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1. INTRODUCTION 

In 1968 a group of appellate judges gathered together and dis­

cussed how to go about improving the quality of the nation's 

appe 11 ate system. A number of suggestions were entertained. 

The o~e that received a conse~sus concerned continuing the 

judge's education after elevation to the appellate bench. It 

was concluded' that the need to keep up with the rapidly 

changing law that each was required to administer compelled a 

decision to undertake a seminar program on a national basis 

offering courses designed for the appellate judge. With a 

small grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

a modest program'was begun. 

Through the years, with continued financial support from the 

LEAA, among others, the program grew and prospered. In 1977, 

the LEA,A awarded an eighteen month grant (# "17DF-99-0030) to 
• /1 

/1 

the Appellate audges ' Conference of the. AmericanfBar Assoc-

iation to enable it to continue spons(lring semina~~~\. in behalf 

of state and fede.ral appellate judges~ clerks oi\~ appellate 

courts, and appe 11 ate centra 1 staff attorneys. The P!JrposE! of 

this report is to summarize the accompl ishments 

that occured as a result of that graftt. 

,'I 

, 

and\,failures 
\ 
1\ 
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This report will describe the level of funding that was re­

ceived in behalf of this project, the project goals and real-

ities, the project, objectives and successes, and any present 

problems or future difficulties that are anticipated. This 

report will not attempt to evaluate the educational program. 

We leave that to the McManis Corporation and to the many appel­

late judges, appellate court c'lerks and appellate central staff 

attorneys that have attended programs in the past. 

II. PROJECT FUNDING 

The Bud get N a r r at i ve f or the 9 ran t pro p 0 s a 11 th at res u 1 ted i n 

LEAA awarding Grant Number 77DF-99-0030 indicated that the 

total budget for this eighteen month project would be 

$234,923. Funds were made available to the--project by the 

LEAA, the American Bar Endowment, the Brookdal,e Foundation and 

the Stanley Immerman Memorial Trust. The LEAA provided 81% of 

\ .. 
. ',I 

\\ 
1. Submitted to LEAA on October 41\11976. The grant period 
began with the award on March 8, 197t. It was originally anti­
cipated that the grant period would begin on January 1, 1977. 
The grant terminated on September 8, c1978. No extensions have 
been r"equested or ,received. 

\ 

\ 
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the funding for this project ($163,121), 14% was provided by 

the ABE ($27,400), and the remaining 5% was evenly divided be­

tween the Immerman Trust ($5,000) and the Brookdale Foundation 

($5,000). At the conclusion of the project period, total ex-

p~nditures amounted to $199,756. 

figures by line item see Appendix I. 

For a breakdown of these 

I I I. PROJ ECT GOALS 

The Program Narrative of the grant proposal identified six 

major project aims that would hope to be achieved during the 

grant period. These are: 

1. To expose a maximum number of appellate judges to 
the educational activities of the project. The 
goal was to have between 20 and 30 percent of the 
active members of the nation's appellate courts 
attend during an academic year. 

2. To conduct an annual seminar that exposes appel­
late court clerks to new and improved methods of 
administering the appellate courts. " 

3. To expose appellate central staff attorneys to an 
educational program similar to that fOr the 
judge, but designed, for the first time, speci­
fi ca lly for the centY"a 1 staff attorney. 

4. To develop text materials to support the seminars 
that would be used both at and after the seminar. 

5. To plan and implement special educational pro­
grams for the appellate system. 
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6. To obtain a candid evalution of the educational 

pro gram to see w he the r i tis e f f e c t i vel y and e f -

ficiently pursued. 

This report will review the activities engaged in and the re­

sults obtained for each of these goals. 

A. APPELLATE JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

In October, 1976, th~ Committee on Continuing Appellate Edu-

cation 2 met with its Academic Consultant, Dean W. Page 

Keeton, and the Program Director, Howard S. Primer. At that 

meeting a list of topics was developed for the purpose of plan­

ning for the seminars during the first half of the 1977 aca­

demic year. In developing the list a great deal of discussion 

con c ern i n g e a c h top i c was en co u rag e d . A s a r e·s u 1 t , at the end 

of the meeting the Committee had a clear idea what had to be 

2. The members of the Committee on Continuing Appellate Edu-, 
cation are Justice Harry A. Spencer, Supreme Court of Nebraska, 
Chairman; Chief Justice James Duke Cameron, Supreme Court of 
Arizona; Justice William A. Grimes, Supreme Court of New 
Hampshire; -JUstice James D. Hopkins, Appellate Division, 
Supreme Court of New York; Justice Sam D. Johnson, Supreme 
Court 'of Texas; Judge T. John Lesinski, Michigan Court of 
Appeals; and Judge Frank Q. Nebeker~ Court of Appeals of 
Washington, D.C .. ' 

---------------------------------,--~---



---~------------- ---

LEAA FINAL REPORT 
Page 5 

covered during the seminars. Principal focus was devoted to 

substantive law topics that appeared to be undergoing a great 

deal of change; administrative techniques that might better 

equip the nation's appellate courts to handle its ever ex­

panding docket; and topics covered at prior seminars that re­

ceived high evaluation scores and appeared interesting. 

Based upon the "shopping list" created at that meeting, the 

Program Director, the Academic Consultant and the Chairman of 

the Committee develop the actual curriculum and faculty used at 

each seminar. This method of planning is used for all of the 

appellate judges' seminars. The Committee meets twice a year, 

May and October, to pl an for the programs at the semi n ars to 

occur during the following half year. In this way, constant 

evaluation and redesign occurs. New topics are added, old top­

ics are revised, removed or expanded, and the program undergoes 

repeated reappraisal. 

The grant proposal submitted in behalf of this project stated 

that the seminars in beha If of the nation's appell ate judges 

would take p1ace in January, March, April) May, ~~iust and 
, \ 

Oct 0 b e r d uri n g 1 977 , an d Jan u a r y , Mar c h, A P t~ il' an d May d uri n g 

the remaining six months of the eighteen mont\ grant. That did 

not occur. The grant was not rece~ved in time for the January, 

/J 
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1977 seminar in Maimi Beach and the January, 1978 seminar in 

Miami Beach was cancelled due to a lower than practical enrol-

lment. The other programs occured as planned. 

The March, 1977, seminar was conducted in New Orleans, 

Louisiana. As with all of our seminars, it was headquartered 

at a local hotel. In New Orleans we experienced some dif-

ficulty in finding an adequate hotel with sUitable accom­

odations at a price that would comport with our grant budget. 

It turned out that the seminar w·as held at a travelodge some 

distance from the dining and shopping area. 

Attendance was reasonable. Twenty-three appellate judges at­

tended and gave the program a rating of Good. For a 1 ist of 

participants, a copy of the program and a summary of the eval­

uation forms submitted for this program, see Appendix II. 

The Apri 1, 1977, seminar was conducted in Tucson, Arizona. The 

attendance at this program was lower than desired and ex-

pected. Eighteen appellate judges attended. Of that number, 

fifteen submitted an evaluation form giving the program a 

rati~g of very close to excellent. See Appendix III. 

,For the first time in the history of the Appellate Judges' Sem­

inar Series a seminar was conducted in Williamsburg, Virginia. 
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The May, 1977, seminar attracted thirty-two appell ate judges 

and 0 n e 0 f 0 u r fin est f a c u 1 tie s . The e val u at ion s u mm a r y s how s 

Excellent attitudes towards the presentations, materials and 

topical coverage. See Appendix IV. 

At the May Seminar, as in the past, a meeting was conducted of 

the Committee on Continuing Appellate Education. Like October, 

the meeting was devoted, for the most part, to the identi­

fication of topics and speakers. In addition, site and date 

selection for the 1978 Seminar Series took place. This was 

essential. ,In no other way could the project be assured that 

it would have adequate accomodations at its 1978 programs. 

The September Seminar was originally planned for Traverse City; 

Michigan. As of late July, however, only seven judges had reg­

istered to attend, below the level we consider adequate or 

practical. The Committee, therefore, conducted~ a cc5nference by 

telephone to discuss what, if anything, to do about the Sept­

ember Seminar. It was decided that rather than eliminate the 

progr am it wou 1 d be an inter es t i ng 0 pport u n i ty to t es t whet her 

the site or' the dates wer'e at fault. The seminar was moved to 

Las Ve.gas, Nevada. Notice was distributed during the first 

week in August, 1977. By the time the seminar occured, twenty­

three judges had enrolled, more than enough to proceed with the 

program. The Committee evaluated this result and determined 
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that the month was not a problem, the location was. As a re­

sult, it resolved to ho'id its futul~e programs in locations that 

were easily accessable, with attractions for the spouses, and a 

readily identifiable name. 

The fourteen evaluations received from those in attendance at 

the Las Vegas program indicated that it was Excellent. See 

Appendix V. 

The final seminar of the 1977 seminar year was conducted in San 

Francisco, California. Our policy prior to this seminar was to 

limit registrat'jon at any seminar tel 40 appellate judges. In 

" that way, we f€Jlt, it would be possible tp retain program inti-

macy in order to stimulate discussion. With San Francisco we 

faced a new development. Registration pa~~sed the forty level 

very early. When we started to turn judgefi away we confronted 

the prob 1 em o-f tryi ng to persuade the app 1 f(cant that there was 
: . \\ 

just no morie room. Finally we deci:ded to admit up to sixty 

applicants *nd then to divide the sem~nar into two groups. The 

faculty was not increased, instead e:;ach facu'lty member had to 
'i 

make two presentations-one before eac6 group. 

Overworking the faculty did not aff~ict the program. It still 
" 

received a very high rating from t:he participants. , See Ap-

pendix VI. 

~-----------------------~~------------
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The October Seminar was also the scene of a meeting of the Com­

mittee on Continuing Appellate Education. There it began plan­

ning for the remaining appellate judge'S' seminars in the grant 

period. 

As was mentioned earlier, the Miami Pieach, Florida Seminar was, 

cancelled. Apparently, interest in Miami Beach had waned. 

The first seminar of the 1978 Appellate Judges' Seminar Series 

was conducted in Tucson, Arizona during March. Sixteen appel­

late judges attended what was probably one of our best academic 

efforts. Ever'y faculty member did an outstanding job and the 

evaluations Wf~re filled with h'igh marks and praise. See Ap­

pendix VII. 

The A P P e 11 at e J u d g e s ' S em ina r S e r i e s ret urn edt 0 S an 0 i ego , 

California with its April, 1978, seminar. In·~addition to the 

regular academic program, the Committee on Continuing Appellate 

Education invited a number of vendors of equipment that might 

be of inter'est to appellate courts to come and demonstrate its 

wares. This proved popular with the twenty-five appe'lat~ 

judg'es in attendance. ,The academic program, however, was not: 
\, 

ass u c c e s sf U lor ; n t ere s tin gas 0 u r u sua 1 pro g ram. A n urn b era f !' 

new topics and new faculty member.s were tried,. some did not 

achieve the level of qual ity we desire, and have come to ex-

pect. See Appendix VIII. 

-~---------------------------------------. 
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The final appellate judges' program conducted under this grant 

took place in Williamsburg, Virginia in May, 1978. Like the 

1977 program, this was well attended. It was, also, a fairly 

good program. See Appendix IX., 

Under the terms of the grant, the last meeting of the Committee 

on Continuing Appellate Education took place in Williamsburg. 

Unlike prior meetings, the topic of conversation principally 

was on funding problem~. The Committee expressed the view that 

funding by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration ap­

peared to be coming to an end. It resolved to obtain at least 

one more gfant from the LEAA to allow it time to conduct a vig­

orous fund raising effort. The Committee recognized that when 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was first pro­

posed and created it was contemplated that its funds would be 

used to ihitiate programs, and not sustain them. The Appellate 

Judges' Seminar Series has been fortunate in that, from its 

inception, it has received the principal portion of its funding 

from the LEAA. Therefore, the Committee assigned the respon-
il 

sibility for further fund raiSing to Justice William A. Grimes 

and Howard S. Primer. 
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B. APPELLATE COURT CLERK EDUCATION 

As in the past, the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series included a 

seminar in behalf of appellate court clerks at each of the two 

Annual Meetings of the National Conference of Appellate Court 

Clerks that took place during the term of this grant. The 

planning for these programs is left to the NeACC. The Com­

mittee on Continuing Appellate Education makes itself available 

to 'assist when asked. The NCACC is expected to submit its pro­

posed program and faculty to the Committee for its approval. 

Rarely has there been any need to offer an alternative. The 
t 

NCACC has developed an excel?llent ability to diagnose the needs 

of the nation's appellate court clerks and offer a program with 

that as its principal focus. The result is an extrordinarily 

high attendance at each of its programs (see Appendix X for a 

list of participants at each program). The effect, according 

to reports, is the institution of a large number of admini­

strative reforms as a direct result of attendance at one of 

these programs. See Appendix X for a copy of the 1977 and 1978 

programs. 
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C. APPELLATE CENTRAL STAFF COUNSEL EDUCATION 

One of the administrative techniques discussed at many prior 

educational programs concerned the practical and proper use of 

a staff of attorneys in the appellate system. The idea, con­

ceived by Prof. Daniel Meador 3, was directed to the handling 

of the large number of appellate cases that offered little by 

way of new facts or new law to the current body of the law. 

Recognizing that the expenditure of judicial resources for this 

type of case is inefficient, it was concluded that central 

staff counsel could be trained to do much of the work necessary 

under appropriate judicial supervision. 

Several years ago, the Appellate Judges'- Seminar Series in­

cluded as a topic at many of its programs the i~ea that central 

legal staff might assist the appellate courts. As a result, a 

number of courts have since introduced appell ate central staff 

counsel into their appellate system. Although there is some 

disagreement as to the proper role of central staff, there is 

now little disagreement as to the benefit. In fact, the need 

3. Msador,D., Appellate Courts: 
Crisis of Volume, (1974). 

Staff and Process in the 
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to train and maintain the central staff counsel is beginning to 

be the issue discussed~ more than whether they have a place in 

the appellate process. 

Under the leadership of Chief Justice James Duke Cameron, the 

Appellate Judges' Conference created the National Committee of 

Appellate Central Staff Counsel. Its purpose is to organize 

and train the nation's central staff attorneys. As a part of 

that purpose, the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series included in 

its 1976 schedule an educational program for central staff 

counsel. The program took place in Chicago at the tim~ of the 

Am e ric an Bar Ass 0 cia t ion Ann u a 1 Me e tin g • It wason e day 10 n g 

and had in attendance appellate judges as well as staff 

counsel. See Appendix XI for a copy of that program and a list 

of attendees.' 

The following year, 1978, the National Committee of Appellate~\ 

Central Staff Counsel decided to, once again,conduct its pro-

gram in conjunction with the ABA Annual Meeting. It felt that 

by holding the meeting at the same time and in the same place 

as the American Bar Association it would be able to attract new 

members to join the Committee. Unfortunately, attendance at 

the seminar was equated as attendance at the Annual Meeting, 

and, as a result, a registration fee was charged. The regi­

stration fee, payable to the ABA, was, in our judgment~ a dis­

incentive to attendance, and attendance dropped off. 
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"',;' ~;;/ 

To avoid this problem in the future, the ~Iational Committee of 
i 

Appellate Central Staff ~ounsel has decide~ to conduct its pro-

grams with those for appellate judges. Be;\ginniYlg in May, 1979, 
, 
\ 

the National Committee will conduct an annllal program at one of 

the seminars of the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series. In this 

w ay, i tis ant i c i pat edt hat a p pella t e j u d g e san d a p pella t e c e n -

tral staff counsel will have an opportunity \:,0 learn about one 

another and to learn together. 

D. TEXT MATERIAL DEVELOPMENT 

I t has 1 0 n g bee n 0 u rob s e r vat ion t hat c <~ n t; n u i n g e d i.l cat ion 0 f 

any kind is only effective if the student can apply what has 

been learned following the formal learning experience. For 

this reason, the Committee on Continuing Ap~ellate Education 

has continually strived for the highest qual\~Y-faculty that it 

can obtain at each of its seminars. We are \'~,leased to report 
\ 

that, with few exceptions, we have been success~yl i~ this pur-

suit. 

An additional goal is that, with the help of the faculty, text 

materials be developed to support the presentation and be of 

some use following the seminar. The purpose, consistent with 
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our belief that continuing education must continue for the par­

tic i pan t after 1 e a v i n g a seminar , is to pro v i de those that at - . 

tend our programs with reference materials that will be h~lpful 

for some time in the future. In this regard we feel consid­

erable satisfaction. 

Seminar participants constantly comment that the materials that 

they received at a previous seminar have been of inestimable 

assistance to them in solving a subsequently confronted prob­

lem. The Program Directo'r, Howard S. Primer, has reported that 

i n his t r a vel she has f r e que n tl y. 0 b s e r v e don e 0 r m 0 res em ina Y' 

books in a place in appellate judges' chambers that is readily 

accessible to the judge. When asked, the judges usually inform 

Mr. PrimeY' that they are making frequent use of the materials. 

The evaluation forms submitted support this obseY'vation 3• 
II 

E. SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROG~AMS 
'\ 

" \i 

Through the experience and exposure that it has gained since 

commencing the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series, the Committee 

on Continuing Appellate Education has gained a great deal of 

3. Summaries of all" the evaluation forms/submitted dUY'ing 
the g'r ant per i 0 dar e colle c ted i nth e A p P en d i x . See que s t io n s 
I. C. II ( 2) an d I I I. 

~\ 
~ 
" 
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u 

expertise in the appellate process and formulating programs in 

¢tiehalf of it. As a result, the Committee has concluded that it 

must make this expert i se ava i 1 ab 1 e to any person or group re­

qui r i n g it . T his has been done by ass i s tin gin the p 1 ann i n g 

and executing of special educationa1 programs. 
\'. 

For example, during the graq,t period three states, Kansas, 

Kentucky and Wisconsin, have instituted new intermediate appel­

late courts. In every instance, the staff and Committee have 

participated in the educational programs conducted to prepare 

the newly selected appellate judges to assume their respon- 1 
sibility. Assistance also has, been given to several states in 

the preparation of their in-state conferences. As a matter of 

" fact" several members of the Committee and the, Program Director 

have appeared on the faculty at most of these programs. 

A program begun in late 1977 and considerably expanded in 1978 

resulted from the Committee's experience in con-ducting national 

programs fot' appellate law clerks. Seeking to better assist 

the nation's appellate judges by training the many newly ap­

pointed law cletks beginning work each summer, the Appellate 

J u dg,a s' S e ill ina r S erie s h as inc 1 u de d, i r'l t he p as t , at 1 e as t o;ne 
, :;' '/ 

,prClgram'for law clerks. This program was abandoned because few 

c p 1~ r t s co U 1 d a f for d to sen d its 1 a w c 1 e r k s to a nat i.ifn alp r 0 -
.;/ 

gram. Instead~ the Committee concluded that it woyYd apply its 
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expertise to the creation of a package program that would be 

made available to individual appellate juri'sdictions. In that 

way, every law clerk in the jurisdiction would be educated at 

roughly the same cost as sending one to a national program. 

In preparation for that program, the Program Director was as­

signed the responsibility of developing a model curriculum that 

could easily be altered to comport with the needs of a specific 

jurisdiction. To support the curriculum, he authored a Law 

Clerks Manual that is designed to be modified to reflect local 

rules, laws and customs. The curriculum and Manual were re:­

viewed and approved by the Committee's Co-Chairmen 4 before 

being offered for use. See Appendix XII for a copy of a typ-
(, 

ical curriculum and the Table of Contents fro~ the Manual. 

The Committee on, Continuing Appellate Education set as a goal 

for its first year the acceptance of this program by three 

states. It was pleasantly surprised when ten states decided to 

present the programS. In addition, a number of states have 

asked for assistance in 1979. 

4. In Augu~t, 1977, Chief Justice James Duke Cameron, then 
Chairman of the Appellate Judges' Conference, appointed Justice 
Harry A. Spencer and Judge Frank Q. Nebeker as Co-Chairmen of 
the Committee on Continuing Appellate Educatiori. 

5. Seminars have been conducted in behalf of newly appointed 
appellate law clerks in Arizona, Florida/ Maine, New Hampshire, 
Nor t h D a k 0 t a , Rho de I s 1 an d , So u t h D a\(. 0 t a , V e r m 0 nt, W i s co n s ; n 
and Wyoming. 
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F. PROGRAM EVALUATION 

The C omm itt e eon Con tin u i n gAp pella teE d u cat ion r e cog n i z est h e 

nee d too b t a inc 0 n tin u ale val u at ion 0 fit s pro gram s • For t hat 

reason, it has been eager to participate in the yet to be con­

ducted objective evaluation that is called for in a Special 

Condition to the Grant and acknowledged in the application. 

Short of the comprehensive evaluation to be conducted, the Com­

mittee has employed a thorough evaluation form that is given to 

every seminar participant at a seminar and repeatedly reviewed 

f 011 ow in gas em ina r . The summaries of the evaluation forms 

submitted is incorporated into this report in the Appendix. 

IV. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The objectives set for the Project for Continuing Appellate 

Educa/cion, as described on page 14 of our grant application, 

ca~ be summarized as follows: 

To present to as many appell ate judges, central staff 
co u n s e 1 and co u r t c 1 e r k s asp 0 s sib 1 e apr 0 gram 0 f h i 9 h 
qual ity to better prepare them to face the many prob­
lems imposed by the pressures of expanding docket and 
shrinking resources for the ultimate benefit of the 
nation's system of appellate justice. 



LEAA FINAL REPORT 
Page 19 

In our judgment, we have accomplished this. In terms of sheer 

numbers, the programs have been an outstanding success. Over 

30% of the nation's appellate judges, over 60% of its appellate 

court clerks and a large number of its appellate central staff 

counse1 6 attended at least one seminar in the past year. We 

believe that no other educational program can boast such high 

ratios. 

In terms of qual ity, the evaluation form,s and letters received 
</- \:~<. 

are full of praise. There is a gratifyirllJ sense of enthusiasm 

among the people that participate in ou!:/programs. Apparently, 

the enthusiasm exists long after the seminar has formally con­

cluded, with participants remaining in contact with the people 

that shared their educational experience. Without having any 

em pi r; cal d a tat apr 0 ve it, we fee 1 t hat the rei s abe t t e run -

derstanding of rapidly changing fields of law as a result of 

the presentations and materials at the seminars; that new ideas 

reg a r din 9 the ad min i s t rat ion a f a p pella t e co u rot san d the pro -

cessing of appellate cases are shared, discussed and grow from 

the discussion; that the interpretation of the law has tended 

to become more uniform as a result of the discussionS that take 

place at the seminars; that new concepts of law and 

6. As of yet, no one is certain just how many central staff 
counsel there are. The National Committee of Appellate Central 
Staff Counsel is attempting to find out. 
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new approaches to court administration and organization have 

developed; and that the public esteem for the courts has been 

raised. 

V. PROJ ECT PROB LEMS 

There are several problems that we have experienced in con­

ducting the Appell ate Judges I Seminar Series and rel ated pro-

grams. 

First, assuming, as we do, that national seminars for appellate 

judges enable lateral communication to occur, that it will not 

occur in any other way and that it is important that it occur 

and flourish, then we consider it a serious problem that whole 

groups of appellate judges can not or will not participate. 

The appellate judges that will not attend are of some concern, 

but 1 ittle can be done about that. The judges that can not 

at ten d, howe v e r , are m 0 rei m p 0 r tan tin t h a ti t is ass u m edt hat 

many of them wQuld welcome the opportunity to attend and there 

i s a v 0 i d ; n i n form at ion res u 1 tin g from the ira b s c e n c e • Are­

view of Appendix XIII, containing a three year breakdown of 

attendance by jurisdiction, reveals that Connecticut, Montana 

'() 

,}J 
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and Virginia appellate judges do not participate at all, and 

that California, Massachusetts and the U.S. appellate judges 

have extremely low participation. In fact, the California and 

Federal appellate judges that have attended have done so at 

their own expense, as their courts will not support partic­

ipation. Our inabil ity to break down the barriers to partic­

ipation for these judges is considered our most disappointing 

failure. 

A s.econd problem has to do with staffing. This program is 

understilffed. The Program Director has many other responsi­

bil ities in behalf of the Appell ate Judges' Conference and the 

American Bar Association. As a result, only a portion of his 

time is devoted to the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series. We 

would much prefer having him be able to devote his e ntJ r e time 

to this Project and its related programs. 

A third problem is closely related to the second. Funding for 

this program in inadequate and far too short term. Too much of 

the energies and resources of the Committee on Continuing Ap­

pellate Education and the Project staff are devoted to fund 

raising. It creates an uneasy sense of instabi1ity that af­

fects our work product and programatic expansion. In addition, 

the principal funding we do have from the Law Enforcement As­

sistance Administration requires frequent attention in order to 

---- - -~--~--~------------......... -----------
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comply with its numerous special conditions and meet its many 

reporting requirements. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

ID, conclusion, we b~lieve that the Project for Continuing Ap­

pellate Education has been worthwhile. The problems we have 

are small and the goals we achieve are significant. We are 

eager to continue the Appell ate Judges I Seminar Series and to 

expand and improve its related programs. 
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APPENDIX I 

COMPARATIVE BUDGET REPORT 

Budget 3/77-9/78 3/77-9/78 
Item Original Actual 

Budget Expend. 

Personnel 64~286 53,013 
Fringe Benefits 10,831 10,921 
Travel 83,480 55,645 
Equipment 6,405 4,270 

';/ Supplies 5,669 8,379 
Contractual 13,050 4,919 
Printing & 10,025 24,899 

Duplicating 
Postage 4,100 5,812 
Other 8,533 8,648 
Indirect Cost 28,524 22,242 
Total Project 

Cost 234,923 199,756 
Total Proj ect 

Revenue 200,521 

- .~. --- .. ~---. 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - NEW ORLEANS 1977 

Honorable Wil1i~ R. Beasley 
900 Fir'st Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Honorable Norman Berman 
1575 Sherman Street, Suite 612 
Denver, CO 80203 

Honorable Frederick L. Brown 
110 Leonard Street 
Belmont, MA 02178 

Honorable Michael F. Cavanaugh 
Court of Appeals 
400 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Honorable Frank 0_ Ce1ebrezze 
8619 Whippoorwill Lane 
PatIna, OH 44130 

Honorable William D. Cornelius 
401 Texas Municipal Building 
Texarkana, TX 75501 

Honorable Alfred E. ~ahling 
Courthouse 
Warren, OH 

Honorable Robert J. Downing 
Illinois Appellate Court 
3000 Richard J. Daley Center 
Chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable Jerome Farris 
11th Floor Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 9'8104 

Honorable William I. Garrard 
Room 419, State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Honorable Frank X. Gordon, Jr. 
Arizona Supreme Court 
State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

(/ 

o 
\\ 
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NEW ORLEANS PARTICIPANTS 
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Honorab1~ George B. Hoffman, Jr. 
Room 411, State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46201 

" ". 

Honorable Richard L. Holmes 
3361 Walton Drive 
Montgomery, AL 

Honorable Conley Ingram 
Supreme Court of Georgia 
State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Honorable Robert M. Martin 
P. O. Box 888 
Ra~eigh, NC 27602 

Honorable John W. McCormac 
Franklin County Hall of Justice 
369 South High Street 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Honorable Robert Neptune 
440 South Houston, Room 601 
Tulsa, OK 74127 

::Honorab1e Leo Oxberger 
IIowa Court of Appeals 
State Capitol 
Des Monies, IA 50319 

Honorable Edward P. Reed 
Court of Appeals, Division II 
2000 Tacoma Mall Office Building 
Tacoma, WA 98409 

Honorable Jonathan J. Robertson 
Court of Appeals, State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Honorable Corwin C. Spencer 
Kansas Court of Appeals' 
109 West 9th Street 

"Topeka, KS 66612 

Honorable Anthony M. Wilhoit 
Suite 200, Lexington Building 
201 West Short Street 
Lexington., KY 40507 

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

, 
I 
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Honorable Samuel A.!..larner 
520 Broad Street 
Newark, NJ 07102 



f'? 
PROGRAM-NEW ORLEANS , /; 

:-~ 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-Presiding 

SUNDAY 
Marc:h 27 6:00-8:00 p.m.-Registration 

MONDAY 
March 28 9:00 a.m.-12:QO Noon The Bench Views the Bar 

Judge Charles Clark 

,"--.- The Bar Views the Bench 

John P. Frank, Esquire 

1 :30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. Using LEAA by and fOf 
the Courts 

Charles D. Cole, Esquire 
William Herndon, E:squire 

3:15 p.m.-4:45 p.m. Standards for the Effective 
Assistance of Coun:Jel 

Professor James A. :Strazzella 

TUESDAY 
C-·'· March 29 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Impact Decisions 

...... 
1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Justice William A. f3rlmes 

Justice Mark McCormick 
Judge Frank Q. t~ebeker 

WEDNESDAY 
March 30 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Recent Developments In 

the Law of Dam_agE's: 
Pain and Sufferling 

Professor Cornelius J. Peck 

1 :30 p.m.~4:30 p.m. Recent Developlments 
In Envlronment2l~ L.aw 

Professor James W. Jeans 

THURSDAY 
March 31 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Recent Developmlants In the 

Law of Res Judicata and 
Issue Preclusion 

Professor Allan D. Vestal 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 6:00 p.m. to ., 
('" 

v 8:00 p.m. 
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Attendance: 25 
Response: 12 PROGRAM EVALUATION 

APPELLATE JUDGES' SEMINAR SERIES 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
March, 1977 

Sponsored By: 

" THE APPELLATE JUDGES' CONFERENCE ~ 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

PROGRAM, EVALUATION 

In an effort to know how the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series 
can best serve the needs of the nation's appellate judiciary 
we ask that those who attend a seminar share their observations 
and comments with us. Therefore, we ask that you candidly re­
spond to the following questions regarding the seminar you just 
attended. There is no need to identify yourself - anonymous 
evaluation is encouraged. We encourage you to complete this 
form prior to your departure' from New Orleans. If you are unable 
to, please return the form to: 

Howard S. Primer 
Program Director " 
Appellate Judges' Seminars 
American Bar Association 
1155 East 60th Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 

I. General 

A. Accommodations 

B. Hospitality Sessions 

(1) 'Contribution to the 
value of the program 

c. Curriculum 

(l) General Quality of 
Presentations 

(2) General Quality of 
Materials 

(:3 )' Topical Coverage 

Excellent Good Fair Poor 

( ) {4) (4) (4) 

( 3) (7) (1) ( ) 

( 4) 

(3 ) (9) ( ) ( ) 

(4 ) ( 8) ( ) ( ) 

(3 ) (7) (1) ( ) 



:. 

.,), " '\ ! 

D. 

E. 

-2- . ' , 
'. 

Any suggested improvements in the area of accommo­
dations (Comments).: 

1) Disappointed at first but overall probably better than if 

had been more fancy and farther downtown. Easier on pocket-

book, more quiet, within easy reach of action area. 
(see attached) 

Any suggested improvements in the area of the hospitality 
sessions (Comments): 

1) None) "';) some non-alcohOl ic punch or fruit juice with 

a_variety of nuts or chips so that the non-drinker wouldn't 

have to fold his armS1 3) Better room; 4) Suggest have some 

F. Any suggested improvements in the area of Curricu.lum 
(Commen ts) : 

1) No; 2) Impact Decisions should be a standard. Other 

t2>pics areas should "vary each year with the best people 

available to make presentations; 3) While the LEAA topic ) 

\ 

II. Specific Excellent Good Fair Poor 

A. Topics and Speakers 

(1) The Bench Views 
the Bar 

Judge Charles 
Clark 

(2) The Bar Views 
The Bench 

John P.Frank, 
Esquire \, 

(3) Using LEAA by and 
for the Courts 

Charles D. Cole, 
Esquire 

William Herndon, 

(3 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 6 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 6) (1 ) (1 ) 

(2) (3) (1 ) 

(3 ) (2 ) ( 

(5 ) (3 ) ( 

( 6 ) (1 

( 8 ) ( ) ( 

) 

) 

) 

Es~uire NOT (PRESENT 
":1 J (3)( ) ( ) 

(4) ,Standards for the Effective 
Assistance of Counsel 

( 4 ) 



" , 
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(5) 

Excellent 
Prof. James A. 
Strazzella ( 1 ) 

Impact Decisions ( 7 ) 

Justice William A. 
Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. 
Nebeker 
Justice Mark 
McCo~mick 

(10 ) 

( 7 ) 

. ( 7 ) 

("6) Recent Developments 'in 
the Law of Damages: 

Good Fair Poor 

(10 ) ( 1 ) G( ) 

(3)( )( ) 

( 2 ) ( ) ( 

( 5 ) ( ) ( 

(4) (1) ( 

) 

) 

) 

Pain and Suffering (6 ). (3 ( 1 ( ) 

Prof. Cornelius J. 
Peck . ( 5 ) 

(7) * Recent Developments in 

(8) 

Environmental Law ( 4 ) 

Professor James W. 
Jeans ( 4 ) 

*Recent Developments in 
the Law of Res Judicata 
and Issue Preclusion ( 7) 

( 4 ) ( ) (1 ) 

( 4 ) ( ) ( ) 

(4) (1) ( 

( 3) ( ) { 

*Best presentations 
Prof. Allan D. Vestal ( 8) ( 3) ( ) ( 

) 

) 

c. 

Yes <12) No ( ) 

Comments: 

1) Need more time yet on Impact Decisions; 

2) Prof·. Vestal's subj ect is complex and could use more time, 

he had to hurry - tough to take notes1 
(See attached) 

How much time should be alloted per s,~j ect in the 
'future? *1 

Hours: 1 2 3 4 5 6 

The :dench Views the Bar (7) (3) (1) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The Bar \\ Views the Bench ( 5) (4) (2) ( ,) ( ) ( 

* ~EAA by and for the Courts ( 7) (1) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

*~tandards for the Effective 
*~ssistance of Counsel 

(50) (3) ( ) (1 ) ( ) ( ) 

Impact Decisions ( ) ( ) ( 2)' (2 ) (2 ) (4) 

Recent Developments in the 
Law of Damages: Pain & ' (3) (l) (4 ) ( 1) ( ) ( ) 
Sl'.ffering 



....... \04\i114 ...... ~,,~... \;iJ~lL"nC'" C;.,: • 

1)' Time allotted were i3.ppropriate 
2) ~ hour' -:-4-
3) About 20 minutes 
4) l~ hours to examine the whole problem. 

Recent Development in 
Environmental Law 

1 2 3 4 6 

( 1 ) (4 ) (.4) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Recent Developments in the 
.. Law of Res Judicata and (2) (3) (3) ( ) (I) ( ) 
.Issue Preclusion 

D. What new, topic(s) and speaker(s) would you suggest for 
the future? 

'rotic (Why?) Speaker (Why? ) 
1) Appel ate court Function v. 

Time 
Allotment 

Super Trial Court:Function or Motion Practice - 3 hrs. 
2) ijow a Trial .r.udge Vi,ews ~he Appellate 
Court . ,0 

3) APpellate Innovations 
4) Economic Use of a court 
Administrator 

? 

? 

E. Discussion Time Allowed 

Participation and dis­
cussion by fellow 
conferees 

2 hrs. 

2 hrs. 

2 hrs. 
(See attached) 

Excellent Good Fair Poor 
(3 ) (6 ) ( ) ( ) 

(3 ) (6 ) {I) ( ) 

F. Present Seminar span 4 days. Would you retain this' 
length? 

Yes ( 11) No ( ); What is the best length,?3~ to 4 

G. List the four most convenient months to hold the Seminars. 

January ( 3) February (4 ) March (5 )April (4 ) 
Late Mar(l ) 

May ,( 2) June (2 ) July (3 ) Aug .', (3 ) 

September ( 3) .october ( 3') Nov. (0 ) Dec. (1 ) 
Late Nov(l )Early Dec(l) 

List Potential Seminar Sites. 

1) Seattle -4 (Sept/Summer) 10) Anchorage 

2) Portland - (Sept/Summer) 11) Yellowstone Park 

3) San Diego -2 12) . Atlanta -2 

41 San Francisco -2 13) Boston 
5) Los Angeles 14) Chicago 
6} Kansas City, KS 15) New Orleans 
71 Long Beach, CA 16) Boulder, CO 
8} Honolulu 17) Reno 

, ' 

_ ... ' 

./ 

9) Denver 18) Myrtle Beach, N.C. (Sept/Oct) 
19) Gettisburg, TN 
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I. In deciding on which seminar to attend, which is 
the more inlportant? 

Dates 5 or Site 6*- Both 2 

*Within limits 
III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 

assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

A. Please describe the source of funds which you used 
for travel and sUbsistence. 

B. 

c. 

court: 2 State: 2 

LEAA: 2 Personal: 1 
Texas Center for Judiciary -1 
State funds - partial LEAA, limit on subsistence-full travel­
If funding was p~ovided by or through your court, 
how did you acquihe those funds? 

I} LEAA 
2) Court Admin. 
3} With permission of Chief Justice 
4) Funds for one seminar per judge per y~ar are included in 
our budget 
5) Grant 6} Application 7) Will submit claim for partia: 
Would funds have been available from your court for: allowan( 

Travel (possible) Yes (8 ) No (3 ) 

Subsistence n Yes (8) No (3 ) 
$24/daYi $30jday; $35/day; $40/day; ~; 

How Much?Actual expense; Not enough 

Tuit.ion 

Activity Fee 
I{ 

Yes (:6 )No (4 ) 

Yes ( 0)- No (10) 

D. Other sources of funding. 

Explain: 
.' Travel and $35.00 per.. day from Texas center for the 

Judiciary. 

" 
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Evaluation summary 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
March, 1977 

I., D. - Any suggested improvements in the area ofaccommo-. \ 

dat~ons (Comments): (Cont'd) 

2) Rooms with outside windows would have been better v 
I didn't find the accommodations inadequate, I was 
reasonably comfortable; 3) Accommodations were 
atrocious! Whoever was responsible should get on the 
ball; 4) Yes, improve the area by getting abetter one -
hotel, that is. Travelodge, however, in general was good; 
5) Damn near anything better than the New Orleans 
Travelodge; 6) I understand you didn't intend to be he~e, 
so comment doesn't ,amount to much, but were too far from 
shopping areas for the women and motel ser,vice was 
lousy. 

I., E. - Any suggested improvements in the area of the hospitality 
sessions (Comments): (Cont'd) 

organized activities for spouses of judges (especially 
those not familiar with area) at least during fir$t 
day of conference; 5) Get a biggerroomi 6) A program 
for the ladies daytime Hget-together". 

I., F. - Any suggested improvements in the area of Curriculum 
(Comments): (Cont'd) 

is valuable, we spent too lnuch time on it; 4) At least 
~ day on current impact civil decisions. 

II., B. - Do you prefer the informal method of presentation? 
(Comments) : (Cont'd) 

3) The program is generally far better than one,. 
would expect; 4) The hospitality sessions might be 
better if they consJ:t.:e:r.J~d the non-drinker; 5) Especially 
enjoyed Peck and hi{iHk:,Dect;. 6) Really liked the 
balance - because tl<:,,::~-c.~is also real value in having 
s'ome "formal" lecture by some of the visiting professors; 
7f:Provides for participation. 

II., D. - Wha t ne~i\ topic (s) and speaker (s) would you suggest for 
the future? (Cont'd) 

n 

S) Proper Use of Summary Judgments - because trial 
courts are utilizing the mechanism EXCESSIVELY and 
improperly repeatedly - 2 hours. 

6) C9t1stitutional Law - Parham Williams (Dean Ole Miss.) 
3 hours 

7) Evidence-Special' p,roblems - Chief Judge of Florida 
Supreme Court - 3 hours 

8) U.C.C. - any well informed professor or judge 
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Evaluation summary 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
March, 1977 
Page Two 

II., D. - Cont'd 

...... , 

9) Round table discussion of appellate court 
problems 

10) Administrative Law (utilities cases) duty of 
reviewing court - 3 hours 

'. 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - TUCSON 1977 

Honorable Glenn S. Allen 
Court of Appeals 
400 washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Honorable William B. Brown 
Ohio Supreme Court State Office Tower 
30 East Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 

Honorable Robert J. Danhof 
Court of Appeals 
200 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Honorable John A. Fogleman 
Justice Building 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Hono~able Richard P. Gilbert 
Court of Appeals Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Honorable John H. Gillis 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Honorab,le Gordon R. Hall. 
332 State capitol 
Salt Lake City, UT 84-14 

Honorable Robert M. Haverfield 
Third District Court of Appeals 
P. O. Box 650307 
Miami, FL 33165 0 

Honorable Clay Le Grand 
R. R.'il 
LeClaire, IA 52753 

Honorable Solomon Liss 
Room 634 Courthouse 
Court of Special Appeals 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Honorable Hale McCown 
Supreme Court 
Capitol Building - Room 2211 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

(l 
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Honorable Helen F. McGillicuddy 
28th Floor 
Richard J. Daley Center 
Chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable Richard Mills· 
Appellate Court of Illinois 
Virginia, IL 62691 

Honorable Gary K. Nelson 
Room 129 west Wing 
State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Honorable Sherman A. Parks 
109 West 9th Street 
Topeka, KS 66612 

Honorable Neville Patterson 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS 39205 

Honorable William L. Paulson 
Supreme Court Chambers 
State Capitoi 
Bismarck, NO 58505 

Honorable Harry L. C. Weier 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
St. Louis County Courthouse 
Clayton, MO 63105 
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SUNDAY 
April 17 

MONDAY 
April 18 

TUESDAY 
" April 19 

WEDNESDAY 
April 20 

THURSDAY 
April 21 

PROGRAM-TUCSON 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-PresIding ." 

6:00-8:00 p.m.-Registration 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Nooo 

1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 
1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00·Noon 

. 1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

Standards for Appellate Courts 

Professor Geoffrey C. Hazard, Jr. 

Economic Analysis of Nuisance 
Law 

Professor James E. Krier 

Impact Decisions 

,Justice Robert E. Bakes 
Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 

Recent Developments In the Law 
of Damages: Pain and Suffering 

Professor Cornelius J. Peck 

Recent Developments In 
Conflicts of Law 

Professor Russell J. Weintraub 

Judicial Philosophy: Activism Y. 

Restraint 

Chief Justice James Duk€! 
Cameron 

Justlce Jack G. Cay 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will beopen each evening from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

I 

~, 

I 
I 
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.PROGRAM EVALUATION 
? 

./ ,,/' 
,APPELl;JATE JUDGES' S~fIINAR SERIES • 

. d;~ 
Tucson, ~~lzona. 

April ,1'7-21, 1977 
.0 

.. ' Sponsored By: 

THE APPE;!lLATE JUDGES' CONFEREt'1CE, 
~~RICAN BAR. !~SOCIATION 

Iryy{n effort to know how the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series 
c;!in best serve the needs of the nation's appellate judiciary we 

.;fYask that those who attend a. seminar share their obser~tations 
/7 and comments with ~s., Therefo:-e, we ask ~hat you cax;didly 

,,/ respond to /che fol~owlng questlons regardlng the semlnar you 
/" just attended. There is no need to identify yourself -

:/ anonymou.s evaluation is encouraged. We encourage you to 
I~ compl~t;e this form prior to your departure from Tucson. If you 
:-1 are }lnable to, please r~turn the form to: 

( 

\ 

H.9warO S. Primer 
. ,;"Program Di.rector 
;/ Appellate Judges' . Seminars 

11 i:n c,.; ,.. ""';' 1=t~;" l!. 0: 0: i"~~ '.; :I i-; r~'i"I .. _ ..... - - ...... ~ ••. _-- ."-"-;IJ~"'- c. _ _ ~-_ •• 

1155 E. 60th Street 
Chicago;, Illinois 60637 

I. General 

*B. 

Accommodatj.ons 
.~ 

aospitalii:y 
Sessions 

(1) Contribution 
to the value o'f 
the prog,ram,;· / 

C. CurriculuIn 

Excellent - Poor -
J. 
.,1 4 3 2 1 

l~ ~ ; I l 5 4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

WTD. 
AVG. 

.8.6 

8.5 

8.7 

(1) General quality 4 3 5 2 1 
of presentations. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.4 

-' 

{2} General quality 
of materials. 

(3) ~oprcil ~Coverage 
• .<;-~----­

..,.c 

.~/*,a6;;~ tali ty room too sma.;!.l 

4 
10 

1 
10 

3 
9 
4 

9 

7 
8 
7 

8 

7 
1 

7 

1 
6 
1 

6 

5 

5 

4 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 
1 
1 

8.6 

9.1 

1 
1 
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o. Sugge~ted improvements in the area of accommodations 
(Comments) : 

l} Be sure swiI;nming pool is available; 2) St-Timming and 
tennis facilities should be at hand without necessity for 
transport.ationr 3) A 14.arriott Hotel but in poor condition. 
Employees were excellent. Keep a close eye on reo~eational 
facilities. For instance,· a hotel having a swimming pool, that 
works, acros~ the street a 36 hole golf course and tennis c.ourts. 

E. Suggested ,improvements in the area of the hospitali ty 
sessions. (Comments): 

.~ .~. 

1) Larger rooms; 2) Larger rooms, too cramped; 3) ~1orE~rcelbow 
room; 4) Room should be large enough to accommodate pa,;;;:~i­
cipants and allow for seating; 5) Just a bit more space and 
sitting room; 6) None, except that more spacious rooms ~e 
had for the hospitality sessions. 

F. Suggested improvements in the area of curriculum. 
(Comments) : 

G. 

1) Need microphone in sessions. Split up Impact Decisions and 
lecturers - 1/2 one day and 1/2 another; 2) Interesting 
3) More time on Impact Decisions; 4) See II-D. Also' suggest 
that Wednesday (3rd day) aft~rnoon be free on the theory that 
the.mind absorbs what the behind endures; 5) One seminar 
should be devoted to ne"tV' members of the courts of two years 
Please give your candid opinion of th'e oral (Continued) 
presentations given at this program. 

1) Good; 2} A mike would help all speakers. None were spell 
binders, but all wer adeauate from Hazard do~m to Peck; 
3) Good; 4) Good; 5) Very good; 6) Excellent, generally; 
7) I thought good, except for Grimes. He is overbearing and 
a bit pontifical; 8) Generally, very good; 9) Very, very good; 

"\ 

.) 

10} In the main, excellent; ll} Universally - excellent (Continued 
H. How did this program compare with your expectations? 

. -' 

1) It is what I expected; 2) Splendidly; 3) A-OK~ 4) As 
expected; 5) Well; 6) About what I expected; 7) Very good; 
8) Brochure advertised, The Opinion: The Whys, Whens and 
Haws of Opinion Writing. Such was not the case; 9) Better than 
e~pected; 10) I enhoyed every day and look forward to attending 
again in the future; 11) Better than I expected; 12) Average. 

I. What portions of the program were most/least helpful to 
you in your work? 

1) Impact decisions and Standards most helpful; 2) Most -
Standards for Appellate Courts, Judicial Philosophy, least - :] 
Econ. Analysis of Nuisance Latv; 3) Pain and Suffel:'ing diserta­
tion did not~seem to be helpful even though interesting; 
4) ~tlost - Recent Developments, least - Judicial Philosophy; ./ 
5) Most - Impact Decisions, least ... Economic Analysis of 
Nuisance Law; 

(Continued) 

----------------- ------------------
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II. Specific Excellent Poor AVG. 

A. Topics and Speakers 

(1) Standards. for (4) (1) (7) (2) (1) 
Appellate Courts 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.3 

Prof. Geoffrey C. (4) (4) (2) (4) (1) 
8.4 Hazard, Jr. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(2) Economic Analysis ( 1) (1) (8) (2) (1)' (1) (1) of Nuisance Law 10 9 8 7 '6 5 4 3 2 1 7.1 

Prof. James E. (2) (5) (5) (2) (1) 
Krier 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 S.O 

(3) Impact Decisions Id 6) 43 ) ~ 2) 7 . 6 ~1) 4 3 2 1 9.0 

Justice Robert E. (3) (3) (5) (2) (1) (1) 
Bakes 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.1 

Justice William A. (5) (1) (6) (1) (1) 
Grimes 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Sel 

Judge Fr ank Q. (5) (3) (4) (1) (1) 
8.7 Nebeker 10 9 a 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

\ (4) Recent Developments in I , i' 
the Law of Damages: ( 1) (2) (1)/( 5) (5) (1) 
Pain & Suffering 10 9 8 . 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 6.8 

Prof. Cornelius J. (1) (2) (2) (4) (4) (1) (1) 
Peck 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7 • 0 ' 

(S) Recent Developments (1) (4) (8) (1) (1) 
in Conflicts of Law 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.2 

Prof. Russell J. 
104) ~2) ~7) ~2) 6 Weintraub 5. 4 3 2 1 8.5 

(6) Judicial Philo- (4) (1) (7) (1) 
sophy: Activism 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.6 

Justice Jack G. (5) (4) (1) (1) 
Day 10. 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.0 

(7) Judicial Philo- (3) (2) (5) (1) (1) 
sophy: Restraint 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.4 

Chief Justice James (5) (2) (2) (1) (2) 
,;, Duke Cameron 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.5 

, -
"~ 
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B. Do you prefer the informal method of presentation? 

Yes (15); NO ____ 

Conunents: 

1) The desired seminar approach would be totally destroyed 
without the informal approach; 2) No other way is effective 
with a group such.as this; 3) Very excellent 

C. How much time should be alloted per subject in the 
future? 

Hours (Circle) 
WTD. 
~. 

*Standards for Appellate Courts 1(1) 2(4) 3(5) 4 5 6( 2) 3.0 

Economic Analysis for Nuisance 
Law 

Impact Decisions 

*Recent Developments in the 
Law of Damages: Pain and 
Suffering 

Recent Developments in 
Conflicts of Law 

JudiCial Philosophy: 
Activism 

JUdicial Philosophy: 
Restraint 

*No more; Zero; None. 

1 (4) 2(6) 3(1) 4 5 

1 2(1) 3(2) 4(3) S(2} 

(2) (6) (3) 
12345 

1 5 

(S) (4) (3) 
1 2 3 4 5 

(5) (4) (4) 
1 2 3, 4 5 

6 1.7 
(6) 

6 .4.4 

) 

6 2.0 

6 2.t5 

6 1.8 

6 1.9 

D. *What new topic(s) and 
future? 

speaker{s) would you suggest for the 

Topic (Why?) 

Opinion Nriting 

II 

!f 
If 

Speaker (Why?) 
Time 

Allotment 

Michael O'Hara - Michigan (2) 
Excellent style 
Good speaker 

Ninslow Christian - California 
Good speaker 

Al Murrah - (Ret. Fed. court) 
Good speaker 

(Continued) 
*I would cut the program to 5 1/2 hrs and adjourn at 

4:00 rather than 4:30 maybe 3:30. It would hold 
audience better and I'm not at all sure that 5 hr per 
day isn't enough. 
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What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
program that were not touched upon or were treated 
insufficiently?· 

1) Opinion writing; 2) Use of law clerks; ~) More time should 
be devoted to how reviewing courts can dispose of the greater 
volume of appeals by summarizing and expediting disposition 
(order, memo, full or short opinions, etc.); 4) When opinions 
should be written and what ,percentage of cases are cited; 

(Continued~rD~ 
Excellent: Poor AVG • 

Discussion Time Allowed 4 3 2 1 8.6 

Participation & discussion (4) (1) (2) (4) 
by fellow conferees 10 9 8 7 6 5 2 1 

G. Present Seminar span is 4 days. Would you retain this 
length? 

" 
# (2) 

* Yes--ll..~ N0i-.~ What is the best length? 3; '3 '1/2 i 5- (2 afternoo 
*With breaks at some point free time) 

H. Check the. four most convenient months to hold the 
Seminars. 

January~ 
May 2 
September~ 

FebruarY-L 
Jun.e 2 
October---L 

March 8 
July 3 
Noveiii'Eer-l-

April 10 
August2 
December 0 

I. * List potential Seminar sites: *Present areas great - opportunity to 
visit either coast or go north or south. 

N. Carolina - March/April N. Hampshire, (Manchester) - Sept. 
N. Mexico - April/May/Oct. Brownsville, Texas 
$an Diego, CA. Biloxi, Miss. (Continued) 

J. In deciding on which seminar to 'attend, which is the more 
important? *, 

Dates 7 ~ Site 5 -------- --------

*Really bot,h are prime factors, but site is the most significant. 
Equally impdrtant. 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

Ae Please describe the sourse of funds which you used 
for travel and subsistence. 

B. 

l1
Y Court funds- .: 

S1;ate funds- 2 
LEAA- 6 . 

Judicial budget- 1 
" college- 1 

If fundi'ng was provided by or through 
did you acquire those funds? 

your court, how 

~;:\ 

1) Voucher; 2) General funds of the state; 3) Application for 
approval to attend, then voucher; 4) Ask C.J. if they're 
available; 5} Request from court admin~.strator i (Continued) 

C. * Would funds have been available from your court for: 

Travel 
Subsistence 

yes_8 __ 

8 
How Much?$20i$22i $25 

No 4 ----L. 
Tuition 6 5 
Activity Fee 4 ~ 

*Probably not - Legislature never appropriatea sufficen-tronds 
continuing education. 

D. Other sources of funding. Explain: 

Personal supplement{l) 

for 

E. Please identify your state:. 
Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Iowa, 
Uaryland, ~1ichigan, Missouri, ~1ississippi, Oklahoma 

F. What court do you sit on? 

Court of Appeals- 12 
State Supreme Court- 2 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION 

TUCSON 

I. General 

;/ 
" 

F. comments. (Continued) 

and less. Basic subjects such as opinion writing, conduct of 
hear~~t}gs, impa.ct decisions, and scope of appellate review: 
6) More time should be devoted, in my opinion, to the improve­
ment of appellate procedures and less time on impact decisions; 
7) I would suggest that on the 3rd afternoon a break for 
sightseeing or just relaxing would be helpful; 8) All of us 
have our thoughts stimulated every day - I don't see that the 
curriculum was of any benefit to us. If we write a case on any 
subject covered, we have to go into much greater detail than 
any course. I feel that we should have subjects: aids to 
writing, use of staff attorneys, pre-argument conferences, 
writing of opinions, expediti~g appeals, handling the backlog, 
and similar subjects. Problem is that most of participants 
are from. intermediate courts and most of rules are written by 
Supreme Court. 

G. Comments. (Continued) 

12) Excellent. 

I. Comments. (Continued) 

6} Least - Economic ,Analysis and Recent Developments to Law 
of Pain and Suffering; 7) Pain was interesting but not overly 
helpful; 8) Least - Economic Analysis of Nuisance Law, J::mt 
an interesting topic; 9). J:mpact decisions were least helpful 
to me, probably because I was familiar with the cases; 
10) Impact decisions - most, Damages Pain and Suffering -
leastill) All helpful; 12) No reason to have Economic . 
Analysis of Nuisance Law, Recent Developments in the Law of 
Damages. Other courses were helpful but of little immediate 
value. 
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TUCSON 

II. Specific 

D. (Continued) 

Topic {Why?}. 

Continuing Legal Education 
manda t.ory-optional ( etc. ) 

Legal specialization 
mandatory-optional (etc.) 

These issues are coming and 
will create litigaticn~ 

Speaker 

Bar Association 
type 

Law professor 

Time 
Allotment 

3 hrs 

3 hrs 

Philosophical exchange among None - free discussion 1 hr 
judges 

Spectographic (voice print) 
Analysis 

Water Law 

Improvement in appellate 
procedure including a 
speedup of the process hut 
not limited to that sUbject. 

Use of staff attorneys -
wide variation in use at 
this time and all courts 
are trying to get some 
authorized. 

Writing opinions -

Dr. Tosi - Michigan 
State University 

3 hrs 

Appellate justice, a 4 hrs 
law prof., an experienced 
appellate practitioner, 
because one could express 
his experience (the justice); 
the prof. could express 
theories; the experienced 
attorney his experiences and 
why the speedup of appellate 
process is very probably 
needed. 

this is "old ha.t" but there 
is always room for improve­
ment, any help is invaluable. 

Pre-argument conference -
this covered extensively last 
year or year ago, but could 
be followed up. 

Expedited appeals -
being tried and everyone 
sh.ould be made a''lare of POSSi-~_ 
bilities • 

. - '\ - ---
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TUCSON 

II. Specific 

E. (Continued) 

5} Use of support personnel. Table of cases should have 
~ ... ·~=b()bk and page numbers; 6) ·ImpaC!t decisions (as to time) ~ 

7) Pre-argum'ent was treated insufficiently; 8) Staff 
attorneys, expedited appeals - without record, etc.; 
9) Everything OK; 10) Water, energy; 11) court procedures; 
12) Practical discussions on case load management, reduc­
tion in reported decision, cooperation and communication 
between courts; 13) Suggest a summarization of methods 

·-used i:ospeed up the appellate process and dispose of 
large volumes of cases. 

;I. (Continued) 

Corpus Cr~isti, Texas 
~~w Yo~~ Ci~y (2) 
annapOL~s, Md. - Hilton Inn 
Phoenix, AZ 
Las Vegas,Nev. 
Denver, CO. 
Geographically distributed throughout the United states. 

IIle B. (Continued) 

6) Approval by Executive Council of the state; 7) Court 
administrator; 8) By approval of Chief Judge; 9) By 
application to Supreme Court 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - WILLIAMSBURG 1977 

,. 
Honorable Same H. Bell 
Court of Appeal'S" 
209 South High Street 
Akron, OH 44308 

Honorable Gerald T. Bissett 
P. O. Box 2390 
Corpus Christi, TX 78403 

Honorable Leslie Boslaugh 
Nebraska Supreme Court 
Lincoln, NB68509 

Honorable Dwain D. Box 
Court of Appeals, *1 
Room 2l0-A State Capitol Building 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 

Honorable Donald Brodkey 
Room 222 Statehouse 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

Honorable Edward B. Clark 
North Carolina Cour~ of Appeals 

. P. O. Box 888 
Raleigh, NC 27602 

Honorable Ralph D. Cole, Jr. 
925 Sixth Street 
Findlay, OH 45840 

Honorable Tom F. Coleman 
Room 604, Civil Courts Building 
Houston, TX 77002 

Honorable Robert E. Cook 
712 E. Main. Street 
Ravenna, OH 44255 

Honorable John V.'Corrigan 
Court of Appeals, Courthouse 

,:, 1 Lakeside Avenue 
Cleveland, oH 44113 

Honorable John F. Crane 
520 Broad Street 
Newark! NJ 07102 

_. -.-.. ------~~---'---



WILLIAMSBURG PARTICIPANTS 
1977 
Page 2 

Colonel W:illiam S. Fulton, Jr. 
u. s. Arm,Y Court of Military Review 
NASSIF Building, 5611 Columbia pike 
Falls Chu;;rch, VA 22041 

Honorable, Edward S. Godfrey 
246 Deertrtg Avenue 
Portland, ME 04102 

Honorable Dale M. Green 
Court of Appeals, Division II 
Broadway Centre Building 
Broadway & Jefferson 
Sp,okane, WA 99201 

Honorable David Harris 
Box 107 
Jefferson, IA 50129 

Honorable Edwin T. Hofstetter 
Court of Appeals of Ohio 
Eleventh Appellate District 
Geauga County courthouse 
Chardon, OH 44024 

Honorable John W. Kern, III 
D.. C.' Court of Appeals 
400 F Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

Honorable Francis S. Lorenz 
30th Floor Daley Center 
Chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable Richard J. Maughan 
State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, U'J:\,84114 

"::' 

Honorable Theodore Mc~~~~lian 
Missouri court of Appeals 
St. Louis District Civil Courts Building 
12th and Market Street 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

Honorable Charles H. O'Brien 
P. O. Box 712 
Crossville, TN 

Honorable James C. Otis 
230 State Capitol 

-St. Paul, MN 55155 

----- ---
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Honorable Hubert B. pair 
400 F Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

Honorable G. A. Price, Jr. 
Superior Court of Pennsylvania 
1112 Grant Building 
pittsburgh, PA 15219 

Honorable Richard E. Romang 
2908 Tudor Road 
Oklahoma City, OK 73127 

Honorable James L. Ryan 
20793 Farmington Road 
Farmington Hills, MI 48024 

Honorable Alan G. Shepard 
Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
Boise, ID 83720 

Honorable Bruce M. Snell, Jr. 
603 Barnes 
Ida Grove, IA 51445 

Honorable Joseph G. Stewart 
Missouri Court of Appeals - 12th Floor 
Civil Courts Building 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

Honorable Herbert A. Swanson 
Court of Appeals - 11th Floor 
Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable John C. Tyson 
Court of Criminal Appeals 
P. O. Box 351 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

Honorable Julian Webb 
Court of Appeals 
4th Floor, Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
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PROGRAM-WILLIAMSBURG 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-Presiding 

SUNDAY 
May 22 6:00-8:00 p.m.-Registration 

MONDAY 
May 23 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Tools for Efficient Appellate 

Administration 

Justice James D. Hopkins 
Professor Paul D. Carrington 
Professor Geoffrey C. Hazard 

. 1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Current Developments in Tort 
Liability of Health Care Providers 

Professor Robert E. Keeton 
Dean W. Page Keeton 

TUESDAY 
May 24 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Judicial Review of Administrative 

Decision 

Professor Victor G. Rosenblum 

1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. Legislative Classifications and the 
Equal Protection of the Law 

Professor Gerald Gunther 

WEDNESDAY 
May 25 . 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Impact Decisions 

1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 
Justice Robert E. Bakes 
Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 

THURSDAY 
May 26 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon Recent Developments In Tort Law 

Professor Victor E. ~chwartz 
Professor John W. Wade 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 5:30-7:30 p.m. Coffee 
and rolls will be served in thl9 program room from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 

J 
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Total Attendance: 36 
Total Responses: 17 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION 

APPELLATE JUDGES' SEMINAR SERIES 

Williamsburg, Virginia 

May 22 - 26, 1977 
.. " 

Sponsored By: 

THE APPELLATE JUDGES' CONFERENCE, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

In an effort to know how the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series 
can best serve the needs of the nation's appellate judiciary we 
ask that those who attend a seminar share their observations 
and comments with us. Therefore, we· ask that you candidly 
respond to the following questions regarding the seminar" you 
just attended. There is no need to identify yourself,­
anonymous evaluation is encouraged. We encourage you to 
complete this form prior to your departure from Williamsburg. 
If you are unable to, pl~ase return the form to: 

Howard s. Primer 
Program Director 
Appellate Judges' Seminars 
American Bar Association 
1155 E. 60th Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 

Excellent Poor AVEBAGE 

I. General 

* A. 

**B. 

Accommodations 

Hospitality 
Ses.sions 

***,:{l) Contribution 
to the value of 
the program. 

C. Curriculum 

-
1 0 .~2 )~3 >. ~3) ~3} ~) 4 ~)2) 1 6.3 

(4) (2) (4) (3) (2) (]) 
10 9 8 7 6 5_ 4 ~ 2 1 7.6 

(3) (2) (7) (2) (1) 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.2 

(1) General quality (8) (4) (4) 
of presentations. 10 9 8 7 6 5.4 3 2 1 9.2 

(2) General quality (8) (4) (4) 
of materials. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.2 

(3) (9) (2) (1) (1) 
(3) Topical Coverage 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.7 

*Would appreciate a larger activity fee if it would permit wives 

at breakfast too; Poorly located. 
_ .. __ ~*Not enough. roon1 __ ~_._~.*_*Discussion w/other iud~s beneficial. 
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Suggested improvements in the area of accommodatlons 
(Comments) : 

'/ 

]) The hotel should be within walking distance of at least one good 
restaurant; 2) Better quality; 3) Hallways were ~n-air-conditioned, 
dirty; 4) Nearer center of attractions; 5) Something closer into 
center of city; 6) Accommodations were good - but would like them 
closer to the other activities of the week; 7) Locate closer to 
where the action is - especially where sightseeing involved; (Contd 

E. Suggested improvements in the area of the hospitality 
sessions. (Comments): 

1) Hospitality hours were of absolutely no value; 2) More space, 
more places to sit and chat. Hospitality suite should be open or 
available for wives and sweethearts or both for the purpose a 
meeting place or card playing; 3) Larger area; 4) A little more room', 
5) Larger facilities; 6) Larger room; 7) Larger area; 8) Increase ' 
fee sufficiently to include wives at breakfast - Most of us eat, but 
we don't all drink - hence we don't meet everyone on a social basis. 

F. Suggested improvements in the area of curriculum. (Conte 
(Comments) : 

1) The only reason I didn't mark 10 was that it is arguable that a 
lick at current contract law developments (attacks on holder-in­
due-course in consumer cases, e.g.) might be included - But it was 
an excellent selection; 2)Being-from a criminal appeals court, I 
would prefer a bit more criminal law and procedure. (But I note j 
that most "Impact" cases actually discussed were in this area, (Contc 
G. Please give your candid opinion of the oral 

presentations given at this program. 

1) Excellent; 2) Ge:neral1y gOOd; 3) With the exception of the 
Tuesday presentations, they were excellent; 4) Splendid; 5) Excellent 
6) On the whole they were outstanding; 7) Impact Decisions are eitheJ 
too ambitious in size or should be covered more efficiently. All 
leaders should try to move along more quickly. Too much time spent or 
individual questions from the audience; (Continued) 

H. How dld this program compare with your expectations? 

1) Exceeded any expectations; 2) Better than expected. The advance 
descriptive material really was inadequate; 3) Favorably; 4) Met 
them; 5) Better and more stimulating than I expected; 6)Somewhat 
better than expected; 7) One of the best I have attended; 8) Very 
well. No disappointments; 9) 

I. What portions of the program were most/least helpful to 
you in your work? 

1) Tort discussions and lectures were most helpful. Impact 
Dedisions was the least helpful since our court does not have 
criminal jUrisdiction; 2) Topics 2 & 6 because of the increased 
volume of this type of tort case; 3) Most - Tools for Efficient 
Appellate Admin., Current Developments in Tort, Liability, / 
Legislative Classifications & Equal Protection, Recent Developments 
in Tort Law; 4) All most helpful; 5)Topics (1) (5) (6) (2) (3) (4) 

'in that order; (Continued) 



-, 

PROGRAM EVALUATION - APPELLATE JUDGES SEMINAR - WILLIAMSBURG, VA. 
May 22 - 26, 1977 

I. General 

o. Comments. (Continued) 

8) Closer proximity to restaurants, leisure activities, etc.~ 
9) The S. Patriot was not well run. Service was poor, rooms so-so 
and dirty. Too far from-center of Williamsburg; 10) Should be 
closer to the center of the historical activity so transportation 
and access is not a problem for tho.se without their own transpor­
tation; 11) Would prefer hotel accommodations close enough to 
points of interest to permit walking. 

E. Comments. (Continued) 

8) More room and less crowding; 9) Larger room; 10) Improved 
activities for wives, one joint dinner, couple night; 11) I 
suggest that more be planned for the ladies and that one dinner 
be planned at which all are.present; 12) Juice in the morning. 
Would prefer a European style continental breakfast with rolls, 
butter and jam and cheese rather than sweet rolls; cheese and 
crackers with drinks at nighto. 

F. Comments. (Continued) 

which is one way to add emphasis to criminal law.); 3) The 
curricul~~ was top-notch - not much room for improvement; 
4) Curriculum is good. Change subjects to embrace developing 
fields of law 1 5) I think the coverage is good considering the 
cross-section of judges (jurisdictions) present. Perhaps less 
theory - more stress on practical application; 6) With such a 
mixed bag of courts it is hard to suggest a program appealing to 
all. I think too much time devoted to criminal area generally; 
7) Less specific - more general - more areas. 

G~ Comments. (Continued) 

8) All very good. Some did not sufficiently stimulate audience 
participation or leave sufficient time for it; 9) Excellent. 
This was the best Appellate Judges' Seminar sponsored by ABA 
that I have attended; 10) Excellent; 11) Quite good, generally; 
12) Was not impressed with "Impact Decisions". Gerald Gunther 
was tops'. Rest was in between; 13) Good to superior; 14) Superb; 
15) I think they were very good, information and the materials 
will be useful; 16) Excellent. 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION - APPELLATE JUDGES SEMINAR, WILLIAMSBURG, VA. 
May 22 - 26, 1977 

,,' 
I. General 

H. Comments. (Continued) 

10) Better~ 11) Was not disappointed~ 12) High expectations -
fulfilled; 13) Exceeded; 14) As anticipated; 15) It was really 
better than I expected because of the excellent panels and 
calibre of participants; 16) Very well. 

I. Comments. (Continued) 

6) Most: Sessions 1, 4 and 6; Least: 2, 5, no op~n~on on 3; 
7) Most helpful: Appellate Administration, least helpful: 
Liability of Health Care Providers; 8) Torts & Malpractice -
best, also review of administrative agencies. Impact Decisions 
good - but most judges try to keep up anyway; 9) Most - Impact 
Decisions, least - Legislative Classifications, etc. appeared 
to be the theory of the professor; 10) Most - Legislative 
Classifications & Equal Protection, next - Recent Developments 
in Tort Law, least - JUdicial Review of Administrative Decision; 
11) Most helpful - Recent Developments in Tort Law, Constitu­
tional Law (Prof. Gunther), Impact Decisions, Tools for Effec-
tive Administration. Least helpful - all others; 12) Most helpful ~ 
Tort law developments. Least helpful - Legislative Classifications 
& Equal Protection. 

\ J 
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II. Specific Excellent Poor Ave:x:-age A. Topics and Speakers 
/"'. 

(1) ·Tools foz: 
Efficient Appellate (6) (4) (5) (2) . 

8..8. Administration 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Justice James D .. (7) (3) (7) Jl) J1) 4 Hopkins 10 9 g 7 3 2 1 8..6 

. Prof. PaulO. (7) (5) (5) (2) 
Carrington . 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8 •. 9 

Prof. Geoffrey C. (7) (5) (3) (2) (1) 
Hazard, Jr. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.8 

(2) Current Develop-
ments in Tort 
Liability & Health (7) (4) (4) (3) 
Care Providers 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.8 

Prof. Robert E. (10) (5) (3) (1) 
Keeton 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9,,2 

Dean W. Page (10) (5) (2) (2) 
Keeton 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.2 

(3) Judicial Review of 
I Administrative (6) (5) (1) (1) (1) (2) (1) 

Decision 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.1 

Prof. Victor G. (8) (2) (3) (1) (2) (1) 
Rosenblum 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 . 2 1 8.4 

(4) Legislative Classi-
fications & the 
Equal Protection (7) (6) (3) (1) (1) 
of the Law 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.8 

Prof. Gerald (10) (5) . (2) 
Gunther 10 9 8 7 6 r 5 4 3 2 1 9.2 . (7) . (4) (1) (1) 

(5) Impact Deci~ions 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.6 

Justice Robert E. (6) (1) (3) (4) (l) (2) 
Bakes 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.9 

Justice William A .. (7) (1) (2) (4) (3) 
Grimes 10 9 8 7 6 . 5 4 3 2 1 8.3 

Judge Frank Q. (6} (2) (3) (3) (1) (2) 
8.2 Nebeker 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 ]. 

(6) Recent Developments (8) (5) (2) 
in Tort Law 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.4 

Prof. VictorE. (10) .(4) (1) (2) 
Schwartz 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.3 

Prof. John w. (10) (5) (3) ,.'7_-=_ ~ 
-~- -- --
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B. Do y~u "l?refer the informal method' of pres'entation? 

Yes(~1 No ____ 

Conunents: 

1) The presen,t. methods. (informality of presentation, casual 
dress and ease of discussion should be retained; 2) But class 
someWhat., larger for informal discussion; 3) But leaders should 
at least curtail audience question when discussion gets bogged 
down on one point; 4) I thought participation was excellent even 
though the group was larger than usual which sometimes inhibi,ts 
those of us who are more modest; 5) Mixed re.actions - informal 
presentation is more difficult to make really useful. 

C. How much time should be a110ted per subject in the 
future? 

Hours (Circle) Average 

*Combine 

**De1ete 

Tools for Efficient Appellate (2) (8) (2) ( 1) (2) 
Administration 1 2 3 4 5 6 3.5 

* Current Deve~opments in Tort 
Liability of Health Care (2) (4) (5) (2) (2) 
Providers 1 2 3 4 5 6 3,,0 

Judicial Review of (1) (6) (5) (2) 
Administrative Decision 1 2 3 4 5 6 

205 

** Legislative Classifications 
(6) (5) (3) (1) and the Equal Protection 

3.0 of the law 1 2 3 4 5 6 
(2) (4) (3) (6) 

4.1 Impact Decisions 1 2 3 4 5 6 

* Recent Developments (3) (7) (2) (2) 
3.4 .in Tort Law 1 2 3 4 5 6 

D. What new topic (s) and speaker (s) would you-suggest for the 
future.? 

Time 
TOEic (Why?) Speaker (Why?) Allotment 

1)' Family L~W Panel discussion 3 hrs 
The problems are of such recent origin that there are few, if any, 
qualified experts in(}the field. Suggest a panel of four (each 
panelist from a different state, to channel the discussion along the 
lines and in the areas ra,is~d. by the participants in the seminar. 

2) Contract Law Developments 

3) Long-arm Jurisdiction 
,Developmen ts 

Law Professors 

" " 

(Continued) 

2 hrs 

1 hr 

----~(~LI __________________ ~ ________________________________ __ 

'. 

< -
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PROGRAM EVALUATION APPELLATE JUDGES', SEMINAR, WILI~IAMSBURG, VA. 

II. Specific 

D. (Continued) 

Topic 

4) Techniques helpful 
in writing opinions 

May 22 - 26, 1977 

Speaker 
Time 
Allotment 

4 hrs 

5) As a judge working in a specialized field, I would like more 
emphasis on subjects in the area of criminal law. 

6) Opinion writing Bob Summers of 
Cornell. 

He is developing some theories 'about 
doing that are interesting and he is 
this area. Howard Primer knows him. 
thought and provokes discussion. 

what judges seem to be 
very much alive in 

He really stimulates 

7) Criminal law developments Alan Dershowitz 
Harvard Law School 

3 hrs 

I. (Continued) 

Williamsburg is excellent 
New York City is a possibility 
Colony Village - , Iowa 
Atlanta 
Tucson 
Anchorage, Alaska 
Hawaii 
Sarasota, Fla. 
San Diego 
McNairy, Texas 

\1 
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F. 
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What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
program that were not touched upon or were treated 
insufficiently? 

1) I sit on a court of civil ppeals. The part on criminal 
law was of no value to me; 2)Refer to (D); 3) Designing an 
efficient Appellate Court System, i.e., comparison of states 
with best system; 4) More time might have been given on 
Tools for Efficient Administration with more sharing on 
innovations in different jurisdictions. 

Excellent Poor Avera. 
(6) (1) (5) (3) (1) (1) 

Discussion Time Allowed 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.3 

Participation & discussion (3) (6) (4) (2) (1) (1) 
by fellow conferees 10 ·9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.5 

G. Present Seminar span is 4 days. Would you retain this 
length? 

H. 

J. 

Yes~; No~; What is the best length?3-5 days; 5 days 

Check the four most convenient months to hold the 
Seminars. 

January 5 
May 9 -
September~ 

List potential 

February 6 
June 8 -
October 4 

Seminar s1 tes: 

March 3 
July a­
NovemEe'r 2 

Charleston, S.C. 

April.4 
Augusta 
December 0 

Minneapolis 
Seattle (3) 
Kansas City 

San A.ntonio (2) 
Washington D.C. 
Yellowstone Park 
Hilton Head, S.C. (2) 
In deciding on which 
important? * 

Knoxville, Tenn. 
Savanaugh, Ga. 
Chicago 

seminar to attend, 
Los Angeles (Continued 

which is the more 

Dates __ ~4~ ___ ~ Site 7 ** 

*About equal; equally important 
**Perhaps starting one session at 8:00 ,working through 2:00 

with the balance of that day for sightseeing or recreation or 
both; I would suggest that, if possible, the schedul.e of 
seminars be published at an earlier date. 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

'A. Please describe the source of funds which you used 
for travel and subsistence. 
court- 9 other: Texas Center for Judiciary 
LEAA- 4 
state- 3 
personal- 3 

B. If funding was provided by or through your court, how 
did you acquire those funds? 
l)Congressional appropriation; 2) Legislative appropriation 
for continuing education seminars; 3)Administrative office 
of the courts; 4) Applied through the court to the Judge ' 
advocate General of the Army; 5) Legislative budget. 

c. Would funds have been available from your court for: 

Travel Yes 9 No 3 
Subsistence 9 

$40/day How Much?50%,$22 .. 00;actual 
--r 

reasonable cost;$15.00 daYi$2! 
Tuition-to $25.00 9 3 
Activity Fee 3 10 

D. Other sources of funding. Explain: 

E. 

. F. 

Please identify your state: 
District of Columbia Kentucky 
Illinois Louisiana 
Iowa Missouri 
What court do you sit on?* 

Court of Appeals- 12 

Nebraska 
New Jersey(2) 
N. Carolina 

U .. S. ~rmy Court of Military Review 
Supreme Court- 3 

Ohi-o 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Washington 

*You should have the conferences at Universities in the Summer', 
and should arrange for the room & board in one lump sum. 

\ 

-' 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - LAS VEGAS 1977 

Honorable Theodore I. Batter 
Courthouse 
Hackensack, NJ 07601 

!." 

Honorable Tyrie' A. Boye'r 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32404 

Honorable V~ncent ;:J. Bretl~gn 
Michigan Court of Appeals 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Honorable Robert B. Burns 
State Office Complex 
350 Ottawa, N.W. 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Honorable Keiti~,.cM .• Callow 
1100 Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable William F. Cercone 
130 'Derwent Drive 
Pittsburgh, PA 15237 

Honorable Henry W. Dieringer 
83 Hawley Road 
Barrington, IL 60010 

Hono·rable Charles R. Donaldson 
451 West State Boise, ID 83720 

Honorable Joe D. Duncan 
Box 444 
Knoxville, TN 37902 

HOnorable Houston M. Goddard 
. P. O. Box 444 
Knoxville, TN 37901 
i:l 

. Honorable. C E. M. Gunderson 
Supreme Court Building, Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Honorable J. Sydney Hoffman 
364 City Hall 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
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Honorable Robert E. Hogan 
Box 1094, SSS 
Springfield, MO 65805 

Honorable Frank D. James 
1100 Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable Michael J. Kelly 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Honorable Noel E. Manoukian 
Nevada Supreme Court, Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Honorable Marvin H. Smith 
P. O. Box 309 
Denton, MD 21629 

Honorable Dan Sosa, Jr. 
Box 848 
Santa Fe, NM 

Honorable" Richard Stengel 
603 Cleveland Building 
Rock Island, IL 61201 

Honorable Lewis R. Sutin 
Box 2008 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Honorable Julian Webb 
420 Judicial Building 
Atl~nta, GA 30334 

Honorable Paul W. White 
State Capitol Building 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

Honorable John Mowbray 
Supreme Court of Nevada 
Carson City, NV 89701 



SUNDAY 
September 25 

MONDAY 
September 26 

TUESDAY 
September 27 

WEDNESDAY 
, September 28 

THURSDAY 
September 29 

PROGRAM-LAS VEGAS 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-Presiding 

6:00 p.m.-8:00 p.m. 

9:0D a.m.-12:00 Noon 

1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9 : 0 0 a. m. - 1 0 : 3'0 p. m • 

1Q:45 p.m.-12:00 Noon 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 
1 :30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

Regist;ration­
Hotel Lobby 

Recent Developments 
in the Law of Damages 

Professor Dan B. Dobbs 

Uniform Commercial Code 

Professor David G. Epstein 

Recent Developments 
in Collateral Attack 

Professor James A. 
Strazzella 

Appellate Innovations 
of t;he Eighth Circuit 

Judge Floyd R. Gibson 

Impact Decisions 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 
Justice Joseph F. Weis, Jr. 

Judicial Discipline 

Chief Justice James Duke 
Cameron 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 5:30-
7:30 p.m. Program participants will be served coffee and 
rolls in the program room each morning from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 



~2 Attended 

14 Responded 

PROGruu~ EVALUATION 

APPELLATE JUDGES' S~1INAR SERIES 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

Sept~mber 25-29~ 1977 

, Sponsored By: 

THE APPELLATE JUDGES' CONFERENCE, 
ru4ERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

In an effort to know hmq the Appellate Judges' . Seminar Series 
can best serve the needs of the nation's appellate judiciary we 
ask that those who attend a seminar share their observations 
and comments with u~. Therefore, we ask that you candidly 
respond to the following questions regarding the seminar you 
just attended. There is no need to identify yourself -
anonymous evaluation is encouraged. We encourage you to 
complete this form prior to your departure from Las Vegas. If 
?PU are unable to, please return the form to: 

") 

Howard S. Primer 
Program Director 

( Appellate Judges' Seminars 
., American Bar .~ssociation 

1155 E. 60th Street 
Ch .i c ag 0 rIll i no is 6 0 6 37 

I. General 

Excellent Poor 

(10) (2) (2) 
A. Accommodatib~s 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

B. Hospitality 
Sessions' 

(1) Contribution 
to the value of 
the program. 

(12) (1) (1) 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(9) (2) (3) 
10 9 8 7 ~ 5 4 3 2 1 

C.. Curriculum 

(l) General quality 
of presen t\s,tions. 

(6) (5) (3) 
10 9 a 7 6 

(2) General quality (3) 
of materials. 10 

(5) 

(3) Topical Cover.age 10 

(6) (4) (1) 
9 876 
(4) (3) (1) 

9 876 

5 4 

5 4 
(1) 
5 4 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

9.6 

9.6 

9.4 

9.1 

8.8 

8.7 
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Suggested improvements in the area of accommodations 
(Comments) : 

(l) Very Good - Best Yeti (2) Food served has room for 
improvement: (3) Great 

E. Suggested improvements in the area of the hospitality 
sessions. (Comments): 

(1) More snacks - orange and tomato juice in morning session 
(2) Very good and very important"part of seminar 
(3) Improved snack provision would be helpful, such as 

cheese assortment, etc. 
(4) Great 

F. Suggested improvements in the area of curriculum. 
(Conunents) : 

See Attached Sheet • 

G. Please give your candid opinion of the oral 
presentations given at this program. 

See Attached Sheet. 

H. How did this program compare with your expectations? 

See Attached Sheet. 

I. What portions of the program were most/least helpful to 
you in your work? 

See Attached Sheet. 

--- ------- ---



F. Suggested improvements in the area of curriculum. 
(Comments) 

1. No real suggestion 

2. On impact decisions - devote 1/2 day to civil and 1/2 day to 
criminal so that some appel~ate judges who don't handle one or 
the other can use that free time. 

3. I prefer more emphasis - Judicial Administration 

4~ Although the instructor was excellent, it was not fruitful to 
focus upon a subject as broad as the Unifor.m Commercial Code 
except to infor.m upon new, broad developments 

5. More stress should be put on changing developments in the law­
impact decisions-docket setting-expediting dockets, etc. 

6. Opinion Writing, Use of Law clerks. Any innovations such as 
pre-argument settlement conference. Financial disclosure. 
Recall of retired judges - including applicability of canons. 

7. Panel discussion on the ways in which four varied jurisdictions 
handle the appellate case loads. Good lecturer judges from 
Michigan, California, Texas and Washington 



....... . ' 

.' . 

G. Please give your candid opi~~ion of the oral presentations 
given at this program. 

1. 

2 .. 

3. 

4. 

Excellent 

Most of the oral presentations were very good. None of the 
speakers used graphic illustrat.ions to any extent.· This 
could be very helpful. 

Excellent 

5.' Excellent 

6. Very much improved since my last seminar at San Francisco 
in 1975 

7. Good 

8. Generally very good 

9. Very good 

10. Not enough area covered. Too much Itbulling around 11 

11. Excellent 

12.. Very good 

13. Very good except for one speaker who tried to follow his prepared 
address too closely 

,., 
'I 



."~. H. How did this program compare with your expectati9ns? 

1. Exceptionally good 

2. Very favorably 

3. Very satisfied 

4. Compared very favorably 

5 -(3,00g.. 

6. -l,ltne 

7. Better than expected 

8~ Not expectations 

9. Carne up to expectations 

10. Very good 

.. ~ .. -

11. It is O.K. but I am a little disappointed in that I really 
expected something a bit more helpful 

12. Very well. 

13. Very well 

14. Better 

.:~:"-----~--:.-"::'-----~-----~----

1\ 
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1. 

What portiJls of the program were most/least helpful to 
you in your\\ work? 

t ( 
~ ~ 
\' 

Most - Recerlt Developtnent in Law of Damages; Impact Decisions":, 
Least - Eighth Circuit Innovations 

2. Most helpful was the discussion of the impact decisions 

3. Impact Decisions 

4. Most helpful - Impac.t Decisions 
Least helpful - Damages - we are not legislators. Collateral 
attack - we are not federal judges. 

5. Most helpful - Impact Decisions 
Appellate innovations in 8th Circuit of small benefit, but e~­
cellently presented by Judge Gibson. 

6. Least - Recent Developments in Collateral Attack 

7. Least - Habeas Corpus; Impact Decisions 

8. Least helpful - Recent Developments in Law of Damages 
Most helpful - Uniform Commercial Code 

9. All was very good 

10. Most helpful - Recent Developments in Collateral Attack 
Least helpful - Appellate Innovations in the 8th Circuit 

, 
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II. Specific Excellent Poor Avg A. Topics and Speakers : ; 
r' 

(I) Recent Developments 
in the Law of (4) (1) (2) (5) (1) 
Damages 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.6 

Prof. Dan B. (3) (5) (3) (1) 
Dobbs 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.5 

(2) Uniform Commercial (3) (4) (3) (1) (1) ( 1) 
Code 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.1 

Prof. David G. (6) (5) (2) 
Epstein 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.3 

(3) Recent Developments 
in Collateral (4) (7) (2) (1) 
Attack 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.9 

Prof. James A. (5) (3) (3) (1) (1) 
Strazz~lla 10 9 a 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.4 

(4) Appellate Innovations 
in the Eighth (3) (3) (2) (3) (2) ( I) 
Circuit 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.7 

Judge Floyd R. (3) (3) (2) (2) (1) (1) (1) 
Gibson .. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 6.9 

(6) (3) (I) 
(5) Impact Deoisions 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.4 

Justice Wi11fam A. , (6) (4) (3) (I) 
Grimes 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.8 

Judge Frank Q. (6) (3) (5) 
Nebeker 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.9 

. , 
Justice Joseph F • (7) (3) (4) 
Weis, Jr. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 9.1 (3) (2) (5) (1) 

(6) Judicial Discipline 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.3 

Chief Justice (5) (5) (2) (1) 
James Duke Cameron 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.8 

I -
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B. Do you prefer the informal method of presentation? 

C. 
.~ 

'f 

Yes ~; No-L 

Comments: 

See Attached Sheet. 

How much time should 
future? 

be alloted per subject in the 

Hours (Circle) 

Recent Developments in the (6) (5) (1) 
Law of Damages 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(3) (4) (4) (2) 
Uniform Commercial Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Recent Developments (2) (6) (2) (2) 
in Collateral~Attack 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Appellate Innovations of the (7) (1) (3) ( 1) 
Eighth Circuit .1 2 3 4 5 6 

. (2) (6) (5) 
Impact Decisions 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(2) (3) (5) (2) 
Judicial Discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 

D. What new topic(s) and speaker (s) would you suggest for the 
future? 

Time 
Topic (Why?) Speaker (Why?) Allotment 

See Attached Sheet. 

Avg 

2.6 

2.4 

2.3 

/ .~:. 

1.8 

4.6 

2.6 
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B. Do you prefer the informal method of presentation? 

Yes No 

Comments: 

1. The speakers usually have more to say that is meaningful than 
the participants who digress on their personal experience. 
I suggest a format of 2/3 lecture and 1/3 question and 
answer where the lecturer directs the discussion and involves 
all the particrpatn~. 

2. A written. copy should be-furnished for office use - if necessary 
- however, law clerks can supply authorities 

3. Allowing for more than speakers on panel presentations. 
Provides more diversification 



, , 

!\ 

D. What new topic(s) and speaker(s) 
future? 

wouldyyou 

t 
sugges' for the 

\, 

TOPIC (Why?) SP\EAKER (Why? ) 
TIME 
ATTOTTMENT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Court rule-making power. It is 
important to increase the auto­
nomy and independence of the 
judiciary and to review experience 
of states where the power exists. 

Also, adoption of Codes of 
Evidence and/or discussion of 
the F.edera1 Rules of-Evidence 

Also use of court appointed 
expert winesses 

-, 
'~ 

1 & 2 
Jack Weinstein 
U.S.D.C. Judge, 
Brooklyn, 'NY, 
Former professor 

,\ at Columbia L.S. 
I' ,\ also author of 

multi-volume text 
on Federal Rules 
of Evidence and 
N.Y. C.P.L.R. 
Judge Weinstein 

4. Experience with no-fault 
is presently writing 
a book on ru1e­
making and has 
published a law 
review article. 

5. More on effective adminis'tration 
particu1at1y for the benefit of 
younger judges and, for all, with 
a view of improving the administration 
of case loads and judicial planning 

6. More regarding internal procedures 
in the various courts of the various 
jurisdictions 

7. Opinion Writing (reason is obvious) 

8 • Opinion Writing 

9. Developments in Products Liability 

10. The Conflict between the Right t.O 
Privacy and the "Publics Right to Know" 
under the First Amenqment 

11. Settlement Conference at Appellate 
Court Level 

') 

1. 3 hour: 

2. 3 hourl 

4 hours 

2 hours 

8 hours 

3 hours 

3 hours 

2 hours 

/} 

(~ 
:J' 
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E. What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
Erogram that were not touched upon or were treat"ed - ,­
insufficiently? " 

See Attached Sheet. 

;.; Excellent Poor 
'1.: . . 

F. I D1Scusslon Time Allowed 
(9) (2) (1) (l) 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

~participation & discussion(5) (5) (1) (1) (1) 
.j" by fellow conferees 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

G. Present Seminar span is if days. Would you retain this 
length? 

H. 

Yes~; No~; What is the best length? Would run 1 extra day 
3 days 

Check the four most convenient months to hold the 
Seminars. 

January 3 
May" -
September~ 

February 1 
June 3-
October 5 

March 2 
July E) 
November 4 

April 6 
AugustTO 
December-

I~ List potential Seminar sites: 

See Attached Sheet. 

J. In deciding on which seminar to attend, which is the more 
important? 

7 Dates --- ; Site __ 5 __ 



----------.--------~---
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E. What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
program that were not touched upon or were treated 
insufficiently? 

1. Docket Management, opinion writing, and impact decisions -
These are the things that would be more useful in a judge's 
everyday work. 

2. Eublication of Opinions vs. New Publication relationship 
Supreme Court vs. Court of Appeals. How Judicial Opinions are 
prepared. Conflicting Opinions in various states and same 
state. 

3. Judicial or Court Administration 

4. Judicial conduct and discussion of depositions and sometimes 
imposed by the various states. 



I. List potential Seminar sites; 

1. Sarasota, Florida or Naples 

2. Hawaii, Palm Springs; Inn at other Crest, Oregon; Sun Valley, 
Ida 

3. Atlantic City, Hershey, PA., Williamsburg, VA, Baltimore, 
Washington, DC, Philadelphia Beach 

4. Reno, Nevada 

5. San Diego 

• '''to' , " 

6. New York, Las Vegas, ~, Atlanta" Dallas, New Orleans 

7. Sun Valley 

8. Tuscon, Williamsburg 

9. Atlantic City, N.J. Daytona Beach, FL 

10. Northern Nevada, including Lake Tahoe, Nevada, New York 
City, Florida 

, ~I I 



I 

( 

( 
'-

-6-

III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information' may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

A. Please describe the source ot funds which you used 
,for, ,travel and subsistence. ' 

See Attached Sheet. 

B. If funding was provided by or through your court, how 
did you acquire those funds? 

See Attached Sheet. 

C. Would funds have been available from your court for: 

Travel Yes 12 
Subsistence 6 

How Much? See Attached 
Tui ti on Sheet' 6 
Activity Fee 2 

D. Other sources of funding •. Explain: 

See Attached Sheet. 

E.' Please identify'your state: 

See Attached Sheet. 

F. What court do you sit on? 

See Attached Sheet. . 

\~' f' 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospectiv~ conferees in obtaining funds. 

A. Please describe the source of funds which you used 
for travel and subsistence. 

1. Nevada Supreme Court Educational Budget - State Funds 

2. LEAA and Personal 

3. State 

4. Appropriated travel funds of my court 

S. State allocation of Federal Funds 

6. State 

7. My court budget 

8. A.D.C. allotted it from L.E.A.A. Funds 

9. State Judiciary budget 

10. My own 

11. LEAA' through the Administrator for the Courts State of 
Washington 

12. State appropriation for jidicial travel. My own funds for" 
activity fee 

13. Legislative Appropriation 

14. Not certain 

• 



~------------ ----- --- --- ---~-----------------~ 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospective conf-erees in obtaining funds. 

B. Ii funding was provided by or through your court, 
how did you acquire those funds? 

1. Legislative Appropriation 

2. Court A4ministrator 

3. Voucher will be submitted through Administrative Office 
for payment 

4. Expense Voucher 

5. Approval of Chief a~inistrative judge to attend availability 
of funds in budget. 

6. We receive a travel budget 

7. Request attendance to Supreme court 

8. Submitted Expense Account 

9.. General Assembly of Missouri 

10. Legislative Appropriation 

() 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE 'L'HE FOLLOWING. This information may':) 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

C. Would funds have been available from your court for: 

Subsistence 
How much? -----

1. $25.00 Hotel; $15.00 meals 

2. Sufficient to cover actual expense~ Room $17.50, Food $3.00, 
'#3.50 I $6.50 travel and actual 

3. $11.25 and room 

4. Reasonable 

5. Round trip air fare transit 

6. Actual 

7. Hotel (act1,lal) + $9.75 per day. for food 
',' 

I: 

8. Air fare 

9. $50.00 per"day 

10. I don't recall 

11. $35.00 per day 



~--------------------------------------------~I, 

III. 'PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information-, may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

D. Other sources of funding. Explain: 

1. ? appropriations for legal edu,cation 

2. None except personal funds if necessary if costs exceed per 
'diem allowance 

3. Private funds 

4. Personal 

5. ILEA 



I 
" 
" ----~----..,--..---------~ 
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III. PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

F. What court do you sit on? 

Court of Appeals 7 

Supreme Court 4 

Appe~late Division 2 

Criminal Appeals 1 





.~----------- ------- ------~-" 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPAiqTS - SAN FRANCISCO 1977 

Honorable James A. Andersle:n 
1000 Pacific Building 
720 Thir'd Avenue 
Seattle,~'1.A 98.104 

Honorable Ha+old R. Bank~ 
3144 Noah's A~k Road 
Jonesboro, GAS0036 

Honorable Tobias Barry 
P. O. Box 368 
Ladq, IL 61329 

Honorable John G. Bookout 
Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals 
P. O"BOjt 351 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

Honorable Jim R. Carrigan 
2350 Dennison Lane 
Boulder, CO 80303, 

Honorable.L. M. Clinton 
2207 State Capitol Building 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

Honorable Martha Craig Daughtrey 
Supreme Court Building 
Nashville, TN 37219 

Honorable James M. Dolliver 
Washington State Supreme Court 
T~~ple of Justice 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Honorable Robert T. Donnelly 
Supreme Court Building 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

Honorable John F. Doris 
Supreme Court of Rhode Island 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence, RI 02903 

Honorable Charles G. Douglas, III 
Route 1 
Cqpcord, NH 03301 



SAN FRANCISCO PARTICIPANTS 
1977 
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Honorable Frank G. Evans 
604 Civil Courts Building 
Houston, TX 77002 

HonorableA. B. Fletcher 
S&E N. W. u. S. Court of Mili.tary Ap.peals 
Washington, DC 20442 

Honorable Donald F. Froeb 
Court of Appeals, State Capitol Building 
1700 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Honorable William M. Gant 
100 St. Ann Building 
OWensboro, KY 42301 

Honorable Alfred T. Goodwin 
U. S. Court of Appeals 
Pioneer U. S. Courthouse 
Portland, OR 97204 

Honorable Edmond L. Guidry, Jr. 
P. O. Box 187 
St. Martinville, LA 70582 

Honorable William L. Guild 
215 w. 'Wesley 
P. O. Box 398 
Wheaton, IL 60187 

It. F. X. Irving 
24 Apple' 'l'ree 
Bashing Ridge, NJ 07920 

Honorable Glenn T. Johnson 
Chicago Civic Center 
Chicago,IL 60602 

Honorable Robert B. Lee 
Room 203 State Capitol 
Denver, CO 80203 

Honorable Roy Noble Lee 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS 392.05 

Honorable Harry T. Lemmon 
421 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA 70112 



SAN FRANCISCO PARTICIPANTS 
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Honorable Charles Bruce Lester 
Suite BB 18 N. Ft. Thomas. Avenue 
Ft. Thomas, KY 4~075 

Honorable David Linn 
4949 Golf Road Apt. 302 
Skokie, IL 60076 

Honorable Ramon Lope~ , 
P. O. Box 2008 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Honorable Joe W. Lowder.m,ilk 
J~.oom 415 State: House 
Indianapolis, IN 46201 

Honorable Robert o. Lukowsky 
228 W. Orchard Road 
St. Mitchell, KY 41011 

Honorable A. G. McClintock 
P. O. Box 666 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

Honorable John J. McNeilly 
Lake Drive 
Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 

Honorable James J. Mejda 
Richard J. Daley Center - Rooom 3000 
Chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable Ray E. Munson 
Roam 308 Courthouse 
Yakima, WA 9.8901 

Honorable Francis T. Murphy, Jr. 
Appellate Division Courthouse 
27 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 10010 

Honorable Richard Neely '\. 
306-E State Capitol 
West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals 
Charleston, WV 25305 

Honorable J. B. Ness 
Box 909 
Bamberg, SC 29003 

I 

;1 
,: 
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Honorable Thed¥ore R. Newman, 
D. C. Court of\~ppeals 
Washington, DC\.' 

Honorable Mich~el D. O'Hara 
R. R. 18 Edgewood Beach 
Menominee, MI 49858 

Honorable M~x N. Osborn 
Court of Civil Appeals 
500 City County Building 
El Paso, TX 79901 

Honorable Vernon R. Pearson 
2000 Tacoma Mall 
Tacoma, WA 98409 

Honorable C. Donald Peterson 
Minnesota Supreme Court 
State Capitol 
St. ];lau1, MN 55155 

Honorable Charles D. Pierce 
1575 Sherman Suite 621 
Denver, CO 80.2.03 

Honorable E1ven E. Ponder 
5053 Government Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 

Honorable Donald J. Porter 
Supreme Court State Capitol 
)?ierre, SO 57501 

Honorable Timothy C. Quinn 
~1226 Red Oak Lane 

East Lansing, MI 48823 

Honorable C. L. Ray, Jr. 
401 Texas City Hall 
Texarkana, TX 75501 

Jr. 

Honorab1eLeRoy L. Rechenmacher 
1518 Wedgefield Circle 
Naperville, IL 60540 

.I 
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Honorable William V. Redmann 
421 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA 70112 

Honorable William L. Richardson 
Court of Appeals 
State Office Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

Honorable Theodore O. Rogers 
Box 542 
westchester, PA 19380 

Honorable William S. Russell 
Box 425 
Shelbyville, TN 37160 

Honorable Glenn K. Seidenfeld 
Suite 812 
4 South Genesee Street 
Waukegan, IL 60085 

Honorable J. Irwin Shapiro 
45 Monroe place 
Buffalo, NY 11201 

Mr. S. Scott Shellhaas 
. Supreme Court of Nevada Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Honorable Arnold Shlllman 
402 State Judicial Bldg. 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Honorable Jacob Tanzer 
Court of Appeals 
Salem, OR 97310 

Honorable William E. Ward 
Court of Civil Appeals 
500 City County Bldg. 
El Paso, TX 79901 

Honorable Jack Crozier Watson 
Third Circuit'ICourt of Appeals 
Box 3000 ' 
Lake Charles, LA 70602 

----~------- --- ---
-- - -----------------------' 
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Honora:ble C'. Thomas White 
Suprem1e Court Capitol Building 
Lincol:n, NB 68509 

. Honora:ple Ward Williams 
·1000 P,acific Building 
Seattle, ~qA 98104 

Honorable Thomas G. Zuber 
Supreme Court of Ontario 
Appell,ate Division 
Osgood1e Hall 
TorontlJ, Ontario M5H2N5 
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PROGkAM~SAN FRANCISCO 
".,:',"' 

'GROUP I 

Justice Harry A. Spencer - Presiding 

SUNDAY 
October 23 

MONDAY 
October 24 

TUESDAY 
Octolber 25 

WEDNESDAY 
October 26 

( ~: 

THURSDAY 
October 27 

5:00 p.m.-7:00 p.m. 

FRANCISCAN ROOM 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon 

1:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon 

,f 

J / 
II 

1:30 p.m.-4,;'30 p.m. 
I 

9:00 a.m.-10:15 a.m. 

10: 15 a.m.-12:00 noon 

1 : 30 p . m • - 4 ::'130 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12 00 noon 

'I 

Registration - Hotel ~obbg 

Recent Developments in 
the Law or Class Action 

Professor Allan D. Vestal 

Impact Decisions 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 

Recent Developments in tbe 
Law of Products Liabilitg 

~ean W. Page Keeton 
Professor Marshall S. Shape) 

',I 

Profes'sor Marc A. Fr/~ulkJ in 
Pro fe s Si,O r 0 a v i d G. 0 wen 

Methods for Efficienog and 
'~~tistice on Appeal, 

John P. Frank, Esquire 

Justice Winslow Christian 
Judge Mary M. Schroeder 

The Future of Choice of 
La w for Toz'ts 

Professor Ru"ssell J. Weintraut 

Impact Decisions 

Justice Robert E. Bakes 
Judge Joseph F. Weis, Jr. 

Note: The Hospitality Suit~ will be open each evening from 
5:30-7:30 p.m. Prog~am participants will be served 
coffee and rolls in ~he program room each morning 
from

c
8:30-9:00 a.m. I~ ~~~< 

" 
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PROGRAM-SAN FRANCISCO 

GROUP II 

Jud~e F~ink Q. Nebeker - Presidin~ 

SUNDAY 
October 23 

MONDAY 
October 24 

TUESDAY 
October 25 

WEDNESDAY 
October 26 

THURSDAY 
October 27 

" 

5:00 p.m.-7:00 p.m. 

, MONTEREY ROOM 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon 

1:30 p.m.-(:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon 

1:30 p.m-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-10:15 a.m. 

10:15 a.m.-12:00 noon 
, 

1:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 noon 

Registration - Hotel L~bby 

Impact Decisions 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 

Recent Developments in 
the Law or Class Action 

Professor Allan D~ Vestal 

Recent Developments in the 
Law or Products Liability 

Professor Marc A. Franklin 
Professor David G. Owen 

Dean W. Page Keeton 
Professor Marshall S. Shapo 

Methods for Erficiency and 
Justice on Appeal 

Justice Winslow Christian 
Judge Mary~. Schroeder 

Jonn P. Frank, Esquire 

Impact Decisions 

Justice Robert E. Bakes 
Judge Joseph F. Weis, Jr. 

The Future of Choiae of 
Law for Torts 

Professor Russell J. Weintraub 

~ Note: Fhe Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 
5:30-7:30 p.m. Program participants will be served 
coffee and rolls in the program room each morning 
from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION 

APPELLATE JUDGES' SEMINAR SERIES 

San Francisco, California 

9ctober 23-27, ,1977 

Sponsored By:' 

,THE "APPELLATE JUDGES l CONFERENCE, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

In an effort to know how the Appellate Judges' Seminar Series 
can best serve the needs of the nation's' appellate judicia,ry we 
ask that those who attend a seminar share their observations 
and comments with us. Therefore, we ask that you candidly 
respond to the following questions regarding the seminar you 
just at tended. The're is no need to identify yourself -
anonymous evaluation i~ .encoura~ed. We encourage you to 
complete this form prior to your departure from San Francisco. If 
you are unable ~o, please return the form to: 

[, 

Howard S. Primer 
Program Director 
Appellate Judges' Seminars 
Ameri,can Bar, AS~50ciation 
1155 ,E. 60th Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 , 

I. Gen'eral 

A. 

B. 

Accommodations 

Hospitality 
Se,ssions 

'(1) Contribution 
to the va.lue of 
the progl!an:{. 

., ' 

C. Curriculunt' 

(1) General quality 
of presentations. 

Excellent -
(6) (3) (5) (4) (3)(3) 

10 9 8 7 6 . 5 

(10) (3) (6) (3) (2) (1)' 
10 9 8 7 6 5 

(6) (3) (4) (3) (4) (3) 
10 9 .8 7 6 5 

(5) (6) (10) (3) (1) 
10 9 8 7 6 S 

, . (2) General quality (7) (7) (9) (l) 
'of materials. 10 9 8 7 6 5 

(S) (3) (6) (7)(3) 
(3) Topical. Coverage 10 9 8 76'S 

Poor 

(1) 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

(1) 
4 3 
(.1 ) 
4 3 

2 

2 

(1) 
2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7.6 

8.5 

7.5 

8.S 

S.8 

7.3 
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D. . Suggested improvements in the area of accommodations 
(Comments).: 

SEE ATTACHED SHEET. 

E. Suggested improvements in the area of the. hospi tali ty 
~essions. (Comments): 

SEE ATTACHED SHEET. 

F. Suggested improvements in the area of curr.iculum. 
(Comments): . 

SEE ATTACHED SHEET. 

G~ Please give your candid opinion. of ~he oral. 
presentations given at this program., 

SEE ATTACHED. SHEET. 

H. How did this program compar~ with your expectations? 

. SEE ATTACHED SHEET. 

I. What portions of the program were !!!2.st/least helpful to 
you in your work? 

SEE ATTACHED SHEET. 

------------------'-~.----
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D. SUc;Jgested impr.ovements in the area of accommodations 
Comments: 

1. None really. Although they were not the best, given cost-quality 
concerns, they were adequate. 

2. The accommodations were more than adequate but expensive in view 
of 'the per diem. allowance. 

3.. Wi thin the amounts but;J.gs'ted, I thought the Sir Francis Drake 
was excellent. 

4. The meeting rooms were just fine. The hotel rooms were hot and 
window had to ~~ raised and when this was done the ~treet noise 
prevented sleep. ..' 

5. Newer hotel 

6. This hotel was an excellent choice - good location, good price, 
very nice rooms - good service, etc. Meeting facilities also 
excellent. 

7. The lack of air conditioning was a little annoying on the hot 
nights, but on what we can afford to pay, especially if the 
wives attend, will probably keep us in this class of hotel. The 
meeting rooms were adequate. 

8. Probably the best that could be done for the price. 

9. The conference rooms were most adequate and morning and afternoon 
refreshments very good. 

10 .. The hospitality room was too small. Circulation was restricted, 
consequently, bull sessions and opportunities to strike up 
acquaintances were retarded 

11. Very good 

12. Hotel room was a bit run down and very small 

13. Room was simply too small! Beds were O.K. 

14. Rooms in the hotel were too small; however, meeting rooms were 
excellent 



r 
I E. suggested impr.ovements. in the ;~ea of the hospi tali ty 

sessions. (Comments): 

1. Larger room would have made meeting more people easier. 

2. Where the group is smaller - 35 or less - there is a 
better exchange at the informal hospitality sessionv 

3·. Only that it be in a less crowded area. \::»~think the 
hospitality sessions are absolutely esse~7,'\;:;ial. 

4.. Programs for ladies 

5. The capacity to expand into the adjoining room was 
appreciated. 

6. I only attended a few. Thil~ the first would be good 
but the session at end of day did not help too much. 

7. Bigger room Where set up 

8. Both the evening "reconstructions U and the morning coffee 
sessions were well done.. Spouse suggests you choose another 
brand of scotch 

9. More chairs and food. Some wine and less hard stuff: 

10. Perhaps a conscious'effort should be made to have everyone 
meet everyone else. 

11. Spread out the bar SO as to avoid crowdi~g. 

12. Commence at 5:00 instead of 5:30. 

13. Perhaps one evening group dinner would be effective, each 
participant bearing his own costs. Also a larger hospitality 
room would have been better. 
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F.' Suggested im1?rovements in the area of curriculum. 
(Comments): .. 

1. Would have spent more time on Methods for Efficiency and 
Justice on Appeal in a judges only crowd (crowd' much)~.~;, 
too big). However, perhaps this reflects my bias as a 
Chief Judge. 

2. Time allotment rigid. Impact case sessian was a survey 
rather than a discussion of impact or major c~Ges. . --

3." The area was well thqught out. -. ' .. ~ 
.4: Since I am interested in Civil Law only, I would suggest· 

more on Products Liability; area of deceptive trade 
practices such as Federal Truth in Lending, Consumer 
Protection Acts, etc. 

5. More Administrative Law; more less usual areas such as 
eminent domain, ZQn~ngf etc. 

6. Are there any expert.s"in preparat.ion of an opinion, taking 
into consideration use of law clerks, central staff; judge, 
all participating and contributing to the final product? 

7. Would. be difficult to improve. 

B. Try to get an even balance among judicial administration, 
judigial process, SUbstantive law - civil and substantive 
law - criminal. This session put too much emphasis on 
substantive law - civil. 

9. More in judicial procedure and .efficie~/cy but should 
separate final courts of appeal from ir~ltermediate courts 
and final courts with ani without intermediate Courts of 
Appeal. 

10. I would give more attention to the practi.cal problems of 
making appellate decisions and less attention to impact 
decisions. 

11. 

12 .. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

More on administration 

Curriculum was good. 

The method. of presentation did not draw out the wisdom 
and experience of 'che participants. It would have been 
help~ul to know what the courts of the participants had 
decided in the subject areas, the tone of their conferences 
and the unarticulatedvalue judgments made. 

One session on impact decisions - substitute a new topic:" 
for the other session. 

Perhaps more emphasis to be placed in the efficient 
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F. (continued) 

lS.operation of appellate courts. Coping with the growing cas~ 
loa,d. Effectj..ve UE3e of staff, etc .. 

c 

Ii 

,,"(--, -----------"""'------~~-
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Please give your candid opinion of the oral pre'sentations 
given at this program. 

1. Generally quite good. Of course, some was better than 
others. 

Good. for legal teaching1 poor educational method. Time 
allotments seemed to exceed teaching requirements. Post­
break periods were usually unproductive bull sessions where,";, 
everyone felt compelled to fill time by talking. \S:" 

3. Very high class. 

4. The impact decisions presentations jumped around to the 
extent it was difficult at times to orient to the subject 
mat.ter. 

5. 

6. 

8 .. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Excellent (3) 

Too much theory - op~n~ons without reasons for opinions; 
suggest case law explanations. 

Impact decision material presentation could have been better 
organized. Too much jumping around among pages in material. 
Oral presentation - questions participation good. 

Good (2) 

Most were good, with one or two dreadful exceptions 

Generally good - Grimes and Nebeker unprepared, Vestal 
rather dull. 

Generally excellent. 

All good. 

All very qood. 

Above average but too many people from academia who do not 
understand what we do and why we do things. 

Typical professorial efforts, by a good group. Tended to 
be "trend oriented," as is always true of academicians. 

17. All very good. For most part speakers were well prepared. 

lB. Mediocre. 

19. Well presented by an excellent choice of men. 

20. Very good - although discussion of impact decisions was at Iii 
some points weak"; however, this was contributed to by 
a ttendees who insisted on "gi'tling orations. 
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G. (t;cmtinued) 

21. Very good. 

22. They were excellent. 

Q 
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H. How did this program cornp~r~ with your expectations? 

l., Fulfilled. 
..::: ~. ,-0 

2. Better. My expectations were low and the program was 
sat,isfactory. 

3. Excellent, ia.S expected. 

4. Good. (2) 

S. Higher than expected. 

6. It met them. 

7. Great. 

8. My expectations were met. 

90 Favorably. (2) 

10. I would have preferred a session o~ two in the judicial 
process areas and a clearer focus on current developments 
in the criminal law area .. 

11. Lived up to them. \,. 

12. Favorable. 

13. Equal. 

14. Exceeded them. 

lS. Well. 

16. Above average. 

17. Best that I've attended. 

18. Very well. 

19. About 60%. 

20. I was impressed. It was a good program. 

21. Very well. 

22. Very favorably. 



----------------~2-',.-----------~ 
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, I. What portions ef the program were most/least helpf1.11 to' 
yeu in your wo~k? 

1. Methods fer Efficiency and Justice was most helpful.­
Recent Developments in Class Actions - Recent Developments 
in Choice of Laws for Terts (went to' N.Y.U. this summer 
and heard Bob Leflar on same topic). 

/1 

2 ~' All was good. 
;" '. 

',) 

3. I have enjoyed these seminars and feel they are extremely 
helpful and worthwhile. Good judgment has been shewn by 
those who have set these up in the past and I would leave 
the future course up to' them also. 

4. All was helpful. Although seme areas were specialized -
=.-----;==''''"''''=- we will derive seme future benefits from everything pre­

sented. The impact decisions material is the mest immediately 
useful as well as those pertaining to' Ceurt Administratio~. 

,~ ... t .• _ '. 

5. Since I am limited to Civil Law, the most helpful was the 
PrO'ducts Liability discussion and the leas~ was impact 
decisions. Being frO'm Texas, we did not benefit from 
the Class Action subject. 

6. Impact decisions. 

7. Grimes - superb. 

8. Impact decisions always ,appreciated-., Didn I ,t get: as much 
"new" informatien as thO'ught I might in Admin. SectiO'n but 
appreciate the material. Have had no exposure to "Class 
Action" was appreciative of the exposure. 

9. I enjoyed the "Efficiency and Justice on Appeal" the most 
but as a junior judge I can do the least about it. I would 
like to' see more chief judges and justices hear this program. 

10. Impact decisions discussion most helpful. Efficiency on 
Justice and Appeal most helpful~ 

11. I enjoy the interaction with academic scholars - however, 
I think this seminar was top heavy with academics - we ' 
have judicial scholars in this country, and some (like Bakes) 
e~en have teaching backgrO'undse Suggest you identify and 
use thes~ people mere. 

J' 

12. Impa~t decisions - least-prO'ducts liability - m~st. 

13. Impact decisions - most helpful administration - least. 

14. The session Wednesday morning. 

15. Torts mest methods fer efficiency 

/,1 

-------------~~----"------"" 
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I.. (continue(i) 

! 
16. Most - administration Least - Conflicts and Choice of Law. 

17. Most - new decisions Least ... the civil matters (until I 
make it to the Supreme Court). 

18. Torts reviews most helpful Criminal Law (Impact Decisions) 
least helpful because I do only civil appeals. 

19. Most: Class Actions (Preparation for the future) 
Least: Impac1; .D.ecisions (Too much S.Ct .. u.S. no state 
S. Ct. cases).~.~ 

20. Products Liability Most helpful Impact Decisions - Most 
helpful Class Action - Least helpful Methods for Efficiency 
and Justice on Appeal - Least helpful. 

21. Most helpful - substantive law discussions least helpful 
appeal efficiency. 

22. Lecture portion1 discussion least helpful. 

23. Least - Class Actions Most - Products Liability, impact 
decisions. 

I,! 
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II .. Specific Excellent Poor Avg 
A .• Topics and Speakers 

(1) aec~nt Developments 
",-, 

in 'the Law of ( 4) (4) (11) (l) (2) (1). (1) 
Class Action 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.0 

Prof. Alan D. , (3) (6) (8) (3) (2) (1) 
Vestal 10 '9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.0 

,.~, ~~~i '\\ 
(2.) The Future of (5), (.4) (5) (3) (1) (3) 

Choice of Law' 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 ,3 2 1 7.4 
for Torts 

" '~'.,,', 

·Prof. Russe11.:J. (7) (5) (6) (2) (1) (1) 
Weintraub 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 .3 2 1 8.5 (I 

(3) Impact Decisi'ons 
(6) (4) (4) (2) (3) 

8.2 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Justice Robert E. (4) (6) (8) (4) (2) 
Bakes 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.2 

Justice William A. (5) (6) (9) (~) (1) (1) 
Grimes 10 9 8 7 .6 5 4 3 2 1 8.4 . , 

I Judge Frank Q. (3) (5) (9) (3) (1) (1) (1) 
Nebeker 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2, 1 8.0 

, 
(4) (7) (9) (2) (1) t Justice Joseph F. 

Weis, Jr. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.1 

(4) Recent Developments 
,(5) (il(8) (1) (1) in the Law of . (1) . ,' 

PrGducts Liability .1,0 9 8 7 6 5 4 i, 2. 1 8.3 
/1 • 

) 

(4) (5) (6) (3) (1) (2) (2) P·r!of. Marc A. " 
I 

Franklin 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 ' ';~ 2 .1 7.5 
" 

Dean W. Page (5)' b) (9) (2) (2) (2) :, . (1) 
ii' 

Keeton 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 ii3 2 1 7.7 
" 

Prof. David G. (4) (3) (8) (2) (2)" (2) (1) 1;1) 
, I 

Owen 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.8 

Prof. Marshall S. (2) (7) (6) (3) (3) (l)",l) (1) 
,Shapo 10 9 8 7 6 5 4, 3 2 1 7.7 

(5) Methods for 
(8) (5) (3) (2) (1) (2) .Efficiency and 

Justice on Appeal 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 ' 8.3 

Justice Winslow (4) (8) (7) (2) (2) (1) 
Christian 10 9 8 7 6· 5 4 3 2 1 7.7 

(6) (8) (6) (1) (1) (1) (1) 
John P. Frank, Esq. 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 8.7 

Judge Mary M. (3) (8) (6) (2) (3) (2) 
Schroeder 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 7.8 

\j J 
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( 2.2 

3.5 
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Do you prefer the informal method of presentation? 

Y.es ~! ,~q~_ 
~.~; ; 

. Comments: 
'. .. ~ - ~. ". 
, See .:A ttached Sheet. 

" How much time should be alloted per subject in the 
future? 

Hoq;rs (Circle) 

'Recent Develt:)pments in the (5 ) (8) (6) 
Law 0.; Class Action 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(2 ) (10) (6) 
The Future of Choice of. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Law For Torts 

(3 ). (5) (5) (1) J1) Impact Decisions 1 " 2 :3 4 5 

Recent Developments in the. 
" (4) . (5) (5) (1~ (4 )\1 . Law' of ,products Liability 1 2 3 4 " "1 . 

S.}),\.6 ,I 

"'·'1\ ! 

Methods for Efficiency and 
. I 

(3 ) (1) (4) (3 ) (1) -(8)1 
Justice on Appeal 1 2 3 .4 5 6 

What new topic(s) and speaker(s.) would you suggest 
future? 

Topic (Why?) Speaker (Why?) 

fo~ the .... \ 

:. 'llime \ 
Allotment 1 

See Attached 'Sheet;. 

l} 

;\~ 
._'i...:'....;\~ ~--'.: .. \~ _ 
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Bo; Do you prefer·, the informal method of presentation? 

. Conunents : 

1. Depends on subject and presenter. 

2. The format works well. 

3. Discussion much better than a lecture. 

4. One of the things missing was a dj,scussion of the substantive 
topics from the Appellate Judges' point of vi~ - Perhaps 
you could team a judge with each academic to better insure 
some discussion of the topic from a. "practical II point of 
view. fi 

5. I prefer a structured presentation; subject to discussion ... 
just a.; .... ·"you do it now. 

'--..c." 

6. ~uggestions and issues raised by other judges add to 
the seminar a dimension one speaker cannot give. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

But I think lecture and dialogue between faculty and 
student is better than the,· quasi-panel discussion. format 
used here. 

I believe it helps to permit the audience to participate 
to a limited degree. , 

Within time limitations, more participation from: those 
attending. 

" .II 

'7 
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D. What new topic(s) and speaker(s) would you suggest for 
the future? 

TOPIC (Why?) 

Composition of appellate 
opiniJ)ns 

, . 
Criticism of appellate 
opinions as to for.m and 
substance 

SPEAKER (Why?) 

Too much time spent on usec ~- . 
"Impact Decisions " • Why not 
spend one session instate 
court \I Impact Decisions II in 
2 or 3 arease Most of wbat my 
Court does is not in the area 
of Federal Const. interpretation. 
There would be far more value in 
state rather than Federal Decisions. 

Possibly techniques in opinion 
writing 

Evidence law not Federal 
Rules 

Same segment pertaining to writing 
opinions; not the whole course 
on writing 

Impact Decisions 
Because he is best I 
have ever heard 

Joe Weisburger 
Rhode Island 

TIME 
ALLOTMENT -

4 hours 

2 hours 

Charles E. Moylan, Jr. 2 hours 
Baltimore, MD 
(as good as Weisburger 
newly) 

The role of summary adjudications 
in the future (summary judgments, 
directed verdicts, etc.) 2 hours 

General annual review of develop-
ments in criminal law 

Equitable Remedies (Principles 
often forgotten) Whatls Hap­
pening in the Area of JUdicial 
Discipline, Retirement and 
Removal. (Most of us provide 
judicial review of conunission (\ 
action). 

,-,__ _ __ Ii __ -

Chief Judge Ed Re 5 ho_urs 
(U • S. Customs Court' 
Authori ty in ~~ield~~ 

Judge Don Fretz \ 2 hours 
I; Merced, CO -

(Teaches judicial ethics 
at National College and 
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D. (continued) 

TOPIC (Why?) 

Zero in on the hot spots 
in judicial administration and 
l:eave enough time for' an in-
depth discussion. To loosen up 

SPEAKER (Why? ) 

should be up on the 
subject) 0 

discussion by the judges, include a 
judicial process topic - i.ee review 
of discretj.onary rulings, etc. Could 
you substitute "impact topics" for 
impact decisions? Areas of rapid de­
velopment or expansion, especially ip 
the criminal procedure area: new speedy 
t~ial statutes (and rules) and how they are 
operating; criminal discovery rules; new 
developments in double jeopardy area; etc. 
(The current method of handling new de­
velopments through isolated decisions has 
a disconcerting "shot-gun" effect.) 

New subjects being developed in Civil Law 
area of consumer protection such as consumer 
protection act, deceptive trade practices, 
Federal Consumer Credit Legislation and Case 
Law, etc. Continue with Products Liability 
Course. Continue to some degree Methods of 
Efficiency and Justice on Appeal. 

The planning in these areas have been excellent. 

TIME 
ALLOTMENT 

=-
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What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
erogram that were not touched upon or were treated -- ---­
lnsufficiently? 

, '. 

See Attached Sheet_ 

Excellent .~ 
(2) (5) (2 ) (5) (4) (4) (1). 

F. 1-'1 Discussion Time Allowed 10 9· a 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Participation & discussion (4) (1) (5) (2) (4) (6) (1) 
/,u, by fellow conferees 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

G. Present Seminar span is 4 days. Would you retain this 
l,ength? 

Yes 25 ; No_: What is the best length? See Attached Sheet .-
H. ,Check the four most convenient months to hold the 

Seminars. 

'January 4 
May-S.... -
September.L,. 

February 9 
June 4 -
October 1~ 

I. List poteptial Seminar sites: 

See Attached Sheet • 

. 

March 6 
july 5 
November 5 

, -
April 10 
Augusn 
Decembe:r-l -

J. In deciding on which seminar to attend, which is the more 
important? ' 

Dates ___ 7 ____ ; Site~1~3 ____ _ 

See Attached Sheet for comments. 
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E. What topics did you think should have been covered in 
this ~ro~ram that were not touched upon or were treated 
insuf iCJ.ently? 

10 The details and techniques of the Arizona Plan., Preargument, 
Conferences, Pre argument memoranda, and limitation of 
oral argument. 

2. The problems involved in trying to be a good, conscientious 
and productive judge at the appellate level. 

3. In Phoenix 2 years ago, one session was devoted to going 
around the table with the attendees briefly introducing 
themselves and explaining their court. This developed 
into a good give and take comparison of how our respective 
courts operated with reference to the others. 

4. I attended the Judicial Writing Program at Boulder several 
years ago - it was excellent - Doesn't fit these seminars, 
but, ~paybe something comparable - Justice George Rose 
smft:H\ led an interesting session ta,lking 1-2 sessions 
from opinion writing by attendants - showing how inad­
vertently we write bad language. 

5. Opinion 'writ~ng effective~. use· of Law:' Clerks. 

6,. New decisions' could have been.covered.more' completely. 

7. Those presented were fine because I know all subjects 
can1t be covered at once. " 

8. Comparative negligence. 

9. All topics were treated well. I would have preferred 
more emphasis on methods for efficiency and justice 
on appeal. 

10. The decision making process and tips on opinion writing. 

11. Settlement Conference Procedures. 
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G. Present Seminar span is 4 days. Would you retain this. 
lenqht? 

What is the best lenght? 

1. 4 days (3) 

2. I suggest there be a half day break for sig'htseeing. 
Five days with the middle day for sightseeing, would 
create a greater attendance at all sessions. 

/, 
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I. List potential Seminar sites: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

New Orleans (3) 

St. Louis 

Orlando 

Portland (3 ) 

Seattle (3) 

Charleston, sa (2) 

Boston (3) 

Denver 

9~ Phoenix 

20 • Washington, DC ( 3) 

21 California 

22. Vail, CO (2) 

2~. San Francisco (2) 

24. Miami winter 

25. Keystone, CO 

26. Grand Teton, WY 

27. All the others you have been 
using in past y'ears 

28. Broadmoor Hotel, Colorado Sprins 
10. Philadelphia 

11. Arizona 

12. Santa Fe 

13. El Paso 

14. Houston 

15. Savannah 

16. Newport 

17. Rhode Island 

18. Alaska in July 

19. Washington in Sept. (2) 

29. Stanley Hotel, Estes Park, CO 

30., Vancouve:x:-, B.C.· 

31. Toronto. 

32. San Diego 

~---------------------------------------------

II 
iJ 
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J. In deciding on which seminar to attend, which is the 
more important? 

1. Date for scheduling; site for expense 

.2. Both 

3. Co-equal 

4. If the dates are published well in advance our calendars 
are flexible enough to accommodate them. The site is 
especially important and the time of year dictates.NY 
choice of sites. Tucson in April was great. . 

5. The big majority of appellate judges are interested 
in site location and not time of year. 

6. Equally important 

\,r, 

~----,(. " 
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PLEASE COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING. This information may 
assist prospective conferees in obtaining funds. 

A. . Please describe the source of funds which you used 
" . for travel and' subsistence. 

See Attached Sheet. 

B. . If fundi'hg:was provided by or through your court, how 
did you acquire those' funds? 

See Attached Sheet. 

c. Would 'funds have been available from your court for: 

Travel 
Subsistence See 
. . How Much Attached 
Tuition 
Activity Fee 

Yes 17 
14 

11 
6 

D. Other sources of funding. Explain: 
1. Personal fUnds 

2 •. Own so far 

E. Please identify your state: 

See Attached Sheet. .~ 

F. What court do you sit on? 

. Supreme Court 

Court of Appeals 

Court of Criminal Appeals 

Court of Civil Appeals 

Commonwealth Court 

. 9 

10 

2 

2 

1 
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B. If funding was provided by or through your courtJ ho~ 

did you acquire those funds? 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5~ 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

12'. 

By request - we are encouraged to attend one conference 
a year 

Legislative appropriation 

LEAA - through our Administrator for the Courts" Of.fice 

Regular appropriation 

Voucher for expenses 

State Legislative Appropriation 

Application to Executive Secretary, Supreme Court 

Asked for in the budget each year 

Do not know 

Gener,al appropriation by the legislature 

Budgeted' 

Regula:r.:-budget .. 
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A. Please describe the source of funds which you ~sed 
.fo:J:' travel and subsistence. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Court· appropriation (4) 

LEAA (7) 

State Judicial Dept. Education Fund Pari: LEAA and Part 
state funds 

Texas Center fbr Judiciary pays travel plus $35.00 
per diem /' 

State of South Carolina 

State funds (3) 

Supreme Court Budget for Travel 

Personal 

Held in city where Court located 

Court of Appeals appropriations 

Texas Center for Judiciary, P. O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 7871l 
These are LEAA funds render the Federal appropriations 

We have a fund (LEAA is the source, I.,think) provided 
through the Courts Executive Secretary's Office which 
covers most expenses 
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c. Would funds have been available from your court for: 

1. 
'0 2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 .• 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Subsistence 
How Much?' ----

Hotel - 12.00 per diem for food 
. . 

$50.00 per diem 

Whatever needed 

$50.00 per day 

$40.00 per day 

Some possibly 

$50.00 per day 

Little if any 

Reasonable (2) 

$30.00 a day in state, $40.00/day out of state; probably 
on alternate y.ear bas is 

Room and 11.50 meals 

Actual expense so long as reasonable 

l3. '$35.00 per day 

14. $60.00 a day 

15. $45.00 per day 

16. Reasonable and necessary 

17. As needed 
" 

18. $35.00 per day 

\0 .' 

!..'-----------.--~~.----~ 
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E. Please identify your state: 

1. Pennsylvania 

2. Tennessee (2) 

"3. Texas (2). 

4. Indiana 

5. Washington (4) 

6. Georgia, (2) 

7. New Hampshire ' 

8. District of Columbia 

9. Delaware 

10. Michigan 

11. Nebraska 

12.. South Carolina 

13. Kentl.lcky 

14.. Wyoming 

15. Colorado 

16. Oregon, 

H 
II 

II II 

N 
/1 
il 

t l 
I! 
J 
II 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - TUCSON 1978 

;., . Honorable S. Jerome Bronson 
Michigan Court of Appeals 
American Center Building Ste. 760 
2777 Franklin Road 
Southfield, MI 48034 

Honorable John F. Crane 
520 Broad Street 
Newark, NJ 07102 

Honora~e Robert J. Danhof 
Michigan Court of Appeals 
200 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Honorable William E. Eubank ' 
Court of Appeals 
State Capitol 
Phoenix, AZ 

Honorable Dale M. Green 
Court of Appeals 
Broadway Centre Building 
Broadway and Jefferson 
Spokane, WA 99201 

Honorable Nathan J. Kaufman 
State of Michigan 
Court of Appeals 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48~26 

Honorable Robert L. Kunzig 
United States Court of Claims 
717 Madison Place, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005 

Honorable David Linn 
4949 Golf Road 
Apt. 302 
Skokie', IL 60077 

~_L _~~ __ ~ ___ ~~ _______________ -~~~ 



TUCSON PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 2 

Honorable Reid S.'Mou1e 
281 Nottingham Terrace 
Buffalo ,.NY 14216 

Honorable John F. Raper 
Wyoming Supreme court 
Supreme Court Building 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

Honorable John T. Reardon 
Fourth District Appellate court 
522 Vermont Street 
Quincy, IL 62301 

Hono,rab1eGeorge T • Smith 
Georgia Court of Appeals 
State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Honorable Hardyn B. Soule 
Court of Appeals 
Division II - Ste. 160 
2000 Tacoma Mall 
Tacoma, WA 98409 

Honorable Lewis R. Sutin 
State of New Mexico 
Court of Appeals 
P. O. Box 2008 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Honorable Roy N. Vance 
#7 Justice Lane 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

Honorable Frank Q. Nebeker 
District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals 
4th and F Streets, NW 
Washington, DC 20001 

-
"\ 
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PROGRAM-TUCSON 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-Presiding 

SUNDAY 
Ma'rch 19 

MONDAY 
March 20 

TUESDAY 
March 21 

WEDNESDAY 
March 22 

THURSDAY 
March 23 

5:30 p.m. -" 6:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

Registration­
Hotel Lobby 

Impact Decisions 

Judge Jerome Farris 
Justice Mark McCormick 

Judicial Review of 
Administrative Decisions 

Professor Jer~e S. Williams 

Medic~l-Legal Problems 

Professor John A. Robertson 

Deciding Cases on 
State Law Grounds 

Justice Jim R. Carrigan 

zoning Law: Public Rights 
vs. Private Riqhts 

/' , 

Professor Milton S~hroeder 

How to Construct and 
Evaluate Reasons of Sub­
stance in C~mmon Law Cases 

Professor Robert S. Summers 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 
5:30-7:30 p.m. Program participants will be served 
coffee and rolls in the program room each morning 
from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 
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'T ota. { /2 e s, p~ n t; <!' ~ : li-
z. A. Accomodations 9.4 

B. Hospitality Sessions 9.2' 

Contribution of Hospitality Sessions to value of program 9.1 

C. General quality of presentations: 9.1 

General quality of materials: 8.8 

Topical coverage; 8.7 

D. Suggested improvements in accomodations: 

not so elaborate 
not enough drawers or closet space 
no list of good restaurants 

E. Suggested improvements, in hospitality ses9ions: 

larger room-(5} 
adequate 
Rose's lime juice for gi~lets 
one group qinner 

" F. Suggested improvements in curriculum: 

have subjects fo~ all states 
one session on jurISprudence 
constitutional law session ie., search & Seizure 
new methods of disposing case load session 
opinion writing session 
Carrigan's subject of little substance 

G. Opinion of oral presentations: 
excellent (10) 
good 
medico/legal best 
Administrative decisions 2nd best 
Carrigan's subject too narrow 
some ~oo r~ling 
should be more state-orien,ted 

',' 



I. H. How did program compare with your expect:ations? 

very good ( 3 ) 
better than expectations (7) 
met expectations (4) 

I. What portions of prgoram were most/least helpful to you in 
your' work? 

Most, 
common law ( 5 ) 
impact decisions (4) 
state law (2) 
adm. decisions (1) 

, L'e'a'st 
zoning (5) 
sta te law t2) 
adm. decisions (2) 
medico/legal (l) 

II. B. DO you prefer informal method of presentation? 
*Chairman shohld keep tighter control 

Yes: 15 , No: 0 

c. How much time should be alloted per subject in future? 

Impact Decisions: 4.8 hrs. 
Adm. Decisions: 2.8 hrs. 
Medico/L;egal: 2.7 hrs. 
State La,W: 2.1 hrs. 
Zonin.9 Law: 2.6 hrs. 
COlI"..mon Law: . 3.5 hl:s • 



( 

A. 

Topics 
i 

Common Law 9.5 
~pact Dec~ 9.1 
Adm. Decisions 8.8 
Medico/legal 8.7 
Zoning Law 8.2 
State Law 800 

Spea;kers 

Professor Robert Summers 
Professcr John Robertson 
Professor Jerre Williams 
Justice Mark McCormick 
Justic Jim Carrigan 
Judge Jerome Farris 
Professor Milton Schroeder 

9.5 
9.2 
8.9 
8.8 
8.7 
8.6 
8.3 
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II. D. What new topic(s} and speaker(s) would you suggest for future? 

opinion writing .. (3) --writing expert-~3 hrs/6 hrs. 
preargument settlement 
unusual procedures 
special problems: evidence/error (plain & harmless) 
freedom of speech--2 hrs. 
Impact Supr~e Court decisions on Bill of Rights from police standpoint-- ~I' 

police chief/FBI--3 hrs. 
jurisprudence--Summers' (Prof. Columbia Univ) --3-6 hrs. 
Constitutional law--Search & seizure, confessions--4 hrs. 

E. What topics did you think should have been covered in this 
program that were not touched upqn or were treated insufficiently? 

common law 
opinion writing 

'F. Discussion time allowed:. 8.1 

Participation & discussion by fellow conferee·s 9. a 

G. Present seminar span is 4 days. WOUld you retain t.his 
length? 

Yes: 13 

" 
No: .1 

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

Other length: 3 dys. 



. II. 

fr: 

R • Check the four most convenient months to hold. the seminars. 

Jan 3 Jul 1 
Feb 8 Aug 2 
Mar 10' Sep 2 
Apr 4 Oct 7 
M.ay 3 Nov 4 

. .run 2 Dec 0 

I. List potential seminar sites: 

Santa Fe (3) 
Seattle (2) 
New.orlea~s (2) 
of hers (1 each) : 
Routh 
southwest 
No. Carolina 
!=:an Diego 
Orlando 
Miami 
Myrtle Beach, SC 
l!1nneapolis· 
Boston 
Wash. D.C. 
Williamsburg 
San Antonio. 
Atlanta 

Savannah 
Teton Nat'l Park . 
balance: east, west, midwest 

J., In deciding on'which seminar to attend, which'ismore, 
important? 

dates: 7 site: 5 

. III. A. Please describe source of funds for your travel & subsistence: 

'", 

LEAA/persorlal--2 
personal-- 3 
court-3 
state-3 
LEAA-2 

. , 

, .... 

B. If funding was provided by your court, how did. you 
acquire those funds? 

vQu,cher-4 
court-l 
legislativeappropriation-2 
LEAA-l 

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

~l 
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III. C. Would funds have b,een available from your CO'l.1rt for: 
• . I 

Travel: Yes-6 No-4 
Tuition: Yes-S No-3 
Activity Fee: Yes-2 No-4 
Subsistence: Yes-6 No-2 
Amount: actual (2) 

.. $40/dy 

D. Other sources of funding: 

t.EAA-l 

E .. ~\ Please identify your state: 

IL-2 
WA-2 
NM 
DC 
MI 
GA 
NJ 
AZ 
OK 
WY 
NU 

F. What court do you sit on? 

AppelLate cQurt-S 
court of appeals-6 
federal appellate-l 
supreme court-l 



'~ ________ ~ __________ ~L~ 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - SAN DIEGO 1978 

Honorable Glenn f5.Allen 
Court of Appeals' 
400 Washington Square Buildl,llg 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Honorable Melvin P. Antell 
Morris County Courthouse 
Morristown, NJ 07960 

Honorable William R. Beasley 
Michig~n'Court of Appeals 
760 American Center Building 
2777 Franklin Road 
Southfield~ M:C 48034 

Honorable Norman E. Berman 
2 E. 14th Ave,nue 
Suite 360 
Denver, CO 80203 

Honorable Donald 13rodkey 
1301 J Street 
Apt. 905 
Lincoln, NB 68508 

Honorable Robert 13. BUJ:ns 
State Office Building 
350 Ottawa, N.W. 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Honorable Keith M. Callow 
1100 Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable John A. Decker 
Room 404, Courthouse 
Milwaukee, WI 53233 

Honorable Allen L. Donielson 
Iowa Court of Appeals 
Des Moines, IA 50319 

Honorable Mack Easley 
P. O. Box 848 
Sgpreme Court Building 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 

(.0' 

1\ 
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SAN DIEGO PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 2 

Honorable Charles Galbreath 
208 Su~reme Court Building 
Nashvi~ae, TN 37219 

Honorable Frank b. . Jam~s 
1100 Pacific Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable MelR. Jiganti 
Richard J. Daley Center 
30th Floor 
chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable M. L. MaSon 
119 Second Street, N.W. 
Mason. City, IA 50401 

Honorable Glenn E. Mencer 
700 E. King Street 
Smethport, FA 16749 

Honorable. Milton Mollen 
Appellate Division 
45 Monroe Place 
Brooklyn, NY 11201 

Honorable Gary K. Nelson 
Room 129, west Wing 
State capitol Building 
phoenix, AZ' 85007 

Honorable H.Vern Payne 
P. O. Box 848 
Supreme Court Building 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 

Honorable Vernon 
Court c:ff Appeals 
2000 Tacoma Mall 
Taooma, WA 98409 

R. Pearson 
Division II 

- Ste. 160 

Honorable Arthur J. Simpson, Jr. 
841 Lotus Avenue 
Oradell, NJ 07649 

Honorable Joseph G. Stewart 
Civil courts Building 
12th Floor 
st. Louis, MO 63101 

Honorable Richard V. Thomas 
P. d. Box 1556 
Cheyenne,. WY 8200.1 

::) 
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SAN DIEGO PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 3 

Honorable Solbert M. Wasserstrom 
Missouri Court of Appeals - Kansas City District 
Jackson COlLTltyCQu:!:'thQu$e -- l·Oth Floor 
Kansas City, MO 64106 

Honorable C. Thomas m1ite 
Room 2219 -.Supreme Court 
State capitol Building 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

Honorable Robert E. Dean 
Marathon County courthouse . 
Wausau, WI 54401 

I 
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SUNDAY 
April 16 

MONDAY 
April 17 

TUESDAY 
April 18 

WEDNESDAY 
April 19 

THURSDAY 
April 20 

Juitice Harry A. spen~er-Presiding 

5:30 p.m. - 6:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. - 12:00 Noon 

Registration­
Hotel Lobby 

Economics and Law 

Professor Charles J. Goetz 

In Search of a Standard 
of Care for the Medical 
Profession 

Professor Joseph H. King 

Impact Decisions 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 
Judge Joseph F: Weis, Jr. 

Appellate Efficiency 

Justice Winslow Christian 

Tort Liability of Police 

Professor William K. Theis 

Inherent Powers of Courts 

Justice James Duke Cameron 

Note: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 
5:30~7:30 p.m. Program participants will be served 
coffee and rolls in the program room each morning 
from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 



II. B. What portions of program were most/least helpful to you in 
your work? 

Most 
Appellate efficiency-9 
Impact decisions-6 
Inherent powers-l 

Least 
Tort Liability of police-7 
'Economics & law-6 
Impact decisions-2 
S·tandard of care-medical-l 

D. Should we attempt to elicit more participation from judges 
attending seminar? 

Yes: 9 No: 11 

What would you like to hear other judges talk about? 

their approach to common problems(2) 
innovative changes in their courts(2) 
things considered by them in close decisions(2) 
new areas of law 
their reaction to speaker's comments at seminars 
philosophy of opinion writing 

.. ,' use of central staff 
volume opinl)ons 
discuss o;:t: (.:lpinions sent in by other participating judges 
judicial philosophy 
role of judicial branch in today's society 
how to utilize law clerks 

E. 00 you think a group dynamics type of discussion about 
common difficulties that judges experience in fulfilling their 
role would be helpful? 

Yes: 15 No: 5 

_._=_-.... ; .. _---- 'r ... • .... - ., - •• ~. '~.'''' ", .. "'-' ..... -... ...... --~.... · ... ~ .. .-r. '--'-" .-.... ~ .,.~ ....... "-- ........ ~------......,.--
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II. C. 

TOPICS 

Impact Decisions 8.6 
Appellate Efficiency 8.5 
Inherent Powers 8.5 
Standard of Care 7.9 
Economics & law 6.3 
Tort Liability of Police 5.6 

SPEAKERS 

Justice Jame~ Cameron 
Justice Winslow Christian 
Justice William Grimes 
Judge Frank Nebeker 
Judge Joseph Weis 
Prof. Joseph King 
Prof. Charles Goetz 
Prof. William Theis 

9.0 
8~9 
8.5 
8.4 
8.1 
7.8 
6.7 
6.1· 

-. 

-I 
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'II. F. What new topic{s) and speaker{s) would you suggest for future? 

opinion writing (2) / philosophy thereof -2-4 hrs 
judicial temperment 
law & psychology--O'Connor (Univ of MIchigan) 
structure of opinions-~Robert Leflor 
percurian opinion-value of use--Jack Day (Ohio Court of Appeals) 
judicial ethics-~ day 
control of transcripts (NJ or Oregon computer system)- 1 hr 
computer assisted transcription-Baron System-l~ hrs 
publication of opinions--panel--l~ hrs 
auto legal research--search group rep. 
performance evaluation of judges-federal judicial center-1-2 hrs 
administrative law • 
broader cultureal scope: land use regs/housing/environment 

III. A. Do you antiCipate using the Seminar. textbook for reference 
. ," purposes after the Seminar? 

Yes: 18 No: 3 

If yes, would you prefer that the cases included therein be: 

summarized: 13 
printed in full: 3 
merely cited: 1 

Would a detailed, annotated outline, without more, be 
sufficient to make the textbook useful to you. for reference? 

Why no: 
Yes: 13 No: 5 need sumrnary--outlines too bare 

B.. WH.ich textbook feature do you find most valuable? 

articles; cases: 1.6 
lecture outlines: 2.1 
list of at.tendees: 2.9 

, list of cases: 2.9 
/1 
I! 

\ 



III. C. Which,tex:tbook feature do you find least valuable? 

list of cases cited-4 
list of attendees-2 

"bare bone outlines"-l 

IV. A. How did you hear about the Appellate Judges' Seminars? 

AJS brochure--14 
other judge-3 
ABA judicial division journal-l 
calendar of National Center of State Courts-l 

B. Have you attended an Appellate Judges' Seminar in the past? 

Yes: 15 No: 6 

If yes, which seminar(s) did you. attend? 

T'O.cson(76)-3 
Miami(76}-3 
New Orleans (77)-2 
San Diego-2 
NYU-3 
Tucson(77}-2 
Miarni (74 &77) 
Phoenix (75 ) 
San Francisco(7l) 
Miami (75) 
Las Vegas 
Mackinac Island 
Many 

c. What will most determine your attendance at a future 
Seminar? 

availability of funds-l.G 
an attractive location-l.6 
"quieti'er- time of cC,)urt calendar-2. 4 

\ 
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IV. D. What other' educational sessions have you attendea in ~ast 
two years? 

state conferences-ll 
other AJS seminars-S 
Nat'l Judicial College-4 
NYU-2 
regional cbnferences~2 
opinion writing-CU 
COSCA 
ABA . 
Legislative Leaders Conference-Las Vegas 
local bar 
Annual Judicial Conference 

c. List potential seminar sites: 

New Orleans-6 
San Diego-5 
Seattle-S 
Santa Fe-S 
San Francisco-3 
J?hoenix-3 
Tucson-2 . 
r-'1illiamsburg- 2. 
Lake Tahoe-2 
Jackson Hole, WY-2 
Hawaii-2 
'one vote each: 
New Mexico 
San Antonio 
Penver 
Las Vegas 
Miami, Ohio '\ 
New York City 
W. Palm Beach, FL 

Sarasota/Tampa 
Boston 
Atlanta 
D.allas 
Vancouver 
Chicago 
Northwest 
Wash, D.C. 
Portland 
Kansas City, 
Mirtneapolis 

- _._--- I 



V •• D. In considering which seminar to attend, is it important that 
the. location be cond.ucive to family vacation? 

Yes: 14 No: 8 o 0 

E~ Would you like to receive materials relative to: 

tourist activities: 20 
places to eat: 20 
Other: museums/special events/entertainment 

F. Should we have an organ'ized program for spouses? 

Yes: 9 No: 11 

G. Would you like to attend one organized function during semina.r? 
Yes: 13 No: 8 ?: 1 

H. If the Appellate Judges Seminars were held on a regional, 
instead of a national basis, would you attend more regularly? 

Why' ye's? 
Yes: 5 No: 17 convenience-3 

cheaper 
C; . all judges would have same interests 

VI. ~~ Please describe-source of funds for your'travel & subsistence: I, 

court-II 
state-4 
LEAA-3 
LEAA/state-2 
personal-2 

B. If funding was provided by your court, how did you acquire 
those funds? 

voucher-S 
legislative appropriation-4 
state adm-2. 
court adm-2 '\. 
chief justice-l 

------- -~... .. ..... -" .... ~, .... ,.'. ... 
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'llI@ C Would funds have been available from your court for: 

travel: yes-16 No-3 
tuition: yes-10. No-5 
activity fee: yes-4 No-12 
subsistence: yes-16 No-3 
amount: actual (4)/$40/dy(3)/$50/dY/$45/dy(2)/$35/dy/$12/dy 

~~. Other sources of funding: 

LEAA-(4) 

,. Please identify your state: 

MI-3 
AZ-2 
WI-2 
NM-2 
MI-2 
NJ-2 
IA 
NY 
TN 
CO 
WA 
WY 
NB 

Ek What court do you sit on? 
court of appeals-II 
intermediate appellate-3 
supreme court-3 
appellate-3 
civil appeals-l 

c. How much money available to you 
for education per year? 

$SOO/judge 
$1000/judge(2) 
$500/judge/2yrs 
1 seminar/judge/per year(2) 
o/s traveI-$300/judge 
adequate 
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ROSTER OF PARTICIPANTS - WILLIAMSBURG 1978 

Honorable Harold R~ Banke 
Court of Appeals 
Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Honorable Ralph D. Cole, Jr. 
925 Sixth Street 
Findlay, OH 45840 

'Honorable James M. Dolliver 
Washington State Supreme Court 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Honorable Joseph Donofrio 
court of Appeals Seventh District 
Mahoning County Courthouse 
Youngstown, OH 44503 

Honorable Robert J. Downing 
Illinois Appellate Court 
3000 Richard J. Daley Center' 
Chicago, IL 60602 

Honorable John H. Gillis 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Lt. Col. James H. Granger 
1515 23rd Road 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Honorable James C. Gulotta 
210 Civil Courts Building 
421 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA 70112 

Honorable Connor T. Hanse'n 
Supreme Court - State Capitol 
Madison, WI 53551 

Honorable George B. Hoffman, Jr. 
Room 411, State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Honorable Charles E. Jones 
5th P. o. Box 40 
McLeansboro, IL 62859 

Honorable John J.Kelly, Jr. 
3 St. Pinus Court. 
Florissant,' MO 63033 





~--~ -----~--------i-'" ---~--

WILLIAMSBURG PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 2 

Honorable Paul B. Landry, Jr. 
First Circuit of Baton Rouge 
P. o. Box 3237 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 

Honorable Rolf Larsen 
707 City/County Building 
Pittsburgh, p~ 15219 

Honorable Jason D. Lee 
1500 Liberty SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

Honorable Richard Mills 
Public Square - Box F 
Virginia, IL 62691 

Honorable Julius B. Ness 
P. O. Box 909 
Supreme Court of South Carolina 
Bamberg, SC 29003 

Honorable Paul W. Nye 
lOth Floor Cou,rthouse 
Corpus Chri$ti, TX 78403 

Honorable Wendell A. adorn 
Box 12308 
capitol Station 
Austin, TX 78711 

Honorable Donald J. Porter 
Supreme Court, Capitol Building 
Pierre, SC 57501 

Honorable Stokes V. Robertson 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS"39205 

Honorable C. Lenton Sartain 
1st Circuit :,Co~.lrt of, Appeals 
P. O. Box 32\~7: 
Baton Rouge, \~)LA70a21 

Honorable Patrick M. S;;chott 
Court of Appeals 
421 Loyola Avenue 
New orleans, LA 70112 

"~:; 

li 
i 
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WILLI}~4SBURG PARTICIPANTS 
1978 .. " 
Page 3 

Hono~able Herbert M. Schwab 
Court of Appeals - 3rd Floor 
State Office Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

Honorable Allan G. Shepard 
Idaho State Supreme Court Building 
451 West State Street 
Boise, ID 83720 

\~, 

Honorable Lewis R. Sl.l:l;dn 
Box 4008 
Sc;lnta Fe, NM 87501 

Honorable Herbert A. Swanson 
Washington Court of Appeals 
Pacific Building 
3rd and Columbia 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Honorable William H. Victor 
Summit County Cou~thouse 
Akron, OU 44320 

Honorable 'Robert Vogel 
Supreme Court 
Bismarck, ND 58505 



c 

-( 

c. 

PROGRAM-WILLIAMSBURG 

Justice Harry A. Spencer-Presiding 

SUNDAY 
May 28 

MONDAY 
.May 29 

TUESDAY 
May 30 

WEDNESDAY 

5:30 p.m.-6:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-10!30 a.~. 

10:45 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m~-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

May 31 9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

THURSDAY 
June 1 

1:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m. 

9:00 a.m.-12:00 Noon 

Registration­
. Hotel Lobby 

Appellate Pre-Argument Settlement 
Conferences An Example of its 
Potential 

Justice A. David Benjamin 

Appellate Efficiency: Its Benefits 
and Pitfalls 

Justice James D. Hopkins 

Impact Decision-s 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Judge Frank Q. Nebeker 
Judge Paul H. Roney 

Panel: Death Related Issues 

Professor Leslie Hothenberg 
(Moderator) 
Dr. Eric Cassell 
Judge Robert Muir 

1 •• \ 

Pitfalls in the Application of the 
Federal Rules of Evidence 

'Professor Stephen Saltzburg 

Avoidance of Repetitive Litigation _ 

Professor John C. McCoia 

Current Dev~lopments in Products 
Liabilitg 

Dean W. Page Keeton 

Impact Decisions 

Justice William A. Grimes 
Jud~e Frank Q. Nebeker 

NOTE: The Hospitality Suite will be open each evening from 5:30-
7:30 p.m. Program participants wi 11 be served coffee and 
rolls tn the program room each morning from 8:30-9:00 a.m. 

---- ~-----~------ ---------
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I.. A. 

B. 

Accomodations: 9.2 

Hospitality Sessions: 8.6 

Contributioh to value of program: 8.1 

c. General quality of presentations: 8.6 

General quality of materials: 8.8 

Topical coverage: 7.9 

D. Suggested improvements in accomodations: 

excellent--6 
need night lights 
make tourist info availabl'e for wives 

jofo / A-i-fendCfllce: 3/ 
-rota/ ~.sfJOl/ses / ~O. 

E. Suggested improvements in hospitality sessions: 

excellent--3 
okay--3 
have non-alcoholicbeverages-3 
have soft drinks at coffee breaks 

II. A. Which areas would you like to See more time alloted at seminars? 

Matters relating to appellate efficiency: 9 
Substantive areas of law: 8 
Matters of judicial philosophy: 8 
Impact decisions: 6 

other: 
opinion writing 
criminal law 
how other systems work 



II. B. What portions of program were most/least helpful to you in 
your work? 

Most 
appellate efficiency-4 
product liability-2 
impact decisions-2 
preargument-l 
death-l 

, 

IJeast 
E~vidence-7 
rep. litigation-6 
preargument-3 
app. efficiency-l 
impact decisions-l 

D. Should we attempt to elicit more participation from judges 
attending seminar? 

Yes: 6 No: 14 

What would ¥ou like to hear other judges talk about? 
administrat~ve problems(4} 0 

decision-making process(2) 
relations to other state courts 
relation to exec/leg -branches 
impact decisions 
opinion writing/criminal opinion writing 
criminal 
disposal of heavy docket 
philosophy" 
efficiency . 
legal malpractice' 
participating judges' cases of importance 

E. Do you think a group dynamics type of discussion about 
common difficulties that judges experience in fulfilling their 
ro.le would be helpful? 

Yes: 11 No: 6 ?: 1 

'. .r...ioa_--_.----·.."...." .. ~ .......... ~ .. -.,.-~. . ,- .'.'. ---



II. C. 

TOPICS: 

Death:Related. Issues: 9.4 
product Liability: 9.1 
Impact Decisions: 8.4 
Appellate Efficiency: 8.3 
Preargument Settlement: 7.7 
Evidence: 7.0 
Repetitive Litigation: 5.5 

SPEAKERS: 

Dr. Eric Cassell: 9.6 
Justice William Grimes: 9.2 
De~~ W. Page Keeton: 9.0 
Judge Paul Roney: 8.9 

*Judge Frank Nebeker: 8.6 
*Judge Robert Muir: 8.6 
*Prof. Stephen Saltzburg: 8.6 
Justice David, Benjamin: 8.5 
Justice James Hopkins: 8.3 
Prof. Leslie Rothenberg: 8.2 
Prof. John Mc Coid: 7.2 

*tied 



· II. F.. What new tapio(s) and speaker(s) would you suggest for future? 
How judicial decisions are made-":'Prof. Bob SummerS; Cornel,(~ day} 
F.reedom of Press ("access")-panel(judge, prof., editor) 
memo opinions 
summary dispositions 
short orders . 
unpublished opinions & orders 
complexities of judicial system-Lewis Seeton(l hr) 
TV in court 
impact decisions 
obsenity (3 hrs) 
general criminal appellate law-Joe Weisburger, Khode Island 
criminal evidence-Irving Younger, Colorado 
search' & seizure-Charlie Maylan I Maryland 

III. A. Do you ~ticipate using the Seminar textbook for reference 
purposes after the Seminar? 

Yes: 18 No: 0 ?: 1 

If yes, would you prefer that the cases included therein be: 

summarized: 16 
printed in full: 1 
merely cited: 1 

Would a detailed, annotated outline, without more, be 
sufficient to make the textbook useful to you for reference? 

Yes: 11 Why No? . 
not as good as summary No: 5 ?: 1 

not worth anything in future 

B •. WHich textbook feature do you find<~ost valuable? 

articles, cases: 1.3 
lecture outlines: 1. 7 
list of cases cited: 2.3 
list of a ttendees\: 3.2 

1. ,:) 

"\ ~I 

- ..... ,..... --.~ . - .... - ._ .. ...,... """') ______________________ 5:;, ... .... ,'f""-------
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III. C.' Which textbook feature do YOll find least valuable'? 
(one vote each) 
listing of impact decision~ 
table of cases 
lecture outline 
list of attendees 

" 

IV. A. How did you hear about the Appellate Judges' Seminars? 
AJS brochure: 13, 
other j ud,ge : 2 
ABA: 2 
court administrator: l· 

B. Have you attended an Appellate Judges' Seminar in tfle past? 

Yes: 17 No: 3 

If yes, whicl:v seminar (s) did you attend? 
many: '2 
Boston (77) : 3 
San Francisco (77) : 6 
Boston (75) : 2 
New Orleans (77) : 2 
Baton Rouge: 2 
Mackinaw: 2 
one each: 
Miami (77) 
Tucson (77) 
New Hampshire 
Miami (73) 
Reno 
Tempe 
Phoenix 
San Antonio, 
NYU(48) 
Williamsburg (77) 
Traverse City 

c. What will most determine your attendance at a future 
Seminar? 

attractive location: 1.5 
quieter time of court calendar: 1.6 
availabili ty of funds: 1. ,J 

" 
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IV. D. What other educational sessions have you attended' in past 
two years? 

state conferences: 8 
AJS seminars: 6 
regional conferences: 3 
NYU: 1 
Reno: 1 
Trial Judge Seminar: 1 

v. A. Present seminar span is 4 days. Would you retain this length? 

Yes: 18 No: 2 Other: 3 days 
5 days 

B. Check t~~f~ur most convenient months to hold seminars: 

Jan 1 Jul ' , ."-
Feb 2 Aug 14 
Mar' 4 Sep 3 
Apr 3 Oct 5 
Jl-fay 13 Nov 5 
.T1ln 8 Dec 1 

C. List 
Seattle: 

potential seminar sites: 
2 

Denver: 2 
one vote each: 
Toronto 
Vancouver 
Yellowstone Nat'l 
Glacier Nat'l Pk. 
Grand "Teton ~t'l 
New Hampshire . 
Charleston 
New York 
Boston, ' 
Dallas 
San Juan, PR 
Honolulu 
Lake of Ozarks, MO 
Traverse City, MI 
Mackinac, MI, 
San Antonio 
Hilton Head, SC 

Pk. 

Pk. 

Baton Rouge 
Santa Fe 
Annapolis 

I 
J 
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· V.' D. In considering which seminar to attend, is it important that 
the location be conducive to family vacation? 

(} 

Yes: 16 No: 4 

E. Would you like to receive materials relative to: 

tourist': 19 
places to eat: 13 

F. Should we have an organized program for spouses? 

Yes: ·13 No: 6 

G. Would you like to attend one organized function during seminar? 

Yes: 17 No: 2 

H. If the Appellate Judges Seminarg~were held on a regional, 
instead of a national basis, would you attend more regularly? 

Yes: 
rf yes,· why? 
convenience: 2 2 No: 16 
regional issues: 1 
seminars could be shorter &more frequent:" 1 

VI. A. Please describe source of funds ... for' your traveil & subsistence: 

state: 8 
LEAA: 4 
court adm: 3 
ILEC: 1 
state/personal: 2 
fed'l/personal: 1 
F'ELA: 1 

B. If funding was provided by your court, how did you acquire 
those funds? 

legislative appropriation: 5 
reimbursement (voucher) : 4 
court adm: 3 
judicial conference: 1 

- i 

• ------_._--_ .. -



UI. O. Would funds have been available from your court for: 

travel: yes: 18 No: 2 
tuition: yes: 13 No: 6 
activity fee: yes: 7 no: 11 
subsistence: yes: 16 no: 2 
amount: actual=3/reasonable=3/$25 a daY=2/$35 a day/$300 a year/ 

15¢ a mile or airfare+$30 a day/partial 

6. Other sources of funding: 
state appropriation 

c. How much money is available 
for educational purposes a year? 

rt:asonable: 3 
one per judge per year: 3 
unlimited I 

$700 per judge/yr 
$1000/judge/yr 
ad hoc: 2 
$600/judge/2 yrs 
2-3/judge/yr 

,. Please identify your state: $500/judge/yr 

LA: 3 
IL: 2 
TX: 2 
OH: 2 
PA 
WA 
MI 
MS 
;PR 
IN 
GA 
NO 
SC 
MO 

fi 

dr. Whi;1t court do you sit on? 

court of appeals: 9 
supreme court: 5 
intermediate appellate court: 3 
civ.il appeals: J. 
criminal appeals: 1 

~.-,: 

Ii 
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.' NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF APPEJ:.LATE COURT CLERKS 

MEMBERS PRESENT AT CONFERENCE 111-£OEURO' ALEUE 
\' 

ABRAHAM, Thomas:" H. KRAMER, WILFRIED J. 
231 Capitol Avenue Rm. 119. Lihrary/Courts Bldg. 
Hartford, Conn. 061.06 Sacramento 'Ii CA 95814 

BECKER, DUDRE 
Trumbull County Courthouse 
Warren. Ohio 44481 

BOOTH. HAROLD L. 
Caddo Parish Courthouse 
Shreveport, LA. 71101 

CARTER, LEWIS C. 
Third floor, Statehouse 
Topeka. Kansas 66612 

CHAMPAGNE, JOHN J. 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, Wn. 98504 

DAVIS, CORBINR. 
P.O. Box 88 
Lansing, Michigan 48901 

DAVIS, HAZEL M. 
P.O. Box 2008 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

DUNN, LUELLA 
State Capitol 
Bismarck, Nor.th Dakota 58501 

DZIERBICKI, RONALD 
600 Washington Square Bldg. 
Lansing, Michigan 48933 

FOX, CATHERINE 
Supreme Court 
Bismarck, North Dakota 

FRITZ, ELIZABETH URWIN 

58501 

415 W. Congress St., Rm. 220 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

GRAVES, MARlI. nt 
Madison, Wisconsin 53704 

HALLFORD, HAZEL 
506 State Judicial Bldg. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

HICKS, LOREN D. 
Supreme, Court 
Salem, Oregon ?73l0 

HOUSE, SHIRLEY A. 
209 High Street 
Akron, Ohio 44308 

J.USTIS, CAROL 
S'upreme Court Building 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

KENNETT, JEAN M. 
1404 Courthousa 
Boston, Mass. 02108, 

KETCHUM, GOLDIE 
Sut)reme Court 
Jeff!;irson City, MO. 6syh 

o 

I 
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LEATHERS, RAMSE'l 
Supreme Court Building 
Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

LILLARD. ROSS 
208 State ,Capitol Building 
Oklahoma 'Ci ty, Okla. 73105 

LYDEN, CATH!RlNE 
Philadelphia, PA 

McCULLOUGH, BILLIE R. 
211 Statehouse 
Indianapolis, Ind. 46204 

McLAIN, HAZEL 
2600 E. South Blvd. 
Montgomery, Ala. 36101 

McLAUGHLIN, ELIZABETH 
~oom 316. StatehQuse Annex 
Trenton. N. J. ,08608 

MILLS, FRANCES JONES 
1st Floor Capitol Annex 
Frankfort, Ky. 40601 

MIMS, REBA D. 
P.O. Box 11330 
Columbia. South, Carolina 292U" 

MRVOS, SALLY 
Supreme Court 
456 City Hall 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

NELSON, LEONARD 
Broadway Center Bldg. 
Spokane, Washington 99202 

NORRIS, JAMES H. 
Court of Appeals Bldg. 
Annapolis, MD. 21404 

NORWOOD, DOROTHY 
Supreme Court~ P.O. Box 157 
Montgomery, Al. 36104 

PARKER, JOHN A. 
Supreme Court 
P.O. Box 444 
Knoxville, Tennesse~ 3190t 

PEQUES, DONNA SPRAGa 
State Capitol, Pouch U 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

PESKOE, FLORENCE(,' , 
Supreme Court, Statehouse Annex 
Trenton I I~. J. 086Z5 

POlo7ERS I JOHN E. 
l¥4 ~ourthouse 
Bps ton , Mass. 02.108 

QUINN. CONNIE 
1st Floor Capitol Anne~ 
Frankfort, Ky. 406Q1 

,1 
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MEMBERS PRESENT AT CONFERENCE IN COEUR D' ALENE (Continued) 

RHODES, RAYHON'D 
Supreme Court Bldg. 
Tallahassee, Fl. 32304 

RICHl1.RDSON, R. KEITH 
Supreme Court 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

ROBBINS, CLAY, JR. 
3580 Wilshire Blvd., Rm. 301 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

ST. VRAIN, ROBERT 
Civil Cts. Bldg., 12th Floor 
~~. Louis, MO. 63101 

aCon, JOHN C. 
Supreme Court, 209 Capitol Bldg. 
Frankfort, Ky. 40601 

SENTELL, J. O. 
P.O. Box. 157 
Montgomery, Ala. 36104 

SMITH, FRANCES H. 
_ Supreme Court 
. Columbia,. South Carolina 29211 

STEVAS, ALEXANDER L. 
D.C. Court of Appeals 
400 F. Street N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20001 

STROTZ, LOREN J. 
Appellate Court Building 
Elgin, Illinois 60120 

SUZUKI, EDWARD K. 
Supreme Court 
Honolulu, HI 96804 

SWANSON, KEVIN A; 
2550 Mariposa St.? Rm. 5077 
Fresno., CA 93721 

'rAUOR, RICHARD D. 
Court of Appeals, Pacific Bldg. 
Seattle, Wn. 98104 

THOMAS, MORGAN 
433 State Judicial BuiWing 
Atlanta, GA 30334 ' 

--
TURNER, HOWARD G. 
11th and Broad Streets 
Ric~ond, VA 23210 

TUSZYNSKI, ERVIN J. 
1350 Front St., Rm. 6010 
San Diego, CA 92101 

WESTERMAN, GEORGE F. . 

WILKERSON, JOHN H .• JR. 
2600 East South &lvd. 
Montgomery, Al. 36111 

WlIkIAMS, JOLINE B. 
506 Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

. WOODS, CLELL L. 
Supreme Court Bldg. . 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

YOUNG, MARY ANN 
225 State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

YOUNG, R. H. (BILL) 
451 West State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 

NON-MEMBERS PRESENT 

LAGER, LIND~ 
Appellate Session Superior Co.urt 
Research and Planning 
Drawer NStation A 
Hartford, Conn. 06106 

MORT, GEOFFREY 
National Center for State Courts 
1660 Lincoln - Suite 200 
Denver, Colorado 80203 

NELSON, CHARLES 
West Publishing Compa-ny 
50 West Kellogg Blvd. 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 

GAMEZ, BARBARA 
American Bar Association 
1155 East 60th Street 
Chicago, Illinois 6063;' 

Court of Appeals, 600 Washington Sq. Bldg. 
Lansing, Michigan 48933 

WH!TAK~R, C. M. 
Dist:{'t>f C61umbia Ct. of Appeals 
400 ~""-Str~ei:,. N. W. 
Wa,~\~ingtofl, OJ C. 20001 

WITE, RITA 
Supreme Court Building 
Cheyenne, Wy. 82001 
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~,. FOURTH ANNUAL MEET ING 
\' . ,''\ 
'\ 

.. l' ; ,PROGRAM 
' .. 

. 'f~~ 

.; .. ~.;,~~~.<~":: .~.':~ ~:.~ MORGAN. 'THOMAS ":'PRES IDENT' ".:' ... ;:::~. ::;'.~ ';'. ~.';'~':'~';'.;~~' 
., 's u:~ 0;;' 'i :>:~~~~~;~:,~tsL~;, (::~~~1~~1~}fL: :",~ :': ",::/: :.;'z' ,. ,', ,',' . ;.' --

July. 31.' :; ~ 't::aa.' p.;.m ... .;:S!'OO':p..m· .... ' ... Reg.istra.tion (Hotel Lobby) . ," '. '.. ., ¥~~:~~:~~:~,~&.-~ ."-: ':~~ .. ~.~.: ~·/;i~~~~;<~;"r~·'!. ~~'.-~~~~;(~,~ ,~:. -.~~;.~:' ~.~;~~ .:~ -'.~." ~ ... ~' .. ' ~. :"" ' . 
. \'~; ... : 3:-00" p' .. nt-:":'S ::oa. p .. m.,· Executi've. Cammi ttee· Meati n9 
. '.';~:"';'. ' "::'~::.;i:':..:..... .~. ... (Top Cabin) 

"", "'('.::'.,.1,; "~" .' 
..... I 

.• ·f" : 

•• , ....... ,., ......... '10.._ '. ,""" .. ' ..... ,,,.. " •.•. <Ii ."11" .... ,._,_.~ ..... 

, Gpoup B: Cl,epks of highest aourts 
with intermediate ao'Upta 

ClalT L. Woods, Clerk 
rlltnois Supreme Court (Bay 4) 

.. 



Group C: Clerks or intermediate courts 

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

..... :t •. ;'_ ~ . 
, ,~ 

~ .,,(.~' 
".': (. ,. ... ~ 

'~ *" ' .... 

, ; ,. Raymond E., Rhodes,. Clerk 
," First District,. Florida 

., .,., (Bay' 5) 
• ", .... ~.. '~' .":" 16_" "'~"-:' :~L .. ' 

,;:,:":;', ~:, '~:,~;(::~':':'~;<'~~:." .":: ," ~:"G1'oup: D;' Deputy Ct.ezoks 
~,:. ,... 't ' "" • • .. 

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

",: .. O'orothy-' Norwood, Ass i stant Cl erk 
Supreme Court of Alabama (Governor's 

Terrace) 

lZ~OO Noon-l :30· p. m ~. ' Luncheon 

g:3Q a.m.-1T:15 a.m. ANNUAL MEETING (Bay 5) 

,:l'T::30,'a .. m'.;-T:30 p.m.',Lunch'eon (Bay 3) 
.' . ,. . ~ 

1. : 3'0 p., m .. - 4 : 30 p. m • 

\ 

Business Machines Exhibition 

St.a,tistics 

·Oavid J. Halperin, Director 
Committee on Appellate Statistics 

ABA Appellate Judges' Conference 
1913 

Lynn Jensen, Director 
National Court Statistics Project 

1977 
\ 
.~ 

\\ 
I, 
Ii 

-.. ~ ... 
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WEDNESDAY 
August 3 7:30 a.m.-8:30 a.m. 

a:30 a.m.-9:00 a.m. 

. " .' . ~. ... 
#- !- •. < 

~ ..... , ' . . , 

; 9:00 a.m~-10:30 a.m. 

Breakfast 

Status Report of the ABA Standards 
He Zating to Appe t. Z,ate Courts 

':.FTnrenca Peskoe~ CTark 
Supreme-Court of New Jersey (Bay 4) 

T"rends in PersonneZ: Unionism~ 
Labo!" Rel.ati'ons" Judiaiat. PersonneZ 
System8~ Grievanae Proaedures 

.. ' .". ; . ~.-' .. ', 

Francis E. Cosal, Senior Staff 
Associate, North Central Regional 

. Off; ce, Na ti ona 1 Center for State­
... , ~our·ts ',.," ' .. ,'. .. ~ . " .. ' 

./ >J~~::;:':·ia::'45·:~~~~:'i·2.:.:i.Q., ~~~~." The: PvobZems oj Se~U],"i'iy. in· Appe-l-Za.te 
. ..:' c. '. ::: ·,~;,::·>.'~.<:;'-:"i~~~<'+~/;;~ .~:~.\<': ,?:::'~:$~~: ·~~~t;s. : ... , , 

.'·'~:·':~S~:~;:':j~:::;;..;·t;'{:,s;r':.: ;::;":, '- :.(/·John:· Powers, Cl erk 
•.... ::;: ... )', ... '::.' ;;7; .... ;. -,' ... : ... Supreme Judicial Court 
. " .. ~.~~.:>'.:.:~;::'},~.",~:~:,~~;~~' .' .. ,' Boston, Mass'achu'satts 

,; .... :.~ ..... ~ ~: .. c~"4.:.t·::~· .... :,t.~~'· .. ' . .,' '~ .. " ~.:,,'. f. ~.~. • ~' . 

. ' :··:~,f:/<.·~· .. '·,:;: '.~,', .:.'.'"j.:,;,;r.fichael Rodak, Jr.,. Clark . 
• ~.. . ....... ;: ':"::;'>':<>":'>'.:.,;,.~ .. ~ .. ;', Su.preme: Court of the United States 

:- ~ - ....... ~.~- .:,-~:,:~.;;.,-:.-.;-., ~.:.:'''' ... ~<,;:'' .,..-~ ,.r~·~~ ... : r' .... :·~~·"· -l. .<>. - " • _, 

. '" ,'. :':'. i :"\::. ',';' "': :;.~ ,~. ::' !" ... : :: .. ~ :: .•.• :' J'ay E-. Ba i ley' ~ Sp ec i a 1 Agen t . 
"~'::'~ .. :,;':)" '.~":"'~" ...• '. '. in:' Charge,. Montana-Idaho 

... , -~~"/',_~ '~:". :~':~ .... ~" .. -,' .:', .. " ~~,'.~: '~'. [}t't-islion, Feder-a1 Bureau 
,;',' ~ . . ::. ~ , ,',. ..' . "" '. '.... a.f· I n v est i gat ion 
':,~.:,~~.' .~: '7';: .. '\:<>?':,.;,',!,'-":"~"'~ ;:, .. :' ,'; '.' 
. :', '.' rZ::.3Q: p'e-ilt.-T:30 p. .• rn. '.' Luncheon (on you~ own) 

, '''.,-:,.~~ '~ .. ' ': ,.: .. <',; .• ~: ... '~;;:,~~~~~.!.'-: .. ~': .. , : -:; " ,:.:' .... :,.~:. > .',.!. 

'·:".:···,:,~:,::r:3Q:··p .. m·~-.4:30:p.m: WOi·kshops Continued (Bay 3,4,5 
';. ", ' .. " .... , and Governorls Terrace) 

THURSDAY 
August 4, 

" . .. , ' .. 

.. . : ... ~ "'::' 

; .. 

.# ~ • 

.'. 

: ,"'r .. 

1:30 a.m.-8:45 a.m. 

9 : 00 a. m .... -1 0 : 00' a.m. 

10:Oa a.m.-12:00 Noon 

12:00 Noon 

1:30 p.m. 

Reaeption--Sponsored by West 
Publishing Company 

:Ann~at B~nq~~t (Bay 3) 

Han; George T. Smith, Judge 
Ct?urt of Appeals of Georgia 

Dan~ing (Cloud 9) 

Breakfast 

Summaries by Workshop Leaders (Bay 4) 
I! 
,/ 

Critique and Plannihg 

Adjournment 

Fishing Trip (Registration Desk) 
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iROSTER OF 
! 

'I 

Thomas H. Abraham, Clerk 
Connecticut Supreme Court 
Drawer D, Station A 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Rose ~,~arie Alderete, Clerk 
Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 848 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Robert Dean Bacon 
Court Law Clerk 

PARTICIPANTS FOR MACKINAC - 1978 

United States Court of Appeals 
Room 5430, U. S. Courthouse 
Washington, DC 20001 

Susan Bagwell, Assistant Clerk 
Michigan Court of Appeals 
350 Ottawa, N.W. 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Troy Bennett, Chief Deputy Clerk 
Court of Criminal Appeals·' 
Box 12308, Capitol Station 
Austin, TX 78711 

Harold L. Booth, Clerk 
Second Circuit Court of Appeal 
Caddo Parish Courthouse 
Shreveport, LA 71101 

Yvonne Burnham, Deputy Clerk 
Mississippi Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS 39205 

John D. Cariotto, Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court 
2413 state Capitol Building 
Lincoln, NB 68509 

Lewis C. Carter, Clerk 
Kansas Supreme Court 
Third Floor state House 
Topeka, KS 66612 

if 
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MACKINAC PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 2 

John Champagne, Clerk 
Washington Supreme Court 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Abda J. Conyers 
Special Deputy Clerk 
Court of Appeals 
433 State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Corbin Davis, Deputy Clerk 
Michigan Supreme Court 
P. o. Box 88 
Lansing, MI 48904 

Hazel M. Davis, Clerk 
Court of Appeals 
P. O. Box 2008 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Luella Dunn, Clerk 
Supreme Court 
State Capitol 

. Bismark, ND 58501 

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

Ronald L. Dzierbicki, Chief Clerk 
Court of Appeals 
600 Washingt.on Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Gloria J. Engle, Clerk 
South Dakota Supreme Court 
State Capitol Building 
Pierre, SD 575Ql 

Catherine Fox, Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court 
Bisma:rk, ND 58501 

Elizabeth Urwin Fritz, Clerk 
Court of Appeals - Division Two 
415 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701 

David Gernant, Legal Counsel 
Court of Appeals 
Supreme Court Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

C) 
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MACKINAC PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
Page 3 

Laurence P. Gill, Deputy Clerk 
United States Supreme Court 
One First Stree, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

Hazel Hallford, Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court 
506 State JUdicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

John Hensel, Assistant Clerk 
'; Court of Appeals 

600 Wa'shington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Henry Henson, Assistant Clerk - Data Processing 
Court of Appeals 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Loren D. Hicks 
State Court Administrator 
Supreme Court Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

Harold Hoag, Clerk 
Michigan Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 88 
Lansing, MI 48904 

Mary Ann (Young) Hopkins, Chief Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court of Arizona 
201 South-West Wing 
State Capitol Building 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Lynne Johnson, Deputy Clerk 
Court of Appeals 
600 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Carol Justis, Records Administrator 
Court of ~ppeals 
Supreme Court Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

Julia H. Kendrick, Clerk 
Mississippi Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS 39205 



MACKINAe PARTICIPANTS 
1978 
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Jean M. Kennett, Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Judicial Court 
1404 Courthouse 
Boston, MA 02108 

Wilfried J. Kramer, Clerk 
Court of Appeal, Third District 
914 Capitol Mall, Room 119 
Library and Courts Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Frans J. Labranche, Jr., Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court of Louisiana 
301 Loyol~ Avenue 
New orlearis, LA 70112 

Linda K. Lager 
Office of Chief Court Administrator 
Drawer N, Station A 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Ramsey Leathers, Clerk 
Supreme Court 
Supreme Court Building 
Nashville, TX 37219 

Allen L. Lucy, Clerk 
Supreme Court of Virginia 
11th and Broad Streets 
Richmond, VA 23219 

Catherine E. Lyden, Deputy Prothonotary 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
456 City Hall 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Billie R. McCullough, Clerk 
Indiana Supreme Court 
217 State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Mary McHaney, Deputy Clerk 
Supreme Court of Missouri 
Supreme Court Building 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

.Hazel J. McLain, Assistant Clerk 
Court of Civil Appeals 
2600 East South Boux~~a~d 
Montogmery, AL 36106 
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MACKINAG PARTICIPANTS 

1978 
rage 5 

G~orge Miller, Deputy Clerk 
Co~rt of Criminal Appeals 
Bdk 12308 Capitol Station 

, Aujrtin, TX 78711 

Rej!pa D. Mims, Deputy Clerk 
Su~preme Court 

if Pf1 O. Box 11330 
Columbia, SC 29211 

J; James H. Norris, Jr., Clerk 
(\ Court 0 f Appeals 
~ Court of Appeals Building 
~ Annapolis, MD 21401 

1\ Dorothy Norwood, Deputy Clerk 
~ SupreIt'ie Court 
'~ P • O. Box 157 
\Montg~'mery I AL 36101 0\, 

\\ i 
~Tohn A. Parker, Clerk 
(:~ouri1.s of Appeal Eastern 
~ivision of Tennessee 
/Supreme Court Bui.lding 
/P. O. Box 444 f 

Knoxville, .TN 37901 

F10rehce Peskoe, Deputy Administrative 
Di~ectors of Courts 

State House Annex 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Raymond Rhodes, Clerk 
Court of Appeal, First District 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 

R. Keith Richardson, Clerk 
Iowa Supreme Court 
State House 
Des MOines, IA 50319 

Polly Richter 
Court of Appeals of Ohio 
E1venth Appellate District 
Geauga County Courthouse 
Chardon,OH 44024 

\ 

• 
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MACKINAC PARTICIPANTS 
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Michael Rodak, Jr., Clerk 
United States Supreme Court 
One First Street, N.W. 
Washington/ DC 20001 

Robert St. Vrain, Clerk 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
St. Louis District 
Civil Courts Building, 12th Floor 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

John C. Scott, Clerk 
Court of Appeals- Bush Building 
403 Wapping Street 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

J. o. Sentell, Clerk 
Alabama Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 157 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

Frances H. Smith, Clerk 
Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 113~0 
Columbia, SC 29211 

George E. Smith, Assistant Clerk 
Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 157 
Montgomery, AL 36101 

Connie Staska, Chief Deputy Clerk 
Alaska Supreme Court 
Pouch U, Court & Office Building 
Juneau, AK 99810 

Alexander L. Stevas, Clerk 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
500 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

Edward L. Suzuki, Chief 
Supreme Court of Hawaii 
Judiciary Building 
P. O. Box 2560 
Honolulu, HI 96804 

Clerk 
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Richard D. Taylor, Clerk 
Court of Appeals, Division One 
720 Third Avenue 
1000 Pacific Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98116 

Morgan Thomas, Clerk 
Georgia Court of Appeals 
433 State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Ervin J. Tuszynski, Clerk 
Fourth Appellate District 
6010 State Building 
1350 Front Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

George F. Westerman 
Assistant Clerk, Court of Appeals 
600 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Claire M. Whitaker, First Deputy'Clerk 
Court 01; Appeals 
500 Indiana. Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

Rita White, Clerk 
Wyoming Supreme Cour t 
Supreme Court Building 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

John Wilkerson, Clerk 
Court of Civil Appeals 
2600 East South Boulevard 
Montgomery, AL 36106 

Ella Mae Williams, Deputy Clerk 
Court of Appeals 
900 First Federal Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 ." 

Jo1ine B. Williams, Clerk 
Supreme Court 
506 Judicial Building 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

C1e11 F. Woods, 'Clerk 
Illinois Supreme Court 
Supreme Court Building 
Springfield, IL 62706 

"R. H. "Bill" Young 
Clerk, Idaho Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
Boise, ID 83720 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF APPELLATE COURT CLERKS 

CONFERENCE PROGRAM 

All Conference Sessiol1s Are Scheduled in the 
CLUB ROOM 

SUNDAY. AUGUST 13 

2:00 p.m. 

4:00 
8:00 p.m. 

Registration 
Lower Lobby 

Welcoming Reception 
Governor's Suite 
NILS Publishing Co., Host 

MONDAY. AtIGUST 14 

- - -~'--------_/ _.--

8:00 a.m. 

9:00 a.m. 

9:15a.m. 

i~ 
rI 

9,:30- __ 
12:00 p.m~ . 

1 :30-
3:45 p.m~ 

4:00-
6:15 p.m . 

10:00 p.m. 

Outgoing Executive Committee Breakfast Meeting 
Pontiac Room 

Welcoming Remarks 

Ronald L. Dzierbicki 
President, NCACC 

Chief Judge Robert J. Danhof 
Michigan Court of Appeals 

Educational Opportunities 

I Geoffrey Mort 
National Center for State Courts 

Records Management 

" F'rancis L. Brernson 
Director North Central Office 
National Center for State Courts 

./ Richard T. Martin 
Staff Associate 
National Center for State Courts 

j . Donald S. Skupsky 
Project Director 
National Center-for State Courts 

Workshop Sessions: Records Management 

Optional Tours 

. Straits Cruise 
Shepler's Dock 

,II 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 15 

9:00-
9:45 a.m. 

10:00· 
12:30 p.m. 

2:00.., 
4:00p.m. 

4:15 -
6:30 p.m. 

Appellate Review of Sentencing 

.; Judge Arthur J. Simpson, Jr. 
Acting Administrative Director of 
the Courts, State of New Jersey 

Panel: Expediting Appellate Workloads 

'/ Wilfried J. Kramer, Moderator i,' 

Clerk, Court c£ Appeal, Third 
District, California 

V Judge T. John Lesinski 
Michigan Court of Appeals'(Retired) 

" Justice George E. Paras 
Court of Appeal, Third 
District, California 

J Justice Harry A. Spencer 
Supreme Court of Nebraska 

Workshop Se~ions 

Optional Tours 

·WEDNESDAY .. AUGUST 16 
9;15a.m •..... /: Address: ~r~~ l:!F1=M §ru.~~t v' 

10 ;00 a.m. _. Panel: A Review of Williamsburg lr- es 
12:0Qp.m. 

1:30p.m •. 

2-:l30p.m.-
5:00 p.m. 

.j Justice Paul C. Reardon, Moderator 
Supreme Juc:H~ial Court 
of Massachi~s~\tts (Retired) 

" Chief Justice James Duke Cameron 
Supreme Court of Arizona 

V Victoria Cashman 
Deputy Project Oirector 
National Center for State Cou.rts 

/ Judge Loren D. Hicks 
OTegoll Sta.te Court 
Administrator and Clerk 

Reports on Innovations in Appellate Courts 

NCACC BuSiness Meeting 

'\ 
------- ,. 

(\ 
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WEDNESDAY. AUGUST 16 (Continued) 

6:30 ~ 
7:30 p.m. 

(, 7:45 p.m. 

Reception 
G~and Hotel Porch 
West Publishing Co., Host 

Annual Ohmer 
Terrace Room 

Presiding: 
Ronald 1. Dzierbicki 
President, NCAce 

Welcoming Remarks: 
Chief Justice Thomas Giles Kavanagh 
Michigan Sup~eme Court 

Address: 
Justice Sam 0; Johnson 
Supreme Court of Texas 
Past Chairman, Appellate Judges Conference 

THURSDAY, AUGUST '17 

8:00 a.m. 

9:00 a.m. 

10:30 a.rp. 

12:00 p.rn. 

Incoming Executive Committee Breakfast Meeting 
Pontiac Room 

Critique, Review and Planning Session 

1978-79 Committee Meetings 

Adjournment 

******* 

EDUCATION PROGRAM COMMIITEE 

Wilfried J. Kramer, Chairman 
Hazel M. Davis 
Loren D. Hicks 

Dorothy Norwood 
John A. Parker 

R. K. Richardson 
WilliamK. Slate, II 

CONFERENCE ARRANGEMENTS COMMITTEE 

George F. Westerman, Chairman 
Susan W. Bagwell 

Corbin Davis 
John Hensel 

Henry Henson 
Lynne Johnson " 

Ella Mae Williams 

CONFERENCE ARRANGEMENTS STAFF 

Tom Barker 
Jim Harkins 

Geoffrey Mort 
Elizabeth Pyzik 

If ,) 

--------~~---------
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CENTRAL STAFF COUNSEL CHICAGO MEETING 

Norman Raffety 
Box 368 
Ladd, IL 61329 

Honorable Tyrie A. Boyer 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 

Clifford F. Brown 
352 E. Main Street 
Norwalk, OH 44854 

John (Jack) W. Cooley 
2646 Eastwood Avenue 
Evanston, IL 60201 

James O. Devereaux 
600 Washington Squarer Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Nathaniel Fensterstock 
u.S. Court of Second Circuit 
u. S. Court House, Room l8U4 
Foley: Square 
New York, NY 100'07 . 

COllins T. Fitzpatrick 
U. S. Court of Appeals 
Seventh Circuit 
219 South Dearborn Street 
Room 2780 
Chicago, IL 60604 

John French Court Administrator 
State House 
Des Moines, IA 50319 

Alex M. Fromme 
State House 
Topeka, KS 66~~,t2"e r, 

John W. Gilbertson 
Supreme Court 
State Capitol 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

( ;) 

,~:J 

If 

I' ,) 



Chicago Meeting 
1977 
page ,2 

'l 

S~,rah D • Grant 
Chief Staff Attorney 
Ar~.zo;na Supreme Court 
Cap\~tol Building, Room 211 
So:u~~hwest Wing 
Pho~nix, AZ 85007 

j 

Fredt~rick J. Griffith 
938'1'ipi Lane 

1I]i"lgin, IL 60120 

Honorable John T. Hood, Jr. 
Third Circuit Court of Appeals 
Box 30(10 
Lake Ch\arles, LA 70601 

Winston Roberts··Hohl 
Box 2008 
Court of Appeals 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Margaret M. Huff 
Tennessee Court of Criminal Appeals 
Nashville, TN 37219 

Louise D. Jacobs 
Senior Staff Attorney 
U. S. Court of Appeals 
21716 U,. S. Courthous'e 
601 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 . l 
Daniel J~ '~ohnedis 
Circle 
Woburn, MA 01801 

ALT~RNATE DELEGATE 
Elizabeth C. Fleming 
Supreme Judicial Court 
New Courthouse 
Pemberton squa~e 
Boston, MA 02108 

Cynthia Johnson 
Assistant Court Commissioner 

I' supreme Court - state Capitol 
0,. St. Paul, MN 55155 
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Chicago Meeting 
1977 
Page 3" 

Honorable Sam D. Johnson 
Supreme Court of Texas 
Supreme CO\;i.rt" BuiJ,ding 
Austin, 'I'X 78711 

"~ 

Charles' F. Kiefer, Jr. 
Route 1 Box 1281 
Springfield, IL 65803 

Michael F. Keyes 
.suite 301 
Broadway Centre Building 
Spokane, WA 99201 

Sanuny R. Kirby 
P. O. Box 2779 
Raleigh, NC 27602 

Joan Smith Lawrence 
Commissioner's Office 
State Supreme Court 
~emple of Justice 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Mont. Levy 
Court of Appeals 
County Courthouse 
7900 Carondelet 
St. Louis, MO 63105 

Robert D.Lipsher 
U. S. Circuit J1:xecutive 
U. S. Court House, ROQm- 1803 
New York,.NY 10007 

John J. Lynch 
2718 Normandy Drive 
Youngstown, OH 44511 

Sharon Maloney 
2146 N. Dayton 
Chicago, IL 60614 

Honorable Robert M. Martin 
P. O. Box 888 
Raleigh, NC 27602 

---- -- '--- ----- --- --- -- (' 

o 

' . 



Chicago Meeting 
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Honorable Richard J. Maughn 
State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

Alexander M. McNeil 
Massachusetts Appeals Court 
1500 New Court House 
Boston, MA 02108 

Honorable H. E. Nichols 
514 State JUdicial Building 
Supreme Court of,Georgia 
Atlanta, GA 30334 ; 

Honorable Neville Patterson 
P. O. Box 117 
Jackson, MS 39205 

Donna Spragg Pegues 
Supreme Cour1: 
Pouch U 
Juneau, AL 99811 

Sophia Douglass Pfeiffer 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit 
providence, RI 02903 

David R. Postal 
··3709 W. Morten 
Phoenix,AZ 85021 

William L. Richards 
Supreme Court Building 
CA,pitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Honorable Howard C. Ryan 
Illinois Supreme Court 
P. O. Box 53 
Tonica, IL 61370 

Stephen Scott Shellhaas 
Supreme Court Building 
Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

------------~~~-""""'.-~~~~-

(" 
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Chicago Meeting 
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Phillip M. Stevens 
500 Washington Square Building 
Lansing, MI 48933 

Donald Ubell 
P. O. BoX 30052 

Joseph M. Wilson 
6402 Shoreham Drive 
Madison, WI 53711 

Stephen Wright 
Box 1137 
Alexandria, VA 22313 

~~----~,~. ~."~---~-- ---
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CENTRAL STAFF COUNSEL NEW YORK MEETING 

Sarah D. Grant 
Chief Staff Attorney 
Arizona Supreme Court 
Capitol Building, Room 211 
Southwest Wing 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Michael F. Keyes 
Suite 301 
Broadway Centre Building 
Spokane, WA 99201 

John W. Cooley 
2646 Eastwood Avenue 
Evanston, IL 60201 

Joan Smith Lawrence 
Commissioner's Office 
State Supreme Court 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, WA 98504 

williamL. Richards 
Supreme Court Building 
Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Phyllis M.. Potterfield 
Chief Staff Attorney 
Louisiana Supreme Court 
2515 Burdette Street 
New Orleans, LA 70125 

Carol W. Scott 
Attorney Advisor (Military) 
U. S. Court of Ap Military Appeals 
450 E N W 
Washington, DC 20442 

Marcia E. White 
Alaska Supreme Court 
Pouch U 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Sophia Douglass Pfeiffer 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit 
Providence, RI 02903 



New York Meeting 
1978 
Page 2 

Michael'J. Morrison 
Supreme Court Building 
Capitol Complex 
Carson City, NV 89710 

Alexander M. McNeil 
Massachusetts Appeals 
1500 New Court House 
Boston, MA 02108 

Court. 

Sebastian Lee Lombardi 
Central Appellate Research 
New Jersey Supreme. Court 
Appellate Division 
State House Annex CN 006 
Trenton 38627 

David Gernant 
Oregon State Court 
State Capitol Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

Mark H. Adams 
Washington Court of Appeals 
Suite 160 
2000 Tacoma Mall 
Tacoma, WA 98409 

Frederick J. Griffith 
938 Tipi Lane 
Elgin, IL 60120 

Sammy R. Kirby 
P. O. Box 2779 
Raleigh, NC 27602 

/ / 
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DAY ONE 

9:00 

10:15 

10:30 

12:00 

1:30 

3:30 

3:45 

5:00 

Evenin9' . 

Day Two 

9:00 

10:15 

10:30 

12:30 

2:00 

3:00 

3:15 

5:00 

Day Three 

9:00 

10:15 

··lQ,:.30 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
SCHEDULE FOR PoJ?l?ELLATE LAW CLERKS" SEMINARS 

< --;\ 

TOPIC 
I~ 

The A-ppellate S~ystem 
:i 
'I 

Breaki 

Appellate s'Yst~b (con't) 
/' 

Lunch Break 

The Decision-Making 
Process and Related 
Duties of La'ti Clerks 

Break 

Conduct and Professional 
Responsibility 

Break fO.r Day 

Hospitality Function 

Basic.Analysis of Liti­
tiqn 

Break 

Recurrent rssues on 
Appeal 

Lunch Break 

Legal Research 

Break 

Legal Writing 

Break for Day 

Writing Analysis 
( small group) 

Break 

Writinq A..nalvsis 
:f • 

(con't) 

PANEL 

Justice Shirley Abrahmsoni . 
Commissioner Joseph Wilson 

Jack Cooley, Chief Staff 
Counsel; Steve Felsenthal, 
Staff Counsel; Attorney 
Susan Steingass 

Attorneys: John)30wers, 
Kent Carnell. ... . 

. ~... .. 

Professor G. William 
Foster 

Commissioner Joseph Wilson _ 

Howard Primer, American 
Bar Association 

HO~'1ard Primer <3:nd Justice 
Abrahamson 
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MANUAL FOR NEW ENGLAND APPELLATE LAW CLERKS 

BY ----uHQWARD S. PRIMER 
--~-----. 

As A PROJECT FOR THE ApPELLATE JUDGES' ~ONFER~NCE OF THE 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

" 



: . ~ 

,(., 

CHAPTER ONE 
THE FUNCTION OF APPELLATE COURTS 

1.10 The Dua~ Function 

1.20 Professors Carrin~ton, Meador and Rosenberg, 
Justice .~ Appeal 

1.30 The Appellate System in Wisconsin .. 

1.31 Structure 

1.32 Internal Organization and Procedures 

1.32.1 Size of the Courts 
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