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REPORT OF CHIEF JUDGE THEODORE R" NEWMAN, JR., 
ON THE STATE OF THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUl\1[BIA 

On October 26, 1976, I was desigr.ated Chief Judge of 
the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, replacing 
retired Chief Judge Gerard D. Reilly. Although my 
tenure in office during this reporting period has been 
brief, I am pleased to submit statistics which indicate 
that the Court, under Judge Reilly's leadership, was 
able to keep up with the burgeoning case load. 

A brief review of some pertinent statistics illustrates 
the position in which the Court now finds itself: In 1971, 
of the 613 cases filed, 502 (82 percent) were terminated 
by final disposition, leaving 111 pending. In 197'6. of the 
1,342 cases filed, 1,195 (89 percent) were terminated by 
final disposition; however, including the accumulation 
of annual shortfalls, 1,147 remained pending. Thus, 
even with the increase in the percentage of dispositions, 
the backlog has reached ominous proportions. At the 
end of 1976, the. Court had virtually as many cases 
pending as were disposed of during the year, and we 
presently have a backlog of undecided and unargued 
cases equal to a fulI year's work. 

Immediately upon taking office in October, I sought 
to increase the efficiency of the Court. Some of the 
actions taken during these last two months of 1976 are: 

1. Pre-Argument S ettlemellf Conjerences. Pre
argument settIeme.nt conferences are being used 
throughout the country for settlement or simplification 
of issues on appeal. Such conferences have been 
utilized with success in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit, several divisions of the 
Supreme Court of New York, and the Third District 
COlll't of Appeals in California.* Satisfied that such a 
program would prove useful in the District of Columbia 

.Court of Appeals, 1 requested and obtained LEA A 
funding for a seminar for District of Columbia Court of 
Appeals jdges and members of the bar to consider 
adoption of pre-argument settlement conferences. 

The seminar will be scheduled in early 1977, and 
panelists will be Judge George Parris of California, 
Judge David Benjamin of New York, and Mr. 
Nathaniel Fensterstock of the United States Court of 
Appeals, Second Circuit. 

I am confident that implementation of this program 
will have a salutary effect on our backlog. 

*See article entHled "The Appellate Settlement Conference," pub
lished in the ABA Journal, Novembel' 1976, Vol. 62, p. 1433. 
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2. Illtel'l1al Operating Rules. The District of Colum~ 
bia Court of Appeals does not have formal internal 
operating rules, and I believe adoption of such rules 
would facilitate more orderly conduct of the Court's 
business. The Rules Committee of the Court has been 
charged with drafting such initial rules and with present
ing them to the Board of Judges for consideration. 

3. Computerization ojDockets. De.spite constant ef.· 
forts toward administrative efficiency, the docketing 
function in the clerk's office remains somewhat de
layed. My review of this function indicates that it is an 
appropriate area for computer utilization. The Court 
has sought and hltHatively received federal grant funds 
in theamountof$21,000 to accomplish this task in 1977. 

While these steps and others will increase ouI' pro
duction, I believe more is needed. We must plan for the 
extended future, Le., how do we get from here to where 
we want to be five years hence? One way is through the 
establishment ofaJudicial Planning Committee. Such a 
Committee was authorized in each state and the Dis
trict of Columbia by the Crime Control Act of 1976, 
Public Law 94·503 (approved October 16, 1976). The 
Act guarantees planning funds and contemplates both 
annual and multi-year planning. It is the multi-year 
planning which presents a unique and challenging op
portunity for the entire Court system. The Committee 
will be appointed and operational in early 1977. 

Another step toward improving not only the District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals but the entire Court 
system was taken in June of 1976. At that time I was 
serving as a judge in the Superior Court of the District 
of Columbia. That step was the first meeting of the 
Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia, au
thorized by Public Law 94-193 (approved December 
31, 1975). This Conference brought together local trial. 
and appellate judges and distinguished members of the 
legal community to discuss mutual problems relatiI'lg to 
the operations of the Courts and the administration of 
justice. 

Motions approved by the Conference include the 
following: 

1. ABA Standards Study Committee. The Confer
ence chairman is authorized to appoint a special com
mittee to study the ABA Standards relating to judicial 
administration and the various supporting staffstudies. 
The committee will present a report to the Conference 



next year on how best to implement those standards 
which are found applicable to the District of Columbia. 

2. Recidivism Statistics Study Committee. The 
Chief Judge is to appuint a joint committee of the .Judi
cial Conference and the bar (which will include rep
resentatives of criminal justice agencies involved, the 
unified bar, and the voluntary bar associations) to 
examine the general problems of recidivism. The com
mittee will study statistics presently available or which 
will be available in the course of the next yeat' to deter
mine appropriate action with respect to bail and other 
administration of justice questions in the District of 
Columbia, 

Two resolutions were adopted by the Conference: 
1. Bar Admission on Motion. It was resolved that 

admission to the Bar of the District of Columbia with
out examination requires pra .... Jice for the last five years 
or, in the alternative, treatment of the applicant in a 
reciprocal manner as his state would treat an applicant 
from the District of Columbia, excluding residency, 

The proposed a..mendment to Rule 46 bf the General 
Rules, which incorporates this resolution, will be con
sidered at the January 1977 Board of Judges meeting. 

2. Conference Support of h!dges Regardillg Pre
Trial Release. It was resolved that the Conference: 

a. Supports the proper application of the law of 
the District of Columbi~\ regarding pre-trialrelense by 
the judges of the Courts of the District of Columbia, 
including the statutory prohibition against utilizing 
money bond rather than other conditions specified in 
the statute to assure the community safety; 

b. Deplores unfounded criticism of judges for 
ca.rrying out theh' obligation to enforce the law; 

c. Supports all efforts for expediting trials of llC

cused persons who are thought to pose high risks of 
future cl'iminal offenses; 

d. Urges a careful analysis of the facts ~o deter
mine the exknt of crimes committed by persons on 
pre-trial release; 

e. Supports the provision ofadequata~upervision 
for persons released pending their trials, including ap~ 
propriate treatment for and monitoring of narcotiQ~ld
dicts; 

f. Supports a high priority of public funding to 
enable the Courts to carry out their responsibilities to 
the public; and 

g. Directs the transmission of this resolution to 
the Congress Qfthe United States, the Mayor, the Chief 
of Police, the United States Attorn~y, the Coq)oration 
Counsel, anci the District of Columbia City Council. 

The details of the status of the business of the Court 
follow: 

In 1976, the Clerk's Office docknted a record number 
of appeals, i.e., 1,342; 826 cl'irliinail:ase filings; 346 civil 
filings; and 170 administl'ative agency filings. The 
steady increase in \!ase load since 1971 continued. 

CHARTA 

DISTRIBUTION OF FILINGS 
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TABLE 1 

APPEALS AND PETITIONS FOR REVIEW 

., Percent Change 

Filings 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 197~v 1975-76 1971-76 

Criminal 269 392 569 702 706 826 16.9 207.1 
Civil 274 310 329 308 

I' • 

380 ,t' 34p -8.9 26.3 
Agency 70 94 82 118 135 170 25.9 142.8 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 613 796 980 1,128 1,221 1,342' 9.9 118.9 

'",". 
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Total Filings: 

Increases: 
Numerical 
Percentage 

Criminal Appeals 
Indictments 

As in the past, the Court's docket in 1976 was domi
nated by criminal appeals. Although the 9.9 percent 
increase from 1975 to 1976 (121 cases) is below the 
average annual percentage of increase for the entire 
six-year history of the Court a8 now constituted of 
17.2%, it is greater than the percentage of increase from 
1974 to 1975 of 8.2%. This may indicate that the in
crease is again on the rise. 

TABLE 2 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF FILINGS 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 -- -- -- -- --
613 796 980 1,128 1,221 

(71-72) (72-73) (73-74) (74-75) 
183 184 148 93 

29.8 23.1 15.1 8.2 

The number of indictments filed in the Superior 
Court each year appears to have a direct relationship to 
the number of criminal appeals filed in the Appeals 
Court. As the indictment rate has grown, so has the 
number of criminal appeals. Chart C indicates that the 
rate of criminal appeals has tended to increase at a 
slightly greater pace. Moreover, the criminal appeals 
case load continued to increase in 1976 notwithstanding 
the decline in indictments. 

TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE 

1971 1972 1973 1974 -- -- --
269 392 569 702 

1,841 2,348 3,354 3,514 

9 

1975 --
706 

4,138 

1976 --
1,342 

(75-76) 
121 
9.9 

'" " 1976 

82"6 
3,73! ." 
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COMPARISON OF CRIMINAL APPEALS AND INDICTMENTS 
(by percentage of increase of subsequent years over year 1971) 

COMPARISON OF CRIMINAL APPEALS AND INDICTMENTS 
(By percentage of increase of subsequent years over year 1971) 

CRIMINAL APPEALS INDICTMENTS 

200~----~-----+----~~----+-----~ 200~----+-----~----~-----+----~ 

150 150 

I-
Z 
UJ 
U 
0:: 

100 LU 100 
0.. 

50~----~-----+------~----+-----~ 50~----+-~--4-----~-----+----~ 

OL-----~ ____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ O~--__ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 





1971 

Procedural 
Motions 1,516 

Substantive 
Motions 545 --

Total 2,061 

It is significant to note that although criminal appeals 
and petitions for review from administrative agencies 
increased in 1976 by 16.9% and 25.9% respectively, 
civil appeals dropped by 8.9%. This decline was hot 
anticipated since 1975 was a year of record growth. 

In order to accurately reflect the Court's case load in 
1976, two other aspects of the work load should be 
mentioned: (1) motions; and (2) pending cases. 

Table 4 provides yearly data on the two types of 
motions which are filed with the Court, i.e., procedural 
motions which are handled by one judge and include 
requests for extensions of time to enlarge the record, to 
appoint counsel, etc.; and, substantive motions which 
necessitate study and resolution by a three-judge panel 
and may often dispose of the case before argument. 
This year the total number of motions increased by 709 
motions over 1975 (293 procedural and 416 substan
tive). The number of sUbstantive motions which require 
signficant judicial research and deliberation increased 
by 31.5%. This represents the greatest increase in sub
stantive motions recorded. The increase in motions 
work load is illustrated in Table 4 and Chart D. 

TABLE 4 

MOTIONS 

1972 1973 1974 1975 

2,286 3,823 4,695 5,335 

764 1,020 1,107 1,321 

3,050 4,843 5,802 6,656 
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Percent Change 

1975-76 1971-76 

5.5 271.2 

31.5 218.7 

10.6 253.3 
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Efforts by the Court to keep abreast of its case load 
have resulted in a steady increase in the rate of disposi
tions. Notwithstanding the fact that the rate of disposi
tions by the Court has increased over the pas t few years 
at approximately the same pace as the rate of case 
filings with a slightly greater increase in 1976, when 
coupled with the pending case load on January 1, it is 
readily apparent that the case load has become insur
mountable (Chart F). Indeed, in 1976 almost as many 
cases were pending as were disposed of. 
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CHART E 
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CHARTF 

1976 SUMMARY OF CASE LOAD 
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The above chart summarizes the overall work load of 
the Court during the previous year. In terms of output, 
i.e., the Court's disposition rate, it is noteworthy to 
examine the work load of appellate courts in other 
jurisdictions to illustrate the heavy burden placed upon 
thejudges of this Court in 1976. During that year, ofthe 
eight appellate benches in the country with nine judges , 
the District's work load was greatest (D.C.-1,342; 
Washington-489; Oklahoma-l,200; Iowa·-956; 
Alabama-448). Moreover, four of these jurisdk!.ions, 
i.e., 50%, have intermediate courts which sift out many 
of the appeals. If population is used as a measuring 
stick, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals must 
also cope with the largest case load for jurisdictions of 
approximately 800,000 (Idaho-274; Montana-266; 
New Hampshire-269). In sum, compared to other 
jurisdictions, the work load of our judges has reached 
record proportions. 

One measure taken by the Court which contributed 
significantly to the growth of its output in 1976 was to 

. increase the number of cases calendared during the 
year, thereby placing more cases in the decision
making process at an earlier stage. During 1976, 239 
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appeals were scheduled on the Summary Calendar, and 
376 were scheduled on the Regular Calendar for a total 
of 615, an increase of 108 cases over the number calen
dared in 1975. The judges heard oral argument in 420 
cases as compared to 358 in 1975. Faced with this 
additional work load and in spite of the additional time 
devoted to oral argument, the judges wrote more opin
ions than ever before. In 1976, the number of opinions 
increased by 60 opinions or 24.3%. Each judge wrote 
approximately seven more opinions in 1976 than in 
1975. In addition to the increase in the total number of 
opinions, the number of dissenting and concurring opin
ions which require an equal amount of judicial time as 
the principal opinion have increased from 1971 when 8 
were recorded to 36 in 1976; 11 concurring, 25 dissent
ing. This represents a 350% increase from 1971 to 1976. 
At the same time as opinions increased and after four 
years of steady increase, the number of judgments de
clined by 121 orby 24.5% below the disposition rate in 
1975. The greatest increase in dispositions was by or
der. Cases disposed of by order increased by 138 or 
36.4% over the previous year. 
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TABLE 5 

DISPOSITIONS 

Percent Change 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

1975-76 1971-76 

190 219 221 251 247 24.3 61.6 
86 165 284 382 494 -24.5 333.7 

226 224 284 312 379 36.4 128.8 

502 608 789 945 1,120 6.9 138.4 
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Another step taken to increase the dispostion rate in 
1976 was the frequent utilization of retired judges. In 
addition to this increased judicial support, the year 1976 
was the first full year since: 1974 that the Court did not 
suffer ajudicial vacancy during a substantial part of the 
year, and the first full year with one additional law clerk 
assigned to each judge. 

While thejudges were increasing their output of opin~ 
ions, they were also contributing to the reduction of 
some four weeks (28 days) in the average length of time 
from argument or submission to disposition. This hs 
particularly significant for a number of reasons: (1) 
more cases were scheduled; (2) more cases were ar~ 
gued; and (3) more cases went to a merits division for 
disposition. It is also noteworthy that this is the first 
decrease in six years and at a time when all other stages 
of appeal increased by a iotal of 81 days. 

TABLE 6 

SUMMARY OF TIME ON APPEAL 

Number of Days 
Stages of Appeal 

1971 1972 1973 1974 

Time from notice of appeal 
to the filing of the record 67 65 61 62 

Time from filing of record 
until briefing is completed 97 96 97 90 

Time from completing 
briefing to argument 24 25 47 62 

Time from argument to decision 55 79 81 97 

OVerall time from notice of 
appeal to decision 243 265 286 31'j 

--
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94 122 
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Since 1971, this Court has been vested by statute, 
D.C. Code 1973, §11-2501, with the authority to make 
rule with respect to the examination, qualification, and 
admission of persons to membership in the bar of this 
jurisdiction, and the exercise of disciplinary action over 
members of the bar. In 1976, under the direction of our 
Committee on Admissions, two bar examinations were 
administered. The number applying for admission by 
examination was 1,094, a slight increase from the total 
of 1,072 in 1975. The number of lawyers from other 
jurisdictions who were moved for admission increased 
by 305, from 1,162 in 1975 to 1,467 in 1976. The bar 
admission figures are shown in Table 7. Disciplinary 
actions against attorneys in 1976 are broken down by 
categories in Table 8. 

TABLE 7 

BAR ADMISSIONS 

Applications for Admission to Bar by Examination 
Total Number Filed .............................................. .. 
Number of Applications Withdrawn ..................... .. 
Number of Applications Rejected ......................... . 
Number of Unsuccessful Applicants .................... .. 
Number of Successful applicants ......................... . 
Number of Applicants Admitted ........................... .. 
Number of Applicants Pending Admission ........... . 

Applications for Admission to the Bar by Motion 

Total Number Filed .............................................. .. 
Number of Applicants Admitted ........................... .. 
Number of Applications Rejected ........................ .. 
Number of Applications Pending .......................... . 

1972 

785 
51 

3 
173 
558 
556 

2 

402 
195 

8 
199 

1973 

1,265 
84 
5 

443 
733 
733 

2 

809 
705 

3 
300 

1974 

1,155 
53 

7 
389 
696 
235 
463 

1,005 
829 

18 
458 

1975 

1,072 
47 
13 

347 
656 

1,097** 
22 

1,496 
1,162 

31 
538* 

*Of the 538 applications pending, 93 are being investigated by the National Conference of Bar Examiners; 266 
applicants have been notified to come in and take the oath; and 101 are in process. 

**Includes persons who had passed examinations In 1974, but were not sworn in until 1975. 

The Court also monitors the Law-Students-in-Court program which provides for limited practice in the local Courts for 
third-year law stude.nts. The program now has 390 participants. 
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TABLE 8 

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 

1972 1973 

Disbarments ",~.,"," .... t ,I,. "' """"1"'1"" II II ,,"'1'1' It It "' If '0" •••• lot' 0 1 
Suspensions .. , ..................... ,", ....... " .......... ,., .. , ............. 10 10 
Public Censure .............................................................. - -
Petitions for Reinstatement. .......................................... 0 3 
Petitions of Bar Counsel of Disciplinary 

Board to conduct formal hearing ............................... 0 1 
Miscellaneous Petitions ................................................ 0 5 
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REPORT OF 
CHIEF JUDGE HAROLD H. GREENE 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

In November 1976 when 1 was designated for a sec
ond term as chief judge of the D.C. Superior Court, I 
agreed to report to the District of Columbia Judicial 
Nomination Commission and to the community on the 
status of the Superior Court and improvements in judi
cial administration and to provide similar reports 
periodically thereafter. The first report was submitted 
in fOllr parts, as follows: 

The first part deals with the Court's principal calen
dars during 1976 in comparison with the preceding year. 
The second part describes the Court's shortage of judi
cial manpower in relation to its work load. The third 
part discusses deficiencies in the Court's budget, their 
origins, and the need to overcome them if the adminis
tration of justice is not to suffer. The fourth part relates 
specific actions taken to improve the Court's ability to 
dispose of its business fairly and expeditiously. 

I 
The past year was dominated in aggravated form by 

the same twin pressures which had been exerted on the 
Court during the previous years: a constantly increas
ing case load, on the one hand, and a reduction in 
resources, on the other. Recently, this tension has been 
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exacerbated by the fact that the Court has had to oper
ate on the basis of an unprecedented number of unfilled 
judicial positions. 1 

In spite of this shortage of judges, the Court in
creased its productivity in almost all areas of litigation. 
The work load, however, also continued to rise, and 
ultimately, while the number of pending cases was re
duced in some fields, it increased in some othe'rs. The 
total effect was that, notwithstanding a higher number 
of cases and a lower number of available judges, the 
overall number of pending cases at the end of 1976 was 
approximately the same as it had been at the end of 
1975. Specifically, the number of pending felony cases 
and juvenile cases is lower than one year ago, the 
number of serious misdemeanors is substantially un
changed, and the number of civil and domestic relations 
cases is higher. When the new judges are confirmed, I 
expect to launch an effort to reduce the pending civil, 
domestic relations, and misdemeanor case load, while 
attempting to prevent a rise in felony andjuvenile delin
quency cases. 

IThere are currently four judicial vacancies; in addition, one judge is 
ill. 



A. FELONIES 
The number of felony dispositions increased by 444 

cases as compared with 1975, largely as a result of a 
special drive in the Spring ofthis yeai'. Fewer than 1,500 
felonies were pending on December 31, 1976.2 

CHART A: FELONY CASES 
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2The graphs in the charts are designated as follows: 

A-Pending at beginning of year 
B-New filings (or reinstatements) between Jllnuary I and De-

cember 31 
C-Total work load for year 
D-DispositioJ1s during year 
E-Pending at .end of year 
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B. U.S. MISDEMEANORS 
Although the misdemeanor work load was ten per

cent higher in 1976 than in 1975, the number of disposi
tions was increased by over 13 percent, with the result 
that the number of pending cases was slightly lower at 
the end of this year than last. 

CHART B: U.S. MISDEMEANOR CASES 
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C. CIVIL JURY 
As a consequence of the diversion of judicial man

power to felonies and tojuvenile delinquency cases, the 
number of civil jury dispositions decreased. As a con
sequence, the number of pending cases at issue in
creased by approximately 25 percent. 

CHART C: CIVIL JURY CASES 

8,OOOr-----------------------------------------------------~ 

~1975 
6,770 

6,0001------------4.: 

4,0001-------
~"""'""..,.., 

2,000 

A B c D E 

29 



D. CIVIL NON-JURY 
New non-j'l.H·Y cases on the calendar increased by 

over one-third compared to one year ago. Largely as a 
consequence of that rise, the number of pending cases 
rose by over 500. However, because of the relatively 
uncomplicated nature of most of these cases, undue 
difficulty in the reduction of this backlog during the 
coming year is not expected. 

CHART D: CIVIL NON-JURY CASES 
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E. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
While juvenile cases pending had risen substantially 

by the Fall of 1976, with the assignment of additional 
judges to the Juvenile Branch it was possible to reduce 
the number of juvenile delinquency cases pending ini
tial hearing or trial to one-half of what it was at the end 
of 1975. The dispositions both for 1975 and for 1976 
include pleas, court trials, prosecutor and court dismis
sals, 'and cases dismissed for social reasons. 

CHART E: JUVENILE DELINQUENCY CASES 
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F. CONTESTED DIVORCE 
The number of contested divorce cases filed rose by 

about 40 percent. Although the number of dispositions 
also increased (by about 20 percent), the number of 
cases pending was higher by almost 400 at the end of 
this year than at the end of 1975. More certain schedul
ing was achieved by an experimental on-call system for 
attorneys and witnesses. If this system proves to be 
successful in domestic relations cases, it may be ex
panded to the general civil calendar. 

CHART F: CONTESTED DIVORCE 
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G. OTHER DISPOSITIONS 
In addition to the dispositions in the major categories 

of litigation, the Court during 1976 disposed of 37,936 
small claims cases, 1 14,564 landlord-tenant cases, 2,540 
jury-demandable D.C. and traffic prosecutions, 17,928 
other D.C. and traffic prosecutions, 1,762 probate 
cases, 121 tax cases (68 criminal and 53 civil), 1,747 
uncontested divorce cases, 1,991 miscellaneous family 
matters, and 4,675 preliminary hearings in felony 
cases.3 

H. DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE 
In the criminal area, the Court continued its pattern 

of disposing of a higher proportion of the case load by 
trials than in comparable tribunals in ot.her large cities 
(where a trial rate of 2 to 10 percent is typical). 

A total of 4,759 felony cases were disposed of during 
1976, 1,029 without Court participation (most of them 
dismissals by the prosecutor), leaving 3,730 felony in
dictments for adjudication by the Court. Of these, 899 
(or 23.5 percent) were trials, 2,807 (or 75 percent) were 
guilty pleas, and 46 (or 1.5 percent) were dismissals by 
the Court. Insofar as misdemeanors are concerned, as 
might be expected, a much larger number were dis
posed of short of Court intervention (9,143 cases), leav
ing 5,362 cases for disposition through the judicial pro
cess. A total of 992 cases (or 18.5 percent) were dis
posed of by trial, 3,675 (or 68.5 percent) by guilty plea, 
and 695 (or 13 percent) by dismissal by the Court. 

II 

As the statistics in Part I of this report show, and as I 
have indicated on previous occasions, the central prob
lem facing the Superior Court is that the number of 
judges allocated to it m~,y be inadequate for the large, 
complex, and growing work load. During the past sev
eral years, we have succeeded in maintaining manage
able backlogs and relatively reasonable trial delays by 
constantly shifting emergency assignments of judges 
from one of the Court's major divisions and branches to 
another, wherever the situation threatened to get out of 
hand. This kind of emergency action and reaction is, 
however, not conducive in the long run either to the 
most effective operation ofthe Court or to providing the 
quality of justice that this community, the Nation's 
Capital, has a right to expect. Moreover, and most 
importantly, in spite of these efforts, in significant areas 
of the Court's jurisdiction (e.g., civil jury trials) the 
litigants and the bar have had to wait longer for the 
resolution of their disputes, and have been inconveni
enced more during the interim (such as by unwarranted 
continuances and unnecessary waiting to proceed to 

3In addition, the Court heard several thousand civil, criminal, and 
family motions, as well as a number of adoption, paternity, support, 
habeas corpus, and reciprocal support cases. 
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trial) than 1 believe to be consistent with the due ad
ministration of justice. 

Our purpose is now and always has been to operate a 
model urban co ,at system, with an emphasis on fairness 
and quality in the administration of justice-not simply 
to accumulate impressive statistics. The question that 
must now be faced is whether it is possible to operate 
that kind of a system given the number of available 
judges (and the lack of othci' resourc~s discussed under 
III below), and if not, what steps should be taken to 
provide the judicial and other resources that are 
needed. 

By any objective standard, the number of judges 
allocated to the Court under the court reorganization 
legislation is inadequate. That statute provides for 44 
judges. Analysis reveals that morejudges are needed to 
handle the Court's work load (or alternatively, that the 
work load must be reduced). Such an analysis can be 
made in severa! different ways: 

First. At the time of court reorganization, the then 
existing Court of General Sessions had 23 judges, the 
Juvenile Court had three judges, and the Tax Court had 
onejudge, for a total of27 judges. In the period prior to 
court reorganization as many as 12 to 14 of the U.S. 
District Court's 16 active judges were at various times 
assigned to that court's criminal case load. The 
difficulty the District Court had in dealing with that 
case load even with so high a proportion of its total 
judicial manpower was a significant factor in court reor
ganization. 4 Almost the entire District Court criminal 
case load was transferred to the new Supedor Court, 
and it may reasonably be assumed that at least 12judges 
should be allocated to the c(lntinued handling of that 
work load.s On that basis, then, the Superior Court 
required at that time a minimum of 39 judges solely to 
deal with the existing case load as it was being disposed 
of at that time. 

However, not only has the work load in almost all 
areas of the Superior Court's jurisdiction risen-often 

4As the then Chief Judge Edward M. Curran of the U.S. District 
Court stated, there is no more effective deterrent to crime than a 
speedy trial and swift punishment for the guilty. Unfortunately these 
objectives are not be'ing attained in the District of Columbia under the 
present court structure despite the fact that a great m!\iority of the 
regular judges of the United States District Court have been assigned 
to hear criminal cases and motions exclusively for over a year and a 
half." Statement of Chief Judge Edward M. r urran, Hearings of 
Senate Committe!! on the District of Columbia and on the JUdiciary 
on S. 1066 and related bills dealing with the reorganizations of the 
District of Columbia courts, 91st Cong., 1st Sess. (July 11, 1969). 

5ChiefJudge Curran testified that "15 additional judges would be a 
realistic minimum figure just to try [D.C. Code] indictments if such 
indictments are to be tried expeditiously." S. Report No. 91-405 of 
the Senate Committe,~.on the District of Col umbia , to accompany S. 
2601, 9Ist Cong., 1st Sess. (Scp. 16, I9(9),p. 7. Judge Hart estimated 
trlat 10 to 15 judges would be needed atthe very outset ofthe transfer 
of the criminal jurisdiction. Hearings on S. 1066, supra, p. 1193. 
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dramatically-but we were and are committed to dis
posing of cases more swiftly than was true prior to court 
reorganization. 6 

The increase in work load has been particularly dras
tic with respect to felonies. In 1970, and during the 
preceding years, the number of felony indictments re
mained steady at around 2,100 per yeaI,'. As noted, the 
District Court committed the bulk of its judicial man
power to the handling of that case load, but even so the 
time interval between indictment and trial averaged 
nine to twelve months. Since 1970, the number of in
dictments has risen by well over one hundred percent, 
and during the past two years the Superior Court has 
had to cope with between 4,000 and 5,000 felony cases 
annually. With a felony case load that had far more than 
doubled, only five "new" judgeships (in addition to the 
39 already allocated to existing work) were available; 
yet judging by the 1970 sta~dard, 14 to 16 additional 
judges at a minimum should have been required for the 
additional felonies alone. Additionally, the Superior 
Court took over substantial civil (and all probate) juris
diction from the U.S. District Court and, as a result of 
both an increase in the work load and swifter case 
processing, particularly with respect to juvenile cases 
(including the new category of intra-family and neglect 
matters), the number of judges assigned to Family Di
vision litigation had to be increased from six to nine. 

Thus, on the basis of its total work load, and on the 
basis of its own experience and that of the U.S. District 
Court prior to. court reorganization, the Superior Court. 
would appear to require no less than 55 judges rather 
than 44.7 

°With the possible exception of the processing ofmisQemeanorcases, 
all litigation prior to court reorganization was disposed of too slowly 
to serve the ends of justice. Delays of more than a year in felony 
cases, 18 months or more injuvenile cases, and 2 years or more in civil 
cases heard by the Court of General Sessions were not uncommon. 

7Sincejudges arc entitled under law to one month of vacation per year 
(and they attend judicial conferences and are subject to illness) this 
means that on an over all basis, four judges may at all times be 
expected to be absent (one month multiplied by 44 judges equals 44 
months, or'.:lose to four judge-yeill's). Thus, in reality only 39 judges 
arc consistently available 10 the Court. Fifteen oflhose are normally 
assigned on a relatively long-term basis to individual calendar 
branches (felonies, complex civil, and domestic relations). An addi
tional12judges must be assigned to the Court's specialized branches 
(Small Claims, Landlord-Tenant, Traffic, Civil Pretrial, Judge-in
Chambers, Arraignments, Criminal Calendar Control, Preliminary 
Hearings, New Referrals, Family Calendar Control, Family Mo
tions, and Civil Motions). This means that only 12 judges may be 
expectcd to be available for the disposition of all the Court's other 
business (including several thousand cases each in the civil, mis
demeanor, and juvenile categories). It is obvious from a mere recital 
of the figures that this is hardly an adequate number. Individual 
judges also perform the following part-time or supplemental functions 
taking SUbstantial amounts of time: Mental Health, Tax, Probate, 
Bail Violations, Mental Cpmpetency, Condemnation, Civil Screen
ing, and Emergency Duty. 
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Second. An impartial outside study has confirmed 
that, while the number of judges available to all courts 
in the District of Columbia (federal and local combined) 
was adequate in 1970, the Superior Court's case load 
after court reorganization would entitle it by one realis
tic standard to 54 rather than 44 judges. 

An Advisory Commission to the Joint Committee on 
the Structure of the Judiciary of the California legisla
ture applied California's weighted case load system
one method for attempting to determine the amount of 
judicial manpower needed to effectively handle a par
ticular case load-to Washington, D.C. 's local judicial 
work load both before and after court reorganization. 
Although the primary purpose of the Advisory Com
mission's examination of the Washington, D.C., court 
system was to determine the extent to which a full 
unification of the court system may have lead to more 
efficient case processing, the conclusions of the Com
mission concerning the number of judicial personnel 
needed to process the D.C. case load are enlightening. 

The Commission applied California's weighted case 
load to the D.C. case load for the years 1968 to 
1973 to determine how many jUdicial positions Califor
nia would have allocated to handle a comparable case 
load. The Commission concluded that 28.19 federal and 
local judges would have been required to handle the 
District's local case load in 1968, but that that number 
would have needed to be increased to 53.77 judicial 
positions to handle the local case load in 1973. As the 
Commission noted, "The weighted case load nearly 
doubled in that time, yet with only a 63 percent increase 
in judicial manpower the District of Columbia Superior 
Court was able to reduce its backlog as drastically ... " 
Since the number of case filings has increased rather 
significantly since 1973, it is probable that an applica
tion of California's weighted case load system to the 
current work load would conclude that the appropriate 
number of judges i~ somewhere between 56 and 58. 

Third. It appears at first blush that 44judges would be 
a substantial number for a single court, until it is consi
dered!, that the Superior Court of the District ofColum
bia is perhaps the only fully unified tribunal in the N a
tion. 

This Court combines all local litigation functions
criminal, civil, juvenile, domestic relations, probate, 
tax, small claims, landlord-tenant, traffic, and others-
functions which in most places are spread among sev
eral courts operating on municipal, county, and state 
levels.s 

SIt is not the purpose of this report to discuss the merits of that type 
of combinations of functions which was made by deliberate choice of 
the Congress. I personally believe that the choice was a correct one, 
See Greene, Trial Court Unification: Justice and Efficiency, Litiga
tion Magazine. Spring 1976. 



A comparison with cities of comparable size indi
cates that, when the judges assigned to the various 
fragmented tribunals which cleal with the functions 
combined in the Superior Court are added up, the Dis
trict of Columbia has fewer rather than more judges 
than many other cities. For example, Boston (popula
tion 641,000) has 6Ojudges; Pittsburgh (pop. 520,000) 45 
judges plus 18 justices of the peace; Greater Miami 
(pop. 1,600,000) 79judges; Cleveland (pop. 679,000) 55 
judges; San Francisco (pop. 687,000) 45 judges. The 
population of the District of Columbia is 702,000. 

Fourth. While the Court Reorganization Act was 
being considered by the Congress, I was asked for my 
views with respect to the number of judges the new 
court would require. It was my expressed opinion then 
that the appropriate number was fifty. 9 The Report of 
the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia on S. 
2601 noted (S. Rep. No. 91-405, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 
p. 7) that "while recommending authorization now for 
an eventual Superior Court bench of 50 judges at the 
completion of all civil and criminal jurisdictional trans
fer (compared with 27 at present), the administration 
has suggested that experience in the first months and 
phase of the reorganized courts may justify a legislative 
adjustment at some future date in the overall authoriza
tion. " 

It is obvious from these analyses that the current 
number of judges is inadequate if the Court is to be a 
truly effective instrument of justice with respect to 
every facet of its juri&diction. 

I am in full agreement with the principles which led 
the Congress to create one centralized tribunal for the 
handling of all local litigation. It is only the flexibility 
inherent in this approach which has enabled the Court 
to manage its overall case load in spite of relatively 
limited judicial manpower. Had there been during the 
past few years specialized tribunals with fixedTespon
sibilities for, say, felonies or juvenile matters, rather 
than one unified court, it would not have been pO!lsible 
to shift judges to areas where they were most needed 
and thus to overcome various case load crises. At 
the same time, it is also clear that a constant shifting of 
judges on a fairly short-term basis to meet crises in 
various divisions and branches of the Court is not, for 
the long run, satisfactory. What obviously is needed .is 
sufficient judicial manpower to handle the Court's work 
load so that a shifting of judges from one division to 
another may be reserved for extraordinary or unfore
seen contingencies. 

OHearings before the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia 
and the Subcommittee on Improvements in judicial Machinery on S. 
1066 and related bills, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., Part 3, p. 1209 (July 11, 
1969). 
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When the Court faces a situation, as I think it pre
sently does, where the total number of judges available 
is less than adequate to meet the demands imposed by 
the total case load, maximum judicial manpowerwil! of 
necessity have to be assigned wherever a backlog crisis 
may have arisen, and then, WbRO this crisis has been 
stemmed, judges will be reassigned wherever a critical 
situation developed while the first crisis was being met. 
Yet in view of the relative shortage of judges and grow
ing case filings over which the Court has no control, 
such reassignments are inevitable if backlogs and de
lays are to be prevented from getting out of hand. 

To continue this approach for an indefinite period, 
however, must ultimately have the effect that the 
Court's case load cannot really be effectively managed, 
and the Court will be increasingly less able to render to 
the public the level of effective, efficien.t, and predicta
ble services which the citizens of this city have every 
right to expect. Among other things 1 this firefighting 
approach to the administration of justice sometimes 
results in large-scale continuances when a number of 
judges must be shifted from one division to another 
because of a case load backlog which may have de
veloped there. Moreover, when the great bulk of the 
Court's limited resources must be assigned to proces
sing the most serious and complex business of the 
Court-civil, criminal,juvenile, and domestic relations 
trials and related proceedings--it becomes virtually 
impossible to make meaningful improvements in the 
high volume, so-called people's courts-traffic, 
landlord-tenant, minor civil, and small claims. I regard 
such relative neglect of the branches with which most 
citizens are likely to come in contact as especially unde
sirable. 

In short, it seems apparent that ifthis city is indeed to 
continue to have the model court system it deserves, 
and ifits citizens are to receive fair and speedy justice in 
all areas, there will have to be either an increase in the 
number of judges allowed to the Court or a diversion of 
some of its jurisdiction to other methods of adjudica
tion. 

In view of the obvious financial cost to the District of 
additionaljudgeships and necessary supporting staff, I 
have been and I still am reluctant to recommend their 
establishment unless and until this is absolutely neces
sary. It may well be that this decision need not be made 
immediately. As indicated, the Court is now short five 
judges. When that situation has been remedied, it may 
be somewhat easier to deal with the case load, although, 
as the figures cited above. suggest, this is not likely to be 
a permanent solution. Moreover, as noted, I have ap
pointed a committee to evaluate and r.'!port on the. 
Court's calendaring syst'lms, with particular emphasis 
on an exploration of an increased use of the individual 



calendar. Again, without anticipating what the conclu
sions of that committee will be, any changes in calen
daring methods are unlikely to alter fundamentally the 
relationship between the Court's work load and the 
number of its judges. 

I expect to review the entire situation later this year, 
and at that time (probably in the Fall) make a recom
mendation as to whether, and how many, additional 
judges or magistrates lO the Superior Court requires in 
order effectively and fairly to administer justice in the 
District of Columbia. 

III 

During the last several years the Court has had to 
labor not only under the handicap of a shortage of 
judges but also under that of ever-diminishing non
judicial resources. As the work load steadily climbed, 
the Congress, acting upon the recommendationsll of 
the Mayor and the City Council, just as steadily re
duced12 both the funds for paying the salaries of 
non-judicial employees of the Court and its general 
operating budget. In the last three years alone, the 
Court has failed to receive requested appropriations 
for, among others, the following expenses mandated by 

!lIIt may well be that certain functions-such as arraignments, pre
liminary hearings, new referrals, pretrials, many of the respon
sibilities of the Judge-in-Chambers-could be carried out by magis
trates, masters, or hearing officers. The establishment of such posi
tions might require legislative authority; it certainly would require 
additional appropriations. 

II D.C. Code §ll-l743 provides, in a like manner as the laws granting 
fiscal independence to the Federal Judiciary, that "The Joint Com
mittee [onJudicial Administration] shall prepare and submit [a budget 
to the Mayor]. All such estimates shall be forwarded to the Bureau of 
the Budget by the District of Columbia without revision, but subject 
to the recommendations of the District of Columbia. Similarly, all 
estimates shall be included in the budget without revision by the 
President but subject to his recommendations." in practice, the 
District's Office of Managementand Budget SUbmits to the Congress 
a budget balanced in accordance with law, not on the basis of the 
Judiciary's appropriation requests, but on the basis of the Mayor
Council's "recommendation." This practice has had the effect of 
placing upon the courts both the burden of justifying any departure 
from the Budget Office's balanced-budget figures and of having to 
reco(\'lmend to the Congress reductions in the amounts sought by 
other District agencies (if the courts expect the Congress to approve 
their own appropriation requests and if the District's over-all budget 
is to remain in balance). The net effcct of the Budget Office's practice 
has been to stand the statute on its head: the executive-legislative I 

"recommendations" on the Judiciary's budget have for all practical 
purposes become the official District request concerning that budget, 
and the courts' official requests have become mere recommend'iltions 
impossible to implement without disturbing the balance of the total 
District budget. 

12There was no reduction in the dollar amounts; but when ,lie effects 
of inflation and mandatory pay raises are taken into account the 
reduction, as noted below, has been substantial. 
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law or otherwise required: government-wide pay in
creases $920,000; within-grade pay increases of 
employees $484,000; paid overtime $120,000; required 
terminal leave payments $80,000; reductions in the 
budget base for supplies, computer operations, etc. 
$150,000; across-the-board reduction in personnel 
compensation mandated by the executive branch 
$240,000; denial of full funding for newly-authorized 
positions $107,000; reduction offunds for witness fees 
$100,000; and denial of increased jury fee costs 
$248,000-for a total effective reduction of approxi
mately $2.5 million. 

The consequence of these reductions has been that 
the Court has had to cut the number of its employees 
(from 1,004 in 1973 to 930 in 1976) and has had to curtail 
other expenditures to cover funding deficiencies. Ser
vice to the public and the bar has been adversely af
fected by these developments in a variety of ways. For 
example, substantial backlogs have developed in the 
Civil Clerk's Office due to the absence of a sufficient 
number of trained and experienced employees. The not 
unexpected result has been that the level of service has 
deteriorated. The public and members of the bar com
plain (not without justification) tha entries are not being 
made on the docket on a timely basis and that difficulty 
is being experienced in locating jackets. 

The Landlord-Tenant Branch, which is staffed by 
nine persons and which has had to handle approxi
mately 115,000 cases during 1976, has found it increas
ingly difficult to remain current without substantial 
hours of overtime. However, the Court lacks the au
thority to authorize overtime pay as needed because 
funding for overtime pay has been denied in the approp
riation process. 

The Criminal Division is experiencing delays in pro
viding information to the puhlic and to members of the 
bar due to the inability of available personnel to update 
th~ records for retrieval of data at the computer and the 
C lurt's Information Center. Personal inquiries at the 
Court's Information Center number approximately 
1,500 per week, and telephone inquiries over 500, and it 
is, of course, most important that accurate information 
be provided. The inability to update records promptly 
has also meant that proper notices cannot always be 
given to the members of the bar and others as to the time 
and place of cases scheduled for any given day. These 
problems ca.use inconvenience and create difficulties 
for the public and the bar as well as for such criminal 
justice agencies as the Public Defender, the D.C. Bail 
Agency, the Department of Corrections, the U.S. At
torney, and the Corporation Counsel. These examples 
could obviously be multiplied. 

I fully understand and appreciate the fiscal restraints 
under which the District government must operate. 



Still, it is unreasonablt:: to expect that the court system 
can, year after year, cope with ever-rising increases in 
work load (over which it has no control) while being 
forced at the same time to absorb reductions in person
nel and other necessary operational items. It may well 
be possible for a manufacturing plant to increase its 
output without significant increases in personnel; but 
any organization dealing in services, whether gov
ernmental or private, can hardly do so without a de
crease in quality and effectiveness. 

By improving the efficiency of its operations, and by 
requiring greater efforts and longer hours of work from 
judicial and non-judi :\11 personnel, the Court has man
aged thus far to avert the kind of disastrous deteriora
tion in services that might well have been expected. 
Nevertheless, it is quite clear that the present budget
ary trend, if allowed to continue, will inevitably result in 
a serious reduction in the quality of justice in this city. It 
remains for the Congress, the City Council, and the 
Executive Branch of the District government to deter
mine what value is to be placed on justice, on law, and 
on public safety.13 

IV 

Recently, the Superior Court has taken a number of 
initiatives to improve the administration of justice in the 
District of Columbia. 

A. Juvenile Justice 
It became apparent in the Summer of 1976 that, be

cause of the general shortage of judges described 
above, and more particularly because of a drivt: con
ducted in the Spring to reduce the number of pending 
felony cases14 which absorbed the time and the energies 
ofa number of judges , the number of pending juvenile 
delinquency cases had risen so that the Court was no 
longer able to adhere to its objective of disposing of 
such cases within 45 days or less. 

t31 believe that the bar has a special interest in a financiany healthy 
and thus efficient, fair, and effective court system, and it may be 
hoped that the organized barwiIl support the efforts of the judiciary to 
secure adequate financial. resources. 

HAt that time a crisis arose by a coincidence offactors: (1) the orders 
of Judge Bryant of the U.S. District Court requiring actions to be 
taken to reduce overcrowding at the D.C. Jail, (2) the fact that the 
new D.C. Jail was not yet completed, and (3) public cJamor concern
ing individuals accused of serious offenses committing new crimes 
while on bail pending trial. It was my view that the Superior Court 
could best assist in minimizing these problems and concerns by 
providing swifter justice in felony cases. That objective could realis
ticany be achieved only by diver.ingjudges to the trial offelonies from 
other Divisions and Branches of the Court, i.e., from civil and 
juvenile. The felony effort was funy successful. 
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During the seven-week period between November 1 
and December 17, 1976, six judges were assigned to 
trying juvenile cases, and 1. assigned myself to the con
trol of the Family Division calendar. During that 
period, the number of juveniles awaiting trail was re
duced from 1,537 to 704, and, except for cases pre~ent
ing unusual circumstances,juvenile cases were and are 
being set for trial within three weeks of the initial court 
appearance. Judicial assignments are currently being 
maintained in the Juvenile Branch at a level which 
would preclude a fise in either the backlog or trial 
delays. 

In conjunction with this effort to deal with the tem
porary backlog problem, a study was conducted of 
more fundamental issues affecting the administration of 
juvenile justice. As a result of this study, I issued a 
comprehensive report on December 21, 1976, which 
announced a number of initiatives which the Court 
would take on its own to deal with these issues, and 
which recommended other steps to be taken by the 
Department of Human Resources and the Corporation 
Counsel. 

The report addressed itself to two fundamental prob
lems from which thejuvenik'i~stice system ofthe Dis
trict is suffering-first, the in<l'~ .. ~uate attention that is 
being paid to juveniles who repeatedly commit violent 
offenses, and second, the overabundance of minor 
cases being filed in the juvenile branch-cases involv
ing disputes which should be resolved within the family 
or the schools rather than in the courts. 

In conjunction with the issuance of the report of 
December 21, 1976, I instructed the Court's Social 
Services Division to give special attention to juveniles 
defined as dangerous, that is, juveniles over a certain 
age who were charged with certain violent offenses15 

and who had previously been found guilty of one or 
more similar offenses (or had within the preceding three 
years been found involved in any other felony-type law 
violation). Specifically, the Social Services Division 
was directed to recommend that any individual in this 
category be detained pending trial and that, if found 
guilty, he be committed rather than be placed on proba
tion. In the event a judge decides not to follow the 
recommendation to detain or commit such a juvenile, 
the Social Services Division is to provide especially 
intensive supervision pending trial and during any 
period of probation. The Social Services Division was 
also instructed to recommend in all cases involving 
dangerous juveniles that the Court order confinement 
for two years, the maximum allowable under the law. I 

UMurder, manslaughter;(orcible rape; armed robbery; assault with a 
dangerous weapon involving a gun or resulting in substantial injury; 
assault with intent to kill, rape, or maim; burglarly in the first degree 
involving use of a weapon. 



further directed (1) that the cases of these dangerous 
juveniles, and of any other juveniles detained pending 
trial, be given priority; and (2) that in the case of a 
dangel'olls juvenile, arrangement be made to have all 
charges against thejuvenile adjudicated prior to dispos
ition (sentencing). 

The report went on to suggest that the Department of 
Human Resources move annually to extend the com
mitment of any dangerous juvenile at the expiration of 
the two-year period1o until he has been rehabilitated, is 
no longer deemed dangerous, or has reached the age of 
twenty-one. It was also recommended that the De
partment of Human Resources confine juveniles 
defined as dangerous only in secure facilities. Beyond 
that, the report "emphasized ... that the provision of 
substantial rehabilitative services in the institutions 
maintained by the Department of Human Resources 
for those found involved in acts of juvenile delinquency 
is a significant ingredient in [the Court's program]. The 
Court could hardly systematically and indefinitely en
gage in a program to commit children for very substan
tial periods of time without some assurance that these 
juveniles were being given an opportunity for meaning
ful rehabilitation." 

Mr. Albert Russo, Acting Director of the Depart
ment of Human Resources, has assured me that the 
Department will fully cooperate with all aspects of the 
Court's program. 

A review of current charging practices revealed that 
91 percent of the children referred to the Corporation 
Counsel by the police were actually prosecuted in 
court, compared to, for example, 33 percent in Connec
ticut and 60 percent in Philadelphia. This high prosecu
tion rate suggested to me lack of adequate prosecutorial 
screening. Experience has shown that many schoolyard 
squabbles and other similar incidents can and should be 
settled shOlt of court referral or adjudication. Indeed, 
close to one-halfofthe cases that are actually filed in the 
Juvenile Branch are subsequently either dismissed out
right by the Corporation Counselor are made the sub
ject of a so-called consent decree (which means a diver
sion of the child out of the judicial process for a six
month probationary period).lt seemed to me that most 
of the decisions to dismiss or to divert might be made at 
the outset of the court process rather than near its 
conclusion. Pendency of these minor and frequently 
technical violations clutters up the court system; brings 
children in contact with the Court. who do not require 
such treatment; unnecessarily absol'bs the energies of 
judges, prosecutors, and probation officers; and pre
vents concentration on the more serious criminal inci
dents. 

16The two-year commitment may under law be extended only upon 
motion of that Department. 
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Accordingly, I recommended to the Corporation 
Counsel that more effective screening of charges be 
undertaken, and I offered the assistance of personnel in 
the Court's Social Services Division with respect to 
that screening process. Corporation Counsel John R. 
Risher, Jr., was most cooperative, and at least one 
meeting of the entire staff of the Juvenile Branch of the 
Corporation Counsel's Office with the staff of the 
Juvenile Branch of the Court's Social Services Division 
has already been held with the view toward implement
ing this recommendation. 

B. Jurors 
During 1976, in hearings before the City Council and 

otherwise, there was extensive discussion concerning 
problems surrounding jury service in the Superior 
Court. Various studies were conducted within the last 
several months concerning various aspects of the juror 
problem. I plan to issue a report shortly which will 
consider the several issues surrounding jury service in 
the District, which will direct that certain changes be 
made, and which will recommend additional changes of 
a legislative nature. 

The changes to be made directly by the Court as a 
result of this report include the following: (1) the orien
tation and registration procedure will be significantly 
streamlined and shortened; (2) the responsibility for 
hearing and deciding on routine jury excuses will be 
transferred from a judge to hearing examiners; (3) the 
daily roll call of jurors will be dispensed with; (4) mea
sures will be adopted designed to spread actual service 
on juries more evenly among all the jurors called to the 
Superior Court; (5) the function of notifying jurors will 
be assumed by the Court from the U. S. Marshal so as 
to insure that jurors summonses will be sent out more 
promptly; (6) the personnel of the Court's jury office 
will be increased; (7) a system will be estabIi!Jhed for 
excusing jurors during afternoons when it appears that 
they will no longer be needed that day; and (8) there will 
be experimentation with a reduction of jury service 
from one month to two or three weeks. 

Among the recommendations for legislative changes 
are the following: (1) reduction in the number of 
peremptory challenges in criminal cases so as to obviate 
the need for very large jury panels; (2) adoption of a 
Court rule to provide for six-member juries in all civil 
cases; (3) enactment of a statute which would require 
employers to continue to pay to their employees their 
regular salaries while serving on juries; 17 and (4) enact
ment of legislation prohibiting the termination of 

17This would be partially offset by (\) the daily juror fee, and (2) a tax 
deduction. See Dellll v. Gllclsd/!II Tillles Publishillg Corp., 412 U.S. 
543 (1973). 



employment of citizens called for jury service. is It is 
my expectation that these changes will go far toward 
eliminating legitimate juror complaints. 

C. Calelldar COllfrol 
Over the years, the Court has experimented with 

various methods of calendar control. Basically, what 
evolved as a result of experience was a mixed system: 
individual calendars for cases which are relatively few 
in number but complex, and central calendar control for 
types of cases which are very numerous and relatively 
uncomplicated. 

The calendaring system which now exists in the 
Superior Court consists of an individual calendar fol' all 
felony cases and for all complex civil cases, with a 
master calendar system for the other cases. This system 
was adopted so that the most commonly cited advan
tages of the individual calendar-continuity of judicial 
interest, judicial accountability, minimization of wit
ness and attorney waiting time, and more thorough 
attorney preparation-could be achieved in those cases 
which appear to be of the complexity to warrant the 
assignment of a particular judge to handle all aspects of 
those cases. On the other hand, a central calendar sys
tem is maintained for those types of cases which are 
relatively simple and are being dealt with in very high
volume branches (misdemeanor, juvenile, uncompli
cated civil) and which are thus particularly vulnerable 
to individual calendar weaknesses-case assignment 
IfIgidity; problems associated with shifting many cases 
pel' day from one individual calendar to another; 
difficulty in assuring uniform procedures and the collec
tion of data; administrative confusion; and attorney 
scheduling. lo 

IHSlIggestions were also made for relatively minor chtlllges in the 
method of selection for the generaljurol' pool and the effect ofajllror 
excuse. 

IDA study prepared for the American Bar Association Commission 
on Standards of Judicial Administration entitled Casel10w Manage
ment in the Trial Court(1973) noted (pp. 20-21) that "in recent years, 
the individual calendar system has been widely advocated in articles 
and atjudicial seminars and conferences. Impetus toward adoption of 
the individual calendar seems to have begun in the federal court 
system. In response, some federal courts implemented an 'individual' 
case assignment system and were able to show subsequent declines in 
their inventory of pending cases and a simultaneous reduction of the 
delay to disposition. While some federal courts using a • master calen
dar' have a low backlog and delay to disposition, the majority of 
federal courts which are 'in good shape' are using the individual 
assignment system. Notwithstanding these apparently good results, 
there are reasons to believe that the individual assignment system will 
not necessarily be as sntisfactory in trial courts outside the federal 
systems. pir;;!, tP;.: federal courts, generally speaking, have fewer 
judges than metropolitan state courts, a five-judge court being consi
dered a large court in the federal system. The problems of coord ina
lion that may arise under an individual assignment system, particu
larly coordination of the schedules of laWyers, are much easier to 
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Nevertheless, it is useful regularly to reexamine 
policies and procedures to determine whether they are 
in need of change or improvement. That has been the 
policy of the Court since I have been its chief judge. 
Reexamination of calendaring pl'ocedUt'es is particu
larly indicated at a time when the Court's increasingly 
large and complex work load may well be beyond the 
capabilities of the presently authorized judicial man
power. Accordingly, on December 7, 1976, I appointed 
a committee under the chairmanship of Judge William 
Stewart to reexamine the Court's calendaring prac
tices, and to report to the Board of Judges, to me, or 
both, as may be appropl'iate, whether any changes are 
indicated. When that report is received, a dedsion will 
be made with respect to calendaring procedures. The 
report may also provide a further indication as to 
whether the Court can efficiently dispose of its current 
and projected work load under any calendaring system, 
01' whether an increase in the number of judges must be 
sought. 

D. Diversio/l of Litigation to NOIl-iudicial Tribul/als 
One method of permitting a court to function without 

undue backlogs and delays is to divert some of its re
sponsibilities from judges to others, within 01' without 
the court. There are, to be sure, basic philosophical 
differences concerning the appropriateness of such di
versions. One view is that the types of cases which are 
the usual candidates for such transfer-small claims, 
other civil cases involving relatively small amoH-nts, 
minor misdemeanors, litigation concerning local 
regulations-are as much deserving of the best in judi
cial ability as the relatively fewer lawsuits where more 
is at stake, either in monetary terms or in terms of depri
vation of liberty; that it is in these relatively minor cases 
that most of our citizens have their sole exposure to the 
American judicial system; and that to shift the whole 
burden of the so-called "peoples' courts" from courts 
to other agencies may have the effect of causing judges 
and citizens to forget that constitutional guarantees are 
important, and everyday, aspects of American life. I 
believe this point of view to be largely sound. 

Absent special circumstances, it seems to me that a 
court, particularly a local tribunal, should not without 

cope with in such small courts; they become far more urgent where 
the number of judges is much larger. Second, the federal courts tend 
to process more complex cases. Case complexity implies a valid need 
for judicial familiarity with the peculiar character of each case, 
which in turn is the principal strength derived from the individual 
assignment system. It is probable that even in a master calendar 
system in state courts similarly complex cases would benefit from 
special assignment to one judge for all purposes. The master assign
ment system seems to predominate in state court systems, particu
larly in courts with 15 or more judges. HOWever, there is an increasing 
trend in state courts toward development of hybrid case assignment 
systems." 



vel'y good reason close its doors to that overwhelming 
part of the population which becomes involved in legal 
disputes only in the context of the so-called minor 
branches. On the other hand, it appears that there are 
certain functions which can more effectively and more 
justly be exercised by specialized personnel who are 
not necessarily judges, and that there are other areas 
where basic rights can be protected through an effective 
system of judicial review used in conjunction with hear
ing examiners or magistrates in the Court. 

Thus, 1 suggested in 1972 that most landlord-tenant 
disputes be adjudicated by hearing examinel's, attached 
either to the Court or to the Executive Branch of the 
District government. It was my view then, and it is my 
view now, that such hearing examiners-particularly if 
they would have at their disposal several trained hous
ing inspectors-could more justly and more expertly 
decide housing code type disputes and many other 
housing matters than could the judges of the Superior 
Court. A committee of judges reviewed my suggestion 
and in response to the strongly expressed views of 
landlords and tenants suggested the use of hearing 
examiners within the Court for handling the bulk of 
such cases. That proposal received at the time broad 
support, and it failed of implementation only when 
Congress did not appropriate the necessary funds. 1 
have begun the process of reviving this proposal by 
seeking to ascertain the views of the City Council, and I 
expect to pursue it further. 

On another topic, I have had a number of discussions 
in recertt weeks and months with the Director of the 
D.C. Department of Transportation, the Corporation 
Counsel, and the Chief of Police with a view toward 
decriminalizing all minor traffic offenses2o and transfer
ring their enforcement from the Superior Court to the 
Department of Transportation . New York City, Rhode 
Island, and several other areas have recently moved to 
such systems whereby traffic laws and regulations are 
enforced in administrative proceedings by means of 
civil penalties, impounding of vehicles, withholding of 
tags and of drivers' licenses, and the like. Such an 
approach obviates the necessity for involvement of the 
court in most traffic matters, and permits the enforce
ment of traffic rules to be more directly related to traffic 
safety and other traffic policy considerations, which are 
beyond the purview of a court. The Department of 
Transportation has developed a very detailed proposal, 
which the Mayor has agreed to in principle, and with 
which L expressed general agreement, making it 
clem', however, that a final decision of the Court would 
have to await action by the Board of Judges. I expect 
that the matter will be submitted to that Board at an 

20Exccpt such mnjor olTenses as dnmk driving, hit-and-run, and 
driving after revocation. 
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early opportunity. If the Board of Judges is in agree
ment, I expect to support this proposal before the ap
propriate legislative body. 

In an effort to explore further the possibilities for 
resolution of disputes outside the judicial process with
out doing violence to legal rights and public policy, I 
have written to such organizations as the D.C. Bar, the 
Bar Association of the District of Columbia, the 
Washington Bar Association, D.C. Law Students in 
Court, the Legal Aid Society, Neighborhood Legal 
Services, the Superior Court Trial Lawyers' Associa
tion, and the American Arbitration A*,sociation to sol
icit their views with respect to such transfers, their 
suggestions as to appropriate areas for the use of alter
natives to full-sC!ale court adjudication, and their assis
tance in the event these transfers appear appropriate. I 
expect to consult further with these organizations as 
well as within the Court, with the Bar, with the City 
government, and with others in the community con
I.!erning the possibility of such transfers after replies to 
my inquiries have been received and considered. 21 

The enactment of the court reorganization legislation 
in 1970 gave the Superior Court of the District of Col
umbia an opportunity to become a truly model trial 
court. This legislation, which created for the District 
what at that time was, and apparently still is, the only 
fully unified trial court system in any major urban area, 
provided to the Court the resources necessary to dis
pose expeditiously of the Court's case load as it existed 
at that time. The ne\v Court, I believe it is fair to con
clude, fully met that responsibility. Moreover, the 
Superior Court has been a leader in innovation, and it 
has taken many steps calculated to improve the ad
ministration of justice not only through the more ex
peditious processing of cases, but also through provid
ing new alternatives for the handling of cases and 
through programs designed to make justice more fair 
and more equal to rich and poor alike. 22 Thus, despite 
what may in some ways be regarded as a pessimistic 
note sounded in this report, the Superior Court has, I 
think, brought to this City a system of justice second to 
none, and its memq~rs can justly be proud of the 
Court's record. How~:ver, this system of justice can be 
further improved or even maintained only if the Court is 
given the resources necessary effectively to process the 
cases coming before it. 

21The Court Calendaring Committee is likewise considering the gen
eral topic of adjudication of disputes by non-judicial personnel and 
organizations. 

22By systematic appointment of counsel to indigents, vadous 
methods to reduce disparity in sentencing, the use of law students to 
represent poor people, to mention just a few of these programs. 



Within the next twelve months the Superior Court is 
scheduled to move into a new building which will enable 
it to overcome many of the problems of inconvenience, 
inefficiency, and lack of decorum which have been 
caused, over the past several years, by the necessity to 
operate out of six or seven buildings located many 
blocks apart. The new structure has been designed to 
utilize new technologies to the maximum extent possi
ble and to enable us, insofar as architecture can do so, 
to improve the efficit!nc)f of the judicial process. While 
one could easily go overboard in assuming that improv
ing the efficiency of the judicial process is equivalent to 
improving the level of justice, it is quite clear that with
out an adequate number of judges, non-judicial 
employees, and other resources, many new programs 
designed to provide better justice would be doomed to 
failure. A court-like any other organization, public or 
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private-which is constantly on the verge of being 
overwhelmed by its work load for lack of adequate 
manpower and materials will have great difficulty em
barking upon imaginative ventures designed to improve 
quality if these ventures would place a further strain on 
limited resources. 

I believe that it would be unfortunate indeed if the 
resources available to the District'sjustice system con
tinued to be maintained at an inadequate level precisely 
at the time when the completion of the new court build
ing will at last place the courts in a position where they 
could fully achieve the goal of court reorganization
the establishment in the Nation's Capital of a court 
system which will be a model for the Nation. I am 
convinced that, given those resources, that goal is 
easily within our grasp. 
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF THE BUSINESS OF THE COURT 

" l % Change % Change 
DIVISION 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Criminal Division 
District of Columbia Branch 3,427 3,238 3,383 3,010 3,004 -.2% -12.3% 
United States Branch 23,097 23,166 25,282 27,024 25,462 -5.8% 10.2% 
Traffic Branch 47,771 51,464 65,549 74,905 ·,s7,583 16.9% 83.3% 

Total 74,295 77,868 94,214 104,939 116,049 10.6% 56.2% 
0 

Civil Division 
Civil Actions Branch 9,734 10,981 11,361 11,716 

Q 

12,674 8.2% 30.2% 
Landlord & Tenant Branch 120,653 115,703 116,782 120,608 114,4,08 -5.1% -5.2% 
Small Claims Branch 33,967 35,832 30,512 27,839 28,347 1.8% -16.5% 
Total 164,351 162,516 158,655 160,163 155 j 429. -2.9% -5.4% 

Family Division 
Domestic Relations Branch 6,813 6,230 6,250 6,166 5,919. -4.0% -13.1% 
Intrafamily Branch 968 907 734 795 818 2.9% -15.5% 
Neglect Branch 577 659 693 544 ·565 3.9% -2.1% 
Juvenile Branch 7,088 7,188 7,079 7,212 6,82~ -5.3% -3.7% 
Total 15,446 14,984 14,756 14,717 14,128 -4.0% -8.5% 

Tax Division 
Civil Tax Cases 21 26 53 78 63 -19.2% 200.0% 
Criminal Tax Cases 240 91 7 64 562 778.1% 134.2% -- -- - - --
Total 261 1'l7 60 142 625 340.1% 139.5% 

Probate Division 
New Wills 0 2,283 2,240 2,048 2,134. 4.2% -
New Decedents' Estates 0 2,456 2,452 2,430 2,416 -.6% -
New Minors' Estates 0 165 158 177 .152 -14.1% --- -- ---
Total 0 4,904 4,850 4,655 4.,702 1.0% -

Grand Total 254,353 260,389 272,535 284,616 2~p,~33 2.2% 14.4% 

Monthly Average of New Cases 21,196 21,699 22,711 23,718 24,244 2.2% 14.4'% 
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CRIMINAL DIVISION 



SUMMARY OF MAJOR CRIMINAL TRIABLE CASESU 

DEFENDANTS 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Pending January 1 2,223 1,974 2,892 3,391 6,528' 92.5% 193.7% 
New Filings 11,509 16,341 17,577 20,300 20,754 2.2% 80.3% 
Reinstated 73 ~~ 2,368 2,682 2,314 -13.7% 3069.9% --
Total to be Disposed 13,805 19,446 22,837 26,373 29,596 12.2% 114.4% 

Dispositions by Court 
Jury Trial 1,292 1,065 1,291 1,095 1,203 9.9% -6.9% 
Trial by Court 703 786 878 919 6,856 -6.9% 21.8% 
Plea 4,132 4,776 6,027 7,234 "8625 , ., 19.2% 108.7% 
Dismissed 596 455 972 868 948 9.2% 59.1% -- -- -- --
Subtotal 6,723 7,082 9,168 10,116 11,(532 15.0% 73.0% 

Dispositions Prior 
to Adjudication 

No Papers 0 3,108 3,007 2,653 2,693 1.5% 100.0%+ 
Nolle Prosequi 3,775 3,536 4,125 3,520 5,060 43.8% 34.0% 
Absconded 1,063 1,672 1,893 2,516 2,756 9.5% 159.3% 
Mental Observation 0 116 164 108 ., 92 -14.8% 100.0%+ 
Transfer Rule 105 0 422 277 350 427 22.0% 100.0%+ 
Dismissed 295 378 658 424 497 17.2% 68.5% 
Othersh 48 240 154 158 253 60.1% 427.1% -- -- -- -- -.-'-
Subtotal 5,181 9,472 10,278 9,729 11,778· 21.1% 127.3% 

Total Dispositions 11,904 16,554 19,446 19,845 .23,410 18.0% 96.7% 

Pending December 31 1,901 2,892 3,391 6,528 6,186 -5.2% 225.4% 

llincludes felonies, misdemeanors, and serious District of Columbia and traffic cases. 
b InclUdes cases exiting because of the death of the defendant or transfer to another jurisdiction pursuant to court rule; 
these are mostly final dispositions. 
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FELONY BRANCH 

DEFENDANTS 
% Change 

.. 
% Change 

ACTIVITY 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 " 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Pending January 1 556 802 1,529 1,401 ~,d08o 43.3% 261.1% 
New Filings (Indictments) 2,348 3,354 3,514 4,138 3,737 -9.7% 59.2% 
Reinstated 73 91 780 784 ...•. 499,[ 571.2% -- -- -- --
Total to be Disposed 2,977 4,247 5,823 6,323 - 6,2351! -1.4% 109.4% 

Dispositions by Court 
Jury Trial 466 428 731 667 795 19.2% 70.6% 
Trial by Court 80 65 96 63 82 30.1% 2.5% 
Plea 1,117 1,373 2,296 2,463 2,807 14.0% 151.3% 
Dismissed 13 16 58 7 

" 
46- 557.1% 253.8% -- -- -- --

SUbtotal 1,676 1,882 3,181 3,200 3,730' 16.6% 122.5% 
< 

Dispositions Prior to 
Adjudication 

Dismissed 295 378 658 424 :497 17.2% 68.5% 
Nolle Prosequi 2 1 10 18 . 21 16.7% 950.0% 
Absconded 154 428 538 637 463 -27.3% 200.6% 
Others 48 29 35 36 48 33.3% -- - -- -- -.-
Subtotal 499 836 1,241 1,115 .1.,029 -7.7% 106.2% 

Total Dispositions 2,175 2,718 4,4('~ 4,315 4,759 10.3% 118.8% 

Pending December 31 802 1,529 1,401 2,008 1,476 ' -26.5% 84.0% 
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M~DEMEANORBRANCH 

DEFENDANTS 

A:~7~. 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Pending January 1 913 996 1,497 3;299 . 120.4% 261.3% 
New Filings 10,967 11,976 12,984 12909 , .. ',. -.6% 17.7% 
Reinstated 859 1,335 1,599 ,h520 -4.9% 76.9% --

,:1t~1~~" Total to be Disposed 12,739 14,307 16,080 10.2% 39.1% 

Dispositions by Court 
Jury Trial 585 527 396 372 -6.1% -36.4% 
Trial by Court 562 657 713 '620. ' -13.0% 10.3% 
Plea 2,476 2,637 3,350 ' 3,675 9.7% 48.4% 
Dismissed 343 748 669 695 3.9% 102.6% -- -- -- ~ 

Subtotal 3,966 4,569 5,128 5.362, 4.6% 35.2% 
'0 

Dispositions prior to 
Adjudication 

No Paper 3,108 3,007 2,653 2,693 1.5% -13.3% 
Nolle Prosequi 2,964 3,608 2,975 ' ~,306 44.7% 45.3% 
Absconded 957 1,069 1,445 fA24': -1.4% 48.8% 
Mental Observation 116 164 108 , 92' , -14.8% -20.7% 
Transfer Rule 105 421 274 350 " ' ,423 20.8% .5% 
Others 211 119 122 205 68.0% -2.8% -- -- -- "~' 

Subtotal 7,777 8,241 7,653 "9,1~3 19.5% 17.6% 

Total Dispositions 11,743 12,810 12,781 1~h~ti5' 13.5% 23.5% 

Pending December 31 996 1,497 3,299 ?'$\;~tr -2.4% 223.4% 
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TRAFFIC CASES 

DEFENDANTS 
% Changes % Changes 

ACTIVITY 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1974-1976' 

MAJOR TRIABLE TRAFFIC CASEsa 

Pending January 1 357 473 1,209. 155.6% 238.7% 
New Filings 1,970 3,141 3,998 27.3% 102.9% 
Reinstated 239 297 ~ .7% 25.1% 
Total to be Disposed 2,566 3,911 6,!506 40.8% 114.6% 

Dispositions by Court 
Jury Trial 31 32 36 12.5% 16.1% 
Trial by Court 122 142 153 7.7% 25.4% 
Plea 1,058 1,411 2,099 48.8% 98.4% 
Dismissed 156 185 19,6 " 5.9% 25.6% 
Subtotal 1,367 1,770 2,484 40.3% 81.7% 

Dispositions prior to ~ 
Adjudication 

Nolle 439 500 701" 40.2% 59.7% 
Absconded 284 432 862 99.5% 203.5% 
Transfer Rule 105 3 0 ~ 66.7% 

Subtotal 726 932 ·1,568 68.2% 116.0% 
Total Dispositions 2,093 2,702 4,052 50.0% 93.6% 

Pending December 31 473 1,209 1,454 20.3% 207.4% 

OTHER TRAFFIC CASES 

Pending January 1 772 1,658 ~~,3,078 85.6% 298.7% 
New Filings 63,579 71,764 "83,585 16.5% 31.5% 

;/ 
Reinstated 889 1,697 10,021 490.5% 1027.2% 
Total to be Disposed 65,240 75,119 '96;684. 28.7% 48.2% 

Dispositions by Court 
Trial by Court 1,522 168 75.2 " .8% 50.9% 
Plea 4,248 3,890 3,941 1.3% 7.3% 
Dismissed 1,425 1,458 

(h 

101.2% 2,867" 96.6% 
Security Forfeit 2,781 4,337 '9,3.67, 116.0% 236.8% 

Subtotal 9,976 10,443 "16,~27 62.1% 69.7% 

DIspOSitions prior to 
Adjudication 

No Paper 5,190 3,880 3,852 .7% 25.8% 
Nolle 7,151 8,516 10,992 29.1% 53.7% 
Absconded 1,720 2,167 1,137 47.5% 33.9% 
Transfer Rule 1 05 2 4 6 50.0% 200.0% 
Others" 39,543 47,031 24.1% 47.6% 

Subtotal 53,606 61,598 20.7% 38.7% 

Total Dispositions 63,582 72,041 26.7% 43.5% 

Pending December 31 1,658 3,078 75.9% 226.5% 

n Includes those cases in whlcn there is a jury trial by right, covering driving while "under the influence, reckless 
driving, leaving the scene after colliding involving personal injury, driving with a revoked or suspended permit. 

b Includas defendants whose cases are in the traffic summons stage in accordance with procedures outlined in 
the Traffic Violations Notice System. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CASES 

DEFENDANTS 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1974-1976 

MAJOR TRIABLE D.C. CASESu 

Pending January 1 10 20 12 ; 40.0% 20.0% 
New FIlings 117 37 1J2 202.7% 4.3% 
Reinstated 14 2 

, 
5 150:0% 64.3% -- - _. 

118.6% 8.5% Total to be Disposed 141 59 129 

Dispositions by Court 
Jury Trial 2 0 0 - -
Trial by Court 3 1 1 - 66.7% 
Plea 36 10 " (. 44 340.0% 22.2% 
Dismissed 10 7 ;' J! 57.1% 10.0% - -
Subtotal 51 18 56 

Dispositions prior to 
Adjudication 

Nolle 68 27 32 18.5% 52.9% 
Absconded 2 2 7 250.0% 250.C~:r - -
Subtotal 70 29 39 34.5% 44.3% 

, 

Total Dispositions 121 47 95 102.1% 21.5% 

Pending December 31 20 12 

~ 
~4 183.3% 70.0% 

OTHER D.C. CASESb 

Pending January 1 100 174 225 29.3% 125.0% 
New Filings 3,266 2,973 2,892 2.7% 11.4% 
Reinstated 120 142 168 18.3% 40.0% -- -- --.-

.1% 5.8% Total to be Disposed 3,486 3,289 3,285 

Dispositions by Court 
Trial by Court 86 47 39 17.0% 54.6% 
Plea 156 207 263 27.0% 68.6% 
Dismissed 88 130 128 1.5% 45.4% 
Security Forfeit 480 599 571 4.7% 19.0% -- -'- 1.8% 23.6% Subtotal 810 983 1;001 

Dispositions prior to 
Adjudication 

No Paper 1,651 1,447 1,474 1.9% 10.7% 
Nolle 624 449 503 12.0% 19.4% 
Absconded 220 182 49 73.1% 77.7% 
Mental Observation 2 1 ,6 500.0% 200.0% 
Transfer Rule 105 4 2 4 100.0% -
Others 1 ° ° - --- -- -- 2.2% 18.6% Subtotal 2,502 2,081 2,036 

Total Dispositions 3,312 3,064 3,073 .3% 7.2% 

Pending December 31 174 225 ~48 10.2% 42.5% 

"Includes District of Columbia cases in which there is a jury trial by right for ABC liquor violations and indecent 
eXposure. 

bOther than major triable offenses under the D.C. Code and Traffic laws. 
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SPECIAL OPERATIONS 

DEFENDANTS 

" 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Pending January 1 1 17 57 45 -21.0% 4400.0% 
Filed H 1,017 1,504 1,923 2,039 6.0% 100.5% 
Reinstated 11 3 14 _11 -21.4% --- -- --
Total to be Disposed 1,029 1,524 1,994 2,095 5.1% 103.6% 

Disposition by Court 
Extradition Granted 56 48 66 70 6.1% 25.0% 
Extradition Denied 8 2 4 " 8 100.0% -
Dismissed 104 177 105 15 -85.7% -85.6% 
Special Proceedingsb 

Granted 321 683 979 969 -1.0% 201.9% 
Denied 39 108 112 H~,9 42.0% 307.7% -- --

Subtotal 528 1,018 1,266 1,221 -3.5% 131.2% 

Dispositions prior to 
Adjudication 

Nolle Prosequi 81 72 234 2M 20.9% 249.4% 
Extradition Waived 373 356 401 521 29.9% 39.7% 
Absconded 26 20 38 19 -50.0% -26.9% 
Others 4 1 10 " 3 -70.0% -25.0% -- -- -- -
Subtotal 484 449 683 826 20.9% 70.7% 

Total Dispositions 1,012 1,467 1,94f) 
Iv 

,2,047 5.0% 102.3% 

Pending December 31 17 57 45 48 6.7% 182.3% 
" 

Hlncluded in the new filings are 653 fugitive complaints in 1973, 709 in 1974, 814 in 1975, and 901 in 1976. 
blncludes extradition of witnesses for out-at-state proceedings, adversary hearings regarding matters such as 
pornography, writs of habeas corpus, and show cause or contempt proceedings. 
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CRIMINAL WARRANTS 

DEFENDANTS 
% Change % Change 

TYPE 1972 1973 1974 1975 ~976 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Felony WarrMts 2,333 2,079 2,283 2,139 1,948 -6\i9% -16.5% 
Serious Misdemeanor Warrants 599 496 582 738 70a -4;:1% 18.2% 

l' 

District of Columbia Warrants 326 153 167 82 
. 3~, 315.8')~ 4.6% 

Traffic Warrants 50,000 59,950 212· 0 - -
Search Warrants 799 638 598 718 

o. (1 ...• I' 
3.1% -7.4% 740, 

Bench Warrants 3,958 5,712 7,121 10,268 12,982 26.4% 228.0% 
Felony Complaints 4,517 4,440 5,388 5,127 5,018 -2.1% 11.1% 
Judicial Summons 409 577 455 620 " 642. 3.5% 57.0% -- -- -- -- ...-.-,,---. 

13.6% Total Criminal Warrants 62,941 74,045 16,806 19,692 22;379 . -
" 

·Starting in January 1974, traffic warrants were incorporated into the Traffic Violations Notice System which is 
controlled by the Central Violations Bureau and the Data Processing Division. 

CRlMINAL APPEALS 

DEFENDANTS 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Appeals Filed 
By Defendant 181 466 388 625 700 0 12.0% 286.7% 
By U.S. Attorney 53 71 280 93 34 -63.4% -35.8% 
By Corporation Counsel 12 2 3 1 5 400.0% -58.3% - - - - .. 

2.8% 200.4% Total 246 539 671 719 739 

Appeals Returned 
Dismissed 53 134 174 248 212 -14.5% 300.0% 
Affirmed 49 167 229 211 ·296 40.3% 504.1% 
Reversed 26 41 160 143 35 -75.5% 34.6% 
Remanded 0 11 15 51 39 -23.5% 100.0%+ 
Withdrawn 0 1 0 0 . ...2. - -- - -
Total 128 354 578 653 582 -10.9% 354.7% 

0 

Pending December 31 118 185 93 66 ··157." 137.9% 33.0% 
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CIVIL DIVISION SUMMARY OF NEW FILINGS 

c: 
% Change % Change 

Type 197-1 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 197'1-1976 

Civil Actions 10,857 9,734 10,981 11,361 11,716 l:~,674 8.1% 16.7% 
Landlord & Tenant 122,357 120,653 115,703 116,782 120,608 1 f~,4d8' -5.2% -6.5% 
Small Claims 30,244 33,967 35,832 30,512 27,839 28,~~7 1.8% 6.3% 

Total 163,45e 164,351 162,516 158,655 160,163 ~155,429 
.0 

-2.9% -4.9% 

SUMMARY OF CIVIL ACTION FILINGS! 

% Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976. 1975-1976 1971-1976 

" 
Jury & Nonjury 

Cases on Trial 
f· , 

Calendar Pending 
c -

January 1 6,603 3,734 2,925 3,330 3,421 '3,687 . 7.8% -44.2% 
New Cases Placed 

on Trial Calendar 5,663 4,601 4,711 4,425 5,101 .5,437 6.6% -4.0% 
Dispositions 8.532 5,410 4,306 4,334 4,835 4,065. -15,9% -52.3% 
Cases on Trial 0 .0 

Calendar Pending 
, 

December 31 3,734 2,925 3,330 3,421 3,687 5,059 ~,) 37.2% I 35.5% 

CIVIL JURY CALENDAR 

I ,1976\ 
% Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1975-1976 1973-1976 

CaS8S\ on Trial Calendar 
Pending January 1 2,419 2,682 2,663 3,113 16.9% 28.7% 

'~~w Cases Placed 0\1 Trial Calendar 2,982 3,002 3,786 3,657 -3.4% 22.6% 

Total Cases on Trial Calendar 5,401 5,684 6,449 - '6,770'" 5.0% 25.3% 

Dispositions 2,719 3,021 3,336 ", 2~840 -14.9% 4.4% 

Cases on Trial Calendar 
Pending qecembf~ 31 2,682 2,663 3,113 3,930 26.2% 46.5% 

Average Time Trial Could 
",. , 

" 
Be Had After Case Was , 
Placed on Trial Calendar I 7 mos 8 mos 8 mos 12·.mos. 50.0% 71.4% 

" 
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BY 
COURT 

/36%) 

OTHER 
(28%) 

ACTIVITY 

Cases on Trial Calendar 
Pending January 1 

CIVIL JURY DISPOSITIONS FOR 1976 

PRIOR TO 
COURT HEARING 

(64%) 

PRIOR TO COURT HEARING 
Settled Before Trial .•••.. . . • . . . . • . .• 1,745 
Removed From Calendar .....•.•.... " ~ 
Subtotal. . . . . • . . . . . . • . • . . . . • . • • •. 1,824 

DISPOSITiuNS BY COURT 
Jury Trials - Verdict 

For Plaintiff. • . • . • . . . . • . . • . . . . . • 127 
For Defendant. . . . . . • . . • . . . • • . . . • 62 
Exparte . . • . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . • 41 

Jury Waived - Judgment 
Consent. . . • . • • . • . . • . . . • • . . . . • • 64 
Trial by Court. . • • . • . . . . . . . . . . • • . 10 

Settled at Pretrial or Trial Conference . . . • . 585 
Dismissed for Want of Prosecution •.•.••• 45 
Summary Judgment Granted. . .• • . . . . . • . 19 
Motion to Dismiss Granted .•.••.•.•. . • 16 
Settled After Trial . . • . . . . • • . . . . • . • • . 7 
Other .............•.....•.....• 40 
Subtotal •..••..•... , . . . . . . . . . . • . .. 1,016 

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS. . . . . • . • . • . • . • •. 2,840 

CIVIL NONJURY CALENDAR 

% Change % Change 
1973 1974 1975 1~76 1975-1976 1973-1976 

, . 

506 648 758 " ,,574 -24.3% 13.4% 
New Cases Placed on Trial Calendar 1,729 .:1,423 1,315 1)]8(10 35.4% 2.9% 

,,~. 

Total Cases on Trial Calendar 2,235 2,071 2,073 .2,354 ...... 13.5% 5.3% 

Dispositions 1,587 1,313 1,499 '·.:1225' f,·· .. · .. -18.3% 22.8% 

Cases on Trial Calendar 
o· :'[ 

:~1,1~~. 
;; 

Pending December 31 648 758 574 96.7% 74.2% 
Average Time Trial Could .. 

Be Had After Case Was ::. 
Placed on Trial Calendar 2.5 mas 2.5 mas 2 mas : 6:rno~, '. 200.0% i40.0% 
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CIVIL NONJURY DISPOSITIONS FOR 1976 

PRIOR TO 
COURT HEARING 

(66%) 

PRIOR TO COURT HEARING 
Dismissed Before Trial .............. 690 
Removed From Calendar. . . . . . . . . . . . . 120 
Subtotal ...... , . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 810 

DISPOSITIONS BY COURT 
Court Trials - Verdict 

For Plaintiff. . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . 110 
For Defendant ........•........ 38 
Exparte . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Dismissed - Pretrial Motion 31 
Judgment 

Consent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 
Default ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 
Exparte . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 7 

Settlement. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . 71 
Dismissed for Want of Prosecution ...... 14 
Judgment on Pleadings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 
Dismissed by Motion ......•........ 10 
Summary Judgment Granted . . . . . . . . . . 18 
Subtotal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 415 

TOTAL DISPOSITIONS .............. 1,225 





1976 CIVIL JURY DEMANDS 

Grand 
Six Person Jury Twelve Person Jury 

TYPE Total Total Plaintiff Defendant To~al Plaintiff Defendant 

Personal Torts 
Assault & Battery 89 58 56 2 31 28 3 
Auto-Personal Injury 943 677 672 5 266 224 42 
False Arrest 84 55 55 0 29 27 2 
Malpractice 74 49 48 1 25 22 3 
Negligence 1,315 923 891 32 392 339 53 
Wrongful Death 24 15 15 0 9 8 1 
Other 151 100 89 11 51 45 6 -- -- -- - - -
Subtotal 2,680 1,877 1,826 51 803 693 110 

Property Torts 
Auto-property Damage 610 430 398 32 180 148 32 
Other 20 17 13 4 3 2 1 - - - - - - -
Subtotal 630 447 411 36 183 150 33 

\ 
Contracts 

Breach of Contract 302 213 158 55 89 67 22 
Money Owed 26 19 13 6 7 1 6 
Rent 743 441 0 441 302 0 302 
Real Property 10 3 2 i 7 3 4 
Other 106 75 35 40 31 20 11 -- - - - - - _. -
Subtotal 1,187 751 208 543 436 91 345 

Small Claims 89 67 11 56 22 2 20 

Other 47 23 3 20 24 4 20 -- -- -- - -- - --
Total Jury Demands 4,633* 3,165 2.459 706 1.468 940 528 

Percentage 100% 68% 53% '15% 32% 20% 12% 

*There were an additional 24 jury demand cases which were filed too late in 1976 to be specified statistically. 

, 
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CIVIL MOTIONS BRANCH 

.' % Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1916. 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Motions & Oppositions Filed 5,866 7,011 10,635 12;359 16.2% 110.7% 
Papers Rejected 680 700 904 ,'il,OjO 11.7% 48.5% 
Orders Reviewed For and ' (, 

Signed by Judge 2,497 2,291 2,577 ·"a~996' . 20.1% 24.0% 
Telephone Assistance NA NA 8,088 '1Q,978 35.7% -
Window Assistance NA NA NA ' .,e\,;;828" - -
Conferences witt' Motions ,1' ' 

.~II' '.>,,., 
Commissioner NA NA NA ,ii"S54' - -. ~," . '," '. ,.' 

Contested Motions Heard 2,084 2,263 2,059 ··l\\J31' -44.8% -45.4% 
'il', . , 

INTERVIEW AND JUDGMENT SECTION 

% Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1974 1975 1975-1976 1974-1976 

Default Judgments 2,575 2,828 15.5% 26.8% 
Confession & Consent 

Judgments 191 228 22.4% 46.1% 
Default Judgments 

Under Rule 55-II 184 157 50.9% 28.8% 
Judgment of Condemnation 155 210 41.9% 92.2% 
Rule 62-11 Judgments 153 244 12.3% 79.1% 
Total 3,258 3,667 17.6% 32.4% 
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SMALL CLAIMS & CONCILIATION BRANCH 

% Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1975-1976 

Pending January 1 2.062 2.388 2.127 -8.1% 
New Filings 35.832 30.512 27.839 1.8% 
Cases Removed from Filed for 

Settlement 5,413 5.063 6.591 47.1% ---
Total Case Load 43,037 37,963 36,557 9.4% 

Dispositions 
tgj~1~ '. Default Judgment 15,270 12,431 11,484 12.5% 

Consent or Confession Judgment 1,746 1,618 1,453 ,~1~? 18.5% 
Continuances 4,886 4,851 4.714 ~; )7~i1:', . -.06% 
Trials 914 724 557 ,(·.:'ll821- 76.3% 
Conciliations 23 15 2 ":.::jg:, -100.0% 
Case to Files Pending Settlement 8,269 8,582 8,911 ',91(39(3 , 5.4% 
Dismissed by Plaintiff or 

0, . '. 

: :.,' . 

Plaintiff's Counsel Before Trial 1,500 1,271 1.293 1316' . 1.8% , , .,. 

Certified to Another Judge 25 0 0 0 
Judgment Paid and Satisfied 7,608 6,027 5,918 ,#,;6,,$1'7 10.1% 
Dismissed for Want of Prosecution 288 233 206 i'. l269" 29.1% 
Non-Suits 18 8 11 72.7% 
Jury Demands (Certified to Jury) 102 76 53 67.9% 

Total 40,649 35,836 34,602 9.6% 

Pending December 31 2,388 2,127 1,955 5.5% 

Cases Filed by Individual 
Without Attorney 2,617 3,720 4,045 25.8% 
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% Change 
1973-1976 

-5.2% 
-20.9% 

79.1% 
-7:0% 

-15.4% 
-1.4% 
-3.6% 

7.4% 
-100.0% 

13.6% 

-12.3% 
-100.0% 
-14.3% 

-7.6% 
5.5% 

-12.7% 
-6.7% 

-13.6% 

94.4% 
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SUMMARY OF LANDLORD AND TENANT CASES 

" % Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 ' .1976' 1975-1976 1973-1976 .-

P~nding January 1 2 122 198 444; 124.2% 100%+ 
" ~ 

New Cases Filed 115,703 116,782 120,608 1-14,408\ -5.1% -1.1% 
c 

Total to be Disposed 115,705 116,904 120,806 114,852' -4.9% -.7% 

Dispositions 115,583 116,706 120,362 114,564, -4.8% -.9% 
, 

Pending December 31 122 198 444 288 -35.1% 136.1 "lei 
c, 

I' 
SUMMARY OF JURY DEMANDS: 

Jury Demands 11 485 876 710 -18.9% 100%+ 

Percentage of Jury Demands 
Over Total L& T Cases .009% .4% .7% . .6%' -14.3% 100%+ 

0 

Dispositions 
Q 

Trial 0 1 2 4 100.0% 100%+ 
Judgment 2 77 142 119" -16.2% 100%+ 
Settled 5 185 183 'I., 213~ 16.4% 100%+ 
Dismissed 1 75 151 " 123 18.5% 100%+ 

''1\ 

Jury Demand Withdrawn or 
Stricken 1 1 4 1. -75.0% -- - - -

Total 9 339 482 460 -4.6% 100%+ 

Pending December 31 2 146 394 28? -26.9% 100%+ 

LANDLORD AND TENANT DETAILS 

% Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Defaults NA 60,402 59,821 ·'55,,319 -7.5% -
Confessions NA 6,053 7,425 9,506«<' 28.0% -
Stays NA 5,837 7,342 " 9,478, 29.0% -
Dismissals NA. 45,168 50,296 ~6,311 -7.9% -
Dismissed without 

Prejudice-Rule 11 NA 803 857 "530 . -38.1% -
Continuances NA 5,241 5,196 5,222' .5% -
Motions NA 2,014 2,639 3,322 25.9% -
Files NA 1,211 959 860 -10.3% -
Certified to Another Judge NA 6 88 18 . -11.4% -
Plea of Title NA 4 3 6 100.0% -
Nonjury Trials NA 116 36 44 22.2% -
Nonjury Trials Pending '" 

~" ~31r ' December 31 NA 52 50 24.0% -
': 
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FIDUCIARY SECTION 
0 

; % Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Petitions for Appointment of 
Conservators Pending January 1 13 16 17 14 -17.6% 7.7% 

New Petitions for Appointment of c 

Conservators Filed during Year 164 134 153 147 -3.9% -10.4% , 
Committeeships Terminated and New 

Conservators Appointed during Year 18 12 16 7 -56.2% -61.1% 

Miscellaneous Fiduciary Cases 
I 

as of January 1 0 0 15 12 -20.0% -
Miscellaneous Fiduciary Cases 

Filed During Year 40 52 57 ,41. 28.1% 2.5% - - - -
Total Fiduciary Cases 235 214 258 221 -14.3% -5.9% 

,0 

Dispositions (combined)* 219 182 232 ,188 -19.0% -14.1% 

Petitions for Appointment of ~ .. ' .,' 
Conservators Pending December 31 16 17 14 " 17 21.4% 6,2% 

Miscellaneous Fiduciary Cases 
'I 0 

Pending December 31 0 15 12 b ;16 33.3% -- - - _01 

Total Fiduciary Cases Pending 16 32 26 3~ 26.9% 106.2% 

Total Active Conservatorships and 
Committeeships as of January 1 1,270 1,178 1,110 1.0~O<' -1.8% -14.2% 

Total Conservatorships and [",0' 

Committeeships from Previous 
~<o 

'f 
Years Terminated during Year 243 189 163 ,~ 1§' 1.2% -32.1% - -

Total Active Conservatorships and 
Committeeships from Previous 
Years Active as of December 31 1,027 989 947 925' , -2.3% -9.9% 

SUMMARY OF FIDUCIARY MAnERS: ," 

Committeeships Terminated and 
'8 New Conservators Appointed 

During Year 18 12 16 7, -56.2% -61.1% 

Conservators Appointed during Year 137 120 141 133", -5.7% -2.9% 

Conservators Terminated after 0, 

Appointment during Same Year 4 11 14 10' -28.6% 150.0% 

Total ActiVe New Conservatorships 151 121 143 ',130 -9.1% 13.9% 

Total Active Conservatorshlps 
c 

and Commilteeships from ; 

Previous Years Active as 
of December 31 1,027 989 947 ' c·92~ -2.3% -9.9% 

Tolal Active Conservatorships 0 

and Commitleeships as of . " 

December 31 1,178 1,110 1,090 1,055" -3.2% -10.4% 

Total Petitions for Appointment 
of Conservators Pending 
December 31 16 17 14 ,17. 21.4% 6.2% 

Total Miscellaneous Fiduciary ~ '" 
' :',1,., 

Cases Pending December 31 0 15 12 1.6;" 33.3% -
Total Active Miscellaneous Cases ~2 29 42 

, ' '; 
35.7% 375.0% , )517 

Total Active Fiduciary Cases 1,206 1,171 1,158 1 ""~~' -1.1% -5.0% 
\.'.~ 

,~~t1·~~:\i 

*Thls term, when used in connection with fiduciary cases, means that some type of action has been taken on the 
original petition or complaint. This action could be a withdrawal, dismissal, termination, appointment of a conservator 
and creation of a conservatorship, appointment of a trustee, or soma type of final adjudication. 
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FAMILY DIVISION 



JUVENILE DELINQUENCY CASES 
" 

" % Change 
ACTIVITY 1975 1976 1975-1976 

Pending January 1 i ,267. 1,618 27.7% 
New Referrals 6,608 0 6,236 5.6% 
Total to be Disposed 7,875 7,854 -.26% 

Dispot:litions 6,257 7,036 12.4% 

Pending December 31 1,618 818 -49.4% 
", 

Average Time Between Arrest " !) 
0 

and Disposition (Months) 3.5 
, 

2.5 -28.6% 
Q 

"~I 

DELINQUENCY AND PINS CASES-DISPOSITIONS BY NUMBER AND TYPE 

Boys Girls 
TYPE OF DISPOSITIONS Combined Totals Delinquency PINS Delinquency PINS 

1974 1975 1976 1974 1975 1976 1974 1975 1976 1974 1975 1976 1974 1975 1976 

Dispositions by Judicial Action C' c;; 

Closed Without a Finding 1,833 2,046 2,596 1,596 1,761 2,249 38 34 53 158 173 219" 41 78 '77 
Commitment to S.R.A. 256 269 " 390 218 241 337 13 9 15 7 8 11 18 11 ,,27 
Censent Decree 1,210 1,448 1,369 1,031 1,223 1,108 32 23 32 94 159 165 53 43 '64 
Dismissed 822 1,198 0516 706 1,028 453 24 43 30 66 86 83 26 41 '" 50" 
Disposed on Another Case 38 24 1~3 35 23 133 1 0 0 2 1 9 0 0 ' 1 
Transferred to Adult Court 2 1 4 1 1 1, 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Probation 710 534 ')584 650 472 519, 14 10 13 32 44 42 14 8 10 
Suspended Commitment 90 181 \\274 86 171 ,264 2 1 1 2 7 8 0 2) 1 
Other 7 4 .-.:(J! 7 2 ---2 0 0 0" 0 2 0 0 0 o 0 - - - - - - -, 
Subtotal 4,968 5,705 5,9~\\3 4,330 4,922 5,064 124 120 144 362 480 535 152 183 230 

Not Petitioned 1,341 684 ;1,O4\~, 837 374 706 209 130 106 113 57 103 '182 123 129" 

7,01"1 5,770 
- - - - - -' - - -, 

Total Dispositions 6,309 6,389 5,167 5,296 333 250 250 475 537 638 334 306 ; 359 

DELINQUENCY AND PINS CASES-REASON FOR REFERRAL 

'. , 
% Change % Change 

REASON 1974 1975 " '1~76" 1975-1976 1974-1976 
--' 

Acts against Persons a 
,!, 

(assault, homicide, robbery, rape) 1,860 2,313 ~"O39 -11.8% 9.6% 
, 

Acts against Property ., 

(burglary, larceny, unauthorized 
use of auto) 3,410 3,302 3,216 -2.6% -5.7% 

Acts against Public Order 
(disorderly conduct, narcotics) 1,107 993 

(1
981 -1.2% -11.4% 

Persons in Need of Supervision 
" 

(truancy, beyond control) 702 604 590 -2.3% -15.9% -- --- -,-'.-
Total 7,079 7,212 6,826 -5.3% 

I' 
-3.6% 
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DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 

TYPE OF CASE 1972 

Divorce 
Pending January 1 4,189 
Filed 4,062 
Disposed 4,903 
Pending DecembE.lr 31 3,348 

Adoption 
Pending January 1 327 
Filed 539 
Disposed 564 
Pending December 31 302 

Paternity 
Pending January 1 234 
Filed 302 
Disposed 367 
Pending December 31 169 

Support 
Pending January 1 560 
Fil.ed 555 
Disposed 652 
Pending December 31 463 

Habeas Corpus 
Pending January 1 11 
Filed 9 
Disposed 12 
Pending December 31 8 

ReCiprocal Support 
Pending Jan!:.~ry 1 1,289 
Filed 836 
Disposed 1,359 
Pending December 31 766 

nlncludes an adjustment of 226 cases. 
b Includes an adjustment of 16 (;lases. 

1973 1974 

3,348 3,506 
4,309 4,251 
4,151 4,'160 
3,506 3,597 

302 214 
473 440 
561 434 
214 220 

169 259 
266 224 
176 205 
259 278 

463 307 
365 465 
521 377 
307 6218 

8 11 
17 6 
14 7 
11 10 

766 594 
800 864 
972 690 
594 768 

69 

'r"'8' ;l'" 
.() . 

1975 19176, c 

o· 

3,597 3;963 
4,155 3990 !J ,j "'C' 
3,789 '3,J22,c 
3,963 4j 831 

'i 

220 " "is8 
S87 3a-a, 
439 346 
168 210' 

"'-'" 
" 

278 ,~59 
293 ~406 
212 " 370 
359 395 . 

(.J ,'j, c.~ 

r;-, 

621 "584 ' 
378 242 
415 150 
584 676,; 

10 
He" 
25 I 

24 6 o " 

25 5, 
25 b " 26 

" 

768 " 97SG 
929 887 ., 
722 983" 
975 879 

D 

% Change 
1975-1976 

10.2% 
-4.0% 

-17.6% 
21.9% 

-23.6% 
.3% 

-21.2% 
25.0% 

29.1% 
38.6% 
74.5% 
10.0% 

-6.0% 
-36.0% 
-66.7% 

15.7% 

150.0% 
-75.0% 
-80.0% 

4.0% 

26.9;>1:> 
-4.5% 

,;'36.1% 
-9.8% 

-

% Change 
1972-1976 

-5.4% 
-1.8% 

-36.3% 
44.3% 

-48.6% 
-28.0% 
-38.6% 
-30.5% 

53.4% 
34.4% 

.8% 
133.7% 

~ '( 
II 

4.3% 
-56.4% 
-77.0% 

46.0% 

127.3% 
-33.3% 
-58.3% 
225.0% 

-24.3% 
6.1% 

-27 . .7% 
'14.'1% 

" 
" 

" 



SUMMARY OF INTRAFAMIL Y AND NEGLECT CASES 
r--""'~~ ~'7~-

I 

% Change 
TYPE OF CASE 1972 1973 197f 1975 t976 1975-19'76 

<>;.~ 

INTRAFAMIL Y 
Pending January 1 209 415 339 489 ,482" --1.4% 
Referrals during Year 968 875 734 795 ... 8.11:1 e 2.9% 

~- -- -- --
Total 1,1 f7 1,290 1,073 1,284 .:s1,3QO 1.2% 

[t 
" 

Dispositions 762 951 58'4 792 795 .4% 

Pending December 31 415 339 489 492 t" 505 2.6% 

NEGLECT ,::- 'c 

Pendi~g Ja.nuary 1. 84 156 323 218 225 3.2% 
Referrals during Year 577 643 693 544 565 3.9% - - -- - ~" 

Total 661 799 1,016 762 ," 790 3.7% 

Dispositions 505 476 798 541 .' 609 12.61'/0 

Pending December 31 
\', 

181,,' 156 323 218 221 -18.1% 
,~ 

COMMISSION ON MENTAL HEALTH TRIALS 

ACTIVITY 

Trial by Jury 
Trial by Court 
Miscellaneo~s Mental 

Health Cases Flied 
Judicial Petitions Filed 
Judicial Petitions Closed 
Judicial Petitions Pending 
Orders Signed 

1972 

4 
7 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

1973 

4 
o 

2,009 
729 
751 

57 
NA 

1974 

7 
1 

1,993 
686 
665 

78 
3,619 

70 

1975 

11 
3 

1,584 
593 
601 

70 
3,161 

% Change (~. , . 
,197$:3,: 1975-1976 

-18.2% 

'j;SZ6 ' ~.5% 
760" 28.2% 

" :'72'6" 20.8% 
~, ~t04, 48.6% 

'" 2,665 15.9% 
1\1 • 

I 

% Change 
1972:...1976 

130.6% 
-15.5% 

10.4% 

4.8% 

21.7% 

167.9% 
-2.1% 
19.5% 

20.6% 

16.0% 

% Change 
1972-1976 

125.0% 
-57.1% 



SOCIAL SERVICES DIVISION 
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ADULT PROBATION BRANCH 

p % Change % Change 
CASE LOAD 1972 1973 1974 1975 01976 ' 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Probationers under Supervision u 

January 1 3,217 4,062 3,579 3,305 4,08E} 23.7% 27.1% 
0 

New Cases Received for 

I Supervision during Year 3,817 2,393 2,523 3,302 ,~3.,3~3· .6% -12.9%. 

Cas\:!s Removed during Year 
~;" 

Expiration of Probation 2,222 1,872 1,713 1,378 1,659 20.4% -25.3% 
Probation Revocation 250 195 205 186 '296"' 59.1% 18.4% 
Early Termination 500 809 651 658 709 7.7% 41.8% 
Placed in Fugitive Status 0 0 0 0 . '13)485 - -
Transferred to SCORP 0 0 0 296 ';l' 0 - --- -- -- -- ~-,: -.-. 
Total 2,972 2,876 2,569 2,518 3,149 25.1% 6.0% 

Probationers under Supervision 
December 31 ,·,I( 

" 

Falony Cases 545 903 1,253 '1,526 16,90c 10.7% 210.1% 
<,I,:\, , 

Misdemeanor 3,317 2,676 2,280 2,563 2573 .4% -26.8% 
p-1.,'r-

Total 4,062 3,579 3,533 4,089 4,263 4.3% 4.9% 

Presentence Investigations Q 

Felony Cases 1,027 1,478 1,658 2,077 2',05~ -.9% 100.5% 
Misdemeanor Cases ~,387 2,098 2,343 2,483 2;S,7t. 7.8% -21.0% 

Total 4,414 3,576 4,001 4,560 '4,736', 3.9% 7.3% 

Average Monthly Probation 
I: 0., :, 

Case Load 3,639 3,810 3,502 3,667 4,001 11.4% 12.2% 
C' 

Total Authorized Probation I d}t 

Officer Positions 69 81 81 69 \ ,) 6L1. -7.2% -7.2% , 
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JUVENILE PROBATION BRANCH 

% Change % Change 
CASE LOAD 1972 1973 1974 1975 19.7& 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Cases under Supervision 
' .. ;.'" ,:" 

January 1 
, 

:'0 ~ 

Consent Decree 448 868 743 504 ,,<600 19.0% 
Probation 574 "60!' 5.6% 
Suspended Commitment 1,914* 1,261* 963* 170 

, 
233 37.1% -- -.-, 

Total 2,36~ 2,129 1,706 1,248 ~1 ,4$9" 15.3% -39.1% 

New Cases Received for .~,o 

Supervision ,\' 

Consent Decree 1,456 1,389 1,089 1,467 1,;22¥ -16.8% 
Probation 779 . ~36 -5.5% 
Suspended Commitment 1,146* 928* 817* 219 "'''' ~" '''244 11.4% -- --
Total 2,602 2,317 1,906 2,465 2"201'· 

, ~., 
-10.7% -15.4% 

e 

Cases Removed during Year 
.. 

Expiration NA 2,317 1,841 1,744 'l,~n7 4.2% 
Revocation NA 254 209 188 ·to§t -45.2% 
farly Termination NA 349 314 219 ,,?~~ 6.4% 
Transferred to SCORP 0 0 0 123 ,. ,. ~9" --- -- -- -- .. ",~~ 

-5.3% -24.1% Total 2,835 2,740 2,364 2,274 '.~;t'5~;' 

Cases under Supervision I '., 

December 31 q b 
• ,. j> 

Consent Decree 868 743 504 600 :&~,t -3.2% 
Probation 574 606 $1!¥ 1.3% 
Suspended Commitment 1.261* 963* 170 233 )~~~' 25.3% -- --' --
Total 2,129 1,706 1,248 1,439 '1~!487; 3.3% -30.2% 

, ,'''''-¥~> 71 ' 

SOI.::ial Reports Completed 2,267 1,830 1,887 2,051 1,~i8~~ 39.8% 26.5% 

A verage Monthly 
Supervision Case Load 2,245 1,918 1,406 1,344 

.-
" 1.r4iZ1~ 9.4% -34.5% 

< 

Total Intake Cases 4,422 4,471 4,464 4,501 '4368 . "':"-'0 -2.9% -1.2% 

Total Authorized , .-

" 

Probation Officer ",",.I\''i1; 

Positions 56 57 55 50 '~1:~ -6.0% -16.1% 
,,' i. O 

*,Includes both Probation and Suspended Commitment cases; separate case load data is not available. 
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INTRAFAMILY, NEGLECT, AND CONCILIATION BRANCH 

CASE LOAD 

Cases under Supervision January 1 
Intrafamily 
Neglect 
Child Support 

Total 

Cases Received during Year 
Intrafamily 
Neglect 
Child Support 

Total 

Cases Removed during year 
Intrafamily 
Neglect 
Child Support 
Transferred to SCORP 

Total 

Cases under Supervision 
December 31 

Intrafamily 
Neglect 
Child Support 

Total 

Average Monthly Case Load 
Intrafamiiy 
Neglect 
Child Support 

Total 

Social Investigations Completed 

Total Authorized Probation 
Officer Positions 

1972 

188a 

4,747 

4,935 

4,176 8 

185 

4,361 

4,046a 

653 
o 

4,699 

318 a 

4,279 

4,597 

253 a 

4,513 

4,766 

NA 

25 

1973 

318a 

4,279 

4,597 

3,408 
670 
522 

4,600 

3,336 
610 
884 

o 
4,830 

345 
105 

3,917 

4,367 

299 
75 

4,108 

4,482 

NA 

28 

1974 

345 
105 

3,917 

4,367 

3,0.24 
851b 

184 

4,0159 

2,824 
610b 

477 
o 

3,911 

545 
346 b 

3,624 

4,515 

445 
225b 

.?,n1 
4,441 

546 

31 

nlncludes both Intrafamily arid Neglect cases; separate case load data is not available. 

1975 

545 
128b 

3,624 

4,297 

2,995 
163 
145 

3,303 

2,951 
132 
:320 
269(( 

3,672 

585 
153 

3,'190 

3,928 

581 
154 

3,277 

4,012 

515 

32 

b Includes protective supervision cases and cases being supervised during intake phase. For 1975 and thereafter to 
show Neglect case load more accurately, intake cases are deleted and only protective supervision cases are shown. 

C!ncludes only those cases being actively supervised. Pending January 1, 1976, the Locator's case load was an 
additional 1,618 cases, of which 105 were removed during the year, with 1,513 pending December 31; active monthly 
case load at 1,666 cases. . 

((Among the 269 cases transferred to SCORP, there were four Intrafamily, six Neglect, and 259 Child Support cases. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OUTREACH PROJECT 

CASE LOAD 1975 

Supervision Cases at Beginning of Yeara 
Adult 296 
Juvenile 123 
Intrafamily 4 
Neglect 6 
Child Support 259 

Total 688 

New Cases Received for Supervision 
Adult 294 
Juvenile 294 
Intrafamily 24 
Neglect 44 
Child Support 0 

Total 656 

Cases Removed during Year 
Adult 246 
Juvenile 265 
Intrafamily 13 
Neglect 21 
Child Support 12 

Total 558 

Cases under Supervision December 31 
Adult 344 
Juvenile 151 
Intrafamily 15 
Neglect 29 
Child Surport 247 -
Total 786 

Social Investigations Completed 
Adult 464 
Juvenile 269 
Intrafamily & Neglect 80 

Total 763 

Total Authorized Positions 16 

aSCORP commenced in July 1975. . 
b Intrafamily cases were not flIIly integrated into SCORP's case load until earl~* 1976. 
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TAX DIVISION 
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SUMMARY OF TAX DIVISION CASES 

ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 1976.° 
% Change % Change 
1975-1976 1973-1976 

CRIMINAL TAX CASES 

Pending January 1 
Cases Filed 
Reinstated 

Total to be Disposed 

Dispositions 
Nolle Prosequi 
Dismissed 
Trial by Court 
Jury Trial 

Total 

Pending December 31 

Fines Imposed 
Fines Collected 
Fines Suspended 

CIVIL TAX CASES 

Pending January 1 
Petitions Flied 

.. Certified from Another 
Division 

ReInstated 

Total to be Disposed 

Dispositions 
Dismissed 
Trial by Court 
Judgments 

Total 

Pending December 31 

Tax Invoked 
Tax Refunded 

TAX APPEALS 
Appeals Filed 
Appeals Returned 

Affirmed 
Remanded 
Dismissed 
Affirmed in Part 

Reversed In Part 

Pending December 31 

79 
91 
o 

170 

75 
1 

41 
o 

117 

53 

$9,700.00 
$3,805.00 
$2.450.00 

70 
26 

o 
1 

97 

1 
12 
23 

36 

73" 

$63,915,907.49 
$ 197,862.08 

10 

3 
1 
o 

o 
6 

53 
7 
o 

60 

34 
19 
o 
2 

60 

o 
$5,548.00 
$3,775.00 
$1,275.00 

73 
53 

1 
4 

131 

35 
6 

17 

58 

$9,323,584.90 
$ 106,609.86" 

7 

2 
o 
2 

o 
9 

o 
64 
o 

64 

17 
o 

19 
o 

36 

28 

$16,200.00 
$ 1,400.00 
$15,000.00 

79 
78 

o 
5 

162 

22 
16b 

37 

59 

103" 

$17,942,586.23 
$ 575,755.11 

6 

4 
3 
2 

5 

Ulndicates number of chmges brought against 51 individuals and organizations. 
hlndlcates easel? In which trial was held, but final order has not been received. 

.28 
562" 
~) 
59Q, . 

176.5% 

-36.8% 

88.9% 

-70.4% 
189.3% 
-93.3% 

30.4% 
-19.2% 

-60.0% 
5.6% 

-27.3% 

-24.3% 
-10.2% 

14.6% 

-87.9% 
-32.0% 

83.3% 

-75.0% 
50.0% 

120.0% 

"Of the 73 petitions pending. 37 are held on Reserve Calendar awaiting decisions of other courts; seven are now in trial 
or awaiting judgment; seven are set for hearing; and 22 are awaiting trial. 

dOf the 79 petitions pending, four are held on Reserve Calendar awaiting decisions of other courst; 15 are awaiting 
judgment; 55 are set for hearing; and five are not ready for trial. 

~ Of the 103 petitions pending, 11 are held on Reserve Calendar by order of this Court; 24 are awaiting jUdgment; 
62 are held under advisement in preparation for trial; and six have not been brought to issue. 

rOfthe 118 petlticms pending, 18 are held on Reserve Cale~ldarbyorderofthisCourt; 65 are awaiting judgment; 21 are 
held under advisement; and 14 have not been brought to issue. 

"TaX refunds issued in accordance with the Court's order in Keyes v. D.C. not included. 

" j/ --

78 

-64.6% 

-37.3% 
800.0% 
-70.7% 

-41.9% 

-50.5% 
6.4% 

-59.2% 

47.1% 
142.3% 

100.0% 
76.3% 

1500.0% 
-25.0% 

21.7% 
47.2% 

61.1% 

-96.6% 
97.8% 

10.0% 

83.3% 
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JUROR OFFICE 
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00 
o 

1976 PETIT JUROR UTILIZATION 

A B C&D C D E 
Number Total Jurors Jurors Not Times 
Drawn Number Average Number Number Percent Selected or Jurors Selecied, Not Judges 
from of Number of of Selected, Serving on Challenged Serving or Waited 

Master Jurors Serving Panel Jury Trial Days Jurors Serving or Trials In Court Not Challenged for 
1976 Wheel Enrolled Dally Requests Civil Criminal Total Available Challenged Number Percent Number Percent NUmber Percent Panels 

Jan 900 442 441 179 46 408 454 8,823 92.5% 5,841 66.2% 2,319 26.3% 663 7.5% 17 
Feb 900 458 451 139 69 313 982 8,566 84.9% 4,744 55.4% 2,528 29.5% 1,294 15.1% 7 
Mar 900 461 448 212 76 441 517 10,309 98.0% 6,694 65.0% 3,371 33.0% 244 2.0% 3 
Apr 900 453 436 154 85 352 437 9,582 91.6% 5,848 61.0% 2,924 31.0% 810 8.0% 1 
May 900 403 400 153 83 288 371 8,010 95.0% 4,834 60.0% 2,778 35.0% 398 5.0% 1 
June 900 508 417 149 62 323 385 8,767 90.5% 5,289 60.3% 2,645 30.2% 833 9.5% 4 
Jul/ 900 428 407 114 33 298 331 8,554 80.2% 4,414 51.6% 2.451 28.6% 1,689 19.8% 0 
Aug 650 320 314 89 12 208 220 6,914 78.7% 3,276 47.4% 2,167 31.3% 1,471 21.3% 2 
Sept" 1,400 768 393 129 58 272 330 8,253 B7.1% 4,602 55.8% 2,583 31.3% 1,068 12.9% 0 
Oct 900 477 430 104 54 237 291 8,181 77.0% 4,024 49.2% 2,278 '27.8% 1,879 23.0% 0 
Novb 1,300 654 398 104 68 207 275 8,349 89.1% 3,711 44.5% 2,174 26.0% 2,464 29.5% 0 
Dec 900 425 321 99 55 219 274 6,751 89.1% 3,350 49.6% 1,991 29.5% 1,410 " 20.9% 3 

TOTAL 11,450 5,797 - 1,625 701 3,566 4,267 101,059 - 56,627 - 30,229 - 14,223 - 38" -
Monthly 
Average 954 483 405 '135 58 297 356 8,422 85.9% 4,719 56.0% 2,519 29.9% 1,185 14.1% 3 

, 
A. Jury Trial Days-shows the number of separate jury trials In progress, Including both the carried-over panels and new panels Which have been selected and sworn for jury trials. 
B. Total Number of Jurors Available-shows the total number of jurors reporting to the court as available to serve, whether or not the juror Is placed on a panel or sworn for ajury trial; excludes any 

excused jurors who are not paid an attendance fee. 
C. Jurors Selected or Serving on Trials-shows the number of jurors serving any part of the day as sworn jurors for any specific jury trial, even If the case was s~\tled before evlden~e' was 

Introduced. 
D. Jurors Challenged In Court-shows the number of jurors challenged but not sworn for any trial service that day; persons challenged In one trial but sworn in another are counted In Column C. 
E. Jurors Not Selected, Not Serving or Not Challenged-shows the number of jurors available for service who are neUher selected, serving nor challenged in court; tr.ase are the jurors who never 

left the (ounge. 

"Trial of notoriety reqUired large panel of jurors. Regular draw of 900; 446 enrolled. Special draw of 500: 322 enrolled. 
bTrial of notoriety required large panel of jurors. Regular draw of 900; 463 enrolled. Special draw of 400; 191 enrolle~. 
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SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF PETIT JUROR UTILIZATION 

(A) (B) (C&D) (C) (D) (Ej 
Number Average Number Jurors Times 
DrallO Number Number 01 Total Percentage Jurors Jurors Not Selected, Judges 

Years Irom 01 of JUrors Panels Juries In Trial Number Selected, Selected or Challenged Not Serving or Waited 
Master Jurors Serving Re- of Jurors Serving or Serving ~'lTrials In Court Challenged for 
Wheel Enrolled Daily quested Civil Criminal Total Available Challenged Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Panels' 

Total 5,800 2,853 - 1,239 422 1,741 2,163 55,866 - 27,422 - 19,466 - 8,978 - 73 
(8 mos.) 

1973 Monthly 
Average 662 357 326 134 53 217 270 6,983 83.9 3,428 49.0 2,433 34.9 1,122 16.1 9 

Total 9,325 5,066 - 1,623 854 2,90{ 3,755 81,567 - 47,029 - 27,094 - 7,444 - 112 
1974 ;) 

Monthly 
Average 777 422 327 135 71 242 313 6,797 90.9 3,919 57.7 2,258 33.2 620 9.1 9 

Total 9,425 4,796 - 1,592 724 3,152 3,876 89,417 - 50,785 - 26,354 - 12,288 - 115 
1975 

Monthly 
Average 785 400 360 133 60 263 323 7,451 86.3 4,232 56.8 2,196 29.5 1,024 13.7 10 

Total 11,450 5,797 -- 1,625 701 3,566 4,267 101,059 - 56,627 - 30,229 - 14,223 - 38 
1976 

,. 
Monthly 
Average 954 483 405 135 58 297 356 804::: ' 85.9 4,719 56.0 2,519 29.9 1,185 14.1 3 

A. Jury Trial Days-shows the number 01 separate Jury trials In progress, Including both the carried-over panels and new panets whIch have been selected and sworn lor Jury trIals. 
B. Total Number 01 Jurors Available-shows the lotal number 01 furors reporting to the court as available to serve, whether ornot the furor Is placed on a pan~1 or sworn for ajury trial; excludes any 

excused jurors who are not paid an attendance fee. 
C. Jurors Selected or Serving on Trials-ShOWS the number of Jurors serving any part 01 the day as sworn Jurors for any specific Jury trial, even If the case was settled before evidence was 

Introduced. 
D. Jurors Challenged In Court-shows the number of Jurors challenged but not sworn for MY trial service that day! persons challenged In one trial but sworn In another are counted In Column C, 
E. Jurors Not Selected, Not Serving or Not Challenged-shows the number of Jurors available for service who were neither selected, serving, nor challenged In court: these are the Jurors who never 

lett the lounge. 
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CENTRAL VIOLATIONS BUREAU 

\, 



TRAFFIC VIOLATION ACTIONS 

I 
~ 

% Change 
Q) .. 

ACTIVITY 1974 1975 1976 1975-1976 

Total Number of TVN's Received 
from Police Department 1,309,365 1,652,204 1,532,'874 -7.2% 

Number of TVN's Processed 
and Closed at CBV 1,020,379 1,054,007 1.514;750 43.7% 

" 

Number of Trials Requested 59,015 78,570 106,052 34.9% 

Number of Notices of 
Intent to Issue Warrant 444,997 522,586 472,756 -9.5% 

Number of Warrants Issued 246,936 353,862 339,854 -3.9% 

84 



PROBATE DIVISION 



SUMMARY OF PROBATE DIVISION ACTIVITIES 

% Change % Change 
ACTIVITY 1973 1974 1975 .1976 1975-1976 1973-1976 

Fees Collected $255,145.46 $399,512.37 $348,869.45 $~26,8d3.5~ -6.3% 28.1% 

New Wills Filed 2,283 2,240 2,048 2,134 ·0 4.2% -6.5% 
0 .. , d' 

New Cases Filed 
Decedents' Estates 2,456 2,452 2,430 2,416 -.6% -1.6% 
Minors' Estates 165 158 177 1$2 -14.1% -7.9% 

Orders Signed 
by Court: 

,'., 

Appointing 0 

Fiduciaries .\{f 
and Granting 
Fiduciary 
Intermediate 
Relief 3,740 4,094 3,796 ' 3,681 -3.0% -1.6% 

Approving and , .. 
Closing Estates 2,768 2,705 2,758 2,701 -2.1% -2.4% 

Miscellaneous 
Orders* 1,333 999 1,231 1,388 

~ 
12.7% 4.1% 

*Includes summary hearings, payment of funeral expenses, small estates (under $2,500), and orders nisi. 
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AUDITOR-MASTER DIVISION 



SUMMARY OF AUDITOR-MASTER DIVISION ACTIVITIES 
'. 

, % Change % Change 
ACTIVITY* 1972 1973 1974 1976 1976 1976-1976 1972-1976 

Pending January 1 " '. 

Superior Court 0 328 296 373 296 -20,6% -
U.S. District Court 647 166 96 89 66 -38.2% -- - -
Total 647 494 391 462 361 --24.0% -36.8% 

New Filings 
Superior Court 863 1,461 1,547 1,612 1,475 -2.4% -
U.S. District Court 1,308 383 296 246 ".242 -1.6% --- -- ~ 
Total 2,171 1,844 1,843 1,768 1,717 -2.3% -20.9% 

, 0 

Dispositions 0 

Superior Court 636 1,493 1,470 1,689 1,438 -9.6% -
U.S. District Court 1,689 464 302 280 238 -15.0% --- -- --
Total 2,224 1,947 1,772 1,869 ;<1,676 -10.3% -24.6% 

Pending December 31 
"(I:. 3~:~c 

Superior Court 328 296 373 296 12.5% -
U.S. District Court 166 96 89 66 v"/,Sg 7.3% -- - - -'-',J 

Total 494 391 462 361 392 11.7% -20.6% 
_ .. Q , 

*Business includes fiduciary accounts, orders of reference, and inventories. 
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MARRIAGE BUREAU 



SUMMARY OF MARRIAGE BUREAU ACTIVITIES 
,a 
.,,!) . % Change % Change 

ACTIVITY 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976, 1975-1976 1971-1976 

Fees Collected $26,404 $26,012 $24,882 $25,119 $24,880 $24/948 
','0 

.3% -5.5% 

Ministers' Licenses 
8 . 

Issued 457 439 419 400 399 ": 6'3$5 -3.5% -15.7% 
, ' c: o c 

Marriage Applications 
<, (J) 

Received 7,031 6,606 5,978 5,456 5,079 4,900 -3,5% -30.3% 
" o· 

Marriage Licenses !"~ 

If· 
Issued 6,847 6,415 5,812 5,305 4,902 '4.676 -4.6% -31.7% 

"', .. 

Religious Ceremonies 
'. 

,~,.n~,:-", ," ,_' 

Performed 5,676 5,265 4,775 4,496 4,102 4,103 .02% -27.7% 

Civil Ceremonies " '0 
(>,1 

Performed 1,110 1,019 886 775 682 508 -25.5% -54.2% 
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FINANCIAL OPERATIONS DIVISION 



TOTAL RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS 

COURT OF APPEALS 

SUPERIOR COURT 
Criminal Division: 

Fines & Forfl.3itures 
Refunds 

Total 

Tax Division-Fees 

Civil Division: 
Fees 
Escrow 

Total 

Marriage Bureau-Fees 

Family Division: 
Fees 
Escrow 

Total 

AUditor-Master-Fees 

Register of Wills: 
Fees 
Escrow 

Total 

Other Income: 
Court Reporter Transcripts 
Interest Income 

Total 

Unclaimed Deposits (over 
two years old) 

Superior Court-Total 
R!3ceived and Disbursed 

TO-rAL-DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA COURTS 

1975 

Receipts Disbursements 

$ 293,620.65 $ 293,620.65 

10,004,957.96 9,125,456.20 
375,563.27 

$10,004,957.96 $ 9,501,019.47 

$ 380.00 $ 380.00 

$ 400,772.25 $ 400,772.25 
1,533,129.78 1,223,188.24 

$ 1,933,902.03 $ 1,623,960.49 

$ 25,592.21 $ 25,592.21 

$ 34,208.70 $ 34.,208.70 
--.Zz091,484.87 7,095,654.77 

$ 7,125,693.57 $ 7,129,863.47 

$ 128,941.53 $ 128,941.53 

$ 344,289.25 $ 344,289.25 
85,923.25 85,923.25 

$ 430,212.50 $ 430,212.50 

$ 5,348.25 $ 5,348.25 
14,907.57 14,907.57 

$ 20,255.82 $ 20,255.82 

$ 151,285.52 

$19,669,935.62 $19,011,511.01 

~. ; :.J .''''-,J;'_' ....,..;.-~~,..,..:-

·· ... $1'4,9()4,5:86~'44/ ·'$:14~5i5,90?'03·' 
$ '. (2~5.~oi':;"··· .... '. 

., ',,'." "'; '\ :', ,'< . '.,< 

" .:.: '2 ,. "" "'0: 

. $.' ·~9~,836.?7'·$:i;;~~21~3()0?'t-·· 
,,,2;046;65(j.5~.· c' 'tj555;6~':2;33' . 

$ .,j;94'~;;412i6dt 

·.,2g;~e~,d5$:;;22:965h5 
, .. "',;-'. "0'<:· '··':.,n,'· 

, f' P':, '.~' . ' " " ( ,",' '. -

,$: •. ·:':3~:,1~5.6~ .1",~,~;3~18,5!09;· 
'.·.··.R,784,875.9.Q' '. '.:.·],7JQ;317J37: • 

• ·:$,·:tlS,1·.~,g~O:9~;,~ :' .• ~41c,;~q~~~P2,:J~~,-·.~··'· 
:.,'$ .. 1.:32,4,50.85 ;$:,. <t:3?,450;SS " 

• , " ," " > • • ' •••• "." ',', '~,.' -' ,:/., 

':.' ..... 3~~;E~i;.~i,: .~~",;~~~;6~·1:~i '. 
"$ 39t~t?;~!f'J';~~7j,~;1f5;~~< 

'~';J:':<":'-'; '<',.<:,'~'~'" 

">:':~';" ,,' " 
. . if' ',,' 

$19,963,556.27 $19,395,131.66 ,$26,lQ8.210.26 $25,422,5:46.06 . 
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f. 

CASH INCOME OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS 

COURT OF APPEALS 
Fees: 

SUPERIOR COURT 

Criminal Division 
Fines and Forfeitures 

District of Columbia 
United States 
Traffic 

Total 

Tax Division-Fees 

Civil Division-Fees 
Civil Action 
Small Claims 
Landlord and Tenant 
Marriage Bureau 

Total 

Family Division-Fees 

Auditor-Master-Fees 

Register of Wills-Fees 

Other Income 
Court Reporter Transcripts 
Interest Income 
Unclaimed Deposits (over two 

years old) 

Total 

TOTAL CASH INCOME 

95 

1975 

$ 293,620.65 

$ 109,508.50 
57,579.43 

8,958,368.27 

$ 9,125,456.20 

$ 380.00 

$ 111,827.65 
35,707.85 

253,236.75 
25,592.21 

$ 426,364.46 

$ 34,208.70 

$ 128,941.53 

$ 344,289.25 

$ 5,348.25 
14,907.5'7 

151,285.52 

$ 171,541.34 

$10,524,802.13 

- - -- j 



D.C. Court of Appeals 
Superior Court 
D.C. Court System 

Total 

a Actual fiscal year obligations. 
b Fiscal year appropriations. 

D.C. Court of Appeals 
Superior Court 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS 
STATEMENT OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS 

$1,495,sdo ".. ..' 
. ··t9,98a;aoo ... ' .... ,. 

'4,353,000 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS 
LEAA GRANTS AWARDED 

1975* 

$104,500 
460,400 

FY 1977b 

$ 1,659,100 
20,247,300 

3,831,900 

$25,738,300 

. 

D.C. Court System 
" .,., "'-.' 

Total 

* Actual fiscal year obligations. 

Funding 

$564,900 

SCHEDULE OF C.J.A. STATISTICS 
APPROPRIATIONS VS. PAYMENTS 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 1976, 1977 

Payments Thru 3/31/77 

Legal Services 

D.C. Court of Expert and 

"$725,600 ~ .. ' .. 
", '. ", . 

Fiscal Year Appropriated Appeals Superior Court Other Services TOTAL 

1975 $2,056,109 $125,466 $2,361,874 

1976 2,895,000 77,765 2,446,747 

Transition 
Quarter 1976 
(July, August, 
September) 675,000 3,154 364,188 

1977 2,495,000 499 94,029 

TOTALS $8,121,109 $206,884 $5,266,838 

NOTE: The D.C. Courts are requesting a total increase of $1,200,000: 

$700,000 for prior fiscal years 
500,000 for increase in fiscal year 1978 funding or 

a total available of $2,995,000 

96 

$144,005 $2,631,345 

217,802 2,742,314 

50,057 417,399 

49,686 144,214 

$461,550 _~5,935,272 



COURT REPORTER DIVISION 



TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION BY COURT REPORTERS 

PRODUCTION/ST AFFING 

Total Pages Produced 

Number of Pages 
Produced for Appeals 

Number of Pages 
Produced for Judges 

Percentage of Appeal 
Pages/Total Pages 
Produced 

Number of Appeal 
Orders Processed 

Number of Reporter 
Positions Filled as 
of December 31 

1972 1973 1974 1975 
0/0 Change 0/0 Change 
1975-1976 1972-1976 

82,354 150,778 180,772 204,640 i~1'9667" 7.3% 
\.":"'".>"'.'.-,' ." 

166.7% 

195.1% 
," ,,' 

'.~ .. ;. " " 

NA 2,993 8,237 14,298 ";,':;S,3S« -76.6% NA 

52.6% 44.8% 65.2% 52.2% \\\~8~,gf4;' 11.5% 10.6% 
. ~., " 

660 592 1,196 860 16.9% 52.4% 

40 41 41 39 2.6% 
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\ 

TRANSCRIPT PRODUCTION FROM AUDIO TAPES BY TRANSCRIBER-TYPISTS 
, , 

.<,,',,< % Change % Change , . , 
PRODUCTiON/STAFFING 1972 1973 1974 1975 J97~' 1975-1976 1972-1976 

Pages Produced by "'." 

Transcriber-Typists: " 

Appeal Cases 297 700 880 751 " ~763: 1.6% 156.9% 
Non-Appeal Cases 2,614 3,607 2,202 2,446 t,~.02' -50.8% -54.0% 
Judges' Transcripts NA 63 277 315 ;,506' 60.6% NA -- -- '-"-"-" 
Total NA 4,370 3,359 3,512 2;47,.1' -29.7% NA 

., 
"'''''/':';, Pages Produced by / .1.'1'1"·~ 

Reporter Volunteers: 'c1',4a~' Appeal Cases 1,105 1,804 334 523 184.1% 34.5% 
Non-Appeal Cases 2,358 2,200 844 494 .... '1,01CI'. 104.4% -57.2% -- --
Total 3,463 4,004 1,178 1,017 2,4~6·. 145.4% -27.9% 

, . 
" 

Total Pages Produced from ;~>< 

~ l " , ... ' '. c .• ' 

Court Memory System NA 8,374 4,537 4,529 4,967 9.7% NA 
" , -

Number of Cases Pending !.,', 

Transcription as of 
, 

'.,' 
"'~ 

December 31 NA NA NA NA 
;.\ .40: NA NA 

Number of Transcriber- , 
" 

Typist Positions Authorized 
';,. 

as of December 31 3 4 4 5 .• ".~~, -40.0% NA 

Number of Courtrooms ' . 

Equipped with Court 
Memory System 9 9 9 9 .•· ••• · ..• 9" - -

. ',' 
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