and the staff 

of the Administrative Office of the Courts. A sum­
mary of these key automation projects follows. 
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Supreme Court Automation Project 
This project will develop an automated system to 

support the case management needs of the Clerk's 
Office and Secretary's Office of the Supreme Court. 
The PROMIS system, developed by the Inslaw Cor­
poration of Washington, D.C., will form the basis for 
this system which will run on a minicomputer in­
stalled in the Clerk's Office. System analysis is now 
being performed to enable the project team to tailor 
the software package to meet the unique require­
ments of the court. Software tailoring and initial sys­
tem testing is scheduled to begin in eariy 1983. 

The automated system will provide a number of 
advantages to the court, including: 

1. Centralization of all case-related data; 
2. Elimination of multiple index files in the 

Clerk's Office; 
3. Soundex name search which retrieves cases by 

names that sound alike; 
4. Periodic listing of all cases scheduled for activ­

ity; 
5. Management reports available on demand; 
6. Generation of standard notices, such as remit­

titurs; 
7. Automatic production of statistical reports. 
Once the system is in operation, it will enable the 

Supreme Court to have access to the case informa­
tion of all Courts of Appeal to inquire about the status 
of' any appellate case in the state. Finally, an automat­
ed transfer system will eliminate much of the paper­
work currently involved in moving an appeal from a 
Court of Appeal to the Supreme Court. 

Courts of Appeal Automation Project 
This program, like the Supreme Court automation 

project, will develop an automated system to support 
the case management needs of the clerks' offices of 
the Courts of Appeal. It also is based on the PROMIS 
software package and will run on minicomputers 
located in each district. The system has already been 

installed in the Clerk's Office of the Court of Appeal 
for the First Appellate District, and by the first quar­
ter of 1983 will be installed in the Fifth Appellate 
District. 

Once the system has been implemented in all dis­
tricts, a telecommunications network and the neces­
sary software for transferring cases from one district 
to another will be developed. Software also will be 
developed to enable the districts to query the case 
files of the other districts. 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Automation Project 

The AOC automation project will provide auto­
mated support to each unit of the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. Some of the specific projects 
now underway include: 
• A review of the AOC accounting system, that will 

result in the development of a new automated ac­
counting system. 

• Installation of a telecommunications link between 
the AOC and its Sacramento office that will permit 
the transfer of data or documents almost instan­
taneously. Fast, accurate transfer of information 
between the two offices is often of crucial impor­
tance. 

• Implementation of an automated personnel sys­
tem that 'Will enable the Personnel Office to pro­
duce many reports that are now manually 
prepared and provide new services that cannot be 
manually performed. 

• Review of the mailing lists currently maintained 
by the Administrative Office of the Courts. These 
mailing lists are used in seeking comments on 
proposed c~anges in the California Rules of Court 
and for a variety of other purposes, including the 
mailing of news releases, documents and publica­
tions. The review is designed to develop a more 
simplified approach to maintaining mailing lists 
and updating them. 

COURT CONSULTATIVE SERVICES 

The Court Consultative Services unit provides 
technical assistance to state courts, at their request, 
in calendar management, workflow procedures, per­
sonnel studies, and other court management areas. 
The assistance is provided in t..'lree major ways: by 
sending analysts to the court to provide on-site con­
sultation and study; by designing and conducting 
studies of, and making recommendations about, 
court management problems that may have state­
wide impact; and by designing and conducting work­
shops :and training programs dealing with court 
administration matters for judicial and nonjudicial 
personnel. . 

The unit is staffed by several court management 
analysts, with strong court management back­
grounds. When a court requests the assistance of the 
unit, analysts travel to the court, study the problem 

5-76963 

cited, and prepare a written report of their findings 
and recommendations. Reports prepared by the unit 
are advisory in nature and ilie decision to implement 
the unit's recommendations rests solely with the 
courts. The unit is available to assist in implementing 
any of its recommendations. 

There is no charge to the courts for the unit's serv­
ices. Services may be obtained by sending a written 
request to the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

During 1982, the unit provided on-site consultative 
services and formal written reports to 16 of the state's 
trial courts. Other accomplishments of the unit dur­
ing 1982 included these projects: 

• Nonjudicial weighted caseload study, that can be 
used as a guide for determining nonjudicial staff­
ing needs in the municipal and justice courts; 
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• Basic In-Service Training Program, to design 
materials for use in training entry level nonjudicial 
court staff and staff supervisors; 

• Juror Utilization and Management Incentive Pro­
gram, a two-year project to improve jury system 
management in five counties; and 

• Two workshops, one for the presiding judges and 
administrators of the municipal courts, and one for 
the presiding judges and administrators of the su­
perior courts. 

During 1983, the unit will continue to provide on­
site consultant services. It also will present work­
shops for presiding judges and court administrators. 
!he unit will work on several major projects, includ­
Ing a review of the statistical reporting system used 
by the trial courts to report workload data to the 
Administrative Office of the Courts; a weighted c:}.Se­
load study, thaI: could be used to predict nonjudicial 
staffing needs in the superior courts; and a statewide 
survey of the courts' data processing resources. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICE 
The Public Information Office of the Administra­

tive Office of the Courts has provided the press and 
public with information about the courts and the 
administration of justice for more than a decade. 

The materials are prepared by a public informa­
tion officer and are designed to provide the news 
media and public with timely reports on actions of 
th~Judicial Council, the COmmission on Judicial Ap­
pOIntments and on cases accepted for review by the 
California Supreme Court. The news releases are dis­
tributed to major metropolitan newspapers, the legal 
press, law schools, court personnel and others inter­
ested in court administration. 

News releases generate written and telephone re­
quests for background information on the reported 
matters. Numerous inquiries also are received from 
the news media and private citizens on court cases, 
Judicial Council actions and the operation of the state 
court system. 

A bi-monthly A.o.C. Newsletter is prepared for 
judges, court personnel and others involved in court 

administration. Distributed nationally, the newslet­
ter reports on actio:p.s of the Judicial Council, includ­
ing new and proposed rules of court, standards and 
forms. Also reported are recent judicial appoint­
ments, a calendar of events and Significant legisla­
tion. 

. T~e public inf0rI?~tion officer also supervises pub­
lication of the Judicial Council Annual Report This 
report is sub~tted to t?e Governor and the Legisla­
ture as reqUIred by article VI, section 6 of the state 
Constitution and is distributed to a national mailing 
list. 

The Annual Report features major recommenda­
tions and reports of the Judicial Council and summa­
rizes the activities and key pr~jects of the 
Administrative Office l)f the Courts. Also included 
are statistical data and other reports on the work of 
California courts, including the Supreme Court, the 
~o~rts of Appeal, and the superior, municipal and 
Justice courts. 

CENTER FOR JUDICIAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH 
The Center for Judicial Education and Research 

(CJER) directs a comprehensive educational system 
for California judges. Formed in 1973 as a joint enter­
prise of the Judicial Council and the California 
Ju~ges ASSOCiation, CJER conducts continuing edu­
cation programs for the judiCiary and orientation 
programs for new judges. It also prepares judges' 
benchbooks and other educational materials. 

Orientation Programs for New Judges 
CJER's education system for new trial judge~ is 

composed of five major programs totaling five to six 
weeks of orientation and training during the new 
judge's first year of judicial service. 

The Advisor Judge (Mentor) Orientation Program' 
arranges for an experienced judge to assist each new 
trial judge in making the transition from law practice 
to the bench. A Guide for Advisor Judges outlines the 
steps the advisor judge should follow to orient the 
new judge to his or her judicial duties. Since 1974 777 
new judges, or nearly two-thirds of the Califa'rnia 
judiciary, have participated in this program. 

The Judicial Clinic Court Program is a one-week, 

in-residence educational program designed e§:~'lecial­
ly for new judges who have had limited courtroom 
experience. It provides them with actual "hands-on" 
tr~ning in handling .their first court proceedings. 
ThIS program began In late 1982 and is conducted 
whenever a new judge requests the training. 

The New Trial Judges Orientation Program is a 
one-week, in-residence program that provides new 
trial judges and commissioners with basic training in 
judicial roles, tasks, and skills, at the time of or shortly 
after taking the bench. The program consist of ten 
courses (35 hours) that deal with judicial techniques 
and procedures for handling common court proceed­
ings. This program is conducted six times a year for 
new superior court judges and commissioners. It also 
is conducted, with different course content and in­
structor~, six times ayear for new municipal and jus­
tice court judges and commissioners. Ninety-two 
new judges and commissioners took part in this pro­
gram in 1982, and a total of 648, or over 50 percent 
of the California judiciary, have taken part since the 
progr·am began in 1977. 
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The California Judicial College is an annual two­
week, in-residence program that provides compre­
hensive education for all new trial judges and com­
missioners appointed during the year. Established in 
1967, this nationally-recognized program provides 
judges and commissioners with some 65 hours of 
problem-solving classes and 20 hours of small group 
seminars. Ninety-eight new judges and commis­
sioners attended the 1982 college, and a total of 1,237 
have attended since 1967. 

The Judicial Visitation Program will begin in 1983 
and provide judges with tours of state correctional 
institutions. The tours are designed to acquaint 
judges with the various institutions to which they 
may commit criminal defendants and juveniles, and 
to assist them in making appropriate sentencing 
choices. 

Continuing Education Programs for All Judges 
CJER's continuing education programs consist of 

six annual institutes and a semi-annual California 
Continuing Judicial Studies Program. 

To assist the California judiciary in keeping up to 
date with recent developments in the law and in 
solving current court problems, the center conducts 
six yearly continuing education institutes. The pro­
grams are for appellate court judges, criminal court 
judges, family court judges, juvenile court judges, 
municipal and justice court judges, and rural "cow 
county" superior court judges. A total of 577 judges 
and commissioners attended the six 1982 institutes, 
and 5,366 judges and commissioners have attended 
since 1973. 

The Continuing Judicial Studies Program is a semi-

annual one-week, in-residence program designed to 
meet the educational needs of experienced judges, 
particularly those who are changing their court as­
signments. The curriculum consists of 22 courses that 
range from one to five days in length and cover all 
major trial court assignments. 

This is the first "graduate level" program of its 
kind in the United States and features modern adult 
educational techniques and learning aids. A total of 
126 judges and commissioners attended the two 1982 
programs, and 218 have attended since this program 
began in 1981. 

Judicial Publications 
CJER has prepared numerous benchbooks and 

other educational materials for California judges. It 
also publishes the quarterly CjERJournal, that serves 
as a forum for the exchange of information, ideas, and 
successful working techniques among the California 
judiciary. A complete description of CJER's judicial 
publications is found in 3 CjERjournal4 (Cal CJER 
Winter Issue 1981). CJER also publishes a California 
judges Directory to lfi1published Judicial Materials, 
that gives judges information about virtually every­
thing authored by judges for court or educational 
use. 

Audiotape and Videotape Programs 
CJER publishes a series of audiocassette tape and 

videotape programs that cover selected areas of judi­
cial practice and procedure and are designed for 
both new and experienced trial judges. A complete 
list of the some 50 taped programs is contained in 3 
CjER journal 9 (Cal CJER Winter Issue 1981). 

JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS UNIT 

Under the direction of the Chief Justice, the Judi­
cial Assignments Unit is responsible for providing 
both trial and appellate courts with judicial assist­
ance on a daily basis. Each year, Over 5,000 requests 
for assistance are received from presiding judges and 
justices for a variety of reasons, including vacancies, 
illnesses, disqualifications, and calendar congestion. 
Assignments also may be issued to provide assistance 
while a new judge attends orientation classes or'to 
perinit a judge who has been elevated to complete 
matters he or she began in another court. 

To meet the staffing needs of the courts, both ac­
tive and retired judges are called on to provide assist­
ance for periods ranging from one day to two months 
or longer. Many active judges volunteer to assist 
other courts in their own or neighboring counties 
when their calendars permit. Retiredjudges who re­
tain their eligibility for assignment are a valuable 
source of judicial assistance, as are the many justice 
court judges who provide help throughout the state. 

In addition to its daily operations and functions, 
the Judicial Assignments Unit is responsible for sev­
eral annual projects. The.se include the preparation 

of blanket and reciprocal assignments and superior 
court appellate department designations. . 

Blanket and reciprocal assignments provide the 
courts with more flexibility at the local level. Under 
a blanket assignment, the ChiefJustice delegates au­
thority to the presiding judges of two or more courts 
within the same county to assist each other's courts 
as the need arisE'.~. When the courts involved are 
located in different counties, these delegations of au­
thority are referred to as reciprocal assignments. Ap­
proximately 193 blanket assignments and 60 
reciprocal assignments are issued on an annual basis 
and updated as needed during the year to reflect 
changes in the membership of the bench. 

Pursuant to provisions of the Code of Civil Proce­
dure, the Chief Justice is responsible for designating 
the members of the appellate department in each 
superior court throughout the state. Each appellate 
department is composed of a presiding judge and 
two additional judges, with the exception of Los An­
geles County, which has a presiding judge and three 
other members. At the direction of the Chief Justice, 
the Judicial Assi~ents Unit assists in this impor-
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tant function by assuring that telephone c~nt~cts are 
made and designations are prepared, distrIbuted, 
and updated. . . . d f r 

The Judicial Assignments Umt IS compnse C? rOur 
staff members: a judicial assignments. sUI?~rVlsor, a 
judicial assignments specialist, and two JudicIal secre-

tanes. Assignments, correspondence, and otl;er 
documents are now prepared on a word proces~mg 
system, which is proving to be a fast and efficlent 
method for producing the eno;mous amoU?t of 
paperwork generated by the Asslgnments Umt. 
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B. Summary of 1982 Legislative Actions 

In the closing year of the 1981-82 Regular Legisla­
tive Session, substantial changes were made in the 
state's constitutional standard for denying bail and in 
statutes governing criminal trials and civil proce­
dure. Appellate filing fees in civil cases were in­
creased in the budget bill to $200, from $50 in the 
Courts of Appeal and $25 in the Supreme Court. Late 
in 'the 1982 session, the Assembly Ways and Means 
Committee adopted a policy of not providing a $60,-
000 armual block grant to accompany new superior 
court judicial positions-a policy followed since 1973 
in response to the state-mandated local program is­
sue. This marks a Significant departure from past 
practice and reflects the fiscal crisis faced by the 
state. 

The judicial Council sponsored As~embly Bill 3396 
(Harris), enacted as chapter 250 dCthe Statutes of 
1982, facilitating intra-county consolidation of cases 
in the superior and municipal courts when they share 
a common question of law or fact. The council also 
sponsored legislation authorizing superior court ses­
sions to be held at municipal or justice court locations 

in certain civil actions and in criminal actions upon 
the stipulation of the parties. (AB 3688 (Harris), ch. 
273). 

In addition, the Judicial Council supported legisla­
tion to provide for prejudgment interest in personal 
injury actions in which a plaintiffs statutory offer to 
compromise has been made and rejected, and the 
result at trial is less favorable to the defendant. (SB 
203 (Rains), ch. 150). Significant improvements at 
the municipal court level also were made with coun­
cil support. Legislation was enacted restricting the 
amount of discovery in civil cases, allOwing only one 
deposition without court approval or stipUlation, and 
permitting the limited use of affidavits at trial (Sen­
ate Bill 1820 (Rains), ch. 1581). 

Senator Orner Rains and Assemblyman Elihu Har­
ris chaired their respective judiciary cOl'nrnittees in 
1982. 

FollOwing is a summary of key legislative enact­
ments in 1982, and measures that appeared on the 
June and November 1982 general election ballots. 

LEGISLATIVE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENQMENTS 
The Legislature passed two court-related amend­

ments proposing constitutional revisions to the elec~ 
torate. The first, Assembly Constitutional 
Amendment 14, was enacted June 8 and the second, 
Assembly Co,nstitutional Amendment 36, was defeat .. 
ed on the ballot in November. 

ACA 14 introduced by Assemblyman Alister Mc­
Alister, ~ends section 12 of article I of the California 
Constitution to prOvide, in part, that persons shall be 
released on bail with sufficient sureties, except for: 

(1) capital crimes when the facts are evident or 
the presumption great (existing law); 

(2) felony offenses involVing acts of violence on 
another person when the facts are evident or the 
presumption great and the court finds, based on 
clear and convjncing evidence, that there is a sub­
stantial likelihood the person's release would result 
in great bodily harm to others; or 

"(3) felony offenses when the facts are evident or 
the presumption great and the court finds based on 

,clear and convincing evidence that the person has 

threatened another with great bodily harm and that 
there is a substantiallikeliho.od that the person would 
carry out the threat if released. 

In fixing the amount of bail, the court shall take 
into consideration the seriousness of the offense 
charged, ,the previous criminal record of the defend­
ant, and the probability of his or her appearing at the 
trial or hearing of the case. Existing constitutional 
provisions against excessive bail.~d permitting own 
recognizance release are retained. 

ACA 36, introduced by Assemblyman Larry 
Stirling, would have amended section 5 of article VI 
to authorize a county option to unify the municipal 
and justice courts within the superior court. The 
measure appeared as Proposition 10 on the Novem­
ber 1982 general election ballot and was defeated. 
Implem~nting legislation, Assembly Bill 1646, would 
have established the administrative framework for 
unified court operations. Although the bill was enact­
ed as chapter 1511, it did not become operative be­
cause the constitutional amendment did not pass. 

INITIATIVE MEASURES 

An amendment adding section 28 to article I of the 
Constitution, known as "The Victim's Bill of Rights," was placed on the June 1982 ballot by the initiative 

process. The measure appeared as Proposition 8 on 
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the ballot and was enacted into law, amending the 
California Constitution and stahltes. 

The measure provides: 

(1) Restitution shall be ordered from the convict­
ed person except in extraordinary cases; 

(2) Students and staff have an inalienable right to 
a safe, secure, and peaceful school campus; 

(3) Relevant evidence shall not be excluded in 
criminal proceedings, including juvenile court and 
pre- or post-trial matters subject to specified limited 
statutory exceptions; 

(4) Prior felony convictions may be used without 
limitation for impeachment or sentence enhance­
ment, and if an element of the offense, the prior 

felony shall be proven in open court; 
(5) Defense of diminished capacity is abolished; 
(6) Habitual offenders .are to receive longer sent­

ences; 
(7) The victim or next of kin has the right to per­

sonally appear, or appear by counsel, at the sentenc­
ing proceeding, and to state views concerning the 
crime, the defendant, and the need for restitution; 
the court shall consider the statement, and shall state 
on the record its conclusion concerning whether the 
person would pose a threat to public safety if granted 
probation; 

(8) A prohibition against plea bargaining in any 
case in which the indictment or information charges 
a serious felony, as defined. 

MEASURES ENACTED 

Reports to State Bar of Incompetent Counsel 
Assembly Bill 1191, introduced by Assemblyman 

Richard Katz, requires a reversal based on miscon­
duct, incompetent representation, or willful misre­
presentation by counsel, to be reported by the court 
to the State Bar for inquiry into disciplinary action 
against the attorney. The bill was enacted as chapter 
181. 

January 15 Not a Court Holiday 
Assembly Bill 2358, introduced by Assemblyman 

Dave Stirling, provides that trial courts are not to be 
closed for the transaction of judicial business on the 
state holiday January 15, Dr. Martin Luther King,Jr. 
Day. The bill was enacted as chapter 838. 

Stay of Contempt for Public Officers 
Assembly Bill 3547, introduced by Assemblyman 

Mel Levine, provides that any order of contempt 
made affecting a public safety employee for failure to 
comply with a subpoena or subpoena duces tecum, 
shall be stayed three judicial days pending filing of a 
petition for extraordinary relief testing the lawful­
ness of the order. The bill was enacted as chapter 510. 

Motion to Disqualify Judge 
Assembly Bill 2593, introduced by Assemblyman 

Walter Ingalls, provides that if the judge against 
whom a statement of objection or disqualification 
under Code of Civil Procedure section 170 has been 
filed does not file a written consent that the action be 
tried before another judge, that judge may proceed 
with the case until the question of disqualification is 
determined. In a one-judge court, a motion under 
Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6 shall be made 
within 30 days after the first appearance of the party 
for whom the motion is made. The bill was enacted 
as chapter 1644. 

Sanction for Violation of Court Order 
Assembly Bill 3573, introduced by Assemblyman 

Larry Stirling, authorizes a judicial officer to impose 

sanctions up to $1,500 for violation of a lawful court 
order by a witness, party,_ or party's attorney. The bill 
was enacted as chapter 1564. 

Jury Service Exemption for Judges 
Senate Bill 1295, introduced by Senator Nicholas 

Petris, provides a categorical exemption from jury 
service for active judges of courts of record. The bill 
was enacted as chapter 178. 

Consolidation of Civil Actions 
Assembly Bill 3396, introduced by Assemblyman 

Elihu Harris, provides that when civil actions sharing 
a common question of fact or law are pending in a 
superior court and in a municipal or justice court of 
the same county, the superior court, on the motion 
of any party, may order a transfer from the municipal 
or justice court and consolidation of the actions in the 
superior court. The bill was enacted as chapter 250. 

Optional Use of Form Pleadings 
Assembly Bill 3576, introduced by Assemblyw()m­

an Maxine. Waters, extends the period for optional 
use of the official forms developed and approved by 
the Judicial Council for use in trial courts for any 
complaint, cross-complaint, or answer in actions 
based on injury, unlawful detainer, breach of con­
tract, or fraud until January 1, 1985. The bill was 
enacted as chapter 272. 

Local Pretrial Rules in Civil Cases 
Assembly Bill 3784, introduced by Assemblyman 

Dave Stirling, specifically authorizes local superior 
court rules to expedite the business of the court, and 
revises the authority of a court to dismiss an action 
for want of prosecution. The bill was enacted as chap­
ter 1402. 

Telephone Appearance for Law and 
Motion Matters, 

Assembly Bill 1209, introduced by Assemblyman 
Elihu Harris, provides for a Judicial Council Standard 
ofJudicial Administration on telephone conferences, 
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for superior court consideration of the standard, and 
for reports to the council on implementation. The 
bill was enacted as chapter 411. 

Jury Panel Fees 
Assembly Bill 2386, introduced by Assemblyman 

Ernest Konnyu,recasts provisions governing deposit 
of jury fees, and requires reimbursement to the 
county by the party who demands a jury for the fees 
and mileage of all jurors appearing for voir dire ex­
arnination. The bill was enacted as chapter 284. 

Notice of Judgment in Dissolution Proceedings 
Assembly Bill 3596, introduced by Assemblywom­

an Maxine Waters, excludes dissolution proceedings 
from the procedure whereby the prevailing party in 
superior court prepares and mails a copy of the no­
tice of entry of judgment to ali parties who appeared, 
and files with the court a proof of mailing. The bill 
was enacted as chapter 559. 

Interest Rate on Judgments 
Senate Bill 203, introduced by Senator Omer Rains, 

increases the interest rate on judgments to 10 per­
cent per aImum and eliminates the 7 percent limit on 
sister state judgments. In a personal injury action, 
except as to a public entity or employee, the plaintiff 
may claim interest from the date of service of proc­
ess. If the plaintiff makes an offer to compromise 
prior to trial which is not accepted and obtains a 
more favorable judgment, the judgment shall in­
clude interest from the date of the plaintiffs first 
offer to compromise which is exceeded by the judg­
ment. The bill was enacted as chapter 105. 

Appeals from Municipal and Justice Courts 
Senate Bill 1287, introduced by Senator Ed Davis, 

provides that an appeal may not be taken from a 
judgment granting or denying a petition for issuance 
of a writ of mandamus or prohibition directed to a 
municipal court or ajustice court. An appellate court 
may review a judgment granti.ng or denying a peti­
tion for issuance of a writ of mandamus or prohibi­
tion upon petition for an extraordinary writ. The bill 
was enacted a .. chapter 931. 

Writ Applications in Same Manner as a 
Complaint 

Assembly Bill 606, introduced by Assemblyman 
Dave Stirling, provides that when an application for 
a writ does not seek an alternative writ, proof of 
service need not accompany the application, but 
shall be filed prior to any action by the court. A re­
sponse is required within 30 days after receipt of a 
copy of any record which is subject to review. The 
bill was enacted as an urgency measure, effective 
June 5, 1982, chapter 193. 

Judicial Arbitration 
Assembly Bill 3489, introduced by Assemblyman 

Charles Imvrecht, anet Senate Bill 2088, introduced 
by Senator '\Valter Stiern, specify that in the counties 

of Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles and San Ber­
nardino, actions in which the amount in controversy 
does not exceed $25,000 shall be submitted to judicial 
arbitration. Senate Bill 2088 was enacted as an ur­
gency measure, effective September 13, 1982, chap­
ter 921. Assembly Bill 3489 was enacted as chapter 
1522. 
Unlawful Detainer: Speedy Trial, Deposit 
of Rent 

Senate Bill 1762, introduced by Senator Daniel 
Boatwright, provides for the clerk to enter default 
judgment for restitution of the premises and im­
mediate issuance of a writ of execution. The bill also 
requires any unlawful detainer trial to be held not 
later than the 20th day follOwing a request to set the 
trial. If the trial is not held within that time, and if the 
court finds a reasonable probability that the plaintiff 
will prevail, the court then determines the amount of 
damages to be suffered by the plaintiff by the exten­
sion and requires the defendant to pay that amount 
into court or an escrow as the rent would have other­
wise become due. If the defendant fails to make the 
payment, trial mt;st be held within 15 days of the 
date payment was due. In unlawful detainer and 
related actions, a motion for summary judgment may 
be made at any time after the answer is filed, upon 
five days' notice. The bill was enacted as chapter 
1620. • 
Admissibility of Depositions 

Assembly Bill 3807, introduced by Assemblyman 
Elihu Harris, specifies that if a witness resides more 
than 150 miles from the place of the proceeding, the 
deposition of that witness can be used for any pur­
pose. The bill was enacted as chapter 848. 

Videotape Depositions 
Assembly Bill 1950, introduced by Assemblyman 

Byron Sher, authorizes a party to videotape a deposi­
tion if all parties agree, but makes the stenographic 
transcript the official record. The bill also authorizes 
a court to permit the videotape to be played at a 
proceeding other than an appeal upon a shOWing of 
good cause, and permits the Judicial Council to for­
mulate rules concerning the use of videotaped depo­
sitions in court. The bill was enacted as chapter 192. 

Economical Civil Procedure 
Senate Bill 1820, introduced by Senator Omer 

Rains, provides for use of economical procedures for 
cases in municipal and justice courts in which the 
amount in controversy does not exceed $15,000, in­
cluding the use of case questionnaire~ for pleadings, 
limited discovery, and the use of affidavits at trial. 
The bill was enacted as chapter 1581 to become oper­
ative July 1, 1983. 
Orange County Appellate Court Building 

Assembly Bill 3763, introduced by Assemblyman 
Richard Robinson, transfers the old county court­
house in Santa Ana to the State of California on J anu­
ary 1, 1984 for use by the Court of Appeal for the 
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Fourth Appellate District and requires the Depart­
ment of General Services, in cooperation with the 
Judicial Council, to make that facility suitable for the 
court. The bill was enacted as chapter 1587. 

Fees in Trial and Appellate Courts 
Senate Bill 1326, introduced by Senator Alfred Al­

quist, increases filing fees and other miscellaneous 
fees in trial courts by approximately 15 percent; in­
creases appellate filing fees from $50 to $200. The bill 
was enacted as an urgency measure effective July 1, 
1982, as chapter 327. 

Fonna Pauperis 
Senate Bill 1564, introduced by Senator Walter 

Stiem, requires litigants proceeding in forma paup­
eris to submit a specified financial statement; pro­
vides for recovery, following examination of the 
litigant, of all or a portion of the fees and costs waived 
on behalf of such a litigant in the event information 
is brought to the attention of the court within three 
years indicating that the litigant had financial ability 
to pay all or a portion of such fees or costs; and pro­
vides for the preservation and destruction of applica­
tions to proceed in forma pauperis. The bill was 
enacted as chapter 122l. 

Suprerior Court Sessions at Municipal 
and Justice Courts 

Assembly Bill 3688, introduced by Assemblyman 
Elihu Harris, provides for assignment of justice court 
personnel with the assignment of a justice court 
judge to the superior court. Existing law specifies the 
places where the superior court may hold sessions. 
This bill authorizes a superior court session to be held 
at municipal or justice court in certain civil actions 
and in criminal actions upon stipulation of the par­
ties. The bill was enacted as chapter 273. 

Criminal Intent Manifested by All the 
Circumstances 

Senate Bill 2035, introduced by Senator David Ro­
berti, limits evidence of mental disorder on the issue 
of specific intent, premeditation, deliberation, or 
malice aforethought, and limits evidence of involun­
tary intoxication to such issues when a specific intent 
crime is charged. The bill was enacted as chapter 893. 

Record Preparation in Capital Cases 
Senate Bill 294, introduced by Senator Jim Nielsen, 

specifies the contents of the entire record and directs 
defendant's trial counsel to continue to represent the 
defendant until the entire record on the automatic 
appeal is certified, and to check for errors or omis­
'sions in that record in a timely manner. The court 
must notify appointed or retained counsel in capital 
cases of these additional duties. The bill was enacted 
as chapter 917. 

All Residential Burglary First Degree 
Senate Bill 200, introduced by Senator Omer Rains, 

eliminates the requirement that burglary of an in-

habited building be committed in the nighttime to 
constitute first degree burglary. The bill was enacted 
as chapter 1297. 

Minimum Jail Tenn for Burglary 
Senate Bill 1284, introduced by Senator Robert 

Beverly, extends until 1985 existing law where proba­
tion is denied in burglary cases, except in unusual 
cases. A minimum 9O-day county jail term is re­
quired. The bill was enacted as chapter 1204. 

Civil Resolution of Bad Check Charges 
Assembly Bill 2608, introduced by Assemblyman 

Don Sebastiani, permits the prosecuting attorney to 
assist in the civil resolution of violations in lieu of 
filing criminal complaints, and increases the thresh­
old total of insufficient funds checks which may give 
rise to felony penalties to $200 from $100. Evidence 
of an offer for civil resolution is inadmissible. The bill 
was enacted as chapter 1518. 

Open Prelimin&.-y Hearings 
Assembly Bill 277, introduced by Assemblyman 

Terry Goggin, requires the preliminary examination 
to be open and public unless the magistrate finds that 
exclusion of the public is necessary to protect the 
defendant's right to a fair trail. The bill was enacted 
as chapter 83. ' 

Reinstatement of Action Following 
Preliminary Hearing 

Senate Bill,-1743, introduced by Senator John 
Holmdahl, reVises provisions of the law governing 
motions to compel reinstatement of a criminal com­
plaint dismissed in the municipal court. The bill per··. 
mits commitment when the dismissal was the result 
of an erroneous ruling of law; adds reasons for allow- " 
ing a motion to reinstate; changes the time limit for 
the motion to reinstate; and allows the defendant to, 
waive formal commitment. The bill was enacted as' 
chapter 371, effective August 27,1982, as an urgency 
bill. 

Arraignments Near Place of Arrest 
Assembly Bill 2768, introduced by Assemblyman 

Richard Robinson, permits a defendant in custody to 
be arraigned at the nearest court. The bill was enact­
ed as chapter 395. 

Diversion Program Fees 
Senate Bill 1537, introduced by Senator Ed Davis, 

authorizes imposition of an enrollment fee of up to 
$100 for a defendant accused of a felony, and up to 
$50 for a defendant accused of a misdemeanor, to 
cover the cost of processing a request or application 
for diversion. Proceeds are to be deposited in the 
general fund of the county. HowGv.::r; no defendant 
would be denied diversion because of inability to pay 
the fee. The bill was enacted as chapter 1226. 

Pretrial Diversion 
Assembly Bill 2072, introduced by Assemblyman 
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Mel Levine, authorizes boards of supervisors to 
adopt a diversion program approved by the district 
attorney, permitting the diversion for education, 
treatment or rehabilitation of a defendant accused of 
a misdemeanor offense if the defendant has no mis­
demeanor conviction within five years and no felony 
conviction. The bill was enacted as chapter 125l. 

Plea of Nolo Contendere Admissible 
in Civil Suit 

Assembly Bill 3510, introduced by Assemblyman 
Terry Goggin, provides that a plea of nolo conten­
dere to a crime punishable as a felony has the same 
effect as a plea of guilty for civil liability purposes. 
The bill was enacted as chapter 390. 

Statutory Criminal Discovery 
Senate Bill 1808, introduced by Senator Ken 

Maddy, allows a reasonable continuance after any 
testimony by a defense witness other than the de­
fendant, unless the court finds that the prosecutor 
should have been aware of the evidence and requires 
disclosure of specified matters to the prosecution by 
the defendant, and by the prosecution to the defend­
ant. The bill was enacted as chapter 1249. 

"Conditional Sentence" Replaces 
"Summary Probation" 

Assembly Bill 3091, introduced by Assemblywom­
an Gwen Moore, defines "conditional sentence" as 
the suspension of the imposition or execution of a 
sentence and the order of revocable release in the 
community subject to conditions set by the court 
without supervision by the probation officer. For­
merly, such sentences were generally referred to as 
summary probation. The bill was enacted as an ur­
gency measure, effective June 9, 1982, chapter 247. 

Probation and Restitution 
Senate Bill 2060, introduced by Senator Danjel 

Boatwright, and Assembly Bill 2490 and Assembly 
Bill 2571, introduced by Assemblyman Dave Elder, 
require the court to order restitution unless the court 
finds 1'~'Iat such restitution is beyond the defendant's 
ability to pay, arld repeal the restitution requirement 
as to particular crimes, If the court finds that the 
defendant is unable to pay restitution, the court shall 
require community service. If the court finds that 
restitution or community service is inappropriate, it 
shall state its reasons on the record, Any restitution 
payments received by a probation departrnent shall 
be forwarded to the victim within specified times 
from the date the payment is received by the depart­
ment. The bills were enacted as chapters 1412, 1413, 
and 1414, respectively, 

Ten Percent Bail Provisions Modified 
Assembly Bill 298, introduced by Assemblyman 

Howard Berman, makes 10 percent bail inapplicable 
if a defendant or arrestee fails to provide satisfactory 
identification, except by order of a court or magis-

.. 

trate. Also, in failure to appear cases, the court must 
state on the warrant of arrest whether, when arrest­
ed, the defendant is entitled to release on a 10 per­
cent deposit or upon posting the full amount of bail, 
The bill was enacted as chapter 1376. 

Videotape Testimony by Child Molest Victims 
Assembly Bill 79, introduced by Assemblyman 

Richard Mountjoy, allows the testimony of a victim of 
certain sexually related crimes who is 15 years old or 
younger to be recorded and preserved on videotape 
at the preliminary hearing. Application for an order 
to record and preserve on videotape is required 
three days prior to the preliminary hearing. The re­
corded testimony could be used later in specified 
circunlstances. The bill was enacted as chapter 98. 

Incompetency to Stand Trial Hearings 
Assembly Bill 3721, introduced by Assemblyman 

Sam Farr, provides that on a complaint charging a 
felony, a hearing to determine mental competence 
shall be held prior to the filing of an information 
unless counsel for the defendant requests a prelimi­
nary examination, and permits the municipal court 
to rule on certain demurrers, motions to dismiss, etc., 
in such cases. The bill was enacted as chapter 444. 

Speedy Trial: Extends Dismissal Time 
from 10 to 60 Days 

Assembly Bill 3421, introduced by Assemblyman 
Sam Farr, extends the time within which the defend­
ant must be brought to trial anew, from 10 days to 60 
days, in cases where a defendant fails to appear for 
trial. The bill was enacted as chapter 433. 

Suppression of Evidence: Preliminary Hearing 
Senate Bill 1744, introduced by Senator John 

Holmdahl, revises provisions of the law governing 
motions for suppression of evidence on grounds of 
unreasonable search or seizure. If the evidence re­
lates to a felony offense initiated by complaint, the 
motion shall be made in the superior COUTt only upon 
the filing of an information. The defendant may 
make the motion at the preliminary hearing in mu­
nicipal or justice court, but it shall be restricted to 
evidence sought to be introduced by the peOple at 
that preliminary hearing. If the motion relating to a 
felony is granted at the preliminary hearing and the 
defendant is not held to answer, the prosecution 
may, in the alternative, move to reinstate the com­
plaint or those parts of the complaint for which the 
defendant was not held to answer. Tl1e bill adds the 
motion to reinstate a complaint, or a portion thereof, 
to those motions or proceedings for which a trial is 
stayed when a motion to return property or suppress 
evidence is granted. The bill was enacted as chapter 
625. 

Traffic Violator School: DMV Record 
Senate Bill 1455, introduced by Senator Ed Davis, 

requires courts or the Traffic Adjudication Board to 
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prepare and forward to the Department of Motor 
Vehicles an abstract of the record of the court or 
board proceeding upon dismissal of a complaint 
based on the ordered attendance in a school for traf­
fic violators. The bill was enacted as chapter 1129. 

DUI Abstracts to Indicate Level 
of Alcohol Concentration 

Assembly Bill 3347, introduced by Assemblyman 
Phil Wyman, requires abstracts of conviction involv­
ing driving while under the influence of alcohol or 
with a blood alcohol level of .10 percent or more to 
indicate the chemical test results when readily avail­
able to the clerk of the court. Deletes the require­
ment that the abstract contain the amount of the fine 
or forfeiture. The information will be kept confiden­
tial in the records of the department except for re­
search purposes. The bill was enacted as chapter 
1212. 

DUI: .10 Percent Blood Alcohol By Weight 
Per Se 

S~nate Bill 745, introduced by Senator Alan 
Sieroty, in any prosecution for driving a vehicle with 
.10 percent or more blood alcohol by weight, creates 
a rebuttable presumption that the person had .10 
percent or more alcohol in the blood at the time of 
driving the vehicle if the person had .10 percent or 
more alcohol in his or her blood at the time of a 
chemical test if taken within three hours after the 
driving. The bill was enacted as chapter 1337. 

Traffic Case Venue 
Senate Bill 1599, introduced by Senator Walter 

Stiern, repeals the provision for lTansfer of motor 
vehicle cases to the county seat from a justice court 
at the request of a defendant. The bill was enacted 
as chapter 669. 

Juvenile Offenses 
Assembly Bill 1053, introduced by Assemblyman 

Alister McAlister, increases the maximum penalties 
that can be levied in juvenile courts for traffic viola­
tions to $250 and for fish and game violations to $50. 

The bill was enacted as chapter 73. 

Juvenile Court Law Revision 
Assembly Bill 419, inb:oduced by Assemblyman 

Patrick Nolan, creates the Commission for the Revi­
sion of the Juvenile Court Law to prepare recom­
mendations for revision of juvenile law. It requires 
the submission of a report detailing these recommen­
dations by January 1, 1984. The bill was enacted as 

.. chapter 170. 

Commitment Procedures' for Gravely 
Disabled Persons 

Assembly Bill 351, introduced by Assemblyman 
Dave Stirling, and Assembly Bill 3454, introduced by 
Assemblyman Tom Bates, require that administra­
tive certification review hearings be held when dan­
gerous or gravely disabled persons are certified for 
an additional 14 days of intensive treatment. The bills 
also specify the procedure for these hearings, change 
the standard for extended confinement and author­
ize the commitment of dangerous persons for treat­
ment not to exceed 180 days. The bills were enacted 
as chapters 1563 and } .. 598, respectively. 

Foster Placement Hearings 
Assembly Bill 2315, introduced by Assemblyman 

Bill Lockyer, provides for administrative review of 
foster placements at six-month intervals, and pre­
scribes termination of the voluntary placement un­
less a finding is made that a substantial risk to the 
physical or emotional well-being of the child would 
be created by terminating the placement. The bill 
was enacted as an urgency measure, effective June 
29,1982. 

Child Support Collection 
Assembly Bill 3000, introduced by Assemblyman 

Jim Cramer, clarifies and simplifies existing statutes 
providing for incentive payments to counties for the 
collection of child support from noncustodial parents 
of children receiving Aid to Families with Depend­
ent Children. The bill was enacted as ch!;'.pter 981. 

MEASURES NOT ENACTED 

Joint Custody Preference 
Assemblymen Lawrence Kapiloff and Charles 

Imbrecht introduced two bills, Assembly Bill 1706 
and Assembly Bill 2202, that sought to specify either 
a rebuttable presumption or legal preference that 
joint custody is in the best interest of a child. The 
measures were consolidated into a compromise bill, 
Assembly Bill 2202, that was enacted by the Legisla­
ture but vetoed by the Governor. 

Abolition of Interlocutory Judgment 
of Marriage 

Assembly Bill 3396 was authored by Assembly­
woman Maxine Waters at the request of the Superior 

Court Clerks Association. The bill would have elimi­
nated the interlocutory decree of dissolution, and 
achieved significant cost savings. The bill, however, 
also eliminated the six-month minimum time to ef­
fect a dissolution of marriage, reducing the time to 30 
days. The Governor vetoed the bill, opposing the 
30-day provision. 

Habeas Corpus Limitations 
Senator John Doolittle carried Senate Bill 1871 to 

restrict the courts in which a writ of habeas corpus 
could be filed, and to prohibit Courts of Appeal from 
appointing referees to make factual determinations. 
The bill was opposed by the Judicial Council and was 
defeated in the Senate Judiciary Committee. 
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Senate Confirmation of Appellate 
Court Nominees 

Senator Ed Davis carried Senate Constitutional 
Amendment 27, a proposal to place a constitutional 
amendment before the electorate to abolish the 
Commission on Judicial Appointments and substitute 

Senate confirmation of appellate court nominees. 
The Judicial Council opposed the measure, and sup­
ported instead Assembly Speaker Willie L. Brown, 
Jr.'s Assembly Constitutional Amendment 49. It 
would have expanded the composition of the Com­
mission on Judicial Appointments. Neither measure 
was enacted. 
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C. Changes in the California Runes of Court 

-----,------------------------------------~-------------===-----------------.-------
The Judicial Council adopted a number of amend­

ments to appellate and trial court rules during 1982 
desi.gned to improve court administration and expe-

dite court proceedings. The council also adopted a 
suggested set of Standards of Judicial Administration 
for processing "complex" civil cases. 

1. APPELLATE RULES 

Time for Filing Civil Notice of Appeal 
(Rules 2 and 122) 

The amendments to these rules conform to a statu­
tory change (Stats. 1982, ch. 559) removing a recent­
ly added provision affecting the commencement of 
the time for filing notice of appeal. The statutory and 
rule changes reinstate the same procedures that ex­
isted prior to the January 1982 effective date of chap­
ter 904 of the Statutes of 1981. 

Time to Appeal (Rule 3) 
Rule 3 was amended to clarify the time to appeal 

after the filing of a motion to vacate a judgment, or 
after the filing of a motion for judgment notwith­
standing the verdict. 

Form and Length of Printed Briefs 
(Rules 15,28 and 40) 

These amendments add a limit of 40 pages for 
printed briefs to the present 50-page limit on "other 
process" briefs, both subject to permission by the 
Chief Justice or presiding justice for longer briefs; 
make appellate briefs produced by "other process of 
duplication" as acceptable as printed briefs; modern­
ize the definition, of "other means of duplication"; 
and revise the type size and leading specifications for 
printed briefs. 

Death Penalty Appeals (Rule.::: 33, 35 and 39.5) 
These changes clarify procedure in death penalty 

appeals and facilitate preparation of the entire 
record in those appeals. 

An original and five copies of the record, plus two 
copies for each additional defendant sentenced to 
death, are required in death penalty cases, with a 
copy of the transcripts sent to the Attorney General 
as soon as they are completed, and to defense counsel 
on appeal, on appointment or retention. 

The disposition of the district attorney's copy of 
the transcripts in a noncapital case is clarified. In 
death cases a notice of the corrections ordered by the 
trial court shall be sent to the parties. The rule refers 
to the Penal Code section 1218 requirement that a 

copy of the transcripts be sent to the Governor. The 
Clerk of the Supreme Court now supervises prepara­
tion of the record in death cases, paralleling the cor­
responding provision for other felony appeals. 

New rule 39.5, applicable exclusively to death pen­
alty cases, provides notice to the Clerk of the Su­
preme Court and to the Attorney General of 
pronouncement of a death sentence so that each may 
monitor the case; specifies the contents of the record; 
and modifies the normal time limits for requesting 
correction of the record and for delivery of the re­
quest for corrections to the trial judge. 

Probation Reports (Rule 35) 
Rule 35 was amended to require that a probation 

report be submitted in a sealed envelope marked 
"Confidential ... " to assure compliance with stat­
ute. 

Original Proceedings (Rule 56) 
Rule 56 (b) was amended to refer expressly to sec­

tions 1088.5 and 1089.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 193), which govern proof of service 
and time to respond to a petition for writ of mandaf(, . 
when no alternative writ is sought. 

Review of Actions of ALRB (R1,lle 59) , 
A new rule 59 was adopted governing procedure in 

the review of actions of the Agricultural Labor Rela­
tions Board to assure uniform procedure in all appel­
late districts. 

I.~~al Rules of Courts of Appeal (Rule 80) 
A new rule 80 was adopted concerning local rules 

of Courts of Appeal to assure that a document com­
plying with the statewide rules. will be accepted for 
filing in all appellate districts, and to require publica­
tion in the Official Reports Advance Sheets before a 
local Court of Appeal rule may take effect. 

Small Claim Appeals (Rule 155) 
Rule 155 was amended to provide that the trial of 

a small claim case on appeal is to be conducted infor­
mally as prOvided in Code of Civil Procedure section 

. 117, except that attorneys may participate. Jj 
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2. TRIAL COURT RULES 

Preventing Use of Cross-Complaints fio Delay 
Trial (Rules 206 and 507) 

These amendments permit a case to proceed to 
trial if it is at issue as to all essential defeJndants and 
if six months have passed since the filing Clf any I.:'ros_s­
complaint. The court retains the power to sever a 
cross-complaint before the expiration of the six­
month period. 

Statement of Decision (Rules 232 8,nd 520) 
The Judicial Council amended rules l~2 and 520 to 

provide that an announcement of tentative decision 
may state that it will stand as the COl1rt's statement 
of decision in the event one is requested, unless with­
in 10 days either party makes additional proposals as 
to the content of the statement of decision. The 
amendments also clarify that these rules only apply 
when hial was not completed in one day (see Code 
Civ. Proc., § 632). 

Superior Court Sessions at Municipal and 
Justice Court Locations (Rule 245.5) 

Recently amended Government Code section 
69753 (Stats. 1982, ch. 273) permits, under specified 
conditions, superior court matters to be heard at any 
municipal court or justice court location in the 
county if the municipal court judge, justice court 
judge, or a retired judge has been given a judicial 
assignment to assist the superior court under section 
6, article VI of the Constitution. Responding to a 
requirement in the legislation, the Judicial Council 
adopted new rule 245.5 to provide for the timely 
filing of objections to hearing a civil matter at a mu­
nicipal or justice court location and to require the 
filing of a signed consent of the parties in a criminal 
action before a superior court session may be held at 
a municipal or justice c.qurt location. These require­
ments apply only when a session is held pursuant to 
Government Code sect.ion 69753. 

Countermemorandum to Set (Rule 507) 
Rule 507 was amended .to permit the filing and 

service of a countermemorandum to the memoran­
dum to set in municiJ?al and justice courts. The pro­
cedure is similar to that now allowed in superior 
courts by rule 206. 

Traffic, Boating, and Fish and Game Bail 
Schedules (Rule (50) .. 

Since 1965, the Judicial Council has sought to 
achieve substantial uniformity of bail throughout the 
state in traffic ca:)es hy proposing a uniform bail 
schedule. A uniform boating bail schedule was added 
in 1973. The Judicial Council in 1982 added a uniform 
bail schedule for fish and game violations. The traffic 
and boating bail s'chedules were also.amended to add 
most of the rule-of-the-road violations not now in­
cluded in the traffic bail schedule, add several viola­
tions relat~d to t):ansportation of hazardous materials 
and safety reguli;ltions, add additional sections to the 
uniform boating schedule, change the amount of bail 

for several offenses, conform the bail schedules with 
legislative changes, and make other technical correc­
tions. 

Rule 850 requires these schedules to be considered 
by municipal and justice court judges when adopting 
a countywide bail schedule. 

Quarterly Reports by Court Reporters 
(Rule 860) 

Rule 860 requires the clerk of each designated 
court to transmit to the Judicial Council quarterly 
income and transcript production reports submitted 
by court reporters pursuant to statute, and to per­
form certain related duties. The Judicial Council 
amended rule 860 to permit each court governed by 
the rule to designate its executive officer or adminis­
trative officer to perform the duties required of the 
clerk and to require the reports to be sent to the 
Judicial Council not later than six weeks after the 
dose of each quarter. The rule was also amended in 
response to legislation (Stats. 1982, ch. 1033) to add 
Alpine and Glenn Counties to those presently includ­
ed in the rule. 

Family Law Procedure (Rule 1248) 
The Judicial Council aI"10nded rule 1248 to require 

that a party submitting a family law jl1dgment for 
signature must provide the clerk with stamped en­
velopes addressed to the parties as well as completed 
forms of the Notice of Entry of Judgment to be 
mailed to the parties. The amendment is intended to 
assist counties in reducing costs of processing family 
law documents. 

Judicial Disqualification in Coordination 
Matters (Rule 1515) 

Rule 1515 was amended to require direct submis­
sion to the assigned coordination judge of any motion 
or affidavit of prejudice under Code of Civil Proce­
dure section 170.6 regarding that judge. The amend­
ment also ensures that the law governing judicial 
disqualification in civil actions will apply equally to 
coordination proceedings. 

Coordination Motions in the Trial Court 
(Rule 1520) 

Amended Code of Civil Procedure section 404 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 520) permits a motion in the superior 
court fo!' transfer and consolidation of actions pend­
ing in different courts of the same county and sharing 
common questions of fact or law. The amended rule 
(a) requires that a motion to transfer and consolidate 
under the coordination statute as amended be filed 
in the superior court in the manner provided by law 
for motions in civil actions generally; (b) requires 
the moving party to set forth the facts relied upon to 
show that consolidation is appropriate and to com­
plete the transfer within a reasonable time; and (c) 
clarifies the rule to distinguish the new procedure 
from existing methods of initiating coordination pro­
ceedings. 
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Coordination Motion. Judge's Authority 
(Rule 1529) 

The council amended rule 1529 to authorize the 
coordination motion judge to consider matters re­
quiring immediate judicial action pending the as­
signment of the coordination trial judge. The 
required showing of urgency precludes requests for 
consideration of routine matters. The rule does not 
authorize the coordination motion judge to try the 
cause or to grant judgment. 

"Complex" Civil Litigation (Standards of 
Judicial Administration, Section 19) 

The Judicial Council adopted a set of suggested 
standards for processing "complex" civil cases--cases 

that require specialized management to avoid plac­
ing unnecessary burdens on the trial courts or liti­
gants. The suggested standards were developed by 
the Judicial Council Advisory Committee on Com­
plex Litigation which was co-chaired by Judge 
Homer B. Thompson of the Santa Clara County Su­
perior Court and attorney Palmer B. Madden ofWal­
nut Creek. 

The provisions are based on the premise that flexi­
ble guidelines, in the form of Standards of Judicial 
Administration recommended by the Judicial Coun­
cil, are preferable to mandatory statewide rules. Sev­
eral of the new standards are based on existing rules 
or guidelines that have been tried successfully in 
various jurisdictions. 

3. OTHER RULES 

Technical Amendments to the Rules of Court 
(Rules 1 and 1615) 

Rule 1 was amended to reflect the new $200 fee for 
filing a notice Df appeal to the Court of Appeal (Stats. 
1982, ch. 327). Rule 1615(d) was amended to add a 
reference to section 473 of the Code of Civil Proce­
dure. Recent legislation (Stats. 1982, ch. 621) amends 
Code of Civil Procedure section 1141.23 to authorize 
the court to grant relief on the grounds stated in 
section 473 from a judgmen.t entered pursuant to an 
arbitration award. 

Commission on Judicial Performance 
(Rules 902.5, 903.5, 908, 912, 913 and 915) 

Several changes were made in the rules of the 
Commission on Judicial Performance. The changes 
were based on suggestions from the commission. 

Rule 902.5, which provided for public hearings un­
der certain circumstances and which was held un­
constitutional, was repealed. Rule 903.5 was 
amended to authorize the commission to order a 
non-psychiatric medical examination for good cause 
found by two-thirds of the commission members. 
Rule 908 (b) was amended to conform to Evidence 
Code sections 413 and 913 by permitting considera­
tion of suppression of evidence or failure to explain 
or deny evidence unless based on the exercise of a 
recognized privilege and deleting the concept of cir­
cumstances beyond the judge's control as a justifica­
tion for the failure to explain or deny facts or for the 
suppression of evidence. 

Rules 912 and 913 were amended to permit the 
parties to a commission proceeding conducted 
before masters to object to and seek amendment of 
the masters' report within a specified time and in 
conformance with certain requirements. Rule 915 

governing extensions of time to include certain pro­
cedural steps in commission proceedings conducted 
before special masters was amended to provide for 
extensions of the times for submitting or objecting to 
the report of a master. 

Use of Personal Recording Equipment 
in Court (Rule 980) 

Rule 980 was amended to permit use in court of 
inconspicuous recording devices to make personal 
notes, unless the court orders otherwise for cause. A 
person proposing to use a recording device must in­
form the court. The recordings may not be used for 
any purpose other than as personal notes. 

Extension of the "Cameras in the Court" 
Experiment (Rules 980.2 and 980.3) 

The Judicial Council amended rules 980.2 and 980.3 
to extend to December 31, 1983, the expiratio~ "date 
of the experiment permitting film and electrl ):illc 
media coverage of court proceedings. The extenlion 
will allow the Judicial Council to evaluate further the 
operation of the experimental rule and permit the 
council to consider the results of a possible study by 
the State Bar of California. 

In Forma Pauperis (Rule 985) 
Responding to legislation (Stats. 1982, ch. 1221) 

changing the in forma pauperis procedure, the Judi­
cial Council amended rule 985 to (a) permit a court 
to authorize the clerk or appropriate county officer 
to make reasonable efforts to verify the litigant's fi­
nancial condition; ~b) maintain confidentiality of in­
formation on the litigant's financial condition; and 
(c) repeal the provision adopted earlier this year 
authorizing destruction of applications two years af­
ter their filing. 
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D. Judicial Council Legal Forms 

During 1982, the Judicial Council approved 12 
forms for statewide use effective January 1,1983. The 
new and revised forms were prepared and recom­
mended for Judicial Council approval by the Judicial 
Council Advisory Committee on Legal Forms, a 
statewide committee with representation from the 
State Bar, the judiciary, and the court clerks' offices. 

Camera-ready copies of the new and revised forms 
approved for statewide use were sent to the trial 
courts so that each court could reproduce the forms 
for local use. Several legal publishers reproduce and 
supply the forms. 

An explanation of the new forms and background 
of the changes in existing forms follows. 

IN FORMA PAUPERIS 

1. Application for Waiver of Court Fees 
and Costs (Rule 982 (a) (17)) 

In response to legislation (Stats. 1982, chs. 193, 
1221) , the Judicial Council amended this form to pro­
vide for information concerning (a) addresses and 
dates of birth of the applicant and opposing parties; 
(b) the amount paid to any person to prepare or 
assist in the preparation of the documents; and (c) 
the amount and source of income for an applicant 
seeking eligibility because his or her income is less 
than 125 percent of the poverty threshold. The ap­
plication also was revised to amend the notice to the 
applicant concerning the duty to report on changed 

financial circumstances and to add a notice concern­
ing the power of the court to examine the applicant 
about ability to pay court fees and costs. 

2. Information Sheet on Waiver of Court Fees 
and Costs 

This form was amended to include notice of the 
procedure for obtaining a transcript in administra­
tive mandate cases and to reflect the revised federal 
poverty guidelines as required annually by Govern­
ment Code section 68511.3. The form also was 
amended to remove the words "without cost" in de­
scribing the availability of the application. 

PLEADING FORMS (Rule 982.1) 

Legislation enacted in 1979 required the Judicial 
Council to approve forms for complaints, answers, 
and cross-complaints in actions for personal injury, 
property damage, wrongful death, breach of con­
tract, fraud, and unlawful detainer (Gov. Code, 
§ 425.12; Stats. 1979, ch. 843; Assem. Bill No. 687-M. 
Waters). Forms were approved by the Judicial Coun-

cil in 1981 effective January 1, 1982. Under the origi­
nallegislation, use of the forms was to become man­
datory in 1983. Legislation enacted in 1982 extended 
the optional use of these forms until January 1, 1985 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 272; Assem. Bill No. 3576--M. Wa­
ters) . 

FAMILY LAW FORMS 

1. Petition (Rule 1281) 
and Response (Rule 1282) 

To implement the provisions of Civil Code section 
4600.5, these two forms were amended to incorpo­
rate references i:o legal, physical, and joint custody. 

2. Joint Petition for Summary Dissolution 
(Rule 1295.10) 

Civil Code section 4550 requires the Judicial Coun­
cil every two years, beginning January 1, 1983, to 

compute and publish adjustments to the limits on the 
amount of property and debts of couples seeking to ' 
use the summary dissolution procedure. The adjust­
ments reflect changes in the California Consumer 
Price Index. Accordingly, this form was amended to 
refer to the revised limits. Use of existing supplies of 
the joint petition form was authorized if "$3,000" is 
increased to "$4,000" in item 6 and "$10,000" is in­
creased to "$12,000" in items 7 and 8. 

ATTACHMENT 

Undertaking by Sureties 
This form was revised because recent legislation 

requires that the occupation of the sureties be stated 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 517). An unnecessary footnote also 
was removed. 
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ENFORCEMENT AND SATISFACTION OF JUDGMENT FORMS 

The Judicial Council revised two forms in response 
to legislation (Stats. 1982, ch. 150) which changed the 
legal rate of interest. The revised forms do not spec­
ify the interest rate but refer to the "legal rate" of 
interest. Use of existing supplies of these forms is 
authorized if the reference to 7 percent interest is 

deleted .and replaced by either "legal rate" or 
"10%." The following forms were revised: 

1. Writ of Execution . 

2. Writ of Execution Against a Dwelling House 
(Money Judgment) 

FORM INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 

Responding to the mandate of Code of Civil Proce­
dure section 2036.5, the Judicial Council approved a 
set of standard form interrogatories for optional use 
effective January 1, 1983. The council also approved 
two new forms--one for use with the interrogatories 
and one for requests for admissions. 

I. Request for Admissions 
As required by section 2036.5 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure, the Judicial Council approved a form for 
requesting admissions of the truth of facts or the 
genuineness of documents. Use of the form is option­
al. 
2. Form Interrogatories Request 

This one-page form was approved for designating 
which of the form interrogatories shOllld be an-

swered. The full text of the form interrogatories need 
not be served on the responding party. The form 
refers the responding party to Division IV of the 
Appendix to the California Rules of Court for the text 
of the interrogatories or to the clerk of the court. 

3. Form Interrogatories Text 
The Judicial Council approved form interrogato­

ries for optional use in personal injury, property dam­
age, and breach of contract actions. Form 
interrogatories for use in other actions will be added 
as they are developed. The full text of the inter­
rogatories is printed in Division IV of the Appendix 
to the California Rules of Court. Court clerks are 
required by the statute to make copies of the inter­
rogatories available. 

PROBATE 

The Legislature amended the notice prOVlSlon 
concerning requests for special notice of the filing of 
an inventory and appraisement of estate assets or of 
the petitions or accounts mentioned in sections 1200 
and 1200.5 of the Probate Code (Stats. 1982, ch. 520). 
The following probate forms were revised to con-

form to the legislation: 

1. Notice of Hearing (Probate) 

2. Notice of Death and of Petition to Administer 
Estate 
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E. Coordination of Multicourt Civil Actions 

Two hundred seventy petitions for coordina­
tion 1 were received by the Chairperson of the Judi­
cial Council during 1982, bringing the total received 
to 1,668 since the inception of the coordination stat­
ute in 1974. 

Coordination of civil actions is a procedural device 
used to join for all purposes individual actions pend­
ing in different courts and sharing a common ques­
tion of fact or law. Upon receipt of a petition for 
coordination, the Chairperson assigns a judge to de­
termine whether the included actions should be 
joined according to standards specified in Code of 
Civil Procedure section 404.1. If the assigned judge 
decides that the standards for coordination have 
been met and the included actions are pending in 
different courts of the same county, the judge may 
order transfer from the municipal or justice court 
and consolidation in the superior court in lieu of 
coordination.2 

Exercise of this option streamlines procedures for 
actions pending in the same county and subjects the 
actions to master calendar control in the superior 
court. When the actions to be joined are pending in 
different counties, however, there is a need for bal­
ancing the convenience of the parties, witnesses, 
counsel, and the courts. Accordingly, the Chairper­
son of the Judicial Council assigns a judge to hear and 
determine the actions.3 

Of the 270 petitions received in 1982, 160 were 
intra-county vertical petitions or those that included 
actions pending in different courts of a single county. 
Los Angeles was the site of the included actions in 93 
of the 160 vertical petitions received. In 98 of the 160 
vertical proceedings, the assigned judge granted 
transfer and consolidation in lieu of coordination .. 
The judge graD:ted coordination in three petitionS 
and denied both coordination and transfer and con­
solidation in 15 petitions. Twenty-one petitions were 
either taken off calendar, withdrawn, deemed moot, 
or involved actions that settled before the coordina­
tion hearing date. As of December 31, 1982, 23 intra­
county vertical petitions were still pen~;ing before 
the assigned coordination motion judge. 

The remaining 110 petitions received during 1982 
involved actions pending in courts of more than one 
cOlmty. Fifty-four inter-county petitions were grant­
ed; 20 were denied, and 12 were either withdrawn, 
dropped, deemed moot, or involved actions that set-

tied before the coordination hearing date. Twent'/­
four inter-county petitions were still pending on the 
last day of 1982. 

The 270 petitions received in 1982 included 708 
individual actions.4 The petitions involved the fol­
lowing subject areas: 

Personal injury.......................................... 132 
(auto 106; other 26) 

Commercial .............................................. 34 
Real property ............................................ 45 

(unlawful detainer 24; other 21) 
Construction.............................................. 22 
Public law.................................................. 2 
Fire.............................................................. 11 
Other .......................................................... ~ 
TOTAL ...................................................... 270 

During 1982, the Judicial Council initiated four 
changes designed to reduce delay and increase con­
venience for counsel and the courts in coordination 
proceedings. 

An amendment to Code of Civil Procedure section 
4G4, effective January 1, 1983, authorizes motions in 
the superior court for transfer and consolidation of 
related cases pending in different courts of a single 
county. The motion procedure \ViU repl~,ce the more 
time-consuming petition for coordination and elimi­
nate the administrative function of the judicial 
Council that may be unnecessary when the actions 
are pending in one county. Rule 1520 also was 
amended to implement the new motion procedure. 

Rule 1529 was amended to permit the coordination 
momon judge to hear urgent matters requiring im­
mediate judicial attention during an interim period 
after coordination has been granted and before the 
coordination trialjudge has been assigned. Rule 1515 
also was changed to reduce delays created by the 
disqualification of judges under Code of Civil Proce­
dure section 170.6. 

All necessary administrative functions ill coordina­
tion proceedings are performed at the direction of' 
the Chairperson of the Judicial Council by a coordi­
nation attorney in the Administrative Office of the 
Courts.s An official file for each coordination pro­
ceeding is maintained in the Administrative Office of 
the Courts. The file contains all documents required 
to be submitted to the Chairperson of the Judicial 
Council under rule 1511. 

1 The coordination statute is contained in Code of Civil Procedure sections 404 through 404.8 and is accompanied by rules 1501 through 1550. 
• Code of Civil Procedure section 404.3(b). • 
• Code of Civil Procedure section 404.3 (a); rule 1540. . . . ... •. .. 
• Of the 700 actions, 489 were pending in the superior court, 216 were muruClpal court actions, and 3 actions ongmo<;;d m the Justice courts. 
• Rule 1550. 
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F. Change of Venue in Criminal Cases 

The Judicial Council provides administrative as­
sistance to trial courts when venue is changed in 
criminal cases, under the provisions of California 
Rules of Court 840-844. The council adopted the 
rules in 1972 pursuant to Penal Code seC" <1 1038. 

Rwe 842 provides, "When the court in which the 
action is pending detennines that it should be trans­
ferred pursuant to section 1033 or 1034 of the Penal 
Code, it shall advise the Administrative Director of 
the Cuurts of the pending transfer. Upon being ad­
vised the Director shall, in order to expedite judicial 
business and equalize the work of the judges, suggest 
a court or courts that would not be unduly burdened 
by the trial of the case .... " 

The Administrative Office of the Courts was ad­
vised of 27 felony and 2 misdemeanor cases in which 
a change of venue motion was granted in 1982. A 
number of the cases involved co-def3ndants whose 
trials had been 'severed; their trials sometimes were 
transferred to different counties. 

-
In connection with a pending transfer, workload 

reports are reviewed and the presiding judges of pos­
sible receiving courts, including those suggested by 
the judge granting the motion, are contacted regard­
ing their ability to conduct the trial. Various factors 
are reviewed with the judges contacted, such as the 
trial's probable length, the availability of assigned 
judges, and any special security problems. 

The judge who has granted the motion is advised 
of one or more courts that would not be unduly bur­
dened by the case. Mter the judge has determined 
the proper court for the trial following a hearing 
pursuant to McGown v. Superior Court (1977) 75 
Cal.App.3d 648, the Administrative Office of the 
Courts is notified of the choice and advises each of 
the courts previously contacted. 

The Administrative Office of the Cour~t:s also pro­
vides assistance, on request, when change of venue 
motions are granted in civil cases. 
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G. Judicial Redistricting 

Since July 1, HIT5, there have been major changes 
in the composition of municipal and justice court 
districts in California. Consolidations have eliminat­
ed 100 judicial districts and reduced the total cumber 
of judicial districts to 179. One hundred four justice 
court districts were eliminated, while the number of 
municipal court districts rose by 10 to 90 and then 
was reduced to 84 when a number of districts were 
consolidated. 

In fiscal year 1981-82, there was a net increase of 
one in the total number of judicial di:Si:dcts, as four 
justice court districts consolidated and five new jus­
tice court districts were established. In San Bernar­
dino County, the Crest Forest Justice Court was 
re-established. In Kern County, the Arvin-Lamont 
Justice Court District, the Delano-McFarland Justice 
Court District, the Maricopa-Taft Justice Court Dis­
trict and the Shafter-Wasco Justice Court District 
were established. In Humboldt County, the Fortuna 
and Garberville Justice Court Districts consolidated 
to become the Eel River Justice Court District. In 

CALIFORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
June 3(\ 1953 to June 3D, 1982 
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Mendocino County, the Big River Justice Court Dis­
trict consolidated with Ten Mile Justice Court Dis­
trict. Also in Mendocino County, the Sanel Justice 
. Court District consolidated with Ukiah Jvstice Court 
DistrI·ct. In EI Dorado County, the El Dorado Justice 
Court District consolidated with the Georgetown­
Divide Justice Court District to become the Ponder­
osa Justice Court District. 

The number of districts served by justice c(',urts 
has steadily decreased since the lower cour~ reor­
ganization of 1953 due to (1) redistricting by local 
boards of supervisors resulting in the consolidation of 
justice court districts into municipal courts or to form 
larger justice court districts, and (2) the creation of 
municipal courts as district populations increased to 
levels in excess of the 40,000 constitutional limit for 
justice courts. 

Table A and its graph show the number of judicial 
districts as ofJune 30, 1982 and for each year since the 
lower court reorganization. 

Table A-CALIfORNIA JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
As of June 30, 1953 to June 30, 1982 

Total No. of 
judicial justice 

Ye-'1I districts courts 
1953 ....... ...... ............ .... ........ ... 400 349 
1954 .......... .............................. 400 348 
1955 ........................................ 395 342 
1956 ........................................ 395 341 
1957 .............. ,......................... 393 335 
1958 ........................................ 390 329 
1959 ........................................ !374 312 
1960 ........................................ 374 307 
1961 ......................................... 371 302 
1962 ................................. , ...... 370 298 
1963 ................................ ....... 365 293 
1964 ........................................ 361 288 
1965 .............. , ......................... 349 276 
1966 ........................................ 339 268 
1967 ., ...................................... 336 263 
1968 ........................................ 326 253 
1969 ........................................ 319 245 
1970 ........................................ 319 244 
1971 ........................................ 309 232 
1972 ........................................ 303 226 
1973 ........................................ 2W 221 
1974 ........................................ 291 214 
1975 ........................................ 279 199 
1976 ........................................ 259 175 
1977 ........................................ 200 III 
1978 ........................................ 197 107 
1979 ........................................ 191 102 
1980 ........................................ 183 100 
1981 ........................................ 178 94 
1982 ........................................ 179 95 

No. of 
municipal 

courts 
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- -
H. Justice Court Oral Examinations 

judicial vacancies injustice courts may be filled by 
appointment of theooard of supervisors or by special 
election, at the option of the board of supervisors of 
the county in which the court is situated.6 Only attor­
neys are eligible to be justice court judges.7 Oral 
examinations are required when there are more than 
three qualified candidates for appointment to a jus­
tice court judgeship. The Chairperson of the Judicial 
Council designates a superior court judge as chair-

• Gov. Code ~ 71180.3. 
7 Gov. Code § 71601. 
8 Gov. Code § 7160P; Cal. Rules of Court. rules 765-770. 

person of the oral examining board. The chaL'"Person 
of the board appoints two residents of the county to 
serve as the additional members of the board. The 
board ranks the caJ}didates and submits the three 
highest ranked to the board of supervisors.8 

During 1982, oral examination boards were ap­
pointed to interview candidates for the office of 
judge in the Inyo County Justice Court, Inyo County, 
and in Central Valley Justice Court, Shasta County. 
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I. Judicial Arbitration 

California courts re"1,lorted a total of 31,543 cases 
placed on arbitration hearing lists during fiscal year 
1981-32, the third year of the program's operation.9 

The number represents.,a 45 percent increase over 
the previous year and is largely attributable to a 252 
percent increase in the number of cases placed on 
the arbitration hearing list in the Los Angeles Superi­
or Court, where the amount-in-controversey limit 
for assigning a case to the list by court order has been 
raised from $15,000 to $25,000. 

A total of20,309 cases weJ;e removed from the arbi­
tration lists, a five percent decrease. 

Municipal court participation in the program, op­
tional with each court, increased 10 percent with 
2,495 cases placed on the list. 

A total of 17,321 cases were placed on hearing lists 
pursuant to court order lliider the provision of the 
statute authorizing superior courts with ten or more 
judges, and smaller superior courts adupting the 
mandatory feature ),?y local rule, to order arbitration 
if the amount-in-controversy is considered to fall un­
der the prescribed lirmt. 

The rate of r~que~ts for trials de novo continued to 
rise. In superior courts with ten or moreju.ciges, 5,676 
requests were filed, affecting 50 percent of the arbi­
tration awards and representing a three percent in­
crease over last year. 

Twenty-eight of the 44 superior courts with fewer 
than ten judges reported a total of 902 cases placed 
on the arbitration hearing list. A list of those courts 
follows, with the total number of filings. An asterisk 
following the name of the court indicates that some 
filings were pursuant to court order. 

Butte ........................ 2 Napa· .................... 30 
Calaveras· ................ 5 Placer .................... 33 
Del Norte ................ 1 San Joaquin .......... 85 
El Dorado· .............. 8 Santa Cruz· ........ 74 
Humboldt· ............ 22 Shasta· .................. ·51 
lInperial .................. 17 
Kings ........................ 2 
Lassen ...................... 1 

Siskiyou .............. " 21 
Solano· .................. 14 
Sonoma· ............ 194 

Madera .................... 2 Stanislaus· .......... 149 
Marin· .................. 219 Sutter ...................... 5 
Mendocino .............. 2 Tehama .................. 7 
Mariposa .................. 1 
Merced" ........... ,., .. 27 
Monterey ................ 3 

Tulare ...................... 4 
yolo .......................... 7 
Yuba .: ...................... 1 

~v. Proc., f§ 1141.10-11"1,32; Cal. Rules of Court, rules l6OQ-1617. 

Fifty-two judicial districts with municipal courts 
reported a total of 2,495 arbitration filings. A list of 
the courts follows, showing the coun~ and some of 
the judicial districts, with the number of filings. An 
asterisk following the name of the court indicates 
that some filings were pursuant to court order. 

As several smaller superior and municipal courts 
have not fully reported 1981-82 arbitration activity, 
statistics in this report are subject to minor revision. 

ALAMEDA 
Alameda· .......................................... 20 
Berkeley-Albany· ............................ 12 
Frenlont ............................................. 12 
Livermore· ..... ,.................................. 15 
Oakland-Piedrllont· ...................... 195 
San Leandro-Hayward .................... 11 

BU'ITE 
Chico .................................................... 1 

CONTRA COSTA 
Bay ...................................................... 23 
Mt. Diablo· .......................................... 7 

HUMBOLDT 
Eureka· ................... , ............................ 9 

LOS ANGELES 
Burbank ................................................ 9 
Culver .................................................. 4 
East L.A.· ............................................ 6 
Glendale .............................................. 1 
Long Beach· .................................... 85 
Los Cerritos· ...................................... 3 
Pasadena· ........................................ 154 
Pomona· .............................................. 2 
Santa Anita .................................... ,_,.... 5 
Santa Monica ...... , ........................ jj. 104 
South Bay ............................................ 5 
Whittier ................................................ 2 

MARIN 
Central· .............................................. 40 

MERCED 
Merced· ............................................ 72 

NAPA 
Napa ...................................................... 6 
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RIVERSIDE 
Corona.................... 3 Desert* ............................ .. 

Mt. San j~~fu"t~;·································· 2 
Ri d .............................. 15 

versi e* ................ 19 SACRAMENTO ......................... . 

Sacramento........... 75 
SAN BERNARDINO··························· 

~::; ................................................ 3 
Ch' ······································ ........ 39 

mo.................... I E t* ............................... . 
as ....................... 3 Valle * .............................. . 

y....................... 7 Victorvill * ....... '" .............. '" e.................... 6 West Vall ..................... . 
Moronga ~~~;,; .................................. 2 

SAN DIEGO ·························· ........ 3 

EI Cajon* ................ 26 North* ......................... . 
S D' ····································· ........... 71 

an lego ................ 480 South Ba ....................... . 
y······························.· ............ 2 

SAN FRANCISCO 
San Francisco .................................... 32 

SANjOAQUIN 
Lodi ................................ 2 SAN MATEO .................... .. 

~o::f:em * .......................................... 11 
em ............................................ 21 

SANTA BARBARA 
Santa Barbara* 

········ .. · .. ········ ......... 296 
SANTA CLARA 

Santa Clara* 
· .... ······· .. · .. ·· .. ······ ......... 211 

SANTA CRUZ . 
Santa Cruz* 

SHASTA ···· .. ························ ...... 114 

Redding · ......... 0................................... 28' 
STA.NISLA US 

Stanislaus...................... 51 VENTURA ................... . 

Ventura ............................................ 157 

ARBITRATION STATISTICS 
FISCAL 1981-82 

SUPERIOR COURTS WITH TEN OR MORE JUDGES 
Contra Los Sar} 

AlamedaCosta Fresn Kt An River- Sacra- Bemar- San <'-- San 
CASES PLACED ON ARBI- 0 em 'geJes Orange side t din .-, S;P.jil! 

TRATION HEARING US!' men 0 • 0 Diego FranciscoMateo Clara Ventura Total 

~. By stipulation........................ 36 79 
. By election ...................... 252 110 

3. By court order ................ :::::: 5..10 252 
TOTAL.................................... 818 441 

ARBITRATORS ASSIGNED 
4. By stipli!ation ....................... . 4 
5. By selection from regular 

panel.............................. 803 
TOTAL.................................... 807 

CASES REMOVED FROM 
TIfE ARBITRATION 
HEARINGusr 

6. By settlement before arbi-
7 trator's award ............ .. 
. By arbitraror'8 ~waJd 

8. For administrative r~~; 
TOTAL .................................. .. 

REQUESTs FOR TRIAL DE 
NOVO FILED 

264 
517 
16 

797 

~. By plaintiff............................ III 
1 . By defendant........................ 102 

TOTAL.................................... 213 

5 

360 
365 

145 
262 

3 

410 

85 
71 

156 

25 
29 

182 

236 

20 

237 
257 

98 
171 

7 
Z76 

44 
17 

61 

',., ' 

10 
Z7 
44 

81 

83 
84 

18 
53 
3 

74 

6 
5 

11 

774 
8,873 

~ 
17,514 

1,073 

17,363 

18,436 

()I"'~, .... ",.j 
5,558 

129 
8,428 

1,368 
1,172 
2,540 

92 
495 

2,555 
3,142 

974 

~ 
2,845 

1,419 
150 

2,493 

339 
282 
621 

6 
23 
79 

108 

11 

87 
98 

58 
3 

88 

5 
3 

8 

79 
91 

880 
1,050 

7 

~ 
1,288 

410 
722 
65 

1,197 

225 
139 

364 

35 
145 
409 
589 

14 

462 
476 

129 
231 
24 

384 

19 
74 
~ 

1.056 

878 

220 
1,098 

433 
364 
109 

911 

52 206 
58~ 

110 382 

8 
146 
975 

1,129 

2 

1,019 
1,021 

503 
573 
120 

1,196 

168 
132 

300 

70 
28 

336 
434 

46 

378 

424 

166 
260 
14 

440 

90 
53 

145 

481/ 8 1722 , . 
~,i:'./n~ 10,473 

1,169 

25 

~ 
1,128 

478 
1,045 

54 
1,577 

348 
333 -681 

UfO ~ 

3 3,063 

280~ 
283 28,610 

40 6,381 
150 11,383 
12 709 

202 18,473 

3,100 

~ 
5,678 , I 

! , 
1 
I 
i 
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J. Cameras in Court Experiment 

Film and electronic media coverage of court pro­
ceedings has been permitted in California since July 
1,1980, under an experiment approved by the Judi­
cial Council (Cal. Rules of Court, rules 980.2, 980.3). 
The pilot project was extended through December 
31, 1983, by the Judicial Council at its meeting in 
November 1982. The extension will allow the council 
to further evaluate the operation of the experimental 
rules and permit the cotmcil to consider the results 
of a possible study by the State Bar of California. 

~rnest H. Short and Associates, a consulting firm, 
studied the first year of the "cameras in court" ex­
periment and submitted its findings to the council in 
November 1981. The consultant recommended that 
the experimental rules be adopted as permanent 
rules, with certain modifications. The consultant also 
recommended retaining the requirement that the 
media obtain the judge's consent before filming or 
recording any courtroom proceeding. 

The consultant's report was reviewed by the Chief 
Justice's Advisory Committee on Courts and the 
Media. That committee presented these recommen-

dations to the Judicial Council: 
1. Repeal the existing prohibition of film and elec­

tronic media coverage (rule 980) and substitute in its 
place the text of the experimental rules, with certain 
modifications; 

2. Require the use of noise-suppressing "blimps" 
on all still cameras except Leica M42 rangefinder 
cameras, as suggested by the consultant; 

3. Prohibit any close-range photographs of jurors, 
particularly front or side face shots; 

4. Continue to require a written request for per­
mission to conduct film or electronic media cover­
age; and continue to permit coverage only with the 
consent of the judge; and 

5. Reject the consultant's suggestion that relaxa­
tion of certain rules be permitted in the discretion of 
the court with reasons stated on the record. 

The Judicial Council received the advisory com­
mittee's recommendations and circulated them for 
statewide comment. All interested persons and orga­
nizations are invited to submit comments and 
suggestions on the "cameras in court" experiment. 
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S~nta Clara County Jury Fee Project 

On January 1, 1980, Santa Clara County became 
the site of a pilot project to evaluate the'results of 
requiring civil litigants who demand a trial by jury to 
assume both the costs of trial jurors actually sworn 
and the panel of jurors assembled for voir dire exami­
nation. I 

Legislation extended the pilot project in Santa 
Clara County to January 1, 1983, and mandated that 
the Judicial Council recommend to the Legislature 
on or before June 30, 1982, whether the provisions of 
the statute should be repealed or extended and made 
permanent statewide.2 Statutes of 1982, chapter 284, 
effective January 1, 1983, has extended these provi­
sions statewide until January 1, 1988. 

Before chapter 284 went into effect, a litigant re­
questing a civil jury tria! had to advance jury fees 
necessary to pay the first day's average fees and mile­
age of a jury. The party demanding the jury incurred 
no liability to pay those fees until the entire jury was 
sworn, regardless of the requested size of the assem­
bled panel or the length of the voir dire ex~ation. 

The cost of the panel was borne by the county and 
paid from its general fund. 

Chapter 284 amended Code of Civil Procedure 
sections 631.01 and 631.2 to reallocate from the 
county to the litigant requesting a civil jury trial the 
cost of fees and mileage incurred for all jurors ap­
pearing for voir dire examination. Specifically~ 14 
days before the date set for trial, a party demanding 
a civil jury must advance jury fees in a sum not to 
exceed the amount necessary to pay the average 
mileage and fees of 20 trial jurors in the court to 
which jurors are summoned. (Code of Civ. Proc., 
§ &31.01, subd. (a) (5).) The party demanding the 
jury must thereafter reimburse the county for the 
fees and mileage of all jurors actually appearing for 
voir dire examination, except those jurors who are 
excused and subsequently on the same day are called 
for voir dire examination in another case. (Code of 
Civ. Proc., § 631.2, subd. (b).) The act remains in 
effect only until January 1, 1988, when it is repealed. 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 284, § 4.) 

I. RESULTS OF THE SANTA CLARA COUNTY JURY FEE PROJECT 

Before the institution of the pilot project, Santa 
Clara County required parties who demanded a civil 
jury trial to deposit $84.30 as an advance towards the 
first day's jury fees and mileage. Panels averaging 35 
to 40 jurors were assembled for voir dire examina­
tion. The county bore the costs of the panel whether 
the case was settled, continued, or went. to trial. 

During the pilot project, a party demanding a civil 
jury trial in Santa Clara Superior Court deposited 
$150 as an advance towards the first day's jury panel's 
fees and mileage. If the case settled before ajury was 
sworn, or was not assigned out for any reason, the 
cost of the panel was nevertheless borne by the de­
manding party. If the jury panel was available for 
more than one case, the fees and mileage for the 
panel were apportioned equally among those cases. 

If a case v~.?as assigned to a trial deparhilent and 
jury selection began, the party demanding the jury 
paid the fees and mileage of the panel during voir 
dire examination. The costs of an excused juror who 

was assigned to another trial department were ap­
portioned between t.~e cases. The average juror in 
Santa Clara County was paid $6.50 for fees and mile­
age. 

Santa Clara County Superior Court officials ~:eport 
that the pilot project generated no unfavorable criti­
cism and raised no administrative difficulties in im­
plementation. Other than additional bookkeeving, 
which court officials advise was minimal, the pilot 
project had no effect on court administration or pro­
cedure, except to raise added revenue, and no effect 
on the number or size of jury panels requested by 
civillitigants.3 

The additional revenue realized by Santa Clara 
County in calendar year 1981 as a direct result of the 
pilot project was $57,198.71. Litigmts demanding 
civiljury trials also paid $81,892.55 in 1981 adees and 
mileage for jurors actually sworn. The total civiljury 
cost to. Santa Clara County litigants demanding ajury 
trial in calendar year 1981 was $140,091.26. 

II. COl\CLUSION 
There appears to be no dispute that fiscally and 

administratively the Santa Clara County pilot jury 
fee project has been a success. Judicial and adminis­
trative personnel in Santa Clara County Superior 
Court and other large superior courts have com­
municated their favorable disposition towards the 
jury fee legislation. The results of the project have 
lent support to the proposition that requiring a party 
who demands a trial by jury to p~y the fees and 
I Stats. 1980, ch. 1216. 
• Stats. 1981. ch. 432. 

mileage of the panel of jurors assembled for voir dire 
examination is a fiscal measure that can be imple­
mented without noticeable administrative difficulty 
or opposition from party litigants. 

In light of these results, the Judicial Council sup­
ports legislation to extend statewide and make per­
manent the requirement that a civil litigant who 
demands a jury trial assume the costs of the panel of 
jurors assembled for voir dire examination. 

3 Civil litigants proceeding in fonna paupe~ a:e unaffected by the legislation since jury fees and costs may be waived upon proper application. (Gov. Code, 
~ ~1l.3; Cal. Rules of Court, rule 985(j) (I):) It may also be noted that Santa Clara County Superior Court officials report that 90 percent of civil Jury 
trial requests come from counsel representing Insurance companies. 
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Chapter. 2 _ 

JUDICIAL STATISTICS 
A. Supreme Court 

1. SUMMARY OF FILINGS AND BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Supreme Court filings reached an all-time high in 

fiscal year 1981~2. The total of 4,056 matters exceed­
ed that of the previous peak year, 1977-78, by 4.5 
percent and exceeded 1980-81 filings by 5 percent. 

There were 43 death penalty cases automatically 
appealed directly to the Supreme Court.l 

The court's workload invl.Jving civil matters (1,803 
or 44 percent) was somewhat smaller than that aris­
ing out of criminal or quasi-criminal cases (2,253 or 
56 percent.) 

The Supreme Court considered 3,366 petitions for 
hearing, 6 percent more than the 1980-81 total of 
3,179, and 560 original proceedings, almost the same 
number as the previous year's 551. It also acted on 18 
executive clemency applications, as well as numer­
ous motions and petitions for rehearing. In addition 
to this workload, the court disposed of77 appeals and 
46 original proceedings by written opinion, a totai of 
123 cases decided on the merits. 

In 1981-82, the court established a new record for 
total business transacted with a total of 7,735 matters, 
exceeding the previous high of 7,208 set last fiscal 
year. The new total included 4,003 substal)tive mat­
ters-appeals decided by opinion, original proceed­
ings decided with or without opinion, and petitions 
for hearing decided-compared with 3,816 such mat­
ters disposed of in 1980-81. 

There was a substantial increase in transfer orders 
(426 in 1981~2 compared to 171 in 1980-81) caused 
primarily by the court's transfer of a large number of 
cases between Courts of Appeal to equalize work­
loads.2 "Routine and miscellaneous" orders also in­
creased by 311 to another peale These orders, that 
reflect the administrative workload of the court in­
volve such matters as ti,rne extensions and app;int­
ment of counsel. 

The Supreme Court's workload also included a 
number of disciplinary proceedings against attor­
neys, as reflected in Table III below. A large percent­
age of the attorneys subject to disciplinary 
proceedings did not seek review 3 of the State Bar's 
recommendations and, as noted in Table III, a num­
ber resigned while proceedings were pending. Even 
when the attorney involved did not challenge the 
recommendation, however, the Supreme Court re­
viewed the record and made its own determination 
of the appropriate disciplinary sanction. In several 
cases, the court's preliminary review indicated a pos­
sible sanction more severe than that recommended 
by the State Bar. In those cases, the attorney was 
invited to file a response if one had not previously 
been submitted. 

2. PETITIONS FOR HEARING 
There were 3,338 petitions for hearing filed seek- port began presenting a comparison of the two sets 

ing review of matters previously decided by the of data in 1972-73. 
Courts of Appeal, an increase of 155 (5 percent) over 
the previous peak year, 1979-80, and 159 over 1980-
81. Petitions for hearing in appeals (2,069) accounted 
for 62 percent of all petitions fClr hearing. 

As Table III-A indicates, petitions for hearing in 
appeals fell below 30 percent of appeals decided by 
the CourtS' of Appeal for the first time since this re-

The Supreme Court agreed to review 280 cases 
which had previously been before the Courts of Ap­
peal. This figure constitutes 8.3 percent of the total 
number of petitions for hearing brought before the 
court, a percentage almost identical to the previous 
year's 8.4 percent. 

3. ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS 
Total filings of original proceedings in the Su­

preme Court were almost identical to the previouli 
year's. Civil original proceedings and criminal origi­
nal proceedings increased by fewer than 10 matters 
each. 

Although relatively few petitions for original writs 
are granted and decided by the Supreme Court by 

written opinion, they impose a substantial workload 
on the court, since each matter filed must be evaluat­
ed by the court to determine if it presents a question 
of substantial merit. A significant number are found 
to be sufficiently meritorious to require a full hear­
ing, which the Supreme Court may direct should be 
held in a lower court. 4 

I Direct appenls to the Supreme <::ourt are permitted only in criminal cases where judgment of death ha. been pronounced, (Cal. Const., Art. VI, § 11 \ In 
those C'llSes, the appenlls au(co;:l)atic. (Pen. Code, ~ 1239, subd. (b),l 

2Transfers between Courts of Appeil,l may be made only by the Supren ... Court. (Cal. Const., art. VI, § 12.) 
3 When rua attorney files a petition for" \\,Tit of review in the Supreme Court, the disciplinary matter is docketed as a civil original proceeding, and the cse 

is rel1ected both in the summary of' filinijs table and, when decided, in the business transacted table. 
• See Table II, "Transfers and Retransfers~' Ii.'ld "Alternative Writs or Orders to Show Cause." 



Fa 4; 4P 

t 

\ 

\ 

\ 
I 

• zw 

78 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

Unlike the Courts of Appeal, the Supreme Court 
now classifies original proceedings according to the 
nature of the underlying controversy. Thus, a pro­
ceeding dealing with a criminal case is a "criminal 
original proceeding" even though the issue is raised 

by mandamus or prohibition, historically considered 
civil writs. Similarly, a proceeding in which criminal 
law principles are applicable to a juvenile case also 
would be counted as "criminal." 

Fiscal Total 
Year Filings 

1972-73 .............. 3,139 
1973-74 .............. 3,513 
1974-75 ... , .......... 3,668 
1975-76 .............. 3,704 
1976-77 ........... , .. 3,665 

1977-78 .............. 3,881 
1975-79 .............. 3,612 
1979-80 .............. 3,858 
1980-81 .............. 3,864 
1981-82 .............. 4,056 

1972-73 ........... , .. 100 
1973-74 .............. 100 
1974-75 ..... 0 ........ 100 
1975-76 .............. 100 
1976-77 .............. 100 

1977-78 .............. 100 
1975-79 .............. 100 
1979-80 .............. 100 
1980-81 .............. 100 
1981-82 .............. 100 

1972-73 .............. -3 
1973-74 .............. 12 
1974-75 .............. 4 
1975-76 ............... 1 
1976-77 .............. -1 

1977-78 .............. 6 
1975-79 .............. -7 
1979-80 .............. 7 
1980-81 .............. <1 
1981-82 .............. 5 

TABLE I-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
Petitions for Hearing of Cases 

Previously Decided by Courts of Appeal 

Original 
Appeals Proceedi.7gs 

Total" Civil Criminal Civil Criminal 

r..ruMBER 

2,386b 687 770 759 44 
2,571b 771 915 709 .80 
2,566 872 1,029 998 67 
2,894 1,233 1,077 314 270 
2,927 1,230 1,033 341 323 

3,140 1,186 1,170 382 402 
3,006 812 1,100 615 479 
3,183 • 944 1,100 700· 439 
3,179 925 1,132 657 465 
3,338 d 921 1,148 678 591 

PERCENT 

76 22 25 24 1 
73 22 26 20 2 
70 24 28 16 2 
78 33 29 8 7 
80 34 28 9 9 

81 31 30 10 10 
83 22 30 17 13 
83 24 29 18 11 
82 24 29 17 12 
82 23 28 17 15 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

-1 6 4 -11 -48 
8 12 19 -7 82 

-<1 13 12 -16 -16 
13 41 '" AD 303 ~ -'to 

1 -<1 -4 9 20 

7 -4 13 12 24 
-4 -32 -6 061 19 

6 16 0 14 -8 
-<1 -2 3 -6 6 

5 -<1 1 3 27 

Direct 
Appeals 

0 
0 

18 
21 
27 

3 
15 
22 
27 
43 

<1 
<1 

1 

<1 
<1 

1 
1 
1 

-100 

17 
29 

-89 
400 

47 
23 
37 

Original 
Proceedings 

CivJ1 Crimimu 

160 593 
185 757 
207 877 
197 592 
235 476 

272 466 
213 378 
215 438 
195 463 
204 471 

5 19 
5 22 
6 24 
5 Hl~ 

6 13 

7 1"2 
6 10 
6 lJ. 
5 -\. 12 
5 12 

-10 -6 
16 28 
12 16 

-5 -32 
19 -20 

16 -2 
-22 -19 

1 16 
-9 6 

5 2 

" It appears tkely that beginning in 1974-75 a change in the method of counting petitions for hearing inadvertently introduced a change in definition. Petitions 
for hearing in 1978-79 and subsequent years are correct. Data reported for prior years may not, ~erefore. be fully comparable to the data for 1978-79 
and subsequent years. , 

b Includes 126 miscellaneous petitions in 1972-73 and 96 in 1973-74. In sucsequent years these types of filings are included by character of the underlying 
proceeding. 

• Three petitions were withdrawn after filing. . 
d Based on a count of petitions filed. Count in prior years was based on the record of those disposed of during the fiscal year because of the short time between 

filing and action upon a petition (Gee Calif. Rules of Court, rule 28 (a) and (e)). '.J 
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FIGURE 1 
SUPREME COURT FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Total Filin s 
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TABLE II-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 th.rough 1981-82 a 

0rrJers0 
Ailemllire 

0rigi0aJ Illitror Routine £reru1iYe 
Total Total Appeals 1'roceet1inKsc Pelitianr MoIioosd TJ'8I1Sfw 0rrJers IOd Getoet1CJ' 

JJusiIJess Written Wn'fteD WiIMllt Illitten Without forO. . 
Denied ~ IOd To Show Mist:eJ. AppIica-

Year Tnwsacfeti Opinion OpiniOD opfoiod' 0pini0D Opinion Cnnted~ Cnnre: GnrJ" Retrmrfers Causer Imeous /ioass 

NUMBER 

1972-73 .............................. 4,691 179 117 2 62 588 181 ~ 68 2 62 231 1,161 12 
1973-74 .............................. 5,288 155 79 4 76 860 198 2,373 64 3 50 189 52 1,331 9 
1974-75 .............................. 5,646 189 105 1 84 840 172 2,394 89 3 72 221 6Q I,SIIl 38 
197·5-76 .............................. 6,035 191 112 6 79 735 229 2,665 124 1 83 252 61 1,650 38 
1976-77 .............................. 6,065 144 85 6 59 550 231 2,696 113 0 69 258 59 1,885 54 

1977-78 .............................• 6,168 130 88 2 42 595 'J:l3 2,801 118 1 61 213 f!l 1,770 51 
1978-79 .............................. 6,423 if!l 123 1 64 525 216 2,790 148 3 82 185 59 2,109 118 
~979-80 .............................. 6,637 140 100 32 40 503 217 2,963 179 0 72 220 44 2,250 17 
1980-81 .............................. 7 :;fJ8 114 86 14 28 523 267 2,912 264 0 62 171 40 2,821 20 
1981~ .............................. 1,735 123 77 6 46 514 280 3,086 40 0 57 426 53 3,132 18 

PERCENT CilANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

1972-73_ ............................ <l 10 36 _b -18 -27 -21 1 l'J:l _b 13 17 24 -80 
1973-74 .............................. 13 -13 -32 _b 23 46 9 8 -6 _h -19 -18 15 _b 

1974-75 .............................. 7 22 33 _b 11 -2 -13 1 39 _h 44 17 15 18 _b 

197!>-76 .............................. 7 1 7 _b -6 ...;12 33 11 39 _b 15 14 2 5 0 
1976-77 .............................. <l ~25 -24 _h -25 -25 1 1 -9 _h -17 2 -3 14 42 

1977-78 .............................. 2 -10 4 _b -29 8 18 6 4 _h -12 -17 47 -6 -6 
1978-79 ........ _ .................... 4 44 40 _b 52 ~12 -21 -3 25 _b 34 -13 -32 19 131 
1979-80 .............................. 3 -25 -19 _b -38 -4 d 6 21 _h -12 19 -25 7 -86 
1980-81 .............................. 9 -19 -14 ~56 -30 4 23 -2 47 _h -14 -22 -9 25 _h 

1981-82 .............................. 7 8 -10 _h 64 ~2 .;- 6 -85 _h -8 149 32 11 _h 

• See note a, Table I, concerning a possible discontinuity in the data. 
lBy dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, transfer afteI: "hold", etc. "Transfer after 'hold' .. is distinguished from "transfer and retransfer 

orders" in that the "transfer after hold" cases involve an issue the Supreme Court decided in another "lead" case. Mer the "lead" case is decided, cases 
involving the same issue are frequently transferred to the Courts of Appeal for decision In light of the "lead" case. The number of such cases was unusually 
large in 1979-80 because of the large number of cases involving the same issue as that in People v. Sage (1980) 26 Cal.3d, 498, modified Z1 Cal.3d 1448. 

C Includes those filed Initially in the Supreme Court, and those previously decided by the Courts of Appeal but transferred to the Supreme Court on petition 
fel" hearing or on its own motion. 

d &cluding granted motions to dismiss\"eported under appeals. 
° Not reported elsewhere. 
r Data previous to 1973-74 included in"miscellaneous. 
S Cal. Const, art. V, sec. 8. 
h Percentage was not computed where base figure was less than 25. 

4. APPEALS 
Forty-three direct appeals were filed 3 in 1981-82, 

representing criminal cases in which the death pen­
alty was imposed by the trial court. T~-ree death pen­
alty cases were decided in 1981-82.' 

Except for those three cases, the appeals shown as 

disposeq of in Table II consisted entirely of cases in 
which a hearing had been granted in the Supreme 
Court: pursuant to petition or: on the court's own mo­
tion in the exercise of its discretion, rather than cases 
within the Supreme Court's original appellate juris­
diction. 

"I" 

5 A criminal appeal is deemed "filed" when the record, including a reporter's transcript, is received by the revie~g court. 
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TAlk":;III-CALIFORNIA SUPREME 
COURT 

TABLE III-A-CAUFORNIA SUPREME 
COURT 

ATIORNEY DISCIPLINARY 
PROCEEDINGS FILED 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
1980-81 1981-82 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PETITIONS FOR 
HEARING IN APPEALS AND 

APPEALS DECIDED BY OPINION IN 
COURTS OF APPEAL 

Record of conviction of crime filed 
--Suspension ordered because offense 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

involved moral turpitude .............. 30 10 
-Referred to State Bar for determina-

tion whether offenses involved 
moral turpitude ................................ 10 6 

State Bar recommendations of suspen-
sion or probation.............................. 57 60 

State Bar recommendations of disbar-
ment.................................................... 10 7 

State Bar filing without specific rec-
ommendation •................ .,................ 9 8 

Resignation while disciplinary pro-
ceedings pending .......... .,................ 7 16 

Petitions for reinstatement.................... 1 1 

Appeals Decided 
by Opinion 
.in Courts 
of Appeal 

1972-73.......................... 3,890 
1973-74.......................... 4,389 
1974-15.......................... 5,240 
1975-76.......................... 5,592 
1976-77.......................... 5,626 
1977-78.......................... 5,686 
1978-79 ..................... .,... 5,750 
1979-80.......................... 6,175 
1980-8l.......................... 6,633 
'1981-82.......................... 7,283 

Peb"b"ons for 
Hearing in 
Appeals' 

1,457 
1,686 
1,901 
2,310 
2,263 
2,356 
1,912 
2,044 
2,057 
2,069 

Percent 
37.5 
38.4 
36.3 
41.3 
40.2 
41.4 
33.3 
33.1 
3l.0 
28.4 

ACCusation filings b................................... 0 0 
Total filings........................................ 124 lOB 

• See notes a and d. Table I, concerning a possible discontinuity in the data 
and the source of "Petitions for Hearing in Appeals." 

• Or recommendation not noted on docket. 
b Accusations seeking independent review by the Supreme Court without 

a prior recommendation now med as disciplinary proceedings. 

TABLE IV-CAI.IFOR.NIA SUPREME COURT 
PETITIONS FOR HEARING IN SUPREME COURT-NUMBER 

DECIDED, GRANTED AND PERCENT GRANTED 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 thro~gh 1981-82 a 

1972- 1973- 1974- 1975- 1976- 1977- 1978- 1979- 1980-
73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 

Decided .......................... 2,386 2,571 2,566 2,894 2,927 3,140 3,006 3,183 b 3,179 
Granted .......................... 181 198 172 229 231 273 216 217 267 
Percent granted .......... ,. 7.6 7.7 6.7 7.9 7.9 8.7 7.2 6.8 8.4 
• See note n, Table I, concerning a ~~'sib!e discontinuity in the data. 
b Three petitions were withdrawn. ,:! 

TASLE V-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT 
PETITIONS FOR HEARING GRANTED AND DENIED 

BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 
Fiscal Years 1980-81~nd 1981-82 

Type of Proceeding Decided 
Totru................................................................ 3,179 

Civil appeals.......................................................... 925 
Criminal appeals .................................................. 1,132 
Civil original pJ;"Oceedings ............................. ;.... 657 
Criminal original proceedings .~..... .................. 465 

1980-81 
Granted 

No. % 
267 ·8.4 
69 7.5 
68 6.0 
88 13.4' 
42 9.0 

Denied 
2,912 

856 
1,064 

569 
423 

Decided 
3,366 

930 
1,151 

692 
593 

1981-82 
Grallted 

No. % 
280 8.3 
97 10.4 
56 4.9 
53 7.7 
74 12.5 

1981-
82 

3,366 
280 
8.3 

Denied 
3,086 

833 
1,095 

639 
519 
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B. Courts of Appeal 

" 1. FILINGS 

Summary 
Filings of contested matters 6 in the Courts of Ap- the reasons for the decrease in civil appeals, the 

peal decreased by 273 (-1.8 percent) from the pre- change may be related to economic conditions. 
vious year, the first decrease in recent history. The Court of Appeal filings in 1981-82 included 8,960 
greatest decrease was in civil appeals (-314 or -7.0 appeals, which comprised 61 percent of all contested 
percent); only criminal appeals increased (+ 78 or filings in those courts, a figure consistent with prior 
1.6 percent). Although no study has Qeen done on years. j"/ .. 

TABLE VI-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
SUMMARY OF FILINGS (INCLUDING TRANSFERS FROM SUPREME COURT) 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
Motions 

Contested Matters to Dismiss 
on Clerk's 

Total Appeals Original Proceedings Certificate 
Total Contested 

Year Filings MatteI'S Total Civil Criminal Total Civil Criminal Civil Criminal 
NUMBER 

)!"12-73 ............ 9,186 8,806 5,383 2,277 3,106 3,423 2,520 903 377 3 
I -'3-74 9,805 9,418 5,680 2,380 3,300 3,738 2,593 1,145 384 3 \~0/' ............ 
1974-75 ............ 10,349 9,936 5,915 2,686 3,229 4,021 2,730 1,291 411 2 
1975-76 ............ 10,797 10,312 6,462 3,183 3,279 3,850 2,842 1,008 484 1 
1976-77 ............ 11,939 11,460 7,323 3,283 4,040 4,137 3,211 926 476 3 

1977-78 ............ 13,018 12,337 7,465 3,518 3,947 4,872 3,830 1,,042 680 1 
1978-79 ............ 13,278 12,853 7,941 3,662 4,279 4,912 3,831 1,OBI 420 5 
1979-80 ............ 14,757 14,374 8,835 4,249 4,586 5,539 4,260 1,279 383 0 
1980-81 ............ 15,446 14,972 9,196 4,466 4,730 5,776 4,520 1,256 471 3 
1981-82 ............ 15,076 lM99 8,960 4,152 4,808 5,739 4,492 1,247 351 0 

PERCENT' 

1972-73 ............ 100 61.1 25.9 35.3 38.9 28.6 10.3 
1973-74 ............ 100 60.3 25.3 35.0 39.7 27.5 12.2 
1974-75 ............ 100 59.5 27.0 32.5 40.5 27.5 13.0 
1975-76 ............ 100 62.7 30.9 31.8 37.3 27.6 9,.8 
1976-77 ............ 100 63.9 28;6 35.3 36.1 28.0 8.1 

t~:.:~l 1977-78 ............ 100 60.5 28.5 32.0 39.5 ,31.0 8.4 
1978-79 ............ 100 61.8 28.5 33.3 38.2 29.8 8.4 
1979-80 ............ \\ 100 61.5 29.6 31.9 38.5 29.6 8.9 
1980-81 ............ 100 61.4 29.8 31.6 38.6 30.2 8.4 
1981-82 ............ 100 61.0 28.2 32.7 39.0 30.6 8.5 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 
1972-73 .......... 7 7 9 4 12 6 1 21 7 b 

1973-74 .......... 7' 7 6 5 6 9 3 27 2 b 

1974-75 ...... " .. 6 6 4 13 -2 8 5 13 7 'b 

1975-76 .......... 4 4 ~ 19 2 -4 4 -22 18 b 

1976-77 ... " ..... 11 11 13 3 23 7 13' 8 -2 b 

1977...,78 .......... 9 8 2 7 -2 18 19 13 43 b • 

1978-79 .......... 2 4 6 4 8 1 <1 4 -38 b 

1979-80 .......... 11, 12 11 16 7 13 11 18 -9 b 

1980-81 .......... 5 ""\ 4 4 5 3 4 6 -2 23 b 

1981-82 .......... -2 '\. -2 -3 -7 2 -1 -1 -1 -25 b 

0 

"Because of rounding, parts may not add.to total. 
b Percentage change is not cal~,ulated when base nwnber is less than 25. 

'i«COiii:ested matters" Includes all appeals and original proceedings; it excludes motions to diSmiss on derk's certificate, which do not sigtlificantly add to the 
courts' workload. 

Preceding page blank. 
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FIGURE lA-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN ALL DISTRICTS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981--82 
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TABLE Vil-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
IULATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTESTED SUPERIOR COURT DISPOSITIONS 

AND APPEALS FILED 

Year 

1972-73 .................................... 
1973-74 .................................... 
1974-75 .................................... 
1975-76 .................................... 
1976-77 .................................... 
1977-78 .................................... 
1978-79 .................................... 
lY79-80 .................................... 
1980-81 .................................... 
1981-82 .................................... 

1972-73 .................................... 
1973-74 ............................. , ...... 
1974-75 .................................... 
1975-76 .................................... 
1976-77 .................................... 
1977-78 .................................... 
1978-79 .................................... 
1979-80 .................................... 
1980-81. ................................... 
1981-82. ................................... 

Superior 
Court 

Contested 
Dispositions 

20,074 
20,996 
20,008 
23,185 
23,657 
24,776 
25,977 
25,342 

826,698 
26,791 

5 
5 

-5 
16 
2 
5 
5 

-2 
5 

<1 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

CIVIL 
Courts 

ofAppeaJ 
Appeals 

Filed 

2;m 
2,380 
2,686 
3,183 
3,283 
3,518 
3,652 
4,249 
4,464 
4,152 

Appeals Superior 
per JfK) Court 

Contested Contested 
IJispositions IJispositionsa. 

NUMBER 

11.3 6,189 
11.3 6,509 
13.4 6,373 
13.7 5,089 
13.9 6,133 
14.2 5,823 
14.1 5,200 
16.8 5,094 
16.7 5,241 
15.5 5,609 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

4 1 
5 5 

13 -2 
19 -20 
3 21 
7 -5 
4 -11 

16 -2 
5 3 

-7 7 

Courts 
oIAppeaJ 
AppeIk 
Filed 

3,106 
3,300 
3,229 
3~9 
4,040 
3,947 
4,279 

,4,586 
-4,730 
4,800 

12 
6 

-2 
2 

23 
-2 

8 
7 
3 
2 

Appeals 
per JfK) 

Contested 
IJisposifions b 

50.2 
00.7 
50.7 
64.4 
65.9 
67.8 
82.3 
90.0 
90.2 
85.7 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
4,242 
5.0'l.5 
4,681 
4,258 
4,156 
4,290 
4,660 

18 
-7 
-9 
-2 

3 
9 

4000 

3000 

2000 

1000 
81-112 

77.3 
BO.4 
84.3 

100.5 
110.4 
110.3 
103.2 

• Includes change of plea or dismissal following start of trlal for year 1972-73 through Uir4-75. The ~es for subsequent years exclude changes of plea. 
b Note that this does not necessarily reflect the precise percentage of appealable dispositions actually apPt!9led, as the statistical system cannot track individual 

_ ~.-~Superior court contested dispositions" includes nc~ppealable acquittals and excludes convictions on pleas of guilty, a few of which are appealable. 
The table is, therefore, presEr,!ted only to show the gener!>! t'eiationsbip between Co~ of Appeal workload and contested,superiorcourt dispositions. 

"See AppeJldb: Table 22 B; first available in 1975-76. 
. ,!'Jlevised. 
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Appeals-Civil 
The 4,152 civil appeals filed in 1981-82 represent a 

decrease of 7 percent from the previous year. The 
long-term trend, however, shows an average annual 
increase of about 8 percent since 1968-69.7 . 

In 1979-80, civil appeals increased from about 14 
percent to about ~ 7 percent of contested superior 
court civil dispositions; this ratio decreased to 15.5 
percent in 1981-82. 

Significantly, civil appeal filings decreased in four 
of the five appellate districts, in several instances 
contrary to strong long-term trends. Coupled with 
the decrease in percent of superior court cases ap­
pealed, this deviation from the long-term trend may 
be related to current economic conditions; the nor­
mal trend may resume as economic conditions 
change. 

Appeals-Criminal 
The 4,808 criminal appeals filed in 1981-82 were an 

increase of 78 (1.5 percent) over the number filed in 
1980-81. This is a smaller increase than the long-term 
trend of7 percent mentioned in previous reports and 
depicted in Figure 1. 

Criminal appeals equaled 103;2 percent of convic­
tins after contested trials in superior court; the corre­
sponding figure last year was nO.3 percent. This 

continues to suggest that many appeals raise sentenc­
ing questions after guilty pleas. As indicated in Table 
VII, note 1,>, the percentage is derived by comparing 
total criminal appeals to total convictions by contest­
ed trial, and not by traGking individual cases to see 
which appealable cases are actually appealed. 

The related trend toward more guilty pleas is dis­
cussed in the Sentencing Practices Annual Report, 
supra; and appears directly; in Appendix Table 22. 
Although guilt generally cannot be reviewed on ap­
peal after a guilty plea (Pen. Code, §§ 1237, 1237.5), 
issues relating to the sentence can be raised. It was 
noted in the 1979 Annual Report (page 48) that the 
appellate workload was expected to reflect issues 
arising under the new determinate sentencing law. 

Work continues on developing new statistical 
measures that will differentiate between appeals 
from the conviction and appeals raising only sentenc­
ing questions. 

Original Proceedings 
Civil original proceedings consist primarily of peti­

tions £ar the writs of mandamus and prohibition. 
These writs are used to seek appellate review of trial 
court decisions in both civil and criminal cases, when 
an appeal is not permitted or would be an inadequate 
remedy, as is often true of interlocutory rulings. 

FIGURE 2-COURTS OF APPEAL 
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T 111e increase is stated as the equivalent of a compound interest rate, that is, on the average each year increases by about that rate aver the total civil appeals 
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Filings-Highlights by District 
District 1. Mter several static years and a 1980-81 

increase of 267, civil appeal filings decreased by 171 
(-12.4 percent). Criminal appeals increased by 20 
(1.8 percent). 

2COO 

FIGURE 3-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FilED IN FIRST DISTRICT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

2000 

'- ---- I 

-"""'~ ~-1000 

900 

800 

700 

600 

500 

400 

300 

------

nn 

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

Criminal 

73 7 .. 7475 

I---- ------- ---......... --------
...... ... 

...... 

-- -------

r Civil Appeals 1 
Criminal Appeals----_ ' 

I-

I-

1 ()()(j • 

900 

800 

700 

,~oo 

500 

400 

300 

75 76 77,78 78 79 7980 80 81 81 82 

District 2. In this district, civil appeals decreased 
for a second consecutive year by 39 (-3.4 percent) . 

Criminal appeals decreased 118 (-6.4 percent). 

FIGURE 4-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN SECOND DISTRICT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
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District 3. Civil appeals increased by 28 (4.8 per­
cent). Criminal appeals increased by 65 (13.6 per­
cent). Both civil and criminal appeals totals appear 
to be near the numbers suggested by this district's 

long-term trends: civil appeals average about a 10 
percent annual increase, and criminal appeals aver­
age an 8 to 9 percent annual increase. 
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FIGURE 5-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN THI,RD DISTRICT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
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District 4. Civil appeals, that had shown a trend 
of an average annual increase of about 10 percent, 
decreased by 59 (-6.0 percent). Criminal appeals 

increased by 53 (6.5 percent), a rate consistent with 
the trend showing a 6 to 6 liz percent average annual 
increase. 
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FIGURE 6-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN FOURTH DISTRICT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

~ 
1 --L----' ..... -----
000 

900 

800 

700 ~ ~ -" _ Criminal --- -" ------.; 
V 

.... .. 

----Civil 
" 

; 

.',' 

73-74 74-75 7$-76 77-78 

- -.. --.... -
1.----....... --..... .... 

I Civil Appeals : I 
Criminal Appeals - -::--

78-79 79-80 80-81 

I-

I- 600 

I- 500 

I- 400 

l- 300 

i- 200 

100 
81 82 -



-~~~T~""--~"~----~----~------------------------------~-'-------------'~----~----------------~--------------------~-------------------

.>----....... _-

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

District 5. For the second time since 1976-77, 
civil appeals decreased by 73 (-19.2 percent). 
Criminal appeals increased by 58 (11.7 percent), con-

sistent wiili, a trend averaging about 14 percent an­
nual increases. 

FIGURE 7-COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL AND CRIMINAL APPEALS FILED IN FIFTH DISTRICT 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
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2. BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Summary 

In 1981-82, the Courts of Appeal set another new 
record by disposing of 7,797 contested matters 8 on 
the merits byritten opinion (+631, or 8.8 percent, 
over 1980-81). This was accomplished with the same 
number of judge-equivalents (67.5) as the previous 
year (including assistance from assigned judges). 

Dispositions by written opinion included 3,190 civil 
appeals (+ 17.2 percent), 4,093 criminal appeals 
(+4.6percent) (7,283 total appeals), and 514 disposi­
tions of original proceedings (-3.6 percent). 

A total of 2,512 civil appeals and 797 criminal ap­
peals were disposed of without opinion. 9 In most 
cases, appeals disposed without written 
opinion constitute little burden on the court because 
they are settled or abandoned before there is any 
judicial action. In a court with an active preargument 
settlement conference program, however, many of 
these settlements may be the result of judicial efforts 
wp..ich, while less time-consuming than deciding con-

tested cases; still require substantial judicial re­
sources. 

All original proceedings, whether or not resulting 
in written opinions, require judicial review to deter­
mine whether they have merit. Written opinions in 
original proceedings decreased by 19 (-3.6 percent) 
and those disposed bf without opinions decreased by 
486 (-9.3 percent), indicating some deqrease injudi­
cial workload attributable to these matters. 

In 1975, the Judicial Council~oncluded that "in 
evaluating the need for Court of Appeal justices. . . 
current experience indicates generally that one 
judge is reqtpred for each 95 written opinions.. . ." 10 

Even allowing for the assistance of retired judges 
and trial court judges sitting on assignment, the 
Courts of Appeal. are exceeding this standard to 
maintain reasonable currency. The state total was 
115.5 cases disposed of by written opinion per judge­
equivalent. 

• "Contested matters" means apperus and original proceedings. While some mQtions (e.g., a contested motion to dismiss) may add significantly to the.courts· 
work, the majority of motions do not do so to any great extent. 

9 Includes cases disposed of before record rued. Dispositions without opinion after record filed were: 

10 1976 Annual Report, p. 34. 

, 1981-82 1980-81 1979-80 
Civil appeals ........................................ 1,348 
Crim. appeals ...................................... 634 
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'y ABLE VIII-CAUFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal YeitrS 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Appeals 
Original 

Total Proceedings 
Total By By By Motions Business Rehearings 

Year 
Written , Written Without Wn1ten Without Denied or Transacted Opinion Orders b Opinion Opinion Opinion Opinion Granted- Granted Denied (misceUaneo!lS) 

NUMBER 
1972-73 .................. 17,375 4,167 3,890 1,614 m 3,074 1973-74 .................. 18,639 4,685 4,389 1,655 436 65 933 1974-75 .................. 18,946 5,571 296 3,455 525 62 1,030 5,240 1,575 331 1975-76 .................. 18,912 5,943 5,592 1,966 

3,647 670 96 1,138 
197~77 .................. 351 3,448 736 22,223 6,003 5,626 2,368 89 1,274 377 3,763 929 127 1,250 
1977-78 .................. 24,683 6,093 5,686 2,897 407 4,221 1978-79 .................. 25,565 6,164 5,750 2,917 

1,077 139 1,289 
1979-80 .................. 414 4,358 1,262 184 
1980-81 .................. 

28,01l 6,659 6,175 3,505 484 4,841 1,322 
1,265 

29,390 7,166 6,633 3,364 136 1,363 
1981-82 ............. , ..... 533 5,202 1,400 151 31,106 7,797 7,283 3,309 1,336 514 4,716 1,539 142 1,404 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 
1972-73 .................. 5 -3 -3 8 -14 6 1973-74 .................. 7 12 13 10 -11 1 
1974-75 .................. 3 7 12 20 -5 2 19 19 -5 10 
1975-76 .................. 12 6 28 55 -<1 7 7 25 6 -5 10 
197~77 ... ,. ............. 18 1 1 20 

10 -7 12 7 9 26 43 -2 
1977-78 .................. 11 2 1 22 8 12 1978-79 .................. 16 9 4 1 1 1 2 3 1979-80 .................. 10 8 7 

3 17 32 -2 20 17 11 1980-81 .................. 5 8 5 -26 8 7 -4 10 1981-.'l2 .................. 6 9 7 6 11 -2 10 -2 -4 
~ Excluding granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals 

-9 10 -6. 5 
Not reported elsewhere. . 

TABLE IX-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APpeAL 
DISPOSITIONS B~ WRllTEN OPINION PER JUDGE-EQUIVAU~NT 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Orig. 

7,086 
7,92l 
6,249 
5,456 
7,783 

8,9(;{ 
9,415 

10,185 
10,Tll 
12,199 

11 
2 

-14 
-13 

43 

15 
5 
8 
6 

13 

FuU-time 
judge­

equivalents" 

District 1~1 1981-82 
18.9 
22.8 
7.0 

11.7 
7.0 

Appeals disp. 
by written 

opinion 

1980-81 
1,403 
2,460 

721 
1,405 

644 

proceedings 
disp. by 
written 
opinion 

Total appeals 
&- orig. prac. 
by written 
opinion b Per judge­

equivalerJt 

1.......................... 17.1 
It......................... 23.8 
3.......................... 7.8 
4.......................... 11.5 
5.......................... 7.3 

1981-82 
1,799 
2,516 

830 
1,493 

645 
State Total ...... / .. ,..... 67.5 67 5 6 633 7 "0., J' 

1980-81 
188 
137 
76. 
81 
51, 

1981-82 
169 
117 
86 
77 
65 

1980-81 
1,59i 
2,597 

797 
1,486 

695 

1981-82 
1,968 
2,633 

916 
1,570 

710 

1!J80....81 
93.0 

109.i 
102.2 
129.2 
95.2 

1981-82 
104.1 
115.5 
130.9 
134.2 
101.4 

_.. .., ., ~ 533 514 7 166 7 
Full'time judge-equlvalents" includes a court's regular justices I th . ' ,797 106.2 115.5 

b No~::r°dispof. thesedcourrtb's re~ mem~r! to another court !r for :n~~ed':~~cefor judges assigned to the court, minus the time reported for 
f 0 y wntten opinion Is a somewhat high be "th.. . 

o two or more consoUdated cases.' er num r lUI II1l\Iurity written opinions" (see Table X) bee ". 
• May not agree with total of districts because of rounding. ause ::orne OPIlUOns dispose 
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The Third and Fourth Appellate Districts, that dis­
posed of 130.9 and 134.2 cases per judge-equivalent 
by written opinion, respectively, are especially not­
ed. Their output not only exceeds the Judicial Coun­
cil standard, but far exceeds the most widely 
accepted national standard for intermediate appel­
late courts.10a While their efforts have kept delay in 
these courts near the lowest levels'in the stat/'" [see 
Tables XIII and XIV) , such high levels of output are 
not sustainable without undue strain on court re­
sourccs. The situation in the Fourth Appellate Dis­
trict will be eased by the addition of four judges as 
authorized by recent legislation (Stats. 1981, ch. 
959) .lOb This legislation originated with a Judicial 
Council request to create 15 new judgeships in exist­
ing Court of Appeallocations.10c New judicial posi­
tions were requested on the basis of statistical 
projections of workload in each district. Although the 
projections did not support new judgeships for the 
Third Appellate District, and none was requested, 
subsequent experience indicates that the projections 
were too low, and that the court's workload would 

justify an increase in judicial staffing. 
An experimental program of holding preargument 

settlement conferences in civil appeals, begun in 
Jarmary 1975, has been formalized in a statewide rule 
facilitating courts' scheduling of these conferences.ll 

While there is little question that these conferences 
result in a significant number of added settlements, 
saving the parties expense and uncertainty, it is dif­
ficult to measure the results of the program statisti­
cally, because it has always been true that a large 
numl'er of civil cases are settled or are abandoned 
pendiI 'g appeal. 

Two statistical measures include the results of set­
tlement conferences in a way that is not dependent 
on possible subjective evaluations of their successes. 
Table IX-A shows, per judge-equival~nt, the number 
of cases disposed of, including civil appeals disposed 
of without opinion (i.e.~ settled or otherwise dis­
missed), so as to give equal weight to dispositions 
achieved by settlement and dispositions by written 
opinion. 

TA8U: lX-ft.-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
DISPOSllflONS PER JUDGE-EQUIVALENT !NCLUDING 

CIVIL APPEALS DISMISSED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

FaD-time 
judge­

eqwvaJents a 

District 1980-81 1981-82 
1 ................................ 17.1 18.9 
2................................ 23.8 22.8 
3................................ 7.8 7.0 
4................................ 11.5 11.7 
5................................ 7.3 7.0 

State Total d................ 67.5 67.5 

Total appeals 
&- orig. proc. 
by written 
opinion b 

1980--81 1981--82 

1,591 1,968 
2,597 2,633 

797 916 
1,486 1,570 

695 710 
7,166 7,797 

Civil appeals 
without 

opinion" 
(settled, aban-

doned. dismissed) 

1980-81 1981-82 

358 371 
346 372 
262 226 
251 234 
129 145 

1.346 1,348 

Total dispositions 
by written 

opinion plus 
civil appeals Perjudge-

without opinion eqUivalent 

1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 

1,949 2,339 114.0 123.8 
2,943 3,005 123.7 131.8 
1,059 1,142 135.8 163.1 
1,737 1,804 151.0 154.2 

824 855 112.9 122.1 
8,512 9,145 126.1 135.5 

a "Full-time judge-equivalents" includes a court's regular judges plus the time reported for judges assigned to the court. minus the time reported for 
assignments of the court's regular members to another court and for extended absence. 

b Note that "cases disposed of by written opinion" is a somewhat higher number than "majority written opinions" (see Table X) because some opinions dispose 
of two or more consolidated cases. 

"Does not include dispositions where record on appeal was never filed. An appeal is not deemed "filed" for statistical purposes until the record is filed. 
d May not agree with total of districts because of rounding. 

Table IX-B shows, as a percentage of civil appeals 
filed, the number disposed of without opinion. This 
measure has historically varied from district to dis­
trict. Comparison of the trends in other districts with 
that in the Third District, however, suggests the im­
pact of the Third District's intensive settlement con-

ference program~ dismissals increased sharply coinci­
dent with the start of their experimental program 
(mid-1974-75), increased further until 1981-82, and 
still exceed the dismissal percentages in districts 
other than the Fifth District, which has begun its 
own intensive settlement conference program. 

lOa "[NJo state appellate court operating at the first level of review should be asked or permitted to make more than 100 dispositions on the merits per judgeship 
per year." Carrington et al, Justice on Appeal. p. 230 (West 1976). 

lOb The implementation of chapter 959 was delayed by litigation until late in 1982. 
1Oe: As enacted. r.hapter 959 created 18 new judicial positions and three new Court of Appeal locations. 
II Rule 19.5. Cal. Rules of Court. effective January 1, 1977. 
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TABLE IX-B-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
CIVIL APPEALS DISMISSED AFTER RECORD FllfD_ 

Fiscal Years 1974-75 through 1981-82 
District 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1976-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 

-----
No. %" No. %a No. %" No. %a No. %a No. %a No: %a No. %a 

1 .......................... 155 18.1% 203 19.7% 275 24.8% 319 29.3% 313 27.9% 314- 28.4% 358 26.1% 371 30.9% 
2 .......................... 211 22.1% 303 27.4% 323 33.6% 248 25.3% 263 25.9% 376 29.6% 346 30.0% 372 33.4% 
3 .......................... 88 28.8% 121 35.0% 138 34.5% 211 46.5% 176 39.7% 247 42.7% 262 45.2% 226 37.2% 
4 .......................... 90 21.1% 128 22.5% 203 32.3% 174 23.2% 197 25.9% 249 27.5% 251 25.6% 234 25.4% 
5 .......................... :).:! 2.'3.4% 34 25.0% 44 24.2% 44 17.8% 94 29.8% 129 33.2% 129 34.0% 145 47.2% 

State ..................... 577 21.5% 789 24.8% 983 29.9% 996 28.3% 1.043 28.5% 1.315 31.0% 1.346 30.2% 1.348 32.5% 

• Percentage of civil appeals filed iIi the same period. 

TABLE X-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
MAJORITY OPINIONS WRITTEN a 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
Majority opinions written 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979--80 1980--81 19fj1~ 

Total opinions ........................ 4.120 4,605 5,449 5,815 5.905 5.959 6.031 6.510 7,023 7,772 
"By the Court" opinions ............ 990 1.138 1.369 1,708 1,792 1,707 1,130 1,390 1,317 1,328 
Authored opinions ........................ 3,130 3,467 4,080 4,107 4.113 4.252 4.901 5,120 5,706 6,444 

By Court of Appeal justices .. 2,783 3.116 3.575 3,613 3,675 3.716 4,558 4,476 5,048 5.492 
By assigned judges .................. 347 351 505 494 438 536 343 644 658 952 

a Lower than "Dispositions by Written Opinion" (Table IX) because consolidated cases produce only one opinion. 

Outcome of Criminal Appeals 
A tabulation of the outcome of criminal appeals 

(Table X-A) shows that relatively few defendants are 
successful: 94 percent of their appeals were affirmed 
in full or with modifications by Courts of Appeal, and 
69 percent of the 29 defendants' appeals reviewed by 
the Supreme Court were affirmed in full or with 
modifications. In almost all of the defendants' ap­
peals resulting in reversals, a new trial was the ex­
pected outcome. 

The prosecution has a limited right to appp-al from 
adverse trial court rulings, such as an order dismiss­
ing the prosecution, an order granting a new trial 

after conviction, and an order reducing the sentence 
originally imposed. 12 Although there are few appeals 
by the prosecution each year, they enjoy a high rate 
of success: in 1981-82, trial court rulings against the 
prosecution were reversed in all of the prosecution 
appeals reviewed by the Supreme Court, and in 72.5 
percent of those reviewed by the Courts of Appeal. 

The low percentage of reversals in appeals by de­
fendants does not necessarily indicate that the ap­
peals were generally unmeritorious. Affirmances 
include cases in which there was error deemed to be 
harmless under all of the circumstances, and those in 
which significant legal questions were decided ad­
versely to the appellant. 

TABLE X-A-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL 
OUTCOME OF CRIMINAL APPEALS TERMINATED a 

BY WRITTEN OPINION, FISCAL YEAR 1981--82 
Appeals by Defendants 

Supreme 
COllrt 

Number % 
Total cases ........................................................ 

Affirmed in full .................................................. 
Affirmed with modifications ............................ 

Total Affirmed ............................................ _. 

Reversed for expected retrial" ...................... 
Reversed no retrial possible .................... , ....... 
Dismissed .............................................................. 
• Percentages may not add to total because of rounding. 
b Penal Code ~ 1238. 

29 100.0 
8 27.6 

12 41.4 
20 69.0 

9 31.0 
0 

Courts of 
Appeal 

Number % 
3,993 100.0 
3,283 82.2 

481 12.1 
3,764 94.3 

199 5.0 
24 .6 
6 .2 

Appeals by Prosecution b 

Supreme 
Court 

Number % 
3 100.0 

3 100.0 

Courts of 
Appeal 

Number % 
40 100.0 
11 27.5 

11 27.5 

29 72.5 

"In a case appealed by prosecution, there rna)' not yet have been a trial (if the order appealed from was a dismissal); or a retrial may be unnecessax:y (e.g., 
if the order appealed from was a sentence reduction). 

12 Penal Code section 1238. 
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3. PENDING MATI'ERS 

Total Appeals Pending 
There were 8,834 appeals pending in the Courts of 

Appeal on June 30, 1982, an increase of 632 (7.7 per­
cent) over the number pending a year earlier. An 
appeal is treated a., "filed" for statistical purposes 
when the record on appeal is transmitted to the 
Court of Appeal. It is not ready for action by the 
court, however, until briefing has been completed, 

which is normally several months after the appeal is 
filed. During the intervening period, a significant 
number of appeals are dismissed as a result of settle­
ment or abandonment. 

Accordingly, while total appeals pending indicate' 
the courts' potential workload, only those in the cate­
gory "argued, calendared or ready for calendar" rep­
resent appeals ready for judicial action. 

TABl.E XI-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAl, 
APPEALS PENDING 

June 30, 1981 and June 30, 1982 
June 30, 1981 June So, 1982 

Total 
Courts of Appeal pending 

State Total ............................................... 8,202 

District I-Total .................................. ·.......... 3,177 

Division 1 ' ................................................... 813 
Division 2 ~ ................................................... 812 
Division 3 ' ................................................... 759 
Division 4' ................................................... 793 

District IT-Total ........................................... 2,120 

Division 1 ' ............................................. ...... 409 
Division 2' ................................................... 372 
Division 3 • ................................................... 430 
Division 4 ' ................................................... 433 
Division 5 ................................................. :.. 476 

District III b ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 739 

District IV-Total .......................................... · 1,094 

Division 1 c ................................................... 525 
Division 2 c .............................................. .,... 569 

District V d ....................................................... 1,072 

• Authorized four judges. 
b Authorized seven judges. 
C Authorized five judges. 
d Authorized six judges. 

Civil 
4,421 

2,014 

512 
525 
484 
493 

956 

167 
154 
213 
217 
205 

392 

585 

269 
316 

474 

Pending Appeals Argued, 
Calendared or Ready for Calendar 

An appeal is ready for judicial action when the last 
brief has been filed, or the time for its filing has 
passed. Of the total appeals pending on June 30,1982, 
there were 4,001 ready for judicial action, as com­
pared with 3,693 pending a year earlier, an increa,.,e 

Total 
Criminal pending Civil Criminal 

3,781 8,834 4,649 4,185 

1,163 3,527 2,248 1,279 

301 923 581 342 
287 965 643 322 
275 654 408 246 
300 985 616 369 

1,164 2,043 852 1,191 

242 374 126 248 
218 355 146 209 
217 450 239 211 
216 402 163 239 
271 462 178 284 

347 830 442 388 

509 1,401 663 738 

256 696 322 374 
253 705 341 364 

598 1,033 444 589 

of 314 (8.5 percent) (see Table XII). While the 
courts' effort to give effect to criminal cases' statu­
tory priority resulted in an increase of only 78 ready 
criminal appeals statewide,' ready civil appeals in­
creased by another 236 (compared to an increase of 
506 in 1980-81), resulting in an even less acceptable 
backlog and del~y outlook for civil cases. 
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TABLE XII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPfAL 
APPEALS ARGUED, CALENDARED OR READY FOR CALENDAR 

June 30, 1981 and June 30p 1982 
June 30, 1981 June 30, 1982 

Courts of Appeal Total Civil Criminal Total Civil Criminal 
State Total ............................................... 3,693 2,314 1,379 4,007 2,550 1,457 

District I-Total ............................................. 1,816 1,274 542 2,1Y"~ 1,553 470 

Division 1 8 
................................................... 460 318 142 545 402 143 

Division 2' ................................................... 458 331 127 560 455 105 
Division 3' ................................................... 459 319 140 337 268 69 
Division 4' ................................................... 439 306 133 581 428 153 

District II-Total ........................................... 654 406 248 638 345 293 

Division l' ................................................... 110 57 53 84 37 47 
Division 2' ................................................... 71 39 32 57 27 30 
Division 3' ................................................... 167 122 45 182 136 46 
Division 4' ................................................... 137 92 45 112 60 52 
Division 5' ................................................... 169 96 73 203 85 118 

District HI b ..................................................... 248 121 127 313 131 182 

District IV-Total ........................................... 347 204 143 475 235 240 

Division 1 C ................................................... 166 86 80 294 129 165 
Division 2 C ................................................... 181 118 63 181 106 75 

District V d ....................................................... 628 309 319 558 286 272 

, Authorized four judges. 
b Authorized seven judges. 
C Authorized five judges. 
d Authorized six judges. 

TABLE XIII-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
ANALYSIS OF PENDING READY APPEALS 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
Appeals disposed of 
by written opinion 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Appeals argued 
calendBred or ready 

June 30, 1982 

Ready-pending ratio 
t/l1I1e 30, 1982 

percent figures) 

Ready-pending rabo 
(June 30, 1981 

percent ligures) 

District Total Cil-if Criminal Total Civil 
STATE TOTAL ................ 7 ;J133 3,190 4,093 4,ocrr 2,550 

1 ........................................ 1,799 812 987 2,023 1,553 
2 ........................................ 2,516 987 1,529 638 345 
3 ........................................ 830 371 459 313 131 
4 ........................................ 1,493 782 711 475 235 
5 ........................................ 645 238 4(17 558 286 

The significance of the number of ready appeals 
may be measured by comparing that number with 
the number of cases the court disposes of in a year.13 

The "ready pending ratio" in 'fable XIII is the court's 
volume of r~ady appeals expressed as a percentage of 
the preceding ye.ar's dispositions by written opinion. 
There is, of course, an irreducible minimumilUmber 
of cases that will be on hand. For example, if one 
month were allowed for calendaring and notice and 
one month for decison, there would be two months' 
ready appeals, or 16.7 percent of a year'~ cases. 

Criminal Total Civil Criminal Total Civil Criminal 
1,457 55.0 79.9 35.6 55.7 85.0 35.3 

470 112.5 191.3 47.6 129.4 236.8 62.7 
293 25.4 35.0 19.2 26.6 44.4 16.1 
182 37.7 35.3 39.7 34.4 34.1 34.7 
240 31.8 30.1 33.8 24.7 ZT.9 21.2 
ZT2 86.5 120.2 66.8 '97.5 169.8 69.0 

Statewide, there are now over nine months' civil 
cases (79.9 percent of a year) ready, and ready crimi­
nal cases amount to four months' workload (35.6 per­
cent of a year). 

Only the courts' increase in dispositions by written 
opinion prevented a deterioration in these ratios. 

Among the most serious situations are the First 
District, with almost two years' civil cases and six 
months' criminal cases ready; and the Fifth District 
with one and one-fifth years' civil and eight months' 
criminal cases ready as of June 30, 1982. 

.. Dispositions by written opinion are used here because ~ by stipulation and t.helike genernlly occur before case are "ready." 
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Time to Decision 
Viewing the ratios in the preceding table as frac­

tions of a year, they correspond closely to the report­
ed average times for decision of ready appeals in the 
several districts. Criminal appeals receive priority in 
consideration and are generally decided promptly 
after briefing is completed. 

Civil appeals in some districts" however) are to an 
increasing degree pending for extended periods of 
time after the last brief is filed. In evaluating Table 
XIV, it should be noted that times are stated as the 
median number of months that a case was pending, 
based on cases decided during the last quarter of the 
fiscal year. 

4. OPINIONS PUBLISHED 

Table XV indicates the percentage of majority 
opinions of Courts of Appeal certified for publication 
during 1981-82. Statewide, and in each appellate dis­
trict, the percentage of opinions published was lower 
than the previous year.14 However, the divisions 
showed almost the same relative propensity to pub­
lish their opinions. In 1981-82, as in 1980-81, Division 

TABLE XIV-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
OF APPEAL TIME TO DECISION 

MEDIAN TIME IN MONTHS 
Quarter Ending June 30, 1982 

Notice of 
appeal to 
filing of 
opinion 

Courts 
ofAppeu! CiV11 Criminal 
District I 

Division 1 • ...................... 28 
Division 2· ...................... 34 
Division 3' ...................... 26 
Division 4 a...................... 33 

District II 
Division 1 • ...................... 19 
Division 2· ...................... 13 
Division 3 a...................... 20 
Division 4 a...................... 15 
Division 5 a...................... 18 

District III b ........................ 10 

District IV 
Division 1 c ...................... 16 
Division 2 c ...................... 1 

District V d.......................... 26 

a Authorized four judges. 
b Authorized seven judges. 
C Authorized five judges. 
d Authorized six judges. 

14 
14 
13 
15 

13 
10 
10 
10 
14 

10 

12 
2 

17 

Ready for 
calendar 

to filing of 
opinion 

Civil Cnmina! 

18 
22 
16 
24 

7 
3 
8 
5 
7 

3 

12 
2 

19 

5 
6 
4 
6 

3 
2 
2 
1 
5 

3 

9 
1 

8 

One of the First District and Division Five of the 
Second District published far greater percentages of 
their opinions than any other divisions; and Division 
Three of the Second District and Division Two of the 
Fourth District were among the four divisions with 
the lowest publication rates. 

TABLE XV 
CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 

PERCENTAGE OF MAJORITY 
OPINIONS PUBLISHED 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Courts of Appeal Total 
State Total.......... 12.6 

District L................... 13.9 
Division 1................ 18.3 
Division 2................ 14.4 
Division 3................ ILl 
Division 4................ 12.2 

District II.................... 13.3 
Division 1................ 13.0 
Division 2................ 12.4 
Division 3................ 6.9 
Division 4................ 13.0 
Division 5................ 21.3 

District III .................. 12.6 

District IV .................. 11.3 
Division 1................ 13.0 
Division 2................. 9.5 

District V.................... 9.4 

Civil 
Appeals 

1.7.2 

16.9 
17.0 
23.0 
15.4 
14.1 

22.9 
22.4 
22.6 
12.4 
21.7 
34.2 

16.7 

12.7 
14.5 
10.9 

10.5 

Criminal Original 
Appeals Proceedings 

6.8 30.4 

8.8 
16.8 
8.1 
3.0 
8.4 

5.5 
7.1 
2.8 
3.4 
4.5 

10.6 

6.1 

7.4 
9.9 
4.6 

6.9 

30.9 
30.6 
25.0 
33.3 
33.3 

33.3 
15.6 
44.4 
33.3 
37.0 
35.3 

29.4 

32.9 
28.6 
36,6 

21.0 

,4 Publication rates in 1980-81 (state total) were: Total, 15.5%; civil appeals, 19.7%; criminal appeals, 9.4%; original proceedings, 41.3% 
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c. Superior Courts 

1. JUDICIAL STAFFING 
Judicial staFnng is a new feature in this chapter that 

combines data previously shown separately through­
out the discussion on superior courts. The term "judi­
cial staffing" refers to persons in superior courts who 
perform duties generally required of judges. Judicial 
positions include judgeships authorized by legisla­
tion (whether filled or not) and full-time court com­
missioners and referees. Judicial position equivalents 
are the authorized number of judges adjusted to re­
flect judicial vacancies, assistance rendered to other 
courts, assistance received from full-time and part­
time commissioners and referees and from assigned 
judges and temporary judges serving by stipulation 
of the parties. 

The term "judicial positions" is generally used in 
conjunction with judicial staffing requirements. By 
comparing the number of judicial positions in a court 

with the computed number needed to carry the 
court's caseload, the number of additional judge posi­
tions or judgeships required by a court can be deter­
mined. The term "judicial positions" is therefore 
used in association with filings and other measures of 
potential work. As judges are considered the main 
force in disposing of caseloads, commissioners and 
referees can be considered auxiliary units. They re­
lieve judges of routine functions and at times partici­
pate in the decision-making process itself with the 
consent of the parties. 

The term "judicial position equivalents" has gen­
erally been used in conjunction with the analysis of 
court output or case' dispositions. It represents the 
amount of judicial time available to the court after 
adjustment for judge vacancies and assistance re­
ceived and rendered by superior courts. 

TABLE XVI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
NUMBER OF JUDICIAL POSITIONS AND JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS a 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
Judidal 

fpdidal Posibons Posibon 
Total fpcjges Equivalents 

Change Change Percent Court Commissioners Change 
From ,f'rom of Total and Referees From 

Fiscal Preceding Preceding Judidal Court Total Preceding 
Year N/UDber Year N/UDber Year Posibons Total CommissJoneJ'S Referees N/UDber Year 
1972-73 ................................ 576 +11 477 +6 82.8 99 63 36 578 +29 
1973-74 ................................ 576 0 478 +1 83.0 98 67 31 5B6 +8 
1974-75 ................................ 601 +25 503 +25 83.7 98 69 29 600 +14 
1975-76 ................................ 619 +18 520 +17 84.0 99 71 28 622 +22 
1976-77 .................... , ........... 647 +28 542 +22 83.8 105 77 28 644 +22 

1977-78 ................................ 646 -1 551 +9 85.3 9.5 69 26 663 +19 
1978-79 ................................ 659 +13 561 +10 as.! 98 71 27 667 +4 
1979-80 ................................ 705 +46 607 +46 BtU 98 77 21 68B +21 
19BO-Sl ................................ 725 +20 628 +21 86,6 97 74 23 709 +21 
1981-82 ............................. ; ... 723 -2 628 0 86.9 95 73 22 736 +27 
• Data for 1980-81 and 1981-82 for the individual courts are listed in Appendix Table 9.6-A. See text and glossary for definitions. 

In 1981-82, the number of judicial positions in su­
perior courts was almost the same as ·1980-81. The 
number dropped by one full-time commissioner and 
one full-time referee position. No additional judge­
ships were authorized to take effect in 1981-82. 

During the lO-year period from 1972-73 to 1981-82, 
the number of judiCial positions in the superior 
courts increased at an average annual rate of 16 posi­
tions per year. Of the 158 judicial positions added' 
during this 1O-y8ar period, 157 were judgeships. 

The total number of full-time commissioners and 
referee8 in superior courts declined slightly during 
the 10-year period; these two types of positions to­
gether totaled 95 in 1981-82 and 99 in 1972-73. Al-

though the commissioner positions increased from 63 
to 73 during this lO-year period, the number of ref­
eree positions decreased from 36 to 22: In many in­
stances during the lO-year period, referee positions 
were replaced with commissioner positions and com­
missioner positions were replaced with judgeships. 
Judgeships comprised almost 87 percent of the total 
judicial positions in superior courts in 1981-8.2. In 
1972-73, they comprised 83 percent. 

In 1981-82, there were 27 more judicial position 
equivalents than in 1980-81; primarily as a result of' 
.a reduction in the number of days that judge posi­
tions remained vacant, thereby increasing the judge 
,days available to the court;B The additional amount of 
;assistance that superior courts received from 'Other 

• Judge pOsitions remained vacant for 5,446 days in 1981h'31 and for 3,631 days in 1981-82 (excluding holidays and weekends). A. pOsition is considered vacant 
when a judge retires, resigns or dies, his term of office ends or when a new judgeship is created and no new judge is sworn into the position. 

[-, 



PW 44; 

". 

~ 

. . 
.. 

4Qll $ • 

96 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

FIGURE 1-A 
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courts and retired judges was about the same as the 
additional amount of assistance that superior court 
judges provided other courts.b There was, however, 
a slight increase in the amount of assistance received 

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 198~1 1981-82 

from court commissioners and referees. C During the 
10-year period between 1972-73 and 1981-82, the 
judicial position equivalents maintained a steadier 
annual growth pattern than judicial,]?ositions. 

f.1 

2. FILINGS 
Highlights 

The 738;400 cases filed in superior court in 1981-82 " 
represented only a slight change from 1980-81 with 
a net rise of about 3,100 cases, or less than one per­
cent. The 1981-82 level also was only about 2,500 
cases less than the record 740,900 cases filed in 1978-
79 .. 

Inclieases in 1981-82, most of which were small, 
were reported in 7 of the 12 major categories. The 
larger increases were reported in other civil com­
plaints (+10,500), criminal (+2,400), and appeals 
fromJpwer courts (1,700). Small gains were recorded 
in juvenile dependency, habeas corpus, mental 
health and probate and guardianship. T'ne categories 
b· .. 

with increases registered a total gain of about 15,800 
cases. , ') 

Larger decreases were recorded in these ca~ego-
·ties: family law (-9,400), juvenile delinquency 
( -1,600) , and other civil petitions (-1,000). Smaller 
decreases were recorded for personal injury 'and 
eminent domain. The decrease in personal injury 
cases was minilnal and apparently reflects the 'end of 1\ 

the initial effect of legislation that raised the jurisc1.ic­
tion of municipal courts from $5,000 to $15,000. \ 

The 1,176 filings per judge index in 1981-82 was". 
only slightly above that for 1980-81. During,the past 
three years the filings pet judge index has changed . 
very little. 
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TABLE XVI-A-CAUFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
NUMBER OF JUDGESHIPS, TOTAL FILINGS, AND FILINGS PER JUDGESHIP 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 !hrough 1981-82 

Fiscal 
year 
1972-73 ................................................ .. 
1973-74 ................................................. . 
1974-75 .... , ..................... , ............ : .......... . 
1975-76 .... : ........................................... .. 
1976-77 ................................................ .. 

Number of 
judgeships • 

Total 
477 
478 
501 
520 
542 

Increase From 
preceding 

year 
6 
1 

23 
,19 
22 

Total 
532,563 
.562,248 
602,478 
666,458 
713,846 

Filings 
Change From 

preceding rear 
Amount Percent 

10,307 2.0 
29,685 5.6 
40,230 7.2 
63,988 10.6 
47,388 7.1 

Total 
filings 
per 

judgeship 
1,116 
1,176 
1,203 
1,282 
1,317 

~977970 -,7798 .......................... ~ ..• ".:................. 551 9 726,659 12,813 1.8 1,319 
<>- ................................. \\............... 561 10 740,933 14,274 1 9 1,321 

1979-80 ............................. , ... ):;.............. 007 46 713,476 -27,457 -3:7 1,175 
19~1... .................. ''".......................... 628 21 11735,219 R 21 743 3.0 Rl,I71 
1981-82.................................................. 628 'iC" ,', 0 738,363 3:144 1.0 1,176 
~ BR~ed°n authorized judgeships at end of fiscal year\.(,see footnote b of Table XXIV, with respect to "per judge" comparisons. 

eVlS . 

Filings by Type of Proceedings 
In 1981-82 there were about 104,400 filings in the 

other civil complaints category (see Glossary), a 
record high. These filings increased more than filings 
in any other category, andwere 10,500 or 11 percent 
more than in 1980-8l.This rise is the second since the 
large decrease in 1979-80 and indicates an apparent 
end of the impact of legislation effective July 1, 1979, 
that increased the jurisdiction of municipal courts 
from $5,000 to $15,000. The legislation also was con­
sidered the main cause for the decline in the other 
civil complaint filings in 1979-80. Some of the coun­
ties that reported large increases between 1980-81 
and 1981-82 were Los Ar,.geles (+3,820), FresQ,o 
( + 1,403), San Bernardino (+825), and Alameda 
( +744). 

The largest decrease of all categories also occurred 
in the civil group; The 167,900 family law cases filed,:> 
the largest of all categories, reflected" a decrease of 
9 .. 400 cases or five percent less than the number filed 
in the preceding year. The largest family law de­
clines were registered in the followiQg courts: Los 
Angeles (-3,315), Orange (-988) and Santa Clara 
( -984). 

Filings in the other civil petitions category (see 
Glossary) decreased by about 1,000 cases or 1 percent 
to 112,900 cases. This relative stability contrasts with 
thesharp rise in the preceding year. Personal injury, 
death and prope:rty damage cases also stayed rela­
tively stable. Those filings only decreased by 500 
cases, or less than 1 percent; to 8O,500~ It appears that 
the legislation which raised the lower court civll ju­
risdiction from $5,000 to $15,000 had less effect on 
sup~rior coUrt personal injury filings in 1981-82 than 
in the preceding two years. The first year the legisla­
tion took effect, personal injury cases dropped by 
almost 9,700 cases from the pJ;"evious year. In 1980-81 
personal injury filings declined by 2,300 cases and ~ 
1981-82, by fewer than 500 cases. . 

_ ., ~tlJ.e ~el'naining civil categorie~, .. ~e .~g ievels 

1/ 

also were relatively steady. Probate and guardian­
ship filings, changing very little during the past 10 
years, rose only slightly (+ 186) from the preceding 
year. Eminent domain filings decreased by 200 cases 
to 1,500 cases, the lowest level in 10 years. 

The 79,600 juvenile delinquency cases filed in 1981 
-82 reflected a decrease for the sixth consecutive 
year. About 1,600 or two percent fewer cases were 
filed in 1981-82 than in 1980-81. The decrease was in 
the filing of subsequent proceedings. That is, com­
pared to the previous year, 1,800 fewer cases were 
brought before the superior, court that involved mi­
nors who were already wards of the court. Onginal 
fPings remained relatively stable, as only 200. more 
cases were filed than in the previous 12 months. 
Original filings repres~nt the number of minors mak­
ing initial contact with the courts . 

Even though a decrease was registered for overall 
juvenile delinquency filings, trends among the courts 
. were mixed. Some courts with large changes were: 
Orange ( - 2,108), 40s Angeles (+ 1,395) , San Diego 
(-562), and San Joaquin (-451). In Orange County 
the court administrator attributed the decrease to a 

"policy instituted in cooperation with the police and 
sheriffs department and. the district attorney's office 
that provided for vigorous prosecution of youth gang 

,leaders. These minors were prosecuted in the same 
manner as adult criminals. The law enforcement 
agencies felt that a concentrated effort to prosecute 
youth gang leaders in the Santa Ana area would 
reduce juvenile crime. 
,Most juvenile delinquency cases are filed under 

Welfare and Institutions Code section 602 (see Glos­
sary on "Juvenile Delinquency"). In 1981-82, about 
78,500 su{!h cases werefil~d. This volume was about 
1,000 or 1 per~ent less than the juvenile delinquency 
cases were filed:under Welfare and Institutions Code 
section 601. Thdse filings reflected a decrease of 600 
cases from the preceding year. 

.. 
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Fiscal 
Year 

1972-73 ...... 
1973-74 ...... 
1974-75 ...... 
1975-76 ...... 
1976-77 ...... 

1977-78 ...... 
1978-79 ...... 
1979-80 ...... 
1980-81 ...... 
1981-82 ...... 

1972-73 ...... 
1973-74 ...... 
1974-75 ...... 
1975-76 ...... 
1976-77 ...... 

1977-78 ...... 
1978-79 ...... 
1979-80 ...... 
1980-81 ...... 
1981-82 ...... 

1972-73 ...... 
1973-74 ...... 
1974-75 ...... 
1975-76 ...... 
1976-77 ...... 

1977-78 ...... 
1978-79 ...... 
1979-80 ...... 
1980-81 ...... 
1981-.'12... ... 

1972-73 ...... 
1973-74 ...... 
1974-75 ...... 
1975-76 ...... 
1976-77 ...... 

1977-78 ...... 
1978-79 ...... 
1979-80 ...... 
1980,,81 ...... 
1981-82 ...... 
R Revised. 

R 

Total 
Civil 

Filings 

386,765 
4m,923 
443,356 
476,905 
523,391 

534,686 
551,393 

R521,068 
R532,556 

532,190 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

4 
5 
9 
8 

10 

2 
3 

R -6 
2 

-1 

13,4m 
21,158 
35,433 
33,549 
46,486 

11,295 
16,707 

-30,325 
11,482 
-366 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE XVIl-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CIVil FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Probate 

• 

and Family 
Guardianship Law 

Personal InjUry Death « Property 
Damage 

Motor Eminent 
Total Vehicle Other Domain 

NUMBER 
62,406 149,062 62,865 43,521 19,344 6,452 62,960 154,793 '70,854 48,205 22,649 4,313 61,975 162,938 75,239 49,266 25,973 5,299 62,947 168,602 80,310 52,555 Z7,755 3,617 64,910 172,211 85,604 57,193 ,28,411 2,249 
i\ 

63,774 175,160 86,729 58,822 '%l,9ffT 2,725 R62,858 R 175,837 92,962 R63,I08 R29,854 2,074 R64,408 R 176,279 R83,271 R53,733 R29,538 R2,500 
64,779 177,255 80,970 50,723 30,247 1,719 64,965 167,902 80,495 50,180 30,315 1,498 

PERCENT 
16 
15 
14 
13 
12 

39 16 11 5 2 38 17 12 6 1 37 17 11 6 1 35 17 11 6 1 33 16 11 5 d 
- 12 

11 
R 1:2 

[2 
~2 

33 16 11 \5 1 32 17 11 
R\l d R34 R 16 RIO t, R <1 

33 15 10 6 d 31 15 10 6 d 
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

d 
1 

-2 
2 
3 

3 5 2 14 18 
4 13 11 17 -33 5 6 2 15 2..'i 
3 7 7 7 -32 
2 7 9 2 -38 

-2 
-1 
R2 
d 
<;1 

2 1 3 -2 21 
<1 7 7 7 -24 

iI <1 R -10 R -15 R -1 R21 
d -3 -6 2 -31 -5 -1 -1 d -13 

AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 
316 
554 

-985 
972 

1,963 

3,914 3,025 676 2,349 977 5,731 7,989 4,684 3,305 -2,139 8,145 4,385 1,061 3,324 986 5,664 5,071 3,289 -1,782 -1,682 3,609 5,294 4,638 656 -1,368 

-1,136 
-916 

R 1,550 
371 
186 

2,949 1,125 1,629 -504 476 
677 '( 6,233 4,286 1,947 -651 R442 :It -9,691 R -9,375 R -316 R435 
976 -2,301 -3,010 709 -790 -9,353 -475 -543 fiB -221 

0 

Other Civil 
Complaints Petitions 

57,294 48,686 
66,996 48,007 
81,387 56,518 
84,955 76,474 
82,232 116,185 

88,349 117,949 
R99,279 R 118,383 
R89,300 R 105,301 

93,916 R 113,917 
104,384 112,946 

15 13 
16 12 
18 13 
18 16 
16 22 

17 22 
18 21 

R 17 R20 
18 21 
20 21 

13 -3 
17 ,-I 
21 18 
4 35 

-3 52 

7 2 
12 d R -10 R -11 
5 8 

11 -1 

(;6,478 -1,103 
9,702 -679 

14,391 8,511 
3,563 19,956 

-2,7'23 39,711 

6,117 1,764 
10,930 434, R -9,979 R -13,082 
4,616 8,610 

Hl,468 -971 
" 

11 ~ 

,I 
; R 
. t. ~ 

I 
~ 

• t 
I 

, 
[ 

1 

I :1 ., 
.~ 
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TABLE XVIl-A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JUVENILE FILINGS 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
DELINQUENCY DEPENIJENcyl 

Frscal 
Year 

1972-73 ............ 
1973-74 ............ 
1974-75 ............ 
1975-76 4 

•••••••••• 

1976-77 ............ 

1977-78 ............ 
1978-79 ............ 
1979-80 ............ 
1980-81 .........•.. 
1981-82 ............ 

1972-73 ........... . 
1973-74 ........... . 
1974-75 ........... . 
1975-76 4 

•••••••••• 

1976-77 ........... . 

1977-78 ........... . 
1978-79 ........... . 
1979-80 ........... . 
1980-81 ........... . 
1981-82 ........... . 

1972-73 ........... . 
1973-74 ........... . 
1974-75 ........... . 
1975-76 4 

•••••••••• 

1976-77 ........... . 

1977-78 ........... . 
1978-79 ........... . 
1979-80 ........... . 
1980-81 ........... . 
1981-82 ........... . 

1972-73 ............ 
M3-74 ............ 
1974-75 ............ 
1975-76 4 

•••••••••• 

1976-77 ............ 

1977-78 ............ 
1978-79 ............ 
1979-80 ............ 
1980-81 ............ 
1981-82 ............ 

Total 

93,980 
93,171 

1n,703 
86,295 
82,887 

IIgl,241 
79,591 

100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

-1 

-6 
-2 
-4 
-2 
-2 

-809 

-5,468. 
-1,408 
-3,408 
-1,646 
-1,650 

Original 

51,336 
60,595 
63,739 
56,943 
58,142 

55,806 
55,519 
52,346 

849,660 
49,821 

100 
100 
100 
61 
62 

64 
64 
63 
61 
63 

-3 
18 
5 

-11 
2 

-4 
-1 
-6 
-5 
<1 

-1,757 
9,259 
3,l44 

-6,796 
1,199 

-2,336 
-w 

-3,173 
-2,686 

161 

Subsequent 

37,037 
35,029 

31,897 
30,776 
30,541 

Ral,581 
29,770 

39 
38 

36 
36 
37 
39 
37 

-5 

-9 
-4 
<1 

3 
-6 

-2,008 

-~,132 
-1,121 

-235 
1,040 

-1,811 

WMf1Jl 1 
W.t/fllJ1 

Total Original Subsequent Total 0riginaJ Subsequent Total 
NUMBER 

12,806 9,675 3,131 81,174 47,268 33,906 14,092 6,801 4,887 1,914 86,370 53,255 33,115 14,615 

2,313 1,868 445 85,390 53,938 31,452 17,524 1,741 1,503 238 84,554 54,016 30,538 18,295 1,315 1,152 163 81,572 51,194 30,378 19,651 1,706 1,384 322 ~9,535 48,276 831,259 22,679 1,105 851 254 78,486 48,970 29,516 23,045 
PERCENT 

14 10 3 86 50 
7 5 2 93 'fit 

36 100 
36 100 

3 2 97 62 
2 2 <1 98 S3 
2 1 <1 98 62 
2 2 <1 98 Rsg 
1 1 <1 99 62 

36 100 . 
35 100 
37 100 
38 100 
37 100 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

-47 -49 -39 6 13 -2 4 

-5 00 
-3 4 
-1 7 
Ra 15 

-6 2 

-86 -62 -77 -1 1 
-25 -00 -46 -1 <1 -24 -23 -32 -4 ~5 

30 00 98 -3 -6 
-35 -39 -21 -1 1 

AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

-6,005 ·-4,788 -1,217 5,196 5Jl81 -791 523 
-4,488 -3,OJ.9 -1,469 -9811 683 -1,663 2,909 -572 -365 -~ -836 78 -914 TIl -426 -351 -75 -2,982 -2.822 -160 1,356 391 232 159 -2,037 -t',918 881 3,028 -601 -533 -68 -1,049 6!H -1,743 .:.:, 366 

1 Welf. &: Insc. Code, § 601: Minors habitually refusing to obey parents; habitual truants; minors in danger of leading Immoral life. 
! Welf. &: InsL Code, § 602: Minors violating laws defining crime; minors failing to obey court order. 
3 Welf. &: Inst. Code, § 300: Minors in need of effective, parental care; destitute; physical1y dangerous to public; with unfit home. 
4 Data for SUbsequent filings and separate data for We)f) &: Inst. Code, it 601 and 602 first available for 197:1-76. /.lRevised. 
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FIGURE lA-SUPERIOR COURT JUVENILE FIUNGS 
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Fiscal 
Year 

1972-73 .......... 
197~74 .......... 
1974-75 .......... 
1975-76 .......... 
1976-77 .......... 

1977-78 .......... 
1978-79 .......... 
1979-80 .......... 
1980-81 .......... 
1981-<'l2 .......... 

1972-73 .......... 
197~74 .......... 
1974-75 .......... 
1975-76 .......... 
1976-77 .......... 

1977-78 .......... 
1978-79 .......... 
1979-80 .......... 
1980-81 .......... 
1981-<'l2 .......... 

1972-73 .......... 
1973-74 .......... 
1974-75 .......... 
1975-76 .......... 
1976-77 .......... 

1977-78 .......... 
1978-79 .......... 
1979-80 ......... 
1980-81 .......... 
1981-<'l2 .......... 

1972-73 .......... 
197~74 .......... 
1974-75 .......... 
1975-76 .......... 
1976-77 .......... 

1977-78 .......... 
1978-79 .......... 
1979-80 .......... 
1980-81 .......... 
1981-82 .......... 

Total 
Other 

Proceedings 

81,581 
80,887 
81,392 
81,481 
82,669 

86,746 
84,950 
89,870 
98,740 

103,537 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

-1 
-1 

1 
<1 

1 

5 
-2 

6 
10 
5 

-1,144 
-'-694 

505 
89 

1,188 

4,rm 
..,.1,796 

4,920 
8,870 
4,7c,r{ 
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TABLE XVII-B-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
FILINGS OF OTHER PROCEEDINGS 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Mental 
Health /) CrimirJal 

Appeals from Lower 
Courts 

Total Civil Criminal 

6,685 
6,412 
6,039 
6,098 
5,451 

4,055 
3,573 
3,593 
3,786 
4,085 

8 
8 
7 
7 
7 

5 
4 
4 
4 
4 

-7 
-4 
-6 

1 
-11 

-26 
-12 
<1 

5 
8 

-516 
-273 
-373 

59 
-647 

-1,396 
-482 

20 
193 
299 

NUMBER 

61,605 7,066 
54,635 ___ c: 10,215 
55.~-~-

,- 10,891 
54;816 11,612 9,088 1 

54,619 , 12,740 10232 

55,369 14,601 11,893 
53,955 14,414 12,065 
58,004 14,885 12,389 
64,993 15,035 12,513 
67,411 16,759 14,138 

PERCENT 

76 9 
68 13 
68 13 
67 14 11 
66 15 12 

64 17 14 
64 17 14 
65 17 14 
66 15 13 
65 16 14 

.2,524 1 

2,508 

2,708 
2,349 
2,496 
2,522 
2,621 

3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

-6 35 
-11 -.J5 

2 'J 
-1 7 

-d 10 13 -1 

1 15 16 8 
-3 -1 1 -13 

8 3 3 6 
12 1 1 1 
4 11 13 4 

AMOUNT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

-3,882 1,822 
-6,970 3,149 

1,000 676 
-819 721 
-197 1;128 1,144 -16 

750 1,861 1,661 200 
-1,414 -187 1,72 -359 

4,049 471 324 12 -\47 
6,989 Rl50 . RI24 26 
2,418 1,724 1,625 99 

Total 

6,225 
9,625 
8,827 
8,955 
9,859 

12,721 
13,008 
13,388 
14,929 
15,282 

8 
12 
11 
11 
12 

15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

30 
55 

-8 
1 

10 

29 
2 
3 

12 
2 

1,432 
3,400 
-798 

128 
904 

2,862 
287 
380 

1,541 
353 

1 Components of Appeals from Lower Courts and Habeas Corpus first ava1lable for 1!1T5-76. 
RRevised. . 

• 

Habeas Corpus 
Criminal 

4,378 1 

4,019 

3,975 
3,541 
3,766 
3,599 
3,682 

5 
5 

5 
4 
4 
4 
4 

-8 

-1 
-u 

6 
-4 

2 

-359 

-44 
-434 
'225 

-167' 
83 

Other 

4,577 1 

5,840 

8,746 
9,467 
9,622 

11,330 
11,600 

6 
7 

10 
11 
11 
11 
11 

28 

50 
8 
2 

18 
2 

1,263 

2,906 
721 
155 

1,708 
270 
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FIGURE 8S-SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS OF OTHER PROCEEDINGS 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
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The 23,000 juvenile dependency cases filed in 1981 
~2 under Welfare and Institutions Code section 300 
reflected an increase of 400 cases, or two percent, 
over 1980-81. Although it was the sixth straight in­
crease since the collection of such data, the increase 
was the smallest. 

The 67,400 criminal cases filed in 1981~2 exceeded 
the previous year by 2,400 cases or four percent. This 
increase was the second highest of all proceedings, 
but was one-third the size of the criminal filings in­
crease in 1980-81. The 1980-81 rise was the largest for 
the criminal category during the past 10 years. 
Criminal filings trends varied among individual 
courts. Some of the counties that reflected large 
changes between 1980-81 and 1981~2 were Los An­
geles (+2,634), Orange (-698), Alameda (-475), 
San Francisco (-467), and San Mateo (+334). 

The remaining three categories also registered in­
creases. Appeals from lower courts rose by 1,700 cases 
or 11 percent. The increases in the other two catego­
ries were minimal: habeas corpus (+353), and men­
tal health (+299). 

Filings in Weighted Units 
The number of cases filed provides only a rough 

measure of the potential work of judges since each 
filing is considered no different than another for sta­
tistical purposes, and no recognition is given to the 

wide variance in judicial time spent on cases. To pro­
vide a more accurate measure of the potential judi­
cial work reflected by filings, a system known as 
weighted caseload was developed. Under this sys­
tem, a survey is conducted among the courts to de­
termine (1) the average time required to dispose of 
each type of case and (2) the judge-year value, that 
is, the average time a judge spends working during 
a year. 

The current set of weights and judge-year values 
were approved by the Judicial Council in 1977 and 
are shown in Table XVII-C. Two sets of weights were 
approved. One set applies to the Los Angeles court 
and the other set to the courts other than Los Ange­
les. 

The weighted units represent the estimated min­
utes of judicial time required to dispose of the cases 
filed in superior court. Weighted units are computed 
by multiplying the number of filings in a category by 
the average case-related time (the weight) required 
to dispose of a filing in that category. The number of 
judicial positions required to dispose of the weighted 
caseload is determined by dividing the total weight­
ed units by the judge-year value, that is, the number 
of minutes a judge is expected to work in a year. 
Weighted units are used primarily to estimate the 
judgeship needs of a court. 

TABLE XVII-C-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
WEIGHTED FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
State Total State Less L.A. Countt Los An.t!e1es 

Required Required Required 
Type of Weighted Judicial Weighted Judicial Weighted Judicial 

Proceeding Filings Positions Weight Filingsl Positions! Weight Filingsl Positions! 
Total .......................................... 59,006,319 007 38,322,507 528 20,683,812 f79 

Probate and guardianship ............ 1,007,007 25 31 1,433,347 20 20 374,560 5 
Family law ........................................ 7,585,194 103 43 5,255,718 72 51 2,329,476 31 
P.L, death & prop. dam ............... 5,739,359 78 81 3,645,567 50 59 2,093,792 28 
Eminent domain ............................ 145,525 2 72 88,344 1 211 57,181 1 
Other civil: 

Complaints .................................... 15,077,223 207 131 9,923,643 137 ISO 5,153,580 70 
Petitions ........................................ 1,272,598 18 11 910,294 13 12 362,304 5 

Mental Health .................................. 231,609 4 51 186,354 3 105 45,255 1 
Juvenile: 

Delinquency ................................ 4,868,483 66 53 3,069,707 42 83 1,798,776 24 
Dependency ................................ 2,2.98,184 31 68 1,026,664 14 160 1,271,520 17 

Criminal ............................................ 19,058,042 260 282 12,222,162 168 284 6,835,880 92 
Appeals fro lower court: ................ 922,195 13 49 560,707 8 68 361,488 5 
Habeas corpus .................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I Filings multiplied by the weight assigned to the category. 
2 Weighted filings divided by the judge-year standard of 74000 weighted units for Los Angeles County and 72,600 weighted units for the remainder of the 

state. The 74,000 weighted units is the approved standard for courts with 11 or more judicial positions. The 72,GOO weighted units is the average of the 
approved set of judge-year standards considering the number of judicial positions in each judge-year group as computed below: 

Caurt size in 
judicial positiOIJS 

1-2 .... ~ ................................................................................................. . 
3-10 .................................................................................................... .. 
11 or more ...................................................................................... .. 

Judge-year 
standard 

62,100 
71,400 
74,000 

x 
X 
X 

Judicial positions 
multiplied by 

Judicial positions judge-year 
in group standard 

33 2,049,300 
90 6,42/?,OOO 

341 (excluding L.A.) !15~\000 

464 33,700,300+464= 
72,649 rounded to 72,600 
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FIGURE 9-CALIFORNIA SUPl::tllOR COURT 
Categories a5 Percentage of Total Fiilngs Compared with Categories as Percentage of Total 

Weighted Units and Required Judicial Positions--Fiscal Year 1981-82 
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Multiplication of the case weights by the filings 
reported in 1981-82 produced a caseload of 59 million 
weighted units for the superior courts. This weighted 
caseload, when divided by the judge-year values for 
superior courts, showed a need for 807 judicial posi­
tions (see Table XVII-C). In comparison, the num­
ber of judicial positions actually authorized in 
superior courts in 1981-82 was 723. 

Figure 9 displays the number of judicial positions 
required to dispose of the weighted units in each 
major case category. It also displays the percentage 
that each major category is of total weighted units as 
well as of total filings. 

The chart shows that three categories with the 
largest weighted caseloads were criminal, other civil 
complaints, and family law. These categories ac­
counted for 71 percent of the weighted case load 
filed in superior courts in 1981-82, indicating the 
need for 570 of the 807 judicial positions required to 
process the cases filed. 

The criminal category alone accounted for about 
one-third of the total weighted units in the superior' 
courts. Even though criminal filings were only nine 
percent of the total, the criminal weighted caseload 
indicated that 260 judicial positions were needed to 
process these filings. 

The category with the next largest weighted case­
load was other civil complaints. Its weighted units 
were one-fourth of the total and represented work 
for 207 judicial positions. 

The family law category was the third highest with 
13 percent of the total weighted units and reflected 
a requirement for 103 judicial positions to dispose of 
those cases. This category, however, accounted for 
almost one-fourth of the total cases filed in superior 
court and had more filhlgs in 1981-82 than any other 
group. 

Personal injury and jtlvf.':nile delinquency catego­
ries were, rospectively, fourth and fifth highest in 
weighted units, with proportions of 10 percent and 8 
percent. Their share of filings was somewhat compa­
rable, with personal injury cases and juvenile delin­
quency petitions each comprising 11 percent of the 
total. 

The remaining seven categories, including juve­
nile dependency, probate and guardianship, other 
civil petitions, appeals for lower court, eminent do­
main, mental health, and habeas corpus, accounted 
for almost one-third of the total superior court filings 
but only one-tenth of the total weighted units. The 
weighted units in this group represent a caseload for 
93 judicial positions. 

TABLE XVIII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
NUMBER OF JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS, DISPOSITIONS 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL CASES DISMISSED FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 
AND O~SPOSITIONS PER JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENT a 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Fiscal year 
1972--73 ............................ ············· .. ····· ..... . 
1973-74 ............................................... · .. · .. · 
1974-75 .............................. · .................... · .. 
1975-76 ............................ ·· .... ·········· .. · .. ··· .. 
1976-77 ............................ ········· .. ··· .. ········ .. 

Number of 
judicial 
position 

equivalents 
Increases 

from 
preceding 

Total year 
578 29 
586 8 
600 14' 
622 22 
644 22 

1977-78...................................................... 663 
1978-79...................................................... 667 

19 
4 

21 
21 
27 

1979-80 ..................................... ..... ............ 688 
1980-81............... ........... .................... ........ 709 
1981-82...................................................... 736 

a D~a for this classification first reported in 1975-76. 
RRevised. 

Dispositions 
(less civil dismissals for 

lack of pro.~ecution) 

Total 
449,901 
462,312 
485,903 
552,111 
581,037 

589,921 
588,015 
563,530 

R 584,316 
581,390 

Cha.uge from 
preceding year 

Amount Percent 
-1,512 -0.3 
12,411 2.8 
23,591 5.1 
66,164 13.6 
28,926 5.2 

8,884 
·'-1,906 
-24,485 
R 20,786 
-2,926 

1.5 
-0.3 
-4.2 

3.7 
-0.5 

, , 

I~ 

Dispositions 
per judicial 

position 
equivalent 

778 
789 
810 
888 
902 

890 
882 
819 
824 
790 
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TABLE XVIII-A-SUPERIOR COURT 
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Change in dispositions from 
Dispositions 1980-81 1972-73 

Type of proceeding 1981-82 1980-81 1972-73 Amount Percent Amount Percent 
Total ........................................................... . 581,390 R 584,316 -2,926 <1.0 

Probate and guardianship .............................. 60,513 R 61,780 58,222 -1,267 -2.0 2,291 4.0 
Family law ........................................................ 139,660 R 146,660 122,557 -7,000 -4.8 17,103 14.0 
P.i., death & prop. dam ................................. 69,986 R69,014 54,035 972 1.4 15,951 29.5 

Motor vehicles .............................................. 46,406 R46,387 37,510 19 <1.0 8,896 23.7 
Others ............................................................ 23,580 R 22,627 16,525 953 4.0 7,055 42.7 

Eminent domain .............................................. 808 R 1,090 4,311 -282 -25.9 -3,.503 -81.3 
Other civil ........................................................ 123,&'''4 R 123,221 76,826 633 d.O 47,028 61.2 

Complaints .................................................... 58,018 R 56,610 38,573 1,408 2.5 19,445 50.4 
Petitions .......................................................... 65,836 R 66,611 38,253 -775 -1.2 27,583 72.1 

Mental Health .................................................. 4,842 4,234 6,278 608 14.4 -1,436 -22.9 

Juvenile .............................................................. 94,603 93,325 1,278 1.4 
Delinquency b ................................................ 76,251 R76,264 -13 - <1.0 

Original ...................................................... 48,456 R48,385 46,483 71 <1.0 1,973 4.3 
Subsequent b .............................................. 27,795 27,879 -84 -<1.0 

Dependency b ................................................ 18,352 17,061 1,291 7.0 
Original ...................................................... 15,559 15,313 11,636 246 1.6 3,923 33.7 
Subsequent b .......................................... , ... 2,793 1,748 1,045 59.8 

Criminal ............................................................ 60,998 R 58,314 54,891 2,684 4.6 6,107 ILl 
Appeals fro lower court .................................. 13,624 13,266 5,302 358 2.7 8,322 157.0 

Civil b .............................................................. 11,154 11,016 3,684 138 1.3 7,470 202.8 
Criminal b ...................................................... 2,470 2,250 1,618 220 9.8 852 52.7 

H~~~~USb ................................................ 12,502 13,412 5,620 -910 -6.8 6,882 122.5 
Other b ...................................................... 3,080 3,136 -56 -1.8 

............................................................ 9,422 10,276 -854 -8.3 
• Not listed as total was not comparable to 1980-81 and 1981-82 data. 
b Data for this classification first reported in 1975-76. 
R Revised. 

3. DISPOSITIONS 
Highlights 

In 1981-82 the superior courts disposed of 581 400 
cases exclusive of civil matters diGmissed for lack of 
prosecution. iS This level was abouit the same as that 
for the preceding year, as it reprl~sented a decrease 
of .o~y 2,900 cases ~r one-half of oj~e percent. During 
thismterval, the filings trend also 'remained constant 
as the gain was less than one pei.'cent or about 3,100 
cases. I 

The family law category registered the largest de­
crease (-7,000) in dispositions of all categories. This 
decrease was slightly less than the decrease,( -9400) 

. in family law filings. The probate and guardi~ship 
category registered the next highest disposition de-

cline (-1,300). Its filings, however, were virtually 
unchanged from the preceding year. Other civil 
complaints, although experiencing the largest in­
crease in filings (+ 10,500), reflected only a modest 
ris~ in dis~ositions (+1,400). The criminal category, 
which regIstered the second highest rise in filings 
(+2,400), also showed a similar rise in dispositions 
(+2:700). Smaller disposition decreases (each by 
fewer than 1,000 cases) occurred in the categories of 
habeas corpus, other civil petitions and. eminent do­
main. Four categories that reported more cases dis­
~~sed of in 1981-82 than in 1980-81 were personal 
mJury, mental health, juvenile dependency, and ap­
peals from lower court. Dispositions in each cate­
gory, however, increased by less than 1,000 cases. 

.. ub~e~~~ ~~~~v:.C:~~!e 58p~ag.~~;:~~'OSulrts Im98aYI ~Sffilth'SS oldid. cru:esalfor laalckdof prose~ution. From time to time individual courts purge their records 

di 
. ow. n -= ese SffilSS S tot e 6473' ill 1980-81 they totaled 7369 D··ti I din 'vi! 

sffilssed for lack of prosecution, indicate more accurately than do total dis ositlons'the numb r . ., . l~pO.S1. ons, exc u g Cl cases 

~:~~~~~St~!fsO!~~ ~l~~~~:t~~~l~~~t~o~~~:~~~a:e~~ 1:~sd~~r:~c~i~~!:~: ~rci:;ktiS' :rS~fi:~~~~h·;~~~:eth~~~,r~!nin~I~~~~~ 
shown in the appendix tables. ' SpOSI on gures S own ill e text tables and those 



----------------~--~-------~-----------------------------~----------~-----------------

lOB JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF ,CALIFORNIA 

TABLE XVIII-B-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
DISPOSITIONS BEFORE AND AFTER TRIAL BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

(EXCLUDING CIVIL DISMISSALS FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 
fiscal Year 1981-82 

DiSDOsitions Before Trial DiSDOsitions After Trial 
Change From Change From 

1980-81 1980-81 
Type of proceeding 1981-82 1980-81 Amount 

Total ................................ 247,777 R234,538 13,239 

Probate and guardianship .. 3,892 3,582 310 
Family law ............................ 23,155 R 12,518 10,637 
P.I., death & prop. dam.: ., 65,971 R65,500 471 

Motor vehicles .................. 44,530 R44,685 -155 
Others ................................ 21,441 R 20,815 626 

Eminent domain .................. 517 R785 -268 
Other civil: ............................ 79,702 R79,387 315 

Complaints ........................ 41,946 R40,399 1,547 
Petitions .............................. 37,756 R38,988 -1,232 

Mental Health ...................... 514 281 233 

Juvenile .................................. 11,951 R 11,863 88 
Delinquency: .................... 8,899 R 9,258 -359 

Original .......................... 5,982 R6,326 -344 
Subsequent .................... .2,917 2,932 -15 

Dependency: .................... 3,052 2,605 447 
Original .......................... 2,678 2,243 435 
Subsequent .................... 374 362 12 

Criminal .................................. 53,860 51,826 2,034 
Appeals fr.lower court: ...... 1,368 1,087 281 

Civil ..................................... 750 499 251 
Criminal .............................. 618 588 30 

Habeas corpus: ...................... 6,847 7,709 -862 
Criminal .............................. 2,305 2,286 19 
Other .................................. 4,542 5,423 -881 

R Revised. 

The average number of cases disposed of per judi­
cial position equivalent 16 (790) was about four per­
cent lower than in the preceding year. During the 
past 10 years, the average ranged from a low of 778 
dispositions in 1972-73 to a high of 902 dispositions in 
1976-77. This disposition rate provides a rough index 
of judicial output and is affected not only by judicial 
effort but also by factors over which the courts have 
little or no control. Some of the influencing factors 
are changes in the frequency of types of cases filed, 
the rate at which cases are filed, the manner in which 
cases are disposed of, and the effect of changes in 
statutory and case law. 

In 1981-82, judges disposed of about 13,200, or six 
percent more cases without trial than in 1980-81. At 
the same time, however, the number of cases dis­
posed of by trial in 1981-82 decreased by 16,200, or 
five percent. The cases disposed of after trial reflect­
ed a decline in the disposition of uncontested mat­
ters, that is, cases terminated before evidence was 
introduced by both parties. These dispositions de­
clined by 16,700 cases. Dispositions of contested mat­
ters, on the other hmd, increased. by 500 cases. Con­
tested matters disposed of are cases which were 

Percent 1981-82 1980-81 Amount Percent 

5.6 333,613 R349,778 -16,165 -4.6 
8.7 56,621 R 58,1!)8 -1,577 -2.7 

85.0 116,505 R 134,142 -17,637 -13.2 
1.0 4,015 3,514 501 14.3 

-<1.0 1,876 1,702 174 10.2 
3.0 2,139 1,812 327 18.1 

-34.1 291 305 -14 -4.6 
<1.0 44,152 43,834 31B 1.0 

3.8 16,072 R 16,211 -139 -1.0 
-3.2 28,080 R27,623 457 1.7 
82.9 4,328 3,953 375 9.5 
1.0 82,652 81,462 1,190 1.5 

-3.9 67,352 67,006 346 1.0 
-5.4 42,474 42,059 415 1.0 
-1.0 24,878 24,947 -69 -<1.0 
17.2 15,300 14,456 844 5.8 
19.4 12,881 13,070 -189 -1.4 
3.3 2,419 1,386 1,033 74.5 
3.9 7,138 R(j,488 650 10.0 

25.9 12,256 12,179 77 1.0 
50.3 10,404 10,517 -113 -1.1 
5.1 1,852 1,662 190 11.4 

-11.2 5,655 5,703 -48 -1.0 
1.0 775 850 -75 -8.8 

-16.3 4,880 4,853 27 1sT 

terminated after evidence was introduced by h.9th 
parties. Also, there were over 700 more jury tri~s 
held in 1981-82 than in 1980-81. Thus, although the 
disposition of routine types of cases decreased, the 
disposition of time-consuming types of cases in" 
creas~d. 

Disposed of Before Trial and After Trial 
Of all superior court cases, about 247,800, or 43 

percent, were disposed of without trial in 1981-82. 
This level was about 13,200, or six percent, more than 
the number disposed of before trial in 1980-81. (See 
Table XVIII-B.) Cases disposed. of without trial in­
clude dismissals before trial, transfers, summary 
judgments, pleas of guilty and all other judgments 
before trial. 

The family law, criminal and other civil complaints 
categories showed the largest increases in disposi­
tions before trial. The family law cases disposed of 
without trial almost doubled the number disposed of 
before trial in the preceding year. This category in­
creased by 10,600, or 85 percent. One reason given 
for the sharp rise is a reclent change in statute which 
now permits uncontested dissolutions to be disposed 
of without a COurt appearance under certain condi-

16 Judicial position equivalents are d~ed as authorized judgeships when adjusted to reflect judge vacancies, assistance rendered to other cow:ts by superior 
court judges, and assistance received by superior comp; from full·time and part.time commissioners and referees, assigned judges and temporary judges 
serving by stipulation of the parties. 
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FIGURE lO-CAUFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
Manner of Disposition by Type of Proceeding a 

(Excluding Civil Dismissals for Lack of Pro~ecution) 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 
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tions. Criminal cases disposed of without trial irr­
creased by 2,000, or four percent, while dispositions 
without trial of other civil complaint cases increased 
by 1,500 cases, or four percent. 

Courts which showed large family law increases in 
dispositions before trial were: Los Angeles (+3,242), 
San Diego (+1,523), Santa Clara (+1,250), Riverside 
(+695), San Francisco (+662), Sonoma (+591), 
Santa Barbara (+571), and Ventura (+546). Two 
courts, Alameda and Monterey, however, showed 
large decreases (662 and 987, respectively). 

The trend of criminal dispositions before trial 
among individual courts also varied: Los Angeles 
(+1,791), Santa Clara (+762), Orange (-665), and 
Alam.eda (-574). Any increase in the disposition of 
criminal cases without trial reduces the need for judi­
cial manpower for trial work. The increase in crimi­
nal cases disposed of before trial resulted from more 
defendants pleading guilty before trial. 

Gains in the number of cases disposed of without 
trial in other categories were minimal and in most 
instances involved far fewer than 500 cases. Catego­
ries reporting small gains were juvenile dependency, 
probate and guardianship" personal injury, mental 
health, and appeals from 10wer.courts. There were, 
however, several categories in which before-trial dis­
positions decreased. The number of cases disposed of 
without trial declined in the folloV\<ing categories: 
other civil petitions (-1,200), habeas corpus 
(-900), juvenile delinquency (-400), and eminent 
domain (-300). 

About 333,600 cases, or 57 percent, of all superior 
court cases required trials for disposition in 1981-82. 
(See Table XVIII-B). This volume was 16,200 cases, 
or 5 percent, fewer than the number tried during the 
preceding year, and primarily reflected the decrease 
in the family law category. About 17,600, or 13 per­
cent, fewer family law cases were disposed of after 
trial. The decrease is attributed to the recent change 
in law which now permits uncontested matters un­
der certain conditions to be disposed of without trial. 
A large number of family law cases which previously 
would have required trial are now being disposed of 
without trial, as discussed in a previous paragraph. 

. 
The trend in the number of trial dispositions in the 

other categories of cases was mixed. As a matter of 
fact, if family law proceedings are discounted, cases 
disposed of after trial would show a net increase of 
about 1,500 cases. In addition, some of the increases, 
even though small, were reflected by the more time­
conSuming cases:' ju~enile dependency ( +800}, 
criminal (+700), and personal injury (+500). 

The workload of the superior court did not dimin­
ish as might be suggested by the decline of disposi­
tions after trial. The entire decrease in dispositions 
after trial resulted from uncontested matters, that is, 
from the less time-consuming proceedings, and pri­
marily of family law cases. Disposition of contested 
matters, the more time-consuming cases, did not de­
crease. 

TABLE XIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS CONVICTED, ACQUITIED, DISMISSED 

OR TRANSFERRED AND MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Total 
defendants 

~ Acquitted 
dismissed 

or transferred Total 
Convicted 

Misde­
'meanor 

2,566 
4.2 

2,179 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Felony 
51,000 

83.6 
45,485 

All manner of disposition .................. 60;998 l00.(l 
Percent of total................................ 100.0 

7,432 100.0 53,566 
12.2 

Before trial............................................ 53,860 
Dismissed or transferred................ e 6,196 
Plea of guilty .................................... 47,664 

88.3 
10.2 
78.1 
11.7 

6,196 
6,196 

Mter trial .............................................. 7,138 
Court trial.......................................... 2,238 
Jury trial .............................. :............. 4,900 

3.7 
8.0 

1,236 
417 
,819 

Table XIX shows the number of criminal defend­
ants who were convicted or acquitted before and 
after trial and the number of criminal cases that were 
dismissed or transferred before trial during 1981-82. 
Comparison of the table figures with data from the 
preceding year indicates that the increase in total 
criminal dispositions resulted from more convictions. 
The 53,600 convictions in 1981-82 were 3,200 more 
than the number convicted in 1980-81. (See Appen­
dix Table 22-C.) About 2,600 of the increase in con­
victions resulted from pleas of guilty. Courts 
reporting large increases in the number convicted 

83.4 
83.4 

87.8 
47,664 89.0 

47,664 89.0 45,485 2,179 
16.6 5,902 11.0 ' 5,515 387 
~ L~ M L~ ~ 

11.0 4,081 7.6 3,834 247 

were Los Angeles (+1,864), Santa Clara {+775), 
Sacramento (+411), and San Diego (+401). 

More defendants in superior courts were convict­
ed of felony crimes in 1981-82 than in 1980-81. The 
number of defendants convicted of misdemeanor 
crimes in superior court was virtually unchanged 
from one year ago. However, misdemeanor convic­
tions as a proportion of all criminal dispositions were 
the lowe~t in five years, as the proportion declined 
steadily from six percent in 1~77-78 to four percent 
in ~981-82. ' 

A large portion of superior court criminal cases ar,e 
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TABLE XX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
Contested Dispositions Change in Contested Diseositions From 

1980-81 1972-73 
Type of Proceeding 1981~ 1980-81 1972-73 Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Total .................................................... 65,440 R64,971 

Probate & Guardianship ........................ 3,632 R4,522 
Family Law .......................................... 13,533 R12,244 

PJ., Death & Property Damage .......... 2,008 1,911 
Motor Vehicle ...................................... 855 841 
Others .................................................... 1,153 1,070 

Eminent Domain .................................... 128 170 
Other Civil ................................................ 7,490 R7,851 

Complaints ............................................ 5,407 R5,533 
Petitions ................................................ 2,083 R 2,318 

Mental Health .......................................... 751 611 

Juvenile ...................................................... 14,378 14,539 
Delinquency .......................................... 11,431 11,974 

Original .............................................. 6,723 7,161 
Subsequent b ...................................... 4,708 4,813 

Dependency .......................................... 2,947 2,565 
Original ............................................. 2,198 2,149 
Subsequent b ..... , ................................ 749 416 

Criminal .................................................... 5,609 5,241 
Appeals from lower court .................... 12,256 12,179 

Civil b ...................................................... 10,404 10,517 
Criminal b .............................................. 1,852 1,662 

Habeas Corpus ........................................ 5,655 5,703 
Criminal b .............................................. 775 850 
Other b 

........................ : ........................... 4,880 4,853 

" Not listed as total was not comparable to 1980-81 iind 1981-<'32 data. 
b Data for this classification first reported in 1975-76. 
R Revised. 

generally disposed of before trial by pleas of guilty. 
In 1981-82, of the 53,900 criminal cases disposed of 
before trial in superior courts, 47,700, or 78 percent, 
of all criminal dispositions were disposed of by pleas 
of guilty. About 7,100, or 12 percent, of all criminal 
cases were disposed of by trial. Although the number 
of cases proceeding to trial is relatively small, these 
trial cases absorb a substantial portioi'\ of the judicial 
effort expended on criminal matters. 

Contested Matters 
Contested matters are those cases disposed of after 

trial, 01' hearings that have progressed to a point 
where both parties have introduced evidence. This is 
generally the most time-consuming type of disposi­
tion. However, among the contested proceedings, 
habeas corpus hearings-all of which by definition' 
are considered contested-take less time to dispose 
of than contested matters in all other categories. 

Although there was a moderate decline in overall 
trial dispositions, primarily because of the reduction 

-" 469 1.0 -" -" 

809 -890 -19.7 2,823 349.0 
9,350 1,289 10.5 4,183 44.7 
3,516 97 5.1 -1,508 -42.9 
2,054 14 1.7 -1,199 -58.4 
1,462 83 7.8 -309 -21.1 

356 -42 -24.7 -228 -64.0 
6,043 -361 -4.6 1,447 24.0 
5,152 -126 -2.3 255 4.9 

891 -235 -10.1 1,192 133.8 
313 140 22.9 438 139.9 

-161 -1.1 
-543 -4.5 

6,168 -438 -6.1 555 9.0 
-105 -2.2 

382, 14.9 
1,314 49 2.3 884 67.3 

333 80.1 

7,881 369 7.0 -2,272 -28.8 
3,057 77 1.0 9,199 300.9 

-U3 -1.1 
190 11.4 

1,645 -48 -1.0 4,010 243.8 
-75 -8.8 

27 1.0 

in uncontested family law cases, dispositions of con­
tested matters in 1981-82 remain relatively stable. 
The 65,400 contested matters disposed of in 1981-82 
were only 500 cases, or one percent, more than the 
contested matters disposed of in 1980-81. (See Table 
XX). The larger increases occurred in the categories 
of family law ( + 1,300) ,juvenile dependency (+400) 
and criminal (+400). The larger decreases occurred 
in the categories of probate and gua..-dianship 
(-900), juvenile delinquency (-500), and other 
civil petitions (-200). Changes in the remaining cat­
egories were small. 

Table XX-A shows the number of contested mat­
ters disposed of each year since 1972-73 in four se­
lected categories of proceedings that require 
substantial judicial effort. These categories account­
ed for over 27,400 contested matters, or 42 percent, 
of all contested matters disposed of in 1981-82. This 
total was virtually the same as in 1980-81 and five 
percent below the peak of 28,800 contested matters 
disposed of for these selected categories in 1976-77. 
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TABLE XX-A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CONTESTED DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal YearF:~972-73 through 1981-82 
OtiJercMi 

ToW PetYOIJ8i injury C()J1Jp/8ints Criminalb JuYeJJi/eC 

Perreot Perreot Perreot Perreot Percent 
alloW ofloW oftotaJ ofloW ofloflll 

FLalYear Number dispositioos" Number disposibims" Number dispositions" NlJI!lber dispositions Number dispositiODS 
1!172-73 ............ 42,560 9.5 3,516 6.5 5,152 12.1 7,881 14.4 7,482 12.1 
1!173-74 ............ 48,811 10.6 3,141 6.1 5,166 12.6 7,802 15.7 8:m 12.0 
1!174-75 ............ 47,621 9.8 2,843 5.3 4,921 11.0 7,486 14.8 
1!175-76 ............ 54,948 10.0 2,fJl7 4.6 4,889 10.5 b5,089 10.2 

8,457 11.4 
013,747 13.3 

1!176-77 ............ 58,906 10.1 2,631 4.4 5,043 10.2 6,133 12.5 14,979 15.0 
1977-78 ............ 62,359 10.6 2,377 3.8 5,085 10.4 5,810 11.9 
1!176-79 ............ B64,065 10.9 2,200 3.5 B5,293 10.2 B5,200 10.6 
1!179-.'lO ............ B63,388 B11.2 B2,048 3.3 B4,965 9.2 B5,094 9.9 
1980-81 ............ B 64,971 ILl 1,911 2.8 B5,533 9.8 5,241 9.0 

14,365 14.5 
14,274 14.8 

B 14,913 15.7 
14,539 15.6 

1981-82 ............ 65,440 11.3 2,008 2.9 5,407 9.3 5,609 9.2 14,378 15.2 

• fuclusive of dismissals for lack of prosecution. 
b On July 1. 1975, due to changes in reporting instructions, some criminal dispositions which were previously classified as CQ,ntested matters were reclassified 

as uncontested matters. 
e Beginning on July 1. 1975. juvenile dispositions have included subsequent petitions disposed of. In prior periods, dispositions of only initial petitions were 

counted. 
II Revised. 

4. JURY TRIALS 
The number of jury trials is another important 

measure of judicial activity in superior courts. Prior 
to 1975-76, this information was not collected and the 
number of juries sworn was used as an index. Table 
XXI shows the nwnber of juries sworn each year 
since 1972-73 andjury trials since 1975-76 for all cases 
combined and for the two selected categories of per­
sonal injury, death and property damage, and crimi­
nal. 

judicial effort. In .1981-82, jury trials in superior·court 
disposed of about 8,200 cases. This total represented 
an increase of 700 cases over the 7,500 cases disposed 
of by jury.in 1980-81. 

Although cases disposed of by jury trial only com­
prise about one percent of all cases disposed of, they 
represent the most time-consuming cases in terms of 

Jury trials of personal injury and criminal matters 
together accounted for about 6,600 cases, or 81 per­
cent, of the total number of jury trials held in superi­
or court. The criminal category alone accounted for 
60 percent. The number of jury trials held in criminal 
proceedings in 1981-82 mcreased by about eight per­
cent. In personal injury proceedings, about four per­
cent fewer cases were tried by jury than in 1980-81. 

TABLE XXI-CAUFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS (i 

NUMBER OF JURIES SWOr.N AND JURY TRIALsa AS PERCENT QF DISPOSITIONS­
(EXCLUDING CIVil DISMISSALS FOR LACK OF PROSECUTION) 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
All proceedings 

AsllperceDt 
of 

dispositions 

As Il perce1lt 
of 

dispositions 

Jwies (fury Juries (fury Juries (fury Cj'iJries (fury Juries 
Fisa1 year sworn Tri6ls) swom TrWs) sworn trWs) sworn Tri6ls) sworn 
1!112-73 .. _................ 8,m6 1.9 3,021 5.6 4,690 
19'73-74.................... 8,fJ11 1.9 2,740 11.3 4,851 
19'7~75.................... 8,249 1.7',,2,648 t9 4,«m 
1~76 .................... 8,439 (7,826) 1.5 "{1.4) 2,447 (2,266) 4.2 (3.9) 5,028 
19'76-17 .................... 8,1168 (8,Z12) 1.5 (1.4) 2,357 (2,m3) 3,9 (3.7) 11,556 

1!Tr1-78 ............ _....... 8,471 (7,892) U (1.3) 2,193 (~) 3.5 (3.3) ~.194 
19'78-79 ..................... 7,911 • {7..1(9) 1.4 (1.2) .2,024 .(1,810) 3.2 (2.9) .4;5,~ 
l~.................... 7,816 (7,393) 1.4 (1.3) 1,724 (1,910) 2.8 (3.1) ....... 
1~1.................... 7,913 • (7,469) U (1.3) 1,6lf1· (1,783) 2.4 (16) 5,048 
1981-82.................... 8,418. (~) U (U) 1,Im (1,709) 2.4 (U) 5,264 

• F"ucal year 1975-76 was the lint year that jury triab were reparted aeparat:ely. 'IbeIe data are Ihown in p.ven~. 
.~, , 

Crimirul 

As a percent 
of 

dirpositioas 

(fury Juries (fury 
TrWs) .swom trWs) 

8.5 
9.8 
9.1 

(4,e) 10.0 (9.4) 
(5,179) 11.3 (10.5) 

(4,914) 10.6 (10.0) 
(4,473) 9.7 (9.1) 

• (4,439) ·9.8 • (8.7) 
(4,544) 8.7 (7.8) 
(4,!lOO) 8.6 (8.0) 
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5. PONDITION OF CIVIL CALENDARS­
METROPOLITAN COURTS 

In 1982, for the second consecutive year, improve­
ments were noted in the condition of civil calendars 
in the larger metropolitan superior courts. 

The two indices that the Judicial Council uses to 
describe the condition of civil calendars are the num­
ber of civil cases awaiting trial and the elapsed time 
to trial measured from the filing of the at-issue 
memorandum. These indices are closely related and 
an increase or decrease in the number of cases await­
ing trial often forecasts a similar change in elapsed 
time to trial. 

The following djsm .. ;,slorto( civil calendar condi­
tions is based ortfhe 21 superior.~ourts with six or 
more judges.17 Togethet;, these courts account for 
about 90 percent of the cl~{il filings statewide and for 
a corresponding proporti()n of both case inventory 
andjury trials. Also. problems of calendar congestion 
and lengthy waiting time to trial generally are most 
severe in these larger courts. Even though the courts 
are often discussed as a group, each calendar is 
unique and conditions differ from one court to an­
other. 

Number of Civil Cases Awaiting Trial 
The inventory of civil cases awaiting trial (case:; on 

the civil active list as the result of filing an at-issue 
memorandum) as of June 30, 1973 through 1982 is 
shown in Table XXII and Figure 11. The total of 
almost 82,500 civil cases that awaited trial in the 21 
courts as of June 30,1982 reflected a decrease for the 
second consecutive year. These two decreases were 
the only declines in the past nine years. The 1982 
total was 35,000 cases, or 30 percent, less than in 1981, 
and 44,400 cases, or 35 percent, less than the record 
total established during 1980. Civil filings during the 
same time only decreased by about 4,000 cases, or 
about one percent. 

Jury cases, the critical component of the inventory, 
also decreased in 1982. The June 30, 1982 jury list of 
nearly 49,500 cases represents a decrease of about 
21,500 cases, or 30 percent, from the jury figure for 
1981. 

It is important to note that only a small percentage 
of the inventory of" cases awaiting trial" are disposed 
of by trial. Fpr instance, only 23 percent of civil cases 
reported awaiting trial on June 30,1981 were actually 
disposed of by con.tested trial in 1981-82. 

Fifteen superior courts registered decreases in the 
number of civil cases awaiting trial between June 30, 
1981 and June 30,1982. The largest decline (-31,037) 
was reported by the Los Angeles court. Mandatory 

arbitration of smaller civil cases was attributed by the 
presiding judge as the major factor leading to fewer 
civil cases awaiting trial at the end of 1981-82. Many 
cases that were removed from the trial list were 
placed on the list of cases to be arbitrated. However, 
even without the Los Angeles court figures, the cases 
awaiting trial decreased by almost 4,000 caSes, or 
eight percent, from the preceding year. 

Other courts with large reductions were San Diego 
(-931), San Bernardino (-807), Alameda (-704), 
Ventura (-672), Sacramento (-486), and San Fran­
cisco (-374). Although six courts reported increases, 
only one court, Santa Clara, showed a substantial in­
crease (+619) from a year ago in the cases awaiting 
trial. 

The number and proportion of civil jury cases 
awaiting trial'for over one year as ofJune 30, 1982 are 
shown in Table XXIII. Also shown is a comparison of 
that proportion for each court as of' June 30, 1981. 

It is noteworthy that of the 17 courts that had cases 
on the civil active list for over one year in 1982, eight 
reported decreases from 1981 in the percentage of 
civil jury cases awaiting trial over a year. Civil jury 
cases with at-issue memoranda on file for more than 
one year comprised over 50 percent of the total cases 
awaiting trial in four superior courts: San Joaquin (95 
percent) , Riverside (61 percent), San Diego (58 per­
cent), and Los Angeles (51 percent). 

Table XXIV shows the number of civil cases await­
ing trial per authorized judge as ofJune 30, from 1973 
through 1982. Four courts had 70 or fewer pending 
civil cases per authorized judge: Monterey (49), Sac­
ramento (57), San Mateo (54), and Tulare (40). 

Elapsed Time to Trial 
Previous annual reports noted that the term 

"delay" is misleading when used to describe some of 
the various time elements in court proceedings ter­
minating in trial. Therefore, the Judicial Council has 
adopted the term "elapsed time to trial" which more 
accurately describes the time from the point of filing 
various documents (e.g., complaint, at-issue memo­
randum, certificate of readiness, etc.) to the start of 
trial. This interval not only includes time that courts 
require to bring a ready case to trial, but also the time 
attorneys regularly require to prepare cases for trial. 
To label such composites of time periods as "court 
delay" may be misleading, for it implies that the time 
being measured results exclusively from conditions 
within the court. 

17 Superior courts of Alameda. Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Mllrin, Monterey, Orangil, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San 
Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare and Ventura Counties. 
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TABLE XXII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WnH SIX OR MORE 
JUDGES a_NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1973 THROUG~ 1982 
Number of civil cases awaiting trial as of June 30 

Court 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
Alameda ...................... 4,054 4,351 4,415 5,fJl7 5,970 5,482 3,939 3,920 3,940 3,236 Contra Costa .............. 2,110 2,157 2,349 2,291 2,376 2,626 2,926 2,697 2,435 2,694 Fresno ........................ 915 b 879 921 1,232 1,287 1,745 1,849 1,688 1,346 1,154 Kern ............................ 643 497 488 878 914 1,124 1,218 1,046 958 " 1,020 Los Angeles .............. 38,873 37,222 39,131 44,199 55,150 63,433 71,179 72,072 67,715 36,678 
Marin .......................... B42 593 735 913 1,101 1,087 1,205 764 456 636 Monterey .................... 258 391 406 596 513 360 289 290 339 345 Orange ........................ 2,826 3,638 5,309 7,390 8,151 10,942 12,940 10,649 10,483 10,450 Riverside .................... 1,194 1,384 1,603 1,788 1,952 2,457 2,422 1,993 2,068 1,888 Sacramento ................ 2,050 2,335 3,072 3,420 3,173 2,822 2,949 2,683 2,017 1,531 
San Bernardino ........ 1,301 1,398 1,592 2,323 2,667 2,771 3,030 4,419 3,247 2,440 San Diego .................. 3,433 4,065 5,252 6,472 7,105' 7,121 7,694 7,747 8,090 7,159 San Francisco ............ 6,246 5,823 5,599 5,435 4,968 4,554 4,130 6,093< 4,661 4,287 San Joaquin ................ 1,059 1,042 1,106 1,064 1,303 1,345 1,510 1,797 2,188 2043 San Mateo .................. 1,331 1,356 1,788 2,001 1,470 1,310 1,068 915 874 7M 
Santa Barbara ............ 361 ' 426 329 507 746 984 719 774 BOO 593 Santa Clara ................ 1,594 1,346 1,520 2,164 2,776 3,750 2,727 3,610 2,082 2,101 Sonoma ...................... 647 925 875 1,366 1,480 1,572 1,387 636 526 544 Stanislaus .................... 316 318 632 644 411 594 1,109 1,115 1,265 1,060 Tulare .......................... 215 174 285 438 602 356 354 267 305 241 Ventura ...................... 553 779 1,174 ~ 1,258 1,356 1,748 1,719 ~ 1,0-20 Total .................... R70,821 R71,099 R78,581 Rg2,416 R105,373 R117,891 R126,392 126,894 117,493 82,470 Total excluding 

Los Angeles ...... R31,948 R33,877 R39,450 R48,217 R5O,223 R54,458 R55,213 54,822 49,778 4',),792 Total civil jury 
cases awaiting 
trial ...................... R43,55O R42,780 R46,246 R54,697 Rs2,245 R70,163 ~5,622 77!031 70,993 41;461 

~~,r 
a As of June 30, 1982. 
b July 31, 1973. 

R Revised. < Prior to 1980 the San Francisco Court did not count at-issue memorandums until a certificate of readiness was filed at the invitation of the court. . 
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FIGURE 11-SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES 
Civil Cases Awaiting Trial as of June 30, 1973-1982 
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TABLE XXIll-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH 
SIX OR MORE JUDGEsa 

NUMBER OF CIVIL JURY CASES AWAITING tRIAL 
AS OF JUNE 30, 1982' 

Court 
Alameda ........... , ............................................................. . 
Contra Costa ................................................................. . 
Fresno ............................................................................. . 
Kern ............................................................................... . 
Lo!; Angeles ................................................................... . 

Marin ............................................................................... . 
Monterey ....................................................................... . 
Orange ........................................................................... . 
Riverside ........................................................................ . 
SacraIllento ................................................................... . 

San Bernardino ............................................................. . 
San Diego ..................................................................... . 
San Francisco ............................................................... . 
San Joaquin ................................................................... . 
San Mateo ..................................................................... . 

Santa Barbara ............................................................... . 
Santa Clara ................................................................... . 
Sonoma .......................................................................... .. 
Stanislaus ................... , •................................................... 
Tulare ............................................................................. . 
Ventura ........ : ................................................................ . 

Total ........................................................................... . 
Total excluwng Los Angeles ..................................... . 

• As of June 30, 1982. 

Total civil 
jury cases 
awaiting 

trial 
2,533 
1,595 

698 
544 

21,741 

271 
160 

7,045 
910 
911 

1,098 
3,754 
3j;6s 

915 
489 

254 
1,624 

295 
334 
120 
605 

49,461 
27,720 

C.ases in which at-issue 
memoranda were 

filed over one year 
as of lune 30" 198e 

Percent 
Number of total 

402 15.9 
691 43.3 
74 10.6 
53 9.7 

11,176 51.4 

1 0.4 
0 0 

1,333 18.9 
555 6i.o 
91 10.0 

499 45.4 
2,208 58.8 

308 8.6 
872 95.3 

0 0 

17 6.7 
18 1.1 
21 7.1 
0 0 
0 0 

201 33.2 --
18,520 37.4 
7,344 26.5 

• 

Percent of cases 
which at-issue 

memoranda were filed 
over one year as of 

June 30. 1981 
14.2 
SG.5 
16.2 
17.0 
75.6 

1.3 
0 

17.2 
39.6 
2.3 

45.6 
60.4 
18.0 
86.8 

0 

13.7 
0.1 
7.2 

0 
0 

41.2 
55.8 
28.8 " 

i 
J 

I 
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TABLE XXIV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH(~}~X OR MORE 
JUDGES a_NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES AWAITING:~J:RIAL 

PER AUTHORIZED JUDGE b AS OF JUNE 30, 1973 THROUGH 1982 
.. 'I ' 

Number of civil cases awaiting trial per authorized judge as of June 30 

Court 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

Alameda ...................................... 162 174 177 203 206 183 131 126 127 
Contra Costa .............................. 192 196 214 208 198 219 244 193 174 
Fresno .......................................... 114 C 110 115 154 129 145 142 130 104 
Kern .............................................. 107 83 81 UO 114 141 152 131 96 
Los Angeles ................................ 241 231 229 258 323 371 416 368 329 

Marin ............ ; ........... ~ .. ;, ................. 168 119 147 ' 183 184 181 201 127 76 
Monterey ................... : ................ 52 78 81 119 73 51 41 41 48 
Orange .............................. ; ......... 91 117 171 224 220 274 324 254 228 
Riverside ...................................... 100 115 134 138 ISO 189 151 117 122 
Sacramento ................................ 137 156 171 171 159 128 134 117 75 

San Bernardino .......................... 93 100 106 129 148 154 168 ~1 155 
San Diego .................................... 118 140 159 196 203 203 192 189 197 
San Francisco ............................ 240 224 215 209 191 179 159 226 173 
San Joaquin ................................ '. 151 149 158 152 186 192 216 225 274 
San Mateo .................................. 102 104. 138 143 lOS 94 76 65 62 

Santa Barbara ............................ 52 61 47 72 107 141 103 111 115 
Santa Clara .................................. 66 56 58 83 96 129 94 109 63 
Sonoma ........................................ 162 231 219 273 247 262 231 106 88 

Stanislaus .................................... 63 64 lOS 107 69 99 185 186 211 
Tulare .......................................... 54 44 71 110 ISO 71 71 44 51 
Vennira ....................... (! ............... 79 111 168 231 140 151 194 156 154 

Average cases awaiting trial 
per authorized judge: 

8169 , 8170 8179 8203 R222 R244 R257 237 211 Total for the above courts .. 
Total exclu4iJ.\~ Los Angeles Rl24 8131 8147 8170 R 166 R175 8172 161 142 

117 

1982 
104 
192 
89 

102 
178 

106 
49 

227 
111 
57 

116 
175 
159 
255 
54 

85 
82 
91 

177 
40 
93 

148 
130 

• As of June 30, 1982. 
b Note that comparisons relate to the total number of judges authorized as of June 30 of each fiscal year and are not adjusted to reflect the number actually 

~,iti.llabl~. to dispose of civil baclclog. .. 
~Yul)' 31, t973. 
"ltevised. 

/ 

9-76963 

t t 
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TABLE XXV-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES Q-

MEDIAN INTERVAL TO TRIAL FROM AT-ISSUE MEMO FOR CIVIL JURY CASES TRIED 
IN JUNE, 1973 THROUGH 1982 

Median interval in months from' at-issue memo to trial 

June June June 
Court 73 74 75 
Alameda ............................................ 13 11 13 
Contra Costa .................................... 22 23 19 
Fresno ................................................ b 10.5 10.5 10.5 
Kern .................................................... 9 16 9.5 
Los Angeles ...................................... 25 24 20 
Marin .................................................. 24 11 17 
Monterey ............................................ 6 9 10 
Orange ................................................ 11 12 13 
Riverside ............................................ 14 10 16 
Sacramento ........................................ 10 11 13 
San Be1nardino ................................ 18 '23 35 
San Diego ....................... - ................. 15 16 17 
San Francisco ......................... _ ......... 32 25 20 
San Joaquin ........................................ 42 31 27 
San Mateo .......................................... 9 7 11 
Santa Barbara .................................... 7 5 6 
Santa Clara ........................................ 5 4 4 
Sonoma .............................................. 14 18 18 
Stanislaus .... , ........................................ 5 5 7 
Tulare .................................................. 21 21 
Ventura .............................................. 7 11 15.5 
• As of June 30, 1982. 
b For month of July 1973. 

Table XXV displays the median elapsed time to 
trial in months, from the filing of the at-issue memo­
randum, as ofJune 30, 1973 through June 30,1982, in 
the 21 metropolitan courts. The interval from the 
at-issue memorandum to trial measures the elapsed 
time from the point when attorneys first request a 
trial. Even though taken from the point when a trial 
is requested, this interval is not a fully reliable meas­
ure of court delay. Attorneys may file at-issue memo­
randa for tactical reasons in cases where an early trial 
is neither dem-ed nor anticipated. The at-issue 
memorandum has '3. different meaning from court to 
court in terms of trial readiness. Because of this, at­
torneys may time their filings according to their 
knowledge of the time frame that a particular court 
follows in processing cases, For these reasons, the 
index cannot ,be considered an entirely valid meas­
ure of the delays' arising from internal court condi­
tions. 

The median interval from at-issue memorandum 
to trial decreased in 10 metropolitan courts, in­
creased in 8 and rema.::;·;ed virtually unchanged in 3 
between June 1981 and June 1982. The 10 suPlOlrior 
courts which showed reductions in the interval 
between the at-issue memorandum and trial were: 
Alameda (-9 months), Fresno (-2,5 months), Or-

June June June June June June JlJ!le 
76 77 78 79 80 81 82 
22 24.5 24 18 13 21 12 
19 22 20 22 32 30 30 
9 13.5 ' 15 15 19 16.5 14 

15 14 16 18 10 16 
21 24 31 32.5 35.5 40.5 41.5 
16 20 26.5 15 15: 4 6 
13 11 3.5 3.5 5 3.5 4 
18 20 22 30 25 33 27 
18 21 27 23 23 29 35 
17 15 12 11.5 11 11 10 
16 32 35 15 16 29 19 
21 21 31 24 30 40 26 
20 20 23 22 22 18 20 
18 22 25 36 25.5 14.5 45.5 
15 9 7 5 5 5.5 5.5 
6 9 18 21 14 21 9 
6 6 6.5 7 11 4.5 8 

23 27 42 27 16 15 
5 5 7 16 9 8 10 

15 16 12 8 7 10 9 
21 17 18 36.5 25 22 

... 
ange (-6 months), SacrameJl.to (-1 month), San 
Bernardino ( -10 months), San Diego ( -14 
months) , Santa Barbara (-12 months) , Sonoma (-1 
month), Tulare (-1 month) and Ventura h·3 
months). The superior courts which showed :~lJ­
creases in the elapsed time were Kern (+6 month';), 
Los Angeles (+ 1 month), Marin (+2 months), Riv­
erside (+6 months), San Francisco (+2 months), 
San Joaquin (+31 months), Santa Clara (+3.5 
months), Stanislaus (+2 months). 

In June 1982, three of the 21 superior courts (Ma­
rin, Monterey and San Mateo) reported median in­
tervals of six months or less from the time that an 
at-issue memorandum was filed to the start of jury 

, trial. During the past 10 years, the June median inter­
val was less than six months for the fifth consecutive 
year in the Monterey court, for the fourth consecu­
tive year in the San 'Mateo court and for the second 
consecutive year in the Marin court. In six of the 21 
courts (Alameda, Sacramento, Santa Barbara, Santa 
Clara, Stanislaus and Tulare) the median civil jury 
case reached trial between seven months and a year 
of the at-issue memorandum. The median i.'1terval 
exceeded 24 months in the following six superior 
C01.lrts: Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Orange, River­
side, San Diego and San Joaquin. 

1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 119 

6. CONDI1JON OF CRIMINAL CALENDARS-METROPOLITAN COURTS 

Data for 1982 submitted by the metropolitan su­
perior courts 18 indicate a slight overall decrease in 
the number of criminal cases set for trial. The crimi­
nal cases set for trial decreased by two percent as the 
trial calendar on June· 30 declined from about 9,000 
cases set in 1981 to 8,800 cases set in 1982. The num­
ber of criminal cases set for trial during the past three 
years has changed very little, ranging between 8,800 
and 9,000 cases. The 1981 total of 9,000 was the high­
est in the past ten years. IT the trial calendar for the 
Los Angeles court is excluded, criminal cases set~for 
trial decreased 12 percent, from 5,400 cases set in 
1981 to 4,800 in 1982. . 

Criminal calendar conditions are discussed for the 
same 21 courts that were used to describe civil calen­
dars. These larger courts together accounted for over 
90 percent of the criminal cases calendared for trial 
as of June 30, 1982. Although the courts are described 
as a group, each court's calendar is unique and condi­
tions differ from one court to another. The Los Ange­
les court is discussed separately because its size 
would tend to obscure trends in other courts. 

Cases Calendared for Trial 
Except for good cause, a superior court must dis-

miss a criminal case if the defendant has not been 
brought to trial within 60 days of the indictment or 
information, unless the defendant waives the right to 
trial within this time.19 Even though many defend­
an~s demand a trial and waive time, the 6O-day re­
qwrement still tends to limit the time cases remain 
awaiting trial and, in contrast to civil calendars to 
limit the number of cases in the inventory of criminal 
cases awaiting trial. 

Table xxvi lists the number of criminal cases cal­
endared for trial 20 as of June 30,1973 through June 
30, 1982 for the courts under consideration. It shows 
that 12 of the 21 courts had decreases from the previ­
ous year in crimin.al cases set for trial while seven of 
the courts showed increases and two showed no 
changes. The total for the 20 courts, exclusive of Los 
Angeles, showed a much larger net decline than the 
total for the 21 courts including Los Angeles. For 
these 20 courts the criminal cases awaiting trial were 
down by over 600 cases or 12 percent. Criminal cases 
filed during the year in the same 20 courts however 
remained relatively stable. Compared to the level 12 
months earlier, criminal filings in 1981-82 were down 
by only 300 cases. 

TABLE XXVI-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COUR.TS WITH 
SIX OR MORE JUDGES Q 

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL CASES CALENDARED FOR TRIAL 
AS Of JUNE 30, 1973 THROUGH 1982 

Criminal cases awaiting trial as of June 30 

Court 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 
}Jameda ............................ 375 194 463 663 462 539 581 530 755 549 
Contra Costa .................... 202 94 124 114 93 202 212 321 183 93 
Fresuo .............................. 56 79 80 137 106 161 123 146 169 146 
Kern .................................. 73 73 65 83 94 141 148 184 167 281 
L)s Angeles .................... ·3,840 3$1 3,632 3!539 4,182 3,545 3,009 3,719 3,547 4,029 
Marin ................................ 41 51 47 69 64 62 26 52 52 52 Monterey .......................... 100 91 102 95 72 94 70 54 61 90 Orange .............................. 202 211 246 229 274 336 365 423 393 360 Riverside .......................... 122 132 112 10"7 176 242 221 223 212 158 Sacramento ...................... 113 126 180 194 182 272 194 251 283 325 
San Bernardino .............. 402 299 163 154 165 217 278 343 301 409 San Diego ........................ 349 613 261 407 392 479 657 928 331 379 San Francisco .................. 136 119 115 116 191 234 205 260 348 192 San Joaquin .......... , ........... 77 69 103 lOB 131 165 148 192 235 209 San Mateo ........................ 138 150 114 146 104 125 105 lOB 282 192 
Santa Barbara .................. 42 34 27 45 47 9'2 fJ7 113 124 98 S.anta Clara ........... ; .......... 185 215 323 SOl 443 628 689 555 1,105 856 Sonoma ............................ 27 40 69 81 125 82 fJ7 49 101 116 Stanislaus ....................... ~ ... 118 75 100 58 104 115 106 136 129 126 Tulare ................................ 61 54 77 105 58 66 60 62 118 84 Ventura ............. , .............. 46 fIB 73 83 122 74 124 153 98 90 

Total .............................. 6,705 6,072 6,476 7,034 7;587 7,871 7,515 8,802 8,994 8,834 Total excluding c 
Los Angeles ................ 2,865 2,785 2,844 3,495 3,405 4,326 4,506 5,083 5,447 4,805 

• As of J Ilne 30, 1982. 

'0 Superio~ Cou~ts of Al~eda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Los Angeles, Marin, Monterey, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San 
FranCISCo, San Joaqum, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare and Ventura Counties. 

'9 Pen. Code, ~ 1382(2) 
'0 Since the great majority of trial demands are for a jury trial, the figures in Table xxvr ,represent jury trial calendars for all practical purposes. 

.,. 
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As with civil trial inventories, criminal inventories 
overstate the number of cases that will actually reach 
trial. Many criminal cases that are calen?ared for 
trial are disposed of without trial. Cases agamst many 
such defendants will ultimately be di.sposed of by 
pleas of guilty. In 1981~, pleas of guilty (including 
certificlltion on pleas of guilty from lower courts) 
accounted for 78 percent, or 25,800 of the 33,000 t~tal 
cases disposed of in the 20 superior courts excluding 
Los Angeles. 

TABLE XXVII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR 
COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES a 
CRIMINAL FILINGS AND NUMBER OF 

JURIES SWORN 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Court 
Alameda ............................... . 
Contra Costa ....................... . 
Fresno .................................. .. 
Kern ..................................... . 
Los Angeles ......................... . 
Marin ................................... . 
Monterey ............................. . 
Orange ................................. . 
Riverside ............................. . 
Sacramento ......................... . 
San Bernardino ................... . 
San Diego ........................... . 
San Francisco ..................... . 
San Joaquin ......................... . 
San Mateo .......................... .. 
Santa Barbara .................... .. 
Santa Clara ......................... . 
Sonoma ................................. . 
Stanislaus ............................ .. 
Tulare .................................. .. 
Ventura ............................... . 
Total .................................... .. 

Total Excluding 
Los Angeles .................... .. 

Criminal 

Filings 
3,099 
1,014 
1,341 
1,678 

24,070 
299 

1,205 
2,414 
1,575 
2,615 
2,699 
5,230 
2,795 
1,064 
1,248 

663 
4,633 

652 
888 
696 
969 

60,847 

36,777 

Juries 
swom 

164 
228 
2!J1 
141 

1,212 
63 
97 

293 
145 
243 
221 
349 
231 
90 
97 
62 

198 
89 

130 
133 
90 

4,483 

3,271 

Percental 
juriesswom 
to total Rlings 

5.3 
22.5 
15.4 
8.4 
5.0 

21.1 
8.0 

12.1 
9.2 
9.3 
8.2 
6.7 
8.3 
8.5 
7.8 
9.4 
4.3 

13.7 
14.6 
19.1 
9.3 

7.4 

8.9 

• As ofJune 30,1982. . 
Relatively few criminal cases are actually di~pos~d 

of by trial. 21 In 1981-82 there were almost 3,'-100 JU­
ries sworn in the trial of criminal cases in the 20 
metropolitan courts, exclusive of the Los Angeles 
court. A jury was sworn on the average ~or. ever~ l{} 
criminal dispositions and for every 11 crurunal.filing 
in those courts (see Table XXVII and Ap:pe.n~ ~a­
ble 22). A comparison of the number of IDltial trial 
demands with the number of juries actually sworn 
indicates that courts generally set about five cases for 
trial for each trial that resulted, and conversely, that 
guilt'l pleas are subsequently entered jn the other 
four 'cases that were set for trial. 

In 1981-82, 3 of the 21 metropolitan courts s~o~ed 
a ratio of five or fewer juries sworn per 100 cnmmal 

Many of the guilty pleas occur after. a def~ndant 
first pleads not guilty and demanc;Is a J~ . trial. Al­
though precise figures are not available, It IS known 
that a substantial proportion of these plea changes 
have occurred as a result of negotiations between the 
prosecution and defense. Very little empirical ~ata 
are available regarding the effects. ~f the v.an.ous 
types of plea negotiation on the condition of cnmmal 
trial calendars. 

TABLE XXVIll-CALIFORNIA COUNTIES 
WITH SIX OR MORE SUPERIOR 

COURT JUDGES a-FELONY FILINGS IN 
LOWER COURTS AND FELONY FILINGS 

IN SUPERIOR COURTS 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Approximate percent 
Feionrfilings disposed olby 

Municipal and Superior .municipal and 
Court jusbCe courts courts justice courts 

Alameda
C 

.......................... ~': ~:: ~:~ 
Contra osta .................. , 
Fresno .............................. 4,313 t~~ ~:~ 
Kern .. · .... ·

l 
.. ····· .. · .......... · .... · 3~': 24,(Y70 35.7 

Los Ange es .................... , 
Marin ................................ 937 I': ~:~ 
Monterey........................ 2,152 2,414 44.9 
OJ;ang~d.............................. ~,: 1,575 58.1 
Ri.vero e.......................... , 52.6 
Sacramento...................... 5,514 2,615 
San Bernardino .............. 5,586 2,699 51.7 
San Diego ........................ 9,622 5,230 45.6 
San Francisco.................. 7,708 2,795 63.7 
San Joaquin...................... 2,536 1,064 58.0 
San Mateo........................ 2,528 1,248 50.6 
Santa Barbara ................~:: 4: ~:t 
~anta Clara ...................... 1 700 '652 61.1 • 

Stanisn~ml a............................ 2',524 888 ~;(I, 
aus.......................... (;2,~ 

Tulare .............................. 1,859 696 
Ventura............................ 1$1 969 23.5 
Total.................................. 117,121 60,847 48.0 

Total Excluding 
Los Angeles ................ 79,680 36,777 53.8 

• As of June 30, 1982. 

filings and seven showed a ratio of six to eight juries 
sworn per 100 filings. There w~re. only two courts 
which showed a ratio of over 20 Junes sworn per 1~ 
criminal cases filed. Compared to 19~1, the .ratio 
of juries sworn to filings in~981-82 mcreased. m 17 
courts. Most of the changes were small except m the 
Tulare court where the ratio increased from 15 to 19 
juries sworn per 100 criminal cases !lied. , . 

Many offenses charged as felonies m the mumclp~ 
and justice courts are disposed of in those courts el­
ther by dismissal or by sentencing as misdemeanors 
under the provisions of Section 17 (b) of the Penal 
Code. Table XXVIII shows the difference in felony 
filings in the municipal and justic~ courts ~d the 
superior courts in the 21 metropolitan counties. 

, 
-, th·· eli ted, "trial" excludes cases disposed of on the transcript of the preliminary hearing. 21 UnJeS5 0 el'WlSe m ca 

~ 
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In 1981-82, municipal and justice courts in the 20 
metropolitan counties, exclusive of those courts in 
Los Angeles County, disposed of about 54 percent of 
the felony filings. In other years, municipal and jus­
tice courts in the 20 metropolitan counties have been 
dispOSing of about 50-55 percent of the felony cases 
filed. The proportion disposed of by the municipal 
and justice courts in the 20 larger courts ranged from 
a low of 24 percent in Ventura to a high of 69 percent 
in Fresno. It should be noted that in some cases the 
defendants were held to answer in the lower court, 
bu.t the prosecuting officer did not file an informa-
tion in the superior court. . 

Only a small proportion of the felony cased filed in 
superior courts were disposed of with a misdemeanor 
sentence (see Table XXVIII-A). Only four percent 
were convicted of misdemeanor crimes in the 20 
metropolitan courts excluding the Los Angeles court. 
In only one court, Tulare, the percentage convicted 
of misdemeanor crimes reached as high as 10 per­
cent. 

Elapsed Time to Trial 
Except for good cause, or unless a defendant 

waives the right to a speedy trial, criminal cases must 
be brought to trial within 60 days of filing of the 
indictment or information in the superior court. 
Generally, when the time to trial exceeds this statu­
tory limit, the defendant has sought or agreed to the 
extended trial setting. The majority of defendants 
initially plead not guilty at arraignment. Mter this, 
many may demand a jury trial and waive their right 
to a speedy trial. 

In 1981-82 the 20 metropolitan courts, exclusive of 
Los Angeles, reported that jury trials began more 
than 60 days after the filing of an indictment or infor­
mation in almost 1,700 cases, or 51 percent, of the 
3,300 cases in which juries were sworn (see Table 
XXIX). The total number of cases starting trial more 
than 60 days after an indictment or information in 
the 20 courts exclusive of Los Angeles was about the 
same as the preceding year, but the overall propor­
tion of those cases continued to decline. The propor­
tion dropped from 61 percent recorded in 1979-80 to 
56 percent in 1980-81 and to 51 percent in 1981-82. 
Since the publication of these figures in 1973-74, the 
overall proportion has ranged from 51 percent to 61 
percent. 

The proportion of criminal juries that were sworn 
more than 60 days from filing ranged from a low 
(excluding Tulare and Orange which reported no 
such ca,ses) of eight percent in Contra Costa to a high 
of 91 percent in Alameda. Of the 20 metropolitan 
courts exclusive of Los Angeles, 16 reported that half 
or more of their criminal jury cases were tried after 
60 or more days {Tom filing. In six courts, 75 percent 
'or more of the criminal jury cases tried exceeded the 
6O-day limit. 

Los Angeles Saperior Court 
The Los Angeles Superior Court has been consid­

ered separately in disCUSSing criminal proceedings, 
since inclusion of its criminal filings, presently 36 per­
cent of the state total, would tend to obscure trends 
in' other courts. 

Felony filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court 
have continued to drop virtually every year since . 
1971-72, but in 1979-80 the trend was reversed and 
criminal filings increase~ by 14 percent over the pre-

. ceding year. In 1980-81, those filings increased by 11 
percent and in 1981-82, by 12 percent. In contrast, 
criminal filings in the 20 other metropolitan courts in 
1981··82 remained about the same as in 1980-8l. 

The number of criminal cases calendared for trial ' 
in the Los Angeles court fluctuated between 3,000 
and 4,000 cases during the past decade. In 1981-82 
over 4,000 criminal cases were calendared for trial. 
This volume was 14 percent more than in 1980-8l. 
Criminal cases set for trial in the 20 other metropoli­
tan courts, in contrast, decreased at the rate of 12 
percent. 

In the Los Angeles Superior Court, the ratio of 
pleas of guilty to total dispositions was similar to that 
of the 20 other metropolitan superior courts in the 
state. In 1981-82, there were 21,900 criminal disposi­
tions of which 17,900 involved gUilty pleas, a ratio of 
82 percent. During this same period, the ratio of guil_ 
ty pleas to total criminal dispositions .for the 20 other . 
metropolitan superior courts was 78 percent. 

In 1981-82, the Los Angeles municipal and justice 
courts disposed of 36 percent of their felony filings. 
This proportion was the lowest among the 21 coUrts 
with six or more judges, except for Ventura (see Ta­
ble XXVIII) . Even though a low proportion offelony 
filings was disposed of by municipal and justice 
courts in Los Angeles county, the proportion .dis­
posed of as misdemeanors in the superior courts was 
not unusually high. In 1981-82, the Los Angeles Su­
perior Court disposed of five percent of its total fel­
ony filings as misdemeanors under section 17 (b) of 
the Penal Code and other statutory provisions. The 
1981-82 percentage was the same as the preceding 
year and compares to the four percent average for 
the 20 other metropolitan courts in 1981-82. Table 
XXVIII-A sets forth the percentages of felony and 
misdemeanor convictions in the superior courts un. 
der section 11 (b) of the Panal Code and other statu­
tory provisions. 

The Los Angeles Superior Court had a slightly 
higher percentage of juries Sworn after 60 days from 
the filing of an indictment or information than the 20 
other larger superior courts. In the Los Angeles 
COurt, about 57 percent of the total juries were sworn 
for trials starting more than 60 days after filing, but 
in the 20 other metropolitan courts about 51 percent 
of the total juries were sworn after 60 days from the 
filing of an indictment or information (see Table 
XXIX). 
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TABLE XXVIll-A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR 
COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES a 

FELONY CONVICTIONS AND MISDE­
MEANOR CONVICTIONS UNDER 

SECTION 17b OF THE PENAL CODE AND 
OtHER STATUTORY PROViSIONS 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
Total Misde- Percent 

defendants Felony meanor misdemeanor 
Court -. convicted convictions convictions convictions 
Alameda .................... 2,104 2,0fJl 37 I.S 
Contra Costa ............ 488 ~ 1 0.2 
Fresno ........................ 800 71J7 3 0.4 
Kern ............................ 1,229 1,208 21 1.7 
Los Angeles .............. 17,896 16,923 IJ73 5.4 

Marin .......................... 200 200 0 0 
Monterey .................. 834 758 76 9.1 
Orange ...................... 1,885 1,857 28 1.5 
Riverside .................... 829 799 30 3.6 
Sacramento .............. 1,845 1,724 121 6.6 

San Bernardino ........ 1,783 1,780 3 0.2 
San Diego .................. 4$1 3,991 266 6.2 
San Francisco .......... 2,061 1,986 75 3.6 
San Joaquin .............. 396 396 0 0 
San Mateo .................. S13 800 13 1.6 

Santa Barbara .......... 390 386 4 1.0 
Santa Clara ................ 4,204 4,002 202 4.S 
Sonoma ...................... 338 336 2 0.6 
Stanislaus .................. 344 337 7 2.0 
Tulare ........................ 47S 429 49 10.3 
Ventura ...................... 537 525 12 2.2 
Total ............................ 43,711 41,788 1,923 4.4 
Total excluding Los 

Angeles .............. 25,S15 24,865 950 3.7 

• As ofJune 30, 1982. 

TABLE XXIX-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR. 
COURTS WITH SIX OR MORE JUDGES 0 

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL JURIES SWORN 
.: MORE THAN 60 DAYS FROM 

INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION 
fiscal Year 1981-82 

Total 
criminal juries 

Court swom 
Alameda.............................................. 164 
Contra Costa...................................... 228 
Fresno.................................................. '2l11 
Kern .................................................... 141 
Los Angeles ...... ,................................. 1,212 

Marin ....................... ; .......................... 63 
Monterey ............................................ IJ7 
Orange ................................................ 293 
Riverside ............................................ 145 
Sacramento ........................................ 243 

San Bernardino . ............................... 221 
San Diego ......................................... i 349 
San Francisco .................................... 231 
San Joaquin ........................................ 90 
San Mateo .......................................... IJ7 

Santa Barbara ........... :; ......... : .............. 62 
SIIDta Clara ........................................ 198 
Sonoma ................................................ 89 
Stanislaus ............................................ 130 
Tulare .................................................. 133 
Ventura .............................................. 90 
Total .................................................... 4,483 
Total excluding Los Angeles ........ 3,271 

• As of June 30, 1982. 

Junesswom 
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or infonnation 

Number 
149 
IS 

126 
100 
686 

43 
43 
0 

85 
133 

177 
212 
37 
75 
73 

47 
166 
53 
71 
0 

46 
2,340 
1,654 

Percent 
of total 

90.9 
7.9 

60.9 
70.9 
56.6 

68.3 
44.3 

0 
58.6 
54J 

80.1 
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D. Lower Courts 

1. FILINGS 
Total Filings 

The historical10-year trend data presented in this 
section, and summarized in Table XXX, has been 
combined for the municipal and justice courts and 
presented as lower court information.22 This permits 
a clear view of the effects of changes ,in legislation or 
the reporting of filings and dispositions without the 
complication of adjusting data for justice courts that 
have become municipal courts. 

During fiscal year 1981-82, there were 17.5 million 
total filings for the 179 lower courts (84 municipal 
courts and 95 justjce courts). This number did not 
change from that recorded for the 1980-81 fiscal 
year. The 17.5 million filings in 1980-81 was the first 
decrease in filings to occur since the start of the 10-
year period in 1972-73. Prior to 1980-81, total filings 
had risen 41 percent, overall, from 12.8 million to 18.1 
million. 

The reduction in total filings can be attributed to 
the substantial decrease of 11 percent in parking fil~ 
ings that occurred in 1980-81. That decrease also was 
the first for parking filings since 1972-73. 

FiliIlgs by Type of Proceeding 
Felony filings registered a four percent increase in 

1981-82 from 128,854 cases to 134,194 cases. This fol­
lowed increases of 9 and 11 percent for the prior two 
years, respectively. In 1981-82,40 of the 84 municipal 
courts had decreases in felony filings, totaling 4,980, 
and the remaining 44 courts had increases totaling 
10,024. In 1980-81, of the 84 IIlunicipal courts, 14 
courts had decreases totaling 1,051 and 70 courts had 
increases totaling 13,752. 

Thirteen of the 40 courts with decreases in felony 
filings dropped by 15 percent or more, accounting 
for 3,125 or 63 percent of the total statewide reduc­
tion. Santa Maria Municipal Court had the largest 
decrease with a 35 percent reduction. Other munici­
pal courts with substantial decreases were: Eureka 
arid Orange County Harbor, each with 33 percent; 
North Orange CounD' and Lodi, 32 percent; West 
Orange County, 27 percent; Newhall, 26 percent, 
and San Luis Obispo County, 25 percent. 

In 1981-82, ot~ler non traffic 23 filings continued 

their gradual rise, by increasing three percent to 
728,476. This increase, as seen in Table XXXi, in·· 
cludes a four percent rise in Group A mis­
demeanors,24 plus a substantial increase of 33 percent 
in infractions. Also included in other non traffic fil­
ings is a nine percent decrease in Group B mis­
demeanors. The decrease in Group B filings comes 
after a seven percent increase in 1980-81; while the 
increases in the' Group A and infractions filing8 
comes after comparable increases in 1980-81. 

Selected traffic 2.'5 cases have fluctuated over the 
past 10 fiscal years. In 1981-82, selected traffic filings 
rose two percent. 

The statutory provision (Vehicle Code, Section 
23152), effective January 1982, provides for more 
stringent laws governing alcohol-related driving of­
fenses. In the 10-year period, total filings increased 20 
percent, overall, from 286,000 cases to 342,500 cases. 
Other traffic 26 filings rose eight percent from 5.6 mil­
lion in 1980-81 to 6 million. This increase includes a 
significant increase of 32 percent in Group D mis­
demeanors as well as a six percent increase in traffic 
infractions (Table XXXI), as opposed to a 13 and 7 
percent increase, respectively, during 1980-81. In 
the Group D misdemeanor category, Los Angeles 
Municipal Coutt had the largest overall increase, of 
about five times in total filings, from 21,000 cases in 
1980-81 to 101,000 cases in 1981-82. The increase in 
Group D filings in Los Angeles is the result of a 
change in law enforcement agencies' charging poli­
cies and practices. 

Illegal parking filings declined for the second con­
secutive year with a five percent reduction, from 9.6 
million to 9.1 million. This trend began during 1980-
81, when cities and counties began assurring respon­
sibility for processing uncontested parking citations. 

Small claims filings rose six percent to 598,200 in 
1981-82, after increasing three percent in 1980-81. 
The six percent increase coincides with the increase 
in the jurisdiqtion of small claims courts from $750 to 
$1,500, effective January 1982. Since 1976-77, when 
the maximum recovery limit was raised to $750 from 
$500 (effective January 1, 1977), small claims filings 
have steadily increased by an overall rate of 40 per­
cent. 

22 Legislation giving the justice courts the same jurisdiction as municipal courts became effective January 1, 1977. The 1977-78 fiscal year. was the first full 
year the change was in effect. .' 

Z3 Groups A and B nontraffin misdemeanors and non traffic infractions. 
!14 Group A misdemeanors include Penal Code violations and other state statutes, excluding Fish & Game and hltoxication. 
25 Group C Vehicle Code misdemeanors, 20002 (hit and run property damage), 23152 (misdemeanor drunk driving and driving under the influence of drugs) 

23104 (reckless driving with injury) and Vehicle Code felonies filed as misdemeanors under Penal Code 17(b)4. ' 
\
16
Group D traffic misdemeanors (all traffic misdemeanors offenses except those specified in Group C) and traffic infractions. 

\ 
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TABLE XXX-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS 
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT 
FILINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 
Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Criminal 

FiscBJ Selected Other I Other 
year rotal Parking traDlc traRic Felonies nontraRic 

NUMBER 
1972-73 ................ 12,805,785 6,992;298 286,638 4,180,759 117,867 562,721 
197:>-74 ................ 13,423,274 7,464,542 317,128 4.,247,104 109,333 578;141 
1974-75 ................ 14,648,152 8,005,885 321,724 4,820,006 109,076 610,255 
1975-76 ................ 15,239,115 8,674,737 280,173 4,797$l 105,421 615,275 
1976-77 ................ 15,793 .. 811 8,958,187 276,111 5,037,922 l()!2,849 647,354 

1977-78 ................ 16,545,405 9,568,843 275,441 5,135,669 105,465 631,316 
1978-79 ................ 17,415,830 10,183,814 284,363 5,289,615 106,061 642,625 
1979-80 ................ 18,074;479 10,770,203 302,687 5,189,937 115,849 652,152 
1980-81 ................ BI7,477,828 9,637,632 334,464 85,588,364 B128,854 ~05,232 
1981-82 ................ 17,479,364 9,145,306 342,544 6,022,859 134,194 728,476 

PERCENT· 
1972-73 ... : ............ 100 55 2 33 1 4 
197:>-74 ................ 100 56 2 32 1 4 
1974-75 ................ 100 55 2 33 1 4 
1975-76 ................ 100 57 2 31 1 4 

" J 
Ul16-77 ................ 100 57 2 32 1 4 

1 
1977-78 ................ 100 58 2 '31 1 4 
1978-79 ................ 100 58 2 30 1 4' 

1 
1979-80 ................ 100 60 2 29 1 4 
1980-81 ................ 100 55 2 32 1 4 

~. 1981-82 ................ 100 52 2 34 1 \~,\.", 
~f 
~.,. PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 

1972-73 ................ -<1 3 12 -7 -9 2 
197:>-74 ................ 5 7 11 2 -7 

r( 3 
1974-75 ................ 9 7 .. 

1 13 -<1 6 
1975-76 ................ 4 8 -13 -<1 -3 1 
1976-77 ................ 4 3 1 5 -2, 5 

1977-78 ................ 5 7 -1 2 2 -2 
1978-79 .... ,;., ......... 5 6 3 3 1 2 
1979-80 ................ 4 6 6 -2 9 1 
1980-81 ................ -3 -11 10 8 11 8 
1981-82 ................ <1 -5 2 8 , 3 

• Components may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
8 Revised. ' 

Civil 

SmaD 
claims Other 

393,771 271,731 
419,478 287,548 
462,716 318,490 
434,672 331,250 

; I . 

I 
I , 

I 

427,224 344,164 

453,727 374,944 
496,999 412,353 
544,161 499,490 

Rs61,908 8521,374 
598,165 507,820 

3 2 
3 2 
3 2 
3 2 

. 
I 

I r 

r · 3 2 

3 2 
3 2 
;3 a 
3 3 
3 3 

13 4 
7 6 

10 11. 
-6 4 
-2 4 

6 9 
10 10 
9 21 
3 4 
6 "::3 

19&1 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

FIGURE 12-l0WER COURT FIUNGS-MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURTS 
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o E~cludes rIKkless drjyl'19 and driying with su.per.ded license-beglnning July 1'975. 
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TABLE XXXJ-CALIFORNIA LOWER CQURTS 
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT FIUNGS AND DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE 

Fiscal Year 1981-82,/ 
i(~rcent change 

Type of Proceeding 
Number 

Percent 
distribution • 

." from 
prior rear 

Total all proceedings ..................................... . 
Filings DispositionS Filings Dispositioni Filings Dispositions 

Felonies .......................................................... .. 
17,479,364 15,055,576 100 100 d 1 

Felonies redl-lced to misdemeanors .......... .. 
134,194 89,515 1 1 4 1 

Nontraffic 
Group A Misdemeanors ........................... . 
Group B Misdemeanors ........................... . 
Infractions .................................................. .. 

Traffic 
Group C Misdemeanors .......................... .. 
Group D Misdemeanors ........................... . 
Infractions ................................................... . 
Parking ......................................................... . 

Small claims ..................................................... . 
Other Civil ................... ~, ................................... . 

• Components may not add to total due to rouilC!ing. 

435,904 
195,769 
96,803 

342,544 
416,441 

5,606,418 
9,145,306 

598,165 
507,820 

In 1981-82, other civil filings declined for the first 
time during the 1O-year period by decreaSing 3 per­
cent to 507,820. Sixty-four percent, or 54 of the 84 
muniCipal courts had decreases in civil filings. This 
compares to 1980-81, when the majority of courts (61 
of the 84 courts) had increases in civil filings. 

In 1981-82, 7 of the 54 municipal courts with de­
creases in civil filings had reductions of more than 10 
~ercent. Alame~a: Sml:a Barbara-Goleta and Impe­
nal County ~urucwhrCOUl'tS each had a decrease of 
16 p:r~ent; LlVe~?te-Pleasanton and Napa County 
MuruC1pal CouI;tS} }.d a 12 percent reduction; Eureka 
and .Glendale!'1\iricipal Courts had an 11 percent 
declme. /./ 

// 

Corresponding to the decrease in other civil fil­
ings, these same 7 courts had a significant increase in 

) small claims filings during 1981-82 over 1980--81. 
With the rise in the jurisdiction of small claims court 
to $1,500 in 1981-82, it appears that those courts 
picked up some of the, cases previously classified as 
civil filings. 

Estimated Impact of Civil Jurisdiction Change 
in the Municipal and Superior Courts 

On July I, 1979, the limit on civil cases filed in the 
lower courts increased from $5,060 to $15,000. This 
was partially responsible fol" the 21 percent increase 
in civil filings in the lower courts during 1979-80 (see 
Taible XXX), To determine the continuing effects of 
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the jurisdictional change on the municipal and su­
perior courts, Figure 12A displays the monthly civil . 
filings in ~hese courts Zl from July 1977 through June 
1982. The broken lines are trend lines for both mu­
nicipal and superior courts using the civil filings for 
the 1977-78 and 1978-79 fiscal yc:>ars, the years prior 
to the jurisdictional change. Tl.~ purpose of the 
trend lines is to estimate the changes ill civil filings 
as if no jurisdictional change had taken place. Table 
XXXI-A ~\lllIlIllarizes the data plotted in Figure 12A. 

The tre~~d lines assume a growth rate equal to that 
of 1977-78 and 1978-79. This assumption appear; to 
be somewhat valid for the 1979-80 fiscal year (see 
Table XXXI-A). In 1979-80, the average number of 
civil filings per month for the municipal courts was 
40,149. It is estimated from the trend line that the 
average filings per month in 1979-80 for the munici­
pal courts would have been 36,405 without the juris­
dictional change. Therefore, the jurisdictional 
change is estimated to have accounted for a 10 per­
cent increase in the municipal courts' average filings 
and that this increase was shifted over from the su­
perior courts; that is, civil cases not filed in superior 
courts were filed in municipal courts. The jurisdic­
tional change is estimated to have effected a 19 per­
cent decrease in the average filings for the superior 
courts dUring 1979-80. The estimated decrease 
(39,744 cases) in superior court ciVil filings is approxi­
mately equal to the estimated increase (44,928 cases) 
in municipal court civil filings. 

. 
rt Superior court civil filings limited to the combined filings of other civil complaints IlIJd of personal injury, death, and proPerty ~'1llIge. 
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TABLE XXXI-A-ESTIMATED BMPACT OF JURISDICTIONAL 
INCREASE* IN CIVil LIMIT FOR LOWER COURTS 

ON THE MUNICIPAL AND SUPERIOR COURTS. 

Municipal Courts Superior Courts** 
A verage filings per mon th 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1979-80 1980-81 1l/81-82 

Actual ................................................................................. . 40,149 42,090 40,936 14,381 14,574 15,407 
Expected (if no jurisdictional change) ...................... .. 36,405 39,592 42,779 17,693 19,285 'lJJ,Em 
Difference (Actual less Expected) ............................. . 3,744 2,498 -1,843 -3,312 -4,711 -5,470 
Percent Difference from expected ............................. . 10% 6% -4% -19% -24% -26% 
Estimated Annual Impact (difference times 12) .... .. 44,928 29,976 -22,116 -39,744 -56,532 -65,640 

• 0 . Jul 1 1979 the 'urisdictionallimit for civil cases in lower courts was increase:<! from $5,000 to ~15,000. . . 
•• ~~ted impact ~n superior court civil filings limited to combined filings for othel' civil complamts and personal mJury, death and property damage. 

Since the jurisdictional change, the average 
monthly civil filings dropped for the first time, from 
42 090 in 1980-81 to 40,936 in 1981-82 (see Table 
xXxI-A). In 1981-82, small claims average monthly 
filings rose from 46,826 to 49,847. The increas~ in the 
limit of small claims cases from $750 to $1,500 mJanu­
ary J..982 may be partially responsibl~ f?r this chan~:. 

Figures 12B and 12C display muruc1pal court c1vil 
cases ready to be tried at the end of each month from 
July 1977 through June 1982 (cases set forfuture tri~ 
and cases, with memorandum-to-set, filed but no tr1-
al date assigned). Because of its great size, the Los 
Angeles Municipal Court's data is displayed separate­
ly. 

Since the jurisdictional change in July 1979, the 
civil cases ready for court trial (Figure 12B) at the 
end of each month in the state, less Los Angeles 
Municipal Court, has climbed steadily to a?o.ut 13,500 
cases pending by the end ofJune 1982. Thi~ 1S double 
the cases pending at the month ettd p~lOr to the 
jurisdictional change.' The state e.xpen~n~ed an 
abrupt increase in cases ready for court trial m Feb­
ruary 1982 before settling to the 13,500 cases by fiscal 
year end. 

Since the jurisdictional change, Los ~g~les Mu­
nicipal Court experienced an abrupt 1p<:~ease of 
about six times in cases ready for court trial, from 
2,000 cases to 12,000 cases pending per month by the 

1981-82 fiscal yeal" end. The court peaked with 16,000 
cases pending in April 1.981. 

Figure 12C shows an increase of about two and a 
half times in civil cases ready for jury trial in the 
state, less Los Angeles Municipal Court, from 1,500 
cases pending per month in July 1979 to 3,900 cases 
by the end of June 1982. In the Los Angeles Munici­
pal Court, cases ready for jury trial increased from 
1,000 to about 5,400, rapidly ()vertaking the cases 
ready for jury trial in.the remainder of the state dur­
ing the 1980-81 fiscal year. 

The average number of civil cases pending per 
month, statewide, for court trials in 1981-82 was 25,-
200, a 12 percent increase over that for 1980-81. Of 
this percentage gain, Los Angeles Municipal Court 
increased 8 percent and the remainder of the state 
increased 16 percent. For jury trials, the average 
number of pending civil cases rose 28 percen~state­
wide, from 6,900 in 1980-81 to 8,800 in 1981-82. Los 
Angeles Municipal Court increased 40 percent and 
the remainder of the state rose 13 percent. . 

In addition to the rise in civil cases pending, the 
average number of civil filings per month declined 3 
percent in 1981-82, from 42,090 to 40,936 (Table 
XXXI-A). Although many of these pending ?ases do 
not go to trial, these figures do represent an mcrease 
in the case wDrkload. 

... 
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2. DISPOSITIONS 

The lower C(lurts disposed of 15 million cases dur­
ing 1981-82, an increase of 1 percent over the previ­
ous year (see Tabl~ XXXI). Fifty-two percent, or 7.8 
million disposition~i, were parking violations, a four 
percent decline over 1980-81, while the remaining 
7.2 million were either no~parking criminal or civil 
cases. 

There is a continued substantial increase in non­
traffic infractions. In 1980-81, non traffic infractions 

. rose 30 percent from 43,000 to 56,000 dispositions and 
in 1981-82 they rose 29 percent to 72,000 dispositions. 
Generally, with the other types of nonparking dispo­
sitions, there were increases during 1981-82, ranging 
from 1 percent for felony dispositions to H percent 
for Group D misdemeanors. The only nonparking 
proceeding to register a decrease in total dispositions 
during 1981-82 was nontraffic Group B misdemean­
ors,With a reduction of four percent. 

Table XXXII and Figure 13 show nonparking dis­
positions by type of dispositions for the lower courts 
dUJipg the past 10 years. 

Total nonparking dispositions rose seven percent 
in 1981-82, the second consecutive large increase 
during the 1O-year period. Prior to these two years, 
the last substantial increase (10 percent) occurred in 
1974-75. Bail forfeitures, accounting for 41 percent of 

all nonparking dispositions, rose three percent to a 
total of 3 million dispOSitions, a level comparable to 
that during the five-year period of 1974-75 through 
1978-79. Twenty-four percent, or 1.8 million non­
parking dispOSitions, were dismissals and transfers. 
Traffic infractions accounted for 1.3 million dismis­
sals and transfers and include dismissals for correc­
tion of faulty equipment and improper registration 
as well as for completion of traffic school for first time 
offenders. 

Dismissal and trarlsfer cases increased 17 percent 
over 1980-81, the second largest jump in ten years. 
Twenty-two percent of the total nonparking disposi­
tions were convictions or dispositions bound over af­
ter guilty pleas for a total 'of 1.6 million dispositions. 
All other dispositions before trial increased slightly 
(2 percent) to a total of 193,500 dispOSitions, the 
smallest increase since 1973-74. 

All other dispositions before tlial consisted of 
"summary jud~lJnts" and "all other judgment" cat­
egories. These tWo cat~gories of dispositions were 
affected by the rise in the lower courts' civiljurisdic­
tion limit from $5,000 to $15,000 on July 1, 1979. This 
was reflected in the 18 percent jump in all other 
dispositions before trial that occurred during 1979:-BO. . 
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TABLE XXXIl-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS 
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURT NONPARKINC DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
.Beiore trial Alter trial 

Convicted 
Dismissals or bound Fiscal Bail and ovel'a!ter AU Juvenile year Total forfeitures transfers guUtyplea others Uncontested Contested orders 

NUMBER 
1972-73 .............................. 5,390,600 2,582,650 819,665 1,388,403 90,646 255,493 214,818 38,925 1973-74 .............................. 5,376,450 2,611,264 830,796 1,325,754 91,195 262,256 214,435 40,750 1974-75 .............................. 5,905,337 2,972,444 910,824 1,357,196 104,751·. 284,766 232,533 42,823 1975-76 .............................. 5,963,102 2,960,753 945,952 1,371,091 100,288 289,665 236,910 38,443 197~77 .............................. 6,150,091 3,023,114 989,964 1,451,688 125,226 274,224 242,079 43,796 
1977-78 .............................. 6,215,574 2,985,621 1,101,687 1,421,046 133,093 284,296 241,887 47,944 1978-79 ............................... 6,392,554 3,028,047 1,168,718 1,451,403 145,567 303,873 .247,264 47,682 1979-80 .............................. 6,208,898 2,777,894 1,232,724 1,403,728 172,128 336,490 245,914 40,020 1980-81. ............................. 6,726,010 R 2,905,751 1,501,623 R 1,488,112 189,358 1i 352,254R 248,944 8 39,968 R 1981-82 .............................. 7,208,000 2,986,393 1,756,616 1,588,505 193,563 367,200 280,835 34,828 

PERCENT· 
1972-73 .............................. 100 48 15 26 2 5 4 1 1973-74 .............................. 100 49 15 25 2 5 4 1 1974-75 .............................. 100 50 15 23 2 5 4 1 1975-76 .............................. 100 50 16 23 2 5 4 1 197~77 .............................. 100 49 16 24 2 4 4 1 
1977-78 .............................. 100 48 18 23 2 5 4 1 1978-79 .............................. 100 47 18 23 2 5 4 1 1979-80 .............................. 100 45 20 23 3 5 4 1 1980-81. .............................. 100 43 22 22 3 5 4 1 1981-82 .............................. 100 41 24 22 3 5 4 d 

PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR 
1972-73 .............................. -3 -8 2 1 -5 9 1 -1 1973-74 .............................. -d 1 1 -5 1 3 -d 5 1974-75 .............................. 10 14 10 2 15 9 8 5 1975-76 .............................. 1 -d 4 1 15 2 2 -10 197~77 .............................. 3 2 Ii 6 4 -5 2 14 
1977-78 .............................. 1 -1 11 -2 6 4 -d 9 1978-79 .............................. 3 1 6 2 9 7 2 -1 1979-80 .............................. -3 -8 5 -3 18 11 -1 -16 1980-81 .............................. 8 5 22 6 10 5 R 1 -d 1981-82 .............................. 7 3 17 7 2 4 13 -13 

I • Components may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
RRevised. 
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FIGURE 13-LOWER COURT NONPARKING DISPOSITIONS-MUNICIPA@. AND JUSTICE COURTS 
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TABLE XXXIII-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS 
NUMBER OF COURTS AND JUDGES 
Fiscai Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Municipal courts lustice courts 
Judicial NuoJber 

Fiscal 
Number 

of Authorized Judicial position of Attome~ fudges 
Number Percentage year courts 

76 
77 
80 
84 
89 

judgeships positions equivalents* courts 

1972-73 ................................................. . 
1973-74 ................................................. . 
1974-75 ................................................. . 
1975-76 ................................................. . 
1976-77 ................................................. . 

1977-78 ................................................. . 
197~79 ................................................. . 
197~ ........................... ······················· 
1980-81 ................................................. . 
1981-82 ................................................. . 

90 
89 
83 
84 
84 

380 
384 
406 
425 
447 

455 
465 
472 
487 
496 

414 
428 
459 
482 
511 

527 
539 
544 
567 
578 

416 221 79 36 
438 214 82 38 
454 199 84 42 
475 175 79 45 
511 111 109 98 

534 107 105 98 
545 102 102 100 
555 100 101 100 
564 ·94 94 100 
5~ 95 95 100 

• Judicial position equivalents are de~ed as auth~~ed judgeships when ~djusted to re~ectjudge ,:a~ru~ies. assistance.rende,rEod to.other courts by municipal 
court judges and assistance received by muruclpal courts from full·time and part·time corrurusslOners and referees, IlSSlgned Judges or from temporary 
judges serving by stipulation of the parties. 

Since 1976-77, uncontested trials continued their 
steady rise with a four percent increase in 1981-82 to 
367,000 dispositions. Contested trials rose signillcant­
ly (13 percent), from 249,000 in 1980-81 to 281,000 in 
1981-82. This was the largest increase since 1974-75 
when contested trials rOl'ie eight percent. The only 
decrease to occur in all types of dispositions for 1981-
82 was the 13 percent decline in juvenile orders. Of 
the total reduction, San Luis Obispo County Munici­
pal Court accounted for 60 percent of the decline 
and West Kern Municipal. accounted for another 20 
percent. The superior courts determine the method 
of processing juvenile orders and in some counties 
those orders are processed in municipal and justice 
courts. 

Table XXXIII shows the number of lower courts 
and the number of judges in those courts over the last 

10 years. In the lO-year period, there has been a 40 
percent decline in the number of lower courts from 
297 to 179. The decline is due to the consolidation of 
justice courts, the assimilation of justice courts into 
municipal courts, and the consolidation of municipal 
courts. Over the 10-year period, the number of au­
thorized judicial positions in the lower courts has 
risen six percent from 635 to 673. During the same 
period, nonparking filings and dispositions increased 
respectively about seven and six times faster than 
judicial positions. Table XXXIII also shows that all 
justice court judges are attorneys. In the four and a 
half years after the Gordon decision (Gordon v. Jus­
tice Court (1974) 12 Cal.3d323) the percent of attor­
ney judges rose from 42 percent to 100 percent in 
1978-79. 

TABLE XXXIV-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS PER 100 FILINGS 

Fiscal 
Year 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 

1977-78 
197~79 
197~ 
1980-81 
1981-82 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 
CRIMINAL 

Felony 
prelimi- Non- TRAFFIC 
naries traffic Selected Other 

.............................................................. 71 97 90 95 

.............................................................. 69 92 90 93 

••••• u ••••••••••• • ••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••• 
71 92 89 91 

................................................... _ .......... 85 92 81 94 

............................................................... 86 93 82 92 
\ 

.......................................... ~ ................... 87 92 81 9i 

.............................................................. 86 91 83 91 

.............................................................. 83 89 80 88 

..........................................••.................. 84 87 78 89 

•• u •••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .. •• •••••• 
82 87 79 89 

CIVIL 

Small 
Parking claims Other 

90 78 75 
88 76 74 
85 73 73 
86 77 75 
87 75 76 

85 75 75 rn; 75 71 
73 68 

85 73 72 
86 74 [1[} 

-

i t, . 
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Table ~IV sh~ws the dispositibnsper 100 filings I 
for ce.rtru,n categones of cases for the past 10 fiscal n 1979-80, it became apparent that some courts 
years. ~his x;neasure, dispositions per 100 filings, is an were not reporting parking dispositions handled by 
approxuna~on. o~ the. percentage of cases filed that t~e ~M\':. Thi~ .would account for the continued de-
re~ched a JUdiCIal disposition. For example small cline m ~SPOSlti~ns per 100 filings to 73. As· expected, 
elauns ha.d ? 4 dispositions per 100 filings. The~efore ,,:hen ~s reporting pr9blem was corrected, parking 
the remammg 26 per 100 filings, or one-fourth of th~ diSpOSItions. per 100 filings retunt~d to 85 in 1980-81 
cases filed; were not resolved through the judicial and to 86 m 1981-82, an appare,lltly normal ratio 
process for one reason or another. when .compared to the ratios before 1978-79. 
. Generally, the number of dispositions per 100 fil- DispositiQ~~per 100 filings for civil cases in 1980-81 
mgs was stable. over the lO-year period. Exceptions rose to 72~ al~ f falling the prior year from 71 to 68. 
can be found m the follOwing categories of cases' ~ue to the change in civil juri::diction in July 1979 
felony p~eliminaries, selected traffic parking and .o~ $?,OOO. to $15,000, the number of lower courts 
other CIvil. ' . , Cl~ :filings ~creased by 21 percent in 1979-80. It is 

D. - , this mcre.ase m the civil case workload that probably 
Ispositions per 100 filings for felony preliminary res~ted ~ the decline in the dispositions to filings 

c~es mcreased sharply during 1975-76 from n to 85 ratio dunng 1979-80. The follOwing year, the ratio 
Smce. then the dispositions per 100 filings ratio h~ r~hl:rned to the level recorded just prior to the J'uris-
rem~e~ rather stable. A possible reason for the dictional change. 
~h~ge IS th~t c;I,istrict attorneys adopted uniform In.l~81-82, t?e ratio of dispositions per 100 filings bnme ilihar~g standards throughout the state at fo: CIvil cases Jumped to 78. During that year, civil 
a out. e time of the change. With the uniform ~gs ~ecr~ased three percent; while the number of 
scree~g of cases, a higher proportion of cases filed CIvil dispOSItions increased six percent. This shift 
as felorues received a judicial disposition. se~ms to ~ave caused the rise in the dispositions per 

Dispositio~s p~r 100 filings for selected traffic filings ratio for 1981-82. 
(Gr~up 9. VIolations declined from 89 in 1974-75 to . !able ~':' ~hows ~e number and types of dispo-
81 diSPOSItiOns per 100 filings in 1975-76. Since then sltions per JUdiCIal pOSItion equivalent in the munici-
th~y have fallen slightly to 79 dispositions per 100 pal courts. over the last 10 fiscal years. Justice courts 
~gs. The decrease in 1975-76 coincides with the were orratted because many of the small justice 
shift. that occurred in July 1975 when Vehicle Code c.ourts have l~ss than a full workload and their inclu-
Section 23103, reckless driving without . . s~on wo~~ distort the figures. Dispositions per judi-
moved from the Group C category to the (:1::; Clal pOSItion equi~alent increased slightly for all 
traffic) Group D category. types of .no~parking disposition matters, but de-

Pa:king dispositions per 100 filings declined sub- creased SIgnificantly for parking dispositions from 
stanti~y from 85 in 1977-78 to 78 in 1978-79 and then 14,4~ to 13,300 ~spo~itions per judicial p~sition 
to 7~ m 1?~9-80. It was suggested that the decline to e~Ulval~7t. A combmation of an increase in the judi-
78 diSJ?oSltions per 100 filings in 1978-79 was d t ?lal P~SltiO~. equivalent and a decrease in total park-
a delay in reporting dispositions that were proc~:ed mg diS~OSltion~ for. ~unicipal courts explains the 
through the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) ~~:~~~ the diSpOSItion to filing ratio for parking in 

TABLE XXXV-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DISPOSITION ~AnERS PER JUDICIAL POSITION' EQUIVALENT Q 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Fiscal 
year 
1972-73 ................................... . 
1973-74 ................................... . 
1974-75 ................................... . 
1975-76 ................................... . 
1976-77 .................................. .. 

IUegal 
parking 

14,472 
14,315 
14,467 
15,214 
14,841 

Total 
nonpar king 

11,038 
10,514 
11,133 
10,995 
10,928 

Before 
trial 
9,981 
9,490 

10,060 
9,942 
9,939 

Nonparking 
After Uncontested Contested 
trial trials b trials 
1,058 552 460 
1,023 536 437 
1,073 562 456 
1,052 554 445 

989 496 427 

Juries 
swom 

29 
28 
23 
21 
19 

1977-78 .................................... 14,949 10,766 
1978-79.................................... 14,462 10,849 9,774 992 500 417 18 
1979-80 .................................... 14,038 9,834 1,015 523 417 17 
1980-81 .................................... 14,377 1\ ~~:m 9,364 1,036 568 406 16 
~98~~2 ... :.:.............................. 13,27.4 11,408 fg:~ 1\ f:~ 1\ 593 11411 15 
Judicial poSItion equivalents are defined as authorized . 593 445 14 

court judges and assistance received b .. judgeships when aqJusted to reflect judge vacanl.'.ies assistance re d d 
b judges serving by stipulation of the p~~~CIPal courtlJ from full·time and part·time commissioners 'and refer;es ~rgne :ro~er courfrts by municipal 

Excludes juvenile orders.' , JU ges or om temporary 
1\ Revised. 
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Dispositions by Type of Proceeding 
The methods of disposition for felony cases in the 

lower courts are depicted in Figure 14. Only 16 per­
cent of the felony cases were disposed of by guilty 
pleas, while 97 percent of the felonies, reduced un­
der Penal Code 17 (b) (5), and 98 percent of the felo­
nies, reduced under other statutory provisions, were 
disposed of by pleas of guilty. 

Sixty percent of the felony dispositions occurred 
either after unconte3ted or contested hearings. For 
felonies reduced to misdemeanors, through 17 (b) (5) 
Penal Code only three percent occurred after hear­
ings and for the other felonies reduced to mis­
demeanors, two percent of the dispositions occurred 
after hearings. 

The percentage distributions for non traffic misde­
meanor and infraction dispositions are shown in Fig­
ure 15. The percentages of cases disposed of by bail 
forfeitures and pleas of guilty vary significantly 
among the three categories with bail forfeitures 
varying inversely to pleas of guilty. 

Dispositions are shown in Figure 16 for the four 
traffic categories. The ratio of pleas of guilty to bail 
forfeitures declines as the offenses are ranked from 
most serious to least serious. A statutory provision 
(Vehicle Code, § 13103) requires a forfeiture of bail 
to be considered equivalent to a plea of guilty for 
most purposes. The only significant difference in the 
effects of these two methods of dispositions is the 
judicial time involved in the plea of guilty. 

Only two percent of the illegal parking dispositions 
occurred after trial. This two percent amounts to 

164,000 dispositions. San,Francisco, with 28 percent 
of the total parking dispositions during 1981-82, ac­
counted for 155,000 or 95 percent of the parking dis­
positions after trial. 

The methods of dispositions for small claims and 
other civil matters are shown in Figure 17. In small 
claims, 32 percent of the dispositions occurred after 
contested trials, while in other civil matters only six 
percent were disposed of in this manner. Forty-four 
percent of small claims dispositions occurred after 
uncontested trials, as opposed to 20 percent for other 
civil dispositions. The percent of disIpissals before 
trial is approximately the same (25 percent) in both 
small claims and civil matters. 

Conviction Rates in Crimina) Trials 
The number of convictions after uncontested and 

contested trials 28 by court or by jury, according to 
type of proceecling as well as the conviction rates, are 
presented in Table XXXVI. A graphic representation 
that compares the conviction rates is shown in Figure 
18. 

The conviction rates for uncontested nontraffic 
and traffic misdemeanors were lower than contested 
cases of the same offenses. Likewise, the conviction 
rates for wlcontested traffic infractions were lower 
than contested traffic infractions. The opposite was 
true for non traffic infraction and parking trials: un­
contested trials produced a higher conviction rate 
than contested trials. For the felony cases reduced to 
misdemeanors, the conviction rates for the uncon­
tested were generally the same as the conviction 
rates for the contested. 

.. 
TABLE XXXVI-CALIFORNIA LOWER COURTS 

CONVICTIONS AND CONVICTION RATES FOR CRIMINAL TRIALS IN 
MUNICIPAL AND JUSTICE COURTS 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
Conviction Rates' Number of Convictions 

Uncontested Contested Uncontested 
trial trial trial 

Type of proceeding Court Jury Court Jury Court Jury 
92 92 41,824 
70 b 73 b 2.16 4 
73 b 68 b 35 1 

Felonies ......................................................... . 
Felonies reduced by 17 (b) (5) PC ........... . 
Other reduced felonies ............................ .. 

47 57 67 65 741 159 
56 b 69 60 349 12 
66 54 1,261 

Nontraffic 
Group A misdemeanors ......................... . 
Group B misdemeanors ......................... . 
Infractions ................................................. . 

69 77 77 78 369 168 
52 01 73 75 857 88 
48 69 18,886 
99 65 157,255 

Traffic 
Group C misdemeanors ......................... . 
Group D misdemeanors ......................... . 
Infractions ................................................. . 
Parking ....................................................... . 

• Number of cases convicted or bound over divided by the nwnber 01' ~ases tried (excludes Juvenile Orders) times 100. 
b Conviction rate not calculated when total cases are fewer than 25. ' 

Contested 
trial 

Court Jury 
7,480 

85 15 
2(; 11 

2,293 2,288 
1,133 143 

435 

1,160 2,491 
2,708 240 

59,787 
3,267 

~ is considered uncontested if evidence is entered by only one si~\e. A trial is considered contested when evidence is entered by both sides. 

1 
I 
1 

'.{ 
;1 , 
t , 

I 
I 

i 
j! 
! 

I 
II 

I 
J 
r 
l, 

L p 
I 

I 
I 
iJ 
I) 

(; 
! 
I 

I 

Ii 
ij 
U 
I 

I 
~ 
I 

Unconlllsiel') 
Trials 1% 

1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

FIGURE 14-FELONY DISPOSITIONS IN LOWER COURTS'" 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Uncontested 
Hearings 51% 

Dismissals 
before 
Hearing 24% 

FI!:LONIES 

n = 89,515 

[

Excludes felonies] 
reduced to 
misdemeanors 

FELONIES 
REDUCED TO 
MISDEMEANORS 
through 17(bXS) P.C. 

n= 15,'U4 

OTHER FELONIES 
REDUCED TO 
MISDEMEANORS 

n=4,974 

• Percentage may not total 1 00% due to rounding. Ca.e. transferred to another court are included with di.missal •. 
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FIGURE 15-NONTRAFFi~ CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS IN LOWER COURTS * 
Fiscal~'!! ear 1981-82 

After Trial 

After Trial 
1% 

Forfeitures 5% 

GROUP A 
MISDEMEANORS 

n = 380,696 

Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code 
and other state statutes ex~ept 
intoxication and Fish and Game. 
l;xamples: 
&ttery 242 PC 
Disturbing Peace 415 PC 
Diso"derly Conduct 647 PC 
Joy Ride 499b PC 
Trespass ~~2PC 

GROUP B 
MISDEMEANORS 

n = 179,371 

Nontraffic misdemeanCM' violations 
of city anCicounty ordinances and • 
intoxication and Fish and Game 
violations .• 

NONTRAFFIC 
INFRACTIONS 

n = 72,023 

Violations of city and county 
ordinances specified 'as infractions 

> Percentages may not toVol lOQok due to rounding. Cases transferred to another court o(e included with dismissals. 

After 
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FIGURE 16-TRAFFIC DISPOSITIONS IN LOWER COURTS * 
Dismissals Fiscal Yeur 1981-82 

Before 
Trial 

GROUP C TRAFFIC 
MISDEMEANORS 

n = 269,485 

Hit and Run 
Drunk Driving 
Reckless Driving-lnjury 
Driving Under Influence of Drugs 

GROUP D TRAFFIC 
MISDEMEANORS 

n = 328,606 

Examples: 
Speed contests 
Driving without valid licenses 
Violation of truck weight limit 
Reckless driving w.ithout injury 

TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS 

n = 5,029,600 

Excmples: 
Speeding 
Improper operation 
Faulty equipment 
Improper registration 

ILLEGAL 
PARKING 

n = 7,847,576 

.. Percenlage may nol 10101100% due lO'Jounding. Cas.s Iransf.rred 10 anoth.r court are inclUded w~h dismissals. 

139 



140 
1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
1 

FIGURE 17-CIVIL DISPOSITIONS IN LOWER COURTS * 
FIGURE IS-CONVICTION RATES IN LOWER" COURT CRIMINAL TRIALS 

Fiscal Years 1981-82 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

1 
Uncontested Trials Contested Trinls 

~ 100 80 60 40 20 0 Type of 0 20 40 60 100 
Proceedings 

Felonies 

Dismissals 

Trials Before r 
32% Trial SMALL 

Felonies Reduc(~d 

24% CLAIMS 

1 
by 17{b) (5) PC 

.. 
J 
I. 

n = 442,155 Other Reduced 

I 
Felonies 

Trials 

, 
j 

44% 
Nontraffic 
Group A 

, 
! 
i 
.~ Nontraffic 

GroupB 

~ I I' Nontraffic 
, Infractions 

I, 

~ 
~:, 

Traffic 
Groupe 

Uncontested Dismissals 

Trials Before ~ I 20% Trial 
, 

Contested 
25% ft 

Trials CIVIL 
Traffic 

0 

Ii GroupD 
6% !' 

I n= 396,161 

1 
Traffic 

Infractions 

Judgments by 
Clerks and 

Summary Judgments [ 
Illegal 

49% Parking 
;.' ~ 

!'. 100 80 60 40 
d 

20 0 0 20 40 60 80 100 

tl Court lfut:lilii~m~ Jury 

• Percentages may not 10101. 100% due 10 rounding., H 
Trials Trials 

'I 
Source, Tabl. XXXVI 
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FIGURE 19-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION* OF FIUNGS AND WEIGHTED 
FIUNGS FOR MU"I,(;IPAL COURTS 

Fnca1Year1981-82 

.----------- Group A Misdemeonors 2% 
,...-________ Felony PrelirnihCiries 1% 

Group C Misdemeanors 2% 

Civil 3% ------, 

Smoll Claims 3% 

Filings 

Weighted 
Filings 

Traffic 
Infractions 

31% 

Groll? 8 2% -----, 

Felony 
Preliminaries 

19% 

• Components may nottola! 100% due 10 rounding. 

...----"'------ Group 8 Misdemeanors 1 % 

_C~=========i- Group 0 Misden:eanors 2% 
Nontraffic Infractions 1% 

.--------Group·D 3% 

....----- Nontraffic Infractions 1 % 

r------ Parking 1 % 
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Weigh ted Filings 
In 1976, a weighted caseload system was developed 

for estimating the need for additional judges IT!. the 
municipal courts. Weights were established for seven 
categories of cas~s. Later a weight was also estab­
lished for parking. The weights represent the aver­
age number of judicial minutes required to dispose of 
a filing. Ajudge year value, representing the average 
number of minutes per judge available within a year 
for case-related work, is used in conjunction with the 
weights to determine the number of judges needed 
to dispose of a given caseload. 

The weight for each category of cases is multiplied 
by the number of filings in that category. The total 
weighted filings for all categories of cases are then 
divided by the judge year value to obtain the re­
quired number of judges. 

In 1971 and 1973, a consultant firm conducted a 
six-week survey in 22 and 21 municipal courts, re­
spectively, to determine the case weights. In 1975, 
the number of categories of cases was expanded to 

10, and in 1977, a 56-court two-month survey was 
conducted by the staff of the Administrative Office 
of the Courts. The survey was conducted to deter­
mine new weights for the 10 categories of cases. The 
courts that participated in the 1977 survey accounted 
for 73 percent of the nonparking filings in the fiscal 
year 1977-78. 

In 1978, the Judicial Council approved the weights 
and the judge year values, derived from the survey, 
for use in judgeship needs studies for municipal 
courts. These weights and judge year values are 
shown in Table XXXVII. Two sets of weights have 
been approved for use, one set for the Los Angeles 
Municipal Court and the second for all other munici­
pal courts in the state. In Table XXXVII, filings for 
the fiscal year 1981-82 have been multiplied by the 
appropriate weight for each category to obtain 
weighted filings. The weighted filings for each cate­
gory is divided by a judge year value to estimate the 
number of judges needed to dispose of the filings in 
that category. 

TABLE XXXVII-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
WEIGHTED FILINGS Q AND REQUIRED JUDICIAL POSITIONS b 

BY TYPE OF PROCEEDING 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 

State Total State less Los Angeles Los Angeles Court 

Required Required Required 
Weighted judicial Weighted judicial Weighted judicial 

Type of Proceeding filings positions Weight filings positions Weight filings positions 
Total c ................ , •• , ................................ 49,806,855 679 42,076,398 580 7,730,457 99 

Felony prelinlil.lary ., .................................. 9,511,216 129 73 7,853,4&'i lOB 97 1,657,730 21 
Nontraffic 

Group A misdemeanors ........................ 12,747,863 174 31 11,166,727 154 34 1,581,136 20 
Group B misdemelmors ........................ 1,033,206 14 6 966,606 13 9 66,600 1 
Nontraffic infractions ............................ 362,104 5 4 353,528 5 4 8,576 d 

Traffic 
Group C misdemea:o.ors ........................ 9,899,753 135 31 8,540,903 118 30 1,358,850 17 
Group D misdemealIlors ............ , ........... 1,726,482 23 4 1,119,756 15 6 606,726 8 
Traffic infractions ................ , .... , ............ 4,535,268 63 0.9 4,104,840 57 0.7 430,428 6 
Parking .................. , .. , ................................ 271,863 4 0.03 213,832 3 0.03 58,031 1 

Civil 
Small claims ............................................ 4,406,322 60 8 3,845,720 53 7 560,602 7 
Other civil ................... , ............................ 5,312,778 72 10 3,911,000 54 14 1,401,778 18 

• Weight times filings, an estimate of judicial minutes af cllSe·related time to dispose of filings, 
b An estimate of the number of judicial positions needed to dispose of a given amount of filings. Required judicial positions are calculated by dividing weighted 

filings by an appropIiate judge-year value. Judge-year values vary by size of court as follows: 
1-2 Gudges) 71,llOO 
3-10 (Judges) 72,000 
11 and over 78,000 

A judge-year value of 78,000 was used for Los Angeles and a (weighted) average judge-year value of 72,600 for the rest of the courts. 
C Components may not add to totals due to rounding. 
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Under the weight d I 679 J'udi 'al " e case oad system an estimat d 
CI POSItiOns w uld h ' e 

dispose of the 168 milli 0 ~v~ been needed to 
1981-82. Six -fi~e on muruclpal court filings in 
~ositions wo~d hav~eb~~~t na:e~d ~~;uired judicial 
nes of cases: felony prelimin h . three catego­
positions; non traffic G A e~gs, 129 judicial 
judicial positions' and Coup ~demeanors, 174 
judicial positions: Civil rO~f C ffilSdemeanors, 135 
~udicial positions. Traffic~a ers. would require 132 
Judicial positions whil thinfractions would need 63 , e e remainin 4 . 
cases (Groups B and D . d g categones of 
fractions and parking) ffil~deme~ors, nontraffic in-
tions. wo requrre 46 judicial posi-

Figure 19 compares th . ings by typ f . e percent distribution of fil-
e 0 case Wlth the judicial time (weighted 

filin ) gs needed to dispose of each 
e~~ple, illegal parking had 54 type of case. For 
ruClpal court filings but . lercent of total mu~ 
judicial time. In fact, P:Idnurr~dnly one percent of 
together represented 85 g traffic infractions 
re . d nl percent of total filin b q~e 0 y 10 percent of 'udicial . gs ut 
ceedings other than kin J time. The pro­
required the rem~ar , g and traffic infractions 
time, while none of the g 90 percent of total judicial 
the total filings. Group ~ ~dceeded thre.e percent of 
represented four percent of t~:J~ ffilSb deme~ors 46 percent of all municipal •. ~s. ut requrred 
ony complaints how courts JUdiCIal time. Fel­
suming type of 'case ~~er, were the, most time-con­
percent of total filings b:: the>;, comprised only one 
available ju.dicial time. requrred 19 percent of the 
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E. Judicial Assignments and Assistance 

1. SUMMARY-NUMBER OF DAYS 
, OF ASSIGNED ASSISTANCE 

(, 

1~e California Constitution directs the Chief Jus-
tice to seek to eXpedite judicial business and to equal­
ize the work of judges, and it authorizes her to assign 
judges to assis~ in courts other than their own.29 

reflects the days of assistance provided during fiscal 
years 1972-73 through 1981-82. 

At the request of presiding judges of both trial and 
appellate courts, the ChiefJustice issues assignments 
for reasons such as vacancies, illnesses, disqualifica­
tions and calendar congestion. The follo~g table 

Compared to the total days of assigned assistance 
in 1980-81, the days of assistance in 1981-82 increased 
nine percent to 20,355. The percent of days given by 
retired judges also increased in 1981-82 in compari­
son to the previous fiscal year. 

TABLE XXXVIII-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
TOTAL DAYS OF ASSISTANCE THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS TO COURTS OF 

APPEAL, SUPERIOR COURTS, MUNICIPAL COURTS, AND JUSTICE COURTS 0, 
AND DAYS GIVEN BY RETIRlED JUDGES 

Fiscal Years 1972-73 through 1981-82 

Total days 
Fiscal year of assistance 

1972-73 ......................................................................... ,..................... 11,085 
1973-74 .......................................................................................... ,.... 15,550 
1974-75 ............................................................................................... 18,707 
1975-76 ............................................................................. ,.................. 19,924 
1976-77 ............................................................................................... 17,404 

1977-78 ............... ································· ............................................. .. 
1978-79 ................... ······ .... ······ .. ······ .. ·· .... ········ .................................. .. 
1979-80 .......... ·· .. ················ .. ··············· .. ····· ........................................ . 
1980-81 .................. ······· .. ···· .. ·· .. · .. · .. ·········· .. ··· .. ·· ............................... .. 
1981-82 ................... ··· .. ······················· .... ·· ......................................... . 

a Infonnation not available prior to January 1, 1973. 

19,110 
18,104 
18,808 
18,680 
20,355 

Days given by 
retired judges 

5,141 
5,684 
7,387 
8,602 
8,350 

7,521 
6,077 
5,366 
5,319 
6,104 

2. ASSISTANCE PROVIDED PARTICULAR 
COURTS BY ASSIGNED JUDGES 

Percentage of 
total given by 
retired judges 

46 
37 
40 
43 
48 

39 
34 
29 
28 
30 

Courts of Appeal 
In 1981-82,3,490 days of assigned assistance were 

Superior Courts 
In 1981-82,8,569 days of assigned assistance were 

received by the superior courts, up seven percent 
from the level of the previous fiscal year. The assist­
ance provided in 1981-82 came from retired judges 
(48 percent), municipal court judges (27 percent), 
other superior court judges (21 percent) and justice 
court judges (4 percent). 

received by the Courts of Appeal. This is an increase 
. of 20 percent over the number of days of assistance 
received in the prior fiscal year. The assistance pro­
videdin 1981-82 came from superior court judges (52 
percent), municipal court judges (32 percent) and 
retired judges (15 percent). 

29 Cal. Const., art. VI, sec. 6. 
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Municipal Courts 
The municipal courts received 5,901 days of as­

signed assistance in 1981-82, a slight increase· over 
the total for the previous fiscal year. The assistance 
provided in 1981-82, came from justice court judges 
(73 percent) , retired judges (22 percent), other mu­
nicipal court judges (4 percent) and superior court 
judges (1 percent). 

Justice Courts 
Justice courts received 2,395 days of assistance in 

1981-82, an increase of 25 percent over the level of 
the previous fiscal year. The assistance provided in 
1981-82 came from other justice court judges (88 

percent}, retired judges (7 percent), superior court 
judges (3 percent) and municipal court judges (3 
percent). 

Days of Assistance Received and Rendered 
by Courts through Assignments 

Tables XL and XLI display days of assistance re­
ceived and rendered by the superior courts and the 
municipal courts, respectively, for fiscal years JL980-
81 and 1981-82 on a court-by-court basis. The last 
column under each fiscal year indicates net days of 
assistance. A minus term indicates the court ren­
dered more days of assistance than received. 

TABLE XXXIX-CALIFORNIA COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY JUDGES THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS, 

BY TYPE Of COURT RECEIVING ASSISTANCE 
Fiscal Years 19C0-81 and 1981-82. 

Percent distribution' of assistance received by: 

Total 
AU Courts 

Courts of 
Appeal 

Supenor 
• Courts 

------

Municipal Justice 
Courts Courts 

Assistance given by: 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 
TOTAL .................................. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Retired judges .............................. 30 28 15 6 48 47 22 23 7 3 
Court of Appeal justices ............ < 1 < 1 1 0 <1 <1 <1 0 0 0 
Superior Court judges ................ 18 23 52 79 21 23 1 2 3 3 
Municipal Court judges ............. 0 18 15 32 15 27 27 4 3 3 2 
Justice Court judges .................... 33 33 0 0 4 2 73 73 88 92 

Total Days...................................... 20,355 18,680 3,490 2,914 8,569 8,020 5,901 5,827 2,395 . 1,919 
Percent change +9 +20 +7 +1 +25 
• Components may not add to total due to TOWlding. 

3. ASSISTANCE BY COMMISSIONERS, REFEREES 
AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Some superior and municipal courts received as­
sistance in fiscal year 1981-82 in addition to that as­
signed by the ChiefJustice. This assistance, as shown 
in the following Tables XLII and XLIII, was provided 
by commissioners, referees and attorneys acting as 
temporary judges. Such assistance should be consid­
ered when analyzing workload or productivity bf 
these courts. 

Superior Courts 
In 1981-82, 25,798 days of assistance by commis­

sioners, referees and attorneys acting as temporary 
judges were received by the superior courts. This 
represents an increase of six percent over the previ­
ous fiscal year. Commissioners provided 56 percent 
of the assistance (41 percent while acting as commis­
sioners and the remainder while acting as temporary 

judges). Referees gave 35 percent of the assistance 
and lawyers acting as temporary judges provided 9 
percent. • 

Table XLII lists for each court the days of assist­
ance by commissioners, referees and lawyers acting 
as temporary judges. Fotircourts received two-thirds 
of all the assistance: Los Angeles (49 percent), and 
San Francisco, Orange and San Diego (18 percent, 
combined). In almost all cases, cbminissioners per­
form functions which otherwise would require a 
judge. In some courts they hear matters by stipula­
tion and sign orders as temporary judges, while in 
other courts they do not sign orders but prepare 
them for a judge's signature. The assistance provided 
to superior courts by commissioners, 'referees and 
attorneys acting as temporary judges amounted to 
the equivalent of 119 full-time judges in 1981-82. 

I 
~ 
I 

{! 
, 
I 

l 
~ 
:j 

tl 

~ 
r 

'.i 
1 
I 

t 
J 

.. 

1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 147 

Municipal Courts 
The municipal courts received a total of 27,311 

days of .assistance from commissioners, referees and 
attorneys acting as temporary judges in 1981-82. Ta­
ble XLIII lists these days of assistance for individual 
municipal courts. 

Commissioners provided 67 percent of the assist­
ance. Lawyers acting as temporary judges gave an­
other 25 percent, and referees provided 8 percent of 
the assistance. 

The large metropolitan courts made the greatest 
use of this type of assistance. The Los Angeles Munic­
ipal Court alone utilized 6,527 days of assistance (24 
percent) of the statewide total. The Santa Clara 
County and Compton Municipal Courts each re­
ceived more than 1,000 days. Twenty-one courts util­
ized two-third of the total amount of assistance, each 
receiving 400 or more days. 

The 1981-82 total of 27,311 days of assistance is an 
increase of 16 percent over the amount for the previ­
ous fiscal year and represents the equivalent of 126 
additional full-time municipal courts judges. 

FIGURE 20-A5SIST ANCE RECEIVED AND GIVEN THROUGH ASSIGNMIENTS 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

I 
8 

Assistance Received 
Thousands of Days 

I I 
6 4 
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I 2,395 

I 
2 , 

I 
0 

Court or 
Source 
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Superior 
Courts 

1980-81 

1981-82 
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1980-81 
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DAYS OF -r:s~~:T~~ciAR~~~~~~ !~~E:~~~~~~R~ COURTS 
THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS 

fiscal Years 1980-81 ~nd 1981-82 
1981-<12 

1!J80..81 
Net Days Received 

Net Days Received (Or Rendered) • 
(or Rendered) • 

asa 
Percent as8 

Days Days Days 
oFNet Percent 

County Assignedb Received Rendered 
JUdge Days Days DIlYS 

oFNet 
Number DIlYS" Assignedb Judge State Total .................... 6,766 8,569 3,746.S 4,822.5 

Received Rendered Number Days" 3.1 6,310 8,019.S 4,27S.5 
Alameda ................................ 3,744, 2.S 370 304 158 146 Alpine .................................... 3 1.5 109 2 343 294 219.5 
Amador .................................. -107.5 -42.8 36 74.5 1 2 37.5 10.S 149 
Butte ...................................... 28.5 9 3.6 -138.5 -55.4 ... 122 42.5 11 46.5 12.S 34 34 8.5 Calaveras .............................. 4.5 65 3.4 IS 58.5 59 -0.5 65 Z1.S 37.5 -0.2 5 53.5 44.S 

S 
Colusa .................................... 9 3.6 
Contra Costa ........................ 

42 Sl 48.5 2.5 134 224 1 6 25 
Del Norte .............................. 99 125 3.8 70 -45 -18 35 29 11 2 10 21 -11 El Dorado ............................. 18 7.2 29 -0.3 49 109 48.S SO 59 -9 Fresno 6O.S 8 3.6 .................................... 164 139 S 102 72.5 73 66 2.1 2M 29.5 3.9 
Glenn ................................. , .... 

213 29 184 6.1 84 48.5 66 -17.S Huml-oldt .............................. 143 140 1 
-7 Sl 48 72 -24 lmperial 139 18.5 -:-9.6 ................................ lag 193 159 51.S 54 lnyo 193 30.8 -2.5 -0.3 

••••••••••• ... • .......... u ............. 2Z1 193 254 228 
Kern ........................................ 22 171 1Z1.6 228 42.5 41 68.5 46.5 14 44 37 7 22 0.9 2.8 

tk~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
25 86 35 51 2.6 38 25.5 9 16.5 III 98 28.5 

3.3 144 147 24 
Lassen .................................... 6 69.5 Z1.7 183 123 32.9 
Los Angeles 

55 30 25 10 
148 00.5 W.5 51 .......................... 1,104 748 761.5 56 135 60 Madela 49 -13.5 -<0.1 7ll 498 

75 30 •• .... n.u ....................... 42 4.5 37.5 1,060.5 -562.5 7.5 (j1 -1.2 79.5 60.5 19 
~::~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 198 157 3 

3.8 

6 24.5 
154 10.2 135 147 

Mendocino ............................ 20 4.5 5 142 9,6 22 26 1.8 1 18 
Merced .................................. 21 5 1 .. ' 12 Sl.5 -33.5 -13.4 
Modoc ........................ , ........... 

5 00 18 2 44.5 58 -13.5 -2.7 
13 70 

0.3 3 11.5 17.5 -57 -22.7 4 -6 -0.8 
Mono ...................................... 

17 60.5 -49.5 -19.8 
Monterey ... _ ...... : .................. 

70 39 39 64 7S l2.5 
15.5 5 22 4 18 

~= .. :::::::::::::::!:::::::::::::::::: 58 92.5 
62.5 3.9 118 119 7.2 

5 87.5 17.4 99 
23 96 5,7 8 55 25 29 111.5 8 103.5 

411 5.8 22 00.7 421 ~ 136 86.5 341 3 383 354 
49.5 9.9 

.~=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
90 264 2.5 176 US SO.5 64.S 30 6.9 84 

Riverside ...................... : ......... 
S2 54.5 -2.5 -1 

66 99.5 -33.5 -3.4 107 146.5 205 -58.5 
23 79 74 5 Sacramento .......................... 199 237 -1.4 137 51 2 

San Bellito ............................ 151.S 85.5 1.3 68 -17 -0.4 2 3 10.5 121 2Z1 (j1.5 159~"i -7.5 --3 4 2.7 
San Bernardino .................... 

6 8 -2 -0.8 136 146 SI San Diego .............................. 95 1.8 151 261 2,119.5 d 262 171 84 87 San Francisco ...................... 364 285 
1,857.5 18.1 212 1,787 d 

246 
1.7 

San Joaquin .......................... 285 4.3 1,541 15.S 100 76 74 2$ 305 63 242 San Lufu Obispo .................. 2 3.7 100 101 146 
0.1 171 100.5 92 -45 -4.5 32 8.5 0.5 SO 55 -5 -C.5 
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TABLE XL-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COU~Ts-continued 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 

THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

1981-<12 19tKJ..81 

149 

Net DIlYS Received Net DIlYS Received 
(Or Rendered) • (or Rendered) • 

as8 IlSIl 
Percent Percent 
oFNet oFNet 

DIlYS Days DIlYS Judge Days DIlYS DIlYS Judge 
County Assignedb Received Rendered Number Daysc Assignedb Received Rendered Number Days" 
San Mateo .............................. 103 122 94 28 0;8 153 169 1 168 4.9 
Santa Barbara ...................... 375 313.5 1.5 312 18.9 387 .~ ~ 16.8 
Santa Clara ............................ 149 101 122 -21 -0.3 346 174 46 128 1.6 
Santa Cnm, ........................... 133 '101 101 10.1 102 ~ ~ 8 
Shasta ...................................... 34 95 79.5 15.5 2.1 21 71 63 B 1.1 

Sierra ...................................... 7 ~ 130 -103 -41 14 32 136 -104 -41.6 
Siskiyou ................................... 19 53 7.S 45.5 18.1 30 81.5 16.5 65 26 
Solano .................................... 65 146 SO.5 95.5 7.6 7 12 65 7 0.6 
Sonoma .......................... , ...... , 72 91 19 72 4.8 1Z1 1.:14 (j1.5 66.S 4.4 
Stanislaus ...................... , ....... 100 53 100.S -51.5 -3.5 84 ,~ 71.5 -9.5 -0.6 

Sutter ...................................... 40 70 00.5 49.5 9.9 41 87.5 51.5 36 7.2 
Tehama .................................. 90 122 39.5 82.5 3.2.9 (j1 lOS 66.5 38.5 15.4 
Trinity .................................... I 'ET 32 -5 -2 8 30 39 -9 -3.6 
Tulare .................................... 22 47.5 -25.5 -1.7 IS 81.5 137.5 -56 -3.7 
Tuolumne .............................. 85 94 0 23.5 70.5 28.1 32 57 18.S 38.S 15.4 

Ventura .................................. 284 213 13 000 7.2 319 266.S 1 265.5 9.9 
Yolo ........................................ 15 78 53.5 24.5 3.3. 23 31.5 17.S 14 1.9 
yuba ........................................ 25 32 -7 -1.4 1 45.5 55 -9.5 -1.9 

a Minus sign (_) indicates the court rendered more days of assistance than it received during ilie year through assignn\ents by the ChiefJustice under section 
6 of article VI of the state Constitution. Each day worked in excess of three hours was reported as a full day, while three hours or less were reported 
as a half day. 

b Does not include days from reciprocal or blanket assignments, Numerous blanket (within County) and reciprocal (between counties) assignments <>re issued 
each year by the Chief Justice to pennit a judge of one court to sit as a judge of another court, either within his or her own county or in a neighboring 
county, whenever the presiding or $Ole judges of the courts involved agree, In courts which utilize the blanket and reciprocal procedure, a separate 
assignment need not be issued by the Chief Justice each time judicial assistance is given or received. 

" Net judge days are the number of days the court is open for business times the number of jud~e positions in the court which are not vacant. 
d The size of this figw:ia is attributable to the reporting rule cited above in footnote (a) and to the extensive assistance provided by this county's municipal 

court judges pursuant to blanket assignments. 
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TABLE XU-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DA "S Of ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED ,BY ,COURTS 

. THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS a 

Fiscal Years 1981-82 and 1980-81 
1981-82 1!J80..81 

C Net Days Received 
(or Rendered)" 

Net Days Received 
(or Rendered)" 

Days 
County and judicial district Assignedb 

State Total ........................ 6,f3f!T 
Alameda 

Alameda .....................•.......... 8 
Berkeley-Albany.................. 108 
Fremont-Newarh-Union 

City .................................... 28 
Livermore-Pleasanton ........ 10 
Oakland-Piedmont-

Emeryville ........................ 327 
.san Leandro-Hayward ..... . 

Butte 
Chico ..................................... . 49 

Contra Costa 
Bay.......................................... 172 
Delta ...................................... 9 
Mt Diablo ............................ 134 
Walnut Creek-Danville...... 27 

Fresno 
CollSl)lidated Fresno .......... 'lJ17 

Humboldt 
Eureka.................................... 5 

Imperial 
Imperial County .................. 114 

Kern 
&t Kern .............................. 32 
West Kern ............................ 11 

Los Angeles 
Alhambra .............................. 147 
Antelope ................................ 13 
Beverly Hills ........................ 107 
Burbank ............................... . 
Citrus...................................... 277 

Compton................................ 221 
Culver .................................... 28 
Downey.................................. 144 
East Los Angeles ................ 51 
Glendale ................................ 102 

Inglewood ..................... ;........ 30 
Long Beach .......................... 151 
Los Angeles .......................... 483 
Los Cerritos .......................... 27 
Malibu.................................... 75 

Days Days 
.Received Rendered 

5,901.2 .3,669.5 

32 
103 47 

22 
84 

203 193 

104 

168 
1 

102 
21 

231 

54 

28 
6 

120 
16 
79 
3.5 

146 

178 
8 

28 
24 
01 

15 
147 
297 

17 
59 

5 

5 

10 

176.5 

82.5 

23 

30.5 
37.5 

52 

42 
445.5 

10 

Number 
2231.7 

32 
56 

22 
84 

10 
-5 

99 

168 
1 

102 
11 

54.5 

-28.5 

-23 

-2.5 
-31.5 

119 
16 
27 
3.5 

146 

178 
8 

28 
24 
01 

15 
lOS 

-148.5 
17 
49 

Asa 
Percent 
of Net 
Judge 
Days" 

1.9 

12.7 
6.4 

2.9 
21.8 

0.3 
-0.3 

39.4 

15.5 
0.2 

11.5 
1.5 

2.8 

-5.7 

-2.8 

-0.5 
-2.1 

19.8 
3.2 
3.6 
0.7 

11.3 

14.2 
1.6 
2.B 
2.4 

15.6 

1 
6.6 

-0.8 
2.3 

19.5 

Days Days Days 
Assigned

b 
Received Rendere¢ Number 

6,544 5,821:5 2,848 2,!179.5 

12 
5 

61 
48 

216 
5 

55 

73 

141 

16 

188 

1 
20 

142 
19 
28 

15 

69 
19 

168 
184 
115 

48 
63 

1,094 
52 

13 

52 
48 

175.5 

132 

70 

156.5 

181 

143 

24 
17 

119 
30 
2S 
3 

15.5 

14 
87 

164 
IOS.5 

14 
58 

546 
54 

19 

37 

1 
8 

2 

58 

6 

133 

44 
37.5 

8 

20.5 
17 

21 

43 
188.5 

13 
-19 

52 
11 

174.5 
-8 

130 

70 

98.5 

175 

10 

-20 
",,20.5 

119 
22 
28 

-17.5 
-1.5 

-21 
14 
87 

164 
lOS.5 

14' 
15 

357.5 
54 

Asa 
Percent 
of Net 
Judge 
Days" 

2.6 

5.2 
-1.9 

6.9 
2.2 

5.5 
-0.5 

52 

5.6 

5.2 

44.2 

1.1 

-4 
-1.5 

-19.1 
4.5 
3.7 

-3.5 
-0.1 

-1.5 
2.8 
9.3 

18.8 
25.7 

1 
0.9 
2.3 
7.9 

.. 
1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

",(ABLE XLI-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Cootinued 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 

THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS a 

Fiscal Years 1981-82 and 1980-81 
1981-82 1!J80..81 

151 

Net Days Received 
(or Rendered)" 

Net Dap Received 
(or Rendered)" 

Days 
County andjudicial district Assignedb 

Los Angeles (cont) 
Newhall.................................. 8 
Pasadena ................................ 196 
Pomona ................................. . 
Rio Hondo ............................ 77 
Santa Anita............................ 21 

Santa Monica ...................... .. 
South Bay ............................. . 
SOutheast. ............. " ............... . 
Whittier ................................ .. 

Marin 
Central ................................. . 

Merced 
Merced County .................. .. 

Monterey 
Monterey County .............. .. 

Napa 
Napa County ...................... .. 

Orange 
Central Orange County .. .. 
North Orange County ...... .. 
Orange County Harbor .. .. 
South Oia.&"lga County ....... . 
West Orange County ......... . 

Riverside 
Corona .............. , ................... .. 
Desert .................................. .. 
~t.,~ Jacinto ................... . 
Rivemde .............................. .. 
Three Lakes ......................... . 

Sacramento 
Sacramento ......................... . 

San Bernardino 
San Bernardino COunty .... 

San Diego 
El Cajon ............................... , 
North County .................... .. 
San Diego ............................ .. 
South Bay ............................. . 

San Francisco 
San Francisco ..................... . 

San]oaquin 
I.OOi ................ , ............... 1 ..... .. 

Manteca-Ripen-Escalon-
Tracy . .,., .... " ...................... . 

Stockton ................ : .............. . 

2:i 

" 15 

33 

10 

142 

30 

135 
3 

194 
137 

161 
37 

106 
65 

322 

272 

143 
224 

10 

260 

36 

10 
5 

Days Days 
Received Rendered 

2 
89 1.5 

59 
24 3 

3 

9 

6 

191 

20 

92 

143.5 
89 

65 
29 
80 
41 

329 

463 

135 
166 

204 

24.5 

10 
"5 

10 

4 

2.5 

40 

26 

8 
23 
41 

1. 
36.5 

44 

27 

17 

181 

5 

1 
1 

Nionber 

2 
87.5 

59 
21 

-7 

9 

-2 

6 

188.5 

-20 

-26 
92 
-B 
120.5 
48 

-1 
28.5 
29 
36 
41 

302 

446 

-588 
-185 
-61 

-555.5 

23 

19.5 

9 
4 

Asa 
Percent 
of Net 

. Judge 
Days" 

0.4 
10 

, 
5.9 
8.4 

-0.9 

0.7 

-0.2 

0.8 

U.5 

-4 

-0.8 
3.4 

-0.5 
14.1 
2 

-0.2 
2.3 
5.8 
2.9 

.. 16.3 

9.1 

10.3 

-33.5 
-9.2 
-1.1 

-43.1 

0.5 

7.8 

1.8 
0.3 

Days Davs Days 
Assignedb Recdved Rendered Nl2l11ber 

6 
51 
5 

68 
20 

37 
15 
43 

26 

36 

92 

188 

1 
106 
15 
77 

149 

8 
233 
29 
81 
frt 

31B 

348 

125 
278 
10 

208 

36 

31 
21 

5 
40 
5 

65 
16.5 

37 
15 
38 

24 

36.5 

133 

58.5 

91 

56 
124 

7 
135 

80 
51 

300 

369.5 

U5 
214 

196 

28 

29.5 
20 

1 
43 

6 
1.5 

US 

5 

1 

18 

34 

2 

1 

16 

14 

3 

26 

10 

10.5 

~ 
2.5 

4 
-3 

5 
59 
15 

-78 
15 
38 

19 

35.5 

115 

24.5 

-2 
91 
-1 
56 

124 

7 
U9 

66 
51 

2!17 

343.5 

-frtl 
-114.5 
-146 
-448 

186 

17.5 

25.5 
17.5 

Asa 
Percent 
of Net 
Judge 
Days" 

0.8 
-0.3 

0.7 
6 
6 

-10.4 
1.1 
3 

1.9 

4.7 

6.6 

4.9 

0.1 
3.5 

-0.1 
7.5 
5.2 

1.4 
9.8 

5.7 
20.4 

8.9 

7.7 

-33 
-6.1 
-2.9 

-35.8 

4.3 

7 

5.1 
1.4 
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TABLE XLI-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS-Continued 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE RECEIVED AND RENDERED BY COURTS 

. THROUGH ASSIGNMENTS a 

.Fiscal Years 1981-82 and 1980-81 
1981~ 

Net Days Received 
(or Renderedr 

Net Days Received 
(oJ' Renderedr 

Da~'S 
County and judicial district Assignedb 

San Luis Obispo 
San Luis Obispo County .... 127 

San Mateo 
Northern................................ 40 
Southern................................ 75 

Santa Barbara 
Lompoc ................................. . 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ......... . 
Santa Maria ......................... . 

Santa Clara 
Santa Clara County ........... . 

Santa Cruz 

66 
10 

61 

Santa Cruz County ............ 47 

Shasta 
Redding.................................. 57 

Solano 
Northern Solano .................. 94 
Vallejo-Beilicia .................... 39 

Sonoma 
Sonoma County.................... :rT 

Stanislaus 
Stanislaus County ................ 001 

Sutter 
Sutter County ...................... 26 

Tulare 
Porterville ...... ;,.................... 11 
Tulare-Pixley........................ 25 
Visalia .................................... 13 

Ventura 
Ventura County.................. 146 

Yolo 
Yolo County .......................... 18 

Yuba 
Yuba county.......................... 14 

Days Days 
Received Rendered Number 

92 3.5 88.5 

13 5 8 
52 52 

25 17 8 
71 4 f{{ 

4 9 -5 

50 21 29 

46 5 41 

2BO 1.5 278.5 

, 
" 5~ 57 
36' 36 

28 8 00 

151 86 65 

15.5 5 10.5 

" 
53 3 50 
46 9 :rT 
47.5 2 45.5 

155 69 '. 86 

00.7 3 17.7 

14 38 -24 

Ass 
Percent 
of Net 
Judge 
Days· 

8.8 

1.1 
3.7 

3.2 
8.9 

-1 

.5 

4.1 

III 

7.2 

1.6 

4.1 

4.2 

19.9 
14.7 
9.1 

3.6 

2.4 

-4.8 

Days Days Days 
Assignedb Received Rendered Number 

13 13 

1 19 
88 85 
1 5.5 

297 277 

88 86 

17 2f{{ 

95 74.5 
40 41 

90 51 

29 21 

12 11.5 

10 63.5 
36 76 
36 85 

98 94 

17 8 

1 10 

14 

29.5 
3 

.'38.5 . 

5 

3 

65 

7.5 

28 

11.5 

11 
10.5 
18 

2i.5 

1.5 

15 

-1 

-10.1i 
82 

-33 

81 

9.5 
41 

43.5 

-7 

52.5 
65.5 
f{{ 

72.5 

6.5 

-5 

Asa 
Percent 
oENet 
Judge 
Days· 

0.1 

"-4.2 
10.9 

-6.6 

5.4 

8.1 

1(X).6 

1.3 
8.2i 

3.5. 
,t"." 

-0.4 

21 
26.2 

• 13.4 

2.9' 

0.9 

-.2 

• Minus sign (-) indicates the court rendered more days of ass!stance than it received during the yen through assignments by the Chie£Justice 'Under section 
6 of article VI of the state Constitution. Each day worked in excess of three hours was reported as a (1I11 day. while three hours or less were reported 
as a half day. ' .. , . 

b Does not include days from reciprocal or blanket assignments. Numerous blanket (within county) and reciprocal (between counties) assignments are issued 
each year by the Chief Justice to permit a judge of one collli to sit as a judge of another court, either within his or her own county or in a neighboring 
county, whenever the presiding or sole judges of the courts involved agree. In courts which utilize the blanket and reciprocal procedw:e. a separate 
assignment need not be issued by the Chief Justice each time judicial assistanr.e is given or received. 

• Net judge days are the number of days the court Is open for business times the number of judge positions in the court which are not vacant. 
d The; size of these figures is attributable to the reporting rule cited above in footnote (a) and to the extensive use of municipal court-6\lperior court blanket 

assignments in San Diego County. 
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T~BLE XLII-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS a 

DAVS Of ASSIST~NCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS, 
REFER~ES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 

Ij"iscal Year 1981-1982 
~ Ci' . 

,! OII1I111SSloners 
( As temporary As 

County and judicial district Toi'fd days judges commissioners 
State Total ................................................ 25,798 3,813.5 10".,0 5 ,QiJO. 

Alameda ............. , ............................................. . 502 
Alpine ............................................................... . 
Amador ............................................................. . 
Butte ................................................................. . 
Calaveras ......................................................... . 

Colusa .............................................................. .. 
Contra Costa ................................................... . 685 
Del Norte ......................................................... . 
El Dorado ......................................................... . 
Fresno .............................................................. .. 477 

Glenn ................................................................. . 
Humboldt ......................................................... . 
Imperial ............................................................ 84 
Inyo .................................................................. .. 
Kem.................................................................... 468 

Kings ................................................................. . 
Lake ............................................... _, ................... . 
Lassen ........................................ ;.: ................... .. 
Los Angeles ...................................................... 12,723 
Madera ............................................................. . 

Marin ................................................................. . 
Mariposa .......................................................... .. 
Mendocino ....................................................... . 
Merced ............................................................. . 
Modoc ............................................................... . 

Mono ................................................................ .. 
Monterey.......................................................... 3 
Napa .................................................................. " '11.5 
Nevada ....................................... , ..................... . 

'. Orange .............................................................. '··-1,547.5 

Placer, ................................................................ .. 
Plumas ............................................................... . 
Riverside ............................................................ · 718 
Sacramento ......................................... : ............. . 481 
San Benito ................... , ................................... . 

San Bernardino ..................... " ....................... .. 839 
San Diego ........................................................ .. 1,362.5 
San Francisco .................................................. .. 1,723 
San Joaquin .................................................... .. 234 
San Luis Obispo , ............................................ . 151.5 

San Mateo ......................................................... . 428.5 
Santa Barbara ......................... : ........................ . 722 
Santa Clara ....................................................... . 716 
Santa Cruz ............................................ : ......... .. 114 
Shasta ................................................................. . 

685 

84 

200 

17.5 

3 

631 
3 

279 

993 
4 

110 

79 
259 

13 

7,754.5 

221 

1,287.5 

23 

474 

702 

183.5 

Referees 
9,076.5 

502 

421 

235 

4~707.5 

33 
478 

815 

230 

161 
230 
249 
114 

153 

Lawyers as 
temporary 

judges 
2,249.5 

56 

20 

243.5 

19 

3 
8.5 

260 

31 

86 
547.5 

28 

41.5 

5 
233 
4()l 
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TABLE XLlI-CALI~ORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS a---Continued 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS, 

REFEREES AND TEMPORARY JUDGES 0 . 

Fiscal Year 1981-1982 

County and judicial district Total days 

~~~;~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~~~:~~:~~l. . 1 
Solano ................................................................ 86 
Sonoma .............................................................. 269.5 
Stanislaus............................................................ ~9 

Sutter ................................................................ .. 
Tehama ............................................................ .. 
Trinity ............................................................... . 
Tulare ............................................................... . 
Tuolumne ........................................................ .. 

Ventura ............................................................. . 
Yolo .................................................................. .. 
yuba .................................................................. .. 

• Excludes jury commissioners. 

209 

605 
148 

Commissioners 
As temporary As 

judges commissioners 

1 

5 

460 

ReEere(!s 
- '--';/ 

54 
241 
249 

209 

148 

.. 

Lawyers as 
temporary 
)~dges 

~-
32 
23.5 

145 

I 
,I 

~ 

I, 

I 
.. 
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TABLE XLlIl-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS, REFER.EES·AND 

TEMPORARY JUDGES 
Fiscal Year 1981-1982 

County andjudicial district Total days 
State Total................................................ rzT,310.5 

Alameda 
Alameda, ...................................................... .. 
Berkele,,-Albany ....................................... . 
Fremon,t-New!ll'k-Union City ................ .. 

, Livennore-PI~iasanton ............................ .. 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ............. . 

. rian uJandro-liayward ............................ .. 

Sutte 

1 
80 

424 
62.5 

402 
34.5 

Cbico ............... "........................................... 28.5 

Contra Costa 
Bay ............................................................... . 
Delta ............................................................ .. 
Mt. Diablo .................................................. .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville .......................... .. 

Fresno 
Consolidated Fresno ................................. . 

Humboldt 
Eureka ........................................................ .. 

Imperial. 
Imperial County ....................................... . 

Kern 
East Kern ................................................... . 
West Kern ................................................... . 

Los Angel~s 
AlhaInbra ..................................................... . 
Antelope ..................................................... . 
Beverly Hills .............................................. .. 
Burbank ....................................................... . 

Citrus .......................................................... .. 
Compton .................................................... .. 
Culver ........................................................ .. 
Downey ....................................................... . 

East Los Angeles ....................................... . 
Glendale .................................................... .. 
Inglewood .................................................. .. 
Long Beach ............................................... . 

Los Angeles .............................................. .. 
Los Cerritos ............................ ;; ................ .. 
MaJibu ............................... : ........................ .. 
Newhall ........................................................ . 

85 
16 

102 
53 

321.5 

21 

112 

2 
499 

293 

457 
250 

445 
1,173 

148.5 
288 

509.5 
321 
347 
741 

6,526.5 
254 
290 
50.5 

Commissioners 
As temporary As 

judges commissioners' 
9,489.5 8,786 

15 

10 

2 

179.5 

20 
126 

363 
858 
34 

238 

444.5 
141 
48 

219.5 

4,351 
226 
172 

240 
10.5 

225.5 

42 
21 

221.5 

243 

57.5 

200 
124 

82 

114.5 

110 
172 
219.5 

62, 

Referees b 

2,089.5 

7 

9.5 
20 

111 

248 

155 

Lawyers 
as 

temporary 
judges 

6,945.5 

1 
73 

184 
27.5 

156.5 
34.5 

28.5 

85 
16 
60 
32 

90 

21 

1 

8 

56 

237 

315 

50 

65 
70 

127 
302 

2,175.5 
28 
56 
50.5 
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TABLE XLlIl-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT~Continued 
DAYS OF ASSISTANCE GIVEN BY COMMISSIONERS, REFEREES AND 

TEMPORARY JUDGES 

County and judicial district 
Los Angeles (cont.) 

Pasadena ...................................................... . 
Pomona ....................................................... . 
Rio Hondo ................................................... . 
Santa Anita ................................................. . 

Santa Me-nica ............................................. . 
South Bay ................................................... . 
Southeast ..................................................... . 
Whittier ....................................................... . 

Marin 
Central .......................................................... . 

Merced 
Merced County ......................................... . 

Monterey 
Monterey County ..................................... . 

Napa 
Napa County .............................................. . 

Orange 
Central Orange County ........................... . 
North Orange County ............................. . 
Orange County Harbor ........................... . 
South Orange County ............................. . 
West Orange County ............................... . 

Riverside 
Corona ......................................................... . 
Desert ......................................................... . 
Mt. San Jacinto ........................................... . 
Riverside ..................................................... . 
Three Lakes ............................................... . 

Sacramento 
Sacramento ................................................ .. 

San Bernardino 
San Bernardino County .......................... .. 

San Diego 
El Cajon ....................................................... . 
North County ............................................ ,. 
San Diego .......................................... ,. ....... . 
South Bay ................................................... . 

San Francisco 
San Francisco ............................................. . 

San Joaquin 
Lodi ............................................................. . 
Manteca-Rjpon-Escalon-Tracy ............... . 
Stockton ...................................................... .. 

Fiscal Year 1981-1982 

Total days 

356.5 
463 
414 
237 

302 
164 
695 
246 

95 

439 

345.5 

17 

21 
254.5 
598.5 
327.5 
491 

8 
135 
197 
280 
50 

555.5 

589 

96 
282.5 
649.5 
248 

502 

239 
6 

246 

Commissioners 
As temporary As 

judges commissioners· 

164 87 
455 

304 74 
111.5 99 

447 
147 

.5 

37.5 

56 
22 

24 

95 

4.5 

131.5 

2.5 

,-; 

199 
146 

93 

38 

192 

211 
432.5 
199 
466 

227 

422 

251.5 

237.5 
406.5 
248 

107.5 
" 

243.5 

Referees b 

368.5 

20 

168.5 

47 

129.5 

502 

Lawyers 
as 

temporary 
judges 

105.5 
8 

:j6 
26.5 

103 
18 

248 
6 

95 

32 

116 

17 

21 ..• 
43/"' .il 

110 
86.5 
25" i 

I· 
II 

8, 
111 
2&5 
53 
3 

133.5 

113 

96 
40.5 
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BlE Xl\ll-CAlIfORN~~ ~U~6~~~~g~EItS, REfEREES AND 

OJ\. ~~ Of ASS'STANCE ~~~PORARY JUDGES 
fisca\ Year 1981-1982 

G rnIIlissioners __ -=o,":,::~ As 
As temporary .UIIJis5ioners· 

judges COl 

Total days 

ty ~ ... d judicial district 
COUll au 

San Luis Obis~o County ........................ .. 
San Luis O\)1SpO 

11 

244 
San Mateo ........................ .. 

Northern ............................ .. .......... .. 
Southern ........................................ . 

468.5 

Santa Barbara ....................... .. 
Lompoc .. b~;~:G·~'i~t;·:::::: .... ··· .... · ...... ·· .. ····. 
Santa Bar.· ................ ,. .................. . 
santaMI\Ila ............ · 

250 

s~~~l~~.a County ................................ .. 
1,079.5 

250 
S~~~~~z County .................................. .. 

Shasta. . ........................................ . 
Redding ........ · .... · 

326.5 
Solano ................................... 2.5 

Northern Solano ..... .. ............ . 
vallejo-Benich\ ........................... .. 

358 a ......... .. 
Sonom Count'\' ............................. .. 

Sonoma . 
31 

.] us ........ 
SI:aIllS1a C ty ...................... . 

stanislaus oun ........ 

t 
.......... .. Sut er ty ................... .. 

Sutter Coun ............ . 

54 
Tulare. .......................................... 2 

porterville .......... ............................ 81.5 .. , 
Tulare-pixley .... · .. ···· .. ····· ............................ · 
Visalia ...... · .. ··,··· .. · .. ·· .. ······, 

128 
.. • .. a ............ .. 

Ve~~;:tura County ........................... . 

. 56 
1 

......... . Yo 0 kI ........................... . 
Yolo Coun-, ......... . 

Y ba ......................... .. 
uy ba County ..................... . . commiSSioners. 

U . d eltcludes )ury 
. m coJU!t1issioners an traffic referees. . d es . 

• includes trllmC f _ • .l.tance given by . s _c temporary)U g , 
d ' days 0 ...,.- _~ISSloner ... 

b Inclu es, istance by co .. u .-

C Included With ass 

'45.5 
lOS 

278.5 

44 

1 

9 

2 
10 

196.5 
347.5 

228 

581 

104 

124 

b 
Referees 

71 

102 

114 

157 

Lawyers 
as 

temporary 
judges 

44 

63.5 

42 

2 
16 

20 

101.5 
1.5 

120 

22 

H) 

8 

128 

14 
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TABLE l-CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT SUMMARY OF FILINGS 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Type of filing 
Total filings ............................................................................................................................... . 

ApP'3als: 
Civil ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
Criminal ............................................................................................................................................ 

Original proceedings: 
Civil ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
Criminal ........................................................................................................................................ .. 

Motions to dismiss on clerk's certificate: 

g~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Petitions for hearing of cases previously decided by the Courts of Appeal: .................. .. 

Appeals: 
g~~ ................................................................ " ..................................................................... . 

...................................................................................................................................... 

Original proceedings: .. ::.c . 

Civil ........................................................................................................................ :, ................... .. 
Criminal ........................................................................................................................................ 

1981-& 
4,056 

o 
43 

204 
471 

o 
o 

3,338 

921 
1,148 

678 
591 

1980-81 
3,864 

o 
27 

195 
463 

o 
o 

3,179 • 

925 • 
1,132 • 

657 • 
465 • 

167 

• Pet;.tion for hew:mg statistics for 1980-81 are bas.ed on the recor~ of those disposed of during the fiscal year. A:separate count of filings had not been maintained 
by th~ ~erk s office because of the. short time between filing and action upon a petition (see rule 28(a).(e), Calif. Rules of Court). A separate count 
of petitions filed, however, was available for fiscal year 1981-82. 

, I 
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'tABLE 2--eALiFORNIA SUPREME COURT BUSINESS fRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Business transacted 1981-82 
Total business transacted .....................................•............ ~..................................................... 7,735 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

Civil.............................................................................................................................................. ' 43 
CrinriIL'Il................................................................ ...................................................................... 34 

Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 
Civil ........................................................................................... :.................................................. 6 
Criminal...................................................................................................................................... 0 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ...................................................................................................................... 46 
Without opinion ............................................................................................................... ,............. 514 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:· 
By written opinion ......................................................................................... <............................. 0 
Without opinion ............................................................................................................................ 40 

Hearings: 
Granted .......................................................................................................................................... 280 
Denied ............................................................ <................................................................................ 3,086 

Rehearings: 
Granted ........................................................................................................................................ .. 
Denied .......................................................................................................................................... .. 

Orders: b 

Transfers and retransfers .................................................................................................... : ..... .. 
Alternative writs or orders to show cause ........................................................... " ............. .. 
Miscellaneous .............................................................................................................................. .. 

Ex ti 1 '< Ii ti C ecu ve c eI?f!1-cy app ca ons ............................ ; ............................................................... .. 
i 

• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
b Not reported elsewhere. 
C Cal. Const., art. Y, § 8. 

o 
57 

426 
53 

3,132 

18 

• 

1980-81 
7,208 

64 
22 

14 
o 

28 
523 

o 
264 

267 
2,912 

o 
62 

171 
40 

2,821 

20 

, 
/ 

! 
I 

1 
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TABLE 3--CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL FILINGS AND TRANSFERS 
FROM SUPREME COURT .. 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Total 

All Courts First Second 11Jird Fourth FiRh 
of Appeal District Disbict District District District 

1981~ 19tKJ..81 1981-82 1fJti0..81 1981~ 19tKJ..81 1981~ 19!KJ..81 1981~ 1fJti0..81 1981~ 19!KJ..81 
Total filings and 

transfers from 
Supreme Court .............. 15,050 15,446 4,142 4,643 5,074 5,070 1,653 1,551 2,853 2,857 1,328 1,325 

,Appeals: 
Civil ...................................... 4,152 4,466 1,203 l,374 1,113 1,152 fIJl 579 922 981 307 380 
Criminal .............................. 4,808 4,730 1,125 1,105 1,723 1,841 542 477 866 813 552 494 

Original proceedings: 
Civil ...................................... 4,492 4,520 1,213 1,443 1,709 1,518 387 369 856 854 3ZT 336 
Criminal .............................. 1,247 1,256 368 378 412 442 116 118 209 203 142 115 

Motions to dismiss on 
clerk's certificate .......... 351 474 233 343 117 117 1 8 0 6 0 0 

.'::::: 



170 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CAUFORNIA 

TABLE 4-CALiFORNIA SUPREME COURT AND COURTS OF APPEAL 
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

0riKi0al 
OrrIersb Supieme Court Il/ld Totals Al!.pea/s eroceedin8!. Motions" HearinJ!s RcheariJw 

"lgg1~ Courts of.J.ppeai 1!JtD.81 1991~ 19!KJ...8J 1981~ 158)..81 1991~ 1!JtD.811!l81~ 19fJJ-81 
Total, Supreme 

Court and 
Courts of 
Appeal .............. 38,841 36,598 10,675 10,097 5,790 

Supreme Court .......... 7,735 7 ;JJJ8 83 . 100 560 
Courts of Appeal, 

total ...................... 31,106 29,390 10,592 9,997 5,2.30 
Frrst District. .............. 9,308 9,176 2,813 2,280 1,529 
Second District .......... 10,963 10,128 3,295 3,591 1,711 
Third District. ............. 3,970 3,568 1,191 1,192 512 
Fourth District .......... 5,001 4,765 2,348 2,079 1,004 
Fifth District .............. 1,864 1,753 945 945 474 

• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
b Not reported elsewhere. 
° Cal. Const., art. V, ~ 8. 

6,286 1,579 1,664 3,366 3,179 
551 40 264 3,366 3,179 

5,735 1,539 1,400 
1,694 698 573 
2,035 63 136 

517 499 444 
1,052 32 29 

437 247 218 

1991~ 19fJJ-81 1991~ 1!JtKJ-8J 

1,603 1,549 15,810 13,M3 
57 62 3,611 3,032 

1,546 1,487 12,199 10,771 
423 375 3,845 4,254 
526 520 5,368 3,~ 
004 177 1,564 1,328 
309 323 1,308 1,282 

84 92 114 61 

&ccutive 
clemency 

'l!.ll.lications
o 

1991~ 19fJJ-81 

18 ro 
18 ro 

I 
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\')~"~!ABLE 5-CALIFORNIA COURTS OF APPEAL 
SUMMARY OF BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscc.1 Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Business transacted 

Total business transacted .................................................................................................... .. 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Criminal ......................................................................................... _ ....................................... .. 

With'out opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 
Civil .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Criminal ................................................................................................................................... . 

Original p~ocee~g~ (including habeas corpus): 
By wntten oplllion ..................................................................... ! ........................................... .. 
Without opinion ..................................................................................................................... . 

Motions. (miscellaneous) denied or granted: " 
By written opinion ................................................................................................................ .. 
Without opinion ..................................................................................................................... . 

Rehearings: 
Granted ..................................................................................................................................... . 
Denied ................................................................................... " .................................................. . 

Orders (miscellaneous) b ........................................................................... _" ............................... . 

" Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
b Not re(>Ortcd elsewhere. 

1981-82 
31,106 

3,190 
4,093 

2,512 
797 

514 
4,716 

5 
1,534 

142 
1,404 

12,199 

171 

1980-81 
29,390 

2,721 
3,912 

2,481 
883 

533 
5,202 

6 
1,394 

151 
1,336 

10,771 
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TABLE 6--=FIR5T APPE~~!E (SA,-N FRANCISCO) DISTRICT 
(Four DI'vlslonS---:::16 Judges) 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Business transacted 
Total business transacted 

w ........................................................................................................... . 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

~:!fu;i.;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ............ , ....................................................... . 
W~~z.~ .. ~:.~~~ ... ~~:. .. ~Sall affirmance or re~;;~·~·~~·~ti;~~ti~~:·~~ti~·~:·;t~:)·;····· 

Criminal ........................... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Original p~ocee~gs (including habeas corpus): 
~ilitten opInion ............................................ . 

lOut opinion ................................................... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Motions (~cellaneous) denied or granted: • 
~ilitten opinion ................................................. . 

lOut opinion ........................................................ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Rehearings: 
Granted 
Denied .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Orders (~cellaneous) b 
••••••••••• ••••••••• 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

: ExN eludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals 
ot reported elsewhere. . 

1981-82 
9,308 

812 
987 

787 
227 

169 
1,360 

0 
698 

51 
372 

3,845 

1980-81 
9,176 

538 
865 

699 
178 

188 
1,506 

0 
573 

56 
319 
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TABLE 7-SECOND APPELLATE (LOS ANc:,ELES) DISTRICT 
(Five Divisions-20 Judges) 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-G 

Business transacted 
Total "business transacted .......................................................................................... , ............ . 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

g~;i.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 

Civil ........ m .................................................................................................................................. . 

Criminal ..................................................................................... ; ............................................... . 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ................................................................................................................. . 
Withoul opinion ...................................... , ................................................................................ . 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: • 
By written opinion ................................................................................................................. . 
Without opinion ....................................................................................................................... . 

Rehearings: 
Granted .................... , ................................................................................................................ . 
Denied ....................................................................................................................................... . 

Ord-ers (miscellaIleous) b •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
b Not reported elsewhere. 

1981-82 
10,963 

987 
1,529 

533 
246 

117 ' 
1,594 

o 
63 

30 
496 

5,368 

1980-81 
10,128 

915 
1,545 

708 
423 

137 
1,898 

1 
135 

46 
474 

3,846 
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TABLE 8-THIRD APPELLA1\E (SACRAMENTO) DISTRICT 
(One Division-7 Judges) 
BUSINESS TRANSACTED 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Business transacted 

Total business transacted .. : ........................................................................................................ . 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ................................................................................................................................................. . 
Criminal ......................................................................................................................................... . 

Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.}: 
Civil .................... ; ............................................................................................................................ . 
Criminal ......................................................................................................................................... . 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion .................................................................................................. _ ................. . 
Without opinion ........................................................................................................................... . 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:' 
By written opinion ..................................................................................................................... . 
Without opinion ........................................................................................................................... . 

Rehearings: 
Granted ......................................................................................................................................... . 
Denied ........................................................................................................................................... . 

Orders (miscellaneous) b ................................................................................................................... . 

• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals. 
b Not reported elsewhere. 

\\ 
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1981-82 
3,970 

371 
459 

281 
80 

B6 
426 

4 
495 

47 
157 

1,564 

~ 
l 
t1 
!1 

~ 

1980-81 
3,568 
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TABLE 9-FOURTH APP,JS.~LATE (SAN DIEGO AND SAN BERNARDINO) DISTRICT 
";~Two Divisions-10 Judges) 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 198"-82 

Business transacted 
Total business transacted ........................................................................................................... . 

App~als: 
By written opinion: 

Civil ................................................................................................................................................. . 
Criminal ......................................................................................................................................... . 

Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 
Civil ................................................................................................................................................. . 
Criminal ......................................................................................................................................... . 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ......................................... ., .......................................................................... . 
Without opinion ........................................................................................................................... . 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted: • 
By written opinion ............................................................... ;' ..................................................... . 
Without opinion .......................................................................................................................... .. 

Rehearings: 
Granted ........................................................................................................................................ .. 
Denied .......................................................................................................................................... .. 

Orders (miscellaneous) b .................................................................................................................. .. 

• Excludes granted motions to dismiss reported under appeals . 
b Not reported elsewhere. 

:-', 

\\ 

~" II 
}I 
II 

'-" 

1981-82 
5,001 

782 
711 

680 
175 

77 
92:1 

1 
31 

12 
297 

1,308 

-~~~~------

175 

1~1 
4,765 

731 
674 

509 
165 

81 
971 

0 
29 

12 
311 

1,282 
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Total business transacted 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE lO-FIFTH APPELLATE (fRESNO) DISTRICT 
(One Division--6 Judges) Q 

BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Business transacted 
............................................................................................................ 

Appeals: 
By written opinion: 

g~:!;i~~j·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Without opinion (by dismissal, affirmance or reversal on stipulation, motion, etc.): 
g~ .......................................................................................................................................... . 

........................................................... ,:. ............................................................................. . 

Original proceedings (including habeas corpus): 
By written opinion ..................................................................................................................... . 
Without opinion ........................................................................................................................... . 

Motions (miscellaneous) denied or granted:· 
By written opinion ..................................................................................................................... . 
Without opinion ........................................................................................................................... . 

Rehearings: 
Granted ......................................................................................................................................... . 
Denied ....................................................... ···'·~ .. ·························7····················· ................................ . 

Orders (miscellaneo~} b ................................................................................................................... . 

• En-ludes granted motions to dismin reported under appeals. 
b Not reported elsewhere. 

1981-82 
1,864 

238 
4m 

231 
69 

65 
409 

0 
247 

2 
82 

114 

1!J80...81 
1,753 . 

182 
462 

244 
57 

51 
386 

0 
218 

8 
84 

61 
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TABLE 11-CALIFORNIASU~-~IOR COURTS 
SUMMARY OF ALL FILINGS AftO DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Number of Total Total f/:f:::tions Dispositions alter bial 

i;lEf~1 IilinKs ~ti 'Ie trial Uncontested 1D8tters COntested matters 
County 198M12 191iJ...lJ1 1981 ~Mul 198J0.82 19l1J..81 19810/12 19l1J..81 191110/12 19{j}.../Jj 

State total ...................... 628 628 738,363 R.r35,219 587,863 R591,685 254,250 ~1,907 26B,173 ~,B07 65,440 Rs4,971 

Alameda ............................ 31 31 34,443 33,826 29,268 31,185 9,926 13,899 15,385 14,636 3,957 2,650 

~::d~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 1 64 54 44 52 40 46 2 5 2 1 
1 1 640 617 422 363 94 55 240 259 88 49 

Butte .................................. 3 3 4,397 4,784 3,433 3,484 1,713 1,380 1,441 1,77B ZT9 326 
Calaveras .......................... 1 1 BBB B13 42B 540 224 326 144 152 60 62 
Colusa ................................ 1 1 29B 310 155 224 69 88 77 100 9 16 
Contra Costa .................... 14 14 19,634 20,102 14,434 16,161 4,010 4,920 B,972 9,475 1,452 1,766 
Del Norte .......................... 1 1 798 716 530 54S 21B 25B 255 232 57 59 
El Dorado ........................ 3 3 3,148 3,038 2,579 2;;Rl 949 766 1,360 1,262 ZTO 239 
Fresno ................................ 13 13 17,221 16,343 13,329 14,030 3,891 4,112 7,774 B,399 1,664 1,519 
Glenn ................................ 1 1 633 590 414 503 11B 164 253 292 43 47 
Humboldt. ......................... 3 3 3,7m 3,783 1,414 R2,34O 281 BOB B42 R 1,234 291 498 
Imperial ............................ 3 3 2,620 2,603 1,884 2,083 944 900 807 1,026 133 157 
Inyo ........................... , ........ 1 1 655 B16 655 612 199 IBI 163 312 293 119 
Kern .................................. 10 10 12,914 12,971 12,457 12,326 3,774 3,396 6,982 7,319 1,701 1,611 

f!k~s :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2 ····2 2,664 R 2,236 2,403 R 1,7EIT BIB 465 1,251 R 1,098 334 224 
1 1 1,413 1,524 1,244 1,134 595 524 498 493 151 117 

Lassen ................................ 1 1 659 .634 'o:l71 57B 190 163 301 326 86 89 
Los Angeles ...................... 206 206 222,545 R217,729 184,328 R 175,468 98,035 EIT,406 68,116 R70,606 IB,m 17,456 
Madera .............................. 2 2 2,398 2,555 1,840 1,869 rm 412 904 1,113 259 344 
Marin .................................. 6 6 6,654 6,846 4,923 5,505 I,B13 2,132 2,559 2,759 551 614 
Mariro,sa ............................ 1 1 312 320 25B 243 145 132 100 101 13 10 
Men ocino ....................... , 2 2 2,289 2,574 1,887 2,001 725 651 950 1,159 212 197 
Man.'eIi .............................. 3. 3 4,495 4;552 :!;103 3,131 1,512 1,539 1,373 1,383 21B 2Q9 
Modoc ................................ ' 1 1 322 342 323 313 110 100 159 171 54 22 
Mono .................................. 1 1 358 363 224 RZT3 189 R 175 IB 50 17 48 
Monterey .......................... 7 7 10,765 10,202 9,322 9,688 3,200 3,941 5,319 4,919 BOO B2B 
Napa .................................. 2 2 2,988 3,045 2,300 2,502 657 754 1,114 1,137 529 611 
Nevada ............................. , 2 2 1,836 1,551 1,668 1,296 759 546 636 550 ZT3 200 
~range .............................. 46 46 55,278 58,259 44,042 48,267 16,730 17,929 23,420 26,842 3,892 3,496 

Placer ................................ 4 4 4,013 3,931 2,917 3,832 1,200 1,040 1,149 1,903 56B 8B9 
Plumas ................. , ............ 1 1 .. 683 576 569 512 99 98 340 331 130 83 
Riverside .......................... 17 17 22,203 21,671 1B,712 IB,444 B,919 7,716 7,985 B,382 1,BOB 2,346 
Sacramento ...................... 'ZT ZT ZT,846 'ZT,669 22,61B 22,713 B,496 B,04O 12,399 12,637 1,723 2,036 
San Benito ........................ 1 1 821 733 634 572 306 185. 176 264 152 123 
San Bernardino ............. , .. 21 21 31,647 30,891 22,315 21,753 B,919 B,267 11,122 11,149 2;%14 2,337 
San Diego ...... , ................. 41 41 50,094 52,211 39,380 39,427 15,597 13,EIT2 17,644 00,349 6,139 5,206 
San Francisco .................. ZT 'ZT . 26,893 26,061 ;23,191 R20,576 12,135 R9,610 B,096 7,939 2,960 3,ffrT 
San Joaquin ...................... B B 11,244 11,969 9,715 9,651 3,722 4,fJ15 4,581 4,364 1,412 1,212 
San Luis Obispo .............. 4 4 4,405 4,762 3,305 3,943. 1,043 1,210 1,859 2,361 403 372 
San Mateo ... ;, ................... 14 14 16,642 16,324 11,415 J2,354 4,705 R 4,747 5,721 6,515 9B9 1,091 
Santa Barbara ............. , •... 7 7 9,635 9,961 7,189 7,247 3,199 2,619 3,025 3,738 965 BOO 
Santa Clara ...................... 33 33 38,2.')8 40,703 3O,m3 32,754 13,776 12,534 14,559 1B,045 1,738 2,175 
Santa Cruz ........................ 4 4 6,017 5,765 4,669 4,657 l,77B 1,646 2,354 2,421 537 500 
Shru;ta .... , ........................... 3 3 4,581 4,490 3,555 3,600 1,258 1,316 1,676 I,B11 621 473 

Siem .................................. 1 1 91 82 70 63 23 4 43 26 4 53 
Siskiyou .............................. 1 1 1,329 1,332 943 1,017 356 406 515 515 72 96 
Solano .......................... , ....• 5 5 B,069 B,222 6,015 5,633 2,211 1,766 3,fJ16 3,264 728 603 
Sonoma .... , .................. , ...... 6 6 9,617 B,BB6 6,S84 6,826 2,792 2,305 3,087 'J;rm 705 B44 
Stanislaus .................... , ..... 6 6 9,462 9,7EIT 7,447 B,396 2,183 2,981 3,789 2,861 1,475 2,554 

Sutter ..... , ......... , ................ 2 2 1,671 1,739 B44 1,009 336 417 41B 4BO 90 112 
Tehama .................... , ... , ..... 1 1 1,317 1,336 990 939 342 381 557 479 91 79 
Trinity ....... " .... " ................. ''1 1 415 363 !rdJ 332 ." 129 155 100 124 65 53 
Tulare ................ " ........... , .. 6 6 7,462 7,390 5,360 5,060 1,988 1,927 2,830 2,705 542 42B '1 Tuolumne ............ " ............ 1 1 1,229 1,369 92B 1,002 \\ Wi 352 498 55B 84 92 

'---
Ventura ............................ 11 11 00,229 17,603 13,895 14,312 3,734 4,592 7,232 6,522 2,929 3,198 
yolo ................. " .. , .............. 3 3 3,435 3,325 2,926 2,972 1,442 1,235 1,264 1,438 220 299 
Yuba ........................... " .... , 2 2 2,039 1,770 1,421 1,309 611 423 663 740 147 146 

• Nlimber of~lthorized judgeships at end of the fiscal year. See Table 26A for total judiCial· positions. 
R Revised. p 
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TABLE 12-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHlftflLiNGS At~D DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

ToW Disposibons 
before trial 

~tions aber trial 
OnCOI1~ COntested 

matters matters 
ToW 

R1ings 
County 1981:& 1MJ.J1 

,pti J981 °ikaJ 1981:& 19!iJ.J1 198U2 JMJ.J[ 1981:& 19tiJ...81 
State total .............................................. 64,965 64,779 60,562 R 61,878 3,941 3,680 52,989 53,676 3,632 R 4,522 

Alameda .................................................... 3,779 3,846 4,169 3,682 192 '1m 3,243 3,328 734 57 

~::d~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ 91 'l~ 5~g ~ ~ 5~ ~ ~ 
Butte............................................................ 437 470 401 381 0 0 400 378 1 3 
Calaveras.................................................... 73 80 41 52 23 46 17 6 1 0 

Colusa.......................................................... 64 58 19 29 0 1 19 28 0 0 
Contra Costa ............................................ 1,809 1,804 1,701 1,795 147 191 1,527 1,567 27 37 
Del Norte .................................................. 87 72 75 43 24 9 51 32 0 2 
El Dorado .................................................. 247 249 295 187 12 11 281 171 2 5 
Fresno ........................................................ 1,398 1,413 2,737 2,504 31 27 2,640 2,387 66 90 

Glenn.......................................................... 102 69 51 89 1 3 50 85 0 1 
Humboldt .................................................. 451 468 361 277 24 15 310 213 27 49 
Imperial...................................................... 176 217 200 161 100 25 99 134 1 2 
luyo ............................................................ 42 65 79 51 1 0 7 41 71 10 
Kern ............................................................ 927 868 1,141 757 0 0 1,107 748 34 9 

E:k~s .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: t~· i: i~ m ~ 1 i~ i~ ~ g 
Lassen ........................................................ 80 66 55 65 0 3 54 60 1 2 
Los Angeles .............................................. 18,728 18,363 16,541 15,837 1,631 1,567 14;233 13,672 677 598 
Madera........................................................ 161 188 173 165 84 6 85 157 4 2 

Marin .......................................................... 831 857 861 997 0 2 859 991 2 4 

~:ao~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ 3~ 3~ ~ ~ ~. ~ ~ ~ g 
Merced........................................................ 359 315 328 282 d 0 321 277 7 5 
Modoc ........................................................ 37 52 61 69 1 3 54 66 6 0 

Mono .......................................................... 32 14 50 31 49 31 1 0 0 0 
Monterey.................................................... 845 882 839 918 8 26 830 887 1 5 

~!e!ch::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : m : ~ J m : i~ ~ 
Orange........................................................ 3,444 3,268 2,878 2,617 26 37 2,838 2,543 14 37 

Placer .......................................................... 307 265 331 l.O54 18 1 225 594 88 459 
Plumas........................................................ 93 72 7~ \62 0 2 70 56 5 4 
Riverside .................................................... 1,747 1,855 1,868 1 ',)2 100 65 l,65'b 1,824 42 63 
Sacramento ............................................... , 1,903 1,840 1,694 i fl 59 30 1,602 J,937 33 104 
San Benito.................................................. 78 79 40 . ~6 3 2 17,')1 20 13 
S~an:::..:::B~ern=ar::,.din::::o= .... :::: ... .::: ... .::: .... ::.. ........... ...:. .... :::: ........... ...:. .... :::: ... :::: ... --:2-:,67=2:----2::-:,8:-:-13:---::-2,2-=-42-:-:----:-2,~ .:.:.(6---446-----534-=---1-,723:.:.--·-1-,7.:::92=----7-3---50.:.:.... 

~: ~;~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: j;: j;: j;: j:~ 5~ 19 ~:: ~;~~ ~ij I'm 
San Joaquin................................................ 1,236 1,227 1,222 1,234 279 214 916 977 27 43 
San Luis Obispo ...................................... 437 487 341 728 4 8 324 717 13 3 

~:t~B~~b;;;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2,: 2,~ 1,~~ k~~ ~ 7~ 1,~ 1,~~ ~ ~ 
Santa Clara ................................................ 3,039 3.,165 2,801 3,334 100 1 2,680 3,327 21 6 
Santa Cruz ................................................ 691 691 716 678 2 0 668 626 46 52 
Shasta .......................................................... 451 414 '1m 287 1 1 284 274 12 12 

Sierra .......................................................... 11 16 7 16 0 0 7 12 0 4 
Siskiyou ...................................................... 179 209 156 154 9 22 145 130 2 2 
Solano .............................. ,........................... 674 651 441 410 29 18 396 379 16 1:t 
Sonoma ...................................................... 1,133 1,108 836 1,013 12 48 814 914 10 51 
Stanislaus.................................................... 731 905 766 1,789 24 98 717 864 25 827 
Sutter .......................................................... 146 183 39 52 3 2 36 49 0 
Tehama ...................................................... 179 151 120 104 2 0 115 103 3 
Trinity ....................................... ................ 46 34 8 22 2 6 4 15 2 
Tulare.......................................................... 667 665 633 359 47 25 569 331 17 
Tuolumne .................................................. 114 100 96 91 3 2 90 89 3 

Ventura ...................................................... 978 937 997 717 37 22 896 676 64 
yolo.............................................................. 364 397 346 361 58 76 276 272 12 
Yuba ............................................................ 120 loo 108 123 1 1 106 122 1 

R Revised 
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County 
State total .......................................... 

Alameda ................................................ 

~::d~;.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butte ...................................................... 
Calaveras .............................................. 
Colusa .................................................... 

. Contra Costa ........................................ 
Del Norte .............................................. 
El Dorado ............................................... 
Fresno .................................................... 
Glenn ...................................................... 
Humboldt .............................................. 
Imperial ................................................ 
Inyo ........................................................ 
Kern ........................................................ 
Kings ...................................................... 
Lake ........................................................ 
Lassen .................................................... 
Los Angeles .......................................... 
Madera ................................................... 
Marin ...................................................... 

~!~a~~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Merced ................................................... 
Modoc .......... " ........................................ 
Mono ...................................................... 
Monterey .............................................. 

~:e!d~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange .................................................. 
Placer ...................................................... 
Plumas .................................................... 
Riverside ................................................ 
Sacramento .......................................... 
San Benito ............................................ 
San Bernardino .................................... 
San Diego .............................................. 
San Francisco ...................................... 
San Joaquin .......................................... 
San Luis Obispo .................................. 
San Mateo .............................................. 
Santa Barbara ...................................... 
Santa Clara ............................................ 
Santa Cruz ............................................ 
Shasta .. : ................................................... 
Sierra ...................................................... 

~~l:~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sonoma .................................................. 
Stanislaus .............................................. 
Sutter ...................................................... 
Tehama .................................................. 

j:~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Tuolumne .............................................. 
Ventura ....... ; .......................................... 
Yolo ......... ;: ............................................. 
yuba ........................................................ 

R Revised 

... 
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TABLE 13-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
FAMILY LAW FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981~ 
~b'ons aber trial 

ToW ToW Dispositions Oncont~ COntested 
filings ,p-ti before trial matters matters 

1981:& J91jJ:JJ 1981 O~l 1981~ JMJ.Jl J981:& 1!M81 J981:& 19!iJ.J1 
167,902 177,255 141,073 R 149,680 24,568 R 15,538 102,972 R i21,898 13,533 R 12,244 

7,794 8,184 7,255 7,642 907 1,569 5,fJ57 5,601 691 472 
5 6 7 15 7 14 0 0 0 1 

154 177 130 121 1 1 96 92 33 28 " 
1,061 1,140 776 890 332 69 393 747 51 74 

170 167 100 119 24 31 59 69 17 19 

84 107 55 81 5 2 50 77 0 2 
4,859 4,985 3,550 3,736 288 138 3,001 3,323 261 275 

170 163 143 148 17 8 123 127 3 13 
780 769 653 633 44 15 574 593 35 25 

3,726 4,136 2,235 3,043 89 248 2,107 2,743 39 52 

142 149 110 R 124 8 15 93 R 93 9 16 
887 976 264 643 39 53 155 529 70 61 
481 489 408 386 36 17 355 362 17 7 
171 185 143 113 8 9 12 80 123 24 

3,473 3,594 2749 
, 'i 

2,977 131 119 2,409 2,639 209 219 

530 498 405 491 98 20 278 399 29 72 
368 314 270 228 13 13 233 196 24 19 
176 198 179 197 19 11 144 163 16 23 

45,676 48,991 41,840 41,905 6,784 3,542 31,702 35,639 3,354 2,724 
380 453 350 348 116 28 188 266 46 54 

1,578 1,690 1,280 1,311 163 156 1,003 1,055 114 100 
100 '[5 71 57 6 6 64 48 1 3 
518 604 392 502 68 27 290 448 34 27 
878 948 600 686 lOS 52 469 602 26 32 

69 73 72 54 5 4 48 43 19 7 

99 96 75 70 69 43 5 15 1 12 
2,370 2,286 1,810 2,861 88 1075 1,635 1,694 87 92 

712 721 545 589 27 29 455 486 63 74 
441 401 464 346 198 146 219 171 47 29 

14,419 15,407 13,927 15,251 3,484 3,184 9,355 11,089 1,088 978 

921 942 668 840 102 54 342 636 224 150 
157 146 171 140 17 8 142 119 12 13 

5,090 4,960 4,126 4,341 1,237 542 2,653 3,541 236 258 
6,988 7,213 5,662 5,902 290 '1m 5,054 5,194 318 411 

158 171 127 187 10 8 44 109 73 70 

7,541 8,005 5,514 6,28S 519 460 4,104 4,683 891 1,143 
13,472 13,822 12,225 11,787 2,746 1,223 7,038 9,296 2,441 1,268 
3,945 4,214 3,988 R 3,615 1,006 344 2,662 2,998, 320 2J3 
2,789 2,926 2,582 2,023 293 137 2,049 1,649 240 237 
1,073 1,247 794 932 16 32 724 840 54 60 

3,674 3,950 2,488 2,834 483 346 1,957 2,369 48 J19 
2,130 2,263 1,756 R ),793 753 R 182 899 1,534 104 77 
9,782 10,766 6607 8,353 1,367 117 4,963 7,851 277 385 
1,404 1,437 '860 1,139 25 59 764 993 71 87 
1,159 1,278 1,030 1,159 69 54 636 861 325 244 

24 10 10 10 2 0 8 7 0 3 
304 327 250 266 15 11 225 245 10 10 

2,122 2,197 1,989 1,904 394 75 1,315 1,635 280 194 
2,279 2,465 1,462 1,861 878 287 475 1,457 109 117 
2,229 2,392 1,722 1,988 70 156 1,074 831 578 1,001 

442 415 318 337 76 58 200 235 42 44 
·l 266 325 280 214 18 12 244 183 18 19 

79 81 80 64 9 5 42 51. 29 8 
1,591 1,885 1,076 1,293 73 63 967 1,189 36 41 

306 368 250 275 37 37 211 236 2 2 

4,502 4,165 3,161 3,,393 751 205 2,188 2,796 222 392 
712 800 583 '706 56 64 499 608 28 34 
492 503 431) 471 77 58 321 363 38 50 

do 
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TABLE 14-CALiFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
MOTOR VEHICLE PE,RSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 

FILINGS AND DISPOSiTIONS 
Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
dis;xJsiti J98J~o~J 

Dispositions 
before triJJl 

fJ:!titions aBer trial 

County 
State total ............................................. . 

Alameda .................................................... .. 

~~~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butte .......................................................... .. 
Calaveras ................................................... . 
Colusa ........................................................ .. 
Contra Costa ............................................. . 
Del Norte ................................................ .. 
El Dorado ................................................. . 
Fresno ......................................................... . 
Glenn ........................................................ .. 
Humboldt ................................................. . 
Imperial .................................................... .. 
Inyo ............................................................. . 
Kern .......................................................... .. 
Kings ........................................................... . 
Lake ........................................................... . 
Lassen ........................................................ .. 
Los Angeles .............................................. .. 
Madera ...................................................... .. 
Marin ......................................................... . 
~:aoc~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Merced ...................................................... .. 
Modoc ......................................................... . 
Mono .......................................................... .. 
Monterey .................................................. .. 

~:~:ch·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange ....................................................... . 
Placer ........................................................ .. 
Plumas ....................................................... . 
Riverside ................................................... . 
Sacramento ............................................... . 
San Benito ................................................. . 
San Bernardino ....................................... . 
San Diego ................................................ .. 
San Francisco ........................................... . 
San Joaquin ............................................... . 
San Luis Obispo ....................................... . 
San Mateo ................................................. . 
Santa Barbara .......................................... .. 
Santa Clara .............................................. .. 
Santa Cruz ............................... , ................. . 
Shasta ........................................................ .. 
Sierra ........................................................ .. 

~I:~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sonoma ............................................ ; ......... .. 
Stanislaus ....................................... " .......... . 
Sutter ......................................................... . 
Tehama .................................................... .. 
Trinity ...................................................... .. 
Tulare ........................................................ .. 
Tuolumne ................................................. . 
Ventura .................................................... .. 
yolo ............................................................ .. 
Yuba ........................................................... . 

J98J-82 JfJ80..8J 
SO,I80 SO,723 

1,735 1,775 
2 8 

11 19 
168 156 
35 25 

13 
I,m 

15 
160 
904 

10 
86 
83 
17 

567 

83 
45 
24 

22,968 
58 

391 
11 
61 

184 
4 

13 
362 
168 
76 

4,672 

156 
20 

1,115 
1,693 

23 

1,198 
1,982 
2,426 

414 
170-

1,123 
386 

2,706 
231 
144 

1 
35 

296 
503 
413 

sa 
44 
~5 

136 
46 

616 
111 
76 

15 
1,149 

24 
166 
375 

9 
90 
95 
11 

556 

89 
49 
18 

22,704 
83 

413 
22 
71 

206 
14 
11 

312 
ISO 
56 

4,706 

180 
16 

1,049 
1,765 

18 

1,317 
2,066 
2,360 

486 
191 

1,189 
355 

2,823 
214 
155 

6 
53 

239 
400 
464 

lOS 
37 
10 
86 
65 

784 
122 

&3 

47,425 R 47,319 

1,725 2,550 
3 1 

15 9 
125 148 
13 18 

9 
834 

15 
125 
757 

13 
5 

66 
14 

436 
63 
28 
26 

24,792 
63 

224 
15 
64 

125 
16 

2 
252 
145 
54 

3,m 
139 
13 

952 
1,403 

9 

897 
2,023 
2,044 

432 
126 

596 
m 

2,225 
170 
92 

5 
34 

280 
400 
391 

41 
25 
8 

111 
71 

489 
g'[ 
74 

11 
781 

25 
125 
720 

11 
78 
58 
10 

453 
52 
35 
23 

23,829 
52 

334 
1'1 
61 

152 
10 

3 
339 
127 

28 
3,819 

112 
10 

967 
1,505 

10 

854 
R 1,770 

2,004 
378 
140 

859 
R273 
2,120 

181 
53 

o 
~ 

223 
458 
360 

46 
36 
11 

120 
46 

672 
116 
73 

J98J082 J9tlJ...81 
matters 

J98UJ2 J9tlJ...8J 
45,549 R45,617 1,021 861 

1,650 2,SOl 37 10 
2 1 o 0 

10 8 3 1 
117 141 3 2 
12 17 o 1 
9 

762 
15 

118 
725 

12 
o 

61 
13 

420 

57 
22 
25 

9A,452 
60 

214 
15 
60 

120 
13 

1 
232 
139 
54 

3,603 
131 
13 

795 
1,335 

9 

832 
1,863 
1,959 

396 
121 

571 
273 

2,149 
143 
85 

5 
29 

265 
356 
355 
40 
24 
8 

107 
47 

477 
92 
70 

10 0 
724 58 
24 0 

118 2 
fRl 2 

9 0 
63 0 
55 3 
10 0 

438 8 

SO 1 
29 5 
22 0 

23,428 113 
SO 0 

324 2 
17 0 
56 1 

135 0 
10 0 

3 0 
320 9 
122 2 
27 0 

3,752 313 

101 0 
10 0 

932 i 149 
1,422 42 

10 0 
816 14 

1,466 81 
R 1,898 24 

341 7 
120 3 

RS48 10 
262 0 

2,014,. 19 
155 22 
38 0 
o 0 

39 2 
199 4 
383 35 
343 18 

45 0. 
34 1 
10 0 

106 0. 
41 20 

659 4 
112 3 
62 1 

o 
44 
o 
2 
1 

1 
9 
o 
o 
6 

o 
3 
o 

190 
o 
1 
o 
1 
7 
o 
o 
9 
1 
o 

20 

4 
o 

21 
37 
o 

10 
240-
44 
19 
10 

3 
3 

54 
18 
1 
o 
o 

15 
SO 
2 

o 
o 
o 
4 
2 

9 
1 
5 

matters 
198J=82 19t1J..8J 

855 841 

38 39 
1 0 
2 0 
5 5 
1 0 
o 

14 
o 
5 

30 
1 
5 
2, 
1 
8 
5 
1 
1 

227 
.3 
8 
o 
3 
5 
3 

1 
11 
4 
o 

61 

2 
o 
8 

26 
o 

51 
79 
61 
29 
2 

15 
4 

57 
5 
7 
0. 
3 

11 
9 

18 

1 
o 
o 
4 
4 
8 
2 
3 

1 
13 
1 
5 

32 
1 
6 
3 
o 
9 

2 
3 
1 

211 
2 

9 
0. 
4 

10 
o 
o 

10 
4 
1 

47 

7 
o 

14 
46 
o 

28 
64 
62 
18 
10. 

8 
8 

52 
8 

14 

0. 
4 
9 

25 
15 

1 
2 
:I. 

10. 
3 

4 
3 
6 

1 
\ 
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TABLE 15-CALIFORN!A SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER PERSONAL INJURY, DEATH AND PROPERTY DAMAGE 

FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Total 
filiIw 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

24,361 R 23,276 

Dispositions 
before trial 

198J082 J98f)..8J 
22,222 R 21,464 

~'tions aBer trial 
UnconteSt. lhnfested 

matterY matters 
J98UJ2 J98(}...;9J J98J=82 19tiJ...8J 

986 742 1,153 1,070 

Alameda .................................................. 1,1ag 1,20~ 1,741 l,ssg 1,5~ 1,7~ 1~ 9~ ~ 5~ 

~::d~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: IJ 1~ ~ J si J ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Butte ........................................................ 12 10 2 5 2 2 0 0 0 3 
Calaveras ............................................... . 

3 7 3 7 0. 0 0 0 Colusa ...................................................... ~~ ~ 576 489 524 462 42 12 10 15 
Contra Costa .......................................... 7 12 12 31 11 27 0 3 1 1 
Del Norte................................................ 116 62 70 56 63 2 0 4 7 
El Dorado................................................ ~~ 401 444 535 429 513 0 3 15 19 
Fresno·...................................................... 'l'J&. 

14 11 8 9 8 9 0 0 0 0 Glenn ...................................................... 82 139 7 73 1 56 0 9 6 8 
Humboldt................................................ 71 51 SO 45 46 2 0 4 4 
Imperial .................................................. 49 . 12 14 11 11 0 0 1 3 
Inyo .......................................................... ~ J3 177 181 163 166 6 2 8 13 
Kern ......................................................... . 

41 32 35 15 31 14 1 0 3 1 tk~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: t~ ~ i~ i~ i~ 1~ ~ ~ t ~ 
Lassen · .... 1· ........ ' .... •• .... • ...... • .. • .... • .... ···...... 12,520 12,947 9,638 9,185 9,068 8,607 181 239 389 339 
Los Ange es ............................................ 51 56 24 5 21 1 1 0. 2 4 
Madera ................................................... . 

256 272 225 285 211 264 0 1 14 20 Marin........................................................ 9 7 6 7 4 7 0 0. 2 0 

~::aoc~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 48 66 41 23 33 22 1 0 7 J 
88 125 79 113 74 103 2 5 3 5 Merced .................................................... 7 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0. 0 

Modoc ..................................................... . 
21 19 5 3 2 3 2 0 ! 0 Mono ........................................................ 212 1'/1 153 174 134 154 5 '! 14 13 

Monterey................................................ ffT 41 34 28 32 22 0 0 2 6 

~:~:~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 54 41 49 23 41 23 2 0 6 0 
Orange .................................................... 3,625 3,220 1,910. 1,743 1,638 1,641 208 36 64 66 

100 104 107 g'[ 104 ffT 1 3 2 7 Placer ...................................................... 26 15 23 10 5 9 1 0 17 1 
Plumas...................................................... 460 462 113 10 18 13 
RS iverside·t .. o .................... · ........ · .. · ........ · .... · 1 ~ 1 : I,: 1,:S 943 1,001 44 37 370. 38

0 
acramen ............................................ • 8 ' 6 .2 6 2 6 0 0 

San Benito ............................................. . 
689 965 770. 788 671 70s 23 23 76 60 Sans . BD:rnardino...................................... 1123 924 1,285 ffT8 1,123 706 54 99 lOB 7

7

3

9 an Jego .............................................. ;. 2,'160 1987 1,629 1,314 1,519 1,208 31 27 79 
San Francisco ........................................ , 360 198 331 5 9 23 20 
San Joaquin ............................................ 321 413 226 57 6 5 5 2 
San Luis Obispo .................................... 127 lOB 64 64 53 

266 444 256 391 8 13 22 40 San .Mateo .............................................. 694 573 139 R 145 127 R 128 0 3 12 14 
Santa Barbara ........................................ 246 279 845 9 779 15 23 39 43 
Santa Cl&ra.............................................. I,OBI 1,062 l'i~ 112 1,~ 96 11 7 4 9 
Santa Cruz.............................................. in ~ 106 174 g'[ 163 1 2 8 9 
Shasta ....... ;; ............................................ . 

o 5 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 Sierra........................................................ 25 30 31 35 26 27 1 2 4 6 

~l:~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 159 129 193 121 182 114 3 1 8 6 
Sonoma .................................................... 114821 201991 293228 : ~ : t~ ~ i~ t~ 
StanislRus ..... ;; ........................................ . 

66 51 16 17 15 16 0 0. 1 1 Sutter........................................................ 17 15 12 16 10. 15 1 1 1 0 
Tehama.................................................... 12 7 8 4 8 4 0. 0. 0. 0 

i=~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 86 157 159 154 179 145 2 4 8 5 
Tuolumne................................................ 30 25 __ ~23::::...... __ --;.:lo.~_~22=--__ -;-:10~ __ -;;-o. __ -;;;:0. __ -;;1 ___ -;;-0. 
===.::::.:.::=:::=:::.........:..........:..........:.---420-;:;;----;502;;;;;;-' 389 453 382 420 2 30 5 3 
Ventura.................................................... 78 57 44 61 43 57 0. 2 1 2 
Yolo .......................................................... 72 62 34 28 30 22 0. 2 4 4 
yuba ......................................................... . 

13-76963 
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TABLE 16-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS· 
EMINENT DOMAIN FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Alameda ............................................................ 

~~~;.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butte .................................................................. 
Calaveras ........................................................ 0' 

Colusa ................................................................ 
Contra Costa .................................................... 
Del Norte ................................................... , ..... 
El Dorado ............................... ················· .......... 
Fresno ................................................................ 

Clenn ........................ ·· ........................................ 
Humboldt ................................. · ........... · .... · ...... · 
Imperial ............................................................ 
Inyo .................................................................... 
Kern ......................... · .. · .. · .. ·· .. · .... ··· ...... · .... · .. ··· .. ··· 

f!~~.:::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Lassen ................................................................ 
Los Angeles ...................................................... 
Madera .............................................................. 
Marin ..................... ···· .. ·· .... · ...... ··· .. · .. · .... · .. ·· .... · .. · 

~:ao~~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Merced ............................................................... 
Modoc ................................................................ 
Mono ............................... · .... ·· .. · ...... · .. ·· .. · .. ;· ...... · 
Monterey .......................................................... 

~:e:d;; .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange .............................................................. 
Placer ............................... · .. · .. ····· .. · .. ·· .. · ........ ·· .... 
Plumas ................................ ·· .... · .. ·· .. · .... · .... · .. ·· .. ·· 
Riverside ........................................................... · 
Sacramento ...................................................... 
San Benito .......... , ........................ ~ ..................... 
San Bernardino ............................................. ··· 
San Diego ........................................ · .............. · .. 
San Francisco .................................................. 
San Joaquin ...................................................... 
San Luis Obispo .............................................. 

San Mateo ......................................... · .. · .... · ...... ·· 
Santa Barbara .................. 10 ................. • ...... ••••••• 

Santa Clara ....................................................... · 
Santa Cruz ................................... ·· .. ·· .... ·· .. · ...... 
Shasta ................................................................. · 

Sierra .................................................................. 
Siskiyou ......................... , ................................... 
Solano ............................................................... 
Sonoma .............................................................. 
Stanislaus .......................................................... 
Sutter ............................... · ....... · .. · .. ·· .. · .. · .... · .. · .... · 
Tehama ............................................ ·· .. · .... · .. · .. ··· 
Trinity ................................................................ 
Tulare ................................................................ 
Tuolumne ................................................. · ........ 

Ventura .............................................................. 
Yolo ..................................................................... 
yuba ........................................ · ........ · .................. 

R Revised. 

Total 
Blings 

27 
0 
4 
5 
4 

0 
38 
0 
0 

i03 

0 
12 
2 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

271 
2 

0 
0 

34 
1 
0 

10 
17 
2 
0 

38 

1 
0 

103 
14 
1 

391 
154 

6 
13 
5 

26 
0 

63 
1 

12 

0 
0 
1 

62 
1 

0 
0 
(I 
2 
6 

65 
1 
0 

53 
0 
4 
3 
2 

0 
21 
1 
8 

79 

1 
20 
1 
0 

39 

1 
2 
1 

244 
2 

0 
1 
5 
0 
0 

0 
65 
1 
1 

291 

3 
0 

66 
20 
0 

219 
224 

1 
14 
17 

54 
38 

147 
0 
4 

5 
0 
2 

33 
9 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

15 
1 
0 

Total 
dispositions 

1981-82 198fJ.081 
812 R l,lll 

26 38 
0 0 
4 3 
9 8 
1 1 

0 0 
6 9 
1 2 
1 2 

33 46 

0 3 
5 3 
4 1 
0 0 
3 6 

0 3 
1 1 
0 0 

258 410 
2 1 

3 8 
13 7 
11 7 
0 11 
0 0 

2 1 
28 14 
1 2 
0 0 

45 R63 

6 9 
2 0 

84 117 
7 11 
0 1 

86 71 
81 81 
0 R3 

13 5 
25 7 

3 0 
8 R3 

14 10 
0 5 
0 3 

0 0 
0 0 
5 4 
9 33 
4 0 

0 3 
1 1 
0 0 
1 2 
1 11 

3 4 
1 77 
1 0 

DispiJStions 
before trial 

198Ui 19lJO...1i1 
521 R806 

17 33 
0 0 
3 1 
7 5 
1 1 

0 0 
5 7 
1 ~ 
1 1 
8 38 

0 3 
0 3 
2 0 
0 0 
2 6 

0 3 
0 0 
0 0 

231 391 
1 1 
3 1 

13 7 
9 7 
0 10 
0 0 

2 0 
24 5 
1 0 
0 0 

20 R33 

3 3 
1 0 

45 III 
3 4 
0 1 

SO 31 
17 24 
0 R3 
5 4 

13 5 

2 0 
6 R2 

10 3 
0 4 
0 3 

0 0 
0 0 
4 1 
5 30 
1 0 

0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
1 2 
1 10 

2 2 
0 3 
1 0 
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~ 
TABLE 17-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 

OTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS, FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS , 

Disljf/tions alier trial 
Uncontest COntested 

matters matters 
198Ui 19!1O"81 198]0/12 1981J...81 

163 135 128 170 

3 0 6 5 
0 0 0 0 
1 2 0 0 
2 1 0 2 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 
0 2 25 6 

i 
Fiscal Years ~980-S1 and 1981-8:l 

] ~tions after trial I Total Total Dispositions ~ Uncon~ COntested 
.1 /iJings ~'ti before trial matters matters 

\ ~ 
County 198]082 191iJ81 1981 ~Mo:a1 198]082 19&)...81 1981:tJ2 198().81 J981:tJ2 19tiJ..81 

State total ................................................ 104,384 93,916 60,309 R58,707 44,237 R42,496 10,665 10,678 5,407 R5,533 

I Alameda ...................................................... 5,483 4,739 3,159 3,867 1,688 3,155 942 437 529 275 lJ 'I 
~~~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 23 21 15 20 14 20 0 0 1 0 

I 200 160 84 80 24 15 30 53 30 12 
Butte ............................................................ 772 877 468 417 383 381 70 26 15 10 
Calaveras .................................................... 257 198 III 93 79 65 13 15 19 13 
Colusa .......................................................... 52 42 16 23 16 19 0 3 0 1 

r 
Contra Costa .............................................. 2,043 1,797 901 1;lJJl 590 752 309 322 68 133 

f Del Norte .................................................... 101 120 64 77 S3 60 3 6 8 11 

1 El Dorado .................................................... 547 439 325 286 212 173 55 40 58 73 I Fresno .......................................................... 4,067 2,664 922 1,941 734 1,076 79 754 109 III 'l 
o. 0 0 0 
1 0 4 0 
1 0 1 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 

0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
7 1 20 18 
0 0 1 0 

0 6 0 1 
0 0 0 ,0 
0 0 2 0 
0 0 '0 1 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 1 
0 7 4 2 
0 1 0 1 
0 0 0 0 

17 28 8 2 

~ CleM .......................................................... 50 55 17 58 11 32 4 22 2 4 i Humboldt ...... : ............................................. 311 225 80 59 23 8 22 35 35 16 j 
~:.~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 209 175 134 114 116 109 2 4 16 1 

j 147 153 95 116 65 65 3 30 27 21 
1 Kern .............................................................. 1,430 1,674 958 1,315 766 778 94 470 98 67 
:1 

f!k~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 518 192 445 95 213 39 218 53 14 3 
1 304 392 271 227 210 163 33 24 28 40 
\ Lassen .......................................................... 112 104 90 83 56 48 17 13 17 22 

~ 1 Los Angeles ................................................ 28,631 21.811 18,112 16,300 14,946 13,295 2,100 1,888 1,066 1,117 
Madera ........................................................ 150 i$~~ ~, (iji III 51 40 4 8 14 39 
Marin .... , ....................................................... 1,236 1,047 633 670 465 506 104 85 64 79 

~:a~:~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 56 71 36 48 27 37 4 6 5 5 

~ 
493 361 300 204 133 86 127 73 40 45 

Merced ........................................................ 316 244 130 134 115 lOB 3 9 12 17 
Modoc ......................... ,. ............................... 43 38 40 30 29 20 3 7 8 3 
Mono ............................................................ 104 122 38 76 32 58 0 7 6 11 
Monterey .................................................... 948 1,973 1,361 1,635 632 695 639 849 90 91 

~:~:d~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 426 296 143 173 117 140 7 19 19 14 
481 450 285 211 211 154 34 33 40 24 

Orange ........................................................ 10,803 10,466 5,880 R 6,121) 3,948 R3,6U9 1,672 2,308 260 208 ., 
3 6 0 0 

1 0 0 0 
39 3 0 3 
1 4 3 3 
0 0 0 0 

Placer .......................................................... 668 527 304 ·:258 200 146 63 23 
.. 

41 89 
Plumas .......................................................... 112 94 93 I; 106 27 35 7 23 59 48 
Riverside ...................................................... 4,771 4,572 3,666 3,000 3,183 2,640 363 217 120 143 
Sacramento ............ , ................................... 3,132 2,963 1,883 1,718 1,549 1,351 163 189 171 178 
San Benito ....................... , .......................... 53 64 8 13 8 12 0 1 0 0 

24 25 12 15 
47 45 17 12 
0 0 0 0 
8 0 0 1 
4 2 8 0 

0 0 1 0 
2 1 0 0 
0 4 4 3 
0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 3 
0 0 4 3 
3 0 0 0 

0 1 0 0 
0 0 1 1 
0 0 0 a 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 

... $an Bernardino .......................................... 2,724 1,899 1,324 977 904 703 195 119 225 155 
-- San D.\ego .................................................... 8,381 7,984 4,362 4,090 3,267 R 2,992 495 601 600 497 

San Francisco ............................................ 4,625 4,094 3,169 R 2,214 2,652 1,568 110 204 407 442 

~ 
San Joaquin ............................................... 845 642 549 529 309 285 152 ISO 88 94 
San Luis Obispo ........................................ 927 1,102 467 560 218 289 200 203 49 68 
San Mateo .................................................. 2,301 2,314 1,092 A,441 749 p38 214 161 129 J42 
SlUlta !Barbara ............................................ 980 820 582 515 504 368 28 65 SO 82 
Santa Clara .............. , ................................... 5,174 4,747 2,801 2,508 1,984 . 1,669 570 263 247 576 
Santa Cruz ............................ ; ..................... 686 691 297 468 203 346 31 46 63 76 

"\ 
)~:;:.:. Shasta .......................................................... 775 509 353 282 245 193 32 36 76 33 

Sierra ............................................................ 30 8 13 5 9 0 2 0 2 5 

~~l:~~.:::::::::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 198 161 85 98 52 59 17 13 16 26 
1,548 1,574 355 482 187 390 120 55 48 37 

~~:si:ici·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,392 1,0Ill 752 536 393 374 283 60 76 102 

r, 1,338 1,231 1,294 1,180 511 792 700 330 83 58 

t Sutter ............................................................ 145 142 50 86 39 71 8 7 3 8 
TehllIIla ................................................... , .... 276 28() 118 76 62 45 47 23 9 8 

t~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 46 39 40 42 21 19 6 8 13 15 
747 G56 334 305 192 168 116 118 26 19 

Tuolumne .................................................... 236 124 124 86 75 44 28 16 21 26 
1 1 0 1 
0 0 1 74 
0 0 0 0 

.. < Ventura ........... , ............................................ 1,625 1,106 738 1,072 586 931 91 63 61 78 
Yolo .............................................................. 240 343 147 202 112 123 19 62 16 17 
yuba .............................................................. 96 100 61 III 37 39 14 23 10 25 
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TABLE 18-CALiFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS, FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

jow 
Iiiiogs 

ToW 
dispositions 

~biJ/1$ aber h . 
OncoIi ~testea 

1981~ 19!J0.081 1981-82 19!J0.081 
• matters matters 

State total ............................................. . 112,946 R 113,917 66,752 R 67,163 

lJispositions 
beIoreh~ 

198Ri2 l'1 
38,672 R 39,540 

198U12 19liJJJ 1981~ 1!Jti)...81 
2!5,m R 2!5,305 2,083 R 2,318 

Alameda .................................................... 4,397 3;815 2,970 2,980 1,142 1,427 1,671 1,417 157 136 

~::d~;.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5~ ~ : ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ g ~ 
Butte............................................................ 846 949 B19 64" 668 533 140 96 11 18 
Calaveras .................................................... 135 139 35 8 ) 26 73 3 5 6 2 

Colusa.......................................................... 31 2!5 0 13 0 4 0 9 0 0 
Contra Costa ............................................ 3,166 3,580 1,648 2,252 967 1,697 622 493 59 62 
Del Norte .................................................. 156 131 24 69 24 69 0 0 0 0 
El Dorado .................................................. 637 693 470 350 240 175 195 163 35 12 
Fresno ........................................................ 1,631 1,302 1,178 1,146 146 288 912 774 120 84 

Glenn .......................................................... 149 lOS 49 49 6 18 37 26 6 5 
Humboldt .................................................. 1,098 947 45 509 18 233 13 107 14 169 
Imperial...................................................... 878 666 426 436 363 384 62 51 1 I 
Inyo ................................................. "......... 43 lOB 26 80 2 39 0 8 24 33 
Kern ............................................................ 1,198 875 1,557 1,440 547 435 980 948 30 57 

Kings .......................................................... 512 R 547 414 R 42!5 229 12!5 138 R 299 47 I 
Lake ............................................................ 209 298 232 198 191 173 36 23 5 2 
Lassen ........................................................ 68 83 46 45 24 16 18 26 4 3 

~:d~~.~.~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 30,: 30,~~ 18'i~ 16'~i 12,~ 9'~i 4,~ 5,ru 77~ 9~ 
Marin .......................................................... 1,004 1,101 466 477 301 328 143 140 22 9 

~:~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ 5~ 2~ 3~ 1~~ J,t J 17~ 1~ g 
Merced........................................................ 1,294 1,463 537 54B 466 478 63 68 8 2 
Modoc ........................................................ 82 90 48 77 41 59 6 16 1 2 

Mono .......................................................... 31 8 15 21 14 18 1 2 0 I 
Monterey.................................................... 2,468 1,259 1,735 896 756 563 948 313 31 20 

~:~:d;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : m 1~ 1~ 8~ 1~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ 
Orange........................................................ 5,255 5,496 2,866 R 3,479 1,605 R 2,237 1,235 1,228 26 14 

Placer .......................................................... 750 600 22!5 208 189 188, 13 13 23 7 
Plumas ........................................................ 168 96 109 91 2!5 19 79 70 5 2 
Riverside .................................................... 2,778 2,341 1,992 1,788 1,510 1,236 457 509 2!5 43 
Sacramento................................................ 4,732 4,599 3,188 2,914 1,153 1,239 1,928 1,598 109 77 
c.San=tB~e=ru=to~ ... ~ .... ~ ... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _. __ ~287~ __ ~~1~7~5 __ ~~154~ __ ~~67~ __ ~1~41~ __ ~~67~ __ ~~7 ____ ~0;-___ ~6~ __ ~O 
San Bernardino ........................................ 9,005 BJ174 5,492 5,056 2,788 2,743 2,649 2,273 55 40 , 
San Diego .................................................. 7,287 8,982 2,209 3,146 881 1,835 1,208 1,200 120 III 
San Francisco ............................................ 3,42!5 3,218 2,605 2,027 1,834 1,441 760 573 11 13 
San Joaquin................................................ 2,009 2,279 1,554 1,911 1,166 1,510 348 358 40 43 
San Luis Obispo ...................................... 316 303 229 233 88 lOB JIB 109 23 16 

Sail Mateo .................................................. 2,423 2,442 2,233 1,784 1,630' 1,219 596 561 7 4 
Santa Barbara............................................ 1,834 2,197 1,0n R 1,177 815 n 1122 Illl 344 15 R 11 
Santa Clara ................................................ 5,767 7,416 3,653 4,860 1,498 2,895 2,J(JIl 1,911 47 54 
Santa Cruz ................................................ 1,229 1,085 953 766 589 431) 347 327 17 9 
Shasta .......................................................... 661 921 453 622 362 441l 77 145 14 29 

Sierra .......................................................... 2 1 1 I 0 II I 0 0 1 

~l:~.~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ~ m ~~ l~ ill 2~ J: 1~ 1~ 
Sonoma ...................................................... 1,890 1,334 804 542 175 J()(j 623 407 6 29' 
Stanislaus .................................................... 1,804 1,897 1,210 1,229 31lS 6,52 7.54 515 7I 62 

Sutter .......................................................... 461 496 141 216 66 11,5 72 82 3 19 
Tehama ...................................................... 241 265 189 197 152 135 36 61 1 1 
Trinity ........................................................ 132 83 . 77 'TO 52 56 2() 10 5 4 
Tulare.......................................................... 1,494 1,422 963 996 661 757 294 235 8 4 
Tuolumne ......................................... "....... 203 406 120 196 73 117 42 69 5 10 

Ventura ....................................... ,.............. 4;421 4,154 1,203 2,032 395 I,OBI 791 865 ---7.
17

=----.'--:86:-:-
yolo ..................... ,........................................ 1,013 801 856 668 737 535 109 126 10 7 
Yuba ............................................................ 663 500 11.23 127 119 35 94 82 10 10 
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TABLE 19-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
MENTAL HEALTH FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 19SG-81 and 1981-82 

185 

ToW 
Rlin.t?s 

ToW IJisposftions 
f!:::!tbiJJ1S alier hean&, 

Oncontes~ 'I1tested 
disposi before h ' matters 

County 198U2 1981JJi 1981:8r'tiO~1 1981=t12 7Jff/:s1 198U2 198fJ..81 
State total ................. , .................................. , ..... .. 4,085 3,786 4,842 4,234, 514 281 3,577 3,342 

Alfu"Eeda .................................................................. 59 29 202 193 49 1 100 

~::d~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: g ~ ~ ~ g ~ g 
Butte ........................................................................ 11 29 10 19 0 0 3 
Calaveras ................................................................ 5 1 2 0 0 0 1 

Colusa ...................................................................... 6 6 '1 3 2 3 3 
Contra Costa .......................................................... 59 90 59 B5 13 10 33 
Del Norte................................................................ 1 7 2 8 0 0 0 
El Dorado................................................................ 11 5 12 5 7 4 5 
Fresno ...................................................................... 261 227 182 181 0 I 5 
~G;le=nn== ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... ~.--~7----~~4----~8~----~5~--~1--~~0·-----6 
Humboldt................................................................. 28 6 16 12 1 0 10 
Imperial ................................ ,................................. 21 2!5 33 28 1 3 32 
Inyo .............................................. ,........................... 4 13 5 14 0 1 3 
Kern.......................................................................... 312 2!57 375 396 0 2 2BO 

~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ ti 3~ tt ~ ~ 3~ 
Lassen ...................................................................... 4 3 4 3 0 2 3 
Los Angeles ............................................................ 431 422 316 276 37 56 260 
Madera .................................................................... 21 48 30 48 0 4 2!5 

Marin........................................................................ 19 28 15 21 0 1 7 
~:a:~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ l~ 19 1~ ~ ~ ~ 
Merced .................................................................... 23 12 2 0 0 0 2 
Modoc...................................................................... 1 2 1 4 0 0 0 

Mono ........................................................................ 0 0 0 1J 1~ 3~ ~ 
Monterey ................................................................ 1~ 13~ ~ 3 0 0 1 

~:~:d;.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Orange .................................................................... 87 154 136 184 0 0 126 

Placer ...................................................................... 32 72 103 154 g g ~ 
Plumas...................................................................... 1 0 1 0 65 
Riverside.................................................................. 86 103 100 94 22 18 12!5 

t:B:~~~o .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 6i sg lsg 1~ 1~ l~ 0 
San Bernardino...................................................... 230 226 163 182 1 ~ ,. ~ 
San Diego................................................................ 507 576 8B2 570 96 28 81 
San Francisco ........................................................ 137 124 144 130 38 3 17 

~ t:~~r;;·::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ~ :g ~ 0 37 

San Mateo .............................................................. 148 136 137 136 4 0 ~ 
Santa Barbara ........................ ;............................... 71 57 113 110 12 19 212 
Santa Clara.............................................................. 178 167 229 229 15 1 10 

~has~ ~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ :: ~ ~ ~ ~ 2 

Sierra........................................................................ 0 0 0 0 '0 0 g 
L~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ ~ 57 
Sonoma .................................................................... 193 57 204 58 69 18 11: 
Stanislaus ................................................................ 68 42 9 52 1 2 

Sutter ........................................................................ · 0 1 1 0 0 0 ~ 
Tehama.................................................................... 9 3 9 3 4 2 0 

~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ il' 3~ ~ ~ 30 
Tuolumne ......... ,....................................................... 15 15 13 19 0 6 12 

Ventura ............................................................... ,.... 471 226 711 341 ~ 24 ~ 
Yolo .......................................................................... 18 21 37 23 3 23 
yuba.......................................................................... 35 29 36 31 0 4 

130 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 

63 
7 
1 

133 
4 
1 

24 
12 

305 
31 
10 
o 

205 
17 

o 
o 

10 
o 
4 

o 
59 
o 
2 

172 

145 
o 

60 
lOS 

o 
178 
54B 
82 
40 
42 

104 
69 

200 
8 

2!5 

o 
6 

84 
30 
43 

o 
1 
o 

2!5 
9 

308 
17 
22 

matters 
1981=t12 19!iU1 

751 611 

53 
o 
o 
7 
1 

2 
13 
2 
o 

177 

1 
5 
(j 
2 

95 

1 
1 
1 

19 
5 

8 
o 
1 
o 
I 

o 
16 
3 
o 

10 

5 
1 

13 
14 
o 
7 

118 
2!5 
15 
5 

37 
17 
2 

15 
3 
o 
o 
3 

17 
4 

1 
1 
o 
1 
1 

6 
3 

13 

62 
o 
1 

19 
o 
o 

12 
1 
o 

47 

1 
11 
1 
1 

89 

2 
1 
1 

15 
27 

20 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

16 
3 
1 

12 

9 
o 

16 
.35 
o 
2 

20 
20 
6 
6 

32 
22 
28 
11 
4 

o 
1 

12 
10 
7 

o 
o 
o 
5 
4 

9 
3 
5 
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TABLE 20-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

FIlin ToW n,'-~CiOllS 
IX DOllS ilRer iJ • 

Oncon1f!f!:d· C!ff!!fstea 
ToW on"gin~ f!1bseQuent I?!;pltiollS Wdf::'he.aring 

1981:'& 198Q0..81 1981:'& 198fJ..81 1981 198fJ..81 1981 198fJ..81 1981:'& 1f18O...81 
79,591 R 81,241 49,821 R 49,660 'lfl,770 R 31,581 76,251 R 76,264 8,899 R 9,258 

III1ltters' matters 
1981:'& 198fJ.08t' 198]0.82 i98fJ.081 

County 
State total ................. . 

55,921 55,002 11,431 11,974 

3,9:19 3,254 401 402 
1 ' 4 0 0 

34 .43 5 5 
348375 48 41 

45 48 9 8 

Alameda ........................ 4,211 4,089 2,605 2,504 1,606 1, 15 3,799 3,693 119 37 
Alpine ............................ 14 3 12 . 3 2 0 9 6 8 2 
Amador .......................... 48 44 34 25 14 19 40 48 1 0 
Butte .............................. 426 444 278 252 148 .2 409 427 13 11 
Calaveras ...................... 62 37 51 33 11 4 60 64 6 8 

Colusa ............................ 5 17 4 14 1 3 22 28 18 27 2 1 2 0 
Contra Costa ................ 3,519 3,&55 1,886 2,152 1,633 il3 3,211 3,483 2 9 2,913 ,3,189 296 285 
Del Norte ...................... 123 76 62 51 61 25 96 69 8 5 68 53 20 11 
EI Dorado...................... 304 273 158 162 146 111 301 319 47 22 205 266 49 31 
Fresno ............................ 2,568 2,755 1,238 1,130 1,330 1,625 2,637 1,840 451 155 1,796 1,351 390 334 
Glenn.............................. 49 59 45 54 4 5 51 57 9 0 41 54 1 3 
Humboldt...................... 320 374 172 215 148 159 190 244 36 34 153 175 1 35 
Imperial ........................ 342 446 296 431 46 15 299 513 47 99 214 358 38 56 
loyo ................................ 115 115 97 113 18 2 145 106 27 0 118 104 0 2 
Kern................................ 2,136 2,161 1,324 1,143 812 1,018 2,616 2,423 242 157 1,615 1,635 759 631 

Kings .............................. 312 272 191 136 121 136 452 205 21 'lfl 336 1'lfl 95 47 
Lake................................ 89 72 55 48 34 24 93 85 6 2 55 DO 32 3 
Lassen ............................ 52 44 52 44 0 0 41 49 2 3 37 46 2 0 
Los Angeles .................. 21,672 R 20,277 13,807 R 12,505 7,865 R 7,772 20,709 19,258 3,984 4,354 12,328 10,057 4,397 4847 
Madera .......................... 526 551 'lfll 285 235 266 523 526 15 5 449 472 59 ' 49 

Marin.............................. 503 458 289 259 214 199 411 376 43 27 345 3'lfl 23 20 
Mariposa........................ 34 42 'lfl 38 5 4 27 42 2 5 25 36 0 1 
Mendocino .................... 247 298 165 206 82 92 226 259 66 37 139 189 21 33 
Merced .......................... 716 554 494 365 222 189 607 562 118 133 413 363 76 66 
Modoc ............................ 30 33 27 28 . 3 5 28 38 2 13 26 23 0 2 

Mono .............................. 14 30 14 20 0 10 11 R 26 4 R 3 7 21 0 2 

~~;:~~~:. .. :::::::::::::::::::::: 1,~! I,m m i~ m f5~ t: 1~ ~ ~ 1,: : ~ ~ 
Nevada .......................... 98 144 84 113 14 31 213 210 67 54 101 122 45 34 
DO~rm==~_._ ... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ .. ___ ~~~67~2 ___ 8~JiOO~_4~J~~~~5~,6~18~~I~,965~ __ ~3~,16~2~~6~,968~ __ ~9,~100;-~1;23~~33~7~~6~~~97~~8~,39~1~~448~ __ ~452 
Placer.............................. 645 708 410 400 235 228 591 6'lf1 209 205 367 413 15 11 
Plumas............................ 64 69 52 54 12 15 41 48 5 4 23 39 13 5 
Riverside........................ 2~2 2,452 1,633 1,699 699 753 2,430 2,513 63 153 1,691 1,458 676 902 
Sacramento ................ " 3,229 3,463 1,861 1,918 1,368 1,545 3,289 3,338 438 330 2,673 2,003 178 205 
Sm Benito .................... 66 86 61 86 5 0 00 153 11 22 63 118 6 13 

Sm Bernardino............ 2,405 2,192 1,797 1,638 608 554 2,051 I,m 238 192 1,687 1,523 126 162 
Sm Diego ...................... 3,650 4,212 2,255 2,676 1,395 1,536 3,639 4,258 385 428 3,000 3,403 254 427 
Sm Frmcisco .............. 2,295 1,933 1,388 1,178 ~ 755 1,924 1,771 265 309 1,1'lfl 906 530 556 
Sm Joaquin .................. 1,277 1,728 708 983 569 745 1,345 1,478 165 306 888 951 292221 
Sm Luis Obispo ..... ,.... 364 385 'lfl8 290 66 95 351 300 23 'lfl 314 327 14 \ . 24 

Sm Mateo...................... 1,910 1,862 1,254 1,157 656 705 1,393 1,443 0 8 1,273 1,321 120 114 
Smta Barbara .............. 1,574 1,5'lfl 682 674 892 &55 1,464 1,199 145 79 fl66 812 353 308 
Smta Clara.................... 3,827 3,793 2,446 2,413 1,381 1,300 3,881 4,451 532 745 3,145 3,525 204 181 
Smta Cruz .................... 813 700 f(fl 530 206 173 695 558 100 47 444 352 151 159 
Shasta.............................. 524 461 281 225 243 236 478 425 55 44 375 359 48 22 

Sierra .............................. 10 6 10 6 0 0 15 6 3 0 12 I 0 5 
Siskiyou .......................... 64 47 40 33 24 14 45 39 0 9 44 26 1 4 
Solailo ............................ 1,291 1,293 809 771 482 522 1,131 1,034 227 190 763 731 141 113 
Sonoma .......................... 755 790 481 5IJ6 274 284 703 793 20 47 555 606 128 140 
Stanislaus ..................•... 1,210 1,287 740 761 470 526 731 540 102 90 394 225 235 225 
Sutter .............................. 100 126 70 89 33 37 97 90 5 4 68 78 24 8 
Tehama .......................... 147 127 97" '84' :, 50 43 124 127 0 8 102 95 22 24 

f~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,~ 1,3~ ~ : sJ 5J 1,~ : 1~ 22f J;l; 6f3 1~ 15~ 
Tuolumne ...................... 104 143 74 104 30 39 100 141 14 16 74 109 12 16 

Ventura.......................... 2,172 1,931 1,175 1,108 997 823 2,393 1,742 178 100 2,038 1,462 177 177 
Yolo ................................ 295 366 187 189 108 177 324 395 57 76 244 278 23 41 
yuba................................ 126 122 102 110 24 12 119 111 3 5 95 89 21 17 

RRevised 
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(:'ounty 

State total ........................... . 

Alameda ................................... . 
Alpine ....................................... . 
Amador .................................•.. 
Butte ......................................... . 
Calaveras ................................. . 
Colusa ....................................... . 
Contra Costa ........................... . 
Del Norte ............................... . 
EI Dorado ............................... . 
Fresno .................................... .. 
Glenn ..................................... ... 
Humboldt ............................... . 
Imperial ................................... . 
Inyo ........................................... . 
Kern ......................................... . 

tk~s:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Las:;an ....................................... . 
Los Angelel .............................. . 
Madera ..................................... . 
Marin ....................................... . 
Mariposa ................................. . 
Mendocino ............................. . 
Merced ..................................... . 
Modoc ....................................... . 
Mono ......................................... . 
Monterey ................................. . 

~~~~d~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Ormge ..................................... . 
Placer ....................................... . 
Plumas ..................................... . 
Riverside ................................. . 
Sacramento ............................. . 
Sm Benito ............................... . 
Sm Bernardino ..................... . 
Sm Diego ............................... . 
Sm Frmcisco ......................... . 
SmJoaquin ............................. . 
Sm Luis Obispo ..................... . 
Sm Mateo ............................... . 
Smta Barbara ........................ .. 
Smta Clara ............................. . 
Smta Cruz ............................. . 
Shasta ....................................... . 
Sierra ....................................... . 
Siskiyou ................................... . 
Solano ....................................... . 
Sonoma ..................................... . 
Stanislaus ................................. . 
Sutter ....................................... . 
Tehama .................................. .. 

f:r~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Tuolumne ............................... . 
Ventura .................................. .. 
yolo ....................... , .................. .. 
yuba ......................................... . 
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!.M~i.E 20A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FILINGS BY TYPE 

Fiscal Y·ears 1980-81 and 1981-82 
601 If'&[ 

Tot3f Od . 3f Subsequent . ToW 
1981:'& 198fJ.081 T98U2~ 1981:& 198().081 1981:'& 198fJ.081 

1,105 

21 
7 
2 
o 
3 

o 
11 
12 
o 

99 

o 
5 
o 
9 
2 
o 
o 
3 

391 
4 

9 
12 
o 

10 
4 

o 
.0 
o 

12 
3 

o 
25 
14 
58 
o 

25 
o 

130 
38 
1 

o 
10 
a4 
l 

13 

o 
o 
o 
2 
6 
o 

18 
o 

98 
1 
1 

12 
o 

1,706 

26 
o 
o 
o 
2 

o 
12 
8 
o 

59 

o 
23 
3 

20 
2 

20 
o 
2 

635 
5 

7 
6 
o 

25 
3 

o 
1 
o 
4 
9 

12 
13 
19 
92 
1 

43 
o 

119 
272 

o 
4 

13 
117 

o 
17 
o 
o 
2 
1 
6 
1 
5 
3 

67 
8 

1 
7 

11 

851 

21 
5 
2 
o 
3 

o 
11 
10 
o 

73 

o 
4 
o 
6 
2 

o 
o 
3 

270 
4. 
8 

11 
o 

10 
4 

o 
o 
o 
5 
3 

o 
18 
14 
51 
o 

25 
o 

87 
25 
1 

o 
9 

33 
o 

12 

o 
o 
o 
.2 
5 

o 
9 
o 

91 
1 

1 
12 
o 

1,384 254 

26 0 
o 2 
o 0 
o 0 
2 0 
o 0 

11 0 
8 2 
o 0 

37 26 

o 0 
21 I 
3 0 

20 3 
2 0 

8 0 
o 0 
2 0 

465 121 
5 0 
6 1 
6 1 
o 0 

24 0 
3 0 

o 0 
I 0 
o 0 
4 7 
7 0 

7 0 
9 7 

19 0 
88 7 
1 0 

43 0 
o 0 

102 43 
218 13 

o 0 
2 0 
8 1 

III I 
o 0 

16 1 

o 0 
o 0 
2 0 
1 0 
6 I 

1 0 
5 9 
3 0 

55 7 
7 0 

I 0 
7· 0 

11 0 

322 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

22 
I) 
2 
o 
o 
o 

12 
o 
o 

170 
o 
1 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
5 
4 
o 
4 
o 
o 
o 

17 
54 
o 
2 
5 
6 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

12 
I 

o 
o 
o 

78,486 

4,190 
7 

46 
426 
59 

5 
.:!o,508 

111 
304 

2,469 

49 
315 
342 
106 

2,134 

312 
89 
49 

21,281 
522 

. 494 
22 

247 
706 

26 

14 
1,414 

274 
86 

6,669 

645 
39 

2,318 
3,171 

66 

2,300 
3,650 
2,165 
1,239 

363 

1,910 
1,564 
3,793 

813 
511 

10 
64 

1,291 
753 

1,204 

103 
129 
19 

1,327 
100 

2,l7l 
283 
126 

R79,535 

4,063 
3 

44 
444 
35 

17 
3843 
'68 
273 

2,696 

59 
351 
443 

95 
2,159 

~2 
72 
42 

R 19,642 
546 
451 
36 

'lfl8 
529 

30 

30 
1,452 

313 
140 

8,771 

696 
56 

2,433 
3,371 

85 
2,149 
4,212 
1,814 
1,456 

385 
1,858 
1,516 
3,676 

700 
444 

6 
47 

1,291 
789 

1,281 

125 
122 
31 

1,257 
135 

1930 
'359 
III 

602 If'&[ 
Origin3f 

1981:'& 198fJ..81 

48,970 

2,584 
7 

32 
278 
48 

4 
1,875 

52 
158 

1,165 

45 
168 
9,96 

91 
1,322 

191 
55 
49 

13,537 
287 

281 
18 

165 
484 

23 

14 
805 
159 
79 

4,704 

410 
34 

1,619 
1,810 

61 

1,772 
2,255 
1,301 

683 
297 

1,254 
673 

2.413 
607 
269 

10 
40 

809 
479 
755 

70 
88 
14 

767 
73 

1,174 
175 
102 

a 48,9:16 

2,478 
3 

25 
252 
31 

14 
2,141 

43 
162 

1,093 

54 
194 
428 
93 

1,141 

128 
48 
42 

R 12040 
'200 

253 
32 

206 
341 

25 

20 
933 
181 
109 

5,611 

473 
45 

1,600 
1,830 

85 
1,595 
2,676 
1,m6 

765 
290 

1,155 
666 

2,302 
530 
209 

6 
33 

769 
505 
755 

88 
79 
'lfl 

749 
97 

1,1~ 
182 
99 

187 

Subsequent 
1981:'& I98iJ....81 

29,516 R 31,259 

1,606 1,585 
o 0 

14 19 
148 192 

11 4 

1 3 
1,633 1,702 

59 25 
146 III 

1,304 1,603 

4 5 
147 157 
46 15 
15 2 

812 1,018 

121 124 
34 24 
o 0 

7,744 R 7,602 
235 266 
213 198 

4 4 
82 92 

222 188 
3 5 

o 10 
609 519 
115 132 

7 31 
1,965 3,160 

235 223 
5 11 

699 753 
1,361 1,541 

5 0 

608 554 
1,395 1,536 

864 738 
556 691 
66 95 

656 703 
891 85G 

1,300 1,374 
206 173 
242 235 

o 0 
24 14 

482 522 
274 284 
469 526 

33 37 '-
41 43 
5 2 

560 508 
30 38 

997 823 
108 177 
24 12 
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TABLE 21-CALIFORNIASUPERUOR COURTS 
JUVENILE DEPENDENCY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIOWS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County ~
i Dispositions alter h . 

Total IX "lions ~ 
Total ~~S~uent ~'ti L-~h' Uncontested ~tea 

198U2 1m81 1981~9lKJ...81 1981~!J8O..8j 1981 OJIL ptm"~ imJ mlllteJ:r millteJ:r l!1tlJ..81 1!181~ 1 1!J8j~ J!J8OO8l 198i~ 191iJ.08J 

State total ......... ". .................. .. 23,045 

'N~eda .............. ~-....................... 701 
ru1'l1nS3: 3 

~1~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1~ 
Colusa............................................ 9 
Contra Costa................................ 017 
Del Norte .................................... 31 
El Dorado .................................... 39 
Fresno .......................................... 423 

[~J:~:1~II~~;~~~: :~ 
Mono.............................................. 0 
~onterey ...................................... 151 

~;E~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ,1~~ 

San Diego .................................... 1,990 
San Francisco .............................. 518 
San Joaquin ... :.............................. 520 
San Luis Obispo.......................... 101 

San Mateo .................................... 312 
Santa Barbara.............................. 395 
Santa Clara .................................. 901 

~~~ ~~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ 

la:~:~::~:::~~::~:~:· ~ .. 
~~fo~.a.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 761 
Yuha ................................. ,............ It~ 

22,019 21,843 

1,048 
o 
7 

148 
17 

12 
615 . 
34 
26 

547 

15 
135 
90 
54 

968 
123 
21 
11 

7,594 
65 

134 
15 
48 

166 
15 

4 
140 
75 
31 

1,318 

88 
11 

995 
874 

13 

793 
1,7SO 

574 
631 
86 

325 
369 
844 
53 

119 

14 
12 

218 
170 
226 

33 
18 
11 

286 
43 

519 
91 
37 

701 
3 
7 

129 
18 

9 
595 
14 
35 

312 

23 
113 
77 
8 

554 

88 
20 
17 

7,910 
45 

106 
4 

42 
ISO 
25 

o 
149 
41 
39 

1,439 

70 
10 

989 
729 
27 

822 
1,990 

384 
479 
90 

284 
309 
962 
53 

124 

7 
16 

218 
189 
202 
24 
28 
9 

400 
29 

537 
lOS 
18 

21,163 1,202 

1,048 
o 
5 

132 
17 

10 
549 
19 
19 

418 

15 
124 
83 
54 

661 

96 
19 
11 

7;569 
60 

125 
15 
46 

165 
13 

2 
138 
55 
30 

1,195 

88 
11 

990 
699 
10 

788 
1,743 

417 
590 

81 

279 
294 
844 
53 

103 

14 
12 

200-
142 
187 

33 
1'1 
10 

286 
34 

431 
80 
34 

o 
o 
o 

22 
2 

o 
B2 
17 
4 

III 

o 
10 
7 
5 
o 

18 
o 
o 

37 
1 

13 
o 
4 
o 
1 

o 
2 
7 
o 

123 

o 
2 
2 

113 
o 
2 
o 

134 
41 
11 

28 
86 
5 
o 

16 

o 
o 

29 
20 
3 

2 
o 
3 
o 
2 

224 
12 
1 

1,516 18,352 

o 
o 
2 

16 
o 
2 

66 
15 
7 

129 

o 
11 
7 
o 

307 

27 
2 
o 

25 
5 

9 
o 
2 
1 
2 

2 
2 

20 
1 

123 

o 
o 
5 

175 
3 

5 
7 

157 
41 
5 

46 
75 
o 
o 

16 

o 
o 

18 
28 
39 

o 
1 
1 
o 
9 

88 
11 
3 

321 
1 
2 

106 
3 

10 
502 

12 
39 

482 

25 
70 
68 
25 

738 

101 
19 
19 

4,742 
SO. 

101 
5 

63 
230 
31 

o 
129 
65 
59 

1,301 

119 
2 

920 
808 
48 

634 
1.983 

342 
605 
142 
134 
319 

1,041 
72 

149 

14 
11 

293 
208 
132 

8 
21 
6 

199 
33 

591 
116 
17 

17,061 3,OS2 

394 
o 
7 

143 
14 

9 
478 
10 
25 

382 
13 
98 

li9 
36 

ll42 
I.U 
14 
18 

4,191 
57 

174 
8 

44 
217 

14 

9 
lOS 
68 
64 

1,161 

lOB 
6 

903 
791 

6 

623 
1,815 

394 
478 
110 

210 
243 

1,077 
56 

121 

11 
13 

202 
172 
101 

35 
19 
4 

248 
37 

358 
103 
22 

11 
o 
o 

18 
o 
7 
3 
3 
3 

174 

1 
18 
20 
7 

SO 
3 
2 
o 

1,IOB 
4 

3 
o 

23 
129 

3 

o 
o 
3 

15 
59 

73 
1 

72 
69 
o 

132 
269 
80 

225 
9 

o 
43 

155 
5 

23 

1 
2 

52 
12 
22 

1 
o 
o 

43 
3 

SO 
13 
o 

2,605 12,353 

9 
o 
o 
9 
7 

7 
3 
7 
2 

57 

o 
27 
9 
o 

93 

14 
o 
o 

748 
1 

13 
2 

10 
160 

1 

3 
o 
6 

16 
118 

51 
1 

129 
43 
o 

124 
164 
103 
204 

9 

o 
26 

209 
8 

15 

2 
4 

70 
8 

18 

o 
3 
o 

46 
7 

26 
13 
o 

275 
1 
1 

66 
2 

3 
448 

8 
33 

159 

19 
49 
35 
18 

466 
79 
11 
19 

2,380 
43 
90 
4 

36 
96 
20 

o 
lOB 
55 
37 

1,230 

39 
1 

754 
699 
33 

487 
1,582 

234 
189 
124 

87 
188 
820 

46 
110 

13 
8 

187 
145 
55 

5 
7 
6' 

11.8 
19 

517 
80 
9 

11,891 2,947 

353 
o 
7 

121 
7 
2 

433 
3 

22 
168 

5 
58 
90 
36 

549 

57 
12 
17 

2,407 
49 

147 
5 

25 
52 
12 

4 
100 
42 
42 

1,008 

54 
5 

010 
684 

5 
473 

1,498 
192 
208 
97 

170 
163 
818 
37 
98 

35 
o 
1 

22 
1 

o 
51 
1 
3 

149 

5 
3 

13 
o 

222 
19 
6 
o 

1,254 
3 
8 
1 
4 
5 
8 

o 
21 
7 
7 

78 

7 
o 

94 
40 
15 

15 
132 
28 

191 
9 

47 
88 
66 
21 
16 

3 0 
9 1 

lOB 24 
126 51 
36>55 

18 
12 
4 

171 
27 

279 
72 
21 

2 
14 
o 

38 
11 
24 
23 
8 

2,565 

32 
0' 
o 

13 
o 
o 

42 
o 
1 

157 

8 
13 
20 
o 

200 
10· 
2 
1 

1,036 
7 

14 
1 
9 
5 
1 

2 
5 

20 
6 

35 

3 
o 

104 
64 
1 

26 
153 
99 
66 
4 

40 
54 
SO 
11 
8 

6 
o 

24 
38 
47 
17 
4 
o 

31 
3 

53 
18 
1 
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Colusa ........................................ 16 18 10 10 9 7 9 7 0 0 0 0 1 3 
Contra Costa............................ 1,014 944 791 982 552 714 488 693 64 81 19 29 220 179 
Del Norte.................................. 92 59 75 SO 59 43 42 36 17 7 2 1 14 6 
El Dorado ................................ 224 204 216 184 194 164 135 III 59 53 8 4 14 16 
Fresno........................................ 1,341 1,363 1,386 1,264 1,101 1,002 800 793 301 209 74 83 211 179 

Glenn ........................................ 79 101 71 79 58 74 54 71 4 3 3 2 10 . 3 
Humboldt.................................. 193 300 263 253 94 92 1 23. 93 69 129 98 40 63 
Imperial .................................... 227 271 157 185 143 148 125 117 18 31 2 3 12 34 
Inyo ............................................ 78 88 95 or 64 43 48 35 16 8 2 1 29 23 
Kern .......................................... 1,018 1.406 1,466 1,253 1.338 1,125 1,229 1,074 109 51 17 17 11l 11l 

tk~s:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ 1~ 2~ 1~ 1~ ~ 1~ ~ 1~ 1~ ~ it ~~ 
Lassen........................................ 45 35 70 36 37 22 25 19 12 3 9 R 1 24 13 
Los Angeles.............................. 24,070 21,436 21,899 R 20,043 19,875 18,084 17,896 16,077 1.979 2.r:m 361 387 1,663 1.572 
Madera ...................................... 254 306 329 269 249 210 200 133 49 77 5 0 75 59 

Marin.......................................... 299 383 320 419 249 270 200. 232 49 38 6 4 65 145 
Mariposa.................................... 20 19 20 14 17 14 13 12 4 2 0 0 3 0 
Mendocino................................ 121 201 170 162 144 137 127 112 17 25 5 3 21 22 
Merced ...................................... 441 489 437 414 385 360 363 339 22 21 4 0 48 54 
Modoc ........................................ 20 19 20 i2 13 7 11 6 2 1 2 0 5 5 

Mono .......................................... 28 47 22 29 16 13 14 12 2 1 2 1 4 15 
Monterey.................................. 1,205 1,014 1,071 924 963 793 834 681 129 112 14 26 94 lOS 

~~~:ch.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: t~ m t~ t~ 1: fs 1~ ~ J ~ ~ 4 ~ ~ 
Orange ..................... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _. _2..:..4_14_~3,:.....1l-2-...:.2,~303 __ 2...:.,900 __ 1..:..,97-3_--'2.~638----'1.885_-_2...:...5_20 ___ 88 __ 1_18 __ 29 ____ 19 __ 30_1 __ 243_ 

Placer .......................... .,............ 174 232 188 203 ISO 166 87 91 63 75 1 18 37 19 
Plumas ...................................... 27 51 36 35 5 10 5 10 0 0 16 19 15 6 
Riverside ...... ,........................... 1,575 1,616 1,249 1,446 1,064 1,253 829 997 235 Z56 44 69 141 124 
Sacramento .... .,........................ :2,615 2,343 2,518 2,089 2,271 1,900 1,845 1,480 426 420 70 49 177 140 
.:...San_B_e_ni_to_ .. _ ... _ ... _ .... -... -.... -... -... _ ... _ .... _-1-09_--103_--163 ___ 8_1 __ 1_22 __ -5_7_.121 49 1 8 12 __ 0 __ 29 ___ 24_ 
San Bernardino........................ 2,699 2.401 2,225 2,003 1,934 1,725 l;i83 1,591 151 134 61 SO 230 228 
San Diego ........................ .,...... 5,230 5,110 4,9iJl 5,044 4,582 4,696 4,257 3,879 325 817 47 46 338 302 
San Francisco .......................... 2,795 3,262 2,655 2,656 2,437 2,482 2,061 2,139 376 343 12 15 206 159 
San Joaquin .............................. 1,064 998 551 637 455 533 396 459 59 74 2 3 94 101 
San Luis Obispo ...................... 319 344 222 242 194 221 182 201 12 20 5 9 23 12 

San Mateo ................................ 1,248 914 952 727 854 651 813 590 41 61 3 0 95 76 
Santa Barbara .......................... 663 777 499 696 430 618 390 509 40 109 6 2 63 76 
Santa Clara .............................. 4,633 4,688 4,730 3,997 4,505 3,743 4,204 3,420 301 323 27 69 198 185 
Santa Cruz................................ 538 556 5S4 483 547 445 476 386 71 59 11 7 36 31 
Shasta ........................................ 520 403 515 381 309 340 Z56 308 53 32 159 10 47 31 

Sierra.......................................... 2 11 3 12 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 3 1 7 
Siskiyou...................................... 107 89 96 97 84 70 75 63 9 7 0 0 12 27 
Solano ........................................ 682 637 647 513 550 417 484 365 66 52 14 15 83 81 
Sonoma...................................... 652 639 568 572 470 488 338 329 132 159 8 1 90 83 
_St_aIlIS_._la_us_._ ... _ ... _ .. ,:_ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... __ 888_.,:i.,., __ 835 __ 5_7_9 __ 687 __ -4-14-_58-9 _-Ui-,_--4-90-- rto 99 52 10 Il3 88 
Sutter ............................... ........ 166" 172 123 120 00 101 75 97 15 4 29 10 4 9 
Tehama...................................... 95 97 77 136 65 126 47 106 18 20 0 0 12 10 
Trinity........................................ 42 60 36 71 23 48 20 44 3 4 5 3 8 20 
Tulare ........................................ 696 _ 701. 657 451 5(Y1 353 478 317 29 36 38 15 112 83 
Tuolumne.................................. 114" 63 80 69 69 58 65 43 4 15 2 1 9 10 

Ventura .................................... 969 1,008 865 846 700 726 537 580 163 146 59 33 106 87 
Yolo ............................................ 343 217 235 161 209 137 164 92 45 45 4 0 22 24 
Yuba .......................................... 39..1 228 296 216 265 189 264 183 1 6 0 11 31 16 

RRevised 
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TABLE 22A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AFTER UNCONTESTED<. TRIAL 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Total.Disposed of After Uncontested Tn'al 

County 
-1ft Ddend3Dts Dr COurt By/UIr 

1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 
State total ............................. . 1,529 R 1,247 1,171 R 940 358 307 

Ala.lleda .................................... 21 15 16 10 5 5 14 2 
Alpine........................................ 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Amldor...................................... 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 
Butie .......................................... 13 32 9 26 4 6 0 2 
Calaveras .................................. 4 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 

Colusa ........................................ Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Contra Costa ............................ i9 29 16 24 3 5 1 5 
Del Norte.................................. 2 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 
EI Dorado ................................ 8 4 7 4 1 0 0 1 
_Fr~~_n_o._ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ .. ____ N~ ___ ~~ ___ ~~ __ ~82~ ___ 6~ __ ~1 ____ ~1 __ ~13 
Glenn ........................................ 3 2 0 1 3 1 0 \~ 
Humboldt ............................... '" 129 98 129 96 0 2 0 , 
Imperial .................................... 2 3 0 1 2 2 () 0' 
lnyo ............................................ 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 
Kern .......................................... 17 17 14 16 3 1 9 13 

Kings.......................................... 17 6 10 0 7 6 0 0 
Lake .......................................... 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Lassen........................................ 9 1 2 0 7 1 1 0 
Los Angeles .............................. 361 R 387 238 R 248 123 139 102 R 89 
Madera ...................................... 5 0 5 0 0 0 3 0 

Marin.......................................... 6 4 1 2 5 2 0 0 

~:~a~·~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Merced ...................................... 4 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 
Modoc........................................ 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Mono .......................................... 2 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 
Monterey.................................. 14 26 11 24 3 2 3 2 
Napa .......................................... 1 7 1 6 0 1 1 1 
Nevada ...................................... 92 35 85 35 7 0 0 0 
Orange ................... ;.................. 29 19 29 19 0 0 2 3 

Placer ........................................ 1 18 0 10 1 8 0 0 
Plumas ...................................... 16 19 16 19 0 0 0 0 

'. Riverside .................................. 44 69 25 47 19 22 10 12 
Sacramento .............................. 7D 49 20 29 50 . 20 5 2 
San Benito ................................ 12 0 9 0 3 0 0 0 

San Bernardino........................ 61 50 54 49 7 1 0 0 
San Diego ................................ 47 46 33 30 14 16 Il 4 
San Francisco .......................... 12 15 9 12 3 3 1 10 
San Joaquin .............................. 2 3 2 3 0 0 0 2 
San Luis Obispo ...................... 5 9 4 6 1 3 2 1 

San Mateo ................................ 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Santa Barbara .............. :........... 6 2 6 2 0 0 1 1 
Santa Clara .............................. 27 69 23 57 4 12 :3 5 
Santa Cruz................................ 11 7 4 6 7 1 0 0 
Shasta ........................................ 159 10 150 8 9 2 0 3 

Sierra.......................................... 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 

~~l~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Sonoma...................................... 8 1 8 1 0 0 0 1 
Stani~laus .................................. 52 10 42 8 10 2 37 4 

Sutter ........................................ 29 10 15 0 14 10 0 0 
Tehama...................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Trinity........................................ 5 3 4 3 1 0 1 1 
Tulare ........................................ 38 15 22 7 16 8 4 3 
Tuolumne.................................. 2 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 

Ventura .................................... 59 33 52 22 7 11 1 2 
Yolo ............................................ 4 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 
Yuba .......................................... 0 11 0 2 0 9 0 1 
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TABLE 22B-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS AFTER CONTESTED TRIAL 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

191 

County 

Total Dir~ of ABer Contested Trial AElW"tted or JJismissed , Convicted 
Ben~?lkf4urt J~ ~~ !iJJ~ ~COUrt '.' ~JUIY 198Ri2 i9liJ..J1 1981 i9liJ..J1 1981 JIJ, JfJ81-82 1!J80..81 1981 1'1 198J~1 1981 1981J..J1 

State tot31 ................................. . 5,609 5,241 1,067 1,004 4,542 4,237 198 220 751 731 869 784 3,791 3,506 

Alameda ........................................ 157 146 24 14 133 132 7 3 18 13 17 11 115 11~ 

~::d~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ,;" ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 
Butte................................................ 32 54 5 9 27 45 0 1 ~ i g - 8 Ii sg 
Calaveras........................................ 1 10 0 1 1 9 0 0 1 

ColUsa.............................................. 1 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 2 ~ 0 16} 1~ 
Contra Cost:.>. ................................ 220 179 26 25 194 154 2 4 33 16 21 
Del Norte .... :,................................. 14 6 1 0 13 6 0 0 5 1 1 0 8 5 
El Dorado ........ ···,,: ...... · ...... · .... :f··.· 14 16 3 2 11 14 1 0 1~ ~ J .~ 17~ 1~~ 
Fr~no ................... l;, ................ iL~ •• :::. •. __ ..:2:.:11~---..:1:.:.:79=-----..:23=----=6--..:1=88=------.:1:.:.73-=-----0=-----:2:----=------:-----:::-----=----:::---:--
Glenn ................. : .. ~ ................... \~.... 10 3 0 0 10 3 0 0 u 0 0 0 10 3 
Humboldt ................................. ;.... 40 63 17 39 23 24 1 ~ r ~ 1~ 3i ~ ~ 

FE~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ l~ ~ 2! 1~ 1~ ~ ~ 1~ 1~ ~ 1~ 9~ 9i 

Kings .............................................. 29 51 1 5 28 46 0 ~ g g ~ ~ ~ 4~ 

~~:~:;~~::::~~::~: l.i l~ 4 4 l.l~ l.ld 1~ ~ "[1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Marin .............................................. 65 145 3 2 62 143 1 ~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ 5~ 1~ 
~~aoc~~··::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~ ~ ~ ~ 2~ ~ ~ 0 1 6 0 0 20 16 

~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ S:5 lr ~ 4~ ~ ~ Ii 1~ 6 1~ 3~ ~ 

Placer .................................. ,........... 37 19 4 0 33 19 0 ~ ~ ~ 6 ~ ~ 1~ 
~~~d~·::::::::::::::·::::::: .. :::::::::::::::: 1~~ 1~ 4~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ 6 11 ~ 4~ 16 1~ l1~ 
tr&ci~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ 1~ ~ 21 1~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ 1 24 1~ 5 2 

Mono .... ,......................................... 4 15 3 14 1 1 0 ~ 1~ I} 1~ ~ J ~ 
Monterey........................................ 94 lOS 16 29 78 76 3 0 6 2 0 3 19 7 

~:e:d~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ 3~ J ~ 1~ ~ 0 1 0 37 27 16 16 
Orange............................................ 301 243 17 16 284 227 5 5 50 40 12 11 234 187 

San Bernardino ............................ 230 228 18 11 212 217 1 0 : : ~i 11 : m 
~: ~:~~~~~':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ m ~~ ~: ~ 1~ 1~ 14 19 15 s: 176 134 
San JoaqUin.................................... 94 101 9 6 85 95 1 ~ 1~ 1~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ 
San Luis Obispo.......................... 23 12 2 5 21 7 0 

San Mateo ...................................... 95 76 8 5 87 71 0 ~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Santa Barbara................................ 63 76 4 5 59 71 3 4 18 26 30 157 125 
Santa Clara .................................... 198 185 23 34 175 151 2 0 12 5 2~ 3 22 23 
Santa Cruz .................................... 36 31 2 3 34 28 0 2 
Shasta.............................................. 47 31 18 18 29 13 2 7 2 16 16 22 11 

Sierra .............................................. 1 7 0 7 1 0 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ 
Siskiyou .......................................... 12 27 6 9 6 18 0 6 20 21 12 24 51 30 
Solano.............................................. ~ 81 12 30 71 51 0 0 10 7 12 6 67 70 

~=:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: li'J : ~r ~ ~ ~ i 1 10 14 30 8 72 65 

Sutter .............................................. 4 9 0 0 4 9 0 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 16 ~ 
Tehama .................. ,....................... 12 10 2 1 10 9 0 0 2 11 1 2 5 7 

irart::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: i~~ ~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ .~ 0 12 8 15 ,1 84 72 
Tuolwnne ...................................... 9 10 1 1. 8 9 0 0 2 2 1 1 6 7 

Ventura .......................................... 106 87 29 20 77 67 3 0 g 1~ ~ 2IJ 1~ r~ 
~~~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::::::::: ft ~ 3 ~ ~ ~i r ~ 6 4 2 4 22 7 
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TABLE 22~ALlFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
LEVEL OF CONVICTION OF CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS 

Fiual Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Conflicted before trial Conflicted alte.r Conflicted alter 

Tow defendants conflicted of on plea of J!Ili/ty court trial of jury trial of 
AD ~_ Pf!lonL- MiSdemeanor . Felo~ Jli5({emeanor Felo~ MiSdemeanor -P(!JonL- MiSdemeanor 

County 198U12J9.ii).O$J 1981-82 19fiJ...81 19810.& 19fiJ...81 19fi1082 19/i)..81 19810.& lS1f1):81 19810.& l!1.fJ...81 1981=42 1MM1 19810.& 19liU1 19810.& 19J).J1 
State total .... 53,566 50,346 51,1MXl R 47,TlO 2,566 R 2,576 45,485 42,863 2,179 2,219 1,681 R 1,351 140 R 1&1 3,&14 3,556 247 174 

Alameda............ 2,243 2,759 2,206 2,743 37 16 2,cm 2,607 37 12 19 19 
Alpine................ 1 2 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 
Amador ............ 32 26 25 18 7 8 22 17 7 8 0 0 
Butte .................. 114 2116 113 2D4 1 2 78 132 0 0 13 30 
Calaveras .......... 50 68 32 48 18 00 27 40 18 18 1 2 
Colusa................ 10 8 10 8 0 0 9 7 0 0 0 0 
Contra Costa.... 691 874 680 8li1 11 7 487 690 1 3 37 39 
Del Norte ........ 51 41 40 23 11 18 33 00 9 16 1 0 
El Dorado ........ 153 126 149 121 4 5 131 106 4 5 9 5 
Fresno .............. 1,1X'iT 1,016 1,054 1,008 13 8 797 791 3 2 ~ 67 
=---------~--~~~~~~--~--~--~----~---------
Glenn ................ 67 76 65 69 2 7 53 64 1 7 0 1 
Humboldt ........ 166 174 161 R Ul3 5 R7l 1 6 0 17 140 R78 
Imperial............ 138 150 129 132 9 18 116 101 9 16 2 7 
lnyo.................... 74 51 61 46 13 5 37 32 11 3 21 13 
Kern .................. 1,332 1,170 1,309 1,150 23 00 1,2D8 1,056 21 18 6 3 

t::::::::::::::::::: 1~ 1~ 1~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ ~ ~ '1~ ~ 
Lassen................ 49 33 46 32 3 1 24 18 1 1 9 4 
Los Angeles...... 19,382 17,518 18,133 16,528 1,249 900 16,923 15,275 973 !Kl2 ~ 417 
Madera.............. 2.'59 174 256 173 3 1 197 133 3 0 10 2 
Marin ................ 260 372 260 372 0 0 2ilO 232 0 0 3 4 
Mariposa .......... 16 12 16 9 0 3 13 9 0 3 1 0 
Mendocino ...... 152 130 86 103 66 27 67 90 60 22 2 1 
Merced.............. 402 379 370 353 32 26 331 317 32 22 7 11 
Modoc................ 17 9 14 9 3 0 9 6 2 0 2 1 
,..,------------:--
Mono.................. 19 24 13 18 6 6 10 9 4 3 2 9 
Monterey.......... 92il 794 842 724 78 70 758 62il 76 61 00 41 
Napa.................. 157 III 155 102 2 9 137 88 1 7 0 7 
Nevada.............. 168 149 168 148 0 1 24 70 0 1 122 62 
Orange .............. 2,158 2,734 2,125 2,644 33 90 1,857 2,437 28 &1 39 23 

Placer ................ 125 125 100 124 5 1 &1 90 4 1 3 10 
Plumas .............. 36 35 36 35 0 0 5 10 0 0 16 19 
Riverside .......... 988 1,i42 952 1,117 36 25 799 974 30 23 60 50 
Sacramento ...... 2,009 1,648 1,934 1,~ 125 168 1,724 1,314 121 166 21 31 
San Benito........ 162 68 162 68 0 0 121 49 0 0 33 17 
San Bernardino 2,044 1,840 2,041 1,835 3 5 1,7~ 1,586 3 5 7l 60 
San Diego ........ 4,568 4,167 4,293 3,838 275 . 329 3,991 3,568 266 311 71 52 
San Francisco.. 2,263 2,281 2,188 2,l!i2 75 89 1,986 2,003 75 86 23' 6 
San Joaquin ...... 476 548 475 548 1 0 396 459 0 0 9 5 
San Luis Obispo 2116 2211 193 199 12 21 171 182 11 19 4 8 
San Mateo ........ 906 666 893 635 .. 13 31 ~ 559 13 31 11 5 . 
Santa Barbara.. 443 576 438 526 5 50 386 459 <t 50 6 5 
Santa Clara ...... 4,406 S 631 4,196 3,438 210 193 4.002 3,237 2il2 1&1 39 74 
Santa Cruz ...... 510 '419 492 393 18 26 460 361 16 25 6 9 
Shasta ................ 451 342 446 309 5 33 253 276 3 32 164 21 
Sierra................ 3 12 3 7 0 5 2 1 0 1 0 6 
Siskiyou ............ 84 85 !K) 75 4 10 72 56 3 7 5 7 
Solano ................ 560 433 513 375 47 58 443 :Dl 41 57 19 38 
Sonoma.............. 425 e 418 404 7 1 336 :w3 2 1 176 
Stanislaus .......... 459 500 451 560 8 9 3.T1 482 7 8 35 12 
Sutter ................ 107 ll1 00 103 9 8 68 89 7 8 15 0 
Tehama ............ 59 113 56 104 3 9 44 98 3 8 2 1 
Trinity .............. 30 55 30 46 0 9 00 35 0 9 4 4 
Tulare................ 609 402 554 379 .;;~ 23 429 295 49 22 30 6 
Tuolumne ........ 72 52 72 52 0 0 65 43 0 0 1 2 
Ventura ............ 6fI2 682 677 646 15 36 525 548 12 32 75 36 
yolo.................... 185 III 182 106 3 5 161 88 3 4 2 3 
Yuba ......... _ ... - 288 2il2 286 2il2 2 0 262 1&1 2 0 2 5 
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TABLE 23-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS, FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
JJispositions alter h~ 

Tow QUesbiJns niIfs 
oflaw de novo 
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County 

Tow 
filings 

19810.& 19tKJ...B1 1981rti~~1 
Dispositions 
beforeh~ 

1981-82 ~iJ 1981:jJ2 19fiJ...81 198I:jJ2 19tKJ...B1 
State total ...................................................... .. 16,759 R 15,035 13,624 13,266 1,368 1,087 2,774 2,496 9,482 9,683 

Alameda .............................................................. 929 778 795 704 4 3 151 139 640 

~::d~;::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ~ 1~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Butte .................................................................... 86 74 61 42 5 3 13 8 43 
Calaveras ...................................... :..................... 14 10 4 7 0 1 0 2 4 
Colusa .................................................................. 7 3 4 9 0 0 1 8 3 
Contra Costa ...................................................... 576 479 450 729 68 54 59 73 333 
Del Norte............................................................ 14 10 10 11 3 2 0 2 7 
El Dorado............................................................ 76 51 72 54 14 9 10 6 48 
Fresno .................................................................. 244 227 183 202 3 5 46 35 134 
Glenn .................................................................. 8 10 10 6 3 1 2 0 5 
Humboldt............................................................ 54 46 63 57 9 9 53 48 1 
Imperial .............................................................. 34 24 IB 15 0 1 3 9 15 
Inyo ...................................................................... 6 7 9 3 0 1 1 0 8 
Kern...................................................................... 178 179 124 148 12 7 32 24 80 

562 
o 
1 

31 
4 
1 

602 
7 

39 
162 

5 
o 
5 
2 

117 

~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ g i~ U ~ ~ If ~ ~ tg 
Lassen .................................................................. 20 10 14 10 1 0 0 0 13 10 

:::d!!g~~.~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5,35~ R 4,~~ 4,01ft 3,~~ ~ 40t sor 57~ 2,7~ 2,~~ 
Marin.................................................................... 219 207 206 203 0 43 90 57 116 103 

~::~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ 4~ 5~ ~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Merced ................................................................ 29 22 15 10 0 0 0 1 15 9 
Modoc .................................................................. 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 
Mono .................................................................... 3 4 4 2 0 0 0 1 4 1 
Monterey............................................................ 229 158 155 162 21 19 45 61 89 82 

~:~:<h.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::: ~ 3~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ;; 
Orange ................................................................ 1,761 1,509 1,556 1,423 133 126 178 201 1,245 1,096 
Placer ..................................................... -.... -... -.... -.. ---':-:107=-----7106::::----'--=82:-------::65::----~0:------0~---1:::7:-----::1-=-3 -----65=-----'-5=-2 

~~~d~::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 50~ J 33~ ~ J ~ J ~ ~ 41~ 
Sacramento ........................................................ 668 670 482 659 22 50 98 154 362 455 
San Benito .......................................................... 9 17 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 
San Bernardino.................................................. 524 521 422 432 107 95 51 33 264 304 
San Diego............................................................ 1,186 1,111 1,122 962 85 19 279 227 758 716 
San Francisco .................................................... 685 617 680 610 205 92 150 204 325 314 
San Joaquin ........................................................ 214 178 172 178 2 6 47 23 123 149 
San Luis Obispo ................................................ lOS 93 61 III 2 5 3 15 56 91 
San Mateo .......................................................... 489 347 355 379 0 2 126 118 229 259 
Santa Barbara .................................................... 245 211 190 194 5 6 42 45 143 143 
Santa Clara.......................................................... 578 507 474 408 34 51 B7 69 353 288 
Santa Cruz .......................................................... 95 122 80 109 5 0 15 27 60 82 
Shasta .................................................................. 78 52 60 48 3 9 11 4 46 35 

Sierra.................................................................... 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

~~l:~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ~ ~ M ~ ~ 15 1~ ~i ~ 
Sonoma .............................................. ,................. 148 189 157 128 13 1 22 19 122 loa 
Stanislaus ............................................................ 184 ~ ___ 1_53 _____ 11_8 _____ 130~ ____ 1"..3 ____ 1""5 _____ 24:--____ 22 _____ 8_1 _____ 93_ 

Sutter.................................................................... 16 11 9 6 1 2 3 4 5 0 
Tehama................................................................ 12 15 11 8 3 1 0 . O. 8 7 

i:r~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::: 1~~ ~ It~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1~ . ~ J 
Tuolumne............................................................ 13 14 11 19 1 4 0 7 10 8 
Ventura................................................................ 469 399 381 281 19' 0 145 123 217 158 
Yolo ...................................................................... 69 50 62 59 5 10 8 4 49 45 
yuba...................................................................... 11 12 8 10 1 4 2 II 5 4 

RRevised 
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TABLE 24-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
HABEAS CORPUS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 cind 1981-82 

Total 
Blings 

Total 
dispositions 

1981-82 19fiJ..81 

Dispositions 
beforeh . 

1981082 7J/;..a1 
12,502 13,412 6,847 7,700 

Dispositions 
aBer he.uing 

contested 
matters 

1981082 19lKJ.Jl 
5,655 5,70~ 

Alameda .................................................................................. 1,033 695 482 41~ 1~ 1~ ~ ~ 
Alpine ...................................................................................... 0 0 0 2 8 2 0 0 
Amador .................................................................................... 8 9 8 51 1 :3 29 48 
Butte ...................................................................... "................ 21 38 30 0 6 0 1 
Calaveras.................................................................................. 1 10 0 7 

Colusa ...................................................................................... 0 1 0 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Contra Costa .......................................................................... 138 137 129 135 0 2 1 ~4 
Del Norte ................................................................................ 1~ 3~ 1 J 1 9 7 18 

~~~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 153 254 IJ 226 0 15 153 211 

Glenn........................................................................................ 0 2 1 0 l' ~80 10
5 

J 190 
Humboldt ................................................................................ 1i2 50 45 34 "" 
Imperial.................................................................................... 34 33 20 17 10 4 10 13 
Inyo .......................................................................................... 7 2 7 Ii 1~ 7~ 1~ ~ 
Kern .......................................................................................... 104 101 117 

Kings ........................................................................................ 36 18 32 ~ ~ M ii t~ 
Lake.......................................................................................... 81 72 83 37 15 27 6 10 
Lassen ...................................................................................... 45 53 21 736 614 
Los Angeles ............................................................................ 4,123 4,688 3,288 3,966 2,552 3,352 31 
~M~ad~e~ra~ .... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... =···=····~~17.:~----~256=31~--~1~~~~----~23O~35~--~16~~----~1~~~--~~ 33 
Marin........................................................................................ 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

~::aoc~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 33 3 19 2 3 1 16 1 

~~~d .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ~ 1~ ~ ~ ~ It ~. 
Mono ........................................................................................ 3 8 0 1 0 0 4~ ,J 
Monterey ................................................................................: ~ : : t~ : 329 387 

~:e:&:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 10 4 4 1 1 1 3 0 
Orange...................................................................................... 526 532 229 ·322 118 217 111 lOS 

Placer........................................................................................ 82 104 54 '95 1~ ~ 3~ ~ 
Plumas...................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 173 125 211 
Riverside .................................................................................. 397 467 397 384 ~ 350 157 ~.126 
Sacramento.............................................................................. 566 519 505 482 1 
S~an~Be=m~"t~o; .. = .... = ... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... = ... = ... = .... = ... = .. __ ~7.1~ ____ ~~1 ____ ~~1 ______ ~0~ __ ~~0~ ____ ~0 ____ ~~ ____ '~ 
~an ~~rnardino ...................................................................... ~~ : ~ : : : ~~ . m 
S: F;~~i~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 253 236 245 230 140 134 : 1: 

~ L~iibi~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: : : ~f : 139 61 

San Mateo................................................................................ 136 121 165 185 86· 69 ~ 1!~ 
Santa Barbara ........................................................................ lZ7 139 119 149 63 102 136 255 
Santa Clara.............................................................. ............... 443 578 514 562 378 307 33 Z7 

~has~~.~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 8~ ~ ~ ~ 5~ ~ 8 8 

Sierra ........................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,r g 
Siskivou .................................................................................... 19 20 25 17 20 ~ 5 21 
SolaDo ...................................................................................... 181 138 172 77 154 229 ~ 88 
Sonoma .................................................................................... 260 317 188 317 146 159 97 
Stanislaus ................................................ :.:.:;~= .. ,= ... = .... = ... = ... = .... = ... = ... = ... =-. __ -=209=-____ --=1:.:;45~ __ --=263:.::.. ____ --=1::.30=-____ 94~ ______ 33:--___ -:-______ ;:-
Sutter ........................................................................................ 2 4 1 1 0 1 t ~ 
Tehama .................................................................................... 3 3 3 2 2' 0 1 0 
Trinity ............................. "...................................................... J 4~ a5 4~ Ig ~ 20 13 

+~oi~~·::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 11 3 6 2 1 0, , 5 2 

ieitura .................................................................................... 2,7~ 2,~~ 1,~~ 2,4O~, 97 3~ 1,~;. 2,~ 

y~ba:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 8 11 8 10 ~ 4 1 6 
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TABLE 25-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS BY JURY TRIAL 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Personal Injury, 

Death and 
Total Criminal 

County 1981-82 198(}:.81 
Pr!Grtr Damjh 

1981 1 '1 1981:& 198(}:.81 
State total ......................................... "................................... 8,202 R 7,469 1,709 R 1,783 4,900 4,544 

Alameda .................................................................................... 257 248 67 61 138 137 

~::d~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 0 1 0 0 0 
42 4 4 0 4 2 

Butte .......................................................................................... 42 50 6 3 31 51 
Calaveras .................................................................................. 4 11 0 2 4 9 

Colusa ........................................................................................ 1 4 0 1 1 3 
Contra Costa ............................................................................ 247 204 20 26 197 159 
Del Norte .................................................. ; ............................... 19 11 1 2 13 7 
El Dorado ................................................................................ 32 31 10 10 12 14 
Fresno ...................... , ................................................................. 304 230 32 35 194 174 

Glenn ........................................................................................ 14 9 0 0 13 4 
Humboldt.. ................................................................................ 36 R27 5 Rl 23 26 
Imperial ••••••••••••••••••••• J .............................................................. 20 33 4 4 12 28 
Inyo ............................................................................................ 6 2 0 0 5 2 
Kern 141 131 14 20 112 108 .......................................................................................... 

t::k~s ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 43 60 7 3 35 52 
20 24 4 3 11 16 

Lassen ........................................................................................ 23 16 1 4 18 10 
Los Angeles .............................................................................. 2,542 2,294 643 692 1,321 1,245 
Madera ...................................................................................... 66 61 2 5 62 52 

Marin .......................................................................................... 114 191 23 29 67 145 

~:~a~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5 1 2 0 2 0 
41 28 9 4 23 22 

Merced ...................................................................................... 54 65 6 15 43 41 
Modoc ........................................................................................ 24 4 3 0 5 4 

Mono .......................................................................................... 4 1 2 0 1 1 
Monterey ................................... , .............................................. 123 115 18 20 81 78 

~:e~ci~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 37 23 7 9 25 10 
30 30 0 1 24 16 

Orange ...................................................................................... 461 384 104 92 284 227 

Placer ........................................................................................ 66 47 3 13 34 27 
Plumas ...................................................................................... 24 10 3 0 15 6 
Riverside ....................................................................... , .......... 152 181 27 29 III 124 

49 83 215 153 Sacramento .............................................................................. 303 ~ San Benito ...................... , ........................... , ............................. 8 0 0 8 3 

San Bernardino ....... " ............................................................... 329 288 81 54 219 218 
San Diego 558 480 140 108 295 270 ................................................................................ 

118 126 193 156 San Francisco 365 352 ............ :. ............................................................. 
41 36 85 95 San Joaquin ............................................................... , ............. 197 154 

San Luis Obispo ...................................................................... 40 32 4 5 22 10 

San Mateo .... , ........................................ ::" ................................. 158 126 31 31 87 71 
Santa Barbara ........................... , ............................................. 85 117 13 23 59 71 
Santa Clara ....................................................................... , ...... 319 283 85 71 179 163 
Santa Cruz ....................................................... , ........................ 65 56 9 13 41 29 
Shasta ........................................................................................ 48 44 8 19 38 15 

Sierra .......................................................................................... 1 6 0 1 1 0 
SiskiylJu ........................................... , ................... "' .................... 18 29 7 9 6 18 
Solano ............................ , ........................................................... lo.~ 74 17 13 75 52 
Sonoma ................................................................... , .................. 120 146 21 46 77 77 
Stanislaus •••••• , •••••••••••••••••• ,'o ...................... ! ................................ 116 123 21 22 92 81 

Sutter 22 24 2 2 18 19 ••• ••• ........................... , .................... 1 ................. , ••••••••••• ,' •• 

2 10 9 Tehama ...................................................................................... 16 12 1 
Trinity ..................................................................... , ........... , ...... 9 19 0 1 8 18 
Tulare ........................................................................................ 129 109 10 12 112 88 
Tuolumne ................................................... , .............................. 11 13 2 3 8 9 

Ventura 112 92 11 8 84 78 ............................... , •• .,1··· ••• 1 ••••••••••• \ ................... , ........ 
3 4 19 21 yolo ............ , .............. , .......... , ...................................... , .............. 32 35 

Yuba 42 30 7 7 28 20 .......... , ............... " ............ , ................................................. 

R Revised. 

All other 
Proceedin 

1981-82 'lku1 
1,593 R 1,142 

52 50 
0 0 

34 2 
5 2 
0 0 

0 0 
30 19 
5 2 

10 7 
78 21 

1 5 
8 RO 
4 1 
1 0 

15 3 

1 5 
5 5 
4 2 

578 357 
2 4 

24 17 
1 1 
9 2 
5 9 

16 0 

1 0 
24 17 
5 4 
6 13 

73 65 

29 7 
6 4 

14 28 
39 50 

RO 0 

29 16 
123 102 
54 70 
71 23 
14 17 

40 24 
14 23 
55 49 
15 14 
2 10 

0 5 
5 2 

11 9 
22 23 
3 20 

2 3 
5 1 
1 0 
7 9 
1 1 

17 6 
10 10 
7 3 
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County 
State total ....................................................... . 

Alameda ............................................................. . 

~::d~;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butte ................................................................... . 
Calaveras ........................................................... . 

Colusa ................................................................. . 
Contra Costa ..................................................... . 
Del Norte ........................................................... . 
El Dorado ........................................................... . 
Fresno ................................................................. . 
Glenn ................................................................. . 
Humboldt ........................................................... . 
Imperial ............................................................. . 
Inyo ..................................................................... . 
Kern ........................................•............................. 

Ek~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Lassen ................................................................. . 

kfud:ag~~.~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Marin ................................................................... . 

~:r~~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Merced ............................................................... . 
Modoc ................................................................. . 

~~~~~;~y.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~:~:cb·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange ............................................................... . 

E;:~i~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~rB:~~~o .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
San Bernardino ................................................. . 

~: ~;~~~~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
San Joaquin ....................................................... . 
San Luis Obispo ............................................... . 

San Mateo ......................................................... . 

E. ~:~~~~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~~ 
E~i~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~i:~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.¥e~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

~;~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~~~?:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 26-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURTS 
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1981 AND JUNE 30, 1982 
Number 
ofjudiciIIl Cases awaiting trialst end of month b 

J!5!§i.tions a ToW CiYiJ C1ilDiD3Jc 

6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30781 6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6'/30/81 
723 R 725 97,023 132..'l63 87,358 122,519 9,665 9,844 

33 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
17 
1 
3 

15 

1 
3 
3 
1 

12 

2 
1 
1 

d259 
2 

7 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

51 

4 
1 

20 
28 
1 

25 
44 
33 
9 
4 

. .. Hi 
9 

34 
4 
3 

1 
1 
5 
7 
7 

2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

13 
3 
2 

33 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
17 
1 
3 

15 

1 
3 
Z 
1 

12 

2 
1 
1 

261 
2. 

7 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

51 

4 
1 

H2O 
28 
1 

25 
41 
33 
9 
4 

16 
9 

34 
4 
3 

1 
1 
5 
7 
7 
2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

13 
3 
2 

3,785 
7 

72 
207 

9'.i! 
22 

2,,'187 
'44 
270 

1,300 
42 

3..."9 
141 
82 

1,301 

123 
82 
38 

40,707 
113 

688 
28 
73 

266 
9 

39 
435 
239 
106 

10,810 

526 
80 

2,046 
1,856 

34 

2,849 
7,538 
4,479 
2,252 

878 

942 
691 

3,557 
318 
388 

9 
79 

347 
660 

1,186 

87 
88 
19 

32,5, 
1~: 

1,110 
202 
106 

4,695 
3 

76 
198 
94 
21 

2,618 
29 

233 
1,515 

29 
412 
117 
56 

1,125 

28 
68 
49 

71,262 
219 

508 
30 

131 
302 

11 

35 
400 
201 
175 

10,876 

616 
78 

2,280 
2,300 

11 

3,548 
8,421 
5,009 
2,423 

550 
1,156 

930 
3,187 

249 
402 

5 
64 

679 
6ZT 

1,394 

159 
64 
24 

423, 
11r!·, , . 

1,790 
278 
65 

3,236 
, 7 

52 
184 
92 
20 

2,694 
30 

250 
1,154 

36 
286 
107 
68 

1,020 

80 
74 
35 

36,678 
94 

636 
24 
52 

209 
6 

39 
345 
189 
106 

10,450 

481 
76 

1,888 
1,531 

Z1 
2,440 
7,159 
4$1 
2,043 

8Z1 
750 
593 

2,701 
Z16 
341 

9 
73 

296 
544 

1,060 

76 
83 
17 

241 
74 

1,020 
161 
31 

3,940 
3 

60 
180 
91 

21 
2,4,'35 

24 
213 

1,346 

25 
348 
93 
47 

958 

28 
65 
44 

67,715 
90 

456 
28 

115 
200 

8 
35 

339 
187 
175 

10,483 

568 
69 

2,068 
2,017 

10 

3,247 
8,090 
4,661 
2,188 

488 
874 
806 

2,082 
163 
363 

5 
62 

609 
526 

1,265 

130 
63 
23 

305 
113 

1,692 
236 
24 

549 
o 

20 
23 

N/A 
2 

93 
14 
20 

146 

6 
7"3 
34 
14 

281 

43 
8 
3 

4,029 
19 

52 
4 

21 
57 
3 

o 
90 
50 
o 

360 
45 
4 

158 
325 

7 
409 
379 
192 
209 
51 

192 
--.;o~ 

856 
42 
47 

o 
6 

51 
116 
126 

11 
5 
2 

84 
30 

90 
41 
75 

755 
o 

16 
18 
"3 

o 
183 

5 
20 

169 

4 
64 
24 
9 

167 

o 
3 
5 

3,547 
129 

52 
2 

16 
102 

3 
o 

61 
14 
o 

393 

48 
9 

212 
283 

1 

301 
331 
348 
235 
62 

2B2 
124 

1,IOS 
-66 

39 

C 
2 

70 
101 
129 
29 
1 
1 

118 
2 

98 
42 
41 

ToW cases 
per judiciIIl 

"Ii 
6j30Jr o:/,W81 

133 182 

115 142 
7 3 

72 76 
69 66 
92 94 
22 21 

164 J.54 
44 29 
90 78 
87 101 
42 29 

120 137 
47 39 
82 56 

lOB 94 

62 14 
82 68 
38 49 

157 273 
56 110 
98 73 
28 30 
36 66 
89 101 
9 11 

39 35 
62 57 

119 100 
53 88 

212 213 

131 154 
80 78 

102 114 
66 82. 
34 11 ''', 

114 142 . r 
171 205 
136 152 
250 259 
219 A38 

59 72 
77 103 

lOS 94 
79 62 

129 134 

9 5 
79 64 
69 136 
94 90 

169 199 

43 80 
88 64 
19 24 
54 70 

104 115 

85 138 
67 93 
53 32 

• Judicial oositions include full-tim urt . • d ~ . . . . 
see Table 11. e co colIlIll1SSloners an re erees In addition to the number of Judges authorized for the court. For a list of judgeships 

~ ~~= ::f:;;c:~ ~ an
xt

d
30
civilda' cases set for future trial and civil cases in which at-issue memoranda have been filed but no trial dates assigned. 

d • unng ne ys. 
H fucl?des 206 Judges, one referee and 52 commissioners of whom 49 were budgeted and three were funded fr salary • Revised. om savmllS. 
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TABLE 26A-CALIFORNIA SUPERIOR COURT 
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS a AND JUDICIAL POSITION EQUIVALENTS a 

FISCAL YEARS 1980-81 AND 1981-82 

ToW 
State Total........................................................ 723 

Alameda ............................................................... . 

~::d~; .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Butte ..................................................................... . 
Calaveras ............................................................. . 
Colusa ................................................................... . 
Contra Costa ....................................................... . 
Del Norte ........................................................... . 
El Dorado ........................................................... . 
Fresno ................................................................. . 
Glenn ................................................................... . 
Humboldt. .......................................................... . 
Imperial ............................................................... . 
Inyo ....................................................................... . 
Kern ....................•................................................. 

Kings ..................................................................... . 
Lake ..................................................................... . 
Lassen ................................................................... . 

~:d:a~~~~.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Marin ...•................................................................ 

~~a:~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Merced ................................................................. . 
Modoc ................................................................... . 

Mono ..................................................................... . 
Monterey ............................................................. . 

~:~:ci;·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Orange ................................................................. . 

Placer. ........................... , ...................................... . 
Plumas ................................................................. . 
Riverside ............................... ' ........................... ... 
Sacramento ......................................................... . 
San Benito .......................................................... .. 

San Bernardino ................................................. . 
San Diego .......................................................... .. 
San Francisco ..................................................... . 
San Joaquin ......................................................... . 
San Luis Obispo ................................................. . 

San Matoo ........................................................... . 
Santa Barbara ................................................... ... 
Santa Clara .......................................................... . 
Santa Cruz ......................................................... . 
Shasta ................................................................... . 

Sierra .................................................................. .. 

~~l:~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Sonoma ...................................................... ., ........ .. 
Stanislaus ............................................................. . 

Sutter .................................................................... " 
Tehama .............. , ................................................ . 

f~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Tuolumne ........................................................... . 

Ventura ............................................................... . 
yolo ............................................... , ....................... . 
yuba ..................................................................... . 

33 
1 
1 
3 
J 
1 

17 
1 
3 

15 

1 
3 
3 
1 

12 

2 
1 
1 

259 b 

2 

7 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

51 

4 
1 

20 
28 
1 

25 
44 
33 
9 
4 

16 
9 

34 
4 
3 

1 
1 
5 
7 
7 

2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

13 
3 
2 

1981-112 
/udiciiil P1Ja0ns . 

mnus· 
Judges SJoners 

628 73 

31 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
14 
1 
3 

13 

1 
3 
3 
1 

10 
2 
1 
1 

200 
2 

6 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

46 

4 
1 

17 
27 
1 

21 
41 
27 
8 
4 

14 
7 

33 
4 
3 

1 
1 
5 
6 
6 

2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

11 
3 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 

52 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 

o 
o 
3 
o 
o 
4 
o 
3 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
'2 
o 
I.l 

Judieliil 
Posibon 

Referees Equivalents 
22 736.6 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
3 
3 
1 
o 
1 
2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

32.3 
1.0 
1.0 
3.l 
1.0 

1.0 
16.4 

1.1 
3.2 

14.6 

1.0 
3.6 
3.6 
1.2 

... 11.5 
2.l 
1.3 
1.1 

251.7 
2.l 

7.6 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
1.0 

1.2 
6.6 
2.4 
2.1 

52.9 

4.0 
1.0 

18.8 
28.3 

1.0 

24.6 
53.7 
34.7 
8.7 
4.4 

15.8 
10.7 
35.a 
4.8 
3.1 

1.0 
1.2 
5.7 
7.4 
5.6 

2.2 
1.3 
1.0 
6.7 
1.3 

14.2 
3.7 
2.0 

33 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
17 
1 
3 

15 

1 
3 
3 
1 

12 

2 
1 
1 

261 
2 

7 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

51 

25 
44 
33 
9 
4 

16 
9 

34 
4 
3 
1 
1 
5 
7 
7 

2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

13 
3 
2 

1980-81 
/udiciiil posibons 

COmnuS· 
Judges sioners 

628 74 

31 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
14 
1 
3 

13 

1 
3 
3 
1 

10 

2 
1 
1 

206 
2 

6 
1 
2 
3 
1 

1 
7 
2 
2 

46 

4 
1 

17 
'l:1 
1 

21 
41 
27 
8 
4 

14 
7 

33 
4 
3 

1 
1 
5 
6 
6 
2 
1 
1 
6 
1 

11 
3 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 

54 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 

o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
4 
o 
4 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 

Judici7iJ 
Position 

Referees Equivalents 
23 710.8 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
1 
o 
o 
3 
2 
1 
o 
1 
2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 

o 
o 
c 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

30.0 
1.0 
1.0 
3.2 
1.0 

1.0 
16.4 
1.0 
3.l 

14.7 

1.0 
2.9 
3.3 
1.0 
9.7 

2.0 
1.5 
1.3 

239.8 
2.l 

7l. 
1.0 
2.0 
3.0 
1.0 

1.1 
7.l 
2.4 
2.2 

48.5 

3.9 
1.2 

19.0 
26.0 
1.0 

24.0 
52.l 
34.0 

8.1 
4.3 

16.4 
10.8 
36.3 
4.8 
3.0 

1.0 
1.3 
5.2 
7.3 
6.9 

2.1 
1.2 
1.0 
6.5 
1.2 

14.l 
3.4 
2.0 

a Judicial positions are defined as authorizedjuciges and full-time referees and commissioners. Judicial position equivalents are defined as authorizedjudgeships, 
plus assistance from referees and commissioners and are adjusted to reflect judicial vacancies, assistance rendered to other courts, and assistance received 
from assigned and temporary judges. 

b Includes 206 judges, one referee and 52 commissioners of whom 49 were budgeted and three were funded from salary savings. 
HRevised. 

14-,..76963 
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TABLE 27-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL (EXCLUDES PARKING) AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Counlyand 
judicial district 

S"tate total '''_H""."'''H'''''''.''H.,, 

Alameda: 
Alameda ..................•..................• 
Berkeley-Albany ... H ........... " ... . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City 
Livermore-Pleasanton .. HH •••••• 

Oakland-Piedmont-
Emeryville .....•........•........... 

San Leandro-Hayward ........... . 

Butte: 
Chico ............ _ .......................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ...... H •••••••••••••• H.H ••••••••••••••••••• 

Delta .................... _ ................... ". 
Ml Diablo .............................. H .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville H ....... . 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ............... . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ......... " .................. H •• "' •••• 

Imperiah 
Imperial County ..... " .............. . 

Kern: 
East Kern ......................... H .. H.H 
West Kern ................ " ........... H.H 

Los Angeles: 
Albambra ................................ "" 
Antelope ......... " ..... HH ......... "'.H. 
Beverly Hills _ .......................... . 
Burbank .............................. _."' .. 

Citrus ............... H ••••••••••••••••••• "' ••• 

COmpton ......... H ........................ . 
Culver .......... H ................ ·H ... ··.H. 
Downey.H ............................. .,. .. . 

East Los Angeles ... H ..... · .... ·."' .. 
Glendale ...... H ........... H ••• H ....... H. 
Inglewood H ••••• H ••• " •••••••••••••• "' ••• 

Long !leach ... " .................... H ••••• 

Los Angeles ..... " .. "." ................. . 
Los Cerritos .... " ..................... ". 
Malibu ." ..... " ....................... "' ... . 
Newhall ...................... H."' •••••• " •• 

Pasadena ............................... "' .. 
Pomona " ....... ""." ... "." ...• " ... "". 
Rio Hondo" ... ""." .. "" .... " ...... "'. 
Santa Anita M .... " •• ""." ... "" ....... . 

Santa Monica .. " ..... "" ........... " .• 
South Bay .. " ...... "" ........ " ... " ... .. 
Southeast ... " ...... " .• " ................. . 
Whittier .. " ..................... " ......... .. 

NUI1lher IJisposilions aDer hearing 
of Total Total 

dispositions 
Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile 

judgeships" !ilings before hearing matters matters ordersb 

1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82. 19f1O..81 19a1-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-t1219f1O..81 
496 487 7,7m,147 R7,aoo,!178 6,685,319 R 6$13,379 6,048,529 5,672,672 347,450 R 334,679 261,037 11231,591 28,303 34,437 

I 
4 
3 
2 

14 
7 

5 
2 
4 
3 

8 

2 

4 

3 
2 
3 
2 

6 
6 
2 
4 

4 
2 
6 
7 

74 
3 
I 
2 

4 
3 
4 
1 

3 
6 
5 
4 

1 26,7!17 23,485 26,484 17,455 25,124 16,149 793 
4 42,386 37,463 41,143 31,965 37,430 29,035 1,610 
3 70,383 62,159 65,7m 57/325 53,638 50,091 3,650 
2 46,826 45,oos 44$12 43,210 42,121 40,730 1,153 

14 209,m2 199,393 185,248 175,949 171,623 161,986 7,379 
7 119,446 109,121 91,235 90,436 83,376 83,210 4,186 

24,829 m,670 23$15 17,723 m,834 15,551 977 

5 58,842 59,605 49,723 48,935 42,3!17 41,361 2,154 
2 32,543 31,167 29,610 28,851 24,919 24,248 1,971 
4 65,264 63,363 57,BPIJ 56,595 50,250 48,233 2,216 
3 60,563 62,127 53,883 53,754 46,050 45,590 1,685 

8 105,775 100,300 95,279 92,071 85,757 83,302 4,994 

2 1l,685 13,740 12,132 13,337 10,712 1l,91B B13 

4 46,335 45,482 36,516 35,582 34,684 33.414 996 

2 25,21B m,324 22,961 17,484 21,146 15,747 476 
6 94,898 172,389 83,890 137,860 75,052 127,(kJ'"7 5,992 

3 53,212 
2 40,224 
3 51,322 
2 30,888 

6 114,755 
6 133,073 
2 28,246 
4 67,829 

4 66,998 
2 50,319 
6 79,417 
7 129,329 

74 1,014,664 
3 60,427 
1 37,009 
2 64,941 

4 67,469 
3 50,331 
4 64,103 
1 37,970 

3 
6 
5 
4 

40,852 
117,309 
71,756 
57,441 

51,976 46,558 
34,876 37,354 
47,831 44,649 
23,844 25,640 

114,727 112,091 
133,942 92,986 
24,424 23,664 
60,223 55,429 

66,827 56,174 
44,694 40,266 
79,996 57,467 

124,816 98,080 

891,779 
58,087 
35,468 
54,406 

805,273 
52,749 
33,830 
53,434 

66,571 60,909 
45,267 49,982 
58,596 52,253 
32,591 35,551 

38,538 
123,304 
7B,245 
48,328 

32,577 
116,684 
60,676 
53,165 

49,652 42,711 
31,450 35,048 
38,212 39,41B 
22,298 23,315 

100,236 
89,6f!l 
m,l00 
49,347 

100,704 
83,458 
m,642 
50,664 

57,921J. 51,009 
36,347 36,232 
75,588 50,405 
83,823 BB,7m 

681,391 
53,981 
29,670 
43,497 

709,356 
48,673 
32,409 
51,684 

51,955 54,.i5 
41,699 45,lm 
44,216 48,063 
28,993 32,867 

31,622 
105,526 
70,939 
43,787 

29,523 
105,311 

55,827 
48,061 

46,064 2,192 
29,440 1,364 
34,21l9 3,477 
m,lBO 1,374 

91,427 
78,991 
17,526 
44,609 

5,432 
6,7OB 
2,102 
3,063 

53,194 3.112 
32,733 2,299 
68,891 4,229 
74,657 6,048 

594,883 61,565 
50,454 2,075 
28,558 537 
42,146 661 

46,012 3,B05 
37,322 3,043 
41,252 2,250 
26,607 1,262 

28,223 
95,396 
65,847 
39,045 

1,767 
6,651 
3,051 
2,514 

839 567 
1,506 2,103 
3,856 8,432 
1,235 99B 

8$1 6,246 
4,216 3,673 

!174 1,037 

2,3B8 2,310 
2,040 1,851 
2,3B2 2,379 
1,6m 2,567 

5,090 3,996 

817 607 

467 
1,424 
3,87B 
1,245 

5,647 
3,010 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

29 
o 

1,090 427 lOB 

2,516 2,862 2,670 
1,522 869 1,041 
2,496 3,035 3,484 
2,306 3,581 4,238 

3,232 532 447 

600 0 2 

1,206 835 959 3 

487 543 525 790 725 
6,313 2,764 3,160 82 1,330 

2,130 1,655 
1,199 942 
2,525 1,754 
1,283 951 

4,B17 
7,838 
1,856 
3,103 

5,955 
2,794 

9ID 
1,673 

2,569 2,053 
2,065 1,730 
4,039 2,833 
6,131 3,314 

56,585 34,352 
1,793 2,001 

414 BB4 
580 BB9 

3,410 2,849 
2,719 1,819 
1,758 1,940 
1,293 1,422 

1,975 
5,267 
3,267 
2,303 

1;lEf 
4,721 
1,798 
2,590 

1,458 
Bll 

1,47B 
835 

3,992 
2,858 

721 
1,635 

2,159 
1,548 
2,658 
2,996 

30,123 
1,734 

698 
771 

2,533 
1,658 
1,m6 
1,093 

1,423 
4,863 
1,825 
2,439 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
46 
o 

29 

j\ 
( 

~ 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 0 
5 1 
o 0 
o 39 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

I 
o 
o 
o 

l 

I 
I 
r ~ , 

'. 
" 
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TABLE 27-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL (EXCLUDES PARKING) .AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981~2 

Counlyand 
judicial district 
Marin: 

Central ...................................... .. 

Merced: 
Merced County ....................... . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ................... . 

Napa: 
Napa County .......................... .. 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ........ .. 
North Orange County .......... .. 
Orange County Harbor ......... . 
South Orange County ........... . 
West Orange County ............. . 

Riverside: 
Corona ....................................... . 
Desert ......................................... . 
Mt. San Jacinto ........................ .. 
Riverside ................................... . 
Three Lakes ............................ .. 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento .............................. .. 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ......... . 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ..................................... . 
North County .......................... .. 
San Diego ................................. . 
South Bay ................................ .. 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco ........................... . 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi... .......................................... . 
Manteca·Ripon·Escalon-

Tracy, .................................. . 
Stockton ................................... .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ........ 

San Mateo: 
Northern .................................... . 
South~rn , ................................. .. 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc , .................................... , 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ............. . 
Santa Maria ................................ · 

Santa Clara: 
'., Santa Clara County .... , ........... .. 

NUI1lber IJisposilions aber hearing 
of Total Total 

dispositions 
Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile 

before hearing matters matters orders b judgeships' filings 
1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1!J8O..J1 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 1981-82 19f1O..81 

4 

3 

7 

2 

13 
11 
6 
4 

10 

2 
5 
2 
5 
1 

15 

CB 
9 

22 
"6 

20 

2 
5 

3 
6 

1 
3 
2 

4 82,605 

3 75,492 

7 97,635 

2 31,663 

13 
11 
6 
4 

10 

2 
5 
2 
5 
1 

17B,587 
187,269 
133,547 
70,229 

144,439 

21,154 
72,903 
63,172 
BB,500 
IB,Oll 

7B,lm 76,1l5 67,428 70,874 

68,504 70,846 

!17 ,170 87,899 

22,663 28,419 

171,836 
175,3C6 
133,400 
58,523 

150,223 

IB,671 
77,656 
55,009 
85,313 
16,739 

160,357 
172,830 
135,237 
61,702 

130,464 

IB,946 
66,537 
56,646 
79,134 
16,351 

61,417 66,867 

B6,B54 T~,lOB 

22,040 24,980 

141,556 
154,784 
115,71B 
51,738 

136,719 

17,752 
82,935 
52,416 
7B,784 
14,806 

146,823 
161,025 
120,443 
57,005 

116,126 

17,017 
61,545 
54,572 
71,791 
14,680 

63,083 2,300 

58,400 1,775 

7B,454 5,080 

IB,907 927 

129,7!17 
142,160 
101,102 
47,579 

123,l1l 

15,951 
58,414 
50,577 
73,548 
13,520 

7,531 
6,430 
2,360 
2,330 
B,265 

1,017 
2,608 
1,020 
4,605 

849 

1,879 2,887 

1,488 2,204 

4,736 3,711 

B96 80S 

6,371 
7,284 
1,934 
1,945 
7,999 

1,006 
2,466 

9B9 
2,904 

667 

6,003 
5,375 
4,157 
2,367 
5,895 

912 
2,384 
1,054 
2,738 

822 

15 93,784 121,386 84,099 IIB,406 64,851 99,394 13,567 12,1l4 5,681 

IB 283,294 R 253,942 262,121 222,775 242,842 205,149 11,068 10,848 B)fJI 

2,421 54 45 

1,529 o o 

3,664 o o 

712 1,707 1,525 

5,388 0 0 
5,226 0 114 
4,093 B,277 B,5B9 
2,213 0 1 
5,530 17B 79 

795 0 0 
2,055 0 0 

850 0 0 
2,332 0 0 

619 0 0 

6,898 o o 

6,77B 4 o 

7 
9 

22 
5 

121,274 
142,807 
390,699 
Bl,244 

106,623 107,464 102,470 
132,984 

11381,038 
83,066 

98,905 
124,024 
345,573 

94,513 
123,139 
355,422 
77,515 

4,743 4,524 3,809 3,433 7 
o 
3 
o 

o 
o 
3 
I 

144,192 134,698 
403,893 372,203 

B2,53O 72,079 66,485 

5,727 5,182 4,947 4,663 
15,01B R 15,096 1l,609 1110,517 
1,835 2,021 3,759 3,529 

20 225,864 190,165 137,325 140,400 lll,l43 1ll,21B 20,105 22,960 6,076 6,220 2 

22,150 19,145 17,647 16,332 15,472 14,087 954 

2 31,625 26,991 27,877 24,045 25,330 21,789 1,210 
5 76,B05 72,015 70,598 63,633 61,364 54,942 5,038 

4 69,741 64,857 60,608 57,716 56,055 49,885 2,462 

3 61,917 54,528 45,545 44,762 41,509 40,892 2,046 
6 136,479 135,274 138,929 128,049 130,746 119,785 3,732 

1 7,076 6,984 6,5~ 6,269 5,765 5,607 427 
3 53,935 
2 22,378 

47,830 47,748 
20,429 17,271 

43,128 42,715 
14,332 15,662 

37,843 3,261 
12,392 B54 

22 424,248 373,400 344,647 324,135 317,959 300,655 12,710 

850 645 

1,014 B42 
5,147 2,564 

2,349 2,089 

1,960 1,975 
3,955 4,451 

36B 330 
3,680 1,772 
1,075 755 

l1,m 13,977 

616 576 779 

771 495 471 
1,964 1,632 1,580 

1,843 

1,902 
4,301 

294 
1,605 

865 

11,482 

2 3,639 

15 
o 

o 
o 
o 

8 
B 

o 
o 
o 
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TABLE 27-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL O=XCLUDES PARKING) AND CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
NUIllber 

of Total 
judgeships· filings 

PispositiOIl.r alter hearing 
IJispositions UOCOIItested Contested Juvenile 

before hearing matfery matfery orders b CoUllty IIDd . 
judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

1981-82 1!JtK).81 1981-82 1!Jtl)..81 

ToW 
dispositions 

1981-82 1~1 1981-82 19tKJ..81 1981-82 1!Jtl)..81 1981-82 1!Jtl)..81 1981-8219tKJ..81 

Santa Cruz County ................. . 4 4 00,681 61,482 52,263 48,361 44,211 40,987 3,193 2,713 2,319 1,932 2,540 2,729 

Shasta: 
Redding ..................................... . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano .................... .. 
Vallejo-Benicia ......................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ....................... . 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ................... . 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ........................... . 

Tulare: 
Porterville ................................. . 
Tulare-Pixley ............................. . 
Visalia ........................................ .. 

Venbrra: 

3 
2 

5 

7 

1 

1 
1 
2 

Ventura County........................ C 11 

Yolo: 

22,180 19,671 18,448 17,740 16,035 15,853 1,2'16 

3 59,600 56,678 60,992 54,043 58,371 51,454 1,021 
2 24,870 24,363 21,943 00,004 19,468 18,28) 1,258 

5 95,535 82,342 73,213 68,522 67,713 63,072 2,819 

7 95,114 92,465 87,036 77,375 79,804 71,192 3,263 

11,165 10,950 10,025 10,039 8,934 8,863 593 

1 12,226 11,263 13,459 10,103 12,~ 9,143 552 
1 18,711 15,254 17,400 13,684 16,604 12,973 445 
2 30$1 26,411 24,281 21,708 21,594 19,266 1,523 

10 168,31)8 141,718 154,507 136,187 142,993 125,745 6,049 

1,062 1,137 825 

1,W! 1,000 1,s1K) 
1,225 1,217 1,189 

2,971 2,681 2,479 

2,797 3fi67 3,3/K1 

675 498 

591 426 
440 358 

1,536 1,161 

liOl 

367 
271 
906 

6,010 5,465 4,432 

o 

o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

1 
1 
3 

o 

o 

1 
o 

o 

6 

o 

2 
o 
o 

o 

Yolo County ............................. . 3 3 17,643 00,359 15,234 19,630 12,512 16,689 1,303 1,419 886 802 533 72D 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................ . 2 2 13,436 7,653 10,954 5,833 9,786 5/1Zl 677 353 486 227 5 16 

• Number of authorized judgeships at the end of the fISCal year. .;. 
b Orders of judges acting as traffic hearing officers pursuant to Section 2Sl of the Welfare and Institutions Code. ., 
C Statr.te provided for increase effective January 1, 1982. '; 
d Statute provided for increase, effective January 1, 1982, but excludes two judicial positions dependent upon resolutions by the board of supervisors. 
e Statute provided for increase, effective January t, 1982, but excludes one judicial position dependent upon a resolution by the board of supervisors. 
r Statute provided for increase, effective January 1, 1982, but excludes four judicial positions dependent upon resolutions by the board of supervisors. 
R Revised. . 

.~ 
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TABLE 28-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FELON~' FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
filings 

Total Dispositions 
dispositions before hearing 

County and judicial district 1981-82 1980-81 1981-8£ 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 

State total ......... , ........................................ .. 124,672 R119,628 102,162 100,304 51,490 49,303 

Alameda: 
Alameda .................................................... .. 
Berkeley-Albany ...................................... .. 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .............. .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton .................. , ......... .. 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ............ .. 
San Leandro-Hayward ........................... , 

Butte: 
Chico ..... , ..................................................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay .............................................................. .. 
Delta ................................. , ......................... . 
Mt. Diablo ................................................ .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville .......................... .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .. , ........................... .. 

Hwnboldt: 
Eureka ........................................................ .. 

Imperial: 
Imperial County ...................................... .. 

Kern: 
East Kern ................ , ................................. .. 
West Kern ........................................... , .... .. 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .................................................. .. 
Antelope ..................................................... . 
Beverly Hills ............................................. . 
Burbank ..................................................... . 

Citrus ............................................ , .............. . 
Compton .................................................... .. 
Culver .............. , ......................................... .. 
Downey ................................................... , .. 

East Los Angeles .................................... .. 
Glendale .................................................... .. 
.Inglewood ............................................... , .. 
Long Beach ............................................... . 

Los Angeles ............. ,. .... , ................ , ......... .. 
Los Cerritos .............................................. .. 
Malibu ... " ............................................. , ...... . 
Newhall ....................................................... . 

281 
596 
981 
311 

3,253 
1,928 

261 

1,109 
573 
729 
381 

3,538 

546 

756 

311 
2,796 

546 
408 
703 
353 

1,223 
.2,750 

265 
1,024 

883 
385 

1,401 
1,870 

17,090 
511 
351 
312 

Pasadena .............................. , ...................... , 1,351 
Pomoria , ................................................. ,..... . 644 
Rio Hondo .................................................. 1,IOB 
Santa Anita ....................... ,.......................... 244 

256 276 
464 469 

1,118 545 
3,';8 300 

3,345 2,929 
1,767 1,448 

273 223 

1,071 926 
394 461 
661 613 
3..'l6 199 

3,674 2,937 

816 551 

923 745 

176 226 
3,369 2,962 

515 426 
378 394 
541 463 
183 215 

1,200 640 
2,348 2,16.,) 

282 205 
966 516 

929 
421 

1,158 
1,895 

14,193 
380 
332 
421 

1,365 
644 

1,043 
290 

664 
347 

1,211 
1,547 

13,977 
443 
144 
232 

762 
590 
428 
25B 

244 206 
409 244 
487 376 
375 222 

3,154 1,734 
1,631 1,161 

241 157 

795 501 
355 266 
546 337 
233 87 

3,313 2,142 

684 315 

664 513 

145 175 
3,338 2,244 

523 95 
316 127 
429 33 

.... 124 20 

873 253 
1,952 45 

231 19 
569 27 

743 
324 

1,061 
1,148 

11,781 
355 
81 

247 

656 
577 
403 
314 

144. 
53 

247 
324 

4,257 
67 
69 
63 

166 
lOB 
70 
42 

151 
132 
301 
271 

1,649 
1,195 

162 

421 
197 
274 
89 

2,428 

382 

393 

114 
2,780 

238 
113 
49 
25 

466 
423 
42 
54 

90 
50 

218 
113 

3,778 
64 
22 
52 

141 
99 
59 
43 

201 

Dispositions after hearing 
Uncontested Contested 

matters matters 
1981-82 1980-81 1981-&2 1980-81 

43,797 44,613 6,875 6,388 

21 37 49 56 
183 275 42 2 
143 162 26 24 
78 104 O· 0 

975 1,274 220 231 
264 419 23 17 

55 76 11 3 

389 341 36 33 
147 130 54 28 
249 237 27 35 

97 132 15 12 

706 817 89 68 

198 225 38 77 

169 181 63 90 

20 9 31 22 
622 497 96 61 

328 283 3 2 
259 201 8 2 
422 374 8 6 
193 95 2 4 

306 404 81 3 
2,120 1,529 0 0 

182 174 4 15 
488 510 1 5 

468 
270 
962 

1,195 

8,389 
367 
14 

157 

596 
474 
354 
194 

623 52 
246 24 
843 2 

1,029 28 

7,005 1,331 
291 9 
58 1 

191 2 

512 
475 
333 
270 

o 
8 
4 

22 

30 
28 
o 
6 

998 
o 
1 
4 

3 
3 

11 
1 
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TABLE 28-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FELONY FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County and judicial district 
Los Angeles-continued 

Santa Moruca ............................................. . 
South Bay ................................................... . 
Southeast ................................................... . 
Whittier ..................................................... . 

Marin: 
Cenlral ....................................................... . 

Merced: '\ 
Merced County .......................... ~ ............. . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ..................................... . 

Napa: 
Napa County ............................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ......................... . 
North Ora11ge County ............................. . 
Orange County Harbor ......................... . 
South Orange County ............................. . 
West Orange County ............................. . 

Riverside: 
Corona ....................................................... . 
Desert ......................................................... . 
Mt. San Jacinto ......................................... . 
Riverside ..................................................... . 
Three Lakes ............................................... . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ......................... , ..................... . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernerdino County ......................... . 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon ..................................................... . 
North County ........................................... . 
San Diego ................................................... . 
South Bay .................................................. .. 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco .......................................... .. 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ............................................................. . 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ............... . 
Stockton ..................................................... . 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ......................... . 

Total 
filings 

Dispositions after hearing 
Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

dispositions before hearing matters matters 
1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-8,1 1981-82 1980-81 

3\l8 359 253 
951 

1;287 
570 

1,258 l,rm 
1,535 1,593 

916 642 

937 

1,1l7 

1,996 

673 

1,582 
1,078 

345 
325 

1,050 

446 
850 
511 

1,491 
457 

5,514 

5,418 

1,591 
1,493 
5,388 
1,150 

833 597 

1,090 842 

1,856 -t,535 

610 452 

1,756 1,614 
1,577 1,103 

516 489 
361 229 

1,441 1,102 

438 428 
1,001 645 

564 285 
1,631 900 

309 342 

5,335 

1,673 
1,548 
5,343 
1,257 

4,838 

4,647 

1,391 
1,632 
4,602 
1,074 

7,708 6,415 6;271 

223 
473 

1,840 

505 

327 
519 

2$7 

677 

135 
414 

1,888 

481 

Q54 
788 

1,372 
494 

29 
164 
284 
107 

602 306 

874 545 

1,406 526 

376 273 

1,742 996 
1,179 626 

558 226 
290 53 

1,363 543 

397 272 
696 371 
315 223 

1,157 489 
213 78 

4,709 

4,852 

1,456 
1,233 
5,355 
1,281 

3;272 

2,834 

1,015 
1,122 
2,880 

703 

6,092 3,725 

180 74 
408 251 

2,117 1,114 

688 206 

30 
106 
271 
100 

272 

502 

556 

218 

1,149 
674 
348 
108 
809 

243 
370 
163 
607 
37 

3,189 

3,233 

1,032 
942 

2,854 
899 

212 
782 
994 
463 

249 

195 

994 

138 

2 
427 

5 
131 
502 

146 
264 
62 
92 

144 

1,565 

1,530 

232 
494 

1,442 
347 

2,263 1,449 

99 
267 

1,307 

406 

61 
149 
700 

234 

213 
682 

1,092 
384 

12 
5 
9 
o 

11 
o 
9 

10 

284 42 46 

333 102 39 

821 15 29 

123 41 35 

97 616 496 
447 50 58 

2 258 208 
129 45 53 
474 57 80 

148 10 6 
313 10 13 
143 O. 9 
466 319 84 
114 12\l' .:'. 62 

1,50J3 

1,280 

311 
263 

2,102 
303 

1 

283 

144 
16 

280 
24 

12 

339 

113 
28 

399 
79 

2,340 1,097 1,489 

81 
114 
739 

227 

o 
14 
74 

41 

o 
27 
71 

55 

i 
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TABLE 28-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
FELONY ~ILlNGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal' Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

II 

203 

,Dispc.Jitions after hearing 
Total 

filings 
Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

County and judicial district 

San Mateo: 
Northern .................................................... .. 
Southern ..................................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ................ ., .................................... .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ............................ .. 
Santa Maria ............................................... . 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County .... , ............................ . 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz County ................................ .. 

Shasta? 
Redding .................................................... .. 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ...................................... .. 
Vallejo-Benicia ........................................ .. 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ....................................... . 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .................................... .. 

Sutter: 
Sutter County .......................................... .. 

Tulare: 
Porterville ................................................ .. 
Tulare-Pixley ............................................ .. 
Visalia ......................................................... . 

Ventura: 
Ventura County .............................. : ....... .. 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ............................................... . 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................................ .. 

RRevised. 

."! 

dispositions before hearing matters matters 
1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1!J8')..,'}( 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 198fJ-81 1981-82 1980-81 

572 649 394 
1,501 1,956 2,089 

128 
840 
196 

8;234 

1,426 

895 

1,068 
1,033 

1,700 

2,524 

351 

432 
372 
547 

1;267 

611 

570 

122 
863 
301 

116 
666 
173 

7,756 6,451 

1;235 1,300 

700 723 

989 990 
967 800 

1,569 1,416 

2,147 1,765 

394 346 

418 421 
425 243 
553 411 

1,423 1,095 

477 410 

238 501 

543 
1,314 

110 
7m 
268 

102 
811 

55 
401 
46 

6;289 3,702 

1,100 766 

556 407 

856 798 
702 588 

1,349 886 

1,692 1,228 

380 268 

312 265 
299 116 
428 246 

1,145 245 

·282 223 

204 121 

219 
563 

51 
322 
54 

292 
546 

61 
265 
U8 

2,878. 2,588 

639 

367 

712 
445 

771 

959 

148 
154 
138 

277 

145 

43 

498 

283 

133 
171 

495 

511 

75 

127 
127 
88 

798 

112 

380 

321 0 
558 144 

54 
385 
212 

o 
o 
9 

3,345 161 

431 36 

132 33 

128 59 
213 41 

543 35 

719 26 

93 3 

122 29 
140 0 
213 77 

834 52 

114 75 

161 0 

3 
193 

5 
o 
2 

66 

30 

57 

16 
44 

35 

14 

1 

42 
5 

77 

34 

23 

o 



... Q§ $¥QXUS ~ .. ~~~-----------------------'-------------.~----------~----~------------------------~--------------

f 

204 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 29-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS OF FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Before hearing After hearing 

Pleas of guilty Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over 
lJismissals Reduced to Reduced to Reduced to 

and transfers Felomes misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors Felomes misdemeanors 
1981-& 1!J80..81 1981-& 1!J80.-81 1981-& 1!J80.-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1!J80.-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 County and judicial district 

State total ......................................... . 20,070 20,848 13,759 11,651 17,661 16,804 3,885 4,146111 161 46,371 46,315 305 379 

Alameda: 
Alameda ........................................... . 
Berkeley-Albany ............................. . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .... .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton ................... . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .. .. 
San Leandro-Hayward ................ .. 

Butte: 
Chico ...................................... : ......... .. 

Contra Costa: 

47 
105 
2:16 
58 

594 
431 

63 .. 

Bay...................................................... 108 
Delta .................................................. 116 
Mt. Diablo ........................................ 93 
Walnut Creek-Danville.................. 36 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ...................... 1,115 

Humboldt: 
Eureka .............................................. .. 132 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .............................. 147 

Kern: 
East Kern.......................................... 'l:l 
West Kern ........................................ B02 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .......................................... 37 
Antelope ............................................ 33 
Beverly Hills .................................... 30 
Burbank ............................... ,............ 16 

Citrus.................................................. 241 
Compton............................................ 0 
Culver ................................................ 11 
Downey.............................................. 13 

East Los Angeles ............................ 57 
Glendale ............................................ 29 
Inglewood·.......................................... 134 
Long Beach ...................................... frl 

Los Angeles ...................................... 1,941 
Los Cerritos .. ,.,................................. 39 
Malibu................................................ 54 
Newhall.............................................. 23 

Pasadena .......................................... .. 
Pomona ............................................. . 
Rio Hondo ....................................... . 
Santa Anita ...................................... .. 

Santa Monica ................................... . 
South Bay ......................................... . 
Southea5t ........................................... . 
Whittier ............................................. . 

74 
61 
46 
5 

12 
25 

223 
81 

38 
53 

206 
82 

616 
439 

54 

117 
80 

122 
36 

1,'m 

182 

78 
60 
70 
74 

479 
340 

',-' 

35 

24 
25 
38 
14 

382 

41 

43 81 
62 79 
37 30 
SO 90 

372 661 
330 390 

32 '59 

44 369 
35 125 
26 206 
22 37 

366 645 

53 142 

147 20 32 346 

32 38 'l:l 110 
1,099 643 686 799 

172 2 0 56 
18 20 3 74 
36 1 4 2 
12 0 3 4 

444 6 7 6 
335 24 3 21 

1'1 2 0 6 , 
22 7 2 7 

67 11 3 76 
21 10 3 14 

136 31 18 82 
59 217 35 20 

1,649 1,206 1,135 1,110 
43 7 1 21 
12 .~ 3 11 
29 8' 6 32 

frl· 20 
61 20 
21 12 
'l:l 1 

24 
'l:l 

215 
44 

16 
105 
21 
8 

10 
16 
8 
o 

3 
67 
2 

12 

72 
'l:l 
12 
36 

1 
34 
40 
18 

70 
17 
58 

139 
661 
426 

76 

260 
82 

126 
31 

785 

147 

1 0 
13 0 
1 11 
o 0 
o 0 
6 11 

12 

31 33 
3 1 

19 9 
4 11 

1 5 

17 34 

214 65 22 

55 4 2 
995 34 2 

66 4 0 
92 19 28 
94538 

10 22 1 

15 24 15 
85 383 39 
25 29 4 
30 18 24 

20 80 46 
26 28 17 
64 220 66 
19 39 45 

994 SOl 522 
20 2 0 
7 0 4 

17 1 3 

44 
22 
30 
16 

3 
12 
54 

" 44 

9 10 
15 19 
13 21 
31 c28 

11 9 
frl 53 
23 37 
23 26 

1 
1 
o 
C 
o 
o 

2 

1 
o 

15 
1 

2 

3 

o 

o 
o 

1 
3 
o 
o 

4 
o 
o 
o 

5 
2 

16 
1 

12 
o 
o 
o 

2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

\) 67 
o 210 
o 167 
o 78 
1 1,194 
1 280 

44 

o 393 
o 196 
o 239 
o 106 

3 788 

o 215 

8 162 

o 47 
O. 666 

2 322 
2 230 
o 382 
o 172 

4 354 
o 1,737 
o 157 
3 471 

1 435 
o 263 
2 723 
1 1,183 

14 9,146 
o 374 
1 75 
o 163 

12 585 
o 466 
o 345 
9 185 

1 213 
O' 699 
o 980 
o 439 

93 1 
'l:l5 '1 
173 1 
104 0 

1,503 1 
423 1 

77 

339 
155 
239 
133 

frl4 

265 

233 

'l:l 
546 

283 
165 
340 
95 

388 
1,490 

184 
485 

606 
.. 257 

775 
969 

7,404 
291 
53 

191 

491 
459 
322 
234 

213 
625 

1,052 
368 

8 

o 
2 
3 
1 

4 

5 

o 
18 

4 
15 
3 
1 

5 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
5 
o 

61 
o 
o 
5 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
2 
2 
o 
1 
1 

o 

2 
2 

24 
o 

2 

3 

8 

2 
10 

o 
8 
2 
3 

o 
o 
1 
3 

1 
o 
o 

20 

63 
o 
1 
1 

l! 
o 
1 
o 

1 
4 

12 
o 

I r 
I 
r 
! 
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TABLE 29-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
'cOISPOSITIONS Of FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Before hearing 

Pleas of guilty 
After hearing 

Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over 

205 

Dismissals Reduced to Reduced to Reduced to 
and transfers Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors Felomes misdemeanors 

County and judicial district 
Marin: 

1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1980-81 

Central ............................................. . 

Merced: 
Merced County .............................. .. 

Monterey: 
Monterey County .... , ..................... .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................... . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County .............. .. 
North Orange County ................... . 
Orange County Harbor .............. .. 
South Orange County .................. .. 
West Orange County ..................... . 

Riverside: 
Corona ............... , ............................... . 
Desert .............................................. .. 
Mt. San Jacinto .............................. .. 
Riverside ........................................... . 
Three Lakes .................................... .. 

Sacramento: 

161 

226 

307 

104 

518 
327 
102 

25 
197 

117 
170 
57 

241 
'J:l 

157 

200 

233 

99 

545 
2frl 
152 
59 

232 

89 
116 
62 

341 
1 

160 

63 

16 

145 
39 
12 
14 
69 

48 
115 
24 

156 
27 

Sacramento ...................................... 1,160 1,612 1,044 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ................ 1,108 1,266 722 

. Sa." Dieg\): 
El Cdjc!l .......................................... .. 
North Cb~mty ........... ': .................... . 
San Diego~ ....................................... .. 
South Bayp ....................................... .. 

S F"! an ranc,'.~c.o: 
San Erilllcisco ................................ .. 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi .................................................. .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy, .... . 
Stockton ................................ , ......... .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ............... . 

San Mateo: 
Northern .......... : ........................ ; ...... .. 
Southern .................... , ..................... .. 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ............................................ .. 
Santa Barbara ................................ .. 
Santa Maria , ................................... .. 

Santa Clara: 

255 265 548 
341 198 327 
818 vi~l44 1,114 
191 ! ~'l5 269 

1,734 938 822 

42 
74 

,4094 

52 

39 
402 

26 
164 

3 

60 
113 
515 

126 

174 
254 

33 
147 
17 

3 
o 

137 

97 

47 
124 

o 
11~ 
15 

69 78 

128 159 

74 156 

9 153 

398 333 
200 260 
95 112 
40 14 

264 277 

52 
122 
24 

160 
5 

107 
86 

142 
92 
24 

762 1,068 

790 1,004 

386 212 
386 454 
803 948 
'J:l4 243 

462 1,169 

o 29 
3 177 

112 483 

130 57 

13 16 
45 285 

o 
67 
II 

29 
123 
28 

Santa Clara County .................... ~ ... 646 652 2,057 1$i6 999 

46 

174 

249 

110 

206 
1frl 
101 

9 
313 

29 45 

61 25 

75 137 

4 9 

1 11 
o 1 
o 0 
o 12 

20 'l:l 

102 0 11 
132 13 SO 
77 18 16 

106 0 67 
31 154 95 

815 82 11 

1,177 132 199 

381 16 13 
358 23 12 
907 98. IS!! 
360 38 55 

863 b'96 1,295 

39 5 3 
151 5 8 
680 56 45 

ISO 32 15 

32 0 0 
264' 17 lll· 

18 
108 
33 

o 4 
20 21 
8 19 

970 130 138 

3 

o 

o 

o 

2 
1 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 

3 

o 
o 
4 
1 

13 

o 
1 
o 

1 

o 
1 

o 
t) 
o 

2 247 

236 

o 934 

o 175 

1" 613 
4 473 
6 261 
o 174 
o 539 

o 
1 
3 
5 
o 

148 
261 
44 

411 
108 

4 1,483 

5 1,634 

1 359 
o 481 

22 1,613 
7 330 

11 1,827 

o 33 
o 156 
o 718 

o 242 

3 292 
7 669 

o 61 
o 245 
o 119 

3 'J 2,610 

2:18 

346 

713 

147 

578 
499 
203 
168 
5'J:l 

134 
'J:l4 
133 
478 

81 

1,495 

1,349 

409 
269 

2,280 
316 

2,488 

78 
128 
765 

267 

320 
633 

55 
364 
194 

3,266 

12 

o 

o 

o 

2 
3 
2 
2 
o 

8 
o 
o 
o 
1 

44 

1 
6 
7 
2 

10 

23 
1 
o 

o 

o 
3 

o 
o 
o 

8 

5 

o 

o 

2 

3 
1 
1 
2 
o 

9 
1 
o 
o 
o 

10 

66 

1 
10 
10 
4 

35 

·0 
5 
o 

o 

1 
o 

o 
o 
1 

4 
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TABLE 29-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS OF FELONIES AND FELONIES REDUCED TO MISDEMEANORS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and ·1981-82 

County and judicial dirtrict 
Santa Cruz: 

Santa Cruz County ....................... . 

Shasta: 
Redding ............................................. . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ............................. . 
Vallejo-Benicia ............................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County .............................. .. 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .......................... .. 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ................................ .. 

Tulare: 
Porterville ....................................... . 
Tulare-Pixley .................................. .. 
Visalia .............................................. .. 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ............................ .. 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ..................................... . 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ................................... . 

'" Pleas of guilty 
IJisrnik!JI Reduced to 

and transfers Felomes misdemeanors 
J98J-82 J!W-8J J98J-82 J!J80..8J J98J-82 1!BMJ 

412 

123 

357 
193 

521 

458 

72 

59 
17 
75 

123 

lOB 

2 

413 

65 

381 
181 

458 

350 

80 

74 
40 
67 

142 

79 

8 

26 

186 

103 
173 

116 

279 

77 

58 
12 
5 

113 

91 

5 

34 328 

175 

92 
137 

53 

209 

80 

11 
14 
6 

84 

50 

12 

98 

338 
222 

249 

491 

119 

148 
87 

166 

9 

24 

114 

192 

127 

239 
127 

260 

400 

126 

63 
100 
65 

51 

16 

23 

Acquitted or dismissed Convicted or bound over 
Reduced /1J Reduced to 

Felonies misdemeanors Felonies misdemeanors 
J98J-82 J!W-8J J98J-<'12 JfRJ..8J .198J-<'12 J!BMJ 1981-<'12 J!W-8J 

70 37 

10 

I 
3 

6 

2 

11 

12 
48 
13 

50 

2 

86 

5 

8 
6 

6 

14 

5 

12 
23 
4'( 

82 

10 

50 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

3 
o 
2 

o 

o 

o 

o 462 

o 

1 
o 

o 

3 

2 
2 
o 

o 

o 

o 

306 

189 
209 

524 

535 

64 

141 
79 

148 

794 

179 

294 

420 

182 

135 
251 

. 572 

713 

88 

148 
119 
241 

774 

127 

III 

2 

o 

2 
o 

o 

o 

3 

o 
o 
2 

6 

6 

iI 
o 

4 

2 

o 
o 

o 

3 

o 

2 
I 
2 

o 

o. 
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TABLE 3O-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS 

Fiscal Years '1980-81 and 1981-82 
(Excludes felonies reduced to misdemeanor:s) 

Total 
Iilings 

Total 
dispositions 

Dispositions after trial 
Disposibons Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
belOre tria.! matters matters orders" 

County and judicial district 198J-<'12 JfW)..,gJ 198J-<'12 JfW)..,gJ 198J-82 JfW)..,gJ 1981-<'12 1fW)..,g1 J98J-82 JfW)..,gJ J98J-<'12 JfW)..,gJ 
State total ........................................................... . 665,748 R 645,317 578,463 563,936 566,964 552,277 3,583 2,866 7,843 8,646 73 147 

Alameda: 
Alameda ............................................................. . 
Berkeley-Albany .............................................. .. 
Fremont-Newark-Union City ...................... .. 
Livermore· Pleasanton .................................... .. 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ..................... . 
San Leandro-Hayward .................................. .. 

Butte: 
Chico ................................................................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ...................................................................... .. 
Delta ............................................ ; ..................... .. 
Mt. Diablo ......................................................... . 
Walnut Creek·Danville ................................... . 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ....................................... . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ................................................................. . 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .............................................. .. 

Kern: 
East Kern .......................................................... .. 
West Kern .................................. , ........................ . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ........................................................... . 
Ante!ope ............................................................ .. 
Beverly Hills .................................................... .. 
Burbank ............................................................ .. 

Citrus .................................................................. .. 
.Cornpton ............................................................. . 
' .. "'\ver .... t ................................................... •••••••••• 

'~v\.\:ncy ............................................ , ............. , .. . 

East Los Angeles ............ ; ............................... .. 
Glendale ............................................................ .. 
Inglewood ......................................................... . 
Long Beach ....................................................... . 

Los Angeles ........................ " ............................ .. 
Los Cerritos ....................................................... . 
Malibu ................................................................ .. 
Newhall ................................ ~ ............................. .. 

1,467 
3,743 
4,359 
2,660 

13,943 
6,767 

2,856 

4,284 
3,590 
4,262 
2,805 

8,511 

1,306 

3,865 

1,590 
10,964 

3,173 
3,191 
2,599 
2,514 

7,913 
9,839 
2,738 
5,190 

5,OBI 
4,440 
8,338 

18,827 

56,048 
4,414 
3,940 
3,541 

Pasadena.............................................................. 6,761 
Pomona .......... :...................................................... 4,830 
Rio Hondo .......................................................... . .. 7,044 
Santa Anita ........................................................ 2,265 

Santa Monica .................................................... .. 
South Bay ............................ " ............................ .. 
Southeast ........................................................... . 
Whittier ............................................................ .. 

7,919 
12,8,21 
10,933 
5,191 

2,457 1,078 
3,121 3,586 
3,577 4,332 
2,242 2,099 

11,415 15,063 
7,097 6,780 

3,250 3,107 

3,780 3,077 
3,200 2,976 
4,197 4,009 
2,252 2,469 

7,778 7,110 

1,697 1,245 

4,056 2,970 

1,224 1,319 
17,294 9,271 

3,336 2,784 
2,880 3,109 
2,471 2,051 
2,063 2,079 

8,247 5,896 
9,431 6,636 
2,925 2,000 
5,259 4,174 

4,040 4,389 

~~ ~~~: 
17,865' 15,3OB 

63,368 
3,774 
5,559 
3,502 

54,233 
3,913 
4,156 
2,868 

6,308 4,9':J5 
5,104· 3,776 
6,283 . 4,998 
2,396 2,178 

8,467 
14,027 
9,966 
4,555 

5,705 " 
11,187 
8,739 
.3,835 

1,255 
3,024 
3,304 
1,909 

12,521 
6,601 

2,836 

3,239 
2,982 
4,022 
2,054 

5,982 

1,861 

3,155 

1,134 
13,910 

3,058 
2,533 
2,()'l..3 
1,773 

6,328 
8,550 
2,230 
4,080 

3,418 
4,618 
6,120 

14,033 

1,076 
3,538 
4,289 
2,059 

14,888 
6,712 

2,996 

3,011 
2,851 
3,966 
2,357 

7,054 

1,218 

2,896 

1,285 
9,165 

2,730 
3,068 
1,917 
2,054 

5,786 
6,572 
1,796 
4,146 

4,350 
3,320 
5,824 

15,117 

57,826 53,339 
3,698 3,844 
3,936 4,OB9 
2,726 2,815 

5,116 4,918 
3,031 3,704 
3,814 4,960 
2,496 2,132 

5,256 
11,158 
8,751 
3,568 

5,631 
10,973 
8,650 
3,737 

1,218 
2,991 
3,269 
1,863 

12,4OB 
6,564 

2,673 

3,173 
2,813 
3,971 
1,978 

5,921 

1,&'31 

3,009 

1,IOB 
13,768 

3,029 
2;491 
1,895 
1,749 

6,175 
8,450 
2,029 
4,022 

3,327 
4,526 
6,024 

13,884 

56,608 
3,639 
3,905 
2,685 

o 
12 
7 
o 

85 
16 

13 

16 
48 
12 
24 

8 

3 

17 

5 
6 

8 
2 

15 
1 

4 
14 . 

184 
1 

5 
4 
8 

55 

176 
4 

16 
9 

4,980 8 
2,981 11 
3,750 4 
2,453 0 

5,224 
10,964 
8,629 
3,431 

38 
42 
6 
o 

11 
9 

13 
o 

46 
10 

49 

11 
90 
4 

17 

24 

4 

45 

1 
23 

2 
2 

20 
4 

3 
35 

179 
22 

10 
7 

, 12 
42 

252 
1 
3 
2 

2 
36 
36 
40 
90 
52 

70 

50 
60 
31 
88 

48 

24 

57 

23 
97 

46 
39 

119 
24 

106 
50 
20 
27 

34 
50 

135 
136 

718 
65 
51 
M 

37 69 
4 61 

18 34 
2 46 

I 
37 
10 
o 

36 
172 
83 
98 

26; 
24 
22 
46 
58 
27 

104 

55 
61 
44 
59 

35 

26 

99 

25 
114 

27 
40 

lOB 
20 

ISO 
65 
22 
36 

81 
85 
84 

107 

966 
58 
28 
39 

99 
46 
46 
41 

31 
157 
112 
137 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

28 

o 
17 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

6 
3 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
9 
o 

10 

o 
18 
3 
o 

2 

o 

2 

o 
5 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
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TABLE ~ALlFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 19~1 and 1981:-82 
(Excludes felonies re,juc:ed to misde'~eanors) 

ToW ToW 
IJispositions sIter Irial 

Dispositioc; Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before trial mafters matters orders' 

County and judicial district 
Ii/ings dispositions 

-=],:;;;:'98,;;-"'1-82-:f:P=J9tKJ..8J 198J-82 J9tKJ..8J J98J-82 J!ltlMJ J98J-82 J9tKJ..8J J98J-82 J!NJ..8J J98J-82 J9tKJ..8J 

Marin: 
Central ............................................................... . 

Merced: 
Merced County ................................................. . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ............................................. . 

Napa: 
Napa County .. _ ................................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ................................. . 
North Orange County ..................................... . 
Orange County Harbor ................................ .. 
South Orange County ..................................... . 
West Orange County ..................................... . 

Riverside: 
Corona ._ ............................................................ . 
Desert ..............................................................•... 
Mt. San Jacinto ................................................. . 
Riverside ....... _ .................................................... . 
Three Lakes ....................................................... . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ....................................................... . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ................................. . 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ............................................................. . 
North County ................................................... . 
San Diego ............................................. : ............. . 
South Bay ........................................................... . 

5,839 

6,457 

9,284 

19,110 
17,482 
17,801 
8,547 

12,944 

2,852 
5,457 
4,294 

15,511 
2,60{ 

12,503 

20,926 

6;zT7 
11,454 
45,122 
9,099 

San Francisco: . 
San Francisco .................................................... . 22,565 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi...................................................................... 1,593 
Manteca-RipOn-Escalon-Tracy ...................... 2,253 
Stockton .............................................................. 8,977 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo COanty.................................. 8,434 

San Mateo: 
Northern.............................................................. 4,247 
Southern .............................................................. 5,771 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc................................................................ 008 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ...• ,................................. 8,754 
Santa Maria ........................................................ 2,020 

Santa Clara: 

5,857 5,302 

6,234 5,718 

9,225 

2,470 

19,584 
15,243 
17$1 
7,572 

14,948 

3,008 
6,916 
3,270 
9,085 
2,154 

13,384 

R18,016 

6,964 
lO,988 
41,662 
6,905 

17,785 

1,640 
2,172 
8,193 

8,278 

2,646 

17,435 
14,844 
17,437 
7,586 

12,048 

3,273 
5,058 
4,311 

13,187 
2,500 

9,755 

i7,660 

5,492 
10,382 
36,951 
6,802 

18,827 

1,372 
2,lll 
8,987 

5,561 6,730 

3,602 3,339 
4,764 4,843 

1,000 845 
8,688 6,995 

. 2,o:rT 2,008 

5,573 5,209 

5,293 5,588 

8,359 7,988 

2,646 2,538 

17,261 17,330 
13,299 14,6&5 
15,874 17,304 
7,801 7,532 

13,978 11,937 

2,849 3,204 
6,180 4,987 
3,011 4,284 
8,679 13,lSO 
2,055 2,458 

12,086 9,620 

16,699 17,374 

~:: 1~:: 
36,246 35,908 
7,049 6,435 

16,041 

1,359 
1,755 
7,270 

16,960 

1,331 
2,077 
8,952 

5,515 6,640 

3,235 3'$1 
3,718 4,716 

964 824 
7,198 6,868 
1,593 1,975 

Santa Clara Couno/ .......................................... 33,1)03 32;lR1 29,179 28,142 28,839 

5,505 32 

5,191 26 

8,031 

2,576 

17,112 
13,108 
15,684 
7,685 

13,866 

2,800 
6,077 
2,986 
8,347 
2,011 

11,003 

16,352 

5,836 
9,639 

35,064 
6,SiB 

so 

29 

37 
46 
11 
6 

24 

3 
H 
5 
1 

20 

o 

so 

24 
5 

176 
8 

15,229 1,773 

1,28l) 21 
1,717 7 
7,214 6 

5,434 5 

3,178 4 
3,649 26 

941 0 
7,(116 22 
1,523 3 

27,863 45 

10 .' 61 

37 104 

so 

17 

33 
30 
o 

24 
13 

9 
33 
3 

93 
15 

12 

170 

.24 
22 

143 
30 

690 

1 
8 

23 

240 

79 

68 
143 
122 
48 
tIT 

66 
60 
22 
36 
22 

135 

236 

lOS 
135 
864 
359 

20 
22 
26 

o 85 

2 35 
18 101 

1 21 
28 lOS 
o 30 

21 " 295 

58 o 

65 - 0 

278 

53 

116 
161 
190 
92 
.99 

40 
70 
22 

239 
29 

101 

177 

lOS 
2ll 

1,038 
170 

120 
f) 

20 
29 
31 

~81 

47 
50 

22 
94 
70 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
3 
o 

{I 
5 
3 

o 

3 
o 

o 
o 
o 

'JB1" 0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1) , 

2 

58 
1 
2 

o 

8 
1 

o 
o 
o 

1 

.-

" ~ 

i 
I 
J 
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TABLE 3O-CALiFORNIA MUNICI'AL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONTRAFFIC. MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Year. 1980-81 and 1981-82 
(Excludes felo!1ies reduced to misdemeanors) 

Tow 
Iiliogs 

Total 
dispositions 

J)ispositions aber trial 
Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before tiial matters matters orders" 

209 

County IlDd judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

J98J-82 .J9tKJ..8J J98J-82 J!Jt1J..8J J98J-82 J9tKJ..8J J98J-82 J9tKJ..8J J98J-82 JfJtKJ..8J J98J-82 J98IJ.8J 

Santa Cruz County ........................................ .. 7,634 7,831 6,589 6,511 6,457 

Shasta: 
Redding ................... , ......................................... . 2,576 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ................................................ 3,706 
Vallejo-Benicia .................................................. 2,452 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ................................................ 7,fI'liJ 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .............................................. 5,732 

Sutter: 
Sutter County .................................................... 1,202 

Tulare: 
Porterville .................. ,....................................... 1,739 
Tulare-Pixley ...................................................... 1,(119 
Visalia .................................................................. 1,667 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ."............................................. 11,904 

Yolo: 
Yolo County........................................................ 4,671 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ...................................................... 1,477 

• For explanation, see applicable footnote on Table 2:1. 
R Revised. 

- v 

2,468 1,997 

3,482 3,400 
2,483 2,394 

8,395 6,687 

6,423 5,750 

1,211 1,064 

1,880 1,811 
983 1,471 

1,526 .- 1,323 

12,'1l7 10,296 

4,025 3,713 

675 1,225 

2,115 1,944 

2,928 3,342 
2,536 . 2,277 

6,801 6,634 

6,149 5,565 

1,150 1,045 

1,670 1,788 
961 1,455 

1,033 1,294 

10,906 9,961 

3,092 3,621 

590 1,163 

6,423 46 

2,820 
2,398 

6,661 

5,921 

1,102 

1,644 
948 

1,0(11 

10,501 

3,Q18 

562 

5 

8 
4 

13 

29 

3 
1 
o 

28 

75 

7 

18 86 

5 48 

7 
9 

40 

65 

6 

4 
1 
3 

54 

21 

11 

50 
113 

40 

155 

18 

19 
14 
29 

17 

55 

70 

41 

101 
129 

100 

161 

42 

20 
12 
23 

351 

34 

17 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

1 
1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

2 
o 
o 

o 

19 

o 
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TABLE 30A-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County and judicial dis!n"cf 
State total ........ , ....................................... .. 

Alameda: 
Alameda ................................................... . 
Berkeley-Albany .................................... .. 
Fremont-Newark-Union City ............ .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton .......................... .. 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .......... .. 
San Leandro-Hayward ........................ .. 

Butte: 
Chico ........................................................ .. 

Contra Costa: 

~~t~·::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Mt.Diablo ............................................... . 
Walnut Creek-Danville ...................... .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ............................ .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ................. ' ... ~ ... ,,: ........................ . 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .................................... .. 

Kern: 
East Kern ................................................. . 
West Kern ............................................... . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ................................................ .. 
Antelope ................................................... . 
Beverly Hills .......................................... .. 
Burbank ................................................... . 

Citrus ...................................................... .. 
Compton ................................................ .. 
Culver ....................................................... . 
Downey ................................................... , 

East Los Angeles .................................. .. 
Glendale ................................................... . 
Inglewood .............................................. .. 
Long Beach ..................... , ....................... . 

Los Angeles ................................. , ......... ... 
Los Cerritos ... , .............................. , .......... , 
Malibu ....................................................... . 
~ewhall ......................................... , ......... . 

Pasadena ., .................................. , ........... .. 
Pomona .................................................... .. 
Rio Hondo .............................................. .. 
Santa Anita ............................................ .. 

Santa Monica ........................................... . 
South Bay ................................................ .. 
Southeast ................................................. . 
Whittier .................................................. .. 

ToW 
Rlings 

ToW 
dispositions 

Dispositions aRer trial 
])ispositions Uncontested Contested 
before trial matters matters 

1981-82 1m.81 1981-82 191KJ..81 1981-82 1m.81 1981-82 1fJ8()..81 1981-82 1m.81 
406,721 R 390,573 356,087 349,584 348,827 341,?..26 1,319 1,712 5,928 6,624 

781 
2,429 
2,650 
2,254 
7,319 
4,154 

932 

2,395 
1,482 
2,707 
1,848 

6,730 

835 

2,002 

885 
7,003 

2,447 
1,900 
1,958 
1,075 

6,037 
6,029 
2,1::9 
3,321 

2,642 
2,850 
6,444 

11,640 

46,504 
3,328 
1,066 
1,449 

3,755 
3,522 
4,594 
1,595 

3,070 
5,453 
5,497 
3,729 

728 698 
1,877 2,407 
2,019 3,447 
1,782 1,656 
6,409 10,803 
3,952 4,057 

1,651 1,023 

2,209 1,789 
1,455 1~8 
2,456 2,356 
1,334 1,580 

5,920 5,737 

802 743 

2,453 

722 
8,406 

2,263 
1,077 
1,904 
1,332 

5,982 
5,534 
2,117 
3,242 

2,261 
3,196 
5,235 

10,110 

51,683 
2,794 
1,578 
1,335 

3,712 
3,254 
3,855 
1,402 

2,683 
6,348 
5,631 
2,451 

1,212 

647 
5,532 

, 2,020 
1,743 
1,598 
1,179 

4,139 
3,521 
1,398 
1,930 

2,350 
2,073 
4,196 
7,091 

45,483 
3,056 
1,075 

972 

3,062 
2,626 
2,834 
1,541 

2546 
4:601 
5,131 
2,711 

074 696 
2,255 2,426 
2,925 3,407 
1,362 1,617 
9,160 10,663 
3,593 4,010 

1,009 967 

1,988 1,730 
1,428 1,238 
2,357 2,322 
1,241 1,484 

4,640 5,683 

904 725 

1,475 

619 
6,814 

2,050 
1,330 
1,728 
1,141 

4,006 
4,958 
1,472 
2,228 

2,102 
3,021 
4,032 
7,125 

48,273 
2,756 
1,166 

965 

2,831 
2,201 
2,040 
1,212 

1,991 
4,926 
4,817 
1,996 

1,152 

619 
5,445 

1,967 
1,706 
1,486 
1,160 

4,052 
3,461 
1,208 
1,905 

2,317 
2,627 
4,129 
6,917 

44,638 . 
2,994 
1,051 

950 

3,002 
2,560 
2,803 
1,502 

2,494 
4,440 
5,057 
2,622 

652 
2,232 
2,891 
1,316 
9,052 
3,563 

956 

1,929 
1,317 
2,324 
1,178 

4,588 

878 

1,360. 

601 
6,732 

2,027 
1,294 
1,619 
1,121 

3,885" 
4,865 
1,282 
2,174 

2,019 
2,958 
3,958 
6,992 

o 
9 
6 
o 

65 
7 

8 

12 
31 
8 

16 

8 

3 

11 

4 
5 

8 
2 
7 
1 

4 
14 

176 
1 

2 
2 
5 

50 

47,150 160 
2,699 4 
1,149 9 

940 6 

2,720 8 
2,152 10 
1,988 2 
1,1.73 0 

1,976 22 
4,802 35 
4,731 ' 3 
1,871 0 

9 
7 

12 
o 

44 
4 

6 

10 
77 
2 

14 

19 

4 

27 

1 
10 

2 
2 

15 
1 

2 
29 

169 
21 

9 
6 
6 

36 

2 
32 
34 
39 
75 
40 

48 

47 
29 
26 
80 

46 

15 

49 

19 
81 

45 
35 

105 
18 

83 
46 
14 
24 

31 
43 
62 

124 

220 685 
1 58 
3 15 
2, 16 

31 52 
4 56 

16 29 
2 39 

1 30 
24 126 
8 71 
o 89 

13 
16 
22 
46 
56 
26 

45 

49 
34 
31 
49 

33 

22 

86 

17 
72 

21 
34 
94 
19 

119 
64 
21 
33 

74 
57 
68 
97 

903 
56 
14 
23 

80 
45 
36 
37 

14 
100 
78 

125 

Juvenile 
orders b 

1981-82 1m.81 
13 22 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 8 
o 0 

o 2 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 

o 

o 

5 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

2 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o ' 

1 
I 

J 

l 

I 
I 

, ' 

:t 
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TABLE 3OA~ALlFORNIA MUNICIPA~!J.:OURTS 
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FMLlNGS AND "~l~'-OSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 . 
lYfSpositiom alter trial 

Dispositions UncOntested Contested Juvenile 
before trial matters matters orders b 

211 

County audj'udicial district 

Total 
Iilings 

1981-82 19tXJ..81 

(I 
ToW 

dispositions 
1981-82 19tKJ.81 1981-82 19tKJ.81 1fM1-82 19tXJ..81 1981-82 19tKJ.81 1981-82 1m.81 

Marin: 
Central...................................................... 2,687 

Merced: 
Merced County .............. ;;...................... 2,820 

Monterey: 
Monterey County.................................... 5,891 

Napa: 
Napa County ............................................ 1,794 

'.' Orange: 
Central Orange County ...................... .. 
North Orange County ......................... . 
Orange County Harbor ....................... . 
South Orange County .......................... .. 
West Orange County ... : ................ "' .... .. 

Riverside: 

11,798 
11,799 
10,229 
4,760 

",P:!'f!7., 
, \ 

Corona ...................................................... 820 
Desert ........................................................ 2,659 
Mt. San Jacinto ........................................ 1,663 
Riverside .................................................. 4,781 
Three Lakes ................................. :.......... 1,136 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ............................................. . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ... ;; ................. .. 

1"\ 
San:rn~go: 

El Cajon .................................................. .. 
North County ................ , ....................... .. 
San Diego ..................... : ......................... . 
South Bay ................................................. . 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco ......................................... . 

,:' ;1 
1.\ San Joaquin: 

Lodi ................. ;, ....................................... .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ........... . 
Stockton .................................................. .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County .................... .. 

San Mateo: 
Northern ................................................. . 
Southern ................ , ................................. .. 

Santa Barbara: . 
Lompoc ................................... :,:: ............ . 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ........................... . 
Santa Maria , ........................................... .. 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County ............................... . 

11,815 

10,177 

5,099 
7,114 

24$36 
4,892 

13,429 

1,112 
1,455 
4,757 

4,803 

3,157 
3,526 

481 
5,493 
1,139 

19,472 

2,170 2,212 1,838 2,147 

2,757 2,832 3,154 2,769 

5,836 5,406 ., 5,801 5,164 

1,698 1,539 1,643 1,466 

12,074 
9,605 
8,417 
4,416 
9,201 

11,2.27 
9,156 
9,2.'31 
4,129 
8,260 

927 877 
3,G58 . .2,437 
1,242 1,743 
4,750 4,555 

891 1,110 

12,383 

R9,640 

5,500 .. 
6,891 

22,874 
4,471 

11,848 

1,047 
1,614 
4,478 

2,494 

2,822 
3,613 

515 
4,682 
1,166 

18,435 

8,242 

9,714 

4,207 
6,732 

22,:326 
4,218 

11,748 

958 
1,229 
4,609 

3,307 

2,592 
2,799 

453 
4,187 
1,254 

16,537 

10,879 
7P09 
8,046 
3,786 
8,759 

11,133 
8,976 
9,179 
4,089 
8,156 

737 853 
3,006 2,384 
1,2'/9 1,734 
4,993 4,533 

803 1,088 

10,361 

9,599 

4,464 
6,235 

22,363 
4,864 

10,961 

879 
1,251 
4,040 

2,669 

2,787 
2,449 

519 
3,308 
1,026 

16,349 

8,124 

9,532 

4,104 
6,599 

21,596 
4,018 

11,640 

944 
1,212 
4,590 

3,248 

2,559 
2,722 

436 
4,138 
1,230 

16,311 

1,792 

3,087 

5,547 

1,594 

10,769 
7,731 
7,961 
3,697 
8,660 

728 
2,932 
1,274 
4,833 

777 

10,262 

9,344 

4,358 
6,050 

21,517 
4,700 

10,647 

865 
1,223 
3,997 

2,621 

2,745 
2,407 

16,145 

14 5 51 

14 26 49 

39 38 203 

20 8 53 

28 ,:, 17 
46 29 
3 0 
5 23 

23 8 

1· 0 
8 24 
2 1 
o 21 
9 4 

o 

24 

14 
4 

124 
6 

40 

4 
4 
3 

5 

9 

112 

18 
8 

99 
i9 

210 

1 
8 

19 

o 

1 2. 
8 4 

o· 1 
2 "6 
3 0 

45 ' 10 

66 
134 
49 
35 
81 

23 
45 
7 

22 
13 

118 

158 

89 
129 
606 
194 

07 

10 
13 
16 

54 

29 
69 

17 
47 
21 

181 

41 

41 

216 

41 

93 
149 
85 
66 
91 

9 
50 
4 

139 
22 

90 

143 

B8 
177 
746 
144 

102 

13 
20 
24 

48 

37 
38 

16 
39 
49 

193 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
'0 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
o 

: ... 0: . 
O' 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
1 
1 

2 

o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
o 

C' .. 
I) 
o ., ..... " 
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TABLE 3OA-CALlF,ORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP A NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total " 
Rlings 

Total 
disposibons 

Dispositions alter trial 
Disposibons Uncontested ,Contested Juvenile 
before trial mattelY mattetY ordetY b 

County and judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1fBJ.-81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 j!J81-&! 1!J80..81 

Santa Cruz County ............................. ... 4,056 3,432 3,915 4,059 3,818 

Shasta: 
Redding ................................................... . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ..................................... . 
Vallejo-Benicia ....................................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ..................................... . 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ................................... . 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ......................................... . 

Tulare: 

1,628 

2,016 
1,782 

4,872 

4,122 

012 

Porterville ................................................ 693 
Tulare-Pixley ............................................ 609 
Visalia ........................................................ 1,037 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................................... 7,594 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ............................................ 2,663 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................................ 1,266 

1,604 1,213 1,349 1,170 

2,834 2,574 2,130 2,540 
1,666 1,712 1,BOO 1,641 

4,011 4,203 3,526 4,159 

4,865 4,371 4,811 4,246 

631 604 594 590 

809 788 759 772 
590 979 521 901 
983 775 718 749 

8,183 7,482 7,631 7,223 

2,403 2,m 1,620 2,061 

633 1,047 498 985 

1,309 

2,045 
1,712 

3,435 

4,651 

573 

740 
512 
695 

7,384 

1,579 

473 

35 

2 

3 
3 

10 

8 

o 

2 
1 
o 

23 

2 

7 

13 62 

4 41 

5 31 
5 68 

2034 

32 116 

4 13 
o 11 
3 26 

15 236 

14 14 

10 55 

47 

36 

80 
83 

71 

128 

20 

13 
9 

20 

232 

27 

15 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

1 

o 

1 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

a Group A Misdemeanors are: MisdemellIl,or violations of Pllnal Code and other state statutes except intoxication and Fish and Game. 
Examples: Battery 242 PC, Disturbing Peace 415 PC, Disorderly Conduct 647 PC, Joy Ride 499b PC and Trespass 6()2 PC.. ". 

b For explanation, see applicable footnote on Table '1:1. '/. 
R Revised. 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

2 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
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TABLE 3O~ALlFORNIA, MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a 

; 

Fi$cal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
Rlings 

Dispositions alter trial 
Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

dispositions before trial mattetY mattetY 
County andjudicial distn'ct 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 

State total ........................................................ " 168,SOl 187,020 155,364 162,426 153,652 160,512 385 440 1,298 1,385 

Alameda: 
Alameda .......................................................... 686 
Berkeley-Albany ............ ~............................. 781 
Fremont-Newark-Union City.................... 1,690 
Livermore-Pleasanton.................................. 314 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .................. 5,860 
San Leandro-Hayward ................................ 2,125 

Butte: 
Chico................................................................ 490 

Contra Costa: 
Bay.................................................................... 404 
Delta ................................................................ 1,30S 
Mt. Diablo ...................................................... 254 
Walnut Creek-Danville................................ 123 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ................................... . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ............................................................ .. 

Imperial: 
Imperial County ........................................... . 

Kern: 
East Kern ....................................................... . 
West Kern ......... ; ........................................... . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ....................................................... . 
Antelope ......................................................... . 
Beverly Hills ................................................. . 
Burbank ........................................................ .. 

Citrus ............................................................... . 
Compton ......................................................... . 
Culver ............................................................. . 
Downey ............................................... , ........ .. 

East Los Angeles ............... ~ ........................ .. 
Glendale ......................................................... . 
Inglewood .................. ;; ................................. . 
Long Beach .................................................. .. 

Los Angeles ................................................... . 
Los Cerritos ....................................... , ........... . 
Malibu .......... " .................... , ......................... , .. . 
Newhall .......................................................... .. 

Pasadena ........................................................ .. 
Pomona .......................................................... .. 
Rio Hondo ..................................................... . 
Santa Anita ................................................... . 

Santa Monica ................. , ........ ; ... , .................. . 
South Bay ............ , .. , ...................................... .. 
Southeast ........................ , .............................. . 
Whittier .............................................. , .......... .. 

1~76963 

774 

453, 

1,786 

705 
3,232 

579 
1,291 

490 
839 

614 
3,061 

502 
2,469 

1,647 
1,590 
1,121 
6,029 

7,400 
1,086 
'2,874 
2,092 

2,938 
1,286 
2,400 

477 

1,785 
4,664 

, 5,436 
977 

'1,729 375 
1,136 755 
1,556 880 

359 348 
5,006 3,982 
2,980 2,521 

215 521 

287 484 
973 903 
487 272 
186 172 

1,159 820 

882 490 

1,559 1,442 

,S02 661 
8,283 3,131 

818 
1,2.03 

501 
730 

1,070 
3,35!11 

683 
2,016 

r;::1,lso 
2,062 
1,052 
6,624 

9,348 
980 

3,981 
2,166 

2,564 
1,849 
2,421 

908 

4,710 
7,009 
4,327 
2,104 

581 
1,366 

373 
896 

624 
2,370 

575 
2,244 

1,441 
684 

1,313 
7,294 

7,1-19 
837 

3,081 
1,896 

1,894 
1,139 
2,164 

508 

" 1,127 
5,161 
3,608 
'827 

578 375 563 
668 748 658 
374 877 373 
436 347 436 

3,361 3,947 3,356 
2,943 2,513 2,942 

548 508 537 

310 482 306 
774 853 721 
402 201 . 399 
144 164 139 

1,013 818 

938 481 

1,494 1,429 

SOl 655 
6,395 3,112 

715 
1,203 

283 
602 

1,335 
2,808 

015 
1,848 

.1,056 
1,592 
1,413 
6,175 

8,214 
942 

2,770 
1,761 

2,255 
826 

1,774 
1,230 

2,510 
6,050 
3,705 
1,572 

581 
1,362 

3..<:6 
890 

602 
2,369 

568 
2,241 

1,437 
015 

1,300 
7,277 

7,707 
850 

3,038 
1,865 

1,878 
1,133 
2,157 

502 

1,117 
5,117 
3,593 

820 

1,005 

934 

1,471 

493 
6,341 

713 
1,197 

265 
598 

1,309 
2,802 
. 010 
1,844 

1,048 
1,563 
1,397 
6,159 

8,146 
940 

2,756 
1,745 

2,230 
825 

1,762 
1,226 

2,495 
5,981 
3,669 
1,560 

o 2 
3 2 
1 1 
o 0 

20 2 
3 0 

o 2 

o 1 
17 12 
3 1 
2 2 

o 5 

o 0 

6 12 

o 
o 
6 
o 

o 
o 
3 
o 

2 
2 
3 
5 

12 
o 
7 
3 

o 
1 
2 
o 

7 
6 
3 
o 

o 
9 

o 
o 
4 
3 

1 
5 
4 
1 

1 
1 
2 
6 

27 
o 
o 
o 

6 
o 
2 
o 

o 
13 
2 
o 

o 
4 
2 
1 

15 
5 

13 

2 
16 
2 
6 

2 

9 

7 

4 
16 

o 
4 

11 
6 

22 
1 
4 
3 

2 
7 

10 
12 

30 
7 

36 
28 

16 
5 
5 
6 

3 
38 
12 
7 

13 
8 
o 
!J 
2 
1 

9 

3 
23 
2 
3 

4 

11 

8 
41 

2 
6 

14 
1 

25 
1 
1 
3 

7 
J..8 
14 
10 

41 
2 

14 
16 

19 
1 

10 
4 

15 
56 
34 
12 

Juvenile 
ordelYb 

213 

1!J81-&! 1!J80..81 
29 89 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
17 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

1 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

,0 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

o 

o 
18 
o 
o 

2 

o 

o 

o 
4 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

,0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

; . 



214 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 3OB-CALIFORNIAMUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINeS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81- and 1981-82 

ToW 
Blings 

ToW 
dispositions 

Disposib'ons aRer trial 
1Jispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before trial matters matters ,ordersb 

County andjudicial district J98J-82 Jf»J..8J J98J-82 Jf»J..8J J98J-82 J!JI».8J J98J-82 J!JtKJ..8J J98J-82 199)..8J 'l98J-82 J!JtKJ..8J 
Marin:' 

Central .......................................................... .. 

Merced: 
Merced County ............................................. . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ........................................ .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ............................. . 
North Orange County ................................. . 
Orange County Harbor ............................ .. 
South Orange County ................................ .. 
West Orange County ................................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ........................................................... . 
Desert ............................................................. . 
Mt. San Jacinto ............................................ .. 
Riverside ......................................................... . 
Three Lakes ..... , ............................................. . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ................................................... . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ............................ .. 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ........................................................ .. 
North County .............................................. .. 
San Diego ...................................................... .. 
South Bay ....................................................... . 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco ............................................... . 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ................................................................. . 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ... , ............ .. 
Stockton ......................................................... . 

San Luis Obispo: 
San bUs Obispo County ............................. . 

San Mateo: 
Northern ......................................................... . 
Southern ......................................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc .......................................................... .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ................................. . 
Santa Maria ................................................... . 

, Santa Clara: 
Santa ' Clara County .................................... .. 

1,395 

3,637 

1,866 

6,613 
3,056 
5,936 
2,7(11 
2,472 

766 
2,164 
1,157 
2,453 
1,082 

688 

5,683 

825 
1,636-

10,006 
825 

1,941 

3C7 
773 

2,231 

2,113 

353 
1,323 

128 
2,139 

700 

11,368 

1,292 1,616 

3,477 

1,764 

705 

6,722 
2,313 
7,668 
1,813 
2,913 

1,!l29 
3,366 
1,411 
2,839 
1,118 

1,001 
'. 

5,442 

1,105 
1,556 
9,178 

FRT 

2,886 

1,549 

1,088 

l),531 
3,891 
7,402 
2,746 
2,506 

864 
9.,135 
1,(113 
1,948 

898 

1,513 

4,190 

989 
1,717 
7,481 

811 

2,474 1,919 

411 248 
511 866 

1,952 2,498 

1,902 2,218 

161 
779 

142 
2,541 

346 

11,101 

473 
1,355 

131 
1,881 

659 

10,473 

1,418 ],606 

2,139 

1,523 

993 

5,532 
3,558 
7,153 
3,103 
2,830 

1,105 
2,856 
1,161 
2,718 
1,125 

1,725 

5,068 

1,272 
1,529 
6,~ 

fJ48 

2,819 

1,520 

1,054 

5,527 
3,882 
7,321 
2,732 
2,500 

821 
2,118 
1,(113 
1,947 

883 

1,496 

4,089 

971 
1,713 
'1,256 

801 

2,274 1,913 

415 246 
492 849 

1,787 2,483 

1,759 'l 2,197 

168 
1,097 

122 
2,5(11 

253 

10,300 

467 
1,318 

13() 
1,879 

650 

10,392 

1,399 

2,104 

1,478 

974 

5,495 
3,545 
7,052 
3,(118 
!I~818 

1,067 
2,827 
1,160 
2,644 
1,1(11 

1,711 

4,979 

1,255 
1,503 
6,200 

929 

2,252 

350 
483 

1,776 

1,734 

160 
1,084 

119 
2,502 

239 

10,254 

12 

5 

8 

2 
o 
8 
1 
o 

2 
3 
o 
o 
8 

o 

25 

8 
1 

43 
2 

5 

11 

8 

8 

14 
1 
o 
o 
4 

7 
9 
o 

26 
11 

3 

57 

3 
4 

34 
8 

5 18 

1 0 
3 0 
3 3 

o 0 

3 
12 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
4 

5 

9 14 

55 24 

24 37 

26 11 

2 23 
9 12 

73 101 
13 25 
6 8 

41 31 
14 20 
o Ie' 
1 48 
7 " 7 

17 11 

76 32 

10 14 
3 22 

188 148 
8 11 

1 

1 
9 
9 

21' 

4 

7 
8 
6 

25 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
5 
3 

o 

3 
25 

8 0 
8 0 

1 
8 
9 

81 

3 0 
4' 0 

14 0 

41 0 

o 

o 

'0 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o· 

o 

58 
1 
2 

o 

o 
1 

o 
o 
o 

o 

{\ 
\/ 

I 
I 

i, 

4 , . 
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TABLE 3OB-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP B NONTRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

ToW 
R!ings 

ToW 
dispositions 

Dispositions aIler trW 
lJisposib'ons Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before trial matters matters orders b 

County and judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

J981-82 Jgg)..8J J98J-82 Jgg)..8J J98J-82 Jgg)..8J J98J-82 Jgg)..8J 198J-82 J9tlJ..8J J98J-82 J!JI».8J 

Santa Cruz County ............... ,,-................... . 

Shast&: 
Redding .......................................................... ' 

Solano: 
Northern Solano .......................................... .. 
Vallejo-Benicia ............................................. . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County .......................................... .. 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ......................................... . 

Sutter: 
Slitter County .............................................. .. 

Tulare: 
Porte, 'Ville ..................................................... . 
Tulare-Pixley ........................................... " .... . 
Visalia ............................................................. . 

Ventura: 
Ventura C(junty ........................................... . 

Yolo: /I; 
Yolo County .................................................. .. 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ................................................ .. 

883 1,284 974 716 953 

595 

736 
4(11 

2,538 

1,3(11 

495 

831 
219 
435 

3,868 

1,957 

195 

486 525 

386 641 
538 439 

3,537 2,211 

1,293 991 

5211 431 

888 941 
255 257 
310 353 

4,332 2,731 

1,606 1,608 

26 160 

519 

615 627 
555 394 

3,143 2,003 

997 962 

485 

883 935 
293 253 
181 350 

3,069 2,673 

1,441 1,533 

76 160 

701 

601 
508 

3,097 

955 

466 

816 
291 
178 

3,024 

1,427 

74 

• Group B Misdemeanors include Fish and Game villiations, intoxication and city and county ordinances. 
b For expillilation, see applicable footnote on Table lid. . 

7 4 

2 

5 1 
1 4 

2 18 

13 23 

1 
o 
o 

5 

73 

o 

1 

o 
o 
o 

7 

7 

14 

4 

15 
44 

6 

16 

4 

5 
3 
3 

53 

2 

o 

11 

4 

13 
43 

28 

17 

18 

7 
2 
3 

38 

7 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
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TABLE 3OC-C"'..ALlFORNIA MUNIC;:IPAL COURTS 
NONTRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS Q 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 ' 

Total 
B!ings 

\Total 
dispositiOIlS, 

OispositiOIlS 
before trial 

County and judicial district 1981-82 1~1 1981-82 J!JtKJ.81 1981-82 1!J1»..81 
State total ........•............................................... 

" 

90,526 67,724 67,012 51,926 64,485 SO,539 

Alameda: 
Alameda ..............•....• ,..................................... 0 
Berkeley·Albany ............................................ 533 
Fremont-Newark-Union City...................... 19 
Livennore-Pleasanton .................................. 92 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville .................. 764 
San ~.,.eandro-Hayward.................................. 488 

Butte: 
Chico ................................................................ 1,434 

Contra Costa: 
Bay.................................................................... 1,485 
Delta ................................................................ 803 
Mt. Diablo........................................................ 1,241 
Walnut Creek-Danville................................ 834 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .................................... 1,007 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ...................................... ;....................... 18 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .......................................... .. 

Kern: 
East Kern ....................................................... . 
West Kern .................................................... .. 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ...................................................... .. 
Antelope ........................................................ .. 
Beverly Hills ......................................... ; ...... .. 
Burbank .......................................................... .. 

Citrus .............................................................. .. 
Compton ......................................................... . 
Culver .............. , .............................................. . 
Downey .......................................................... .. 

East Los Angeles .......................................... .. 
Glendale ........................................................ .. 
Inglewood ....................................................... . 
Long Beach ................................................... . 

Los Angeles .................................................. .. 
Los Cerritos ................................................... . 
Malibu ............................................................ .. 
Newhall ........................................................... :~ 

Pasadena ........................................................ .. 
Pomonl",: ........................................................ .. 
Rio Hondo .................................................... .. 
Santa Anita .................................................... .. 

Santa Monica ................................................. . 
South Bay ...................................................... .. 
SOutheast ............ ; ............................. m ........... .. 

, Whittier .......................................................... .. 

77 

o 
"/29 

147 
o 

151 
o 

1,262 
749 

37 
o 

792 
o 

773 
1,158 

2,144 
o 
o 

.," 0 

68 
22 
o 

193 

3,064 
2,704 

o 
485 

o 5 
108 364 

2 5 
101 95 

o ZT8 
165 202 

1,384 1,563 

1,284 804 
772 775 

1,254 1,381 
732 717 

699 553 

13 12 

44 

o 
605 

255 
o 
o 
1 

1,195 
538 
125 

1 

629 
o 

719 
1,131 

2,337 
o 
o 
1 

32 
1 
7 

&5, 

1,1J74 
670 

8 
o 

316 

11 
008 

183 
o 

80 
4 

1,133 
745 

ZT 
o 

598 
18 

458 
923 

1,001 
o 
o 
o 

39 
11 
o 

129 

2,032 
1,425 

o 
'J!!T 

3 5 
101 364 

5 5 
III 95 

o ZT8 
65 189 

1,279 1,521 

941 799 
780 760 

1,263 1,377 
669 709 

329 553 

19 12 

186 

14 
701 

293 
o 

12 
30 

987 
784 
83 
4 

260 
5 

675 
733 

1,339 
o 
o 
o 

30 
4 
o 

54 

755 
182 
229 

o 

315 

11 
608 

182 
o 

75 
4 

1,132 
742 
20 
o 

596 
18 

395 
,923 

994 
o 
o 
o 

38 
11 
o 

128 

2,020 
1,416 

o 
295 

3 
101 

5 
1ll 

o 
59 

1,180 

938 
775 

1,248 
661 

328 

19 

178 

14 
695 

289 
o 

11 
30 

981 
783 
77 
4 

260 
5 

669 
733 

1,312 
o 
o 
o 

30 
4 
o 

54 

753 
181 
229 

o 

IJispositions after trial 
Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
. matters matters orders b 

1981-82 1!J1»..81 1981-82 1!J1»..81 1981-82 1!J1»..81 
1,879 714 617 637 31 36 

o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
6 6 7 0 

5 41 9 SO 

4 0 1 3 
o 1 15 4, 
1 1 3 11 
6 1 2 7 

o 0 0 1 

o 0 0 0 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
2 
o 

o 
o 
5 
o 

\ 
o 
o 
o 

4 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

9 
1 
o 
o 

6 

o 
4 

o 
o 
1 
o 

o 
1 
6 
o 

o 
o 
4 
o 

5 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 

o 
o 

1 
o 
3 
o 

1 
3 
2 
o 

1 
o 

63 
o 

3 
o 
o 
o 

1 
o 
o 
1 

3 
8 
o 
2 

2 

o 
1 

4 
o 
o 
o 

6 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
2 
o 

22 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

28 

o 
o 
o 
o 

0, 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

8 

o 
o 
3, 
o 

o 

o 

o 0 

o 0 
o 1 

o 1\ 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o " 0 

, ~i ' 

~ i)' ~, 
00 

o 0 '" 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
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TABLE 3OC-CALIFORNIA MUNICII!AL COURTS 
NONTRAFFIC ,INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS Q-Continueld 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total Total 
Iilings disposibons 

IJispositions aber trial 
OispositiOIlS Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before trial matters matters orders b 

217 

County and judicial district 1981-82 1!J1»..81 1981-82 1!J1»..81 
Marin: 

1981-82 1~1 1981-82 19tKJ.81 1981-82 1!JtKJ.81 1981-82 19tKJ.81 

Central.............................................................. 1,757 

Merced: 
Merced County .............................................. 0 

Monterey: 
Monterey County .......................................... 1,527 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ............................ .. 
North Or,ange County ................................. . 
Orange County Harbor .. : ........................... .. 
South Orange County ................................ .. 
West Orange County ................................... . 

Riverside: 
Corona ............................................................ .. 
Desert ............................................................ .. 
Mt. San Jacinto ................. ; .......................... .. 
Riverside ........................................................ .. 
Three Lakes ............................................. " .... . 

Sacramento: 

139 

699 
2,627 
1,636 

, 1,080 
1,585 

1,266 
634 

1,47.4 
S;zT7 

449 

Sacramento...................................................... 0 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County .............................. 5,066 

San Diego: 
El Cajon .......................................................... 353 
North County ................................................ 2,704 
San Diego ........................................................ 10,880 
South Bay........................................................ 3,382 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco.................................................. 7,195 

San Joaquin: 
,Lodi .................................................................. 174 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy.................... 25 
Stockton .......................................................... 1,989 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County .............................. 1,518 

. San Mateo: 
Northern .......................................................... 737 
Southern .......... ~\ .............. ~............................. 922 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ....................................... ..",................. 369 
Santa Barbara-Goleta .. ; .............. :.................. 1,122 
Santa Maria .................................................... 112 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County ................. ; ..... .,............. ;, 2,163 

2,395 1,474 

o 0 

1,625 1,323 

788 
3,325 
1,212 
1,283 
2,834 

1,052 
492 
617 

1,496 
145 

o 

2,934 

359 
2,541 
9,010 
1,567 

3,463 

182 
47 

1,763 

1,165 

619 
372 

343 
1,465 

525 

2,731 

19 

677 
1,797 

804 
711 

1,282 

1,532 
486 

1;495 
6,684 

492 

o 

3,756 

296 
1,933 
7,138 
1,773 

5,160 

166 
16 

1,880 

1,205 

ZT4 
689 

261 . 
921 
95 

2,169 

2,317 1,456 

o 0 

1,035 1,304 

10 

850 
1,832 

675 
912 

2,389 

1,007 
318 
571 
968 
lZT 

o 

2,032 

229 
2,108 
7,S01 
1,237 

2,806 

65 
12 

1,443 

1,087 

280 
.172 

323 
1,383 

314 

1,493 

18 

670 
1,797 

804 
711 

1,281 

1,530 
485 

1,477 
6,670 

487 

o 

3,753 

288 
1,930 
7,056 
1,616 

3,407 

141 
16 

1,879 

1,195 

" 
271 
516 

258 
851 
95 

2,136 

2,314 

o 

1,006 

8 

848 
1,832 

671 
910 

2,388 

1,005 
318 
552 
870 
127 

'0 

2,029 

223 
2,086 
7,347 
1,219 

2,330 

65 
11 

1,441 

1,079 

273 
158 

320 
1,311 
~ 

1,464 

17 

o 

6 

7 
o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
o 
3 
1 
3 

o 

2 
o 
9 
o 

1,728 

16 
o 
o 

o 

o 
6 

o 
00 
o 

o 

o 

o 

4 

2 
o 
o 
1 
1 

2 
o 
2 

46 
o 

o 

3 
10 
10 
3 

462 

o 
o 
1 

o 

o 
10 

o 
21 
o 

6 

1 3 

o 0 

13 25 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

2 
1 

15 
13 

2 

6 
3 

.70 
157 

25 

9 
o 
1 

10 

3 
7 

3 
50 
o 

33 

o 
o 
4 
1 
o 

o 
o 

17 
52 
o 

o 

2 

3 
12 

144 
15 

14 

o 
1 
1 

8 

2 
4 

3 
51 
7 

23 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
3 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

5 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
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TABLE 3OC-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NONTRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
IiIings 

County andjudidal district 
Santa Cruz: 

1981-82 19aJ..81 

Total 
dispositions 

1981-82 19tK)..(J1 

Santa Cruz County ....................................... . 2,695 3,115 1,700 1,736 
Shasta: 

Redding............................................................ 353 378 259 

Solano: 
Northern Solano .:.......................................... 294 
Vallejo-Benicia................................................ 263 

262 rr9 
Z19 243 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County.............................................. Z19 187 Z13 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .......................................... 300 265 388 

Sutter: 
Sutter County .......................................... ,..... 35 60 29 

Tulare: 
Porterville ........................................................ 215 
Tulare-Pixley .................................................. 251 
Visalia................................................................ 195 

183 82 
138 235 
233 195 

Ventura: 
VentuFa County .............................•.............. 442 202 83 

Yolo: 
Yolo County .................................................... 51 16 28 

Yuba: 
YUBa County ................................................. . 16 16 18 

4 . Nontraffic infractions are city and county ordinances specified as infr ti 
b For explanation, see applicable footnote on Table Zl. ac ons. 

299 

183 
181 

132 

341 

71 

28 
t~7 
134 

31 

16 

Dispositions 
before trial 

1981-82 198fJ..81 

1,686 1,723 

255 

175 
242 

272 

357 

29 

81 
235 
195 

65 

18 

298 

174 
178 

129 

315 

63 

28 
145 
134 

12 

15 

J)isporitions aber trial 
Uncootestec/ Contested JuYC1Jile 

matIeJY matters orders b 

1981-82 1!8J..81 198U12 1!8J..81 1981-82 1!8J..81 

4 

o 
o 

8 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 
o 

2 

10 

4 

o 
1 
o 

32 

o 

o 

10 12 

3 

o 

23 

o 

1 
o 
o 

18 

o 

8 
3 

1 

16 

4 

o 
1 
o 

81 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

e 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

18 

o 

,. 

1 
~ 
1 

\ 
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TABLE 31-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS. 

County and judicisl district 
State total .... ; .............................. . 

Alameda: 
Alameda ...... , ............................. .. 
Berkeley-Albany ... , .... " ........ , .... . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton ............. . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville 
San Leandro-Hayward ............ .. 

Butte: 
Chico ......... , ................................. . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay .......... " ........................... , ....... . 
Delta .............. , ............ , .......... " ... . 
Mt. Diablo ....... , ......... , ... , .......... , .. . 
Walnut Creek-Danville ........... . 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .............. .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ." .......... , ....... , .......... , .. , ..... . 

lmperial: 
lmperial County .. , ................... .. 

Kern: 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 ' 

Total 
R/ings 

1981-82 19t1J..B1 
5,877,699 

22,885 
33,266 
57,fJ17 
40,877 

164,596 
97,839 

18,883 

45,644 
23,773 
53,055 
SO,710 

71,841 

7,584 

38,629 

5,513,517 

:18,348 
29,128 
SO,072 
40,269 

157,321 
86,694' 

14,717 

47,073 
23,118 
51,307 
52,900 

66,566 

&,980 

37,601 

":"l • 

lJispositions after trial 
Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested ' Juvenile 

disposifions before trial matIeJY matters orders· 
1981-82 !9tlJ..B1 1981-82 19t1J..B1 1981-82 19t1J..B1 1981-82 19t1J..B1 1981-82 19t1J..B1 

5,206,181 4,860,636 5,049,!n'3 4,712,323 39,115 39,91788,863 74,106 28,230 34,290 

23,011 
33,265 
54,896 
39,282 

145,254 
72,139 

17,473 

40,220 
.22,607 
47,665 
46,038 

69,174 

8,lSO 

30,577 

14,021 
24,739 
48,123 
37,918 

138,395,. 
70,683 

12,553 

38,928 
22,154 
46,279 
46,353 

66,454 

8,905 

29,856 

22,864 
31,802 
46,799 
38,828 

143,427 
69,940 

J6,355 

35,900 
20,550 
43,142 
41,079 

67,389 

7,938 

30,119 

" 

13,967 83 
23,987 529 
44,467 923 
37,506 10 

136,663 168 
69,445 703 

11,673 233 

34,408 306 
2O,H9 172 
41,287 373 
40,898 215 

65,088 79 

8,648 37 

29,158 178 

22 64 
363 934 

1,047 7,174 
o 444 

92 1,659 
171 1,496 

237 486 

444 1,152 
214 1,033 
419 1,115 
181 1,163 

26 1,174 

56 115 

365 Z19 

320 0 
389 0 0 

2,609 0 0 
412 0 0 

1,620 0 20 
1,067 0 0 

545 399 98 

1,406 2,862 2,670 
768 852 1,023 

1,092 3,035 3,481 
1,036 3,581 4,238 

895 532 445 

199 0 2 

332 11 

East Kern ...... , ......... " .. ,,,.,,",, ... ,.. . ,', 21,937 17,393 20,309 14,952 
107,663 

19,279 
58,163 

14,056 32 14 208 
37 1,013 

157 790 725 
West Kern .... , ................ ""......... 67,325 

, Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ...... , ............................ . 
Antelope , ................................... .. 
Beverly Hills ............................. , 
Burbank .. , ................... :., .. , ....... , ... . 

Citrus .. , ..... " .......... , ........ , ............. .. 
Compton ..... , ................. " ............ , 
Ctllver •. " ...... , ........ , .................... ,. 

~ey, ....... , ........ u ............. I ..... .. 

East Los Angeles ................ , ...... . 
Glendale .............................. , .. , ... . 
Inglewood , ............ , ..................... . 
Long Beach ......... : ..................... , 

Los Angeles ........................... " ... 
Los Cerritos ......... :: ....... , ............ . 
Malibu .. , ................. , ................. , .. . 
Newhall., ............ :::.,:::' ................ . 

Pasadena ...... , ........ , .... , ........ , ...... .. 
Pomona ............ ", ....... ! .... ,., ... " .... . 

Rio Hondo ................ ~: ............ "" 
Santa Anita ..................... " ......... .. 

"Santa Monica .. " ................ " ...... .. 
South Bay ............... , .................. " 
SOutheast. ..... , ... , ........ : ................ " 
whittier .. IUtt' ........ , .............. , ...... ,. 

43,137 
32,625 
38,704 
24,411 

91,083 
"107,~ 

2(1,580 
53,665 

54,342 
38,304 
53,244 
87,898 

761,313 
49,543 
30,637 
58,776 

49,011 
36,605 
48,304 
31,809 

24,923 
8/S,965 
SO,~9 
43;337 

135,740 ,,59,259 

41,741 '38,456 
28,401 30,741 
36,lOS 36,617 
18,265 20,530 

90,694"1 
107,409 
16,543 
45,882 

55,552 
32,405 
55,517 
83,587 

633,827 
48,147 
27,738 
48,424 

~48,572 
31,646 

~ 43,542 ': 
'". 26,373 

22,892 
91,2;'>4 
57,491 
35,319 

~;181 
75,719 
18,241 
45,561 

45,575 
31,346 
39,678 
66,366 
, 

596,970 
44,025 
28,151 
,48,671 

48,181 
39,996 
40,~ 
29,36f 

,21,8:U 
91,521 
44,43() 
42,912 

lOS,139 4 

41,321 
26,159 
30,355 
17,878 

37,992 
30,559 
34,474 
19,941 

40,813 0 
25,949 4 
29,116 1,868 
17,157 275 

82,842 
69,395 
14,514 
39,339 

49,599 
26,852 
59,588 
54,578 

487,668 
45,725 
24,~ 
39;lSO 

91,063 
74,412 
17,492 
44,778 

.44,795 
00,743 
39,038 
65,113 

588,026 
43,253 
27,668 
.a,280 

81,013 
67;lS9 
14,089 
38,733 

48,363 
'26,382 
58,563 
53,500 

479,556 
45,115 
24,172 
38,799 

·10,082 47,235 39,375 
32,793 39,316 32,209 
35,048 40,049 34,731 
23,45'l' , 28,755 23,046 

21,233 21,411 " 20,783 
82,437~ ,~,801 80,121 
54,467 " 44,143 54,154 
~,054 41,752 32,995 

610 
245 
475 
292 

222 
93 
31 

356 

716 
2 

85 
6 

34 
25 

119 
a 

72 
1,139 

o 
1 

19 464 
10 178 

1,115 275 
442 314 

30 3,508 
1,140 1,016 

299 214 
141 462 

222 
93 

255 
315 

558 
506 
609 
897 

1,333 8,228 
5 'nO 

26 398 
8 385 

36 912 
25 655 
66' Sill 

() 598 

Z1 348 
337 1,580 

4 293 
1 1,159 

1,162 79 1,325 

489 
200 
124 
279 

1,199 
956 
126 
465 

1,014 
376 
770 
724 

6,779 
605 
337 
343 

671 
559 
251 
411 

422 
1,979 

309 
1,058 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

46 
o 

29 

o 
4 
o 
o 

00 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
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TABLE 31-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING TRAFfIC MISDEMEANORS AND fNiFRACTIONS-Conlinued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County and judicial district 
Marin: 

Central ......................................... . 

Merced: 
Merced County ......................... . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ..................... . 

Napa: 
Napa County ............................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ......... . 
North Orange County ............. . 
Orange County Harbor ........... . 
South Orange County ............. . 
West Orange County .............. . 

Riverside: 
Corona ......................................... . 
Desert ......................................... . 
Mt. San Jacinto ......................... . 
Riverside ..................................... . 
Three Lakes ................................ . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ................................. . 

San Bernardino: 
, San Bernardino County ......... . 
A 
~an Diego: 
t· El Cajon ..................................... . 

North County ........................... . 
San Diego ................................. ... 
South Bay ................................... . 

San Francisco: 
San FranciSco ............................. . 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ............................................ .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 
Stockton .................................... .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Lure Obispo County .......... 

San Mateo: 
Northern ..................................... . 
Southern .................................... .. 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ....................................... . 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ............... . 
Santa Maria .... n ......................... . 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County ................ .. 

. Total 
Iilings 

Total 
dispositions 

Disposibons 
before trial 

',' !Jisposi8ons after tri3l 
[JncYJntested /Contested Juvenile 

matters / ( matters orders" 
1981-82 1~1 '1981-82 1~1 1981-82 1~1 1981-/12 1~1 ]81-82 1~1 1981-82 1~1 

ST,716 63,631 63,430 54,234 61,189 -52,858 760 

62,584 

75,744 

24,681 

130,513 
142,864 
101,188 
52,217 

107,446 

14,713 
57,055 
54,549 
58,393 
12,332 

32,738 

226,079 

99;883 
113,207 
295,627 
63,549 

163,005 

17,539 
25,637 
53,133 

52,775 

50,231 
116,561 

4,S19 
37,362 
16,690 

325,898 

56,008 59,281 

75,697 69,035 

16,020 22,526 

125,196 
133,403 
102,517 
42,348 

1ll,132 

12,493 
60,665 
47,552 
63,046 
11,998 

60,020 

201,536 

122,027 
138,285 
107,732 
47,524 
96,307 

13,048 
54,203 
48,978 
54,897 
11,615 

38,820 

216,162 

83,961 89,724 
115,562 110,ST9 
317,300298,220 
86,457 58,244 

133,536 

14,751 
21,162 
48,067 

50,481 

43,342 
117,054 

4,703 
30,613 
14,150 

278,674 

88,554 

13,653 
22,751 
48,861 

46,954 

36,795 
123,132' . 

4,566 
34,731 
12,279 

268,139 

51,320 57,748 

68,165 ST,l60 

16,482 20,497 

105,993 
122,528 
90,435 
38,013 

101,800 

12,446 
49,671 
46,432 
61,514 
10,961 

72,224 

180,087 

83,885 
109,561 
308,571 
68,621 

93,335 

12,782 
19,602 ' 
44,655 

45,407 

36,100 
114,176 

4,258 
29,446 
9,491 

248,601 

120,051 
136,307 
97,687 
46,947 
94,550 

12,755 
52,937 
48,513 
54,551 
11,486 

38,192 

213,188 

87,417 
lOB,44O 
289,724 
56,352 

75,616 

12,804 
21,940 
46,372 

46,136 

35,479 
119,648 

4,440 
33,855 
12,002 

261,607 

50,275 553 

00,097 157 

14,1526 149 

104,079 
120,074 
SO,12,7 
3'r,417 
g~,929 

~ 
803 
201 
23 
89 

12,122 29 
'!8,996 511 
45,9r,o 127 
61,O'J'6 60 
10,8'14 22 

70,956 55 

177,458 7ll 

. (t' 82,155 1,584 
. • 107,555 497 

301,266 4,499 
66,872 114 

78,214 12;428 

11,721 77 
18,841 82 
42,258 107 

41,093 58 

34,657 383 
110,356 1,313 

4,149 20 
28,824 .306 
9,187 23 

" 243,462 216 

295 1,427 1,036 54 45 

242 980 803 o o 

281 1,718 1,787 o o 

186 173 

230 1,607 
1,020 1,175 

10 1,567 
66 554 

486 1,490. 

123 264 
283 755 
195 338 
33 286 
14 107 

21 573 

1,025 2,259 

1,228 716 
280 1,742 

4,288 3,997 
139 1,778 

14,796' 450 

118 196 
38 239 

170 753 

60 758 

468 921 
1,674 2,171 

14 106 
229 570 

1 254 

206 6,315 

145 1,707 1,525 

1,684 0 0 
1,320 0 114 
1,709 8,277 8,589 

529 0 1 
1,312 178 79 

201 
392 
257 
405 
73 

1,247 

1,604 

502 
1,726 
3,015 
1,610 

325 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

4 

7 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
.0 
2 
o 

0·· 

222 576 721 
253 490 470 
649 1,629 1,578 

615 2 3,639 

975 
2,139 

95 
393 
303 

4,933 

12 
o 

o 
o 
o 

1 

o 
7 

o 
o 
o 

o 

1

1.' 
';;1 

1 
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TABLE 31--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SUMMARY C)FNONPARKING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County and judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

Santa Cruz County .................. .. 

Shasta: 
Redding ............................ " ........ .. 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ...................... .. 
Valleio-Benicia ........................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ...................... , .. , .. 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .................... .. 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ........................ , .. . 

Tulare: 
Porterville ................................. , .. 
TuIar~Pixley ............................. . 
Visalia .......................................... .. 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ...................... .. 

Yolo: 
Yolo County .............................. .. 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................. . 

Total 
Iilings 

Total 
disposibons 

Disposibons 
before trial 

IJispositions after trial 
~rom~oo ~~~ fovenile 

1981-& 1~1 1981-82 1~1 1981-82' 1~1 
matfers matters orders" 

1981-82. 1~1 1981-82 1~1 1981-82 1~1 

53,903 45,804 38,526 35,538 34,406 31,739 734 

14,254 

48,895 
17,098 

74,171 

73,054 

7,333 

8,116 
15,738 
23,500 

133,252 

8,547 

9,750 

12,573 12,211 

47,598 51,651 
16,842 15,148 

60,931 55,992 

71,020 69,325 

7,078 

6,995 
12,490 
20,372 

106,018 

12,249 

5,859 

6,906 

9,393 
14,516 
19,166 

125,897 

8,342 

7,889 

12,092 11,851 

46,558 51,021 
13,990 14,851 

50,881 55,117 

61,451 66,352 

6,732 

6,553 
11,518 
17,124 

lOB,209 

13,741 

4,402 

6,735 

9,271 
14,361 
18,704 

123,842 

7,482 

7,667 

11,822 66 

45,826 36 
13,572 10 

50,217 109 

58,513 691 

6,491 

6,480 
11,384 
16,775 

106,686 

12,484 

4,208 

5 

14 
26 
97 

104 

149 

25 

412 846 658 2,540 2,729 

55 294 

21 594 
19 287 

138 766 

215 

710 
399 

526 

755 2,281 2,179 

1)0 166 

14 lOB 
35 129 

104 362 

62 1,951 

356 178 

40 192 

191 

59 
99 

245 

1,461 

200 

138 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
3 

o 

533 

5 

o 

1 
o 

o 

4 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

701 

16 

• For explanation, see applicable footnote on Table '.l:T. 
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TABLE 31A--CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP C TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a , 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 19.81-82 

County and judicial district 

Total Total 
filings dispositions 

lAspositions aBer lriJll 
• IJispositions Uncrmtested Contested juvenile 

before lriJll I118tters I118tters orr/en b 

State total ..................................................... . 
/!JtJJ-82 /!JtKJ...8/ /98/-82 .l!JtKJ...8J 
320,808 314,463 251,044 243,238 

/sti/-82 /!JrJJ..8/ /98/-82 /!JtKJ...8/ /98/-82 /!JtKJ...8/ /98/-82 /!JtKM/ 
246,428 238,712 515 633 4,031 3,7f!7 70 96 

Alameda: 
Alameda........................................................... 381 
Berkeley-Albany .......................• :................... 564 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .................... 2,912 
Livermore-Pleasanton ................................ 1,352 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville.................. 3,393 
San Leandro-Hayward ................................ 5,566 

Butte: 
Chico................................................................ 1,043 

Contra Costa: 
Bay .................................................................. 1,622 
Delta................................................................ 929 
Mt. Diablo ...................................................... 2,479 
Walnut Creek-Danville .............................. 2,014 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .................................... 4,230 

Humboldt: 
Eureka .............................. , ............................ . 

Imperial: 
Imperial County ......................................... . 

Kern: 
East Kern ............................... : ...................... .. 
West Kern ..................................................... . 

Los Angeles: 
Alharnbra ....................................................... . 
Antelope ... : ................................................... . 
Beverly Hills ................................................. . 
Burbank ......................................................... . 

Citrus ............................................................ .. 
C.ompton ....................................................... . 
Culver ............................................................. . 
Downey ........................................................ .. 

East Los Angeles ........................................ .. 
Glendale ........................................................ .. 
Inglewood ..................................................... . 
Long Beach ................................................... . 

Los Angeles .................................................. .. 
Los Cerritos ................................................ .. 
Malibu ............................................................ .. 
Newhall ........................................................ .. 

Pasadena ....................................................... . 
Pomona ........................................................ .. 
Rio Hondo ..................................................... . 
Santa Anita .................................................. .. 

Sanb: Monica .............................................. .. 
South Bay ..................................................... . 
Southeast ....................................................... . 
Whittier ......................................................... . 

760 

1,793 

959 
4,918 

2,126 
2,094 
2,301 

878 

5,579 
4,803 

7!12 
3,814 

3,fifl 
1,804 
3,868 
7,968 

45,295 
2,444 

786 
1,798 

2,656 
~,7f!7 
4~021 
1,067 

1,440 
5,666 
4,849 
3,084 

347 328 
483 563 

2,483 9..,280 
1.zn 1,114 
3,585 2,517 
5,282 4,046 

736 845 

2,030 1,317 
718 782 

2,389 2,014 
1,828 1,542 

3,795 4,112 

710 

2,020 

620 
6,154 

2,6Z1 
1,152 
1,980 

770 

5,504 
3,817 

707 
2,803 

3,632 
1,357 
3,159 
5,361 

42,918 
2,679 

872 
1,890 

2,486 
1,588 
4,203 
1,352 

1,284 
6,216 
4,59-2 
2,330 

622 

1,494 

685 
4,498 

1,768 
1,645 
1,311 

762 

7,143 
3,424 

578 
2,229 

2,594 
1,201 
2,740 
5,723 

31,319 
2,283 

413 
1,226 

1,589 
1,960 
3,312' 

8fJ7 

983 
3,547 
4,726 
2,384 

263 328 
526 549 

1,874 2,239 
999 1,090 

2,676 2,483 
3,822 4,003 

618 816 

1,953 1,2A5 
660 744 

2,005 1,919 
1,430 1,482 

3,864 4,056 

1,641 

474 
4,841 

2,034 
874 

1,202 
535 

4,437 
3,509 

554 
1,849 

2,9€3 
1,014 
2,061 
5,867 

34,953 
2,636 

576 
1,046 

1,670 
1,417 
3,193 
1,007 

693 
3,809 
4,401 
1,950 

611 

1,470 

671 
4,444 

1,743 
1,640 
1,258 

758 

7,004 
3,379 

570 
2,135 

2,573 
1,169 
2,695 • 
5,602. 

30;923 
2,249 

411 
1,210 

1,552 
1,928 
3,247 

885 

946 
3,472 
4,708 
2,324 

256 
517 

1,861 
984 

2,6:.\4 
3,SO! 

581 

1,875 
615 

1,977 
1,380 

3,846 

663 

1,603 

462 
4,778 

2,000 
860 

l,i70 
526 

4,374 
3,455 

549 
1,838 

2,921 
981 

2,041" 
5,776 

34,479 
2,610 

572. 
1,024 

1,637 
1,405 

.3,163 
991 

681 
3,742 
4,382 
1,894 

o 
3 
5 
7 
6 
3 

1 

3 
23 
6 
7 

o 

15 

2 
2 

o 
o 
4 
o 

7 
9 
o 
3 

6 
1 
6 

37 

69 
2 
o 
4 

1 
5 
3 
o 

2 
6 
o 
o 

2 0 
2 11 
4 36 
o 17 
4 28 
3 40 

12 28 

18 69 
37 13 
1 29 

13 53 

o 

20 

o 
2 

3 
2 
2 
1 

o 
34 
o 
2 

4 
2 
1 

15 

84 
1 
o 
o 

1 
o 
6 
o 

o 
15 
1 
o 

55 

11 

9 

9 
52 

25 
5 

49 
4 

132 
36 
8 

91 

15 
31 
39 
84 

327 
32 
2 

12 

36 
27 
62 
12 

35 
69 
18 
60 

5 
7 
9 

15 
27 
18 

25 

60 
8 

27 
37 

17 

6 

18 

8 
58 

31 
12 
30 
8 

63 
20 
5 
9 

38 
:u 
19 
76 

390 
25 
4 

22 

32 
12 
24 
16 

12 
52 
18 
56 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

3 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0" 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

4 
3 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
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TABLE" 31A-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP C TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

223 

ToM 
/ilingY 

Total 
dispositions 

IJispositiCllS aBer lriJll 
IJispositions . Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before lriJll I118ffelS I118ffers orr/elS b 

County and judicial district /98/-82 /!JtKJ...8/ /98/-112 /!JtK)..8/ /98/-82 /!JtK)..8/ /98/-82 /!JtK)..8/ /98/-82 /!JtK)..8/ /98/-82 /ga}.8/ 
Marin: 

Central ........................................................... . 

Merced: 
Merced County ........................................... . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ...................................... .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................................ .. 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ............................ .. 
North Orange County ............................... . 
Orange County Harbor ............................ .. 
South Orange County .. , ........................... .. 
West Orange County ................................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ........................................................... . 
Desert ............................................................ .. 
Mt. San Jacinto ............................................. . 
Riverside ....................................................... . 
Three Lakes ................................................. . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ................................................... . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ............................ .. 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ......................................................... . 
North County ............................................... . 
Sai1 Diego ........... , ......................................... . 
South Bay ...................................................... . 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco .............................................. .. 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ................................................................ .. 
Manteea-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ................. . 
Stockton ......................................................... . 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ........................... . 

San Mateo: 

4,428 

3,330 

5,383 

947 

6,4f!7 
6,041 
4,217 
2,091 
5,491 

705 
3,485 
1,248 
4,212 

491 

10,382 

12,611 

5,473 
6,342 

11,704 
3,476 

4,722 

931 
975 

'c 3,825 

2,182 

Northern ........................................................ 1,552 
Southern.......................................................... 5,517 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc .......................................................... 491 
Santa Barbara-Goleta .................................. 2,849 
Santa Maria .................................................... 1,092 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County ...................................... 19,733 

3,837 3,412 

3,158 2,575 

4,543 4,704 

824 

6,444 
6,359; 
3,608' 
2,010 
6,211 

814 
3,470 
1,241 
4,602 

439 

11,711 

13,069 

5,568 
6,354 

14,339 
3;823 

4,170 

915 
1,073 
3,881 

769 

4,749 
4,922 
2,819 
1,420 
4,581 

635 
2,446 

916 
2,815 

400 

9,460 

8,162 

3,620 
4,868 
8,589 
2,118 

3,751 

847 
827 

3,493 

1,892 1,722 

1,717 1,371 
6,036 3,853 

315 441 
2,536 2,483 

986 1,091 

19,398 17,552 

2,924 3,338 

2,424 2,528 

4,152 4,565 

740 

4,644 
5,487 
2,346 
1,419 
5,363 

552 
2,554 

986 
3,611 

348 

9,388 

8,347 

3,245 
4,216 
7,125 
1,546 

3,933 

741 
B88 

3,268 

741 

4,698 
4,837 
2,772 
1,351 
4,496 

628 
2,396 

912 
2,791 

391 

9;,m 

8,016 

3,565 
4,775 
8,348 
2,049 

3,722 

841 
804 

3,439 

1,536 1,679 

1,558 1,356 
3,605 3,760 

251 433 
2,428 ~460 

735 1,086 

16,309 17,321 

2,851 

2,407 

4,008 

702 

4,5571',: 

5,373 il 

2,299 
1,389 
5,237 

546 
2,509 

980 
3,567 

3S5 

9,2U8 

8,129 

3,166 
4,125 
6,877 
1,483 

3,861 

721 
880 

3,218 

1,491 

1,544 
3,534 

245 
2,407 

725 

16,078 

6 4 

10 37 

5 9 134 

3 

11 17 
o 0 
1 0 
7 3 
8 22 

o 0 
3 2 
o 2 
o 1 
3 () 

6 8 

16 87 

4 4 
O· 0 

20 13 
5 6 

8 23 

2 0 
10 4 
2 1 

o 

23 

40 
85 
46 
62 
77 

7 
47 
4 

21 
fj 

177 

1~ 

51 
93 

221 
64 

21 

4 
8 

14 

42 

o 
17 

1 15 

o 
o 
2 

13 

14 76 

1 8 
o 23 
o 3 

9 217 

69 

16 o 

135 o 

19 4 

70 0 
114 0 
47 0 
27 0 

104 0 

6 0 
43 0 
4 0 

43 0 
1; 9 

112 () 

131 '/ 0 

75 'I, 0 
91 0 

235 0 
57 0 

49 0 

8 0 
3 5 

17 38 

45 

13 
57 

5 
21 
10 

222 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

16 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

G 

"0 
o 
o 
o 

o 

12 
1 

32 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
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TABLE 31A-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS .••. j 
GROUP C TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILI~GS AND DISPOSITIONS a-C~niinufld Ii 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-»2. \\ 

Total 
Ii!iogs 

Total 
dispositions 

Pispositioos aBer tria.! 
lJispositioos Uncontested Contested Juvenile 
before trW I1JIltters I1JIltters orden b 

County aiJd judid8l district 
Santa Cruz: 

1!JtJl-82 191»-81 1!J81-82 19tKM1 1!J81-82 19tKM1 1!J81-82 191»-81 1981-82 191»-81 1!JtJl-82 19tKMJ 

Santa Cruz County ..................................... . 3,:;:)6 3,315 2,745 2,626 2,662 

Shasta: 
Redding .......................................................... 1,502 1,490 1,27,5 1,145 1,252 

Solano: 
Northern Solano............................................ 1,717 
Vallejo-Benicia .............................................. 681 

1,605 1,696 
671 619 

i,923 1,733 
885 645 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ............................................ 4,198 4,023 2,521 1,816 2,493 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County.......................................... 4,569 7,001 4,516 6,563 4,363 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ................................................ 902 757 844 704 815 

Tulare: 
Porterville ...................................................... 550 
Tulare-Pixley .................................................. 579 
Visalia .............................................................. 1,003 

475 586 
504 479 
594 772 

485 591 
561 489 
714 796 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ........................................... . 7,'Jij{ 6,542 6,892 5,834 6,709 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ................................................. . 1,689 1,344 1,450 1,171 1,411 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ................................................. . 660 344 304 602 

2,557 43 32 40 

1,127 2 6 21 

1,565 7 3 30 
636 0 4 26 

1,767 5 9 23 

6,359 14 25 138 

681 0 o 29 

470. 3 o 2 
489 3 2 7 
567 0 5 24 

5,665 12 171 

1,115 10 12 12 

288 4 6 14 

37 

12 

36 
31 

40 

179 

23 

5 
13 
22 

168 

18 

10 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

1 

o 

o 
o 

'.'0 

o 

o 

o 

1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

17 '.' 26 

o o 

• Group C traffic misdemeanor violations of the Vehicle Code are hit and run, drunk driving; reckless driving with injury and driving under the influence of drugs, 
b For explanation, see applicahle footnote on Table 'Z1. 

1 
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. TABLE 31a:-cALIFOR~IA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP D TRAF~IC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS ANDrDISPOSITIONS a 

'Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

~tioos aRer trW 
Total 

Rliogs 
Total 

dispositions 
lJispositioos Ul1COI1tested Contested Juvenile 
before trW matters I1J8tters ordersb 

. CouDty and judicial district 1!J81-82 191»-81 1981-82 191»-81 1!J81-82 1!JtKJ..81 1!J81-82 1!JtKJ..81 1981-82 1fJtKJ..81 1!J81-82 191»-81 
State total............................................................ 381,060 281,313 296,241 266,219 283,049 258,219 1,235 1,380 3,301 3,208' 2,656 3,412 

Alameda: 
Alameda ............................................................. . 
Berkeley-Albany ............................................. . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City , .................... . 
Livennore-Pleasanton ................................... , 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ................... . 
San Leandro-Hayward ................................... . 

Butte: 
Chico ........... _ .... : ............................ , ................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ................................................. , ..................... . 
Delta ............................................................. , ..... . 
Mt. Diablo ........................................................ .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville ................................. . 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ...................... ' ................ . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ........................ , ........................................ . 

hnperial: 
hnperiaJ County ... , .................. , ........................ . 

Kern: 
East Kern .................................... " ..................... . 
West Kern .... , ............................... , ............ : ...... .. 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .............................. , .......... , ................. . 
Antelope ............................................................. , 
Beverly Hills ........................................ , ........... .. 
Burbank ............................................................. . 

Citrus ............................... , .................................. .. 
Compton ............. , ............................................... . 
Culver ... , ............................................................. . 
Downey .......... , ................................................. .. 

East Los Angeles ............................................. . 
Glendale ........... ~' ............. : .................................. .. 
Inglewood .................................... , .................... . 
Long Beach ...................................................... .. 

449 
2,069 
1,972 
1,970 
6,460 
2,410 

1,545 

2,374 

647 

2,383 

615 
7,329 

5,276 
1,502 

534 
1,756 

4,387 
2,2n6 

654 
5,274 

. i,490· 
931) 

4,345 
.2,876 

Los Angeles .................................... ,................... 101,121 
. Los Cerritos ........................................................ l,966 

Malibu ................. ;;~ ........................................... ,.. 794 
Newhall ....................... ,........................................ 2,248 

Pasadena.; ......... ;;.,............................................... 1,789 
Pomona................................................................ 2,020 
Rio Holido .......................................................... 2,625 
Santa Anita ........................................................ 1,209 

Santa Monica .,~ ... :, ........ \ ..................... , ............... . 
·South Bay ........................................................... . 
Southeasl} ........................................................... . .. '. I) 
Whittie~ ............................................................... .. 

680 
4,284 

809 
1,280 

539 
702 

2,826 
1,448 
7,047 
3,338 

1,566 

981 
1,014 
3,547 
2,772 

1,745 

759 

1,296 

599 
12,687 

6,427 
·900 
'293 
410 

3,935 
576 
551 

4,129 

,1,658 
520 

3,053 
2,578 

21,206 
u 1,957 

693 
1,123 

1,150 
1,040 
2,249 
1,494 
7,008 . 
3,882 

1,599 

1,045 
808 

3,950 
1,870 

594 

1,864 

.578 
3,553 

3,239 
1,004 

561 
1,874 

4,160 
1,841 

482 
2,963 

1,746 
612 

1,172 
3,110 

32,715 
1,259 

555 
1,067 

361 1,660 
1,977 1;898 
2,394 1,546 

833 589 

340 672 
2,541 4,061 
1,217 734 
1,639 1,647 

1,141 
383 

2,220 
1,017 
7,2D1 
4,255 

1,413 

1,383 
780 

4,098 
1,802 

2,528 

686 

1,663 

615 
5,203 

3,875 
458 ., 
993 
384 

2,729 
797 
391 

2,121 

1,811 
679 

2,167 
1,923 

20,394' 
1,446 

651 
786 

1,141 
1,023 
2,062 
1,488 
6,981 
3,780 

1,527 

866 
730 

3,721 
1,763 

2,568 

580 

1,809 

539 
3,403 

3,233 
998 
548 

1,830 

3,992 
1,810 

471 
2,902 

1,687 
604 

1,166 
3,091 

32,554 
1,254 

553 
1,063 

631 1,584 
1,984 1,887 
1,607 1,535 

853 581 

858 659 
3,163 4,019 
2,404 722 

926' 1,590 

1,131 
378 

2,102 
1,003 
7,170 
4,243 

1,299 

1,192 
674 

3,729 
1,665 

665 

1,528 

547 
4,670 

03,858 
453 
986 
306 

2,674 
774 
383 

2,109 

1,797 
621 

2,114 
1,833 

20,293 
1,415 

641 
782 

622 
1,974. 
1,595 

852 

837 
3,083 
2,376 

894 

5 
5 

27 
3 
5 

84 

4 

5 
1 

12 
3 

2 

5 

29 

3 
2 

o 
o 
9 

30 

10 
8 
6 
:; 

3 
o 
o 

" 57 
o 
o 
o 

3 
2 
5 
2 

7 
8 
o 
1 

o 
2 

34 
o 
2 
1 

28 

2 
o 

16 
11 

2 

4 

88 

9 
9 

1 
o 
1 

31 

o 
21 
3 
5 

6 
12 
41 
37 

32 
o 
o 
1 

o 
2 
o 
o 

8 
14 
o 
o 

4 
12 

160 
3 

22 
18 

51 

8 
7 

24 
15 

4 

9 

26 

17 
119 

6 
6 
4 

14 

158 
23 
5 

57 

56 
5 
6 

15 

104 
5 
2 
4 

73 
9 
6 
6 

6 
34 
12 
56 

10 
3 

84 
14 
26 
11 

62 

18 
6 

24 
32 

12 

17 

47 

11 
71 

16 
5 
6 

47 

55 
2 
5 
7 

8 
45 
12 .. 
52 

69 
31 
10 
3 

9 
8 

12 
1 

13 
66 
28 
32 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

17 

166 
70 

193 
89 

5 

o 

o 

19 
29 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
3 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
II 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
3 
o 

24 

,171 
100 
329 
94 

24 

o 

o 

48 
453 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
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TABLE 31~ALlFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP., TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1~1 and 1981-82 

ToI1li - Total 
dispositiOl1S 

Dispositioos UI1COl1tested Contested Juvenile 
before trW /1J21ten !11Jl1ten orders b • 

CoWlty and judicial district J!J8J~ J!Jf1J...8J J!J8J~ J!Jf1J...8J J!J8J~ J!Jf1J...8J J!J8J~ J!Jf1J...8J J!J8J~ J!BJ...8J J!J8J~ J!Jf1J...8J 
Marin: 

Central ............................................................... . 2,109 1,798 

Merced: 
Merced County ................................................. . 4,638 3,981 

Monterey: 
Monterey County .................................. , .......... . 8,745 8,!112 

Napa: 
Napa County ..................................................... . 1,176 1,045 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ................................. . 10,357 8,536 
North Orange County ..................................... . 4,423 3,745 
Orange County Harbor ................................. . 4,363 4,553 
South Orange County ..................................... . 1,003 ~ 
West Orange County ..................................... . 3,079 3,425 

Riverside: 
Corona ............................................................... . 953 905 
Desert ................................................................. . 3,281 3,611 
Mt San Jacinto ................................................. . 3,<r.J6 3,147 
Riverside ............................................................. . 4,466 M88 
Three Lakes ....................................................... . 710 861 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ....................................................... . 11,455 13,498 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ................................. . 18,379 14,588 

San Diego: 
El Cai(l!t., ............................................................ . 
North COun,ty ................................................... . 

7,955 6$!1 
8,551 9,080 

San Diego ........................................................... . 6,741 5,003 
South Bay ........................................................... . 5,443 5,084 

SanFran~: 
San Francisco ................................................. ... 1,268 1,218 

San Joequin: 

2,086 1,885 

3,796 3,738 

7,482 7,352 

950 925 

5,077 3,552 
3,169 3;1!11 
2,006 2,560 

935 1,032 
2,961 2,874 

758 817 
2,443 4,906 
2,866 3,438 
3,947 3,457 

838 817 

lO,065 13,319 

23,792 18;1!11 

El,637 7,303 
7,292 8,231 

22,638 11,262 
2,282 4,922 

939 1,232 

2,041 

3,766 

7,289 

759 

4,952 
3,138 
1,998 

906 
2,933 

741 
'2,439 
2,852 
3,940 

828 

9,963 

23,514 

6,556 
7$1 

22,400 
2$1 

893 

1,842 

3,6S5 

7,160 

688 

3,534 
3,2SJ 
2;556 
1,016 
2,811 

812 
4,898 
3,433 
3,429 

IKI8 

13,097 

17,935 

7;zt3 
8,196 

11,001 
4,912 

1,122 

1 

4 

38 

9 

4 
1 
o 
o 
2 

o 
o 
2 
o 
7 

8 

112 

23 
4 

48 
o 

Lodi...................................................................... 1,100 1,010 1,614 1,541 1,395 1,294 8 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy ...................... 2,fXYT 
Stockton ..................................... :........................ 3,179 

1,876 2,354 
3,089 3,396 

1,869 2$1 1,698 2 
3,306 2,573 2,521 5 

San Luis Opispo: 
San Luis Obispo County.................................. . 3,689 4,395 2,539 2,181 2,511 2,1~7 0 

San Mateo: 
Northern.............................................................. 376 740 561 889 547 865 3 
Southern ............................................................. , 3,024 1,561 ;BOO 2,~ 2,738 ~ 51 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc................................................................ 480 436 390 3!11 375 377 0 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ...................................... 1,399 
S2inta Maria ........... :............................................ 1,6195 

903 1,282 
1,400 9IJT 

1,019 1;zt6 9!11 3 
899 876 866 0 

Santa Clara: 
Santa CIarlO: County .......................................... 16,960 14,783 14,434 14;ztS 14,243 ,14,055 5 

8 

17 

40 

5 

3 
o 
o 
4 
o 

1 
3 
o 
3 
4 

5 

249 

1 
2 

74 
2 

29 

26 

155 

26 

121 
30 
8 

29 
26 

17 
4 

12 
7 
3 

94 

166 

58 
21 

170 
15 

4 

31 2 

26 0 

152 0 

24 156 

15 0 
17 0 
4 0 

12 0 
63 C 

4 0 
5 0 
5 0 

25 0 
5 0 

217 0 

113 0 

29 0 
33 0 

185 0 
8 0 

4 

o 

o 

208 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
1'1 
'(;" 
: . .1' 

II • 

~1 o .0 

5 24 5 187 r:;r 
5 6 26 119 140 
3 19 10 799 772 

S 17 16 0 0 
62 71 51 0 7 

2 15 18 0 0 
9 3 13 0 0 
o 31 33 0 0 

19 186"", 004 0 0 

l 
'.1 

i· t 
" T [, , 
I 
I 

'4 
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TABLE 31B-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
GROUP D TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal' Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

CoiJnty and ju,clicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

Santa Cruz County ......................... , ............... .. 

Shasta: 
Redding ............................................................. . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ............................................... . 
Vallejo-Benicia ................................................. . 

Sonoma: 
Sono~a County ............................................... . 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ............................................ .. 

Sutter: 
Sutter County .................................................. .. 

Tulare: 
Porterville ......................................................... . 
Tulare-Pixley ..................................................... . 
Visalia ....................................................... ., ........ . 

Ventura: 
Ventura County .............................................. .. 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ....................................................... . 

Yuba: 
Yuba County .................................................... .. 

Total Total 
_ _. ,/ disl¢tions 

J98J~ J9tJJ...81' J98J~ J9tJJ...81 

3,291 3,710 7,864 

1,101 1,253 

2,028 2,171 
2,304 2,708 

6,678 5,825 

7,989 _ 7,412 

912 1,097 

999 790 
1,732 1,055 
2,601 1,537 

12,462 10,670 

2,155 2,159 

830 585 

736 

2,067 
2,080 

6,787 

5,842 

829 

1,!>18 
1,821 
2,085 . 

11,673 

2,075 

732 

6,309 

935 

2,488 
2,2lO 

6,116 

6,211 

825 

1,086 
1,136 
1,283 

10,989 

1,958 

453 

IJisposibons aBer trial 
Disposibons Uncontested Contested Juvenile i 
before trial !11Jl1ten matters orders b 

J98J~ 19t1J..81· J98J~ J9tJJ...81 J!J8J~ J9tJJ...8J J98J~ 1. 1] . ! 
6,902 5,523 224 83 '13 58 665 [645 

719 

1,993 
2,057 

6,730 

5,574 

1,885 
1,805 
1,948 

11,493 

1,874 

710 

2,409 
2,182 

6,038 

5,765 

800 

1,074 
1,129 
1,216 

10,879 

1,707 

428 

4 

8 
2 

23 

82 

2 

5 
2 

89 

15 

40 

4 

6 

3 
2 

27 

147 

6 

5 
2 

15 

3 

8 

13 

66 
21 

34 

186 

5 

28 
14 
48 

165 

25 

18 

22 0 Ii 

76 0i 0 
26 0 0 

51 0 0 

295 0 4 

19 0 0 

700 
5. 0 0 
5~ 0 0 

11)7 0 0 

119 136 145 

17 .0 0 

• Group D traffic misdemeanors are all other traffic misdemC)anor offenses except those specified in Group C. Examples of Group D traffic misdemeanors 
are speed contests, driving without a driver's license, violation of weight limit for trucks, reckless driving without injury and driving with a suspended 
or reWi'ked license. 0 

b For explimation, see applicable footnote on Table '1:1. 
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TABLE 31C-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NONPARKING TRAFFIC INfRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County and judicial district 
State total .................................. .. 

Alameda: 
Alameda ..................................... . 
Berkeley-Alban) ....................... . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton ............. . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Ernervville 
San Leandro-Hayward .... : ........ . 

Butte: 
Chico ........................................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ............................................... . 
Delta ........................................... . 
Mt. Diablo ................................... . 
Walnut Creek-Danville ........... . 

Fresno: 
. Consolidated Fresno ............... . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ......................................... . 

Imperial: 
Imperial County ....................... . 

Kern: 
East Kern ................................... . 
West Kern ................................. . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ................................... . 
Antelope ..................................... . 
Beverly Hills ............................. . 
Burbank ....................................... . 

Citrus ........................................... . 
Compton .................................... .. 
Culver ......................................... . 
Downey ....... : ............................... . 

East Los Angeles ...................... .. 
Glendale ..................................... . 
Inglewood .................................. .. 
Long Beach .............................. .. 

Los Angeles .............................. .. 
Los Cerritos .............................. .. 
Malibu ......................................... . 
Newhall ....................................... . 

Pasadena ..................................... . 
Pomona ....................................... . 
Rio Hondo ................................ .. 
Santa Anita ................................. . 

Santa Monica ............................ .. 
South Bay ................................... . 
Southeast .................................... .. 
Whittier ....................................... . 

IJispositions alter trial 
ToW ToW Dispositions lIncontested Contested Juvenile 
filings disposibiJns before trial matters matters orders b 

1981-82 1!NJ-.81 1981-82 1fJ80.81 1981-82 1!NJ-.81 1!l81-82 1!NJ-.81 1981-82 1!NJ-.81 1981-82 1!i1fJ-81 
5,175,831 4,917,741 4,658,896 4,351,179 4,514,496 4,215,392 37,365 37,904 81,531 67,101 25,504 30,782 

22,055 
30,633 
53,093 
37,555 

154,743 
89,863 

16,295 

43,227 
21,842 
47;zT2 
46,167 

65,237 

6,177 

34,453 

20,363 
55,078 

35,735 
29,029 
35,869 
21,777 

81,117 
100,875 
19,144 
44,577 

49,245 
35,570 
45,031 
77,054 

614,897 
45,133 
29,057 
54,730 

44,566 
32,788 
41,658 
29,533 

22,803 
76,015 
44,921 
38,973 

17,462 
27,943 
44,763 
37,..'i44 

146,689 
78,074 

12,415 

44,062 
21,386 
45,371 
48,300 

21,533 
31,662 
50,367 
36,674 

135,729 
64,211 

15,029 

37,858 
21,017 
41,701 
42,626 

61,026 62,483 

7,511 6,934 

34,285 27,219 

16,174 
116,899 

32,687 
26,349 
33,832 
17,085 

81,255 
103,016 

.15,285 
38,950 

50,262 
30,528 
49,305 
75,648 

569,703 
43,511 
26,173 
45,411 

45,725 
28,081 
36,945 
24,188 

21,268 
82,497 
51,682 
31,350 

1'9,046 
51,208 

33,449 
28,092 
34,745 
17,894 

83,878 
70,454 
17,181 
40,369 

41,235 
29,533 
35,766 
57,~1 

532,936 
40,483 
27,183 
46,378 

44,932 
36,138 
35,824 
27,875 

20,176 
83,913 
38,976 
38,881 

12,617 
23,830 
44,029 
35,902 

128,518 
62,606 

10,522 

35,592 
20,714 
40,176 
43,121 

21,395 
30,230 
42,498 
36,250 

133,963 
62,157 

14,01~ 

33,789 
19,076 
37,442 
37,834 

60,262 60,765 

7,550 6,747 

26,552 26,840 

13,863 
97,619 

35,412 
24,827 
28,160 
16,959 

75,676 
65,089 
l3,569 
35,369 

44,825 
25,159 
55,360 
46,788 

432,321 
41,643 
23,308 
37,318 

37,781 
29,392 
30,248 
21,597 

19,682 
75,465 
47,662 
31,178 

18,069 
50,316 

33,016 
27,921 
32,668 
17,353 

80,067 
69,223 
16,451 
39,741 

40,535 
28,970 
35,177 
56,420 

524,549 
39,750 
26,704 
46,007 

44,099 
35,501 
35,267 
27,289 

19,806 
81,310 
38,713 
37,838 

12,580 
23,092 
40,504 
35,519 

126,849 
61,401 

9,793 

31,341 
18,860 
35,581 
37,853 

58,952 

7,320 

78 
521 
891 

° 157 
616 

228 

298 
146 
355 
205 

76 

32 

26,027 134 

13,047 27 
95,691 ° 

34,955 ° 
24,636 4 
20,960 1,855 
16,325 245 

73,965 593 
63,070 228 
13,157 469 
34,786 286 

43,645 
24,780 
54,408 
45,891 

424,784 
41,090 
22,959 
36,993 

37,116 
28,1>10 
29,973 
21,203 

213 
92 
25 

315 

590 

° 85 
2 

30 
18 

III 
6 

19,265 63 
73,296 1,125 
47,395 ° 
30,207 ° 

20 60 
359 911 

1,009 6,978 

° 424 86 1,609 
167 1,438 

197 407 

421 1,075 
177 1,013 
402 1,062 
157 1,095 

23 1,115 

52 155 

257 244 

5 182 
26 842 

15 433 
8 167 

1,112 222 
410 29(l 

30 3,218 
1,085 957 

296 261 
134 314 

212 
79 

213 
263 

487 
470 
564 
798 

1,217 7,797 
4 733 

26 394 
7 369 

35 803 
23 619 
60 446 

° 580 

19 307 
308 1,477 

3 263 
1 1,043 

17 
379 

2,516 
383 

1,567 
1,038 

458 

° ° o 

° ° ° 
382 

° ° ° ° 16 

° 
74 

1,328 2,696 2,499 
754 782 923 

1,041 2,842 3,152 
967 3,492 4,144 

866 527 421 

176 ° 2 

267 

138 768 673 
1,033 50 869 

442 ° ° 
183 ° ° 
88 ° ° 

224 ° ° 
1,681 

934 
116 
449 

968 
300 
739 
596 

6,320 
549 
323 
318 

630 
539 
215 
394 

397 
1,861 

263 
970 

° 46 

° 28 

° 1 

° ° 
° ° ° o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

38 

o 
o 
o 
o 

° ° o 
o 

1 
o 
o 
o 

,\;. 

I 
I 
f 
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TABLE 31C-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NONPARKING TRAFfiC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County Il1ld judicial distn'ct­
Marin: 

ToW 
. Rlings 

1981-& 1!J8(hg1 

ToW 
disposibiJns 

Dispositions 
before trial 

[)jspositions alter tn'ai 
lIncontested Contested Juvenile 

matters matters orders b 
1981-& 1!NJ-.81 1981-& 1!NJ-.81 1981-& 1fJ80.81 1981-82 1fJ80.81 

Central ........................................ .. 61,179 57,996 57,932 49,425 55,810 48,165 753 283 1,318 936 51 41 
Merced: 

Merced County ........................ .. 

Monterey: 
Monterey County .................... .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ............................ .. 

Orange: 
Central Orange Count}' ........ .. 
North Orange County ............ .. 
Orange County Harbor .......... .. 
South Orange County ........ : .... . 
West Orange County .............. .. 

Riverside: 
Corona .............................. ; ......... .. 
Desert ......................................... . 
Mt. San Jacinto ........................ .. 
Riverside ..................................... . 
Three Lakes ............................... . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ....... , ........................ .. 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County .......... 

San Diego: 
F.J Cajon ..................................... . 
North COlmty .......................... .. 
San Diego .................................. .. 
South Bay ................................... . 

San Francisco: 

54,616 

61,616 

22,558 

113,659 
132,400 
92,608 
49,123 
98,876 

13,055 
00,289 
50,235 
49,715 
11,131 

10,901 

195,089 

86,455 
98,314 

277,182 
54,630 

San Francisco.............................. 157,015 

San Joaquin: 
Lod.i ............................................ .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy 
Stockton .................................... .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County .......... 

San Mateo: 

15,508 
22,655 
46,129 

46,904 

Northern ...................................... 48,303 
Southern ...................................... 108,020 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ........ , ............................. .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta .............. .. 
Santa Maria ............................... . 

Santa Clara: 

3,708 
33,114 
13,903 

48,869 52,910 

62,182 56,849 

14,151 20,807 

110,216 
123,299 
94,416 
39,532 

101,496 

10,774 
53,584 
43,164 
52,856 
10,698 

34,811 

173,879 

72,086 
100,128'. 
297,758 
57,550 

112,201 
130,194 
102,907 
45,169 
88,765 

11,655 
49,314 
45,196 
48,135 
10,377 

19,295 

184,208 

79,467 
98,519 

266,993 
53,1>44 

128,148 83,864 

12,826 
18,213 
41,097 

11,192 
19,570 
41,972 

44,194 42,693 

40,1)85 34,857 
109,457 116,419 

3,952 
27,174 
11,744 

3,735 
30,966 
10,281 

Santa Clara County ........ ,......... 289,205 244,493 236,153 

16-76963 

45,158 51,454 

56,661 55,306 

14,817 18,997 

97,797 
113,744 
85,529 
35,562 
93,569 

11,077 
42,211 
42,008 
54,446 
9,804 

49,517 

153,443 

73,337 
97,114 

290,184 
62,153 

110,401 
128,332 
92,917 
44,690 
87,121 

11,386 
48,102 
44,749 
47,817 
10,267 

18,952 

181,658 

77,296 
96,398 

258,956 
52,036 

88,170 71,061 

10,500 
16,845 
38,081 

10,568 
18,909 
40,360 

41,690 41,946 

33,653 33,576 
108,165 113,150 

3,610 
25,999 
7,857 

3,632 
30,119 
10,040 

218,014 230,043 

44,173 539 

54,929 114 

13,236 139 

95,988 
1ll,421 
75,272 
35,012 
91,881 

10,764 
41,589 
41,567 
54,080 
9,731 

48,591 

151,394 

71,716 
95,234 

283,388 
60,477 

354 
802 
200 
16 
79 

29 
508 
125 
60 
12 

41 

583 

1,557 
493 

4,431 
109 

224 917 761 o o 

232 1,429 1,500 o o 

178 124 

210 1,446 
1,020 1,060 

10 1,513 
59 463 

464 1,387 

122 240 
278 704 
193 322 
29 258 
10 98 

8 302 

689 1,963 

1,223 607 
278 1,628 

4,201 3,606 
131 1,699 

102 1,547 1,301 

1,599 0 0 
1,189 0 114 
1,658 8,277 8,589 

490 0 1 
1,145 178 79 

191 
344 
248 
337 

63 

918 

1,360 

398 
1,602 
2,595 
1,545 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

° 
4 

7 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

° o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

73,231 12,378 14,744 425 195 ° o 

9,706 
16,263 
36,519 

67 
70 

100 

113 
29 

166 

168 
225 
720 

209 389 
224 366 
622 792 

472 
329 
774 

37,455 57 60 688 536 2 3,639 

32,248 360 459 889 946 
104,536 1,245 1,598 2,024 2,031 

3,527 
25,420 
7,596 

20 
303 

21 

213,329 198 

11 
220 

1 

83 
544 
220 

72 
359 
260 

178 5,912 4,507 

12 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
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TABLE 31C-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NONPARKING TRAFFIC INFRACTION FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS a-Continued 

County 81Jd judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

Santa Cruz County ................... . 

Shasta: 
Redding ....................................... . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ....................... . 
Vallejo-Benicia ........ , .................. . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ......................... . 

Toflli 
IiJiIJgs 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Toflli 
dispositions 

DisposibOns 
before trial 

1981-.tJ2 19tKJ..81 1981-& 1~i 1981-.tJ2 19tKJ..81 

47,076 38,779 ZT,917 26,603 24,842 23,659 

11,651 

45,150 
14,113 

63,295 

9,830 10,200 

43,504 47,851 
13,249 12,423 

51,083 46,684 

10,012 9,880 

42,465 47,332 
11,109 12,175 

42,949 45,894 

\),7BB 

41,852 
10,754 

42,412 

lJirpositions alter trial 
UnCOJJtested Contested Juvenile 

matters matters orders b 

1981-& 1!6J..81 1981-& 19tKJ-81 198J.li2 1!lKJ..81 

467 2m 733 563 1,875 2,084 

60 

21 
8 

81 

43 260 

15 498 
13 240 

102 709 

181 

598 
342 

435 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ..................... . 60,496 56,607 58,96'7 48,rn 56,415 46,389 595 583 1,957 1,705 o o 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ........................... . 

Tulare: 
PDrterville ................................... . 
Tulare-Pixley ............................. . 
Visalia. .......................................... . 

Ventura: 

5,519 

6,567 
13,427 
19,896 

Ventura County ........................ 113,433 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ............................... . 4,703 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................. . 8,260 

5,224 

5,720 
10,874 
18,121 

5,233 

6,B&i 
12,206 
16,285 

BB,B06 107,332 

8,7~ 4,817 

4,930 6,537 

5,203 

4,992 
9,878 

15,247 

5,098 

6,800 
12,077 
15,984 

91,386 105,640 

10,612 4,197 . 

3,645 6,355 

5,010 

4,936 
9,766 

14,992 

90,142 

9,662 

3,492 

3 

6 
21 
8 

77 

99 

17 

'44 132 

9 78 
31 lOB 
84 290 

149 

47 
81 

171 

0, 

o 
o 
3 

o 

o 
o 
o 

58 1,615 1,186 o o 

257 141 163 380 530 

26 160 III 5 16 

• Examples of ~affic infrac~ons are running a stop sign, speeding, improper operation of vehicle, faulty equipment and improper registration. 
b For explanation, see apphcable footnote on Table z:l. 

.'. 

County 81Jd judicial district 
State total ....................................... . 

Alameda: 
Alameda ......................................... . 
Berkeley-Albany .......................... .. 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .. .. 
Livermore-Pleasanton ................. . 
Oakland-Piedmont ...................... .. 
San Leandro-Hayward .............. .. 

Butte: 
Chico ............................................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ................................................... . 
Delta .............................................. .. 
Mt. Diablo .................................... .. 

~ 

I 
Walnut Creek-Danville .............. .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fremo .................. .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ............................................. . 

I Imperial: 
Imperial County .......................... .. 

Kern: 
East Kem ...................................... .. 
West Kern .................................... .. 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ....................................... . 
Antelope ......................................... . 
Beverly pJlls ................................ .. 
Burbank ......................................... . 

Citrus ........................................... ·· .. · 
Compton ........................................ .. 
Culver ............................................. . 
Downey ........................................ .. 

I 

East Los Angele!i ........................ .. 
Glendale ......................................... . 
Inglewood ..................................... . 
Long Beach .................................. .. 

Los Angeles .................................. .. 
Los Cerritos .................................. .. 
Malibu ............................................. . 
Newhall ........................................... . 

Pasadena ........... " ............................ . 
Pomona ........................................... . 
Rio Hondo .................................... .. 
Santa Anita ................................... . 

Santa Monica ................................. . 
South Bay ...................................... .. 
Southeast ....................................... . 
Whittier ......................................... . 

1983 ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
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Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
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lJirpositions alter trial 
Toflli Toflli Dispositions Uncontested Contested Juvenile 

Blings disposibOns before trial matters matters orders" 
1981-& 1980-81 1981-& 1!6J..81 1981-& 1!6J..81 1981-& 1!J8).$1 1981-& 19tKJ-81 1981-&1!J8).$1 
9,062,086 9,531,737 7,778,498 8,IOB,375 7,614,880 7,918,451 158,987 186,995 4,604 2,893 ZT 36 

30,266 
356,979 

13,283 
8,032 

359,599 
28,715 

66,607 

23,255 
4$1 

37,511 
66,368 

109,140 

11,915 

542 

401 
45,754 

21,449 
4,958 

529,770 
77,513 

14,902 
45,083 
52,047 
59,761 

50,169 
25,027 
13,303 
31,774 

1,934,358 
16,112 
18,470 
7,199 

51,683 
14,702 
9,036 
3,148 

301,056 
11,508 
9,31'0 

37,695 

36,359 
349,411 

13,537 
5,956 

334,180 
23,669 

30,563 

23,658 
6,796 

41,386 
65,849 

115,368 

25,970 

5,164 

446 
46,739 

32,769 
4,006 

435,234 
76,858 

12,m 
60,810 
53,171 
53,552 

44,674 
22,874 
94,950 
60,857 

21,010 
3ZT;zT9 

4,710 
8,184 

295,001 
15,474 

56,789 

21,306 
4,942 

34,713 
60,666 

98,504 

11,977 

491 

440 
43;zT9 

22,187 
4,583 

339,625 
67,783 

17,766 
22,340 
31,940 
54,892 

40,843 
15,367 
12,265 
13,538 

1,996,1OB 1,823,512 
18,562 4,085 
19,265 11,663 
7,431 5,688 

21,238 
15,769 
25,705 
13,004 

322,631 
00,560 

121,084 
37,915 

38,898 
16,444 
5,563 
4,067 

208,961 
11,374 
22,149 
33,707 

22,459 
331,431 

3,905 
5,078 

ZT8,6B7 
15,483 

24,538 

37,693 
6,821 

36,736 
62,145 

101,062 

21,003 
W,121 

4,613 
8,184 

294,861 
15,474 

56,748 

21,306 
4,889 

34,602 
60,630 

98,454 

24,581 11,96'7 

3,062 

256 
42,731 

48,470 
2,973 

255,291 
67,958 

18,178 
25,867 
32,666 
53,676 

29,396 
20,568 
84,414 
.36,640 

488 

440 
43,Z17 

22,070 
4,581 

338,362 
67,fJ11. 

17,514 
22,214 
31,753 
54,892 

40,788 
15,367 
12,260 
13;zT3 

1,762,401 1,822,680 
25,903 4,041 
10,394 11,614 
5,443 5,673 

7,725 
17,695 
12,804 
12,688 

228,050 
14,495 

104,682 
34,589 

38,887 
16,387 
5,560 
4,014 

208,826 
10,987 
22,131 
33,660 

22,m 
331,370 

3,754 
5,078 

ZT8,566 
15,476 

24,494 

37,fHI.. 
6,773 

36,704 
62,122 

101,023 

24,563 

3,062 

250 
42,715 

48,428 
2,973 

255,039 
67,891 

18,110 
25,810 
32,528 
53,659 

29,391 
00,568 
84,333 
36,499 

1,761,699 
25,889 
10,394 
5,434 

7,526 
17,630 
12,802 
12,678 

2Z1,931 
14,324 

104,671 
34,547 

7 
117 
34 
o 

56 
o 

22 

o 
23 
24 
6 

11 

2 

o 
o 

o 
,0 

1,204 
69 

79 
83 

169 
o 

32 
o 
o 

132 

104 
o 

46 
o 

o 
5 
1 
o 

47 
IBB 

o 
o 

31 
34 
55 
o 

44 
2 

13 

o 
15 
3 
5 

2 

6 

o 

o 
4 

5 
o 

252 
53 

14 
41 

109 
2 

4 
o 

53 
84 

92 
o 
o 
o 

168 
7 
1 
o 
6 

20 
o 
1 

o 
41 
63 
o 

84 
o 

19 

o 
30 
84 
30 

39 

7 

2 

o 
o 

117 
2 

59 
112 

173 
40 
18 
o 

23 
o 
5 

133 

728 
44 
3 

15 

11 
52 
2 

53 

BB 
199 
18 
47 

1 
ZT 
96 
o 

77 
5 

29 

1 
33 
25 
18 

37 

12 

o 

o 
4 

37 
o 
o 

14 

54 
16 
29 
15 

1 
o 

28 
49 

610 
14 
o 
9 

31 
58 
1 

10 

113 
151 

11 
41 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
3 
o 

o 

o 

o 
2 

o 
o 
o 
.0 

o 
3 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

2 

o 
o 
4 
o 

o 

o 

o 

6 
Il 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
8 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
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TABLE 31o..:-cALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS AND DmSPOSITIONS-Continued 

'Fiscal Years 198C);..81 and'1981-82 

!Jispositioos alter trial 
Total 

Bliogs 
Total 

disposibOns 
Dispositioos 
before trial 

Uncontested Contested Juvenile 

County and judicial district 
Marin: 

J9fJ1-82 1~1 1981-82 1!JtKJ.81 19fJ1-82 1!JtKJ.81 

Central ........................................... . 180,339 189,323 171,399 173,672 171,270 173,563 

Merced: 
Merced County.............................. 28,158 

Monterey: 
Monterey County.......................... 148,070 

Napa: 
Napa County ........................ , ....... . 

Orange: 
Central Orange COlmty ............. . 
North Orange County ................. . 
Orange County Harbor ............. . 
South Orange County ................. . 
West Orange County ................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ........................................... . 
Desert ............................................. . 
Mt. San Jacinto ............................. . 
Riverside ......................................... . 
Three Lakes ................................... . 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ................................... . 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ............. . 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ......................................... . 
North County ............................... . 
San Diego ....................................... . 
South Bay ....................................... . 

San Francisco: 

6,714 

73,266 
214,008 
186,587 
29,351 

175,764 

95 
2,517 
1,089 

14,868 
419 

266,743 

15,341 

389 
3,694 
6,968 
9,036 

29,247 28,507 

167,923 129,906 

21,355 

64,307 
212,507 
193,101 
89,249 

152,143 

5,660 

37,767 
186,181, 
173,166 
25,516 

133,137 

94 103 
3,225 2,643 

98T 900 
17,440 7,851 

455 290 

285,287 253,419 

28,365 28,502 

155,411 129,854 

11,807 

50,554 
188,526 
178,077 
57,720 

113,584 

5,656 

37,734 
185,976 
173,014 
25,506 

133,030 

130 103 
5,766 2,630 

890 899 
10,737 7,849 

3t}1 289 

241,764 253,408 

17,923 15,316, 15,077 15,307 

1,185 
8,807 
5,408 
5,967 

360 
4,544 
5,432 
5,914 

957 
9,759 
5,475 
5,089 

302 
4,533 
4,681 
5,603 

28,365 

155,332 

11,806 

50,493 
187,887 
178,033 
57,703 

113,552 

130 
5,757 

890 
10,737 

384 

241,751 

15,006 

911 
9,759 
5,076 
5,042 

l118lters l118lters orrier.r" 
19fJ1-82 19tKJ.81 19fJ1-82 1!JtKJ.81 19fJ1-821!JtKJ.81 

38 

o 

2 

3 

15 
97 
75 
o 
o 

o 
6 
o 
1 
o 

2 

o 

43 
o 

164 
28 

10 91 

o 5 o 

7 50 72 

1 o 

38 
411 

Hi 
1 
o 

18 .r23 
108 ,223 
Tl 28 
10 '16 

107 32 

o 
3 
o 
o 
1 

o 

o 
7 
1 
1 
1 

9 

9 

41 15 
o 11 

284 587 
4 283 

o 
6 
o 
o 
2 

13 

29 

5 
o 

115 
43 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
5 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

0,' 0 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

San Francisco ................................ 2,415,928 2,331,454 2,172,458. 2,182,317 2,017,076 1,997,833 155,382 184,484 o o o 0 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ................................................ .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .. 
Stockton ........................................ .. 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ............ .. 

San Mateo: 
Northern ........................................ .. 
Southern ......................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc .......................................... .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ................. . 
Santa Maria ................................... . 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County ..................... . 

12,579 
3,456 

72,816 

20,408 

130,652 
95,931 

1,454 
19,499 
5,315 

o 

27,712 
4,660 

68,893 

31,422 

136,342 
169,170 

1,553 
57,385 
5,491 

84,393 

12,i46 
2,505 

70,444 

13,935 

76,966 
54,156 

1,202 
16,476 
4,!.24 

9.071 

25,182 
3,711 

82,570 

19,474 

85,222 
103,018 

1,349 
37,839 
4,775 

45,433 

12,142 
2,501 

70,440 

13,911 

76,770 
53,759 

1,173 
16,427 
4,115 

:\ 
8,759 

25,175 
3,706 

82,562 

19,453 

85,091 
"102,733 

1,328 
37,791 
4,767 

45,356 

2 
o 
o 

o 

68 
366 

11 
9 
1 

5 

o 
o 
o 

o 

35 
258 

2 
7 
o 

20 

1 
1 
4 

24 

128 
31 

18 
40 
8 

307 ' 

4 
5 
8 

21 

96 
27 

19 
41 
8 

57 

1 
3 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
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Total Total Dispositions Unconh?Sted Contested Juvenile 
Bliogs dispositioos before trial l118tters l118tters orders" 

--;';l98.""!J-82:-='=""lf11JO..8.-;;;;;;-;;;!J- --;;198.""'J~-82;;===;1!8J..8.;;;;;;-n.!J- -J.;:;:'9tJ.;;-;-!J-82~=.!:J.;;;:'!JtKJ.8.;;'-;;;!J;- -;198.;;;;'J;-;~~1!JtKJ.81 19fJ1-82 1!lfK)...81 19fJ1-821!JtKJ.81 County and judicial district 
Santa Cruz: 

Santa Cruz County ..................... . 182,172 174,903 125,998 134,494 125,979 134,452 

Shasta: 
Redding .......................................... 255 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ............................ 4,688 
Vallejo-Benicia .............................. 10,731 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ............................ 103,878 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .......................... 55,764 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ................................ 241 

Tulare: 
Porterville ..................................... . 
Tulare-Pixley ................................. . 
Visalia ............................................. . 

Ventura: 
Ventura County .......................... .. 

Yolo: 
Yolo Co':;;iy ................................... . 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ................................. . 

275 
719 

6,970 

3,697 

47,476 

1,093 

170 198 

3,423 3,276 
10,436 8,404 

91,953 87,171 

56,617 41,012 

1,144 485 

693 
286 

5,916 

54,670 

'}JJ[ 

453 
5,583 

4,723 

50,284 44,841 

645 648 

"For explanation, see appUcable footnote on Table 2:1. 

2.;122 3,255 
10,573 8,392 

79,682 87,162 

47,50.1JO 40,797 

1,523 455 

686 
290 

5,176 

25,095 

'}JJ[ 

453 
5,536 

4,719 

46,049 44,'[59 

229 648 

557 

2,107 
lG,548 

79,674 

47,406 

1,518 

685 
289 

5,157 

25,092 

45,942 

229 

1 

31 

2 
2 

3 

63 

17 

o 
o 

14 

4 

70 

o 

9 10 

17 61 

1 19 
1 10 

6 6 

71 152 

~~ 

2 13 

o 0 
o 0 

18 33 

2 0 

77 6 

o o 

33 

31 

14 
24 

2 

103 

3 

30 

o 

8 o 

o 0 

o 0 
o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 0 

6 o 

o o 
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County andjudi,cjal district 
State total ............................................. . 

Alameda: 

1UDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 32-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total Total DisposibOl1s 
Rlipgs dispositions befo.re trial 

Dispositions aber trial 
Uncontested Contested 

matters matters 
1981-82 198fJ..81 1981-82 198fJ..81 1981-82 198fJ..81 1981-<12 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 

560,801 526,431 414,031 R 386,098 97,969 88,912 182,812 R 175,868 133,250 R 121,318 

Alameda ................................................. . 1,330 
2,645 
3,532 
I,BOB 

1,436 
2,503 
3,635 
1,702 

1,279 
2,104 
2,867 
1,624 

1,191 244 145 
263 
345 
362 

660 
848 

1,409 
812 

5,863 
2,792 

742 375 304 
B64 

1,028 
669 

2,988 
1,738 

Berkeley-Albany ................................. . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City ........... . 
Livermore-Pleasanton ....................... . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ....... . 
San Leandro-Hayward ....................... . 

Butte: 
Chico ............................................... " ..... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ......................................................... . 
Delta ....................................................... . 
Mt. Diablo ............................................ .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville .................... .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .......................... .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka .................................................. .. 

Imperial: 
Imperial County ................................. . 

Kern: 
East Kern ............................................. .. 
West Kern ............................................. . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra .............................................. .. 
Antelope ............................................... . 
Beverly Hills ........................................ .. 
Burbank ................................................. . 

Citrus .................................................... .. 
Compton ............................................... . 
Culver ................................................... . 
Downey ................................................ .. 

East Los Angeles ................................ .. 
Glendale .............................................. .. 
Inglewood ............................................. . 
Long Beach .......................................... .. 

Los Angeles ........................................ .. 
Los Cerritos ........................................ .. 
Malibu ................................................... . 
Newhall ................................................. . 

Pasadena ............................................... . 
Pomona ................................................. . 
Rio Hondo ............................................. . 
Santa Anita ........................................... . 

13,675 
7,793 

1,573 

4,104 
2,681 
4,457 
4,283 

12,408 
. 8,064 

1,455 

3,927 
2,625 
4,325 
4,338 

11,192 
6,013 

1,416 

2,877 
2,090 
3,301 
3,490 

11,774 11,396 8,720 

1,225 1,095 954 

2,100 1,736 1,460 

1,066 1,209 889 
7,886 10,129 !/,'0l32 

3,656 
2,445 
4,462 
2,069 

8,348 
6,230 
2,507 
4,125 

4,872 
4,703 
6,943 

10,058 

3,656 2,835 
1,979 1,983 
3,759 2,724 
1,680 r,62O 

8,220 5,308 
7,807 3,770 
2,454 1,754 
4,607 2,784 

4,415 4,213 
3,BOB 3,302 
7,249 5,355 
9,890 6,466 

80,086 73,429 0 53,622 
3,254 '( 3,173 2,400 
1,261 ',982 782 
1,509 t~l 1,080 

5,638 
4,060 
4,590 
2,351 

5,361 3,592 
3,782 \2,541 
4,415'3,705 
2,098 J,651 

1,953 325 
2,867 474 
1,947 359 

11,010 2,086 
6,462 1,369 

1,241 366 

3,068 551 
2,142 526 
3,701 775 
3,576 1,002 

1,416 
1,426 

304 

635 
438 
816 

1,228 

615 

1,396 
1,001 
1,425 
1,311 

826 931 
1,494 984 

916 453 
6,606 3,243 
3,298 1,852 

558 435 

1,525 930 
1,131 563 
1,632 1,101 
1,256" 1,177 

8,079 2,158 1,919 4,068 4,117 2,494 

817 209 169 453 408 292 

1,152 489 229 588 563 383 

1,067 246 324 374 444 269 
8,788 2,701 2,594 3,667 4,512 1,364 

2,681 726 
1,594 510 
2,482 522 
1,302 518 

5,404 B50 
5,279 261 
1,642 432 
3,055 513 

2,962 818 
3,018 963 
4,700 1,046 
6,759 1,157 

44,564 10,015 
2,138 534 

633 75 
882 286 

3,540 331 
2,319 390 
2,776 874 
1,523 329 

704 
400 
521 
379 

1,080 
609 
376 
578 

481 
914 
821 

1,170 

6,465 
471 
79 

184 

1,176 1,205 933 
820 678 653 

1,097 007 1,105 
576 471 526 

2,514 2,546 1,944 
2~ 3,239 1,273 

747 739 575 
1,300 ,1,510 971 

~\ 
2,247 1;548 1,148 
1,291 1,155 1,048 
2,831 2,557 1,478 
3,601 3,913 1,708 

24,295 
918 
319 
393 

20,57(;: 19,312 
831 948 
262 388 
350 401 

334 1,758 1,788 1,503 
363 1,183 1,028 968 
717 1,634 1,278 1,197 
365 639 614 683 

379 

908 
573 

1,253 
1,092 

2,043 

240 

360 

299 
1,682 

772 
516 

1,054 
452 

1,778 
1,431 

527 
967 

933 
949 

1,322 
1,676 

17,520 
836 
292 
348 

1,418 
928 
781 
544 
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TABLE 32-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 
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DisposibOns aber trial 
Total 

mings 
Total Disposibons Uncontested Contested 

dispositions before trial matters matters 
1981-<12 1980-81 1981-<12 198fJ..81 1981-<12 198fJ..81 1981-82 .1!l8O-81 County andjudicial district 

Los Angeles-continued 
Santa Monica .............. : ........................ . 
South Bay ............................................. . 
Southeast .................. , ......... : .................. . 
Whittier ................................................ .. 

Marin: 
Central ................................................... . 

Merced: 
Merced County .................................. .. 

'Monterey: 
Monterey County .............................. .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ...................................... .. 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ..... ,.'!' .......... .. 
North Orange County ......... : ............. . 
Orange County Harbor .................... .. 
South Orange County ....................... . 
West Orange County ........................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ................................................... .. 
D~sert .................................................... .. 
Mt. San Jacinto ..................................... . 
Riverside ............................................... . 
Three Lakes ........................................ .. 

Sacramento: 

1981-<12 1980-81 

3,350 3,095 
9,285 9,025 
4,882 5,141 
4,124 3,688 

3,931 

3,156 

6,560 

1,630 

15,741 
14,358 
7,774 
5,389 

13,422 

2,108 
5,991 
2,854 
8,006 
1,772 

3,635 

2,883 

6,180 

1,515 

13,910 
13,603 
7,025 
4,759 

13,087 

1,684 
5,366 
2,585 
6,619 
1,543 

2,093 
6,594 
3,529 
2,886 

3,800 

2,672 

5,736 

1,262 

11,222 
10,377 
5,594 
3,804 

12,056 

1,435 
3,853 
2,332 
5,905 
1,365 

2,136 400 
5,846 1,590 
3,859 757 
2,688 533 

3,535 1,635 

2,083 748 

5,285 1,055 

1,201 221 

9,143 3,347 
.1.0,037 2,557 
4,836 1,675 
3,342 883 

11,738 4,245 

1,325 347 
3,996 B20 
1,966 975 
4;101 1,342 
1,115 373 

365 851 
1,164 2,681 

802 1,648 
525 1,286 

1,477 

644 

1,040 

2.'52 

2,363 
2,659 
1,374 

788 
4,332 

369 
870 
882 
B09 
289 

964 

979 

3,236 

586 

4,751 
4,624 
2,005 
1,456 
4,106 

619 
l,fJal 

721 
2,703 

499 

Sacramento ............................................ 22,378 21,080 16,077 16,212 4,288 3,807 7,523 

San Bernardino: 
Sr~ Bernardino Couety ...................... ,p,950 1'1,462 13,520 12,661 2,989 3,013 6,000 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ................................................. . 
North County .. , .................... , ............... . 
San Diego ............................................. . 
South Bay ............................................. . 

San Francisco: 

" . 

8;377 
11,093 
27,043 
4,353 

San Francisco ........................................ 13,989 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi .......... ,. ................................... "........ 1,573 
Manteca-Ripon:Escalon-Tracy .......... 1,942 
Stockton .......................... "...................... 6,324 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County .................... 5,631 

8,399 
10,749 
21,5'/2 
4,784 

6,888 
7,910' 

19,291-
3,544 

12,848 9,610 

1,419 1,472 
1,941 1,577 
6,967 5,079 

5,617 4p80 

6,999 
8,821 

R 16,957 
3,918 

1,972 
1,911 
6,051 

875 

10,148 1,743 

1,181 323 
1,430 319 
4,839 1,211 

4,219 1,758 

2,100 
2,843 
4,277 

955 

2,513 
3,199 
7,476 
1,283 

1,761 4,033 

221 765 
309 788 

1,341 2,508 

1,620 1,845 

852 B42 
2,534 2,323 
1,918 1,124 
1,206 1,067 

975 

851 

3,009 

540 

4,278 
4,427 
1,792 
1,142 
3,995 

514 
1,682 

5B3 
1,899 

423 

1,201 

945 

1,445 

455 

3,124 
3,196 
1,914 
1,465 ' 
3,705 

469 
1,402 

636 
1,860 

493 

7,498 4,266 

5,624 4,531 

2,586 
3,394 

R7,266 
1,500 

2,403 
2,800 
5,764 
1,386 

4,601 3,834 

626 384 
714 470 

2,606 1,360 

1,727 977 

/ 

919 
2,148 
1,139 

957 

1,083 

588 

1,236 

409 

2,502 
2,951 
1,670 
1,412 
,1,411 

442 
1,444 

501 
1,393 

403 

4,007 

4,024 

2,313 
2,584 

R5,414 
1,453 

3,786 

334 
407 
892 

'872 
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TABLE 32-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
filings Total Dispositions Uncontested Contested 

diSposition!! before mill matters matters 

Dispositions aber trial 

County andjudicial district 
San Mateo: 

1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1.980-81 1981-82 1!J80...81 

Northern ................................................ . 
Southern ............................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ................................................ .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ........................ .. 
Santa Maria .......................................... .. 

Santa Clara: 

3,636 3,336 2,670 
4,582 6,602 5,457 

792 
3,808 
2,058 

618 610 
3,875 3,031 
2,448 1,587 

2,285 409 
4,138 995 

390 1,332 
906 1,771 

511 153 149 279 
3,043 780 
1,867 461 

675 1,186 
565 710 

Santa Clara County............................... 29,082 25,434 21,014 19,325 5,143 5,819 9,461 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz County ............................ .. 

Shasta: 
Redding ................................................. . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ................................ .. 
Vallejo-Benicia ..................................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County .................................. .. 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ............................... . 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ....................................... . 

Tulare: 
Porterville ............................................ .. 
Tulare-Pixley ...................................... .. 
Visalia ..................................................... . 

Ventura: 

4,128 

2,500 

2,466 
2,171 

6,499 

5,602 

1,146 

969 
759 

2,443 

3,793 3,414 

2,107 1,951 

2,382 1,917 
1,853 2,015 

5,875 - 4,587 

4,858 4,291 

1,238 907 

1,043 988 
758 630 

2,208 1,766 

Ventura County.................................... 13,241 12,587 10,344 

Yolo: 
Yolo County .................................. ;~ .... .. 2,124 2,046 1,602 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ........................................ .. 690 366 5S7 

R Revised. 

2,961 791 678 1,407 

1,673 546 512 748 

1,896 373 485 799 
1,722 272 209 1,040 

4,671 988 1,038 2,013 

2,528 957 543 1,995 

973 241 355 397 

907 341 248 403 
538 140 130 284 

1,458 294 209 946 

9,863 2,702 2,743 4,883 

1,520 281 273 

288 129 110 235 

1,149 929 
1,620 1,816 

208 178 
1,294 1,065 

857 416 

8,014 6,410 

1,245 1,216 

728 657 

781 745 
946 703 

2,138.. 1,586 

1,131 :,339 

410 269 

443 244 
261 206 
846 526 

4,913 2,759 

783 534 

113 203 

746 
1,612 

154 
1,074 

445 

5,492 

1,038 

433 

630 
567 

1,495 

208 

\"1 
'·1216 

';147 
403 

2,207 

464 

65 
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TABlE 33-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
CIVIL FJLlNGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Excludes Small Claims) 

Fisc,al Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
filings 

Dispositions aber trial 
Total DiSpositions Uncontested Contested 

CourJty and judicial district 

State Total ................................................ .. 
1981-82 1980-81 dispositions before trial matters matters 

1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1!J80...81 

Alameda: 

491,227 505,085 384,482 362,405 282,133 269,857 78,143 71,415 24,206 21,133 

Alameda .................................................... .. 
Berkeley-Albany ..................................... . 
Fremont-Newark-Union City ............... . 
Livermore-Pleasanton ........................... . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ........... . 
San Leandro-Hayward .......................... .. 

Butte: 
Chico ......................................................... . 

Contra Costa: 
Bay ..................... : ....................................... . 
Delta .......................................................... .. 
Mt. Diablo ................................................ .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville ........................ .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ............................... . 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ....................................................... . 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .................................... .. 

Kern: 
East Kern ................................................. . 
West Kern ................................................. . 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ................................................... . 
Antelop<! ................................................... . 
Beverly Hills ............................................ .. 
Burbank .................................................... .. 

Citrus ........................................................ .. 
Compton ................................................... . 
Culver .............................................. ; ........ ;. 
Downey ........ , ............................................ .. 

East Los Angeles .............................. , .. , .. .. 
Glendale ................................................... . 
Inglewood ........................... ; ..................... . 
Long Beach ............................................... . 

834 
2,136 
3,534 
1,170 

13,735 
5,119 

1,256 

3,7Gl 
1,926 
2,761 
2,384 

10,111 

1,024 

985 

314 
5,927 

2,700 
1,555 
4,854 
1,541 

6,188 
6,370 
2,1-56 
3,225 

1,820 
2,487 
9,49l 

10,676 

Los Angeles .............................................. 100,127 
Los Cerritos .............................................. 2,705 
Malibu .. d.................................................... 820 
Newhall ...................................................... 803 

, 
Pasadena ................................................... . 
Pomona ................................ , .................... . 
Rio Hondo ................................................. . 
Santa Anita .............. , ................................ . 

4,708 
4,192 
3,057 
1,301 

988 
2,247~ 
3,757 
1,337 

840 
1,719 
3,080 

967 
10,810 
4,855 

14,904 
5,499 

975 

3,754 
1,830 
2,873 
2,281 

10,886 

1,152 

1,166 

1,056 

2,623 
1,470 
2,292 
1,687 

7,338 

1,232 

764 

322 218 
5,857 4,666 

2,728 
1,238 
4,955 
1,653 

6,366 
6,947 
2,220 
3,509 

1,891 
2,802 
9,066 

11,579 

2,057 
1,127 
2,794 
1,196 

5,066 
4,696 
1,464 
2,394 

1,333 
1,896 
5,256 
8,393 

106,962 86,471 
2,613 1,968 

857 597 
838 583 

4,965 3,379 
4,091 3,079 
3,313 2,440 
1,434 2,103 

744 
1,840 
3;044 
1,061 

10,869 
5,059 

852 

2,905 
1,218 
2,047 
1,538 

8,243 

1,070 

755 

734 
1,521 
1,700 

653 
9,488 
4,194 

960 

2,434 
726 

2,030 
1,525 

7,014 

1,032 

667 

186 161 
4,161 2,779 

2,069 
848 

2,923 
1,221 

4,789 
4,511 
1,486 
2,304 

1,200 
1,535 
4,119 
7,305 

1,168 
784 

2,472 
782 

2,752 
2,148 

903 
1,200 

902 
1,153 
4,250 
7,009 

79,552 53,719 
2,065 975 

485 508 
492 440 

2,561 1,605 
2,979 1,602 
2,175 2,110 
1,203 1,609 

668 
1,662 
1,709 

728 
9,850 
4,580 

739 

2,724 
651 

1,885 
1,397 

7,946 

888 

625 

29 
38 

1,168 
253 
288 
411 

61 

47 
603 
157 
38 

133 

122 

44 

27 
33 

1,140 
215 
269 
318 

54 

67 
475 
90 
34 

106 

124 

52 

77 
160 
212 
61 

1,034 
250 

35 

142 
141 
105 
124 

191 

78 

53 

145 45 19 12 
2,776 1,693 1,244 194 

1,280 680 
487 279 

2,628 75 
870 329 

2,693 1,998 
2,210 2,093 

990 514 
1,222 982 

933 170 
861 641 

3,265 397 
5,990 839 

48,276 27,989 
1,165 784 

380 43 
426 86 

1,182 1,409 
1,670 1,350 
1,995 139 

700 421 

621 
308 
109 
271 

1,834 
1,895 

465 
920 

166 
564 
372 
832 

209 
64 

247 
85 

316 
455 
47 

212 

261 
102 
609 
545 

27,416 4,763 
665 209 
65 46 
29 57 

1,037 365 
1,187 127 

63 191 
407 73 

49 
145 
195 
118 
750 
161 

59 

114 
92 
72 

107 

191 

58 

78 

22 
141 

168 
53 

186 
80 

262 
406 
31 

162 

101 
110 
482. 
483 

3,860 
235 
40 
37 

342 
122 
117 
96 
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TABLE 33-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Excludes Small Claims)-Conlinued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

County andjudicial district 
Los Angele~ntinued 

Santa Monica ........................................... . 
South Bay ................................................ .. 
Southeast .................................................. .. 
Whittier .................................................... .. 

Marin: 

Central ...................................................... .. 

Merced: 
Merced County ...................................... .. 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ................................... . 

Napa: 
Napa County .......................................... .. 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ......................... . 
North Orange County .......................... .. 
Orange County Harbor ........................ .. 
South Orange County .......................... .. 
West Orange County ............................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ....................................................... . 
Desert ........................................................ .. 
Mt. San Jacinto ........................................ .. 
Riverside .................................................. .. 
Three Lakes ............................................ .. 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ................. ~ ............................ .. 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ......................... . 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon ..................................................... . 
North County ........................................... . 
San Diego ................................................ .. 
South Bay ............. : .................................. .. 

San Franci~co: 

Dispositions aber trial 
Total Total Disposibons Uncontested Contested 

-/ilfngs dispositions before trial matters matters 
1981-.'12 1!J80...81 1981-.'12 1!J80...81 1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 1!J80...81 1981-82 19&'L81 

4,352 
7,980 
3,827 
3,873 

4,182 

2,178 

4,051 

1,802 

11,641 
11,487 
6,439 
3,751 
9,577 

1,035 
3,550 

964 
5,099 

783 

20,651 

12,921 

5,146 
5,560 

17,519 
3,093 

3,725 2,695 2,743 2,052 
7,921 6,431 5;1.97 3,783 
4,054 2,685 2,490 1,993 
4,124 2,962 . 2,983 1,932 

4,164 2,986 

2,289 2,333 

4,212 3,315 

2,048 1,533 

11,390 8,059 
11,480 8,221 
5,985 3,985 
3,483 2,559 
9,615 8,951 

1,048 762 
3,708 2,778 
1,038 740 
4,932 4,245 

735 529 

21,567 14,609 

12,075 10,132 

5,626 
5,345 

1I~,016 
3,127 

3,969 
4,095 

13,139 
2,415 

3t!84 2,535 

1,847 2,238 

3,6.19 2,379 

1,335 1,451 

'1,417 5,099 
7,741 6,880 
4,015 3,551 
2,292 1,590 
7,834 4,851 

735 439 
2,392 2,430 

692 rm 
3,3332,259 

462 285 

13,175 9,479 

8,476 6,457 

4,165 
3,497 

13,909 
2,197 

3,138 
2,309 

11,010 
2,120 

1,821 594 
3,041 2,W/ 
1,991 403 
1,994 764 

2,971 295 

1,7GB 22 

2,730 &4..3 

1,235' 25 

5,094 2,372 
5,645 530 
3,569 138 
1,581 714 
4,175 3,544 

417 r:ao 
2,101 191 

566 100 
2,709 1,749 

309 164 

9,469 4,424 

5,093 2,777 

3,390 
2,160 

11,961 
1,941 

390 
1,532 
1,425 

83 

882 49 
1,677 641 

243 289 
712 266 

315 

25 

575 

30 

1,733 
1,360 

130 
584 

3,031 

212 
155 
65 

4f3 
101 

3,075 

2,749 

156 

73 

293 

57 

588 
811 
296 
255 
556 

103 
157 
58 

237 
80 

706 

89B 

375 441 
1,223,' 254 
1;1.97 704 

49 212 

4{) 

579 
256 
277 

198 

34 

334 

70 

590 
736 
316 
121 
628 

100 
131!l 
61 

2U 
5~', 

. i 

631 

400 
114 
651 
2I.YI 

San Francisco ....................................... :~... 18,597 19,581 14,063 14,784 13,039 13,751 422 

San Joaquin: 533 602 500 
Lodi ........................................................... . 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon_Tracy ............. . 
Stockton ..................................................... . 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ....................... . 

1,222 
1,320 
6,531 

2,396 

1,008 1,015 
1,197 1,024 
6,581 5,783 

2,521 1,863 

830 940 
850 743 

4,752 3,715 

766 30 
655 184 

2,822 1,717 

1,887 1,315 1,332 320 

24 45 
140 97 

1,609 351 

335 228 

40 
55 

321 

220 
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TABLE 33-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COU~TS • 
CIVIL FILINGS AND DISPOSITIONS (Excludes Small Clalms)-Conlmued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Dispositions 
Dispositions aber trial 

Uncontested Contested Total 
filings 

Tottii' 
dispositions before trial matters matters 

239 

County and judiciJi district 
San Mateo: 

1!J81-.'12 1980-81 1981-.'12 1980-81 1981-.'12 1980-81 1981-.'12 1980-81 1981-.'12 1980-81 

Northern ................................................... . 
Southern ................................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc .................................................... .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ............................ .. 
Santa Maria ............................................... . 

Santa Clara: 

3,231 
5,589 

499 
3,171 
1,414 

Santa Clara County.................................. 28,031 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz CO\.~ty ................................. . 

Shasta: 
Redding .............. 1:' ..................................... . 

Solano: 
Northern Solar.io ..................................... . 
Vallejo-Benieia ......................................... . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ....................................... . 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County ................................... . 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ........................................... . 

Tulare: 
Porterville ................................................. . 
Tulare-Pixley .......................................... .. 
Visalia ........................................................ .. 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ....................................... . 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ............................................ .. 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ............................................. . 

~590 

1,955 

3,534 
2,116 

5,476 

8,202 

1,133 

970 
763 

2,050 

8,644 

1,690 

949 

3,599 
5,910 

2,347 
4,871 

541 385 
3,791 2,325 
1,493 1,224 

2,599 
4,703 

2,222 
4,576 

426 293 
2,734 811 
1,113 1,178 

2,448 
4,311 

35 
76 

20 
85 

317 67 91 
946 1,482 1,744 

1,063 ° 5 

90 
219 

25 
32 
46 

29,269 19,864 21,778 18,668 20,633 400 411 796 

2,819 2,434 2,251 1,791 1,508 508 607 135 

1,823 1,566 1,304 1,287 1,083 174 142 105 

2:;.zT 3,034 1,805 2,837 1,611 45 71 152 
2,218 1,586 1,744 1,480 1,656 33 38 73 

5,572 4,531 4,820 4,088 4,385 189 112 254 

8,017 5,905 5,555 5,702 5,256 37 127 166 

1,029 802 804 645 629 115 116 42 

927 846 661 815 623 5 8 26 
598 548 368 532 357, 7 3 9 

1,752 1,615 1,665 1,056 l,J.37 392 370 167 

8,973 6,875 6,064 6,243 5,538 236 147 396 

1,562 1,167 995 905 769 180 145 82 

515 772 349 706 314 30 28 36 

131 
307 

18 
44 
45 

734 

136 

79 

123 
50 

323 

172 

3e 
8 

158 

379 

81 

7 
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TABLE 34.-CALiFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
NUMBER, OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWORN a 

Fiscal Vears 1980-81 and 1981~ 
Betluced Other 

ToIRf Felonies NontraJ1ic 
County and judici8l district 19lJl~ 1!BJ..81 19lJl~ 1!BJ..81 191Jl...'J2 1!JtKJ..81 

State total ......................................8.740 8,787 'S1 106 4,200 4,506 

Alameda: 
Alameda.......................................... 1 
Berkeley-Albany............................ 61 
Fremont-Newark-Union City .... 47 
Livermore-Pleasanton ................ 18 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville.. 168 
San l.el/hdro-Hayward ................ 84 

Butte: 
Chico................................................ 32 

Contra Costa: 
Bay.................................................. I.2n 
Delta................................................ 36 
Mt. Diablo ...................................... 50 
Walnut Creek-Danville .............. 63 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .................... 95 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ............................................ 29 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .......................... 34 

Kern: 
East Kern........................................ 24 
West Kern...................................... 128 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra........................................ 71 
Antelope ........................................ 52 
Beverly Hills ............................ ,..... III 
Burbank.......................................... 7 

Citrus .............................................. 191 
Compton ........................................ 72 
Culver.............................................. 16 
Downey.......................................... 77 

East Los Angeles .......................... 50 
Glendale.......................................... 65 
Inglewood ...................................... 91 
Long Beach.................................... 181 

Los Angeles.................................... 1,212 
• Los Cerritos .................................. 98 

Malibu.............................................. 39 
Newhall.......................................... 36 

Pasadena ........................................ 36 
Pomona ............................ ., ....... _... 68 
Rio HQIldo .................................... _, 107 
Santa Ani~ :................................... 46 

Santa Monica ........................... :.... fJ1 
South Bay...................................... 140 
Southeast ........................................ 91 
Whittier .......................................... 99 

1 0 
35 1 
31 1 
10 {) 

197 1 
61 1 

o 0 

140 1 
33 0 
42 0 
61 0 

73 6 

32 1 

SS 0 

19 0 
92 0 

68 0 
56 0 
87 0 
10 0 

111 0 
64 0 
25 0 
47 0 

127 0 
72 0 

11M 0 
161 0 

1,351 5 
72 0 
14 0 
38 0 

61 
59 
59 
50 

22 
121 
78 

135 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 0 
o ~ 
o 36 
o 9 
3 97 
1 38 

o 10 

6 46 
o 18 
o 11 
o 15 

8 33 

o 14 

13 24 

1 10 
2 73 

1 40 
o 44 
o 53 
o 4 

o 50 
o 35 
o 10 
2 30 

o 28 
,0 36 
o 42 
o 95 

5 714 
o 64 
o 31 
o 16 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

17 
44 
31 
36, 

18 
64 
68 
47 

1 
23 
19 
3 

110 
25 

o 

51 
25 
00 
17 

31 

18 

26 

11 
54 

31 
41 
59 
9 

64 
48 
17 
31 

75 
40 
78 
88 

865 
47 
4 
9 

~ 
42 
llS 
34 

12 
61 
65 
16 

ToIRf Tral/ic 
TraIIic Selectedh 

19lJl~ ,1!BJ..81 19lJl~ lfR)..$l 
3.928 3.7llS 3.656 3.475 

000 0 
967 5 

10 11 10 11 
979 7 

51 'S1 46 50 
37 22 37 21 

21 0 21 0 

fJ1 82 61 74 
17 8 16 7 
39 22 39 22 
45 40 44 40 

48 23 48 18 

11 14 r1 14 

10 15 9 12 

14 7 11 5 
54 34 49 34 

28 36 24 35 
6 15 6 15 

40 24 39 24 
313 1 

134 ~ 84 35 
36 13 25 11 
676 7 

44 13 28 10 

17 48 16 45 
llS 31 ~ 28 
42 24 42 22 
83 fJ1 82 66 

373 434 349 410 
34 22 31 22 
574 5 

18 ~ 17 25 

17 
24 
16 
10 

46 
62 
23 
50 

31 
13 
gg 
16 

10 
39 
13 
56 

16 
23 
76 
8 

44 
58 
23 
45 

~ 
13 
23 
16 

10 
36 
11 
51 

Other 
Trallic Civil 

19lJl~ 1!BJ..81 19lJl~ 19t1Ul 
~2 '254 555 446 

o 
2 
o 
o 
5 
o 

o 

6 
1 
o 
1 

o 

o 

1 

3 
5 

4 
o 
1 
o 

50 
11 
o 

16 

1 
2 
o 
1 

24 
3 
1 
1 

1 
1 
o 
2 

2 
4 
o 
5 

o 
1 
o 
o 
7 
1 

o 

8 
1 
o 
o 

5 

o 

3 

2 
o 

1 
o 
o , 
o 

8 
2 
o 
3 

3 
3 
2 
1 

24 
o 
2 
2 

4 
I) 

6 
o 
o 
3 
2 
5 

1 
24 
o 
o 

19 
.8 

1 

6 
1 
o 
3 

8 

3 

o 

o 
1 

3 
2 

18 , 
0:

1
, 

, ,('-
7;.' 
1 
0, 
3 

5 
o 
7 
3 

I.2n 
o 
3 
2 

C 
6 
1 
o 
~ 
13 

o 

1 
o 
o 
4 

11 

o 

1 

o 
.2 

o 
o 
4 
o 

4 
3 
1 
1 

4 
1 
2 
6 

47 
3 
3 
2 

2 3 
o 4 
0, 1 
o 0 

3 
14 
o 
2 

o 
21 
o 
3 

'I·. TI fi 

County and judici8l district 
Marin: 
. Central .......................................... .. 

Merced: 
Merced County .......................... .. 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ...................... .. 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ............ .. 
North Orange County .............. .. 
Ofiillge County Harbor ............ .. 
South Orange County .............. .. 
West Orange County ................ .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ........................................... . 
Desert ............................................. . 
Mt. San Ja::into ............................ .. 
Riverside ...................................... .. 
Three Lakes ................................ .. 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento .................................. .. 

, San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County ............. . 

San Diego: 
El Cajon ......................................... . 
North Col1!lty .............................. .. 
San Diego· .................................... .. 
South, Bay .................................... .. 

San Francisco: 
San FranciscQ ............... , ............... . 

Sa., Joaquin: 
Lodi ................................................ .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .. 
Stockton ........................ : ................ :' 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County .......... .. 

'San Mateo: 
Northern ..... , ................................. . 
Southern ......................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ...................................... ,; .. 
Santa Barbara-Goleta ., .............. .. 
Santa Maria ................................... . 

Santa Clara: 
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TABLE 34-CALiFORNIA MU~.C:IPAL COURTS 
N,UMB.R OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWOlltN a-Continued 

'F!lcal Vears 1980-81 and 1981·-82 
Retluced Other ToIRf Trallic Other 

24;1 

ToIRf Felonies NOI1tn1lic Tral/ic Selectetlb Trallic CMl 
191JJ~ J!I!i1-81 19lJl~ 19t1)..81 19lJl~ 1!BJ..81 1ge1~ 1!BJ..81 19IJ1~ J!Jt.fJ..81 19lJl~ 1!BJ..81 19IJ1~ 1!BJ..81 

113 

34 

34 

1'S1 
176 
80 

120 
221 

12 
72 
13 
52 
5 

~1 

363 

120 
244 
273 
188 

193 

15 
13 
~ 

68 

58 
120 

21 
frt 
28 

III 

19 

281 

31 

198 
240 
88 

124 
263 

13 
76 
15 
83 
14 

251 

llS2 

118 
195 
375 
158 

216 

12 
14 
47 

73 

71 
11M 

7 
61 
25 

o 

o 

o 

o 

5 
3 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
.1 
4 
o 

7 

o 
o 
3 
1 

3 

o 
2 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

35 

o 11 

o 123 

o 11 

3 86 
5 93 
2 28 
o 38 
o 106 

o 6 
1 25 
o 7 
o 13 
o 3 

12 89 

8 174 

1 50 
o 123 

14 154 
7 122 

o 
3 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

100 

3 
7 

17 

28 

32 
47 

8 
43 
00 

38 78 

10 22 

139 150 

15 21 

95 58 
121 73 
36 44 
66 79 

104 107 

5 5 
28 43 
8 4 

54 28 
5 2 

82 165 

114 169 

42 58 
78 109 

217 11M 
95 59 

100 

4 
6 

18 

22 

49 
32 

4 
39 
17 

31 

3 
3 

14 

34 

18 
71 

9 
24 
7 

70 74 

8 

134 146 

10 20 

89 56 
105 69 
38 44 
53 79 

153 104 

8 5 
42 40 
4 4 

29 ~ 
6 2 

131 155 

ISS 1'S1 

72 SS 
113 11M 
124 78 
48 59 

48 

5 
2 

18 

45 

19 
64 

3 
22 
8 

31 

3 
3 

14 

33 

16 
69 

6 
24 
6 

64 

6 

1~ 

10 

78 
105 
38 
41 

143 

8 
42 
4 

25 
4 

125 

143 

71 
100 
122 
46 

43 

4 
2 

17 

44 

12 
58 

3 
22 
8 

4 

2 

4 

2 
4 
o 
o 
3 

o 
3 
o 
1 
o 

10 

12 

3 
5 

26 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

2 
2 

3 
o 
1 

6 

2 

7 

o 

11 
o 
o 

12 
10 

o 
o 
o 
4 
2 

6 

12 

1 
13 
2 
2 

5 

1 
o 
1 

1 

7 
6 

o 
o 
o 

o 3 

6 8 

2 6 

811 
7 9 
8 12 
3 5 
8 6 

1 0 
3 5 
1 3 
7 0 
o 3 

16 26 

13 ,15 

12 3 
12 4 
12 00 
6 ',8 

59 

9 
1 

14 

6 

8 
2 

4 
o 
1 

47 

3 
3 

11 

6 

3 
8 

o 
o 
o 

Santa Clara County ""'''''''W'''''''' 318 " 340 114 112 185 214 179 6 9 18 13 
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T AI$LE 34-CALiFORNIA MUNmCIPAL COURTS 
NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED AND SWO'RN a-Continued 

Fiscal' Years 1980-81 and 1981~ 
Reduced Other Total TralRc Other 

Total Felonies Nontrallic TralRc Selectedb TralRc Civil ' 
1981-89 1!Jf1J.81 1981-89 19t1J.81 1981-89 19t1J.81 1981-89 19t1J.81 1981-89 19t1J.81 1981-89 19tKJ..81 1981-89 19t1J.81 County and judiciJll district 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz County ..................... . 

Shasta: 
Redding ......................................... . 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ........................... . 
Vallejo-Benicia ............................. . 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County ........................... . 

Stanislaus: 

44 

19 

53 
29 

52 

Stanislaus County.......................... 194 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ............................... . 44 

Tulare: 
Porterville ...................................... 18 
Tulare-Pixley.................................. 'J:1 
Visalia.............................................. 64 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ............................ 315 

Yolo: 
Yolo County .................................. 34 

Yuba: 
Yuba County.................................. 61 

56 

56 
39 

78 

224 

44 

18 
49 
65 

2Rl 

36 

39 

o 

o 

1 
o 

o 

o 

3 

o 
o 

o 

o 

20 

7 

19 
14 

25 

51 

12 

o 0 15 
o 2 13 
4 1 29 

O,? 148 

o . 0 15 

o 0 38 

18 

11 

24 
18 

36 

23 

10 

31 
14 

22 

79 138 

16 28 

13 1 
29 11 
'J:1 22 

131 162 

19 18 

24 23 

36 

12 

30 
21 

40 

23 

8 

31 
14 

22 

144 134 

28 

3 1 
i5 11 
30 16 

134 154 

15 15 

15 23 

31 

9 

'J:1 
21 

35 

137 

24 

3 
12 
'J:1 

131 

15 

15 

o 

2 

o 
o 

o 

4 

o 

o 
o 
6 

8 

3 

o 

5 

3 

3 
o 

5 

7 

3 

o 
3 
3 

3 

o 

o 

1 

2 

2 
1 

5 

5 

2 
3 
9 

5 

1 

o 

1 

3 

2 
o 

2 

o 

2 
3 
7 

2 

2 

o 

• "Juries selected and sworn" are not the equivalent of cases disposed or by verdict since a single jury may try consolid~ted cases which in criminal mat1:t!lrs 
may result in multiple dispositions. No disposition is reported for hung juries. 

b Violations of £ections 20002, 23152, and 23104 of the Vehicle Code and Vehicle Code feloni.es filed as misdemeanors under Penal Code Section 17(b)4. 

Il 
1: 

L 

r 

1 
1 
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TABLE 35-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1981 AND JUNE 30, 1982 

Cases awaiting trial at end of month· 

County III1d Judicial District 
State Total ....................................................................... . 

Alameda: 
Alameda ........................................................................... . 
Berkeley-Albany .......................................................... .. 
Fremont-Newark-Union City ..................................... . 
Livermore-Pleasanton ................................................. . 
Oakland-Piedmont-Em.eryville ................................. . 
San Leandro-Hayward ................. _ ............................. . 

Butte: 
Chico .............................................................................. .. 

Contra Costa.: 
Bay .................................................................................. .. 
Delta ................................................................................ .. 
Mt. Diablo ...................................................................... .. 
Walnut Creek-Danville .............................................. .. 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno .................................................... .. 

Humboldt: 
Eureka ............................................................................ .. 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .......................................................... .. 

Kern: 
. EastKem ....................................................................... . 

West Kern ...................................................................... .. 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ......................................................................... .. 
Antelope ........................................................................ .. 
Beverly HiUS ............................................. ; ..................... . 
Burbank .......................................... , ................................ . 

Citrus ............................................................................... .. 
C9mpton ........................................................................ .. 
Culver" ...................... , ...................... : ............................... . 
Downey ........................................................................... . 

East Los Angeles , ........................................................... . 
Glendale ......................................................................... . 
Inglewood ..................................... , ................................. . 
Long Beach ...................................................................... . 

Los Angeles ...................... , ............................................ .. 
Los Cerritos ................................................................... . 
Malibu ... , ........................................................................ .. 
Newhall ..................................................... M ................... .. 

Pasadena ........................................................................ .. 
P.oDiona ............................... ; ............................................ . 
Rio Hondo ...................................................................... .. 
Santa Anita ..................................................................... . 

Total 
6/30/82 6/30/81 
99,190 85,413 

37 
3m 
986 
127 

1,614 
1,052 

85 

618 
344 

1,246 
672 

2,191 

376 

318 

138 
947 

497 
290 
796 
222 

719 
1,799 

250 
534 

351 
816 
319 

3,119 

23,979 
l,WA 

198 
157 

601 
753 
880 
397 

53 
228 
398 
42 

1,572 
885 

24 

758 
294 

1,389 
804 

1,359 

235 

377 

73 
869 

453 
210 
881 
180 

673 
1,279 

261 
353 

518 
338 
514 

1,416 

22,123 
634 
182 
127 

546 
502 
589 
369 

Civil 
6/30/82 6/30/81 
34,136 29,967 

32 
89 

194 
40 

477 
155 

38 

98 
62 

188 
143 

198 

58 

31 

21 
295 

63 
51 

540 
95 

218 
265 
171 
134 

130 
189 
264 
588 

16,969 
91 
79 
54 

119 
210 
in 
+94 

as 
110 
129 
18 

455 
165 

24 

89 
SO 

190 
144 

192 

44 

8 
192 

76 
47 

633 
96' 

203 
215 
1'83 
166 

159 
125 
294 
587 

13,728 
ffl 
76 
26 

148 
190 
168 
107 

Criminal 
6/30/82 6/30/81 
65,054 55,446 

5 
278 
792 
87 

1,137 
897 

47 

520 
282 

1,058 
529 

1,993 

318 

287 

117 
652 

434 
239 
256 
127 

SOL 
1,534 

79 
400 

221 
627 
55 

2,531 

7,010 
933 
119 
103 

482 
543 
769 
303 

14 
118 
269 
24 

1,117 
720 

o 

m9 
244 

1,199 
660 

1,lm 

191 

333 

65 
fJl7 

377 
163 
248 
84 

470 
1,064 

78 
187 

359 
213 
220 

: 829 

8,395 
547" 
106 
101 

398 
312 
421 
262 

243 

Total cases 
perjudidal 
position b 

6/30/82 6/30/81 
172 151 

37 
92 

247 
64 

lOB 
ISO 

85 

124 
172 
312 
224 

243 

188 

80 

69 
86 

124 
145 
199 
111 

90 
200 
125 
107 

59 
272 

46 
347 

261 
256 
99 
78 

120 
151 
176 
199 

53 
57 

100 
21 

105 
126 

24 

154 
147 
347 
268 

151 

118 

94 

37 
109 

113 
105 
220 
90 

84 
142 
131 
59 

86 
113 
73 

157 

240 
159 

91 
64 

109 
100 
118 
369 
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TABLE ~ALlFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURTS 
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL-Continued 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1981 AND JUNE 30, 1982 

, Cases awaiting trial at end of month • 
Total cases 
per judicial 

Criminal position b 

County and Judicial District 

Los Angeles--continued 
Santa Monica ................................................................. . 
South Bay ....................................................................... . 
Southeast ........................................................................ .. 
Whittier. ............................................ ····· ......................... . 

Marin: 
Central ............................................................................. . 

Merced: 
Merced County ............................................................. . 

Monterey: 
Monterey County ......................................................... . 

Napa: 
Napa County ................................................................. . 

Orange: 
Central Orange County ............................................... . 
North Orange County ................................................. . 
Orange County Harbor ............................................... . 
South Orange County ................................................ .. 
West Orange County .................................................. .. 

Riverside: 
Corona ............................................................................ .. 
Desert ......................................................... · .. · ........ · ...... · .. · 
Mt. San Jacinto ............................................................... . 
Riverside ......................................................................... . 
Three Lakes .................................................................. .. 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento ........... ~' ........................................................ .. 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County .............................................. .. 

San Diego: 
EI Cajon .......................................................................... .. 
North County ................................................................ .. 
San Diego ...................................................................... .. 
South Bay ....................................................................... . 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco ....................................... ; ........................ .. 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ................................................................................ .. 
Manteca-Ripon-Escalon-Tracy .................................. .. 
Stockton ........................................................................... . 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo County ............................................. . 

Total Civil 
6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30/81 

701 
1,309 

756 
1,198 

1,285 

338 

1,485 

249 

7;277 
I,BOO 

718 
621 

1,447 

287 
930 
74 

716 
46 

1,252 

4,007 

1,654 
1,153 
3,704 

630 

3,818 

85 
143 
723 

394 

322 
1,192 

801 
901, 

813 

186 

1,399 

170 

3,324 
1,624 

716 
707 

1,314 

176 
915 
67 

491 
30 

1;233 

3,260 

1;282 
809 

4,804 
472 

6,007 

73 
78 

467 

326 

321 
276 
274 
222 

490 

34 

174 

83 

858 
695 
238 
195 
387 

31 
375 

69 
260 

41 

893 

475 

139 
165 
404 

74 

1,194 

33 
81 

345 

145 

132 
314 
218 
170 

218 

12 

105 

56 

745 
627 
217 
293 
405 

28 
305 
65 

261 
20 

810 

447 

162 
112 
857 
78 

1,391 

41 
51 

228 

90 

6/30/82 6/30/811, 6/30/82 6/30/81 

380 
1,033 

482 
976 

795 

304 

1,311 

166 

6,419 
1,105 

480 
426 

1,060 

256 
555 

5 
456 

5 

359 

3,592 

1,515 
988 

3,300 
556 

2,624 

52 
62 

378 

249 

190 
878 
583 
731 

174 

1;294 

114 

2,579 
997 
499 
414 
909 

148 
610 

2 
230 

10 

£,813 

1,120 
697 

3,947 
394 

4,676 

32 
27 

239 

236 

175 
187 
lOB 
240 

321 

68 

186 

125 

560 
150 
90 

124 
.121 

144 
186 
37 

119 
46 

74 

194 

207 
U5 
154 
90 

174 

43 
72 

121 

99 

107 
199 
114 
180 

203 

37 

175 

85 

256 
135 
90 

141 
110 

88 
183 
22 
82 

·30 

163 

183 
90 

200 
79 

276 

37 
39 
78 

82 
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TABLE 35--CALIFORNIA \\MUNICIPAL COURTS 
TOTAL CASES AWAITING TRIAL-Continued 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1981 AND JUNE 30, 1982 

245 

Total cases 
Cases awaiting trial at end of month· per judicial 

Total Civil Criminal position b 

County and Judicial District 6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30/81 

San Mateo: 
Northern .......................................................................... 789 
Southern .......................................................................... 1,529 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc ............................................................................ 15 
Santa Barbara-Goleta .................................................... 700 
Santa Maria ...................................... ,............................... 770 

Saitta Clara: 
Santa Clara County........................................................ 2,617 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz Count-; ........................................................ 271 

Sha.~ta: 
Redding .................... _...................................................... 383 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ............................................................ 421 
Vallejo-Benicia................................................................ 201 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County .............................................................. 1,833 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .......................................................... 463 

Sutter: . 
Sutter County.................................................................. 104 

Tulare: 
Porterville ........................................................................ 42 
Tulare-Pixley.................................................................. 38 
Visalia................................................................................ 376 

Ventura: 
Ventura County.............................................................. 710 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ..................................... ,.............................. 169 

Yuba: 
Yuba County.................................................................... 80 

763 
1,303 

21 
447 
422 

2;237 

131 

259 

233 
153 

2,038 

466 

lOS 

41 
40 

312 

621 

178 

106 

145 
247 

6 
50 

117 

971 

59 

71 

94 
44 

143 

218 

27 

18 
10 

169 

170 

46 

6 

117 
257 

9 
23 
74 

34 

75 

32 
56 

120 

201 

26 

9 
16 

.. 126 

181 

54 

10 

644 
1;282 

9 
650 
653 

1,646 

212 

312 

327 
157 

1,690 

245 

77 

24 
28 

207 

540 

74 

646 
1,046 

12 
424 
348 

1,355 

97 

184 

201 
97 

1,918 

265 

79 

32 
24 

186 

440 

124 

96 

197 
191 

15 
175 
385 

93 

54 

383 

105 
101 

306 

66 

104 

42 
38 

188 

65 

56 

40 

191 
163 

21 
112 
211 

86 

26 

259 

58 
77 

340 

67 

105 

41 
40 

156 

62 

59 

53 

• Cases awaiting trial include criminal and civil cases set for future trial and civil cases in which a memorandwn to set has been filed but no trial date assigned. 
Small claims cases are excluded. 

b Judicial positions include full·time court commissioners and referees in addition to the nwnber of judges authorized for the court. For a list of judicial positions 
see Table 36. 

11-76963 
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246 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

TABLE 36-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT 
NUMBER OF FULL· TIME JUDICIAL POSITIONS 

Fiscal Years 1980-,81 and 1981-82 

Judicial Positions· 

• 

ToW 
County and Judicial DisfIict 1981-82 1980-81 

Judges Referees 
1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 

Commissioners 
1981-82 1980-81 

State Total .......................................... 578 567 

Alameda: 
AlamedlJ. .............................................. 1 
Berkeley-Albany................................ 4 
Fremont-Newark-Union City.......... 4 
Livermore-Pleasanton ...................... 2 
Oakland-Piedmont-Emeryville ...... 15 
San Leandro-Hayward...................... 7 

Butte: 
Chico .............. ;..................................... 1 

Contra Costa: 
Bay........................................................ 5 
Delta .......................................... __ ...... _. 2 
Mt. Diablo............................................ 4 
Walnut Creek-Danville .................... 3 

Fresno: 
Consolidated Fresno ........................ 9 

Humboldt: 
Eureka.................................................. 2 

Imperial: 
Imperial County .................... ,........... 4 

Kern: 
East Kern ............................................ 2 
West Kern ........... _.............................. 11 

Los Angeles: 
Alhambra ............................................ 4 
Antelope .............................................. 2 
Beverly Hills ...................................... 4 
Burbank................................................ 2, 

Citrus.................................................... 8 
Compton.............................................. ,9 
Culver .................................................. 2 
Downey................................................ 5 

East Los Angeles................................ 6 
Glendale .............................................. 3 
Inglewood............................................ 7 
Long Beach ........................................ 9 

Los Angeles ........................................ 92 
Los.Cerrltos ........................................ 4 
Malibu .................................................. 2 
Newhall................................................ 2 

Pasadena.............................................. 5 
Pomona................................................ 5 
ilio Hondo .......................................... 5 
Santa Anita.......................................... '2 

1 
4 
4 
2 

15 
7 

1 

5 
2 
4 
3 

9 

2 

4 

2 
8 

4 
2 
4 
2 

8 
9 
2 
6 

6 
3 
7 
9 

92 
4 
2 
2 

5 
5 
5 
1 

496 487 6 10 

1 
4 
3 
2 

14 
7 

1 

5 
2 
4 
3 

8 

2 

4 

2 
<9 

3 
2 
3 
2 

6 
6 
2 
4 

4 
2 
6 
7 

74 
3 
1 
2 

4 
3 
4 
1 

1 
4 
3 
2 

14 
7 

1 

5 
2 
4 
3 

8 

2 

4 

2 
6 

3 
2 
3 
2 

6 
6 
2 
4 

4 
2 
6 
7 

74 
3 
1 
2 

4 
3 
4 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

76 70 

o 
o 
1 
o 
1 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 

o 

o 

o 
1 

1 
o 
1 
o 
2 
3 
o 
1 

2 
1 
1 
2 

18 
1 
1 
o 

1 
2 
1 
1 

o 
o 
1 
o 
1 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 

o 

o 

o 
1 

1 
o 
1 
o 

2 
3 
o 
2 

2 
1 
1 
2 

18 
1 
1 
o 
1 
2 
1 
o 

Judicial 
Position 

Equivalentsb 

1981-82 1980-81 

585.2 564.0 

1.1 1.1 
4.0 4.2 
4.8 4.8 
2.1 2.1 

14.8 15.0 
7.1 7.1 

1.5 1.6 

5.3 5.5 
2.1 2.0 
4.4 4.1 
3.2 3.1 

9.4 9.2 

2.0 2.4 

3.6 4.0 

2.0 1.9 
7.7 7.1 

4.0 4.2 
2.1 2.1 
4.9 4.6 
3.0 2.9 

7.5 7.7 
10.4 10.0 
2.6 2.3 
5.2 5.2 

6.1 6.1 
3.2 3.1 
7.3 6.9 
9.7 9.7 

00.6 87.3 
4.1 4.0 
2.4 2.2 
2.2 2.2 

"5.2 5.5 
4.8 4.2 
5.8 5.4 
2.0 2.0 
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TABLE 36-CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL COURT 
NUMBER OF fULL· TIME JUDICIALPOSITIONS-Conlinued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 aild 1981-82 

Judicial Positions· 
ThW J~es R~rees 

County and Judicial Distn'ct 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81 
Los Angeles-continued 

Santa Monica ................................ : ... .. 
South Bay ........................................... . 
SoutheaSt ............................................. . 
Whittier ............................................... . 

Marin: 

4 
7 
7 
5 

Central.................................................. 4 

Merced: 
Merced County .................................. 5 

Monterey: 
Monterey County .............................. 8 

Napa: 
Napa County...................................... 2 

Orange: 
Central Orange County .................. 13 
North Orange County ...................... J2 
Orange County Harbor.................... 8 
South Orange County ...................... 5 
West Orange County........................ 12 

Riverside: 
Corona.................................................. 2 
Desert .................................................. 5 
Mt. San Jacinto .................................. 2 
Riverside .............................................. 6 
Three Lakes ........................................ 1 

Sacramento: 
Sacramento.......................................... 17 

San Bernardino: 
San Bernardino County .................. 21' 

San Diego: 
El Cajon .. ;........................................... 8 
North County .................................... 10 
San Diego ................. "......................... 24 
South Bay ..................................... "..... 7 

San Francisco: 
San Francisco...................................... 22 

San Joaquin: 
Lodi ............ ;......................................... 2 
Manteca-Ripon-&calon-Tracy........ 2 
Stockton .............................................. 6 

San Luis Obispo: 
San Luis Obispo. County .................. 4 

3 
6 
7 
5 

4 

5 

8 

2 

13 
12 
8 
5 

12 

2 
5 
3 
6 
1 

17 

20 

7 
9 

24 
6 

22 

2 
2 
6 

4 

3 
6 
5 
4 

4 

3 

7 

13 
11 
6 
4 

10 

2 
5 
2 
5 
1 

15 

<19 

<8 
9 

22 
<6 

20 

1 
2 
5 

4 

3 
6 
5 
4 

4 

3 

7 

2 

13 
11 
6 
4 

10 

2 
5 
2 
5 
1 

15 

18 

7 
9 

22 
5 

20 

1 
2 
5 

4 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

2 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

1 

o 
o 
o 
1 

2 

9 
o 
o 

o 

Commissioners 
1981-82 1980-81 

1 0 
1 0 
2 2 
1 1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 
1 
2 
1 
2 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

2 

1 

o 
1 
2 
o 

o 

1 
o 
1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 
1 
2 
1 
2 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

2 

1 

o 
o 
2 
o 

o 

1 
o 
1 

o 

247 

Judicial 
Position 

EquivaJents b 

1981-82 1980-81 

4.2 3.2 
6.6 6.1 
7.8 7.7 
5.0 4.9 

4.4 4.3 

4.8 4.7 

8.6 8.7 

2.0 2.1 

13.0 13.0 
12.0 11.7 
8.4 7.5 
5.2 4.3 

11.7 11.8 

2.0 2.0 
5.6 5.8 
2.9 2.8 
6.1 6.0 
1.4 1.4 

16.6 16.0 

21.4 21.~ 

5.0 4.9 
8.4 7.4 

23.9 21.8 
3.9 4.1 

21.1 ( 19.3 

2.0 2:0 
2.0 2.1 
6.0 in 

4.6 4.2 , 
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l'ABLE ~LlFORNIA' MUNICIPAL COURT 
NUMBER OF FULL· TIME JUDrCIAL POSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Years 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Total 
County and Judicial District 

San Mateo: 
1981-82 191JO..81 

Northern ............................................ .. 4 4 
Southern ............................................. . 8 8 

Santa Barbara: 
Lompoc................................................ 1 
Santa Barbara-Goleta........................ 4 
Santa Maria ........................................ 2 

Santa Clara: 
Santa Clara County .......................... 28 

Santa Cruz: 
Santa CnlZ County............................ 5 

Shasta: 
Redding................................................ 1 

Solano: 
Northern Solano ................................ 4 
Vallejo-Benicia.................................... 2 

Sonoma: 
Sonoma County .................................. 6 

Stanislaus: 
Stanislaus County .............................. 7 

Sutter: 
Sutter County ................................. :.. 1 

Tulare: 
Porterville............................................ 1 
Tulare-Pixley...................................... 1 
Visalia.................................................... 2 

Ventura: 
Ventura County ................................ 11 

Yolo: 
Yolo County ........................................ 3 

Yuba: 
Yuba County ...................................... 2 

1 
4 
2 

26 

5 

1 

4 
2 

6 

7 

1 

1 
1 
2 

10 

3 

2 

Judicial Positions" 
Judges Referees 

1981-82 191JO..81 1981-82 191JO..81 

3 
6 

1 
3 
2 

4 

1 

3 
2 

5 

7 

1 

1 
1 
2 

<11 

3 

2 

3 
6 

1 
3 
2 

22 

4 

1 

3 
2 

5 

7 

1 

1 
1 
2 

10 

3 

2 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

1 

o 

o 
o 

1 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

Commissioners 
!981-82 191JO..81 

1 1 
2 2 

o 
1 
o 

4 

1 

o 

1 
o 

1 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
1 
o 

4 

o 

o 

1 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

Judicial 
Position 

--1f9..w·vaJents b 

1981-82 191JO..81 

4.0 4.0 
7.7 7.9 

1.0 
4.3 
2.0 

26.7 

5.2 

2.2 

4.3 
2.2 

6.5 

"·6.6 

1.0 

1.4 
1.2 
2.5 

10.4 

3.3 

1.9 

1.0 
4.3 
1.9 

26.0 

4.4 

2.0 

4.2 
2.2 

6.8 

7.0 

1.0 

1.4 
1.3 
2.5 

10.3 

3.3 

2.0 

• Judicial positions include full-time court commissioners and referees in addition to the number of judges authorized for the court. 
b Judicial position equivalents are defined as authorized judgeships, plus full-time commissioners and referees, when adjusted to reflect judge vacancies, 

assistance rendered to other courts by municipal court judges and assistance received by municipal courts from assigned judges or from temporary judges 
serving by stipulation of the parties. " 

< F9r explanation, see applicable footnote on Table ~. 
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TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 

;7/ 
I, 

.'1 CoUbly and judicial district 
State total ............................................. . 

Alpine: 
Alpine .................................................. .. 

Amador: 
Amador ................................................. . 

Butte: 
Biggs ..................................................... . 
Gridley ................................................ .. 

. Oroville ................................................ .. 
Paradise ............................................. ; .. 

Calaveras: 
Calaveras ............................................ .. 

Colusa: 
Colusa-Williams ................................ .. 

Del Norte: 
Del Norte County ............................ .. 

El Dorado: 
El. Dorado I ......................................... . 

Georgetown-Divide I ....................... . 

Lake Valley ........................................ .. 
Placerville .......................................... .. 
Ponderosa I ......................................... . 

Fresno: 
Coalinga ........ ; ...................................... . 
Firebaugh-Kerman .......................... .. 
Fowler-Caruthers ............................... . 
Kingsburg-Riverdale ......................... . 
Parlier-5elma ...................................... .. 
Reedley-Dunlap ................. , .............. .. 
Sanger ................................................... . 

Glenn: 
Orland ......................... :: ........................ . 
Willows .......................... ., .................... .. 

Humboldt: 
Arcata .................................................. .. 
Fortuna h ...... ., .................................... .. 

Garberville" ...................................... .. 
Klamath-Trinity ........ ., ...................... .. 
Eel River" ........................................... . 

Inyo: 
Inyo County ....................................... . 

Kem:' 
Arvin-Lamont .................................... .. 
Delano-McFarland ................. ., .......... . 
MariCopa-Taft .................................... .. 
Shafter-Wasco ..................................... . 

ToW 
nonparking 

Rlings 
1!J81-li2 1!BJ..81 
613,911 R 530,218 

1,158 

9,134 

722 
3,170 

11,354 
3,346 

6,148 

11,882 

7,016 

13,677 
1,056 

14,533 
13,568 
1,104 

13,349 
9,894 
5,642 
3,196 
6,7OS 
6,218 
4,688 

4,360 
6,620 

9,256 
1,328 
1,402 
1,403 
4,336 

9,305 

14,840 
8,236 

26,827 
10,542 

1,323 

6,479 

1,101 
4,164 
9,324 

R4,486 

7,734 

11,990 

6,033 

11,851 
1,154 

16,437 
14,170 

13,048 
9,423 
4,576 
3,241 
7;zT9 
4,989 
4,927 

4,352 
7,919 

9,351 
5,009 
2,389 
l,4!n 

7,116 

1!J81-li2 

NontralJic Traflie 
MisdemeJ/J1ors Misdemeanors 

Felom'es Croup A • Croup Db InITact < Croup ca Croup O~ InITact r 
9,522 29,183 'ZT /}Ji8 6;zT7 21,736 35,381 430,587 

6 

121 

o 
35 

279 
64 

223 

69 

217 

86 
45 

259 
192 
11 

82 
247 
101 
36 

124 
91 
94 

28 
89 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

198 

146 
175 
1~4 
158 

53 

23 
117 

1,183 
224 

569 

162 

447 

238 
185 

1,094 
481 
34 

358 
415 
172 
141 
343 
438 
506 

106 
!n 

533 
63 
76 

102 
130 

321 

495 
658 
513 
fJJ1 

76 

419 

~ 
115 
517 
153 

284 

429 

317 

181 
73 

380 
SOl 

15 

343 
1,249 

12 
26 

378 
lOS 
439 

101 
83 

316 
69 
~t4-
41 

140 

461 

278 
857 
527 
346 

o 

o 

3 
15 

299 
3 

31 

1 

o 

41 
31 

730 
28 
4 

22 
42 
o 
8 
o 

244 
60 

1 
1 

w 
o 
o 
o 
1 

82 

89 
126 

o 
11 

12 

408 

25 
235 
398 
004 

176 

323 

408 

132 
31 

396 
276 

17 

393 
604 
318 
154 
403 
393 
272 

206 
72 

536 
88 
77 
45 

179 

239 

446 
394 
290 
293 

81 

286 

54 
268 
842 
176 

326 

473 

347 

581 
68 

841 
762 
60 

694 
934 
213 
133 
613 
829 
415 

332 
48 

tr7 
48 
35 

132 
130 

494 

1,145 
863 
OO/l 
668 

892 

6,346 

548 
2,168 
6,570 
1,934 

3,546 

9,791 

4,736 

11,410 
4(11 

8,f1I1l 
10,185 

854 

10,981 
5,699 
4,675 
2,365 
4,4(11 
3,696 
2,434 

3,159 
5,766 

6,679 
898 

1,011 
865 

3,139 

7,fY}Jj 

12,064 
4,524 

24,069 
8,ol8 

249 

CMI 
mega] Small 

Parking Claims Other 
83,220 37,364 16,593 

432 28 10 

3,004 671 296 

62 25 7 
189 120 !n 
350 714 552 
899 372 216 

320 682 311 

282 540 94 

74 425 119 

159 790 218 
109 170 46 

4,006 977 1,049 
655 689 454 

14 74 35 

164 413 &1 
730 541 Hi,} , 

11 124 iT 
3-3 275 58 

956 337 103 
3,929 312 107 

706 421 47 

211 300 127 
38 304 160 

2,112 579 298 
111 95 67 
248 139 20 
17 188 30 

506 481 136 

604 340 144 

'138 146 31 
1,782 431 208 
1,012 308 168 

844 340 101 
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TABLE 37-CALIfORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND illEGAL PARKING fiLiNGS-Continued 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 

County and judicinl district 
Kings: 

Avenal ................................................•... 
Corcoran ............................................. . 
Hanford ............................................... . 
Lemoore .............................................. .. 

Lake: 
Clearlake Highlands ........................ .. 
Kelseyville ........................................... . 
Lakeport ............................................... . 
Middletown-Lower Lake ................. . 
Upper Lake ........................................ .. 

Lassen: 
Lassen Consolidated ........................ .. 

Los Angel.es: 
Catalina ............................................... . 

Madera: 
Chowchilla .......................................... .. 
Madera-Sierra ..................................... . 
Madera ................................................. . 
Sierra ..................................................... . 

Mariposa: 
Mariposa ............................................... . 

Mendocino: 
Anderson ............................................ .. 
Arena .................................................. .. 

~fj~;~:::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Long Valley ........................................ .. 
ROUlld Valier .................................... .. 
Sanel k .................................................. .. 

TenMile! ............................................. . 
Ten Mile River! ................................ .. 
Ukiah k ....................... ,~ .. , .................... . 
Ukiah (Consolidated) k .................... .. 

Modoc: 
Modoc .................................................. .. 

Mono: 
Mono ..................................................... . 

Monterey; 
Central ................................................ .. 
Southern ............................ " ................ .. 

Nevada: 
Nevada ................................................. . 
Truckee ........... " ................................... . 

ToW 
nODpafling 

Ii!ings 
J9!JJ-82 J!HJ..8J 

3,772 4,229 
2,101 1,608 

13,772 12,081 
4,455 4,641 

2,618 
l,JQfi 
4,1% 
1,860 
1,882 

6,323 

576 

4,229 

15,146 
4,062 

2,001 

203 
596 
455 

3,492 
1,356 

317 
187 

4,396 
2,353 
8,554 
4,554 

2,652 

5,632 

9,363 
23,742 

10,366 
11,565 

3,259 
992 

3,812 
1,214 
2,342 

6,315 

611 

4,029 
10,484 
6,804 
2,179 

2,149 

199 
446 
698 

3,008 
R 1,045 

312 
344 

4,062 . 
13,262 

2,670 

4,839 

8,m 
19,507 

8,701 
9,862 

J9!JJ-82 

NontraDic Trallic 
Misdemeanors Misdemeanors 

Felonies Croup A' Croup Db ID.fract. C Croup ca Croup De InITact r 

so 
78 

246 
98 

94 
25 
73 
11 
17 

128 

2 

88 

697 
65 

41 

o 
o 
o 

137 
o 
o 
o 

53 
45 

218 
101 

45 

136 

49 
107 

360 
98 

220 
204 
833 
168 

17·0 
107 
244 
29 
51 

189 

110 

247 

795 
248 

60 

18 
33 
31 

180 
67 
35 
4 

212 
140 
408 
224 

131 

256 

228 
641 

569 
161 

88 
155 
211 
174 

44 
13 
92 
23 

162 88 
81 0 

152 46 
43 9 

269 0 

158 45 

217 0 

277 0 

273 491 
488 7 

238 11 

8 0 
147 0 
42 0 

244 0 
44 0 
58 0 
21 0 

196 0 " 
159 0 
202 32 
64 91 

249 176 
l,OSl 136 

312 0 
267 0 

124 387 
77 247 

420 1,320 
238 375 

136 
46 

144 
36 
70 

100 

5 

109 

1,322 
109 

70 

10 
4 
4 

144 
33 
12 
4 

115 
98 

341 
211 

52 

124 

267 
905 

482 
234 

252 
86 

• 358 
32 

222 

55 

86 

1&1 

1,676 
141 

71 

9 
52 
23 

299 
62 
26 
5 

159 
118 
564 
318 

156 

110 

1,046 
1,517 

557 
588 

2,772 
1,008 
9,085 
3,007 

1,120 
559 

2,579 
1,554 
1,103 

4,708 

60 

2,916 

8,039 
2,470 

1,264 

89 
243 
307 

1,981 
1,063 

100 
109 

3,259 
1,525 
5,377 
2,794 

1,416 

3,779 

7,063 
18,678 

6,482 
9,Gt4;. 

/Uega! 
Parling 

242 
271 

3,302 
388 

43 
6 

867 
12 
7 

526 

569 

118 

1,417 
53 

256 

1 
115 
33 

977 
42 
o 
9 

1,251 
1,334 

769 
1,038 

140 

1,625 

623 
1,032 

11,713 
1,509 

avil 
Small 
Cbims Other 

56 31 
229 90 
909 656 
211 161 

387 209 
107 95 
341 252 
89 57 

100 SO 

756 184 

81 15 

304 lOS 

1,358 495 
458 76 

176 70 

45 24 
96 21 
33 15 

311 196 
46 41 '. 
58 28 :. 
33 11 

282 120 
169 99 
861 551 
535 216 

542 87 

267 173 

224 61 
594 113 

1,048 556 
367 206 

, 
, 
f 

I , 
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TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS-Continued 

J! 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
J9!JJ-82 

'Total 
nonjlar/dog 

BBngs 
NontraDic TraRic Civil 

Misdemeanors Misdemeanors /Uegal SmaD 
County and judicial district J9!JJ-82·r J!JIXJ..8J I; Felonies Croup A • Croup Db Infract C Croup ca Croup De Infract. r Parling Claims OtlJer 

Placer; 
Aubwn ................................................ .. 1,741 
Aubwn-COlfax ..................................... . 21,001 15,343 309 837 
Colfax-Alta-Dutch Flat ..................... . 1,063 
Foresthill ............................................ .. 279 426 o 29 
Lincoln ................................................. . 
Loomis ........... _ ................................... . 

178 
1,038 

Loomis-Lincoln ................................... . 7,337 5,992 89 724 
Roseville-Rocklin ............................... . 
Tahoe ................................................... . 

13,517 13,301 365 1,235 
6,130 5,762 246 436 

Plumas; 
Almanor ................................................ 1,799 
Plumas .................................................. 3,122 

Sacramento; 
Elk Grove-Galt .................................... 6,947 
Walnut Grove-Isleton ........................ 1,335 

San Benito: 
San Benito County ............................ 7,337 

San Bernardino; 
Bear Valley.......................................... 8,292 
Colton .................................................. .. 
Crest Forest. ................... ../;~................ 8,092 
Mission ................................................ .. 
Needl~Calzona.................................. 12,459 
Trona...................................................... 910 

Santa Barbara: 
Carpinteria-Montecito ...................... 6,777 
Solvang .................................................. 7,190 

Shasta: 
Anderson .............................................. 5,557 
Bwney .................................................. 2,836 
Central Valley...................................... 8,434 

Sierra; 
Sierra County ...................................... 1,376 

Siskiyou; 
Dorris-Tulelake.................................... 2,005 
Dunsmuir-Mt. Shasta.......................... 7,708 
McCloud .... :.......................................... 247 
Shasta Valley........................................ 2,504 
Western ................................................ 9,7SO 

Solano; 
Rio Vista................................................ 1,561 

Tehama; 
Corning ................................................ 8,447 
Red Bluff .............................................. 15,004 

Trinity; 
Trinity County .................................... 2,874 

1,648 
3,055 

6,396 
1,851 

34 
88 

o 
o 

7,551 291 

6,166 86 
2,370 
1,274 0 

538 
10,026 82 

987 0 

7,046 0 
7,495 29 

7,024 0 
2,803 51 

10,396 0 

1,770 14 

2,199 0 
7,084 G 

342 0 
2,903 0 
8,374 201 

1,426 31 

5,814 81 
15,lOS 223 

2,745 lOS 

129 
167 

320 
33 

472 

165 

275 

547 
15 

339 
130 

578 
104 
689 

82 

148 
109 
23 

156 
373 

132 

143 
578 

137 

701 219 

46 0 

200 72 
285 414 
300 0 

156 138 
213 164 

.. 
358 0 
503 0 

573 0 

5lll 243 

756 118 

458 47 
9 72 

184 233 
694 0 

378 0 
322 0 
723 3 

126 0 

134 0 
100 90 
34 0 
67 28 

336 62 

428 7 

118 28 
37086 

185 0 

401 1,037 15,467 554 1,397 633 

8 4 137 15 43 12 

254 477 4,958 1,7SO 409 154 
610 757 8,430 6,395 863 558 
313 151 3,700 3,221 648 336 

191 
121 

412 
54 

66 
255 

461 
77 

743 
1,781 

4,688 
560 

20 
131 

323 
92 

425 798 3,613 3,589 

264 785 5,331 167 

134 493 5,534 1,475 

251 331 10,400 52 
61 14 507 1 

383 115 5,lSO 2,924 
186 357 5,358 371 

265 . 280 3,188 565 
63 127 1,695 3 

179 3&i 6,075 39 

56 92 910 30 

30 136 1,470 48 
136 76 6,802 596 
10 15 111 0 
61 216 1,618 308 

236 167 7,235 1,348 

109 119 532 351 

106 4fJ1 7,130 144 
270 708 11,659 1,415 

71 117 1,842 327 

281 
233 

565 
92 

61 
100 

143 
16 

641 190 

565 217 

291 52 
214 18 

219 154 
341 95 

5'12 296 
414 60 
244 157 

84 12 

53 34 
327 68 

47 7 
281 77 
844 296 

139 64' 

304 130 
772 338 

356 61 
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TABLE 37-CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING FILINGS-Continued 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 

1981-82 
ToM Criminal 

nonparldog Nontrallic Trallic Civil IiIinKS Misdemeanors Misdemeanors County and judi& district 
Tulare: 

mega! SmaU 1981-82 1!JtKJ..81 Felonies Croup A' Croup Db Infract. e Croup C" Croup De loIract. r Parking ClaimS Other 
Dinuba ................................................. . 
Exeter·Farmersville .......................... .. 
Lindsay ................................. : .. , .. ;;;: __ : ,C 

Woodlake ........................................... .. 

8,445 9,201 em 249 393 0 573 31 6,117 40B 574 231 4,240 3,694 115 199 102 252 144 571 2,521 198 209 127 1,869 2,333 SO 98 194 5 243 36 1,034 27 lOS 104 2,139 2,084 66 209 364 55 89 B9 1,118 78 lOS 44 
Tuolumne: 

3,995 4,151 146 287 303 0 193 290 1,789 205 371 616 1,056 1,256 17 BB 129 0 37 67 ~ 74 84 49 3,543 2,917 90 132 212 53 167 178 2,396 214 189 126 815 620 2 31 214 46 6 48 3BS 37 62 23 3,083 2,684 51 301 tJ5 11 135 ,183 2,198 130 89 SO 

First ...................................................... .. 
Second ................................................ .. 
Third .................................................... .. 
Fourth .................................................. .. 
Fifth ....................................................... . 

Yuba: 

5,782 
1,121 

Marysville ............................................ .. 
Wheatland ........................................... . 

• Group A Misdemeanors are: Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code and other state statutes except intoxication and Fish and Game. Examples: Battery 242 
PC, Disorderly Conduct 647 Pc, Disturbing Peace 415 PC, Joy Ride 499b PC, Trespass 602 PC. 

b Group B misdemeanors include fish and game violations, intoxication and city and COWlty ordinances. 
e Nontraffic infractions are city and county ordinances specified as infractions. 
d Group C traffic misdemeanor violations of the Vehicle Code are hit and run, drunk driving, reckless driving with injury and driving under the influence 

of drugs. 

e Group D traffic misdemeanors are all other traffic misdemeanor affenses except those specified in Group C. Examples of Group D traffic misdemeanors 
are speed contests, driving without a driver's license, failure to appear after signing citation, violation of weight limit for truckS reckless driving without 
injury and driving with a suspended or revoked license., ' 

r Examples of traffic infractions are running a stop sign, speeding, improper operation of vehicle, faulty equipment and improper registration. 
s El Dorado and Georgetown·Divide Justice Court Districts consolidated to become Ponderosa Justice Court District, effective June 1 1982. 
b Fortuna lIIld Garberville Justice Court Districts consolidated to become Eel River Justice Court District effective November 19198i 
I ~:Lamont, Delan?"Mc~arland,. Maricopa.~aft,. and Shaft.er'Wasco Justice Court Districts were established effective Jdly 11, 1001. . 
J BIg River and Ten Mile River Justice Court DIStricts consolidated to become Ten Mile Justice Court District, effective March 1 1982. 
k Sanel and Ukiah Justice Court Disbicts consolidated to become Ukiah Justice Court District effective March 1 1&S2. ' 
R Revised. ' , . 
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TABLE 38-CALiFORNIA JUSTI~E COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL PARKING DISPOSITIONS 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
1981-82 

Total Criminal 
nonparJdng " Nontrallic TraRic Civil 
dimcsitions . Misdemeanors Misdemeanors . mega! SmaU County'andjudicial district 1981-82 1!JtKJ..81 Felonies Croup A' Croup Db Infract. e Croup COCroup De Infract. r Parldog Claims Other 

State Total ...................................................... 522,681 R452,631 7,741 24,609 24,007 5,011 18,441 32,365 370,704 69,fJl8 28,124 11,679 

Alpine: 
Alpine .............................................................. 1,067 1,096 5 49 

, 
BB If' 7 15 874 389 22 7 

Amador: 
Amador ............................................................ 10,387 7,IOS 156 ·'532 629 0 449 355 7,083 3,211 801 3B2 

'{I Butte: 
II 

Biggs .................................................................. 749 1,071 2 22 26 1 25 48 601 66 11 13 
Gridley .............................................................. 3,004 3,592 30 lOB 114 17 194 260 2,101 145 77 103 
Oroville ............................................................ 8,871 8,310 203 1,305 551 246 396 528 4,540 318 612 490 
Paradise ............................................................ 2,553 R2,515 SO 149 80 0 162 173 1,492 439 290 157 

Calaveras: 
Calaveras .......................................................... 5,923 6,394 144 490 310 21 152 321 3,851 430 415 209 

Colusa: 
Colusa·Williams ..................... : ........................ 10,209 9,885 52 135 390 267 784 8,022 213 494 64 

Del Norte: 
Del Norte COWlty ... ., ..................................... 6,170 5,BSI 179 344 195 0 351 573 4,147 65 2S6 BS 

El Dorado: 
El Dorado s ...................................................... 11,649 10,634 47 239 151 33 lOS 392 9,839 133 700 143 
Georgetown.Divide s .................................... 940 1,056 37 158 74 26 26 65 356 126 156 42 
Lake ValIey .................................................... 9,fRT 12,078 261 595 391 564 249 709 5,745 2,506 613 4BO 
Placerville ........................................................ 9,350 11,392 107 42B 399 23 214 442 6,974 307 392 371 
Ponderosa B ...................................................... 1,537 4 25 13 4 12 72 1,322 11 69 16 

Fresno: 
Coalinga .......................................................... 11,488 11,460 81 30B 330 15 383 5BO 9,304 132 420 67 
Firebaugh·Kennan ........................................ 11,190 9,022 249 394 1,092 34 624 1,234 6,866 5B4 464 233 
Fowler·Caruthers .......................................... 5,266 4,210 as 145 9 0 262 184 4,457 17 98 26 
Kingsburg·Riverdale ..................... , .............. 3,070 2,920 36 123 16 5 135 116 2,448 20 136 55 
Parlier·Selma ........ , ......................................... 6,165 5,943 99 em 303 0 393 500 4,326 503 225 42 
Reedley·Dunlap ........................................... , 4,061 3,392 58 377 61 124 269 24B 9 .. 647 1,454 215 62 
Sanger .............................................................. 4,675 5,119 84 353 409 46 260 334 2,762 1,268 379 48 

Glenn: 
Orland .............................................................. 3,855 2,760 19 118 104 40 183 434 2,733 171 roT 17 
Willows ............................................................ 5,395 6,ISO 51 56 36 1 71 48 4,927 3B 142 63 

Humboldt: 
Arcata .............................................................. 8,690 8,240 0 517 296 222 414 130 6,389 3,069 409 313 
FortWla b ........................ , ................................. 1,688 4,729 0 39 58 0 63 110 1,104 132 232 82 
Garberville h .................................................... 772 1,797 0 34 21 0 35 13 553 127 104 12 
Klamath·Trinity .............................................. 1,473 1,366 0 103 48 0 51 148 864 11 224 35 
Eel River b .... : ................................................. 4,323 0 95 99 3 146 190 3,204 550 448 138 

!nyo: 
!nyo COWlty .................................................... 8,497 6,486 153 237 392 

\; 
60 219 322 6,649 616 322 143 

Kern:' 
" Arvin-Lamont ................................................ 11,515 104 359 232 54 356 1,355 8,93B 595 III 6 
Delano-McFarland ........................................ 7,167 171 551 709 109 400 739 3,926 1,335 425 137 
Maricopa·Taft ......................... (, ..................... 21,139 79, 333 443 7 200 670 19,091 721 204 112 
Shafter·W~o ................................. i .............. 7,741 160 SOl 343 12 241 490 5,685 618 256 53 
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TABLE 38-CALiFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL RARKI'NG.DISP.OSITIONS--Continued 

Fiscal,Year 1981-82 
:1981-82 

Total Criminal 
nonparidng Nontrallic TraIlic CM! 

County and judidal distdct 
disposibons Misdemeanors Misdemeanors IUega! SmzlI 

1981-82 1!BJ.81 Felomes Croup A • Croup Db Infract C Croup C'Croup De Infract r Paridng Claims OtiJer 
Kings: 

Avenal ............................................................. . 
Corcoran ......................................................... . 
Hanford ........................................................... . 
Lemoore ......................................................... . 

Lake: 
Clearlake Highlands ..................................... . 
Kelseyville ........................ .1 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Lakeport .............................. ~ ........................ ,. 
Middletown-Lower Lake ........................... . 
Upper Lake ................................................... . 

Lassen: 
Lassen COnsoI;dated ..................................... . 

Los Angeles: 
Catalina ............................................................ . 

Madera: 
Chowchilla ..................................................... . 
Madera-Sierra ............................................... . 
Madera ........................................................... . 
Sierra ............................................................... . 

Mariposa: 
Mariposa ......................................................... . 

Mendocino: 
Anderson ......................................................... . 
Arena ............... , ............................................... . 
Big River! ...................................................... .. 
Little Lake ..................................................... . 
Long Valley ................................................... . 

:ci1 ~~~:'.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Ten Mile! ........................... : ........................... . 
Ten Mile River! ........................................... . 
Ukiah k 

............................................................. . 

Ukiah (Consolidated) k .............................. .. 

Modoc: 
Modoc ............................................................ .. 

Mono: 
Mono .............................................................. .. 

Monterey: 
Central ............................................................. . 
Southern .............. ,; ......................................... . 

Nevada: 

3,319 
2,003 

12,932 
4,465 

2,278 
1,1Yl3 
3,538 
1,500 
1,406 

5,354 

573 

3,661 

13,150 
2,836 

2,173 

142 
382 
493 

3,101 
1,240 

289 
2fJ1 

2,308 
2,OSl 
7,531 
3,890 

2,185 

4,641 

8,768 
19,820 

Nevada.............................................................. 9,452 
Truckee............................................................. 8,765 

2,820 
1,719 
9,841 
3,792 

2,625 
983 

2,544 
1,992 
1,211 

R 5,240 

614 

3,182 
8,433 
5,785 
1,771 

2,154 

161 
302 
581 

2,655 
trl9 
277 
272 

3,264 
11;002 

2,033 

4,219 

7:,!f.}8 
16,478 

47 
67 

329 
102 

81 
18 
71 
13 
9 

65 

1 

98 

419 
50 

44 

o 
o 
o 

158 
o 
o 
o 

84 
17 

185 
92 

4r) 

92 

45 
115 

8,599 270 
6,753 66 

145 
204 
892 
155 

147 
91 

156 
16 
31 

184 

lOB 

253 

542 
175 

156 

14 
23 
36 

170 
60 
31 
2 

190 
140 
342 
228 

lI2 

195 

255 
484 

401 
149 

62 
183 
222 
240 

170 
86 

123 
25 

234 

158 

217 

288 

352 
297 

150 

9 
64 
67 

221 
36 
59 
23 

176 
116 
235 
53 

370 

284 
817 

344 
146 

33 
19 
79 
24 

79 
o 

18 
2 
o 

29 

o 

o 

361 
7 

20 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

12 
86 

6 

319 

166 
117 

o 
o 

92 328 2,558 
72 234 911 

337 1,112 8,792 
219 360 3,328 

139· 227 956 
48 90 560 

122 215 2,428 
24 154 1,173 
51 143 782 

127 74 3,916 

5 86 60 

110 69 2,579 

938 1,681 7,498 
94 92 1,713 

76 12.5 1,3tr1 

7 4 51 
3 24 198 
9 19 326 

115 348 1,725 
30 51 979 
8 31 92 

10 6 116 
103 142 1,476 
72 trl 1,459 

263 381 4,998 
165 175 2,551 

36 128 1,176 

110 114 3,104 

279 1,104 6,4-59 
675 1,188 15,961. 

" 

220 
202 

2,654 
284 

36 
6 

889. 
14 
2 

315 

563 

79 

832 
29 

260 

o 
101 
26 

757 
16 
o 
5 

892 
962 

,534 
';''85 

\' 

lOB 

1,141 

620 
679 

409 645 
235 754 

6,277' '1l,885 
7,064 1,281 

43 
230 
655 
29 

310 
96 

269 
49 
92 

689 

81: 

209 

952 
365 

147 

35 
57 
30 

229 
35 
48 
40 

112 
lOS 
668 
360 

389 

243 

148 
379 

682 
283 

11 
83 

514 
8 

169 
84 

136 
44 
64 

112 

15 

55 

407 
43 

68 

22 
13 
6 

135 
49 
20 
10 
25 
55 

447 
ISO 

85 

94 

28 
84 

424 
68 

~ r 
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TABLE 38--CALIFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPAR KING AND ILLEGAL PARKING DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 
1981-82 

Total Criminal 
nonparidng Nontrallic TralRc Civil 
disposibOns Misdemeanors Misdemeanors IUega! Small 

255 

County and judiciiJ district 1981-82 19tKJ..8J' Felonies Croup A· Croup Db Infract C Croup C"Croup De Infract r Paridng Claims Other 
Placer: 

Auburn ........................................................... . 
Auburn-Colfax ............................................... . 
Colfax-AIta-Dutch F1at ............................... . 
ForesthiII ........................................................ .. 
Lincoln ........................................................... . 
Loomis .... ~ ........................................................ . 
Loomis-Lincoln ............................................. . 
Roseville-Rocklin ........................................... . 
Tahoe ............................................................... . 

Plumas: 
Almwlor ......................................................... . 
Plumas ............................................................ .. 

Sacramento: 
'. Elk Grove-Galt ............................................. . 

Walnut Grove-Isleton ................................ .. 

San Benito: 
San Benito County ....................................... . 

San Bernardino: 
Bear V;illey ..................................................... . 
Colton ............................................................. . 
Crest Forest .................................................. .. 
Mission ............................................................ .. 
Needles-Calzona ........................................... . 
Trona ............................................................... . 

Santa Barbara: 
Carpinteria-Montecito ................................. . 
Solvang .......................................................... .. 

Shasta: 
Anderson ........................................................ .. 
Burney ............................................................. . 
Central Valley .............................................. .. 

Sierra: 
Sierra County ................................................ .. 

Siskiyou: 
Dorris-Tulelake ............................................ .. 
Dunsmuir-Mt. Shasta .................................. .. 
McCloud ......................................................... . 
Shasta Valley ................................................. . 
Western ........................................................... . 

Solano: 
Rio Vista ......................................................... . 

Tehama: 

18,196 

335 

5,845 
10,282 
5,676 

1,720 
2,302 

5,944 
1,012 

7,517 

6,964 

6,227 

7,621 
904 

5,615 
6,160 

5,203 
2,473 
7,trll 

1,188 

1,859 
5,687 

220 
2,183 
8,646 

1,020 

Corning ............................................................ 6,940 
Red Bluff.......................................................... 13,466 

Trinity: ,', 
Trinity CoUnty ............................... " ............. .. 2,745 

1,594 
14,054 

822 
447 
140 
636 

4,533 
10,782 
5,660 

1,644 
2,181 

6,130 
1,478 

8,195 

o 
165 

o 
o 
o 
o 

69 
249 
177 

19 
41 

o 
o 

o 
610 

o 
35 
o 
o 

799 
1,206 

314 

98 
94 

229 
22 

382, 

4,952 SO 113 
4,352 
1,230 
1,885 
5,634 116 

257 

530 
17 789 0 

6,224 
6,374 

6,013 
2,164 
9,094 

1,487 

R 1,593 
5,703 

286 
2,457 
7,164 

1.179 

o 252 
24 98 

o 334 
63 94 
o 539 

o 121 
o 84 
o 16 
o 116 

151 2Bi 

17 82 

5,264 62 156 
592 12,931 2C3 

2,448 

o 
613 

o 
70 
o 
o 

210 
146 
307 

167 
165 

378 
414 

645 

o 
147 

o 
o 
o 
o 

26 
260 

o 

106 
122 

o 
o 

o 

476 362 

518 97 

295 17 
5 ,,47 

120 
538 

310 
272 
638 

107 

132 
77 
29 
69 

278 

91 
346 

192 
o 

o 
o 
2 

(j 

o 
50 
o 

23 
46 

8 

22 
58 

o 

o 0 
386 1,484 

o 0 
6 3 
o 0 
o 0 

172 488 
466 306 
276 172 

163 61 
75 189 

336 245 
34 46 

395 1,005 

o 0 
13,326 474 

o 0 
ISO 10 

o 0 
o 0 

3,674 1,319 
6,591 6,945 
3,469 2,849 

913 7 
1,472 106 

4,236 261 
421 66 

4,392 2,467 

o 
997 
17 
26 
o 
o 

297 
579 
696 

152 
122 

455 
73 

195 

210 

118 

600 4,524 70 471 

140 
58 

267 
141 

258 
58 

161 

47 

24 
116 

9 
60 

229 

75 

127 
230 

70 

317 4,465 1,137 370 

247 
133 

122 6,119 167 
19 624 0 

SO 
184 

581 
91 

269 

85 

103 
71 
12 

129 
104 

92 

4,450 1,115 151 
5,079 148 77 

2,897 394 579 
1,525 2 319 
5,984 252 171 

7trl 28 74 

1,417 83 46 
5,085 534 Itrl 

113 O' 35 
1,463 284 261 
6,680 1,208 768 

378 291 68 

281 5,82.3 119 257 
586 997 10,128 1,301 

135 1,810 326 288 

o 
468 

1 
15 
o 
o 

110 
479 
265 

41 
22 

65 
2 

263 

128 

84 

35 
1 

93 
19 

244 
51 

107 

10 

16 
17 
6 

62 
lOB 

13 

121 
326 

57 
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256 JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

. r ABLE 38-CALiFORNIA JUSTICE COURTS 
SUMMARY OF NONPARKING AND ILLEGAL"PARKING DISPOSITIONS-Continued 

Fiscal Year 1981-82 

Total 
1981-/12 

CrimirW 
nonpar/dng Nontrailic 1i'aIRc D'vil disoositiODS Misdemeanors Misdemeanors mega] Small County and judici3l district 

Tulare: 
1981-/12 1!1tJO..81 Felonies Croup A' Croup Db Infract e Croup C"Croup De Infract f Parldng Q'iims OtlJer 

Dinuba ............................................................. . 
Exeter-Fannersville ..................................... . 
Lindsay ........................................................... . 
Woodlake ....................................................... . 

7,395 8,655 256 223 383 0 542 116 5,355 338 444 76 3,898 3,540 90 215 96 258 151 489 2,331 173 193 75 1,689 2,068 43 71 ISS 1 190 29 1,073 17 70 57 1,708 1,578 72 142 252 53 109 ISO 858 71 69 3 
Tuolwnne: 

First ................................................................. . 
Second ............................................................. . 
Third ......................................... , .................... .. 
Fourth ........ , .................................................... . 
Fifth .......................................................... " ..... , 

3,361 3,194 76 251 294 0 161 206 1,704 78 308 361 900 1,010 25 97 106 5 34 36 529 103 SS 13 2,670 2,440 71 BB 167 36 137 123 1,817 142 161 70 564 612 9 26 176 16 8 24 264 24 32 9 2,963 2,495 38 246 53 12 lOS 147 2,265 72 74 23 
Yuba: 

Marysville ....................................................... . 
Wheatland ........... , ..................... , .................. .. 

4,447 
1,111 

• Group A ~isdemeanors are: Misdemeanor violations of Penal Code and other. state statutes except intoxication and Fish d G Exam I 'B 
b PC. DlSo.rderly Cond~ct 647 PC. Disturbing Peace 415 PC. loy Ride 499b PC, Trespass 602 PC. an arne. pes. attery 242 , 
e Group B ~el!l~ors m~lude fish & game violatiorlS, intoxication and city and county ordinances. 

Nontraffic infractiorlS are CIty and county I)rdinances specified as infractiorlS. 
d Group C traffic misde.'lleanor violatiorlS of the Vehicle Code are hit and run drunk driving reckless dri . 'th·· d dri ' d th . 

of drugs. ' , vmg WI IDJury an vmg un er e influence 

• Group D traffic misdem~ors ~e all oth~r tr.~c misde~eanor offenses except those specified in Group C. E.~ples of Grou D traffic misdeme 

m~~uryspeedandcodrin.t~, ~thvmg WIthOUdteda driver skliedcenseli ' failure to appear after signing citation. violation of weight limit for trucki reckless driving wi=~ 
f' vmg WI a suspen or revo cense. • " 
Examples of traffic infractions are running a stop sign speeding . . f hi I r ul . 

gElD d d Ceo t D' 'd I . C . '. ' ~proper operation 0 ve c e. ra ty eqwpment and improper registration. 

~ FO~: aOnrGarbe~~iwti~~~u:?c:tri~:~o~rda~ed:o=:,: ~~v':: J~~:r~2t~:tri~.~~~~c~:!:~~ {~f~i~982. 
Arvin Lamont, Delano-McFarland, Mancopa-Taft. and Shafter-Wasco Justice Court DistriC'o:s were established ffi . ' 

~ Big River and. Ten M~e River Ju:ti~ Court Districts consolidated to become Ten Mile Justice Court District, ~ff:~:~J;J:r:~' 11~~ 
1\ San~1 and Ukiah Justice Court DIStricts consolidated to become Ukiah Justice Court District effective March 1 1982 ,. 

ReVIsed. ' , . 

j 
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Superior Court Glossary 

Appeal refe;rs to appeals from municipal and justice 
courts including appeals in small claims matters. 

A waiting Trial cases include criminal cases calen­
dared for trial. This category also includes civil cases 
not yet in trial in which a party has indicated readi­
ness for trial by filing an at-issue memorandum. 

Criminal is a eount of defendants against whom an 
indictment, information, or certification was filed. 
All criminal charges filed in superior court are felo­
nies. 

Disposition refers to completion of a proceeding 
whether filed during the current or prior report peri­
od. Civil dispositions before trial include transfers to 
another trial court, dismissals, summary judgments 
and other judgments before trial. Criminal disposi­
tions before trial include transfers to another trial 
court, convictions after pleas of guilty, and dismissals. 
Contested dispositions are cases in which evidence 
was introduced by both sides. Uncontested disposi­
tions are matters in which evidence was introduced 
by one side only. 

Eminent Domain is a proceeding to take private 
property for public use and determine the amount of 
compensation due the owner. 

Family Law is a proceeding in which a petition has 
been filed to dissolve or void a marriage. 

Filings of civil matters mean all cases initiated dur­
ing the report period while filings of criminal and 
juvenile matters refer to individual persons whose 
cases are before the court. Filings for a report period 
are counted even though they may not be disposed 
of in that period. 

Habeas Corpus includes petitions for writs of 
habeas corpus and coram nobis, petitions seeking re­
lease from illegal restraints under Section 1473 of the 
Penal Code, and petitions challenging involuntary 
detention for treatment under the Lanterman-Pet­
ris-Short Act. Habeas corpus may challenge either 
the legality of confinement or the conditions under 
which a person is confined. 

Judicial PositiollS equal judgeships authorized by 
law plus full-time referees and commissioners. 

Judicial Position Equivalents include authorized 
judgeships, Jldjusted to reflect judicial vacancies, plus 

assistance from full-time and part-time referees and 
commissioners, assistance given to other courts, and 
assistance received from assigned and temporary 
judges. 

Judges are the authorized number of positions, 
wheth(\;r filled or vacant. 

Juvenile Delinquency petitions are petitions filed 
under Welfare and Institutions Code sections 601 and 
602 seeking to make a minor a ward of the court or 
alleging violation of a criminal statute. 

Juvenile Dependency petitions are petitions filed 
under Welfare and Institutions Code section 300, 
seeking to make a minor a dependent child of the 
court. 

Median Time refers to the middle value in a listing 
where time values are placed in order from shortest 
to longest. 

Mental Health includes some proceedings to de­
tain a person under the Lanterman-Petris-Short Act; 
proceedings to examine or detain a person as a men­
tally disordered sex offender, as a mentally retarded 
mdividual or narcotic addict; and proceedings to de­
termine the present sanity of a criminal defendant. 

Other Civil Complaints are cases not covered by 
another civil category. If the prayer is for money, it 
must be in excess of $15,000 to be filed in superior 
court. 

Other Civil Petitions include petitions for adop­
tion, for change of narn,e, to establish the fact of birth 
or death (if not part of a pending probate proceed­
ing), for writs of review, mandate and prohibition, 
for conciliation (when not part of a pending family 
law proceeding) , and petitions filed under the Recip­
rocal Enforcement of Support Act and other special 
proceedings. 

Personal Injury, Death and Property Damage is 
a category that includes actions for damages in excess 
of $15,000 for physical injury to persons and property, 
and actions for wrongful death. 

Probate and Guardianship is a category that in­
eludes all probate proceedings, will contests, guard­
ianship and conservatorship proceedings, and 
petitions to compromise minors' claims (when not 
part of a pending action or proceeding.) 
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Municipal and Justice Court Glossary 

Disposit;ion refers to completion of proceedings. 
Civil dispositions before LTialinclude rusmissals, sum­
mary judgments and other judgments before trial. 
Criminal dispositions is a count of defendants. Crimi­
nal dispositions before LTial include bail forfeitures, 
transfers to another trial court, actions after pleas of 
guilty, and dismissals. Contested . dispositions are 
cases in which evidence was introduced by both 
sides. Uncontested dispositions are cases in which 
evidence was introduced by one side only, and traffic 
matters where the officer's written statement or cita­
tion is introduced in lieu of the officer's .appearance. 

Felony refers to preliminary hearings in crimes 
charged as felonies, including those charged under 
the Vehicle Code. 

Filings in criminal,cases refer to the number of de­
fendants accused. 

Group A Misdemeanors include non traffic misde­
meanor violations of the Penal Code and penal stat­
utes, but do not include fish and game violations or 
intoxication complaints. 

Group B Misdemeanors include all other nontraf­
fie misdemeanor violations of local city and county 
ordinances and of the Fish and Game Code, and also 
include intoxication complaints. 

Group C Misdemeanors include violations ofVehi-

Precedin _a, e blank 

cle Code Sections 20002 (hit and run) , 23152 (drunk 
driving and driving under the influence of drugs) 
and 23104 (reckless driving-injury). 

Group D Misdemeanors include all traffic mis­
demeanors not inlcuded in Group C. 

Illegal Parking includes all violations of parking 
regulations established by state statutes and local or­
dinances. 

Judicial Positions include authorized judges and 
full-time referees and commissioners. 

Juvenile Orders are issued by municipal court 
judges acting as referees pursuant to designation by 
the superior court. 

Median Time refers to the middle value in a listing 
where time values are placed in order from shortest 
to longest. 

Nontrallic Infractions include local city and 
county ordinances specified as infractions. 

Other Civil m:cludes all civil matters with a value of 
,~. $15,000 or less, except small claims matters. 

Small Claims refers to all matters filed in small 
claims court (value of $1,500 or less). 

Traffic Infractions include violations of traffic 
regulations, but db not include violations of parking 
regulations. 
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