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

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

The Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee was established in the 1973 California legislative session by Stats. 
1973. Chap. 1047. This legislation reorganized the California Council on Criminal Justice, established the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning, authorized the establishment of local criminal justice planning districts and boards, and 
created the Judicial Criminal Justke Planning Committee. The Penal Code provision creating the Judicial Criminal 
Justice Planning Committee is as follows: 

TITLE 6 
CALIFORNIA COUNCIL ON 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Chap. I. General Provisions and Definitions. §§ 13800, 
13801. 

Chap. 2. California Council on Criminal Justice. §§ 
13810-13813. 

Chap. 3. Office of Criminal Justice Planning. §§ 
13820-13824. 

Chap. 4. Criminal Justice Planning Committee for State 
Judicial System. §§ 13830-13834. 

CHAPTER 4 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 

COMMITTEE FOR 5T ATE 
JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

Membership appointed by Judicial Council-Legislature's 
findings. § 13830. 
Advice and assistance to Council on Criminal Justice. 
§13831. 
Advice and assistance to Office of Criminal Justice 
Planning-Review of federal fund grants. § 13832. 
Payment of expenses. § 13833. 
Annual report of G~vernor and Legislature. § 13834. 

§ 13830. Membership Appointed by Judicial Council­
Legislature's Findings. 

There is hereby created in state government a Judicial 
Criminal Justice Planning Committee of seven members. 
The Judicial Council shall appoint the members of the 
committee who shall hold office at its pleasure. In this 
respect the Legislature finds as follows: 

(a) The California court system has a constitutionally 
established independence under the .judicial and 
separation of power clauses of the State Constitution. 

(b) The California court system has a statewide 
structure created under the Constitution, state statutes 
and state court rules, and the Judicial Council of 
California is the constitutionally established state agency 
having responsibility for the operation of that structure. 

(c) The California court system will be,~irectly affected 
by the criminal justice planning that will be done under 
this title and by the federal grants that will be made to 
implement that planning. 

(d) For effective planning and implementation of court 
projects it is essential that the executive Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning have the advice and assistance 
of a state judicial system planning committee. 
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§ 13831. Advice and Assistance to Council on Criminal 
Justice. 

The California Council on Criminal Justice may 
request the advice and assistance of the Judicial Criminal 
Justice Planning Committee in carryi.lg out its functions 
under Chapter 2 of this title. 

§ 13832. Advice and Assistance to Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning-Review of Federal Grants. 

The Office of Criminal Justice Planning shall consult 
with, and shall seek the advice of, the Judicial Criminal 
Justice Planning Committee in carrying out its functions 
under Chapter 3 of this title insofar as they affect the 
California court system. 

In addition, any grant of federal funds made or 
approved by the office which is to be implemented in the 
California court system shall be submitted to the Judicial 
Criminal Justice Planning Committee for its review and 
recommendations before being' presented to the 
California Council on Criminal Justice for its action. 

§ 13833. Payment of Expenses. 

The expenses necessarily incurred by the members of 
the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee in the 
performance of their duties under this title shall be paid 
by the Judicial Council, but it shall be reimbursed by the 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning to the extent that 
federal funds can be made available for that purpose. 
Staff support for the committee's activities shall be 
provided by the Judici;1.i Council, but the cost of that staff 
support shall be reimbursed by the Office vf Criminal 
Justice Planning to the txteni that federal funds can be 
made available for that purpose. 

§13834. Annual Report to Go·vernor and Legislature. 

The committee shall report annually, on or before 
December 31 of each year, to the Governor and to the 
Legislature on items affecting judicial system 
im provements. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

During the calendar year ~978 the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning 
Committee (JPC) experienced its highest level of activity in the five years of 
its existence. Under Penal Code section 13830 et. seq., and the applicable 
sections of the Crime Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-430, 42 U.S.C. 3701 
et. seq.), the Committee was involved at all levels of the p1anning,process 
within California for the disbursement of federal funds from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to the state court system. 

This Annual Report describes all of the JPC's actions taken pursuant 
to its statutory responsibilities, the efforts pursued to further clarify its 
relationships ",ith the California Council on Criminal Justice (CCCJ) and the 
Office,of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP), and the policies adopted to assist 
the local planning units to involve the trial courts within their jurisdictions 
in the planning process. Finally, the Report contains the ongoi~g analyses 
prepared by the Committee detailing the trends of funding for court projects 
under the LEAA program in California. 

Continued funding for the Committee was provided by a Part :s 
(planning) grant and by a JJ/DP (Juvenile Justice/Delinquency Prevention) grant 
to the Judicial Council from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. 'In 
addition, pursuant to Penal Code section 13833, the Committee received continuing 
staff support from the Judicial Council· 

_ 2. DEVELOPMENT OF 1979 STATE AND LOCAL ANNUAL ACTION 
PLANS AND GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW PROCEDURES 

The JPC adopted a more deliberate planning process to implement its 
responsibilities in 1978. The first step was taken in late 1977, when a 
memorandum was sent throughout the state soliciting input for the development of 
the court component of the 1979 State Plan which the CCCJ was required to submit 
to LEAA by October 1, 1978. This memo represented the first time a statewide 
survey was undertaken by the Committee as a part of its planning process (see 
Attachment A). The responses to the survey came from the following quarters: 
Municipal Court Judges = 2; Municipal Court Clerks = 8; Municipal Court 
Administrators = 9; Superior Court Judges = 3; Superior Court Administra-
tors = 3; Courts of Appeal Clerks = 1; Regional Planning Boards Staff = 1; 
Judicial Council Staff = 2; Miscellaneous = 1. Though the return to the survey 
was relatively small when compared to the number of letters sent, the quality 
of the responses was extremely valuable to the Committee. Therefore, this 
process will be continued in some form in future planning cycles. 

The above survey was incorporated into a draft of a Judicial Program 
Statement and a Principles and Priorites Statement for the court component of 
the 1979 State Plan, which were disseminated statewide for comment. The final 
Program Statement, which described the major problem'areas facing the courts 
in California which could be addressed with federal funds and the final 
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Priorities Statement, ~Tbich recommended the guiding principles for the 1979 
court component, were then adopted in January 1978 (see Attachments B and C). 
The major changes in these two documents from 1978 were an increase in the 
recommended target allocation for court projects in the 1979 Part C (action 
funds) allocation from 10% to 15%, and a complete revision a~j ranking of the 
program areas delineated by the Prograin Statement. In addition, due to sub­
sequent events later in the year, infra, the Committee adopted an Addendum to 
the Priorities Statement explaining the process whereby the 15% proposed target 
allocation was computed (see Attachment D). This target was then adopted by 
the CCCJ as a formal policy (CCCJ Policy 213) in December, the first time the 
Council has gone on record as supporting the Judicial Planning Committee's 
calls for a minimum allocation for court projects. 

Related to the development of the above documents, the JPC continued 
its process of reviewing the court components of the annual plans submitted 
by local regional planning units (rpu's) and individual court project grant 
applications and .fo~warding the Committee's recommendations to the CCCJ/OCJP 
pursuant to Penal Code section 13832, and sections 203(d) and 302(b) of the 
Crime Control Act of 1976. This process in 1978 is represented by the 
following data: 

1. Six court componen.l:s of 1978 regional plans were reviewed 
with prior cohditions placed thereon being removed for four 
of the plans (Regions B, M, R, S), and the other two 
components receiving a recommendation of approval. 

2. Eleven local court components of 1979 +egional/mini-block 11 
plans were reviewed and approved, with ten receiving un­
conditional approval and one being approved with conditions. 

3. One LEAA discretionary local court project grant application 
was reviewed and approved with conditions. 

4. Four local court project grant applications for 1976 Part C 
funds were reviewed with two receiving conditional approval. 

5. Six local court project grant applications for 1977 Part C 
funds were reviewed with one being approved with conditions. 

6. Fourteen local court project grant applications for 1978 
Part C funds were reviewed with conditions being placed upon 
five projects. 

Under section 303 of the Crime Control Act of 1976, local units of 
government with populations exceeding 250,000 are allowed to submit 
"mini:"block" grant applications and by-pass the regional planning 
process. 
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7. Two local court project grant applications for 1979 Part C 
funds were reviewed with one of the applicattons receiving 
conditional approval. 

8. Four state agency proposed court project grant applications 
for 1979 Part C funds were reviewed and approval recommended. 

The details of these actions can be found in Attachment E. 

The above review process underwent several changes during the year 
due to decisions made by the Committee. First, the JPC adopted a policy on 
reviewing augmentations to court project applications where additional funds 
are required to adequately complete a project. The policy stated that the Com­
mittee would only review augmentations amounting to more than 10% of the project's 
federal allocation and listed several data requirements necessary for approval 
(see Attachment F). Secondly, the Committee determined that continuing court 
project grant applications should be required to delineate their prior years! 
achievements in order to receive a recommendation of approval and adopted a 
policy addressed thereto (see Attachment G). Finally, the process of developing 
grant application review criteria for major court project categories was continued 
in 1978 with criteria being adopted in the following areas: Nonjudicial Personnel 
Training Projects (see Attachment H); Court Automation/Information Systems 
Projects (see Attachment I); Post Trial Placement Projects (see Attachment J); 
and Microfilm/Court Records Systems Projects (see Attachment K). A revision of 
the review criteria for Court Referral Projects originally adopted in 1977 was 
also acted upon w~.th the assistance of the Association of California Court 
Referral Programs. The revised criteria added budget category standards for 
this category of projects (see Attachment L). 

Further actions taken by the Committee in 1978 to assist the RPUs in 
developing the court components of their annual plans included two memoranda 
adopted in May. One memo dealt with the Committee's approach to mini-block 
grant applications, ~, as they related to the regi0nal planning process 
(see Attachment M). The other memo spelled out the data requirements the JPC 
would emphasize in reviewing the 1979 court components of regional plans with 
the heaviest emphasis being placed upon the actual planning process utilized 
for courts (see Attachment N). 

3. COORDINATION WITH REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

One of the most significant indicators of the impact of the JPC's 
continuous efforts to involve the courts in the local planning process is the 
ability of the judicial system to participate therein with minimal assistance 
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from the state level. In 1978 the Committee was pleased with an increasing 
number of calls from local courts for informational materials on various grant 
projects while the number of field visits by the Committee's staff for imple­
mentation efforts declined steadily. This phenomenon Fas especially significant 
when measured against the backdrop of the increasing funding court projects at 
the local level, infra.-

To further the goal of self-sufficiency for the trial courts in the 
local planning process, the JPC developed two new documents during the year. 
First, there was the Model Courts Planning Descriptor) which was geared to 
providing both the RPUs and their trial courts with a process oriented description 
of how courts planning could be most effectively :.llplemented (see Attachment 0). 
The Descriptor was based upon the experiences in Regions N (Fresno, Kern, Kings, 
Madera, Tulare) and Q (Ventura) so as to cover both single and multi-county 
planning processes. The Effective Courts Projects Package represented the 
Committee's initial effort to formally recognize those L~~ funded court projects 
in California which have had a major impact upon the judicial process and which 
are worthy of replication (see Attachment P). Almost every major category of 
court projects was represented in the Package which will be updated annually and 
distributed throughout the state. 

Both of the above documents were the result of the second joint meeting 
held between the JPC and the Regional Directors Association in January 1978 
(see Attachment Q). !he meeting lasted almost three hours, involved extensive 
exchanges between the Committee's members and the regional directors, and had 
a constructive impact upon the relationship between the two groups. 

Further coordination with the regions was accomplished by the utilization 
of the potential grant subjects analysis letter sent to the RPUs following each 
study completed by the Judicial Council's Court Management Services Team. Over 
twenty-five such letters were sent during the year identifying those management 
areas within particular trial courts which could benefit from a planned expendi­
ture of federal funds. Several of these letters resulted in the development of 
court projects. 

The Committee's staff continued to participate in the meetings of the 
Regional Criminal Justice Planning Directors Association while the Association's 
president was in attendance at each JPC meeting. 

4. GENERAL DEVELOPMENTS AND FUTURE COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES 

Despite the fact that California's Judicial Planning Committee is one 
of the nation's senior judicial planning committees, it has continued to undergo 
continuous growth and clarification of its role and responsibilities. In 1978 
the Committee aggressively pursued this process by requesting a legal opinion 
from LEAA's General Counsel on the Committee's ability to adopt a narrow 
definition of what is a court project, whether the Committee could adopt a 
target allocation for court projects in the Annual State Plan, and whether such 
decisions were binding upon the CCCJ/0CJP (see Attachment R). The response 
~rom LEAA generally established authority in these areas so long as all necessary 
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requirements of the Crime Control Act of 1976 were met (see Attachment S). 

The significance of the above opinion can be appreciated in light of 
the gradual growth of funding for court projects in response to the JPC's 
continuous exhortations to this effect over the past few years. A staff analysis 
prepared for the Committee indicated that in the 1978 State Plan the regional 
allocation for court projects was over 7%, up 3% from 1977, while the overall 
average was 6.15%, up from 4.1% during the prior year (see Attachment T). In 
addition, there were significantly more court projects in more regions during 
the year than had been experienced in the past. It is also anticipated that 
the figures for the 1979 Plan will show an even more marked increase based on 
the initial data already available. 

The documentation of the funding process was aided immensely by the 
JPC's Compendium of LEAA funded court projects in California, which was originally 
commenced in 1977. This document, the first of its kind in the country, was 
adopted by the United States Department of Justice as a model in a study it 
commissioned on the national impact of LEAA funds upon state court systems 
during 1978. The Compendium has been updated throughout the year and is included 
in this report (see Attachment U). 

Although the level of LEAA funding for court projects in California 
has begun to show a significant increase, the passage of Proposition 13 in June 
of 1978 created additional financial problems for California's trial courts. 
Therefore, in July, the Committee distributed a document prepared by the 
Northeastern Regional Office of the National Center for State Courts, which 
summarized all available non-LEAA federal funding sources, their application 
procedures, and the scope of their funding activities. This kind of information 
will continue to be disseminated when available to assist trial courts in adjusting 
to their decreasing revenue sources. 

The Committee further responded to the message of Proposition 13 by 
reducing its Part B planning grant for 1979 by $20,000 from the 1978 figure or 
approximatel~ ,15%. This reduction was accomplished by eliminating one and one­
half staff positions and by the Judicial Council absorbing some of the ongoing _ 1 

costs of the Committee's activities. 

The Committee's staff was also highly visible during the;):I'ear in a 
number of areas. First, staff continued to serve on the Evaluation Committee 
for the San Joaquin County Court Systems Improvement and Trial Court Delay 
Proj~~ts and to do the evaluation of the Compton Municipal Court Executive 
Officer Project. The staff's participation in the Association of California 
Court Referral Programs also continued while the newly formed National Council 
for Judicial Planning elected the Judicial Planning Committee Project Manager 
to its Executive Committee. 

The JPC further broadened its advisory memembership base by soliCiting 
the designation of adviso~y members from the Association of Municipal Court 
Clerks, the Superior Court Administrators Association, and the County Clerks 
Association. The three advisory members so deSignated actively participated in 
the Committee's work throughout the year. 
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This year, additionally, was the first time the Committee took a 
position on legislation, forwarding its comments to Senator Edward Kennedy on 
his proposed 1978 Justice Systems Improvement Act (see Attachment V). The 
Committee's staff likewise received requests for input on this legislation 
from the National Center for State Courts, Washington Liaison Office. It is 
anticipated that the JPC will be further involved in this legislative process 
as the bill proceeds through Congress in 1979. 

Insofar as specific plans for 1979 are concerned, the Committee will 
probably hold another joint meeting with the regional planning units, develop 
additional grant application r.eview criteria as needed, and continue to refine 
its ongoing operating procedures in response to the changing needs of the 
criminal justice planning process in California. 
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TO: Presiding Justices, Courts of Appeal; Presiding 
Judges, Superior and Municipal Courts; Clerks of 
Courts of Appeal; Court Administrators/Jury 
Commissioners, Superior and Munic.ipal Courts; 
Clerks, Municipal Courts 

FROM: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager 90P 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Comnittee 

DATE: December 6, 1977 

SUBJECT: Guidelines for the Court Component of California's 
1979 Annual Action Plan for the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

On January 19, 1978 the Judicial Criminal Justice 

Planning Committee of California will be adopting the guide 

lines for the court component of California's 1979 Annual Action 

Plan which, will be submitted to the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration in Washington, D. C. during mid-1978. This 

action is being taken pursuant to Penal Code sections 13830, 

et seq., and the Crime Control Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-503, 

section 203(d). 

The purpose of these guidelines will be to suggest 

to the California Council on Criminal Justice the priorities 

that should be established for allocating LEAA dollars to the 

courts in California, the major problem areas or areas capable 

of improvement which could be addressed by LEAA grant projects, 

and the ·type of court projects which should be encouraged in 

these areas. 

In order to' assure that any guidelines.which are 

adopted accurately reflect the needs of the courts, the Judicial 

Planning Committee wishes to elicit the widest possible range 

of input. Thus, we would appreciate it if you and your staff 

would take some time from your busy schedule and consider the 

following questions: 

2-78362 
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1. What are the major problem areas or areas capable 
of improvement in your court? 

2. Which of these areas do you believe could be 
adequately .addressed by LEAA grant funded projects? 

3. What types of LEAA grant funded projects do you 
believe should be given a high priority in the 
1979 State Plan? 

Any questions you may have can be referred to me 

by phone at (415) 557-2356. 

Your responses should be forwarded to me, in writing, 

no later than January 4, 1978 at the following address: 

attention. 

Copies to: 

Jon David Pevna 
Project Manager 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
333 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Thank you for giving this matter your prompt 

Chief Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird 
J. Anthony Kline, Governor's Legal Affairs Secretary 
Ralph J. Gampell, Director, Administrative Office of the Courts 
Members, Judicial Planning Committee 
Mrs. Jo Wallach, Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
Chairmen of Regional Planning Boards 
Directors of Regional Planning Boards 
President, State Bar of California 
George Nicholson, Director, California District Attorneys Ass'n 
Manny E. Nestle, Director, California Public Defenders Ass'n 
Members, California Council on Criminal Justice 
Doug Brown, State Representative, LEAA, Washington, D. C. 
Chairman, California State Senate Judiciary Committee 
Chairman, California State Assembly Criminal Justice Committee 
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2.1.1.0. 

2.1.1.1.-
2.1.1.4. 

2.2.0.0. 

2.2.1.0. 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

JUDICIAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

(Adopted January 19, 1978) 

I. Direct Services to Prevent and 
Control Crime and Delinquency 

This category involves activities outside the 
scope of the judiciary. 

II. Processing Within the Criminal Justice System 

A. Pretrial Status 

1. Problem Statement 

There are two major problems in this 
program area directly affecting the judiciary. 

First, there has been a continuing growth 
of various types of post-filing pretrial service 
programs, including diversion efforts, release on 
personal recognizance and innovative trial pro­
cedures, programs, and crisis intervention projects. 
This growth is in part due to an awareness of the 
value of such efforts for the criminal justice 
process when they are properly administered and 
monitored. However, in many counties such programs 
are still only utilized on a limited basis, while 
in others they have proliferated with little or 
no coordination. 

The second problem relates to the continuing 
"revolving door" problem of alcoholics in the criminal 
justice process. Despite the existence of P.C. 647ff 
and other efforts to promote the development of 
detoxification centers, alcoholics appear to be a 
continuing part of the lower criminal court landscape. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be "addressed by 
the following types of projects: 

a. Unified pretrial services project - in 
counties having several pretrial service 
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2.2.2.0. 

programs, their efficiency and usefulness 
for the judiciary may be enhanced by unifi-
cation under one central coordinating organization. 

b. Bail reform/release on own recognizance project -
in counties where posting bail is still the 
major vehicle for pretrial release or where 
the utilization of uniform standards therefor 
are still needed, or where ROR is used infre­
quently due to a lack of staff, projects to 
address such situations would be desirable. 
Such projects may be capable of regionwide 
treab~ent. 

c. Detoxification treatment center project -
projects which will enhance the ability of 
existing detox centers to service the courts 
or which will create such centers where they 
do not presently exist are encouraged. Such 
projects may be capable of regionwide treatment. 

B. Adjudication 

1. Problem Statement 

Improving the quality and efficiency of the 
adjudicatory process continues to be a primary 
objective of the judiciary in California. However, 
there are still many roadblocks to the accomplishment 
of this goal. 

Although the statistics for fiscal 1976-1977 
are not presently available, there continues to be 
concern voiced throughout the state regarding the 
effectiveness of the jury process and the allocation 
of resources between civil and criminal cases, and 
the continued call for more coordination throughout 
the adjudication process. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 

a. Alternative resolution of disputes project -
efforts to identify and experiment with potential 
areas of nonjudicial dispute resolution may be 
appropriate in limited areas, i.e., family dis­
putes, neighborhood justice centers, expanded 
use of arbitration programs. 
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b. Processing of felony complaints project -
where the number of' felony complaints filed 
is rising, a project to reduce the procedural 
duplication between municipal and superior 
courts may be called for. 

c. Multi-court/multi-county court calendaring project -
where several courts or counties share a relatively 
~ommon trial bar or litigant pool, this type of 
cooperative project to develop common calendaring 
systems could enable more effective case scheduling 
and case tracking. Such a project may be capable 
.ofLcountywid~7 treatment. 

d. Plea negotiation projects - a project may be 
&esirable to assist the courts in determining 
the impact of a "no plea bargaining" policy and 
to recommend internal operating procedures in 
response thereto; OR a project to implement the 
Uniform Plea Negotiations Act ~ay be relevant 

e. 

f. 

in counties where justice agencies plan to con­
tinue utilizing plea negotiations. Such projects 
may be capable of regionwide treatment. 

Standards for appointed counsel project - Many 
counties have yet to coordinate the payment of 
fees to appointed counselor develop sound pro­
cedures to monitor same. Projects addressing 
this area may be capable of regionwide treatment. 

Multi-county traffic court referee/traffic 
commissioner project - the judiciary could be 
relieved ,of traffic duties by such a program 
which-is especially conduciive to regionwide 
treatment. 

g. Witness/juror utilization and management project -
comprehensive projects to improve the management 
system applied to witnesses and jurors can be 
combined with improved efforts to educate and 
train these same individuals. The goals are to 
maximize the effectiveness of jurors and witnesses 
while increasing their rapport with the adjudi­
catory process. 

h. Court Gomrnissioner project - Many courts still 
utilize judges for all matters filed therein. 
A court commissioner could be funded to determine 
the feasibility of applying this position's 
resources to quasi-judicial matters, such as 
family' law, small claims, adoptions and some 
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2.2.3.0. 

juvenile cases. The goal would be to effectuate 
the most effective utilization of judicial 
manpower and to determine what type of work is 
best assigned to judges. 

c. Sentences and Other Dispositions 

1. Problem Statement 

With the implementation of SB 42 and SB 38 
in 1977, increasing attention is being placed on the 
sentencing of offenders. When combined with the recent 
creation of a State Public Defender and increasing 
local concerns with sentencing patterns and treatment 
alternatives, there is an apparent need to provide all 
levels of the judiciary with more effective mechanisms 
for the disposition of offenders. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 

a. Alternative qentence/court referral project -
programs to coordinate work in lieu of fine (or 
jail) sentences and/or develop community service 
sentence alternatives for the judiciary can be 
effectively utilized. In rural areas such a 
project may be capable of regionwide treatment. 

b. Diagnostic clinic project - in order to provide 
judges with a more complete profile of defendants 
and aid in a more meaningful post-sentence dis­
position, a diagnostic clinic can provide a 
valuable service not otherwise available. 

c. Appellate monitoring project - in order to expedite 
the appeals process for defendants a pilot project 
is needed to address the need for coordinating the 
filing of briefs at the appellate level. 

d. Post-sentencing outcome study/systems project -
relevant and useful information can be provided 
to judges by a project which analyzes the impact 
of SB42 upon sentencing patterns within a juris­
diction and the results of treatment alternatives. 

e. Restitution project - this form of sentencing is 
receiving increased attention at the national level 
and it would apper timely for such a project to be 
funded at the local level in jurisdictions desiring 
to experiment with this sentence alternative. 



f. SB 38 implementation project - where local funds 
are not available, proiects should be encouraged 
to implement SB 38 (Ch. 890, Stats. 1977), 
which authorizes two or more counties to establish 
joint programs to furnish program services under 
contract to courts so that they can refer persons 
convicted of drunk driving or driving under the 
influence of drugs to a public or private program 
for treatment in Ijeu of suspending their 
driving/drinking privilege. 

2.3.0.0. III. System Support Activities 

2.3.1.0. A. Acquire Human Resources 

1. Problem Statement 

Several occurrences in 1976 which highlighted 
the need of the judiciary to increase the size of its 
manpower base in certain specialized areas, specifically 
those of administrat±ve and research support, continued 
to be of concern in 1977. 

AB 4071 (Gov. Code, sec. 69898), 
reduced the nu~ber of superior court judges necessary 
to hire an executive officer from 5 to 3, while allowing 
such officers to be given the authority of a clerk of 
the superior court. AB 3121, Chapter 1076, Statutes 
1976, and related changes applying to juvenile court 
cases not only increased the complexity of the juvenile 
court process in some areas, but also added to the need 
for administrative coordination in juvenile courts. 

In addition, attention con-tinues to be 
focused on whether judges are spending the maximum 
possible time on the bench or are involved in too many 
extraneous matters. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 

a. Court administrator/multi-county court coordinator­
administr.ator project - many courts still do not 
have the technical support of a professional court 
management officer. In many rural areas such_a 
posi tion need not be full time but could -be shared, 
with other nearby courts geographically feasible-. 
Such projects are capable of regionwide treatment. 
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b. Juvenile court administrator/coordinator - in 
jurisdictions experiencing large juvenile court 
caseloads, a specialized administrative position 
may be necessary to assist the court in coping with 
recent changes in the law and developing programs 
to respond to future demands upon the system. 

c. Legal research assistance/regional legal research 
assistance - courts having penal institutions 
nearby, as well as others, may need professional 
research assistance to cope with the plethora of 
writs which are generated. Such assistance can be 
rendered to an individual coure or may be provided 
on a regionwide basis. 

d. Summer internship program - in those areas where 
there are university programs in judicial adminis­
tration or the administration of justice, summer 
intern programs could be funded to provide the 
courts with assistance for special projects and 
a training basis for prospective court personnel. 

2.3.2.0. B. Develop Human Reso.urces 

1. Problem Statement 

Local court systems continue to have a lack of 
ongoing training and education programs for nonjudicial 
personnel category. Although regional trainin.g centers 
do exist, courts do not have sufficient personnel to 
allow them to leave during working hours and there is 
a shortage of qualified instructors for this specialized 
area. At the same time, there is a continuing need for 
statewide communication in both the areas of personnel 
training and recent developments affecting the courts. 

Al'though the Center for Judicial Education 
and Research has centralized judicial training functions 
at the state level, all related components of judicial 
training have yet to be completely addressed and absorbed 
into this ongoing structure. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 
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2.3.3.0. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Nonjudicial personnel training officer/training 
program project - local courts should be 
encouraged to develop ongoing in-house training 
capabilities for all nonjudicial personnel. In 
rural areas such a project could be developed on 
a regionwide basis. 

Nonjudicial personnel staffing and training 
standards project - the training of nonjudicial 
personnel at the local level would be enhanced and 
further encouraged by state-level projects to 
develop related standards of judicial administra­
tion and/or develop a statewide training team to 
provide on-site basic training to nonjudicial 
personnel on a year-round basis. 

Workshops project - continuing workshops for judges 
and administrative support personnel would appear 
to be part of a well-coordinated effort to improve 
and upgrade the productivity of court personnel. 
Such workshops are best addressed at the state 
level although they can be utilized to a lesser 
extent at the local level. 

d. Appellate Court judges training project - the one 
area of judicial training yet to be addressed 
involves that of the appellate courts. Such a 
project would round out California's judicial 
training efforts. 

e. Organizational and staffing Plan for trial courts 
project - one of the most serious problems in 
California's trial courts is the lack of any 
standards for the organization and staffing patterns 
for courts. A statewide project dealing with this 
area and geared to developing such standards for 
small, medium and large trial courts should be 
funded. 

C. Acquire Equipment 

1. Problem Statement 

The continued rights of defendants to demand 
a transcript on appeal from the lower courts plus the 
shortage of qualified court reporters and/or funds to . 
provide them in many jurisdictions has been an ongoing 
dilemma in California. The financial crisis in most 
counties has prevented the majority of courts from 
adequately responding to this problem. 
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2.3.4.0. 

2.3.5.1.-
2.3.5.2. 

--------

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 

a. Backup recording equipment project - efforts to 
purchase backup recording equipment for lower 
court transcripts are encouraged at both the 
state and local levels. 

b. Alternatives to court reporters project - those 
jurisdictions suffering from severe court reporter 
shortages should investigate or implement alter­
native systems where feasible. 

D. Make Capital Improvements 

This category generally involves activities beyond 
the immed~ate responsibility and authority of the 
judiciary. 

E. Information and Communications Systems 

1. Problem Statement 

_Although most large jurisdictions in California 
have already commenced the automation of their information 
systems, such technology is still lacking in many medium 
and most small courts due to economic constraints. And, 
despite the use of automated in;ormation systems, many 
courts are still struggling with the problem of records 
retention, destruction and storage. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of proje.cts: 

a. Regional information systems project - where there 
are several small courts in a region or one larger 
court with -an automated information system surrounded 
by several smaller courts, a feasibility study or­
actual implementation of a regional automated 
calendaring/information system can be addressed. 
Such a project could provide a cost-effective- answer 
to a most important problem, i.e., effective­
information processing in courts. 
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b. Records management project - in jurisdictions lack­
ing a formalized records management system, funds 
should be allocated where possible to assist courts 
in developing such a process. The issues of the 
destruction of records and the financial needs for 
designing and implementing new or automated records 
systems should also be addressed by such projects, 
although a statewide approach may be more desirable 
in the areas. " 

c. Microfilm/microfiche project - jurisdictions having 
records management procedures often lack systems 
to effectively implement them, i.e., microfilm. 
Where such a need can be, e'stablished this type of 
project should be funde&. 

d. Accounting cash registers - high volume courts, 
such as traffic courts, are finding that automated 
cash registers with computer outlets alleviate many 
problems associated with the collection and record 
keeping of fines. The acquiring of such systems 
should be encouraged, especially in the lower courts. 

e. Workshops on utilization of information systems -
as one of the most important factors in the effective 
use of information systems is knowledge about their 
proper uses, local, multi-regional or statewide 
workshops on this area could have long lasting 
benefits for the courts. 

\ 

f. Forms a~a1ysis and design project - there is a 
growing . ne~o;L in many courts to evaluate the forms 
that are being used and design new forms that will 
eliminate unnecessary duplication and simplify this 
whole area. Regionwide or statewide projects 
dealing with this problem should be encouraged. 

g. Computer readable traffic citations project - given 
the high vol~me of traffic cases in most lower 
courts, the complete automation of this pllocess 
would be of great benefit to the judiciary. One 
possible answer is a project to create and adopt a 
computer legible numbered citation for traffic 
tickets which would eliminate duplicate clerical 
procedures within courts and help eliminate 
clerical error. 

F. Conduct Statistical Analysis 

1. Problem Statement 

With the abolishing of the indeterminate sen­
tence in 1977 due to the passage of SB 42, two potential 
problems may have been created relating to the area of 
gathering and analyzing statistics. 
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First, there is no information available on 
the impact, if any, of plea bargaining, the number of 
criminal case filings, or the number of criminal trials 
upon the effectiveness of SB 42. Such impact may vary 
substantially from county to county and may affect the 
ul timate success of SB 42; s goals. 

Second, the Department of Justice is continuing 
to-develop and refine its criminal reporting forms while 
the JUdicial Council will be developing separate.forms for 
its use vis a vis the SB 42 reporting requirements. This 
proliferation of forms may create further demands upon 
court personnel which existing staff may be unable to meet. 

2. Suggested Projects 

a. Analysis of impact of criminal caseflow on the 
determinate sentence project - regionwide projects 
may be needed to determine the effect of plea 
bargaining policies, etc.; on the determinate 
sentence and whether any policies or procedures 
are needed to respond thereto. 

b. Impact of SB 42/criminal caseload reporting requipe­
ments project - larger jurisdictions may find their 
courts in need of statistical analyses to determine 
the amount of time spent on DOJ / SB 42 reporting 
requirements and to experiment with methods to 
reduce the amount of time spent thereon. At the 
same time a similar statewide project incorporating 
questions of the overall impact of SB 42 may likewi::e 
be desirable. 

2.3.7.0. G. Conduct Research and Evaluation 

1. Problem Statement 

There is a continuing lack of formal research 
and planning units in most of the larger courts throughout 
California despite the short and long term benefits such 
units can provide. At the same time, few courts have 
developed a courtwide progral1. for future devf.-:;lopHlents, 
experiments and improvements. 
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These essentially local problems are compounded 
by a lack of: (1) an ongoing statewide program to dis­
seminate materials regarding improved caseload management 
and managerial techniques; or (2) a statewide program to 
provide short-term assistance to trial courts on continuing 
managerial problems existing staff are unable to address. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
following types of projects: 

a. Research and planning l:tni t project - larger 
jurisdictions could address many ongoing concerns 
by funding such a unit. In some regions, this 
project might be capable of a regionwide approach. 

b. Judicial pilot project - staff could be hired to 
serve a committee of judges representing all trial 
court levels to coordinate common goals and problems 
and develop mutually acceptable solutions. Region­
wide treatment is possible for this type of project. 

c. Dissemination of criminal caseloadmaterials 
project - a state level project should be undertaken 
to provide needed information in this area to judges 
and administrators on an ongoing basis, such as a 
comprehensive summary of new laws affecting the 
courts in conjunction with annual seminars thereon. 

d. Special judicial technical as~istance service -
retired judges (with administrative experience) 
and court administrators should be brought together 
at the state level and then be made available, upon 
request, to trial courts to assist in solving 
management problems on a short-term basis. 

e. Application of videotape to high volume and 
r.epetitious cases project - one of the major 
dilemmas in the trial courts is how to effectively 
use judicial and nonjudical personnel in repetitious 
and high volume cases such as small claims courts, 
lower court arraignments, juror orientation, etc. 
Projects to explore the application of videotaped 
instructions or to inform the public on what is 
occurring should be funded, especially in larger 
jurisdictions. 
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f. Model rules of court for trial courts project -
present law allows municipal and superior courts to 
develop local rules of court in many areas without 
any coordination with one another. This has led 
to a wide variation in the types of rules that have 
been enacted and unnecessary duplication of effort 
in many instances. A statewide project to provide 
trial courts with model rules of court would be 
most timely and helpful. 

g. Analysis of impact of 1976 a,rbitration laws project -
although much has been said regarding the benefits 
of arbitration upon the caseloads of trial courts, 
theIe is little formal data available to support 
such claims. A study is needed to evaluate the 
1976 changes relating to the implementation of 
arbitration and its impact on the traditional 
settlement process and trial calendars. 

h. Research on establishment of family Courts project -
a recent LEAA Standards and Goals report proposed 
the establishment of a Families With Service Needs 
Division in trial courts to handle cases involving 
conduct that is clearly defined and clearly harmful 
to the child and family. Jurisdiction would extend 
to the juvenile, the family, and any public institu­
tion or agency with the legal responsibility or 
discretionary ability to provide needed services 
for the child and/or family, i.e., the division 
could order a school to provide a child with 
remedial instruction. The feasibility of adopting 
this concept in California should be studied and 
recommendations for its implementation be developed. 

i. Study on the effective use of judicial time in 
Criminal cases - there is still a great deal of 
controversy in California as to whether judges are 
effectively spending their time on the bench to 
the advantage of all concerned. A study is needed 
to (1) determine how much judicial time is now 
being channeled into activities which may not merit 
the attention of highly qualified legal personnel, 
(2) describe courtroom conditions which can cause 
fatigue, distraction or stress to the degree that 
a judge cannot perform effectively, (3) develop 
procedures which would permit more effective use 
of judges' time in criminal cases. 
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, 2.3.8.0. H. Other Management Improvements 

1. Problem Statement 

One of the major judicial issues of the past 
decade has been whether court unification/consolidation 
can prov.ide remedies for the major problems facing the 
judiciary. 

In 1976, AB 3657 (Gov. Code secs. 71083.1 
and 71085.1) encouraged local action to consolidate 
existing municipal court districts. AB 4072, Chapter 
1288, Statutes of 1976, equalized the jurisdiction of 
municipal land justi'ce7 court districts while /887 
justice court districts were eliminated and nine­
m~nicipal court districts were created between June I, 
1975 and January 3, 1977. The trend thus points 
towards unification/consolidation on a county by 
county basis. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The above problems may be addressed by the 
follovling types of proj ccts : 

a.Unification of court support staff project - where 
.administratively feasible, superior and municipal 
courts should be encouraged to experiment with 
unifying their support staffs. Such a project 
can be accomplished by creating a joint municipal/ 
superior court administrator or by the complete 
consolidation of the related support staffs and 
services. 

b. Court consolidation project - where the judges of 
superior and municipal courts are favorably disposed, 
feasibility studies or actual implementation pro­
posals should be developed for the consolidation 
of trial courts on a pilot basis. 

c. standards for judicial facilities project - there 
are at present no standards for the development and 
furnishing of judicial facilities in California. 
This has resulted in a lack of uniformity in the 
planning of courtroom design and the inability of 
many courts to provide adequate facilities for 
themselves. A state level project could be 
funded to develop such standards and to present 
them to the Judicial Council for consideration. 
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2.3.9.0. I. Legal Reform 

1. Problem Statement 

Legal reform is a continuing responsibility 
of the entire criminal justice community. Such responsi­
bility extends to: (1) identifying existing procedural 
areas in need of reform through legislation; and 
{2} identifying appropriate new processes which may be 
integrated into existin~J criminal justice delivery 
mechanisms. 

2. Suggested Projects 

The Committee does not recommend any specific 
projects in this area, but urges regional planning units 
and courts to give adequate consideration to this area 
where appropriate. 
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JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

PRINCIPLES AND PRIORITIES STATEMENT FOR THE COURT 
COMPONENT OF CALIFORNIA'S 1979 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN 

(Adopted January 19, 1978) 

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 13830-13834 and 

P.L. 94-253, the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

hereby adopts the following principles and priorities for the 

court component of California's 1979 Annual Action Plan. 

PRINCIPLES 

3-78362 

1. Fifteen percent of all Part C action funds 
allocated to California for 1979 should be targeted 
for projects to be implemented in the California 
court system. This percentage should be applied to 
the regions and the State and Private Agency portion 
of the 1979 Plan, unless the presiding judge of each 
court located therein certifies in writing that the 
funding level of court projects in their region or 
portion of the State Plan is satisfactory to him or her. 

A grant will be treated as one to be implemented 
in the California court system if it is for a project 
which is sponsored by a court or which involves 
extensive participation by a court, or which has as 
its major objective an improvement in the way in 
which a court processes its cases. 

2. The two major goals to be addressed by federal 
funds in the courts of California for 1979 are: 

a. the reduction of trial court delay at all 
levels of the court system pursuant to 
Article I, section 15, of the California 
Constitution, sections 686, 859(b), 1050 
and °1382 of the Penal Code, and Rules 219 

b. 

and 220 of the California Rules of Court.; and 

the upgrading of the ov:erall quality' of 
services provided by the courts in California. 

ATTACHMENT C 



For purposes of this principle, the term 
"delay" for cases that are tried will be 
measured by the elapsed time between a normal 
processing time and the time when the case is 
actually tr.ied. The term ~I quali ty of services" 
refers to the levels of efficiency and pro­
fessionalism attained by all levels of court 
personnel in carrying out their responsibilities. 

3. Federally funded court projects should protect 
and promo,te the impartial and consis.tent rendering of 
justice in addressing the reduction of delay. 

4. The effective and economical use of resources 
needed in judicial administration should be provided for 
by any project implemented in the California court system. 

PRIORITIES 

In achieving the above principles within the California 

1979 Annual Action Plan, the priorities of the California Judicial 

System should be treated in the order listed below. These 

priorities relate to both state agency and local trial court 

projects. Therefore, some priorities may not require treatment 

in local regional plans, while others may not be applicable to 

the state level judicial system. Regional planning boards which 

select lower priorities as mos~ important in their particular 

region are encouraged to do so if they can delineate to the 

Judicial Planning Committee why the higher priorities are not 

presently applicable to their region's courts. 

1. The development of projects to further the 
organizational strength of the California judicial 
system, such as the pilot projects to explore the 
feasibility of court reorganization and support 
services at the trial court level (CCCJ Program 
Areas 2.3.8.0. and 2'.3.9.0.). 

2. The continuing development of projects to 
de.~velopstandards and to improve the training and 
education of judicial and nonjudicial personnel 
within the court system (CCCJ Program Area 2.3.2.0.). 
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3. The development of cost effective projects to 
alleviate records management and records retention 
difficulties within the trial courts and to effectuate 
the improvement of information processing (CCCJ Program 
Areas 2.3.3.0., 2.3.5.1. and 2.3.5.2.). 

4. The development of state level projects to 
provide information on the impact of legislation 
upon the trial courts (CCCJ Program Area 2.3.7.0.). 

5. The continuing development of projects to 
effectuate the Qverall coordination of case calendaring, 
juror and witness scheduling (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.2.0. 
and 2. 3 . 5 . 1 .) . 

6. The continuing development of projects to 
develop more effective and efficient procedures in 
high volume subject matter areas within trial courts 
(CCCJ Program Area 2.3.7.0.). 

7. The continuing development of projects to 
reduce the amount of time judges devote to their 
off-the-bench responsibilities, such as legal research 
assistance and court administrator projects (CCCJ 
Program Area 2.3.1.0.). 

~. The development of projects geared to evaluating 
the ongoing impact upon the courts of recent legislative 
and procedural changes, such as SB 42 (Pen. Code section 
1170, eta seq.), AB 3121 (Ch. 1076, Stats. 1976), and 
the use of arbitration proceedings (Cal. Rules of Court, 
Sec. 1601, eta seq.) (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.3.0., 
2 . 3 • 6 . 0 ., and 2. 3 . 7 . 0 • ) . 

9. The development of sound processes and/or 
procedures which may provide future directions for 
alternatives to existing criminal justice delivery 
mechanisms, such as diversion programs administered 
by the judiciary (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.1.0. and 
2.3.9.0.) . 
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TO: Members, California Council on Criminal Justice 

FROM: Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: September 25, 1978 

SUBJECT: Addendum to Principles and Priorities Statement 
for the Court Component of California's 1979 
Annual Action Plan (Adopted September 25, 1978) 

For purposes of the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning 

Committee's (JPC) review of the court components of the 1979 

regional action plans, mini-block grant applications, and the 

State and Private Agency Plan, it is the position of the JPC 

that such review shall be based upon the following factors: 

1. The planning process utilized for courts, i.e., 
methodology for involving the courts, surveys or 
meetings utilized for gathering data on courts, 
assistance provided from Judicial Planning Com­
mittee staff or other relevant agencies; 1/ 

2. All project proposals generated by the courts, 
including those which fell below the funding 
level, and a description of the priority/funding 
process applied to these projects; 2/ 

3. Any problems which were encountered in involving 
the courts in the planning process and what steps 
were/are being taken to alleviate them. 11 

4. The past funding history of court projects and 
past involvement of the jUdiciary in the planning 
process within each individual plan under 
consideration; 

1/ This policy was adopted by the JPC in a memo dated May 15, 
1978, from the Honorable Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman, Judicial 
Criminal Justice Planning Committee, to the Directors of 
the regional planning units and county administrative officers. 

2/ Ibid. 

1/ Ibid. 

ATTACHMENT 0 
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5. The extent to which the court component of the 
individual plan meets the JPC's target alloca­
tion of 15% for court projects, or whether the 
presiding judge of each court affected by the 
plan certifies in writing that the funding level 
of court projects in their region or portion of 
the State Plan is satisfactorJ to him or her. iI 
Such target shall be applied against the total 
regional allocation, regardless of whether any 
mini-block grant applications are submitted 
from within the region. 5/ 

if This principle was adopted by the JPC on January 19, 1978 
in its Proposed Guidelines for the Court Component of 
California's 1979 Action Plan. 

2/ This policy was adopted by the JPC in a memo dated May 15, 
1978 from the Honorable Melvin E. Cohn to the Directors of 
the regional planning units and county administrative 
officers. The JPC will not need to review those mini-block 
grant applications from local units of government not having 
any direct funding responsibility for superior, municipal 
or justice courts. 
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Irr proposing under'Principle Number 1 of its Prin-

ciples and Priorities Statement, adopted on January 19, 1978, 

that IIfifteen percent of all Part C action funds allocated to 

California for 1979 should be targeted for projects to be 

implemented in the California court system,lI the Judicial C;r;:l:ro-= 

inal Justice Planning Committee based this figure upon the court 

element of an II adequate share for • • • court._ • • prosecutorial 

and defender services ll as delineated in section 303(d) of the 

1976 Crime Control Act. This element of "fifteen percent should 

be part of an overall targt.:;'c for court, prosecution and defense 

projects of 30%, based upon the following factors delineated in 

section 303(d), supra, that data for which has been supplied by 

the Administrative Office of the Courts, the California District 

Attorneys Association, and the California Public Defenders Association. 

Furthermore, it is the position of the Judicial Plan-

ning Committee and the District Attorneys and Public Defenders 

Associations that all factors in section 303(d) must be used in com­

puting the adequate share for courts, prosecution and defense projects. 

The focus upon one factor alone, i.e., percentage of total criminal 

justice e~8tu.res would only perpetuate existing inequities within 

the criminal justice system, be contrary to the overall perspective 

mandated by section 303(d), and poorly reflect on the concept of 

consensus building and coordinated planning which has been the pub­

licized cornerstone of the LEAA planning process in recent years. 

1. The need of the courts in California to 
reduce court congestion and backlog. 

During the past ten years, California's courts have 

been faced with a growing dilemma. First, there has been a 

general growth trend in the number of civil and criminal filings 

which have placed additional burdens' on court support resources. 

Second, the Legislature, the appellate courts, and the Judicial 

Council have made other demands upon .the.:courts through the 

addition of numerous reporting requirements in the statistical 

area, the formal recognition of many rights fo~ defendants in 

the judicial process which further complicate court 'proceedings, 

and the contiuued creation of new laws which permit more forms 

of actions to be filed in the courts. While all of this was 
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taking place, there was not a concomitant change in the organi­

zational and staffing patterns o£ the courts to ~ermit the system 

to quickly adjust to the above changes. 

The impact of this dilemma is easily visible in the 

Judicial Council's 1978 Annual Report which showed that for 

the state's s~perior courts the average interval from at-issue 

memorandum to trial increased between June 1976 and June 1977 

in many metropolitan courts, and in several of the courts the 

increase was substantial. In June 1977 in only 5 of the 20 

courts did the median jury case reach trial within a year of 

the filing of the at-issue memorandum. In all but 2 of these 

20 courts, the interval exceeded six months. 

Data for 1976-1977 submitted by the superior courts 

to the Judicial .council also indicated an overall increase in 

the number of criminal cases set for trial in the metropolitan 

courts, continuing a trend notec. in the last two annual reports. 

Trial calendars increased a total of 8.6 percent. 

Commencing about 1970 the superior courts were able 

each year to reduce both the number and proportion of criminal 

cases where the commencement of trial exceeded the 60-day 

limit. In 1974 through 1976, however, 11 of the metropolitan 

courts reported increases in the number and proportion of 

cases with juries sworn more than 60 days from filing. In 1976-

1977, 8 of the 20 courts reported overall increases in per­

centages of cases ~.th juries sworn more than 60 days from 

the filing of the indictment or information. Of the 4,595 

criminal juries sworn in these courts last year, 53.2 percent 

were sworn more than 60 days from filing. 

Filings in the superior courts reached a record 713,900 

cases in 1976-1977, a gain of seven percent over 1975-1976, second 

largest increase in the past decade. 

The number of filings per judge also rose to a record 

level of 1,317 cases in 1976-1977. Although 22 new judgeships 

were added during the year, filings rose seven percent while 

judgeships increased only four percent. 



The 1976-1977 filings totaled more than 52.7 million 

weighted units. Assuming that 73,000 weighted units per year 

is an average workload for one judge, the 1976-1977 filings 

represented a workload requiring 722 judicial positions. 

Application of the approved Judicial Council weights 

to each category of 1976-1977 filings shows that criminal filings 

contributed more weighted units than any other single category. 

Its 15.5 million weighted units represents a caseload that 

accounts for nearly one-third of the total weighted units in 

the state even though criminal filings comprised only 7.7 

percent of total filings. 

In 1976-1977, for the third successive year, many of 

the metropolitan superior courts reported a growing backlog of 

the civil calendars. 

Of the 20 superior courts in the state with five or 

more judges, the inventory'of civil cases awaiting trial was 

104,771 as of June 30, 1977. The 1977 total was up 14 percent 

over the same figure for 1976. Jury cases, which are a critical 

component of the inventory, increased again this year. The 

June 30, 1977 jury list represents an increase of 13.8 percent 

over the same figure for 1976. 
The 89 California municipal courts recorded a case load of 

14.9 million filings in 1976-1977, a growth of six percent. Civil 

and criminal nonparking filings combined increased by eight 

percent. Half of the increase in nonparking filings resulted 

from the combining of justice courts with municipal courts, 

either by annexation to existing municipal court districts or 

by creation of new municipal court districts from justice 

court districts • 

. During 1976-1977, the municipal courts disposed of 

13.2 million filings. Fifty-eight p.ercent, or .7.6 million, were 

parking violations and 42 percent, or 5.6 million, were criminal 

nonparking offenses or civil cases. 
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Based on the above statistics for California's trial 

courts, the area in which the bulk of federal funds for courts 

is expended, it is reasonable to conclude that, overall, there 

was an average increase of backlog and congestion in these 

courts amounting to ten percent over the previous year. Applying 

this figure to the Part C target allocation for courts in 

California for the 1979 State Plan, the Judicial Planning Com­

mittee concludes that said. allocation should be increased by 

ten percent over the 1978 target in order to assist the courts 

in California to reduce court congestion and backlog, or 10% plus 1%. 

In addition, it is apparent from discussions with the 

California District Attorneys and Public Defenders Associations that 

their component of the system is likewise experiencing a similar 

growth of demands for services. It would appear reasonable, 

therefor.e, to provide at least another ten percent increase over 

prior years' funding to free additonal resources to these offices 

so that they can more effectively cope with these pressures. 

Based on OCJP staff estimates, prosecution and defense projects 

received 11.2% of California's 1978 Part C action funds, making 

the proposed increase here equal to 1.1%. 

2. The need ·to improve the fairness and 
efficiency of the California judicial 
system. 

It is difficult to quantitatively evaluate this par­

ticular factor in developing a target allocation for courts. 

However, there were several indices in 1977 and early 1978 which 

t~nd to show that this is a major area of concern in California. 

At the legislative level, there were several measures 

enacted into law during 1977 which reflected the Legislature's 

concern for the need to improve the fairness and ef£iciency of 

the California judicial system: 

1. Chapter 960 of the Statutes of 1976 added 
Part 3.5 (commencing with section 1823) to 
the Code of Civil Procedure. The law directs 
the Judicial Council to conduct a pilot 
project in selected trial ~ourta utilizing 
experimental procedures for handling civil 
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actions. The goal of the experiment is to 
determine if simplified procedures which 
would substantially reduce the cost of liti­
gation can be developed for civil actions in 
which the amount in controversy does not 
exceed $25,000. 

With the assistance of a special advisory committee~i 
the Council has adopted rules for implementation 
of the project in the courts selected for participation. 
Initially the rules provide for simplified pleading, 
limit pretrial motions and discovery, require a 
pretrial exchange of specified informa'cion, and 
in cases tried to the court, broaden admissibility 
of evidence and eliminate findings of fact and 
conclusions of law. 

The Judicial Council, pursuant to statutory directions, 
will monitor the project, study its effects and make 
an annual report of its findings to the Legislature. 

2. Chapter 1285 of the Statutes of 1976 added Chapter 
5-B to Part I of the Code of Civil Procedure. The 
law directs the Judicial Council in cooperation 
with the Department of Consumer Affairs to conduct 
a small claims experiment in three municipal 
courts. The objective of the experiment is to 
determine whether steps can be taken to stimulate 
the use of small claims courts and reduce the 
number of defaults "by untrained individual liti­
gants unfamiliar with the judicial system who 
might have pre7viously considered small claims courts 
an inconvenient or unsatisfactory forum for the 
resolution of disputes." 7/ 

The committee which worked on the development of these rules 
was composed of Judge Richard Schauer, Chairman, Los Angeles 
Superior Court; Justice Robert S. Thompson, Court of Appeal 
(Los Angeles); Judge Eli H. Levenson, San Diego Superior 
Court; Judge George Brunn, Berkeley-Albany Municipal Court; 
Judge William J. Harris, Jr., San Jose-Milpitas Municipal 
Court; and Mr. Francis M. Wheat, Attorney at Law, Los Angeles •. 

7/ Code Civ. Proc., § 118 (a) . 
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An ad-v-iso.r.y.· . Gonnni t.te€l ... "haE- ... he.€n1··-a.pPG . .ir~ted •. it,L .. _- ... -.... _ ............ -" ... _ ............... ,.... 
and the Judicial Council has selected the Sacramento, 
San Diego, and San Francisco Municipal Courts, with 
the concurrence of the judges of those courts, to 
serve as sites for the experimental small claims 
procedures. These procedures w~ll i~c~ude the us~ 
of small claims advisors to ass~st l~t~gants outs~de 
of court, a postfiling mediation service, and the 
expanded use of law clerks to assist the court. 

Statistics are being accumulated in the experimental 
courts, and also for control purposes in the small 
claims divisions of the Oakland-Piedmont, Fresno, 
ana west Orange Municipal Courts. 

Rules and forms to implement the experimental 
projects will be adopted by the Judicial Council. 
The advisory committee and the Department of 
Consumer Affairs are to evaluate the results of 
the program, and report to the Legislature in 1979. 

~ The members of the advisory committee are: Judge Robert Beresford, 
Chairman, San Jose-Milpitas Municipal Court; Judge Charles E. 
Goff, San Francisco Municipal Court; Judge Armond M. Jewell, 
Los Angeles Municipal Court; Judge Ken Kawaichi, Oakland-

Piedmont Municipal Court; Judge Judith N. Keep, San Diego 
Municipal Court; Judge Armando o. Rodriguez, Fresno Municipal 
Court; Ms. Elizabeth Bradley, Attorney, San Diego; Ms. 
LaDoris Cordell, Attorney, East Palo Alto; Ms. Joyce G. Cox, 
Administrative Assistant, The Rouse Company, Santa Monica; Mr. 
Wilson Curle, Executive Director, Shasta County Legal Aid Society, 
Redding; Mr. Andrew M. Grassley, Credit Service Center Manager, 
Montgomery Ward, Walnut Creek; Mr. Mortimer Herzstein, Attorney, 
San Francisco; Mr. Christopher May, Associate Dean, Loyola 
University School of Law, Los Angeles; Mr. Gilbert A. Moret, 
Attorney, Los Angeles; Mr. John Porter, Deputy Attorney General, 
Office of the Attorney General, San Francisco. 

8 



._ .• ~O. ___ ._0 

t.__._. ·-·--3~-·SE'-liat.; Bili ii;;. 118, introduce~·:y ~~~:t~r Song, 
was sponsored pursuant to the Judicial Council1s 
responsibility to adopt felony sentencing rules to 
implement the Uniform Determinate Sentencing Law 
(Sen. Bill No .. 42) (Stats. 1976, ch. 1139). 

That law requires courts to hold sentencing hearings 
to consider matters in aggravation or mitigai:ion 
of the statutory middle term of imprisonment. The 
Judicial Council adopted a rule which requires 
four days' notice of facts to be presented at the 
sentencing hearing (rule 437(a» if those facts go 
beyond the facts contained in the probation report 
and any evidence heard at the trial. The four-day 
notice was considered to be the minimum amount of 
time for adequate preparation for the sentencing 
hearing. 

In order to provide adequate time for the four-day 
notice, it was necessary to extend the time for 
judgement and sentence from 21 to 28 days and to 
extend the time for receipt of the probation report 
from two days to nine days before judgment and 
sentence. These changes were made in Senate Bill 
No. 118 by amending Penal Code sections 1191 and 
1203, respectively. 

This measure was enacted as an urgency measure to 
take effect July 1, 1977, the operative date for 
Senate Bill No. 42. 

4. Chapter 1288, Statutes of 1976, equalized the juris­
diction of justice and municipal courts. Assembly 
Bill No. 1941, introduced by Assemblyman Miller, is 
a cleanup measure to chapter 1288, and revises 
various provisions of the law to make procedures, 
practice and fee provisions for j usticf= courts the 
same as those for municipal courts. B'8cause of 
legislative deadlines and the need for these revised 
provisions to take effect immediately, Assembly Bill 
No. 1941 was amended into Assembly Bill No. 1189, 
introduced by Assemblyman Thurman. This measure was 
enacted, without the Governor's signature, as an 
urgency measure effective October 1, 1977. 
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5. Senate Bill No.38, introduced by Senator Gregorio, 
governs the disposition of second offender drunk 
driving cases through post-conviction rehabilita­
tion programs rather than imposing license sus­
pensionse Under 1975 legislation (ch. 1133), four 
counties (Kern, Santa Clara, Yuba and Ventura) for 
demonstration purposes have permitted persons con­
victed of driving under the influence of intoxicating 
liquor, or under the combined influence of intoxi­
cating liquor and any drug, to participate in public 
or private programs for the treatment of problem 
drinking or alcoholism, in lieu of suspending 
driving privileges. Each program is required to 
meet certain standards set by the Office of Alcoholism, 
and courts are required to supervise those partici­
pating. Senate Bill No. 38 recasts the provisions 
of ~hapter 1133 to: 

a. Specify additional standards and authorize the 
Office of Alcoholism to approve programs 
pursuant to the standards. 

b. Specifically authorize courts to require proof 
of ability to respond in damages as a possible 
condition to participation in a treatment 
program. 

c. Permit transfer of jurisdiction over a con­
victed person to another county for participation 
in its approved program. 

d. Permit the establishment of joint programs by 
two or more counties and the furnishing of 
program services under contract. 

e. Give county alcoholism administrators responsi­
bility for assuring compliance with the standards 
by any program designated by the county and 
approved by the Office of Alcoholism. 

Existing law prescribes a term of imprisonment 
of not less than 48 hours nor more than one 
year for a second or subsequent conviction for 
driving while under the influence. This 
measure authorizes a court to suspend execution 
of the sentence of any person convicted of a 
second offense who consents to participate 
in a program approved pursuant to this measure. 
The measure was enacted as chapter 890. 
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6. Senate Bill No. 276, introduced by Senator Garcia, 

requires the court, prior to accepting a guilty or 
nolo contendere plea to a felony or misdemeanor, to 
advise the defendant that deportation, exclusion 
from admission to the united States, or denial of 
naturalization may result from conviction. The 
court then is required to permit the defendant 
reasonable opportunity to reconsider the plea, if 
requested. Failure of the court to set forth on 
the record that it has complied with these require­
ments is grounds for vacation of the judgment and 
withdrawal of the guilty plea, if defendant shows 
that conviction of the offense to which defendant 
pleaded guilty or nolo contendere might have the 
consequences for the defendant of deportation, 
exclusion from admission to the united States, or 
denial of naturalization. The measure was enacted 
as chapter 1088. 

7. Senate Bill No. 1134, introduced by Senator Wilson, 
designates the El Cajon Municipal Court of San Diego 
County as an "experimental" municipal court with ex­
panded jl1risdiction to hear criminal felonies, 
family law matters and civil matters where the 
damages claimed range from $5,000 to $30,000. The 
authority to decide whether to hear any "matter within 
the court's expanded jurisdiction" rests exc"lusi vely 
with the Presiding Judge of the El Cajon Municipal 
Court. Matters not heard are to be transferred to 
the San Diego County Superior Court. The measure 
was amended extensively to work out constitutional 
and other techni~al problems and was enacted as 
amended. 

8. Assembly Bill No. 439, introduced by Assemblyman 
Chel, provides continuing jurisdiction for a justice 
or municipal court to amend a judgment to provide 
for installment payments for good cause upon motion 
and notice to all affected parties. The measure 
was enacted as chapter 71. 

The Judicial Council i under the leadership of Chief 

Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird, was also quite active in this area 

during 1977 on several fronts. 

First, the Chief Justice created and appointed two 

special committees to address the needs of fairness and efficiency 

in diverse areas of the California courts. The Special Committee 

on Court Congestion in Los &~geles County is a sixteen member 
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group geared to develop long-term recommendations which will 

address the ongoing problems of 'congestion in the trial courts 

of Los Angeles County. The fourteen member Committee to Study 

the Operation of Appellate Practices and Procedures in the First 

Appellate District represented the first effort to analyze the 

overall management practices of an appellate court in California 

under the mandate of the Chief Justice. Both of these groups 

will be reporting back to the Chief Justice and their conclusions 

may have a great impact on the future operations of the subject 

courts and their counterparts throughout the state. 

Second, pursuant to its rule~aking authority, the 

Judicial Council enacted several new rules and standards in 1977 

reflective of a concern with the fairness and efficiency with 

which the California courts are operating: 

1. The Judicial Council amended rule lO(c), effective 
July I, 1977, to require the superior court clerk 
to notify an appellant of his default if he fails 
to take the necessary steps to procure the pre­
paration of the record. The clerk of the reviewing 
court would then dismiss the appeal if the appellant 
failed to file a timely application for relief. 

2. To assist the appellate courts in the review of 
matters arising under the Uniform Determinate 
Sentencing Act, and to eliminate the need for record 
augmentation requests in those cases, the Judicial 
Council amended rule 33(b), effective July 1, 1977, 
to authorize inclusion of the probation officer's 
report in the record on appeal. 

3. Rule 39 was adopted effective July 1, 1977, to 
provide specific time limits for filing a notice 
of appeal from a judgment or order of the juvenile 
court, and to specify the contents of the record 
on appeal. 

4. The Judicial Council adopted several amendments to 
the juvenile court rules effective July I, 1977, to 
conform to new legislation and incorporate suggestions 
received from the State Bar and others who reviewed 
the rules following their adoption in November 1976. 
Among the changes are amendments that (1) provide for 
the immediate granting of a request for rehearing of 
unreported referee proceedings'; (2) recognize the 
potential conflict of interest for the prosecuting 
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attorney in representing a minor in dependency 
proceedings; and (3) require that probation reports 
be made available 48 hours before a disposition 
hearing. 

New provisions adopted effective July 1, 1977 
require that a petition for appellate review of a 
finding of unfitness must be filed within 15 days 
and permit required felony-misdemeanor determinations 
to be postponed until the disposition hearing. A 
new rule 1373 was subsequently amended effective 
January 1, 1978, in response to chapter 1238 of 
the 1977 Statutes, to refer to newly amended Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 726," which sets forth 
procedures for determining the maximum period of 
physical confinement of a minor. Rule 1392 was 
amended effective January 1, 1978, to specify that 
a supplemental petition is to be filed by the 
probation officer where the minor has been declared 
a dependent child or ward of the court under section 
601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, and by the 
prosecuting attorney at the request of the probation 
officer where the minor has been declared a ward 
under section 602. 

5. The Judicial Council adopted rules effective 
January 1, 1978, to be followed in the economical 
litigation pilot projects authorized by 1976 legis­
lation. The goal of the experimental projects is 

4-18362 

to determine if simplified procedures can be developed 
to reduce SUbstantially the expense of litigation in 
those civil actions in which the amount in con~roversy 
does not exceed $25,000. 

The courts selected for participation in the project 
are the Fresno Superior and Municipal Courts, the 
Los Angeles Municipal Court, and the Torrance branch 
of the Los Angeles Superior Court. 

The new rules are based upon the work of the Judicial. 
Council's Advisory Committee on Economical Litigation 
and include many suggestions submitted by interested 
organizations and individuals who reviewed the 
proposed rules tentatively adopted in May 1977. As 
contemplated by the Legislature, changes in the rules 
will be considered as. the experimental projects 
progress (see Code Civ. Proc., § 1823.4). 

The rules (I) provide for simplified pleadings; 
(2) limit pretrial motions and discovery; (3) require 
a pretrial exchange of specified information; and 
(4) in cases tried without a jury, broaden admis­
sibility of evidence and eliminate written findings 
of fact and conclusions of law. 
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6. The Judicial Council adopted several recommended 
standards for municipal and justice court management, 
criminal pretrial procedures and traffic calendar 
management effective July 1, 1977. These proposals 
were based primarily upon recommendations developed 
at a 1973 municipal court management workshop and 
the subsequent experience of various courts and 
the Judicial Council's team of calendar management 
consultants. The amendments adopted were revised in 
severa'l respects because .of comments received from 
the State Bar and others following publication of 
,the proposed amendments as tentatively adopted 
in November 1976. 

At·the staff level,. the Judicial Council's Court Manage­

ment Servi.ces Team, which is· available upon request to assist 

courts in ana1yzing-' and improving their management practices, 

serviced approximately 70 courts during calendar year 1977. 

Because this service is available upon request, it is of great 

import to note how many courts have indicated their awareness 

of the need to improve their fairness and efficiency by availing 

.themse1ves of this assistance. In fact, since the Team's 

inception in 1974, over 200 superior, municipal and justice 

.. courts have been served by the Team, a number which represents 

a large proportion of the state's trial courts. 

Finally, in developing its list of new projects for 

LEAA funding under the 1978 State Plan, the JUdicial Council 

took cognizance of the need to improve the fairness and efficiency 

in four of the five proposals it submitted to the CCCJ. Although 

none of these proposals were approved for funding, their basic 

thrust should be considered as representative of the thoughts 

of the leadership of the state judiciary in this area: 

1. The Chief Justice's Select Committee on 
Trial Court Reform Project recognized the 
continuing .need at the state level to examine 
the structure, organi'zation and management of 
the state court system. This program would 
have provided for the Chief Justice's Select 
Committee on Court Reform with attendant staff 
to study and make recommendations on the ways 
in which reform efforts in the California 
judiciary should proceed. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

The Backup Recording Equipment for Lower Courts 
Project responded to an informal survey performed 
by the staff of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts, which showed that there are at least 150 
municipal court departments and 50 justice courts 
which did not have full time court reporters and/or 
acceptable recording equipment available to them, 
thereby impeding the continued rights of defendants 
to demand a transcript on appeal from the lower courts. 

The goal of this program was to allow the JUdicial 
Council to purchase approximately 200 tape recorders 
and distribute them to the lower courts in California 
needing them, thereby bringing the courts of California 
into conformity with state and federal standards in 
this area. 

The Special JUdicial Consultant Service Project 
would havo addressed the problem of the Court 
Management Services Team, supra, that the demand 
for its services have been far beyond the area of 
calendar management. Many of these problems have 
called for the expertise of judges and court 
administrators/clerks who may have dealt with 
similar problems and developed effective solutions 
for them. However, there is no way that these other 
individuals can be called into service at the 
present time. 

'rhe goal of this program was to develop a team of 
knowledgeable judges, court administrators and 
clerks, both active and retir.ed, who will be 
available to trial courts upon request to assist 
them in effectuating local court reorganization 
efforts, reductions in backlog and delay, and other 
areas of research and reform in which outside 
assistance is needed. 

The Standards for Nonjudicial Personnel Training 
Programs Project would have related to the fact that 
judges and court administrators in California have 
long recognized the need for a comprehensive approach 
to the development of standards and materials for 
nonjudicial personnel but due to lack of resources 
and centralization of responsibility for this area 
no statewide effort has been taken to respond 
to this need. 

The goal of this program was to commence the first 
statewide effort to coordinate through the Judicial 
Council the development of these standards and the 
dissemination of the related materials throughout 
the state. 
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Both the California District Attorneys and Public 

Defenders Association have been very active in compiling data 

in this area for their respective elements of the criminal justice 

system. In fact, a recent statewide survey conducted by the 

Public Defenders Association identified 16 major problem areas 

or needs of defense services, which are listed below. 

1. Fund the installation of a LEXIS Computer in 
every public defender office or install 
terminals in every office. The pressing need 
for the speeding of research projects and papers 
combined with the Proposition 13 cutbacks in 
this area of research has given this suggestion 
some reason for existence. 

2. Provide for staffing and appropriate support 
staff to permit local defender offices to recom­
mend sentencing alternatives. Many offices 
simply submit sentencing matters on probation 
reports which does not explore all sentencing 
alternatives. By providing funding for every 
county, an enormous benefit wmlld accrue to 
defender offices. 

3. Institute a Pilot Project for the use of 
Paralegals in a large metropolitan public 
defender office. The use of paralegals is an 
area of recent development for public law offices 
while they are used extensively in private practice. 
A pilot project placed in an office such as Los Angeles 
could provide the necessary demonstration data. 

4. Establish a Forensic Science Laboratory for the 
Defense Services. Because the fact that the 
prosecution operates the only state forensic 
science laboratory, there is no confidentiality 
for analysis of defense evidence. A pilot project 
could be established for the Southern California 
counties to give added data. 

5. Provide for selected training grants in the 
following areas: ,". 

a. Defense Investigators - To bett,er sensi­
tize the defense investigators to the 
unique requirements of defender ethics 
and duties. 
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b. Violent Offenders - To acquaint attorneys 
with the esoteric problems of defending 
clients charged with crimes of violence. 

c. Career Criminals - To establish an under­
standing of the complex problems of defend­
ing a person alleged to be a career criminal. 

6. Establish regional scholarship funds for defenders 
and investigators to participate in educational 
programs. Currently no scholarship fund exists for 
defenders or investigators to sharpen their 
respective skills. 

7. Provide for regional funas to establish complete 
training programs within each public defender 
office. A complete program consists of salary 
for training officer, the purchase of videotape 
equipment and appropriate staff considerations 
including a two week hiatus between hiring and 
actl:tal duties. 

8. Provide for a rural subvention program to assist 
the rural counties of California to adequately meet 
their case load demands. Perhaps a pilot project in 
rural counties to increase the size of an existing 
contract office would provide a valuable service in 
upgrading the quality of service. 

9. Establish separate career criminal attorneys in 
each office where such programs are operational for 
District Attorneys. This would include equivalent 
staffing and a guarantee of vertical representation 
for those clients who are segregated out as career 
criminals. 

10. Fund a separate position for larger county offices 
to include a librarian - brief bank coordinator 
to classify and disseminate summaries of important 
briefs filed with courts. In many larger offices the 
research must start anew with every request. By 
providing a coordinator for all research, brief 
banks could be selectively established in certain 
regions and administered by one person. 

11. Pilot project for the improvement of the quality of 
misdemeanors justice. This program could be devised 
to improve the appeals and writs from one of the 
bleakest areas of justice in our state. Currently, 
the quality of justice is not high in the justice 
and municipal courts and a pilot program would help 
to overcome many deficiencies. 
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12. Fund a pilot program to purchase and operate a 
computer which would store old file information 
to make defender offices more efficient. A 
common reason for delay in criminal cases is the 
fact that files get lost and there is an inadequate 
past record of a client. For approximately 
$20,000 funding, a pilot program could be estab­
lished to set up a computer retrieval system. 
If this system was deemed inappropriate, a micro­
filming capability should be granted. 

13. Fund on a regional basis extra personnel for 
assisting state prison inmates in the defense 
of crimes committed inside prisons and with 
problems peculiar to incarceration. Currently, 
the State Defender does not have the personnel 
to defend state prisoners. l\ccordingly, cotmty 
defenders, whose staffs are currently overworked, 
face the additional burden of handling complex 
litigation. By funding a special program in 
each county public defender office where there 
is a state prison, the demand could be met. 

14. There is a need to fund the total costs of mental 
health advocacy through staffing and providing 
support staff. Mental health patients should be 
accorded adequate rights of representation. 
In the overall pictures, these individuals are 
experiencing a penal sanction, since their liberty 
is being depri ved. J~.t present, the cost of 
representing LPS conservatees is borne by the 
counties. The need ·to improve the quality of 
representation is gn:at and in light of projects 
within certain regions should be established to 
guarantee greater quality. 

15. A pilot project. to collect costs of assigned 
counsel should be instituted to study the entire 
area of reimbursement:. Current law permits 
reimbursement to 'the -county by clients who may 
be marginally qualified for public defender ser­
vice. Pilot projects could determine feasibility 
and alternative methods of collection. 

16. A greater share of local budgets should be devoted 
to defense purch~.ses of hardware. The state of 
the art is so advanced that now most felony cases 
are totally on tape. Counties have simply failed 
to provide needed equipment to transcribe or 
listen to tapes (audio). 
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17. A pilot project for combined hiring pool for 
deputy public defenders should be funded. This 
type of program would benefit primarily the Bay 
Area counties which may have many counties withir., 
a small area. A combined personnel hiring program 
would promote efficiency within individual offices 
by cutting down on repetitive interviews. 

18. Fund an exchange program among public defender 
offices. An inexpensive exchange program would 
benefit both offices and give a different 
perspective to both participants. 

Applying these factors to the Part C target allocation 

for courts in California for the 1979 State Plan, the Judicial 

Planning Committee concludes that said allocation should be at 

least equal to the 1978 allocation in order to provide an adequate 

resource, of federal funds to address these needs at the state and 

local levels. Furthermore, there should be no diminution of the 

allocation for prosecution and defense services. 

3. The amount of state and local resources 
committed to courts. 

This factor presents some problems due to the lack of 

a comprehensive and ongoing data base upon which to base a 

commentary. 
However, with the available data gathered by the staffs 

of the Office of Criminal Justice Planning and,the JUdicial 

Council, the following figures can be presented for consideration:. 

For FY 1976-77, the total amount expended at the 

local level for criminal justice activities was $2,040,600,141.­

Local expenditures for courts during that period, excluding facil­

ities, facilities' maintenance, and capital depreciation, was 

$401,745,701, or 19.69%. Expenditures for prosecution and defense 

services at the local level were $159,562,542, o~ 7.82~ for a com­
bined total for courts, prosecution and defense of $561,308,043, 

or 27.5%. At the state level, the available figures for FY 1976-

1977 inol,ude the Californi~ Highway Patrol, State Police v Youth 

Authorit.y-, the Law Enforcement Budget Item of the Department of 
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Justice, the State Public Defender, Department of Corrections, 

and Courts, for a total of $619,533,383. The state level 

expenditures for courts during this period were $48,496,459, 

including the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, Judicial Council, 

State Block Grants to Superior Courts, State Contributions to 

the Judges' Retirement Fund and to the Superior Court Judges' 

Salaries, representing 7.86%. State level expenditures for 

prosecution and defense services were $4G,042,393, or 7.43%, 

for a combined total for courts, prosecution and defense of 

$94,538,852, or 15.26%. On a total statewide basis for FY 1976-
1977, total criminal justice expenditures were $2,691,094,000,9/ 

while the expenditures for courts were $450,242,160, or 16.:7% , and 

the expenditures fO.r prosecution and defense services were 

$205,604,935, or 7.6%. The combined total for courts, prosecu­

tion and defense, therefore; was $655,847,095, or 24.4%. 

I;}espite the above figures, the Sourcebook of Criminal 

Justice Statistics, printed annually by LEAA has reported a figure 

of about 11% per year for the court component of statewide criminal 

justice expenditures in California. This average ranks California 

at about 42nd of the fifty states in the percent of criminal justice 

expenditures allocated to courts, even though we are the largest 

state in the nation. 

Therefore, the JUdicial Planning Committee concludes 

that, in reconciling the FY 1976-1977 expenditures for courts 

in California with the figures utilized by LEAA., a median percentage 

should be used in determining the impact of this figure on the 

1979 Part C allocation for courts, i.e., a minimum of 18.3% 

(16~9% + 19.69%~ 2) should be targeted for court projects exclu­

sive of any other factors addressed in this Addendum. And, for 

, p.urposes of the prosecution and defense allocation, a minimum of 

7.6% should be allocated thereto (7.82% + 7.43% ~ 2). 

9/ The slight discrepancy between" the separate figures for state 
and local expenditures and the total represented here is due 
to the use of updated figures 'for the totals. This difference 
has minimal impact on the final conclusions reached,however. 
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4. The amount of Part C Funds available 
under California's 1979 allocation. 

-For 1979, it is projected that Califorriia's Part C 

allocation will be $26,529,000, of which $6,632,250 will be 

allocated to state and private agencies and $19,896,750 will be 

allocated to the regions. Of these amounts, $1,200,000 will be 

available for new projects at the state and private agency level, 

and approximately $9,000,000 will be available for new projects 

at the local level. When these figures are combined, it appears 

that 38.45% or $10,200,000 of the 1979 Part C allocation will 

be available for new projects. 

Given the fact that the courts at both the state and 

local levels have continued to receive a small proportion of 

Part· C funds despite the urgings of the Judicial Planning Com­

mittee (see Number 7, infra), it appears reasonable that for 

1979 the courts should be able to commence compensating for 

these deficiencies by having a portion of the available Part C 

funds set aside for their potent.ial applications which repre­

sents the past target allocations for courts plus any deficiencies 

in the actual expenditures dedicated thereto. 

Therefore, the JUdicial Planning Committee concludes 

that as the 1978 target allocation for courts was 10%, but only 

6.15% was in fact allocated thereto (see Number 7, infra), the 

1979 Part C allocation for courts from uncommitted funds should 

be no less than 10% plus 3.85% or 13.85% to adequately reflect 

this particular factor. However, a compromise figure of 2% 

would be acceptable to the Committee so as to not place too severe 

a burden on the overall planning process. 

As there was no target allocation for prosecution and 

defense services in 1978, the cornndttee cannot apply a similar 

criteria in this area, but recommends that prosecutors and defenders 

be given equal access to new monies by, at a minimum, maintaining 

their prior year's share of Part C funds, supra. 
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5. The needs of all law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies in California. 

This factor, although not quantifiable, 
can be addressed by the CCCJ's nineteen 
problem statements adopted in 1977, nine 
of which deal with court related matters 
and are listed on the following page. 
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ADOPTED BY CCCJ - APRIL 29, 1'77 

R£COMMrJWED MERGED rrmnl(M STi\ Tll'irrnS 

FROM THE T~P.EE CCCJ COMMITTEES 

~rcnct! OIlI111tlt!t! ,(;UI~"'Htt!c I R.:IJte4 
hr.r Prohlcm Stdt ....... nt of Orillin P'·I\lritv· to:·· 

1 High Incidcllce of juvenile crl .... c and delinquency Olr SerV I 

2 The 'IOpJct of recent nlJjor changes of state law Involv- Process I 
InQ both adult and juvenile systtms 

3 Structure. training and mdnagcment needs of the courts ~ys Supp I 1 
Process B 

4 Inadequate attention to witnesses and victims. partic- Dir Serv 2. 5 & 7 
ularly the elderly. criminally exploited and abused Process 4 
children and sexually abused women 

5 Diversion programs and sentencing alternatives are Process 2 
Inadequate 

6 Need for Improved management thl'oughout the justice Process 2 
system and for Improved training for system personnel Sys Supp 4 
and other agency staff in direct contact with the, 
formal system 

7 Unacceptably high rates of robbery and other theft Oir Serv 3 
crimes against persons 

8 Citizen Involvement In crime r~slstance Is insufflc- Process 3 
lent Oir Serv 9 

9 Heed for research. 'evaluatlon and statistical Sys Supp 3 -
analysis . 

10 Burglary in California Is intolerably high. Oir !ierv 4 
especially residential burglary 

11 Re-entry programs for ex-offenders are Inadequate Process 5 

12 Insufficient personnel in the criminal justice system. 5ys Supp 5 
especially in the courts 

13 Fraud and other offenses against consumers Oir Serv 6 

14 Correctiona,! programs for a 11 agencies are Inadequate Process 6 

lS Classification and prosecution bf arrested persons. Process 7 , 12 
especially repeated offenders. Is inadequate and 
untimely 

1Ii lack of coordination a .... ong criminal justice agencies 5ys Supp 7 
In dealing with organized criminal activities. and Olr Serv 11 
lad of coordination In utilization of criminal just-
'Ice services and facilities. particularly In law 
enforcement 

17 Activities of terrorists including crille Involving Oir Sen 8 
prison-based gangs 

18 Correctional proqrams and facilities for Ilental1y Process 9 
disordered offenders .re Inadequate 

19 Equipment and facilities (other lh.ln tOl!lllUnlcallon Sys Supp 9 
.nd In'on03tlon equipm.ml) are In.ldcqu.l,te and at 
tllleS IneHcctlvely u~ed 

-In lOMr Inst~n(es. probl~ orl9lnatl", In one or MOre c~lttees hive been Iller9~d 
tnto one st.t~nt. . 

M$pe~1'1 fundln'! rtflllm'lIM'oh (for ellUl'h. '"rt E. Juvenile Justice) -mlc" could be 
.. Uslted by p"''1rllMS •• "Iressln', speclltc flrMl ... \. 
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6. The goals and priorites of the 
comprehensive plan. 

The only ongoing statewide effort in relationship to 

this factor is the annual effort of the California Council on 

Criminal Justice (CCCJ) to develop problems and priorities 

statements for LEAA, known as the CCCJ Approved Priority Programs. 

For both 1978 and 1979, the CCCJ has adopted 16 priority programs 

to be utilized in the allocation of LEAA funds in the following 

priority order: 

1. Reduce major crime through community involvement 
programs 

2. Reduce robbery, burglary and related crimes 
by reducing the opportunity to dispose of 
stolen property, better coordinating the 
detection, apprehending and trial of 
offenders, and implementing public prevention 
and community resistance programs 

3. Reduction and prevention of illegal 
trafficking in drugs 

4. Provide assistance to crime victims and 
witnesses through advocacy, service, resti­
tution, preventive counseling and 
education projects 

5. Support the efforts of state and local 
agencies to implement AB 3121 and SB 42 and 
related legislative changes 

6. Support mUltiagency efforts to reduce 
crimes through coordinated apprehension, 
trial and disposition of repeat offenders 

7. Provide for improved re-entry services for 
youthful and adult parolees and other 
ex-offenders 

8. Develop improved management, organization, 
and training in the courts 

9. Improve youth development and employment 
opportunities for young people who are at 
risk of becoming delinquents 
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10. Increase the use of diversion and sentencing 
alternatives in appropriate cases 

11. Expand and improve prevention and diversion 
services to juveniles at risk of becoming 
delinquents by increasing the coordination 
and cooperation and agency accountability 
of public and private agencies 

12. Involve schools in diversion and prevention 
programs to reduce delinquent behavior 

13. Develop coordinated efforts among law 
enforcement, health, welfare, medical, 
educational, legal and other related agencies 
to reduce incidence of child abuse 

14. Improve coordination among criminal justice 
agencies in dealing with organized criminal 
activities 

15. Prevent and reduce senior citizen victimization 
through improved sensitivity in public service 
delivery counseling, education, research and 
training 

16. Provide for research, analysis and evaluatiDn 
of criminal justice data that will improve the 
decision making within the criminal justice 
system 

Of these priority programs, only one, Number 8, is 

devoted exclusively to courts. Nine other programs directly 

interface with the courts: Numbers 2, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 13, 14 

and 16. Thus, it is apparent that the needs of all law enforce­

ment and criminal justice agencies in California are closely 

related to the quality of justice being rendered by the courts 

and are not isolated ther~from. 

Furthermore, in the context of the LEAA program in 

California, other law enforcement and criminal justice agencies 

have historically received the vast majority of LEAA funds to 

the exclusion of the courts (for greater detail, see discussion 

under Number 7, infra). This would seem to indicate that at the 

present time one of the primary needs of these other agencies 

would be to allow greater access to LEAA funds by the courts so 
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that the judiciary's processes and procedures can more effectively 

interface with the rest of the criminal justice system. 

Therefore, the Judicial Planning Committee concludes 

that when considered in an historical contest and in conjunction 

with the CCCJ Approved Priority Programs, the needs of all law 

enforcement and criminal justice agencies in California should 

be addressed, in part, by providing the courts with adequate 

access to a portion of the 1979 Part C allocation, as detailed 

elsewhere in this document. 

7. Written recommendations made by the Judicial 
Planning Committee to the California Council 
on Criminal Justice. 

In its 1978 Principles and Priorities Statement sub­

mitted. to the CCCJ, the Judicial Planning Committee recommended 

the 10% of the 1978 Part C ~llocation be targeted to court 

projects within the Committee's definition thereof, as adopted 

by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning in April 1976. rJni'~~ 

figure was based in part on the figures available from the 

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics published annually 

by LEAA, which indicated that approximately 10 to 11% of the 

total criminal justice expenditures in California was devoted 

to courts. In addition, this figure reflected the committee's 

concern that the courts had received only 4.5% of the 1977 

Part C allocation and 4.55% of the 1976 Part C allocation. The 

court components of the 1978 State Plan were processed by the 

Committee according to this target and the Committee's decision 

based thereon was accepted by the CCCJ with three exceptions -

Regions B, P and R - which the Committee reconsidered at the 

request of the Council. 

The re&ilts of the Committee's 1978 target were as 

follows: 

State level court projects received 3.0% of the 

State and ~rivate Agency Part C allocation, while local court 

projects received 7.2% of the regional Part C allocation, for a 
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combined total of 6.15%, or 3.85% below the 10% target. Further­

more, of the 21 regions, 4 regions had no court projects in their 

plan whatsoever (Regions H, 0, P, and U), 5 regions had less than 

10% allocated to court projects (Regions G,·I, M, Rand T) and 

12 regions had no new court projects whatsoever (Regions B, C, P, 

G, H, I, J, 0, P, Q, T and U). On the positive side, 12 regions 

exceeded the 10% target which was the main factor in the overall 

increase in funding for court projects (Regions A, B, C, D, E, 

F, J, K, :L, N, Q and S) • 

This experience seems to indicate that in its initial' 

stage, the concept of a target allocation for court projects had 

some impact in raising the overall amount of Part C funds re­

ceived by the courts. However, it should be stressed that this 

phenomenon did occur at all levels throughout the state, was 

met with great resistance in many quarters, and was still short 

of the proposed funding level. 

Therefore, the Judicial Planning Committee concludes 

that the 1979 Part C target allocation for court projects should 

attempt to reconcile the deficiency in the 1978 allocation versus 

the Judicial Planning Committee's 1978 target by increasing the 

amount for 1979 by at least 3.85%, barring extenuating circum­

stances verified by the courts so affected. In addressing.this 

factor, the Committee again is willing to accept the compromise 

proposed under factor number four, supra. 

8. Computation of 1979 Part C 
target allocation for courts. 

Based on the discussions under Numbers 1 through 7, 

supra,the following initial target allocation for 1979 court 

projects could reasonably be proposed: 

0 ... • 
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l. Number 1 - increase 1978 target allocation 
b~r 10% = 10% + 1% = 11% 

2. Number 2 - maintain 1978 target allocation = 10% 

3. Number 3 - median percentage of local and 
state expenditure for courts = 18.3% 

4. Number 4 - 1978 target allocation + defi-
ciency in actual 1978 allocation for 
uncommitted 1979 funds (rounded to 
nearest percentage ?oints) = 14% or 12% 

5. Number 7 - same as Number 4 = 14% or 12% 

As factors one, three, four arid five would essentially 

create a target of either 21% or 23%, which would place an undue 

burden upon the overall planning process, the Committee concludes 

that a fair court element of the adequate share for courts, prose­

cution and defense services for FY 1979 should be a target of 15%. 

Insofar as the prosecution and defense services element 

of an "adequate share ll for the FY 1979 Plan is concerned, the Com­

mittee, with the concurrence of the California District Attorneys 

and Public Defenders Association, recommends a 15% target for 

prosecution and defense projects as the data base available is 

incomplete for doing a complete analysis beyond factors one, two 

and three, supra, which point to a target allocation in the area 

of 9% to 13%. This recommendation again takes into account the 

historic lack of priority also given prosecution and defense services 

relative to the other elements of the criminal justice system and 

the need to allow these services to util,ize LEAA funds' to develop 

the level of sophistication which these funds have provided other 

criminal justice agencies. The distribution of ,this share between 

prosecution and defense projects should be based on the present 

overall allocation of, resources and responsibilities between these 

two elements which has been estaimated at 60% for prosecutors and 

40% for defenders. 
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Cepies te: 

Members, Judicial Planning Cemmittee 
Directers, Regional Planning Units 
Presiding Justices, Ceurts .of Appeal. 
Presiding Judges, Superior and Municipal Ceurts 
Clerks .of Ceurts .of Appeal 
Ceurt Administraters/Jury Cemmissieners, 

Superier and Municipal Ceurts 
Clerks, Municipal Ceurts 
Mr. Deuglas Cunningham, OCJP 
Mr. Curtis Straub, LEAA 
Mrs. Jo Wallach, OCJP 
Califernia Public Defenders Asseciatien 
Califernia District Atterneys Asseciatien 
Mini-Bleck Applicants 
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1978 REGIONAL ACTION PLAN COURT COMPONENTS 

PHASE II 

January 1978 

a. Region R (Los Angeles) 

The Committee's original recommendation of "do not 
approve" is reaffirmed pending a special meeting with the Los 
Angeles County Criminal Justice Action Coordinating Committee. 

March 1978 

a. Region M (Santa Cruz, San Benito, Monterey) 

The Phase II Court Component of the 1978 Regional Action 
Plan should be approved and the condition imposed upon Phase I 
should be removed. 

b. Region E (Napa, Sonoma, Solano, Marin) 

The Phase II Court Component of the 1978 Regional Action 
Plan should be approved. 

c. Region B (Lassen, Modoc, Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity) 

The condition imposed upon the Phase II Court Component of 
the 1978 Regional Action Plan has been met and should hereby be 
removed. 

d. Region R (Los Angeles) 

The Phase II Court Component of the 1978 Regional Action 
Plan should be approved and the condition imposed upon Phase I 
should be removed. 

May 1978 

a. Region S (San Bernardino, Riverside, Imperial) 

The Phase II Court Component of the 1978 Regional Action 
Plan should be approved and the condition imposed upon Phase I 
should be removed. 

b. Region K (Mariposa, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus) 

The Phase II Court Component of the 1978 Regional Action 
Plan should be approved. 

ATTACHMENT E 



1979 REGIONAL ACTION PLAN AND 

MINI-BLOCK GRANT APPLICATION COURT COMPONENTS 

October 1978 

a. Region A (Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

b. Region B (Lassen, Modoc, Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

c. Region D (El Dorado, Nevada, Sutter, Placer, Sierra, 
Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

d. Region G (Contra Costa) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

e. Region H (San Mateo) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

f. Region L (Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne) 

The court component and the project therein should 
be approved. 

g. Region M (Monterey, San Benito, Santa Cruz) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

h. Region 0 (Mono, Inyo) 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 
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i. Los Angeles County 

The court component and the projects therein should 
be approved. 

j. Los Angeles City 

The court project element of the mini-block plan 
entitled IIDomest.ic Violence Prosecution Unit ll should be approved. 

December 1978 

a. Region E (Marin, Napa, Solano, Sonoma) 

The court component and the project therein should be 
approved upon the condition that if the one court project in the 
Plan is not submitted for actual funding, then the first and 
second year monies thereby affected should be reallocated to 
another court's project within the region. 
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DISCRETIONARY PROJECTS 

January 1978 

a. Municipal Court Executive Officer - Compton 
Munici.pal Court (Fourth Year) •.................. $50,000* 

The project should be funded upon the condition that the 
applicant revise the work schedule to include a proposed timetable 
as to when the project objectives are to be implemented and their 
impact felt by the court. Furthermore, the Committee will not 
approve a fifth year of funding for the project under any 
circumstances. 

* Project was placed unde£ joint LEAA-OCJP control due to special 
audit conditions requested by LEAA. 



1976 ACTION PLAN 

March 1978 

a. Superior Court Record Kee:)ing System -
Region M .......•..............•................... $2,727 !/ 

The proposed augmentation should be approved. 

b. Juvenile Court Video Tape Orientation -
Region N .. " ................... " .................. $ 8 , 7 0 4 

The proposed project should be approved and the 
application funded with the caveat that the Judicial Plan-
ning Committee is . concerned with the protection of a juvenile's 
constitutional right to be advised of the charges against him, in 
person, by a judicial officer. 

3/ 

c. f .. $ l/ Court Re erral ProJect - Reg~on N ................. 17,217 

The augmentation should be approved upon the condition 
that future grant applica·tions contain an analysis of and j usti­
fication for the cost per referral. 

May 1978 

a. County Clerk Record Keeping System for 
Superior Court - Region M!/ ........•............. $18,515 

The project should be funded. 

Y Augmentation of original grant allocation from reverted 
1976 Part C funds. 

~ Project funded from reverted 1976 Part C funds in 1976. 

3/ Augmentation of original grant allocation from reverted 1976 
Part C funds. 

Y Project title changed from that presented at March 1975 
meeting, supra. 
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1977 ACTION PLAN 

January 1978 

a. Criminal Justice Training Program - Region N ...... $4,388 

The project should be funded. 

March 1978 

a. Court Work Referral Program - Region C ............ $7,552 

The project should be funded upon the condition that 
future grant applications contain an analysis of and justification 
for the cost per referral. 

May 1978 

.v 

a. Mod~c County ~elinquency Prevention Coordinator 6/ 
ProJect - Reglon B ..•.....••.......••.............• $22,872-

The project will be classified as a court project and 
the third year grant application should be submitted to the Judicial 
Planning Committee for review. 

June 1978 

a. Experiment for Court Consolidation Evaluation -
El Cajon Municipal Court - Region U •............... $33,001 

The project should be funded. 

December 1978 

a. Victim Assistance Project - Region N •.....••....•..•. $11,850 

The proposed project should be included in the Amended 
Region N 1977 Annual Action Plan. 

2./ Amount represents 1/3rd of total grant, which is portion 
allocated to nonjudicial personnel training. 

§! A request for reclassification as a court project was submitted 
by regional director in response to initial staff determination 
that project should not be so classified. 
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b. Automated Accounting System - Region N ...........•.. $7,771 

The proposed project should be included in the Amended 
Region N 1977 Annual Action Plan. 

c. Court Appointed Indigent Defender Program -
Region R ...................................... ~ .. $42,432 

The proposed project/grant application should be 
included in the Amended Region R 1977 Annual Action Plan and 
the application should be funded~ 
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1978 ACTION PLAN 

January 1978 

a. Los Angeles Municipal Court Project - Region R ....... $67,500 

This project should be included in the 1978 Regional 
Action Plan and the application should be funded upon the condition 
that the proponent submit a detailed statement as to the evaluation 
component of the project. 

March 1978 

a. Sentencing Alternatives Program - Second Year -
Region J .. 111 ..................................... 8 ••••• $80,548 

This project should be funded upon the condition that 
future grant applications should contain an analysis of and 
justification for the cost per referral. 

b. Law and Justic7 Systems Information Project - 7/ 
Phase II - Reglon G ..............•..............•.... $50,631-

The project should be funded upon the conditions that: 

1. The project narrative be revised ·to indicate impact 
upon or services that will be made available to county clerk's 
court clerks division. 

2. An examination be made of. San Joaquin Court Improvement 
Project to determine which of its aspects may be transferable or 
capable of utilization by Contra Costa. 

3. Consideration be given to having an outside party 
familiar with court automation programs perform the ongoing evalua­
tion of the project based on the success this approach has had in 
other federally funded projects. 

May 19'/8 

a. Legal Research Attorney - Region M .................... $15,446 

The project should be funded. 

21 Represents 1/3rd of total project cost. 
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b. Joint Court Administration - Region S ....•....•.... $23,564 

The proposed project should be included in the 1978 
Regional Action Plan and the application should be funded. 

c. High Desert Juvenile Intervention Project -
Region S ..... ~ ....................... ............... $95,509 

The proposed project is not a court project requiring 
Judicial Planning Committee review. 

d. Stanislaus County Court Referral Program -
Region K ........................................... $26,968 

The proposed project should be included in the 1978 
Regional Action Plan and the application should be funded. 

e. Imperial County Court Improvement Projects -
Region S ..................................... 9 ••••• $27,653 

Action on the proposed project was deferred pending clari­
fication of several questions regarding the application submitted 
to the Committee. 

f. Employment Sentence Program - Region S ............. $68,445 

The proposed project should be included in the 1978 
Regional Action Plan and the application should be funded upon the 
condition that the project narrative be revised to include: 

1. An advisory or governing board representative of the 
total community, upon which sits at least one judge of the referring 
courts; 

2. A mechanism by which the program can consult with the 
courts on program operation. 

g. Regional Legal Research Assistance - Region L ...... $10,000 

The project should be funded. 

August 1978 

a. Imperial County Municipal Court Improvements 
Projects - Region S .........•... ...........•....... $28,933 

The project should be included in the Region S 1978 
Regional Action Plan and the application should be funded upon the 
condition that the training portion of the grant be revised to 
reflect how the project will develop testing and certification 
standards for entry level personnel and promotional examinations. 
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b. Law and Justice Systems Information Project ~ 
(Phase II) - Region G ...•........•................ $37,974 

The court component of this project should be funded. 

September 1978 

a. Delinquency Prevention Coordinator (Third 
Year) - Region B .....................•............ $18,317 

The project should be funded. 

October 1978 

a. Central Warrants Bureau/Warrants System - ~/ 
Region D .......................................... $170,000 

The project should be included in the amended Region D 
1978 Regional Action Plan. 

b. Alternative Sentencing Project - Region D ......... $39,615 
(augmentation) 

The proposed augmentation should be approved. 

December 1978 

a. Central Warrants Bureau/Warrants System -
Region D ....... " ........ f';., ••••••••.•••••••••••• ~ ••• «1$172,598 

The project should be funded. 

Court component represents approximately 1/4th of total 
project cost. 

Funded with reverted funds from de funded Concilio Young 
Adults Diversion Project. 
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1979 STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY PROJECTS 

September 1978 

a. Workshops on Criminal Case loads (Third 
Year) - Judicial Council .............•.•......•. $ 54,000 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
State and Private Agency Plan. 

December 1978 

a. Implementation of Statewide Lower Court Criminal 
Case Transcription Capabilities - Judicial 
Council .......................................... $200 ,000 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
State and Private Agency Plan. 

b. Updating and Reprinting of the Center for Judicial 
Education and Research's Judges Benchbook and 
Manual - Judicial Council ................•....•.. $119,826 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
State and Private Lgency Plan. 

c. California Continuing Judicial Studies Program -
Judicial Council ....................•............ $135,000 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
State and Private Agency Plan. 

11 



1979 ACTION PLAN 

September 1978 

a~ Automated Municipal Court Traffic System -
Region H ..................•....................... $50,000 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
Regional Action Plan and the grant application should be funded 
upon the condition that the project narrative is revised to include: 

1. A specific description of the costs of the system in 
providing each of the tasks required of it; 

2. A statement of a clear commitment to publish by a 
specified date related to the grant award a comprehensive plan 
describing (a) the tasks necessary to achieve each objective and 
produce each product expected from the system, (b) the process to 
be utilized to set the dollar cost of the initial project and the 
maximum allowable dollar cost of operating the information system 
after the project is completed, and (c) provisions for an advisory/ 
policy/steering committee, including membership, to assure the 
efficient development and implementation of the project and to assure 
that the project is kept within the objectives determined by those 
utilizing the system; 

3. Specifications as to the security precautions for 
protection of the data base and preservation of privacy and con­
fidentiality that will be incorporated into the system. 

October 1978 

a~ Criminal Writ Clerk Program - Region H .............. $19,800 

The proposed project should be included in the 1979 
Regional Action Plan and the grant application should be funded. 
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TO: Directers, Regiena1 Planning Units 

FROM: Melvin E. Cehn, Chairman 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Cemmittee 

DATE: January 23, 1978 

SUBJECT: Pelicy en Review ef Augmentatien fer Ceurt Prejects 

The Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Cemmittee met 

en January 19, 1978 and adepted the fellewing pelicy which is 

effective immediately: 

The Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Cemmittee 

will censider requests fer augmentatiens ef existing ceurt 

prejects'enly where the preject prepenent establishes that 

ebjective, determinable, and unfereseen contingencies have 

created the necessity fer an augmentatien. I£ no. such shewing 

is ferwarded to. the Cemmittee, the augmentatien will net be 

actedupen by the Cemmittee, er disappreval thereef will be 

recemmended to. the Office ef Criminal Justice Planning. 

Cepy to.: 

Mro Deuglas R. Cunningham, OCJP 

ATTACHMENT F 
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TO: Directors, Regional Planning Units. 

FROM: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager ~ 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: March ·17, 1978: 

SUBJECT: Additional Data Requirements for Continuing 
Court Projec'cs Grant Applications . 

At its March 13, 1978 meeting, the Judicial Criminal 
Justice Planning Committee det.ermined that the process of 

reviewing continuat'ion grant applications for court projects 

would be enhanced by including data. on the projecb's accomplish­

ments during the prior year (s·) • 

Therefore, please notify your staff and any court 

project applicants in your region who nave continuing grants 

which will come before the. Judicial Planning Committee that 

we will need a section entitled "Accomplishments" at·tached to 

continuation applications in order for the Committee to approve 

the project. ';l'his.section should. specifically delineate what 

the project achieved in its prior year(s) which would justify. 

its continuation. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in 

this matter. 

Copies to: 

Members, JUdicial Planning Committee 
Mr. Nate Manske, OCJP' 
Mr. Arnie Beck, OCJP 
Mr. Doug Brown, LEAA 

ATTACHMENT G 
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TO: Directors, Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units 

FROM: Hon • Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 'lug L, 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: March 13, 1978 

SUBJECT: Grant Application Review Criteria for 
Nonjudicial Personnel Training Projects 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Judicial 
Criminal Justice Planning Committee under Penal Code Section 
13830 to assist the Office of Criminal Justice Planning in the 
" ••• effective planning and implementation of court projects 
••. ", the Judicial Planning Committee has adopted the attached 
Grant application Review Criteria which will be applied in re­
viewing all future nonjudicial personnel training projects. 

These criteria are intended to indicate solely the 
factors the Committee will use in making its recommendations 
on these projects to the California Council on Criminal Justice 
and the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. They are not 
meant to dictate. the internal management structure and/or on­
going program operation of these projects. The Committee is 
fully cognizant that its responsibility does not enter into 
the internal decision-making processes of applicants but is 
limited to assuring the development of quality grant projects 
in the courts area. 

The effective date of the criteria will be April 1, 
1978 and they will apply to all nonjudicial personnel train-
ing project grant applications submitted after that date, includ­
ing those for on-going projects. 

Attachment 

Copies to: 

Mr. Nate Manske, OCJP 
Members, Judicial Planning Committee 

ATTACHMENT H 





Definition 

GRANT APPLICATI~N REVIEW CRITERIA FOR 

NONJUDICIAL PERSONNEL TRAINING PROJECTS 

A nonjudicial personnel training program is a federally 

funded project which establishes within a court (or courts on a 

single or multi-county basis) an ongoing, comprehensive training 

program for new as well as existing nonjudicial employees. The 

program should not have previously existed within the codrt or 

courts in a formal sense and should provide an in-house capacity 

to effectively train nonjudicial personnel in the performance of 

their assigned tasks. It should fUnction under the direction of 

the court administrator, where one exists, or the clerk of the 

court, and should be consistent with any applicable county 

personnel training policies. The'courtadrninistrator may,how­

ever, delegate such du,ty to an appropriate county official. 

The project should address the overall and specific 

training needs of each staff component while utilizing the most 

comprehensive techniques possible for the delivery of educa­

tional services and materials. Where practical, its design 

should include promotional incentives for employees, as well as 

monetary or compensatory time remuneration for participants in 

those programs scheduled after normal working hours. 

The project should result in substantial improvements 

in the quality of the individual work product, in the level of 

service provided to the public and in a more efficient court 

operation. 



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

GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

A nonjudicial personnel training program grant appli­

cation should meet the following minimum guidelines. 

The program should have: 

1. The court (or courts) as its sole sponsor. In no 

instance should the sponsor or project director be outside the 

court (or courts) which will benefit from a nonjudicial personnel 

training program unless with the consent of the court~r courts) 

to be served. 

2. A qualified staff from within or without the court 

(or courts) and adequate resources sufficient to: 

(a) Identify specific training needs (through 
oral interviews or written questionnaires) and assess 
existing staff's educational levels and preferences 
for training delivery; 

(b) Review existing training materials used in 
other jurisdictions and evaluate the effectiveness 
thereof; 

(c) Prepare curricula, updatable procedural 
manuals, glossaries of commonly used terms, and visual 
aids which cover the basic California judicial system 
as well as the various workflow procedures for each 
division (criminal, civil, small claims, traffic, 
jury, probate, juvenile, family law, etc.). of the 
subject court (or courts); 

(d) Develop testing and certification standards 
for entry level and promotional examinations (in 
conjunction with county personnel departments, where 
applicable) which evaluate a,n individual's grasp of 
the requisite knowledge for the handling of specific 
tasks within a working division of a court (or courts); 

(e) Provide potential trainers (line supervisors) 
with instruction in the most effective methods of training 
subordinates; 
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(f) Maintain and administer the program on a 
permanent basis once the grant has expired. 

3. A specific description of when, where and how 

training sessions will be held, including provisions for the 

compensation of employees who participate in those training 

programs scheduled after normal working hours where feasible. 

4. A specific description of the existing training 

equipment available in-house or on a loan basis from outside 

county agencies to be utilized or a similar description of 

such equipment which must be purchased to implement the program. 

5. A statement as to the expected general impact of 

the training program upon the operation of the court (or courts) 

and a timetable which indicates when the impact will take effect. 

6. A specific description of the evaluZ!.t.ion c!:'i teria 

to be applied by the court (or courts) in determining the success 

of the project, both<in terms of continued federal funding and 

eventual assumption of the project cost by local government. 
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·TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Directors, Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units 

Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning .Committee 

July 6, 1978 

Grant Application Review Criteria for 
Court Automation/Information Systems 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Judicial Crim­
inal Justice Planning Committee under Penal Code section 13830 
to assist the Office of Criminal Justice Planning in the 
" ••• effective planning and implementation of court projects ••• ", 
the JUdicial Planning Committee has adopted the attached Grant 
Application·Review Criteria which will be applied in reviewing 
all future court automation/information systems prcjects. 

These criteria are intended to indicate solely the 
factors the Committee will use in making its recommendations on 
these projects to the'California Council on Criminal Justice and 
the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. They are not meant to 
.dictate the internal management structure and/or ongoing program 

.. operation of these projects. The Committee is fully .cognizant 
that its responsibility does not enter into the internal decision­
making processes of applicants but is limited to assuring the 
development of quality grant projects in the courts area. 

The effective date of the criteria will be July 1, 
1978, and they will apply t.O all court automation proj ect grant 
applications submitted after that date, including those for 
ongoing projects. 

Attachment 

Copies to: 

·Judicial Planning Committee 
.Mr. Nate Manske, ·OCJP 
.Mr. Doug Brown, LEAA 

ATTACHMENT I 





DEFINITION 

GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

FOR 

COURT AUTOMATION/INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS 

A court automation/information systems project is a 

federally funded program which develops and applies automated 

processes to existing manual or data systems within a court for 

the calendaring and management of cases and/or the ·gathering and 

maintenance of data required for the day to day operations of 

the court. Such programs should be implemented only where there 

is sufficient data volume processed and used in the court to 

justify the conversion from a manual to an automated system, or 

where there is a commitment .to develop the system in support of 

those utilized by other justice agencies. 

The project may address, in part, a determination of 

what type of automated system is most suitable for a particular 

court. However, given the present amount of information available 

on various systems which have been installed and are in develop­

ment, much of this preliminary analysis should be done prior to 

submitting the application, and only a small proportion of the 

total project cost should be devoted to such a feasibility study .. 

As these types of projects, once implemented, repre­

sent an on-going fixed cost in the court's budget, careful 

consideration should be given to what these costs will be in 

advance and to assuring that the applicable funding body is 

willing to approve these expenses in the court's annual fiscal 

requests. 
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GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 
I 

A court automation/information system grant applica­

tion should meet the following minimum guidelines: 

The program should have: 

1. A specific description of: the administrative 
needs of the court upon which (a) the system 
will be predicated, (b) the particular problems 
to be addressed by the system's application, 
(c) the work products that will be required of the 
system including documentation, (d) when those 
products will be made available to the court, and 
(e) the costs of the system in providing each of 
the tasks required of it. 

2. Specifications as to (a) whether the system is an 
integrated or a dedicated information system, 
(b) the overall operation of the system, (c) speci­
fications as to whether the system is capable of 
being linked up with other criminal justice irifor­
mation systems in the county and state, which is 
encouraged, and (d) whether it will result· in 
improved court management decision making and/or 
improved clerical processing. 

3. Provisions for central administration and manage­
ment of the EDP program to oversee the implementation 
of the project. 

4. Provisions for adequate support staff and resources 
to carry out the project, and a specific description 
of who the participants will be in the project. 

5. Concise delineations of those project areas in 
which the court will be delegated authority 
and/or responsibility. 

6. A statement as to (a) the general impact of the 
system application(s) upon the functions of the 
court and on. other justice related agencies, 
(b) why the particular system has been selected, 
and (c) a proposed timetable as to when the 
attainment of such impact is expected. 
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7. A clear commitment to publish, by a specified 
date related to the grant award, a comprehensive 
plan for the project to include: 

(a) Supervision and assignments of work 
segments to the agencies involved, and 
a specific description of the priorities 
for each major objective or goal's 
achievement. 

(b) The requirement and process for prior 
court approval of project plan changes. 

(el Statistics and related reports which will 
be used to monitor the project's progress. 

(d) A clear description of the liaison to be 
maintained with other public or private 
agencies concerned with the project. 

(e) A clear description of the process to be 
utilized to assure the court's commitment 
to make any required reorganization of 
work processes and/or organizational 
structure indicated as a result of 
implementing the system. 

(f) Identification of the tasks necessary to 
achieve each objective and produce each 
product expected from the system. 

(g) A clear description of the process to be 
utilized to set the dollar cost limit on 
the cost of the initial project and the 
maximum allowable dollar cost of operating 
the information system after the project 
is completed. 

(h) Provisions for an advisory/policy/steering 
committee, including membership, to assure 
the ef=icient development and implementa­
tion of the project and to assure that 
the project is kept within the objectives 
determined by those utilizing the system. 
Where a committee 'is in existence prior to 
the submission of the application which can 
fulfill this function, said body may be so 
designated in the grant narrati.ve. 



8. Specifications as to the security precautions 
for protection of the data base and preserva­
tion of privacy and confidentiality that will 
be incorporated into the system. 

9. A specific description of the evaluation 
criteria to be applied in determining the 
success of the project, both in terms of the 
system's impact upon the effectiveness and 
efficiency of court operations and the project's 
progress/performance. 
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l TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Directors, Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units 

Hon .. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman /1,4. ( C_· 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

September 29, 1978 

SUBJECT: Grant . Application " Review Criteria for 
Post-Trial Placement Projects 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Ju~icial 
Criminal Justice Planning 'Committe'e under Penal Code section 
13830 to assist.the. Office' of Criminal Justice Planning in the 
n ••• effectiye·planning and implementation of court projects ••• ", 
the Judicial Planning Committee has'adopted the attached Grant 
Application Review Criteria which'vlil1 be applied in reviewing 

. all future post:-trial placement projects. 

, .These criteria are intended to indicate solely the 
·factorsthe C;ommi ttee w.i11 use in making its recommendations 
on' ,these'projects to the Cali£ornia Council 0l1. Criminal Justice 
and ·the~ Office of' Criminal Justice P lanning~ 'They are not meant 

.. to'~dictate . the internal management structure and/or ongoing 
. progr~: ope'ration of these projects. .The Committee is fully 
cogni'zant'that its 'responsibility does not enter into the 
internal decision~making processes of applicants but is limited 
to, assuring .. the development of quality grant projects in the 
courts area. 

The effective date of the criteria will be October 1, 
1978, and they will apply to all post-trial placement project 
grant applications submitted after that date, including those 
for.ongoing projects. 

Attachment 

Copies to: 

JUdicial Planning Committee 
Mr. Nate.Manske, OCJP 
Mr. Curtis Straub, LEAA 

ATTACHMENT J 
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DEFINITION 

GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

FOR POST-TRIAL PLACEMENT PROJECTS 

A post-trial placement project is a federally funded 

pr9gram which provides to trial courts and probation depart­

ments sources of placements for convicted criminal defendants 

other than county jails, state prisons, or community service. 

Such a project may also serve the purpose of providing'the courts 

with data on defendants to allow the exploration of the feasi­

bility of making such a placement, i .. e., a diagnos'tic clinic. 

Restitution or SB 38 echo 890, Stats. 1977) projects also are 

included within this category. 

Such programs should be developed in close coordination' 

with the trial bench and local probation departments. They' 

should be utilized only where existing resources are unable 

to supply the need services provided by the project. The pro­

gram should also be consistent with existing, sentencing ,policies 

within the county'and .clearly related to enhancing the rehabili­

tation of convic,ted offenders and thereby reducing the rates 

of recidivism. 
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GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

A post-trial placement project grant application 

,should meet the following minimum guidelines. 

~he program should have: 

1. The court or probation department as' its sponsor. 

2. A-statement as to ,why existing resources are unable to 
provide the .. services to be' provided by the project. 

3. Support from the ma.jority of the judges in the courts utilizing 
the project for the con'cept' ,and implementation of -the project. 

4 •. Operational guidelines" for the program which has been 
developed with-input including a representative group of 
judges from all courts utilizing the project • 

. 5. Clear.ly 'stated screening criteria to determine an individual's 
_ eligibility to participate in the program including such 

factors as: 

.a.Previous criminal record and probation/parole 
experience. 

b.' ~Persona~ -stability, i.e., length. of time in 
community, type of family life, driving record • 

. c •. Educational background, i.e.,I.Q. and interest 
and job ability. 

d. ~esting for employment related skillsa 

6. A statement as to the minimum number of placements the 
program will be able to make under the proposed budget. 

7. A statement as to the method of supervision and follow-up 
to be applied to the individuals placed by the program. 

8. A statement. as to the type of data base that will be maintained 
to monitor the progress of the project and the individuals 
placed ,therein. 

9. Clearly stated and agreed upon evaluation crit~ria that 
will be utilized to determine the success of the'·project. 



TO: Directors, Regional Planning Units 

FROM: Han. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman -u" ~ c-­
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: September 29, 1978 

SUBJECT: Revised Grant Application Review Criteria 
for Court Referral Programs 

At its September 25', 1978 meeting, the Judicial 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee adopted a revision· to its 

grant application review criteria for court referral projects. 

The revision, which can be found unner Item No. 4 of the 

criteria, establishes minimum standards for the allocation of 

funds in the various budget categories for these projects. 

These standards were initially proposed to the Committee by the 

Association of California Court Referral Programs. 

As the revised criteria are effective October 1, 1978, 

we would appreciate your disseminating the attached document to 

the directors of any existing or proposed LEAA sponsored court 

referral projects in your region at your earliest convenience. 

Cop~es to: 
Members, JUdicial Planning Committee 
Mr. Nate Manske, OCJP 
Mr. Curtis Straub, LEAA 



DEFINITION 

GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

FOR COURT REFERRAL PROJECTS 

(Revised 9/78) 

A court referral program is an agency directly affi­

liated with local government or operating under its sponsorship, 

usually at the county level, which places selected, sentenced 

offenders into community service for a stated number of hours 

or days in lieu of, or in addition to, fines or jail sentences. 

The sentencing' court determines eligibility, length of service, 

and the ti.me frame within which the work is to be completed. 

Court referral prqgrams carry out their mission by 

referring assignees to tax-supported or non-profit private 

agencies' for performance of services which upgrade the effective­

ness of such agencies to the benefit of the public. It is 
preferable that priority be given to sending referrals to a 

broad base of public or taxpayer supported agencies. 

~~ile the largest category of assignees is probab~y 

of low income for whom payment of a fine would be an undue 

hardship, the efficacy of the approach is not limited to 

such personsG 
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GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

A court referral program grant application should 

meet the following minimum guidelines: 

The program should have:. 

1. A public sponsor and an advisory or governing board 
representative of the total community, upon which 
sits at least one judge of the referring courts. 

2. A separate and distinct staff (with no other primary 
function) with adequate time and resources to 
develop and administer the program. 

3. A staff of persons who reflect through vocational, 
education and/or life experience the ability to 
handle adequately not only prograrn mechanics, but 
communications 'with court personnel, user agencies, 
assignees and the community at large. 

4. A budget which meets the following allocation 
standards: 

a. Personal services/benefits should not be 
less than 60%, nor more than .85%, of the 
total project cost. 

b~ Travel should not exceed 5% of the total 
project cost. 

c. Consultant services should not exceed 5% 
of the total project cost. 

d. Equipment should not exceed.5% of the 
total project cost. 

e. Supplies/operating expenses should not 
exceed 20% of the total project cost. 

Any project which exceeds the above standards 
should submit an explanation and justification 
therefor" 

s. Clearly stated evaluation criteria, specifically: 

a. The screening procedures to be developed 
for applicants: 



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

b. The methodology for training and 
assisting community agencies on 'how to 
best use court referred volunteers; 

c. The procedures for providing follow up 
service and solving placement problems; 

d. The mechanisms to provide the courts with 
timely and accurate progress reports; . 

e. The mechanisms whereby records will be 
maintained on the number of referrals 
assigned, accepted, where assigned, 
demographic breakdowns, number of hours 
served, number of community agencies 
served, and projections for subsequent 
years. 

6. A mechanism by which the local courts and/or 
probation department can review the program. 

7. A mechanism 'by which the prolgram can consult 
with the courts on program operation. 

8. Written standards for partic::'ipatirig user agencies 
with plans for periodic reevaluation • 

. . 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Directors, Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units 

Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

SUBJECT: Grant Appli'caticm Review Criteria for 
Microfilm/Court Records Systems Projects 

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Judicial 
Criminal Justice Planning Committee under Penal Code section 
13830 to assist the Offl.ce of Criminal Justice Pla:nning in the 
" ••• effective planning and implementation of court projects," 
the Judicial Planning Committee has adopted the at~t.ached Grant 
Application Review Criteria which will be applied in reviewing 
all future microfilm/court records 'systems projects. 

These cri·teria are intended to indicate solely the 
factors the' Committee will use in making its recomml:mdations 
on these projects to the California Council on Criminal Justice 
and the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. They are not meant 
to dictate the'internal management structure and/or ongoing 
program operation of these projects. The Committee is fully 
cognizant that its responsibility does not enter into the 
internal decision making processes of applicants, but is limited 
to assuring the development of quality, grant projects in the 
courts area. 

The effective date of the criteria will be January 1, 
1979, and they will apply to all microfilm/court records systems 
project grant applications submitted after.that date, including 
those for ongoing projects. 

Attachment 

Copies to: 
Judicial Planning 'Committee 
Superior and Municipal Court Administrators 
County Clerks 
Mr. Nate Manske, OCJP 

ATTACHMENT K 





------- - --- --- ------- -I 
GRANT APPLICATION REVIm"i CRITERIA 

FOR MICROFILM/COURT RECORDS SYSTEMS PROJECTS 

DEFINITION 

A microfilm/court records systems project is a federally 

funded program which is geared to modernizing the methods utilized 

by a court in maintaining, updating and managing its records. 

Such a project may be housed in either the administrator's or 

the clerk's office and may involve microfilm, microfiche t or 

ultrafiche technologies. 

These programs should have three related primary goals: 

(1) increasing the efficiency of the court's record keeping 

process; (2) increasing the cost effectiveness of the record 

keeping process; and (3) reducing the amount of physical space 

required to store the court's records. These three goals should 

be accomplished by reucing the number of man-hours required to 

run the records system, by reducing the nlwber of duplicative efforts 

required to run the records system, by reducing the overall costs 

of materials for the records system, and by T.educi~g the retrieval 

time required to gain access to records. 

It is essential that this type of project inrlOlve close 

coordination with all the users of the court's records system 

and those individuals who provide it with input. It should also 

be based on a clear understanding of both the present and long­

term record keeping needs of the particular court involved. 



GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

A microfilm/court records systems project grant 

application should meet the following minimum guidelines: 

The program should have: 

1. A clear and concise description of: 

a. the present record keeping system of the 
court, its costs, and why it is inadequate 
and/or inefficient; 

b. the present retrieval process and why it 
is inadequate. 

2. A statement as to the alternative ways in which 
the present system,might be improved and why 
the method selected for the project is most 
responsive to the needs of the court and its 
users. 

3. Identification o.f specific departments/divisions 
to which the new system will be applied, i.e., 
will it be applied to a particular division, 
such as civil or criminal, to all divisions, 
or selected divisions. 

4. If the purchase of equipment is involved, a 
statement as to the criteria which will be 
used in selecting the equipment, including: 

a. the weight to be given each criterion; 

b. the process whereby vendor's proposals 
will be solicited and evaluated; 

c. what existing equipment can be utilized 
in an effort to minimize costs. 

5. If the implementation of microphotographics is 
contemplated, a statement as to how the system 
will interface with the existing records manage­
ment system within the court and with the' 
systems being utilized by other "state'and local 
criminal justice agencies. 
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6. A statement as to the initial training of 
personnel that will be conducted to assure the 
smooth conversion from the old system to the 
new one. 

7. A description of the provisions being made for 
the continuing adaptation of the new system 
as needed. 

8. Provisions for cocumenting the microfilm 
operating procedures and the mechanisms 
whereby such documents will be updated. 

9. An estimate as to the ongoing personnel 
required for, and the costs of maintaining, 
the new system once it has been initiated, 
and indication of the court's commitment to 
maintain them. 

10. A description of the provisions made to 
assure conformity with the requirements of 
the Freedom of Information Act and similar 
public access requirements. 

11. A description of the security precautions to 
be incorporated into the system to guard . 
against improper access, destruction or loss of 
records, including the provisions to limit 
improper access to documents that are sealed. 

12. A detailed timetable for the implementation of 
the proposed process/system and the individual 
tasks thereon. 

13. A quantifiable procedure whereby the proposed 
process/system is to be evaluated. 
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TO: Directors, Regional Planning Units 

FROM: Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE; September 29, 1978 

SUBJECT: Revised Grant Application Review Criteria 
for Court Referral Programs 

At its September 25, 1978 meeting, the Judicial 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee adopted a revision to its 

grant application review criteria for court referral projects. 

The revision, which can be found under Item No. 4 o£ the 

criteria, establishes minimum standards for the allocation of 

funds in the various budget categories for these projects. 

These standards were initially proposed to the Committee by the 

Association of California Court Referral Programs. 

As the revised criteria are effective October I, 1978, 

we would appreciate your disseminating the attached document to 

the directors of any existing or proposed LEAA sponsored court 

referral projects in your region at your earliest convenience. 

Copies to: 

Members, Judicial Planning Committee 
Mr. Nate Manske, OCJP 
Mr. Curtis Straub, LEAA 

ATTACHMENT L 
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DEFINITION 

GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

FOR COURT F.EFERRAL PROJECTS 

(Revised 9/78) 

A court referral program is an agency directly affi­

liated with local government or operating under its sponsorship, 

usually at the county level, which places selected, sentenced 

offenders into community service for a stated nwuber of hours 

or days in lieu of, or in addition toifines or jail sentences. 

The sentencing court determines eligibility, length of service, 

and the time frame within which the work is to be completed. 

Court referral programs carry out their mission by 

referring assignees to tax-supported or non-profit private 

agencies for performance of services which upgrade the effective­

ness of such agencies to the benefit of the public." It is 

preferable that priority be given to sending referrals to a 

broad base of public or taxpayer supported agencies. 

While the largest category of assignees is probably 

of low income for whom payment of a fine would be an undue 

hardship, the efficacy of the approach is not limited to 

such persons. 
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GRANT APPLICATION REVIEW CRITERIA 

A,courtr.eferral program grant application should 

meet the following minimum guidelines: 

1. 

2. 

4. 

The program should have: 

A public sponsor and an advisory or governing board 
representative of the total community, upon which 
sits at least one judge of the referring courts. 

A separate and distinct staff (with no other primary 
function) with adequate time and resources to 
develop and administer the program. 

A staff of persons who reflect through vocational, 
education and/or life experience the ability to 
handle adequately not only program mechanics, but 
communications with court'personnel, user agencies, 
assignees. and the community at large. 

A budget ,which meets the following allocation 
standards: 

a. Personal services/benefits should not be 
less than 60%, nor more than 85%, of the 
total project cost. 

b. Travel should not exceed 5% of the total 
project cost. 

c. Consultant services should not exceed 5% 
of the total project cost. 

d. Equipment should not exceed 5% of the 
total project cost. 

e. Supplies/operating expenses should not 
exceed 20% of the total project cost. 

Any project which exceeds the above standards 
should submit an explanation and justification 
therefor. 

5. Clearly stated evaluation criteria, specifically: 

a. The s,creening.'procedures to be developed 
for applicants; 
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b. 'Ihe methodology for training and 
assisting community agencies on how to 
best use court referred volunteers; 

c. The procedures for providing follow up 
service and solving placement problems; 

d. .The mechanisms to provide the courts with 
timely and accurate progress reports; 

e. The mechanisms whereby records will be 
maintained on the number of referrals 
assigned, accepted, where assigned, 
demographic breakdowns, number of hours 
served, number of community agencies 
served r and projections for subsequent 
years. 

60 A mechanism by which the local courts and/or 
probation department can review the program. 

7. A mechanism by which the program can consult 
with the courts on program operation. 

8. Written standards for participating user agencies 
with plans for periodic reevaluation. 
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':2Q:: Directors, Regional Planning Units,. and 
County Administrative Officers 

FROM: .Mel.vin E. Cohn, Chainnan, 
Judicial criminal Justice Planning Cornmitt~e . 

. DA'FE : May 1.5,. ~9 78 

SUBJECT: Judicial Planning committee's Policy and Procedures 
for. Processing Mini-Block Grant Applicat~~o~n~s~ ____ __ 

Pursuant to its responsibilities under Penal Code 

sections 13'83'0-13834, and under the Omnibus Crime Control Act's 

1.976 amendment.s, the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

has adopted the following policy and procedures'for processing 

rr.tini-block grant applications:. 

1. The Judicial Planning Committee's target alloca­
tion for court projects (10% for fy1978, 15% 
for £y 1979) will be applied against the total 
regional allocation, regardless of whether. any 
mini-block grant applications are submitted 
from within the region. 

2. In accordance with existing procedures applicable 
to 't'egional plans, mini-block applicants should 
forward their application to the Judicial Planning 
Committee at the same time it is forwarded to OCJP. 

3D The Judicial Planning Committee's Principles and 
Priorities/Judicial Program Statement shall, where 
applicable, be directed towards mini-blocks on the 
same basis as they are applied to regional plans. 

4. The. technical assistance services. of the Judicial 
Planning Corrnni.ttee. staff shall be made available~ 
to mini-block applicants in the same manner as 
·they are made available to the regions. 

Copies to: 

Members, Judicial Planning Committee' 
Mr. Douglas'R. Cunningham, OCJP 
Mr. Doug Brown;, LEAA 

8-7836Z ATTACHMENT M 





TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Directors, Regional Planning Units, and 
County AdministJ:"ators 

/'I}~ £ L..-' Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman, -I 

Judicial Crimi.nal Jus tice Planning Committee 

May 2, 1978 

SUBJECT: Judicial Planni.ng Committee Data Requirements 
for Review of Court Components of 1979 
Regional Plans/Mini-Block Grant Applications 

Although the Judicial Planning Committee is well aware 

of the enormous paperwork requirements being placed upon planners 

in developing regional plans and mini-block grant applications, the 

Committee is likewise concern~d with assuring the expeditious review 

of the court components therein. Therefore, we wish to provide you 

with a specific list of data we will require in order to process 

your 1979 Plan/Mini-Block application. Please be sure that your 

staff is aware of these requirements and that the data is forwarded 

to us along with your Plan/Mini-Block application. 

Any 1979 Regional Plan/Mini-Block application forwarded to 

the Judicial Planning Committee shall include statements detailing: 

1. A description of the planning process utilized for 
courts·, L e., methodology for involving the courts, 
surveys or meetings utilized for gathering data on 
courts, assistance provided from Judicial Planning 
Committee staff or other relevant agencies; 

2. A listing of all project proposals generated by 
the courts, including those which fell below the 
funding level, and a description of the priority/ 
funding process applied to these projects; 

3. A statement of any problems which were encountered 
in involving the courts in the planning process 
and what steps were/are being taken to alleviate 
them. 

Copies to: 

Mr. Douglas R. Cunningham, OCJP 
Mr. Doug Brown, LEAA 
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TO: Directors, Regional Planning Units 

FROM: Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman /y\lL2 G 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: March 13, 1978 

SUBJECT: Model Courts Planning Descriptor for Regional 
Planning Boards in California 

Pursuant to its statutory responsibilities, the Judicial 

Criminal Justice Planning Committee has approved the attached 
document entitled "A Model Courts Planning Descriptor for Regional 

Planning Boards in California." The purpose of this document is 
to provide the regions with inforlnation which may assist them in 
improving the involvement of the courts in their ongoing planning 

processes. As the regions tend to be separated along single and 
multi-county lines, the Descriptor addresses s.uch situations 

separately, although there are factors essential to effective 

planning that are common to both environments. 

The development of this document was based upon the 

experiences of Regions Nand Q, which the Committee considers 

to be models in this area. Tony Enea and Mal King have indi­

cated their willingness to share their ex~eriences with other 
regions as requested. 

The Committee recognizes that this document, as are so 

many others distributed by it, is purely of an advisory nature. 

However, it is the sincere hope of the Committee that all those 
receiving it will give it careful and deliberate consideration. 

Copies to: 

Members, Judicial Planning Committee 
Mr. Douglas Cunningham, OCJP 
Mr. Ray Davis, Chairman, CCCJ 
Presiding Judges, Superior and Municipal Courts 
Mr. Doug Brown, LEAA 
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MODEL COURT PLANNING DESCRIPTOR 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

(Adopted March 13, 1978) 

I.. SINGLE COUNTY REGIONS 

The regional planning process for courts in regions 

enco~passing singl;; counties would be enhanced by adoption of 

the following process or a variation thereof. 

A. Provisions should be made for the presiding 
judges of the superior and municipal courts 
to serve on the planning board on an ex officio 
basis. 

1. For purposes of continuity, it would also 
be advisable to have one judge from each 
court serve on the planning board on an 
ongoing basis. 

2. The court administrator or clerk of court 
for each court should also be included on 
the planning board either on a formal or 
informal basis. 

B. The regional planning unit staff should develop 
an annual process whereby it develops a listing of 
major issues facing the courts and criminal justice 
agencies as a focal point for commencing the 
problems and needs identification process. 

C. The regional planning unit staff should meet with 
all or as many judges of the superior and municipal 
courts on at least a semi-annual basis to identify 
the problems and goals which they view as being 
highly important. 

1. Such meetings can be held on an individual 
basis, in conjunction with the judges' 
regularly scheduled monthly meetings, or in 
a specially scheduled weekend or evening 
meeting. . 
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2. This process should also include at least one 
joint meeting of the judges of the superior 
and municipal courts. 

II. MULTI-COUNTY REGIONS 

The regional planning process for courts in regions 

encompassing more than one county would be enhanced by the 

adoption of the following process or a variation thereof. 

A. One staff analyst from the regional planning 
unit should be assigned the responsibility for 
all judicial process programs and projects. 

B. Each county in the region, and the courts within 
each county, should have an initial planning 
process for identifying their own individual 
needs. 

1. This process may be furthered by distributing 
the annual regional Part C allocation to each 
county on a population/crime level/existing 
resources-expenditures' formula. ' 

2. The county comlni ttees should have' adequate, 
judicial participation similar to that 
suggested for single, county regions, supra •. 

3. Part of the county committees' responsibilities 
should include identifying problems and needs, 
establishing county program priorities, and 
recommending to the regional planning board a 
prioritized list of projects for funding. 

C. The staff of the rpu should take an active role in 
gathering data on the problems and needs of the 
courts and in presenting this data to judges, 
administrators and court support agencies. 

1. A judicial process survey (Attachment A) in 
each county is one way of deyeloping such 
data. 

2. The data base which is developed by'this 
process should be used to develop recommenda­
tions for the courts for potential program 
areas and alternative proposal ideas for 
possible funding. 
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III. GENERAL PROPOSALS FOR ALI. REGIONS 

The regional planning process for courts in all regions 

would "be enhanced by the adoption of the following concepts or a 

variation thereof. 

A. An application of the Delphi exercise or similar 
technique to establish long term goals which are 
articulated in sufficient detail (see Attachment 
B). The development of a planning process which 
recognizes the independence of the judicial branch 
of government but. which encourages projects which 
advance cooperation, consolidati.on and systems 
integration. 

B. A recognition of the responsibility of rpu staff 
to encourage court officials to become involved 
in the planning process. 



'RESULTS OF THE TULARE COUNTY 
JUDICIAL PROCESS qURVEY 

OCTOBER, 1975 

A judicial process survey of needs and problems was sent to each 
superior, municipal and justice court, as well as to the district 
attorney and public defender. The survey responses were received from 
the four superior court judges, three municipal court judges and from 
four of the six justice court judges, as well as from the district 
attorney and public defender. 

Of the 14 problem areas listed, three were judged to be serious. All 
responses were tabulated and averaged on the following nmnerical weight­
ing scale: 

1.00 = Of trifling importance. 

2.00 = Not serious. 

3.00 = Serious. 

4.00 = Very serious. 

5.00 = Critical. 

Presented below are the top three problems, as rated by each type court 
and office, along with some comments on resolving the problems. 

#1 Judicial Guidelines for Limiting the Granting of Continuances 

Unne.cessary delay and increased cost result from continu.ances which 
are caused by many fact.ors. No sanctions exist on' moving attorneys. 

Justice Court !.1unicipal Court Superior Court 

3.00 4.33 2.00 

pistrictAttorney Public Defender Total 

.3.00 2.00 3.22 

Comments on Solutions: 

"Set forth in rules of court rea'sons -for which -continuances will be 
granted and -impose sanctions 'against attorneys for unreasonable non­
compliance." 

• "l1ore judges and more la'Viyers." 
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~2 Inconsistent and Unfair Plea Neqotiation 

Critics say the process causes extra lenient sentencing for guilty 
pleas, poor efficiency due to last minute bargaining and a reduction 
in the deterrent effect of law. No firm data are available. 

Justice Court f1unicipal Court ~uperior Court 

3.33 3.33 3.00 

District Attorney Public Defender Total 

3.00 1.50 3.05 

Comments on Solutions: 

"Abolish plea negotiation. If this is not done, then at least the 
practice of change of venue and judge shopping should be controlled." 

• "Increase services to weed out poor cases before complaints,are filed 
and ability to set case for trial with knowledge ·that it definitely 
will go. II 

fr:3 Competent Interpreters Meetinq Minimum Qualifications and Standards 

~he use of interpreters suggests the need for establishing the level 
of language qualification necessary, the level of legal knowledge nec­
essary and the precise latitude permissable in interpretations. A 
pilot program may determine minimum qualifications. 

Just.ice Court r-lunicipal Court Superior Court 

2.33 3.00 2.00 

District Attorney Public Defender Total 

3.00 3.00 2.66 

Comments on Solutions: 

.. "Legislation." 

• lI~raining., qualifying procedu::es and schooling should be made 
available. n 

"A pilot program to establish needs and.qualifi.cations." 
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The remaining' problems included in the survey were determined not to 
be serious. These problems, along w~th the ratings, are listed below: 

Effective and Efficient Calendar I4anagement** 

Training Programs and Educational Opportunities for 
Prosecutors, Defenders and Court Personnel* 

Consolidation of Appearances for Pretrial !-1otions 

Restriction of the Scope of Preliminary Hearings 

More Uniform Pretrial Release Alternatives that Ensure 
Appearance and !1inimize Unnecessary Hardship 

Efficient Utilization of witness Service 

Preliminary Examination at Two Levels of Court*** 

Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Diversion Programs 

Professional Administrative Services for Courts, 
District Attorneys, and Public Defenders 

Electronic Recording Equipment in Court Proceedings 

Lack of Coordination and Cooperation Among Criminal 
Justice Agencies 

2.44 

2.44 

2.44 

2.44 

2.44 

2.33 

2.33 

2.22 

2.16 

2.00 

2.00 

*Rated as a serious problem 'by justice and superior court,judges 
and district attorney. 

**Rated as a serious problem by municipal court judges and district 
attorney. 

***Rated as a serious problem by justice and municipal court judges. 

Prepared by staff, Central California Criminal Justice Planning 
Board. 
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DESCRIPTION OF TIIE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM IN 1980 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

By 198J, the law enforcement subsystem of Ventura Region will have: 

1.. a rapid access computer-assisted (central) records system 
PROJECT: Central Law Enforcement Records Index 
STANDARDS: NAC* 24.1, 24.2, 24.3, and 24.4. 

2. a single training academy 
PROJECT: Goal achieved in 1975 
STANDARDS: NAC 16.2, 16.3, 16.4, 16.5, 16.6, 16.7; ABA 7.4. 

3. a coordinated multi-channel communications system with car-locator 
capability 

PROJECT: Multi-Agency Coordinated Communications System 
STANDARDS: NAC 23.1, 23.2, 23.3. 

4. fully developed diversion programs 
PROJECT: (Corrections Improvement Program, Diversion Resources 

Seminar and Adult Diversion Project)** 
STANDARDS: NAC 4.3; ABA 7.1 and 3.1. 

5. an ethnic and sex composition which closely approximates the ethnic and 
sex composition of the community 

PROJECT: Criminal Justice Minority Recruitment Project 
STANDARDS: NAC 13.3, 13.6; ABA 7.3. 

6. a more cost-effective delivery system for services (patrol, investiga­
tive and other support services and equipment) 

'>~ROJECT: (Law Enforcement Delivery System Study and Model 
. Evaluation Project) 
STANDARDS: NAC 8.3 and 5.2. 

7. a crime rate which does not surpass the rate in 1974 by more than 5% 
and a clearance rate of property crimes which will have increased by 
1% each year 

PROJECT: Crime Specific Squad 
STANDARDS: NAC, Burglary reduced by at least 50% by 1983. 

8. substantially reduced the availability of illicit narcotics 
PROJECT: (Tactical Narcotics Squad) 
STANDARDS: NAC 9.8 and 9.10. 

*References to standards from 
Standards and Goals Report: 
Urban Police Function (ABA). 

the National Advisory Commission on Cr~minal Justice 
Police ONAC) and the ABA Standards Relating to the 

**Parenthesis denotes funding from some source other than target allocation. 
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COURTS 

By 1980: 

9. the Municipal and Superior Courts will be unified and all court support 
services will be consolidated 

PROJECT: (National Center for State Courts Study of Consolidation) 
and Court Consolidation 

STANDARDS: NAC B.l.* 

The court will have: 

10. a computer-assisted case- and offender-following information system 
PROJECT: Criminal Justice Information System - Phase IV 
STANDARDS: NAC 10.2, 11.1. 

11. a percentage of ethnic and sex composition of staff which closely approx­
imates the ethnic and sex composition of the community 

PROJECT: (County Affirmative Action Program) and Criminal Justice 
Minority Recruitment Project 

STANDARDS: NAC 10.4. 

12. an improved jury and witness management system 
PROJECT: Criminal Justice Information System - Phase IV 

(Municipal and Superior Court Jury Management Consolida­
tion Project) and Improvement of Adjudication Project 
(includes Witness Utilization Activity) 

STANDARDS: NAC 10.6. 

13. evaluations of various rehabilitation programs 
PROJECT: (Unified Corrections Project and Model Evaluation 

Program) 
STANDARDS: NAC Corrections 15.4. AR~ Standards Relating to 

Sentencing Alternatives and Procedures 7.5. 

14. reduced delay so that trials are held within sixty (60) days 
PROJECT: Legal Research Assistant (Management Analysis) 
STANDARDS: ABA 2.2 and NAC 6.2. 

IS. decreased the percentage of persons with whom the courts must now deal 
through expansion of diversion programs 

PSRlUECT: Corrections' Improvement Program 
T~~ARDS: NAC 2.1, 2.2. . 

16. reduced sentence bargaining 
PROJEt7r: (The Criminal Justice Executive Committee and the 

Judicial Process Task Force will consider ways to 
achieve this goal during the next few months.) 

STANDARDS: NAC 3.1, ABA 4.1 and Pleas of Guiltr 3.1. 

*References to standards from the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals Report: Courts (NAC) and the ABA Standards Relating to the 
Function of the Trial Judge (ABA). 
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COURTS (continued) 

17. court attaches 'who make the arraignment and other court processes more 
understandable to defendants before judges assume the bench 

CORRECT! ONS 

By 1980: 

PROJECT: Laboratory County Education Project 
(Train court attaches to perform this function) 

STANDARDS: ABA 2.2 and NAC 6.2. 

18. the corrections process will be administered by a department of 
corrections 

PROJECT: Goal accomplished in 1975 
STANDARDS: NAC 10.1, 10.2, 12.5, 16.4.* 

19. those in the corrections system will have a computer-assisted informa­
tion system with offender-following capability 

PROJECT: Criminal Justice Information System - Phase IV 
STANDARDS: NAC 15.3, 15.4, 15.5. 

20. probation officers will move from the casework approach to the manage­
ment and utilization of community resources 

PROJECT: (Unified Corrections Project) 
STANDARDS: NAC 14.8, 10.2, 7.1, 7.3. 

21. corrections will more extensively utilize the assistance of community 
agencies which will provide services gratuitously or under contract 

PROJECT: (Unified Corrections Project) and Youth Services Bureau 
STANDARDS: NAC 7.1, 7.2, 7.3. 

22. employment services for offenders will be expanded and some form of 
stipend provided during job finding periods 

PROJECT: (Unified Corrections Project and M.D.T.A. Project) 
STANDARDS: NAC 11.10. 

23. the ethnic and sex composition of corrections staff will closely 
approximate the percentage of ethnic and sex composition in the 
service areas of corrections facilities and programs 

PROJECT: (County Affirmative Action Program) and Criminal Justice 
System Minority Recruitment Project 

STANDARDS: NAC 14.1, 14.2, 14.3, 14.4. 

*Standards are from Corrections Report of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
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TO: 

FROM:' 

DATE: 

Presiding'Judges, Superior and Municipal Courts; 
court Administrators/Clerks, Superior and 

Municipal Courts 

Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman ~ ~_L/ 
Judicial Criminal J~stice Planning Committee 

Sep'tember 29, 1978 

.. SUBJECT: Effective Court Projects Funded by LEAA in California 

The"'.Judicial'Criminal Justice Planning Committee, as 

~ a -part .of i.ts. 'ongoing respoIlsibili ty to coordinate the development 

of federally funded court projec'ts in California, has adopted a 

procedure whereby completed court.projects which have had a 

-major positive impact in improving the operations of a court and 

which are capable of transferability elsewhere can be designated 

as an "Effective Court' Project." 

The first annual process for designating such projects 

has just been completed by xhe·Committee. Attached you will 

find a packet describing each project designated as ~n ftEffective 

Court Project" for 1978. We hope you will carefully review these 

projects to determine if it may have some potential applicability 

to your court. Should you then desire additional information, 

feel fre·s to contact the person listed on the project description 

or the Judicial PlanningCommittee's-Project Manager, Mr. Jon Pevna • 

. AsI indicated above, we .irttendto make this an annual 
process whereby .the ,tri:alcourts. will be kept abreast of the 

positive influences federal funds may. have in their continuing 

efforts -to impro.ve. the ..administration .of justice. 

Attachment 

Copies to: 

Mr. Douglas R. Cunningham, OCJP 
Mr. Curtis Straub, LEAA 
Directors, Regional Planning Units 
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9-78362 

LEAA FUNDED 

EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA - 1978 

Designated by 

THE JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

September 25, 1978 





EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Automated Court Information System (ACIS) -
San Bernardino Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1974 to 1978. 

3. Major Objectives of the Project: (A) Provide a centralized 

computer data base for information on criminal and civil 

cases; (B) Provide such data on demand, to all system users 

via teleprocessing terminals; (C) Produce Calendars, Regis-

ter of Actions, Case Activity Reports, Probation Referral 

Reports, Subpoenas, Notices to Attorneys, Case Filing Indexes, 

Arrest/Disposition Reports, Judicial Council Reports, and 

Statistical Reports. 
I 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: (A) Studied manual 

systems and procedures in the courts and in each department 

likely to use the ACIS; (B) Designed outputs to satisfy user 

needs; (C) Designed data base capable of storing all needed 

data for all types of cases; (D) Used one court location as 

test site, and tlexported" system to other courts after system 

shakedowni (E) Trained existing clerical staff to operate 

teleprocessing equipment; (F) Consulted with users at each 

point in development. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to 

the Court as a Result of the Project: (A) "Soft" savings 

result from having the computer assume many clerical chores, 

thus freeing time for clerks to do other work; (B) "Hard" 

savings result from reduction in need for extra help; 

(C) Accumulative savings will occur in future years as 



staff increases prove to be smaller than would be needed 

without ACIS; {D} For the first time, the court has data 

instantly available on cases in progress at all of its 

geographical locations; (E) District Attorney and Public 

Defender can now be informed automatically if a defendant is 

involved in some other matter anywhere in the county; {F} Al-

though exceptionally comprehensive, system has much potential 

to increase its benefits and its beneficiaries (e.g., to law 

enforcement) • 

6. ~(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: All types of trial or appellate courts, and even 

a Supreme Court. 

7. Contact Person : Mr. Donald Crmvell 
Executive Officer 
San Bernardino Superior Court 
(7l4) 383-2861 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Court Systems Improvement Program -
San Joaquin County Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1975 to 1978. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: To establish an auto­

mated Superior Court Calendaring, Court Records Management 

and County-wide Warrant Systems totally" integrated wi tp. ·the 

Criminal Justice Information System. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: 

A. ,!g\STER COURT CALENDARING SUB-SYSTEM 

1. Phase I - Automate the "At-Issue", producing an index on 
a daily basis of all civil actions (completed). 

2. Phase II - Inco~porate criminal calendar schedule into the 
existing system for Superior Court only. 

3. Phase III - Expand the system capability to· handle Stockton 
Municipal Court and ultimately the outlying courts. 

4. Phase IV - Place the System on~line providing terminal 
access to the calendar. 

5. Phase V - Determine feasibility and design criteria for 
the complete automation of the calendaring process. 

6. Phase VI - .Implement the computerized calendaring system 
on a court-by-court basis, and only after each subsequent 
phase proved successful. . 

B. COURT INFORMATION MANAGEMENT SUB-SYSTEM 

1. Phase I - Determine the feasibility of, and develop a 
computer assisted microfilm storage and retrieval system 
for :all criminal and civil filings within the Superior 
and Municipal Courts. 

2. Phase II - In conjunction with Phase If automate the 
Register of Action, incorporating all commonly referred to 
data in the file. 

3. Phase III - Place the register of action file on-line 
providing terminal access for direct update and inquiry~ 
Implement on a court-by-court basis. 
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C. COUNTY-WIDE WARRANT SYSTEM 

The specific objective of this sUb-system would be to augment 
the PIN System by providing a county-wide management and 
control system for the servicing of warrants by law enforcement 
agencies. 

1. Phase I - Allow access to the PIN depository of warrants to 
all other law-enforcement agencies within the county. 
Status: In Process - The data communication message 
switching network presently under development provides for 
this needed access. 

2. Phase II - Automate the warrant issuing procedure for 
Superior Court and Municipal Court. Develop an automated 
data interface between the San Joaquin County automated 
warrant issuing system and the Alameda County PIN System. 
Status: Portions of this process are partially complete 
for Stockton Municpal Court only. The warrants are 
automatically issued by the parking andrnovingviolation 
system. All other warrant issuing procedures, however, 
must be automated. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: 

CRIMINAL & CIVIL CALENDARING SYSTEMS 

The greatest benefit of the calendaring systems has been in 

the area of labor savings and increased accuracy. Information is 

now immediately available via CRT Terminals as opposed to the 

manual method of retrieving "files from the shelves. The calendars 

are printed via an on-line printer as opposed to being typed by 

clerical personnel. 

COURT RECORDS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

The Court Records Management System has provided the clerical 

support personnel to the Superior Court with the ability to retrieve 

information regarding court cases in a much more timely fashion. 

Further, the updateable microfiche system provides all court 

personnel with the ability to retrieve information quickly even 

though the actual case folder is not available. 
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COlffiTY-WIDE WARRANT SYSTEM 

The County-Wide Warrant System provides for better control and 

increased serviceability of arrest warrants. Increased revenues 

based on increased control and serviceability should more than 

offset the operational costs of the system. Other benefits s'uch 

as on-line accessabi1ity to arrest warrants would increase the 

effectiveness of law enforcement personnel. 

6. !ype(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Both Superior Courts and Municipal Courts. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Al Flor 
Assistant County Clerk 
San Joaquin County 
(209) 944-2481 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Word Processing Application Segment of 
Criminal Justice Information System -
Phase III - Ventura County Superior Court 

2. Years of Fede;.:ral Funding: 1976 to 1977. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: Standardization and 

timely completion of minute crders of the Superior Court; 

more effidient use of higher staff classifications. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: The machines are 

producing criminal, order to show cause, default, law and 

motion, probate, mental health calendar minute orders; 

eliminated the need of two staff persons in heavy calendar 

departments. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Timely (within 24 hours) 

completion of minute orders; more efficient use of higher 

classifications and experienced staff; two less paid staff 

producing minute orders; annual rental cost of machine and 

annual salary of operator equal to annual salary of higher 

classification. 

6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Any court that uses standard information and 

produces minute orders. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Hank Rodgers 
Executive Officer 
Ventura County Superior Court 
(805) .654-4000 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Superi.or Court Administrative Officer -
Fresno County Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1973 to 1976. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: The major objective of 

the project was to free the Superior Court Judges from all 

administrative functions of the court; thus, allowing them 

to devote full time to carrying out their judicial duties. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: The project achieved 

the objective by employing a full time court executive officer 

who, under the direc·cion of the Presiding Judge of the 

Superior Court, assumed responsibility for the administrative 

functions of the court as set fClrth in the California Ruletj 

of Court--Standards of JUdicial Administration. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: The Presiding Judge of 

the Superior Court is now able to devote a majority of his 

time to judicial dutiesu According to the five-year trend 

report by the Administrative Office of the Courts, Fresno 

County Superior Court, in 1973, when this project started, 

disposed of 612 cases per judicial position and ranked 41st 

out of 58 counties. In 1977, the court disposed of 1,125 

cases per judicial position and ranked seventh out of 58 

counties. In .addition, through better coordination of the 

calendar and jury management, the Superior Court jury cost 

was reduced from $704 per case in 1973 to $556 per case in 

1977. 
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6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Courts with three or more judges. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. J. J. Johnson 
Executive Officer 
Fresno County Superior Court 
(209) 488-1625 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Executive Assistant to the Presiding 
Judge - San Francisco Municipal Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1973 to 1975. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project; The executive assistant 

would relieve the presiding judge of several important admin-

istrative duties, assist in court management. By improving 

co~rt management techniques, the assistant would eliminate 

wasteful in-court time and more effectively utilize judicial 

manpower. The activities of the executive assistant would 

allow the court to attempt innovative programs, pay attention 

to problem areas and utilize services previously neglected 

due to lack of administrative manpower or time. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: During the funded 

period, the executive assistant accomplished the following 

tasks: 

Review and update all money h9-ndl~ng procedures in tpe 
traffic and criminal divisions. 
Review proposed security program for Hall of Justice and 
~ssist the Department of Public Works in implementing 
that program. 
Review and assist in implementation of automated traffic 
citation system. 
Review and assist in design and implementation of the 
automated criminal calendar and indexing program. 
Review, modify and update crim'inal record procedures. 
Review inventory and complete judges f libraries. 
Codify and index minutes of judges' meetings. 
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5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: 

We have funded a permanent position since 1975. The position 

continues to meet the objectives as outlined in question 3. 

The responsibility remains to review and modify the computer 

systems in criminal and traffic divisions. The project has 

continued to review and update all aspects of the operating 

procedur~s in civil, criminal and traffic divisions. The 

assistant handles all grant-funded projects and the develop-· 

ment of a continuing in-house training project for super-

visors and middle manager5. The assistant has also assisted 

in developing job descriptions, implementing new tasks and 

eliminating unnecessary tasks or functions. The assistant 

has also eliminated or simplified numerous court forms, 

improved facility utilization and management, and updated 

record management policy and procedure. 

6. Type (5) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Courts with a presiding judge in need of executive 

assistance regarding nonjudicial administrative duties. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Dwight Clark 
Executive Assistant to the Presiding Judge 
San Francisco Municipal Court 
(415) 558-2636 

10 



EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Trial Court Delay - Legal Research Assistant -
San Joaquin County Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1975 to 1978. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: To reduce trial court 

delay in civil and criminal cases by providing the court with 

more timely legal research. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: All of the goals 

have been either met, or will be, by the end of the project 

(July 31, 1978). 

A. Study and prepare reports and make recommendations on writs of 
mandate or habeas corpus, from criminal defendants to the 
criminal court judges. 

Study and analyze files and records on.appeal in order to 
ascertain what portions of said files and records are directly 
involved in the issues before the Court, and to prepare 
informal memoranda to the judge or judges regarding the results 
of such study and analysis. 

Study memoranda of law subm~tted. by counsel to determine the 
legal issues that must be decided by the judges; locate, read 
"shepardize" such cases and statutes; review and condense the 
legal literature relating to such issues; and to summarize the 
results of such studies for the judge. 

B. To reduce trial court delay in civil matters by providing 
'legal research assistance to Superior Court Judges in order to 
minimize time spent by them in conducting research on matters 
taken under submission so that bench time for trying cases 
can be increased. Thus, this project will focus on that phase 
of the judicial process which begins after a contested matter 
has been argued and submitted and ends when the matter has 
been decided. The specific objectives of the project are to 
stabilize at not more than 15 per cent' the amount of judicial 
time expended in conducting research and to establish as not 
more than 30 days the average time each matter is under 
consideration prior to judgment being entered. 



A highly qualified legal research assistant was retained to 
assist all judges in arriving at decisions with dispatch. 
The assistant researched oldest cases first; he reviewed 
case files and judicial notes, conducted necessary research, 
and prepared alternative and recommended decisions. Ample 
data is available to assess the extent of the project's 
fundamental assumption that such assistance allowed the 
calendar to proceed at a tempo which resulted in a significant 
decrease in trial court delay. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: 

One oi the primary goals of-the ~rial Court Delay project 

is to study and process writs of Habeas Corpus with the intent 

of reducing court delay between the initial filing and final 

disposition of petitions. 

Three significant results have been and are being achieved 

with respect to criminal writs processed by the Legal Research 

Attorney assigned to this project: 

A. Better service to the community in that 86% of all 

petitions are processed within 14 days. This compares 

to only 13.5% prior to this project being funded. 

B. Reduced court delay by processing the average writ in 

10.3 days after receipt. This compares to 87.8 days 

before this project began. 

C. No backlog of unprocessed Habeas Corpus writs exists 

today. 
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6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to utilize a Similar 

Project: All Superior and Municipal Courts. 

7. Contact Person: Robert A. Haughwout 
Legal Research Attorney 
San Joaquin County Superior Court 
(209) 944-2481 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Court Commissioner Project, San Francisco 
Municipal Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1973 to 1974. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: The traffic trial 

commissioner would provide for summary dispositions of minor 

traffic violations through the immediate appearance and, by 

stipulation, judge trials. This would streamline the process-

ing of these cases and release valuable prosecutor and judge 

time for more serious criminal matters. Valuable judicial 

time would be available for reassignment by the municipal court. 

CCCJ Courts Task Force objectives to be met included: 

(1) reduction of de1aYi (2) providing operational assistance 

for the court, and (3) alternatives to existing judicial 

action. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: In relation to 

objective 1, the time required to schedule and hear traffic 

offenses was substantially reduced. 

In relation to objective 2, this freed judicial time for 

other felony matters. 

In relation to objective 3, this proved to be a viable 

alternative. 

s. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That ,Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: We have funded a permanent 

position since 1974, and the project continues to meet the 



objectives of 1 and 2. It also reduces overall cost since 

it is not as expensive to operate a commissioner's department 

as a judicial court department. It allows for a large volume 

of cases of lower gravity to flow through the system. 

6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Courts handling a volume of traffic matters. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Jerrold Levitin 
Court Commissioner 

10-78362-

San Francisco Municipal Court 
(415) 558-5202 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Marin County Volunteer Work Program 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1976 to 1978. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: To provide a mechanism 

for implementing community service sentencing alternative 

assignments for the courts of Marin County. 

4. 'How the Project Achieved the Objectives: By establishing 

working relationships with about 200 pri.vate, non-profit and 

public agencies which use volunteers; by interviewing and 

referring sentenced offenders assigned to community service; 

by following progress of these clients and reporting same to 

the courts; by participating in inter-county referral procedure 

for clients convicted in jurisdictions outside their home 

'communi ties; by working with probation and parole staff whose 
• 

clients referred to us; by accepting and training student 

interns from local community collegei by collecting, develop-

ing and reporting da'taj by participating in statewide CRP 

association. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or' (:~ost~Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of ,the "Project: Facilitating of a sentencing 

alternative which .is, clearly highly regarded and heavily used by 

our Municipal Court judges and, occasionally, by Superior Court 

judges and,'increasinsrly, by -juvenile court; providing a buffer 

against a chronic jail population crisis; providing a ~anction 
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for segment of offenders who typically default on fines or 

at the least cost the system heavy expense in collection 

efforts; provide a II humane II alternative. 

6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Any court involved in sentencing procedures. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Drew Hall 
Director 
Marin County Volunteer Work Program 
(415) 479-1100 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJBCT 

1. Name of Project: Los Angeles County Municipal Courts 
Planning and Research Unit 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1973 to 1976. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: 

Tfic Planning and Research Uriit was created to address 
these shortcomings by achieving the following. broad. 
objectives: 

To develop communication among municipal 
court judges in order to coordinate and 
centralize individual reform efforts; to 
collect and disseminate information needed 
for judicial policy making. 

~ To clearly identify court problems in the 
county justice system. To research, plan 
and implement operational programs designed 
to resolve priority problems identified by 
the Municipal Court Judges. 

To establish channels of communication from 
~he Municipal Courts to the Superior Court, 
law enforcement agencies, corrections 
agencies, Public Defender, District Attorney, 
City Attorney, and dther governmental and 
privat~ groups so that they might assist one 
another in resolving common problems. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: 

·The Plannin a and Research Unit·has produced meas~rable 
.improvement; in the operations ~nd quali~y.of the cr~minal 
justice system. It has done th1s by str1v1ng to ach1eve 
~ree hroad goals: 

Jncrease communication among judges; 

:lncrease communication between- ·"the courts and 
other justice agencies; 

Provide the courts with a research and planning 
c~pabili ty. 
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Specific examples of the Planning-Unit's efforts to improve 
communication are: 

a. Preparation and dissemination of maior 
reports to assist ln juo1cial polic2 making. 

This category includes, for example p a legal 
analysis of a new claim and delivery procedure 
in California, the role of commissioners, 
and the appointment of private attorneys in 
criminal cases where the Public Defender has 
declared a conflict. (Thesc.reports, entitled 
respecth"c ly ":-\C\": Claim and Deli very Proccdure", 
Court Commissioners Interim Report!' and "Penal 
Code 987.2 Appointments Study and Recommendations", 
are included in Part 5 of the Appendixo) 

b. Preparation and dissemination of legislative 
reports. 

At six-week intervals, the Unit prepares and 
disseminates to all municipal court judges and' 
Clerks a comprehensive report of recent 
iegislative proposals and activities affecting 
the courts. The report indexes each relevant 
bill according to its subjec~ matter and aut40r 
and includes a summary of the content and 
status of the bill. At the conclusion of each 
session the Unit prepar.es a list of' bills that 
have been enacted and distributes it to the 
judges. This service enables judges to adjust 
their procedures where required by newly-~ 
enacted legislation. (One edition of this 
Legislative Report can be found in Part 5 of 
the Appendix.) 

In addition to the Legislative .Report~ the 
Unit has prepared an extensive analysis of the 
numerous and complex proposals for,'state-'\·dde 
court reorganization. As a're~ult of this 
study~ the Unit is recognized throughout the 

. state as an authority on court,reorganization. 
(For a copy of this Report enT.itled "Analysis: 
Califo~nia Court Reorganization Legislation 
t~rough 1973" see f!!.t' 5 of the :Appendix). 
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c. Memoranda and letters ln response to requests. 

The Unit has prepared numerous Memoranda and 
letters in response to requests for information 
or legal analysis from judges, County Supervisors 
and justice agencies. 

d. County-wide mailings. 

The Unit has increased the flow of information 
to judges by means of Project Announcements 
and Progress Reports. 

An Announcement explains a major project in 
detail and invites judges and other interested 
parties to contact the staff member who is 
directly responsible for the project. In 
response to these Announcements: judges 
frequently request assistance in the 
implementation of similar programs in their 
districts. . 

A second maj or goal of the Planning and Research Unit is 
to establish communication between the municipal courts and 
other justice agencies. 

The tremendous extent of this interagency communication is 
recorde~ in the Unit's Telephone Logs and Contact Sheets. In 
addition, the lists of agencies contacted·~uring each 
three-month period are inclu4ed in all Quarterly Reports. 
(Quarterly Report copies can be found in Part 2 of the 
Appendix. ) 

One indjcation of the level.of communication between 
municipal courts and other agencies is the increase in 
~articipation of staff members on formal and informal 
interagency committees. Staff memb~rs provide committees 
~ith information on municipal court operations and 
policies, and often convey the views of municipal court 
judges. 

'i'he interagency committees in which staff members have 
participated includes: 

Task Force on Juvenile Alcoholism 

Alcoholic Detoxification and Rehabilitation 
Center Advisory Board 

Municipal Court Clerk's Procedure Manuals 
Task Force 
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Ad Hoc Committee on. Trial Court Reorganization 

4> Civil Commitment Program Committee 

• Ad 'Hoc Criminal, Justice Committee on Mental 
Heal~h Procedures ~ 

- Ad Hoc "Bail-By-Mail" Task Force 

.. Automated Index Stee~ing Commi tt'ee 

'Criminal and Civfl Casefollowing a'nd Calendaring 
Steering Committee 

Steering Committee on Expanded Traffic Record 
System 

In addition, the Chief'Planner meets wi~~ :riminal justice 
planning units from other justice' agencies to coo:r;dinate 
activities and exchange information. 

The third major goal of the Unit is to provide municipal 
courts with the research and planning capability to 
implement operational programs to resolve justice system 
problems. 

The Planning Unit has. permitted judges to act as managers; 
their guiclanc.~ 1:ogetrler with the Unit r s staff servi'ces have 
been directly responsible for the implementation of a 
number of programs which have "produced measurable 
imp~ovement in the operations and quality of the criminal 
justice system." 

Three major projects stand as examples. These projects 
should be considered separately from the major research 
efforts and memoranda previously discussed. ·They are: 

1~ The Alcoholic Detoxification Center 

(Implementation of Penal Code Section 647ff) 

2. The "Bail-By-~failrr project .. 
. 3. The "PASS" System (Probation and Sentencing 

Subsystem) 

(.Ue>relopment of a computerized criminal 
histo~y i~formatiQn system). 
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5. Ongoing Benefits or cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: It is difficult to analyze 

the cost-effectiveness of bringing the municipal courts into 

more active participation in criminal justice planning. If 

the Unit had not been created, municipal court judges would 

not have its services available~ the Unit's projects would 

not have been accomplished and, at beet~ judges may have 

performed some of these tasks at a sacrifice of time from 

their judicial duties. However, individual projects under-

taken by the Unit have produced cost/benefits of their own. 

In the future, the Unit plans to emphasize cost/benefits 

to a much greater extent as a criterion for prioritization 

of projects by the Advisory Committee. 

6; Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: All Municipal Courts. 

7. Contact Person:. Mr. William Soroky 
Director 
Los Angeles Municipal Court Research 

and Planning Unit 
(213) 974-6181 
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EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Model Record Keeping System for Small 
Superior Courts - Humboldt County 
Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1977 to 1978. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: (a) Obtain more 

modern, efficient equipment for Register of Action and Files; 

(b) Update forms; (c) Reduce record keeping space; (d) Increase 

reliability of records. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: Once the equipment 

was obtained.- the clerk commenced process of converting our records 

and training the staff to utilize the equipment and forms 

in the most efficient manner. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: The open shelf filing used 

in a combination with outcards has minimi~ed the lost. or 

misfiled files. Space has been maximized or will be as the 

old cabinets are removed. Personnel time which was used 

searching for files and waiting for the availability of the 

Register of Actions has been saved. 

6. ~e(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Most superior courts. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Donald R. Michael 
Humboldt County Clerk 
(707) 445-7503 
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1. Name of Project: 

EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

Records Management Information/Retrieval 
System - Santa Barbara County Superior Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1974 to 1975. 

3. The Major Objectives of the Project: Case file consolidation; 

microfiche application to current files; more responsive 

records system; acceleration of document flow; greater file 

security and control. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: Open shelf file units 

replaced 50 year old closed drawer units; microfilm equipment 

was purchased and installed; office procedures manuals were 

written to assist the staff; employees were hired and trained. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Net gain in valuable office 

floor space; consolidation of the Register of Actions; 

Minutes and Judgments Books into one; ability to use micro-

fiche in lieu of hard copy file; current security copy of 

the case file is produced. 

6. Type,(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: All trial and appellate courts. 

7. Contact Person: Mr. Howard c.. Menzel 
Santa Barbara County. Clerk 
(805) 966-1611 

24 

" 



EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT 

1. Name of Project: Automation of Accounting Procedures -
West Kern Municipal Court 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1977 to 1978. 

~. The ~.Major Objectives of the Project: 

To automate accounts receivable and distribution of monies 

processed through the municipal court. 

4. How the Project Achieved the Objectives: Project funds 

purchased an NCR-499 accounting device". With the cash input 

recorded by use of an NCR-250 cash register, all monies 

received by the court were electronically processed and 

distributed. Accounts receivable ledgers were stored on 

magnetic disk and were updated electronically. 

5. Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings That Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Ability to quickly and 

accurately service the accounts receivable and to properly 

distribute monies collected by the court. Manual method 

required about 25 man hours per day. Electronic equipment 

enables two operators to accomplish these duties. Book-

keeping errors have been minimized and 85% of the clerical 

errors are rapidly detected. 

6. Type(s) of Courts That Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Any court with a sizeable accounts receivable 

balance. (This court currently runs about $500,000.) 

7. Contact Person: Donald M. Lopez 
Clerk of the Court 
West Kern Municipal Court 
(805) 861-2405 
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PROJECTS NOT DESIGNATED 
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NOMINATED BY: 

Glenn County Clerk 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT NOMINATION 

1. Name of Project: Court Personnel Training 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1977 to 1978. 

3. What Were the Major Objectives of the Project: Judicial 

Personnel Traini~g. 

4. How Did the Project Achieve the Objectives: Provided funding 

for personnel in Region C to attend various training courses 

and seminars both in and out of the state. 

5. What Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savints Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Better service to the court 

and public served by court; more efficient operations. 

6. What Type(s) of Courts Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: Justice, Municipal, Superior. 

Return to: 
Judicial C,riminal Justice Planning Committee 
601 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
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NOMINATED BY: 

MADERA COUNTY CLERK 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT NOMINATION 

1. Name of Project: Destruction of Exhibits 

2. Years of Federal Funding: 1977 to 1978. 

3. What Were the Major Objectives of the Project: Catalogue 

exhibits and depositions, determine method of release or 

destruction for each type, write attorneys; type orders on 

weapons and narcotics, reorganize filing system - those of 

historical value given to Historical Society. 

4. How Did the Project Achieve the Objecti~s: See above. 

Will also go into destruction of files if time permits. 

5. What Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Space for newer exhibits, 

easier retrieval. 

6. What Type(s) of Courts Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: All. 

Return to: 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
601 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
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NOMINATED BY: 

NORTHERN SOLANO MUNICIPAL 
COURT 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

EFFECTIVE COURT PROJECT NOMINA'I'ION 

1. Name of Project: Court Commissioner Project 

2. Years of OTS Funding: 1977 to 1978. 

'3. What Were the Major Objectives of the Project: Relieve 

judges of routine traffic matters thereby freeing them for 

more critical items; also small claims, anything via 

stipulation. 

4. How Did the Project Achieve the Objectives: Outstandingly! 

5. What Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: Increased revenue due to 

strict application of the law. Very little "bargaining" as 

commissioner has and takes the time to fully adjudicate cases. 

6 .. What Type(s} of Courts Would be Able to Utilize a $imilar 

Project: All municipals. 

PS: Also needed by most counties is dollar and technical 

help in EDP for traffic filings! 

Return to: 
JUdicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
601 McAllister Street 

,San Frapcisco, California 94102 
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NOMINATED BY: 

EL CAJON MUNICIPAL COURT 
DISTRICT 

JUDICIAI, CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

EFJE'ECTIVE COURT PROJECT NOMINATION 

1. Name of Project ': Senate Bill 1134 - a Five year court con­
solidation experiment at El Cajon 
municipal Court 

2. Years of Federall Funding: No funding. No increase in 

cost to the county. 

3. What Were the 'Major Objectives of the Project: To reduce 

court delays and costs and improve the administration of 

justice. 

4. How Did the Project Achieve the Objectives: Increased the 

jurisdiction of the El Cajon Municipal Court by providing for 

the handling of felony cases that do not involve the death 

penalty or life imprisonment, civil cases up to $30,000 and 

all family law cases if the parties reside in this judicial 

district. The experience of the past 6 months is that approxi-

mately 66% of the felony cases remain in El Cajon. 

5. What Ongoing Benefits or Cost-Savings Have Accrued to the 

Court as a Result of the Project: One sig~ficant difference 

from the usual system is that attorneys at the time set for 

preliminary hearing either before, during or after, can' 

Return to: 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
601 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 
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discuss the case and negotiate the case with a judge involved 

who has the jurisdiction to dispose of the case at the felony 

level, and a significant number of cases are disposed of at 

or before the preliminary hearing date because of this. The 

following figures are for the period September 1977 through 

May 1978: Cases filed: 1087; Cases bound over: 430. Of 

these 285 (66%) have remained in El Cajon; 145 (33%) were 

held to answer in San Diego Superior Court. Trials com­

pleted: Jury - 10; Court - 3. During the last 6-1/2 months 

we have filed 239 domestic cases and 27 superior court civil 

cases. 

6. What Type:(s) of Courts Would be Able to Utilize a Similar 

Project: All municipal courts. 
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JOINT MEETING 

OF 

JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

AND 

DIRECTORS OF REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 

Thursday, January 19, 1978 
2:00 to 5:00 P.M. 

Costa Mesa Holiday Inn 

AGENDA 

1. Welcoming Remarks and Introductions 

a. Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 
Judicial Planning Committee 

b. Ms. Ann Taylor, Vice President 
Regional Directors Association 

c. Mr. Ralph J. Gampell, Director 
Administrati ve Office of t.he Courts, representing 
Chief Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird 

d. Mr. Ray Davis/, Chairman 
California Council on Criminal Justice 

e. Mr. Doug Brown, State Representative 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

2. Development of Court Projects 

a. Why has there been a low level of funding? 

b. What is the definition of a court project? 

c. What is an adequate share of court projects? 

d. Should standards be established re the quantity 
and quality of court projects? 

e. What can be done to assure adequate funding of 
court projects? 

ATTACHMENT Q 



3. Involvement of the Courts in the Planning Process 

a. Is there adequate involvement? 

b.. If not, why? 

c. What actions by the JUdicial Planning Committee 
or the Regional Planning Units can improve the 
level of involvement? 

4. Educational/Informational Needs of Regional Planning 
Units on How the California Court System is Organized 
and Operates 

5. The Proper Role of the Judicial Planning Committee 

a. How should the Court Component for the Annual 
State Plan be developed? 

(1) Methods for identification of court needs 

b. Relating to the Regional Planning Units 

c. Relating to the California Council on Criminal Justice 

6. The Relationship of the Planning Process to Court Reform 
and Legislation to Improve the Quality of Justice 
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.Mc},.jn E. Cohn 
Judge 

Mr. Thomas Madden 
General Counsel 

May 5, 1978 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
U •. S. Department of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, NW 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Hr. Hadden: 

[Il Cb"Ulb .. r .. 

11<111 or .Ju:-;tiN' 

HcJwooJ Ci!.r' Cdlif~)rllicl IHO(i;) 

California's Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
has been in operation since 1974. As a result, many of its ongoing 
policies established prior to the enactment of the Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1976 are now being questioned in terms of 
whether they are consistent with the 1976 Act. The s'pecific issues 
currently confronting the Judicial Planning Committee are delineated 
below and we would appreciate an opinion from your office as to the 
questions raised therein as soon as possible. 

The enabling legislation creating California's Judicial 
Planning Committee, Penal Code sections 13830-13834 (Attachment 1), 
clearly recognizes the responsibility of the JUdicial Planning 
Committee to review court projects which affect the California 
court system. This "system" is defined as a separate branch of 
government under the operational responsibility of the Judicial 
Council of California (P.C. § 13830). 

In keeping with this definition, the Judicial Planning 
Commi.ttee, in 1976, established a definition of a court project 
as one '.'which is sponsored by a court or which invo1 ves extensive 
participation by a court or which has as its major objective an 
impact upon the ways in which a court processes its cases." This 
definition was adopted by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
in a memorandum dated April 21, 1976 (Attachment 2). The CommitteE~ 
itself expanded upon the working impact of this definition tn a 
memorandum dated November 30, 1976 (Attachment 3). In each 
instance, the intent was to limit the scope of what is a court 
project to those projects directly involved with. the third branch 
of government, i.e., the judiciary, to the exclusion of executive 
branch projects such as those involving prosecution and defense 
offices. . 

ATTACHMENT R 



Mr. Thomas Madden May 5, 1978 

that: 
Section 302(c) of the 1976 Act further provides 

"Each year, the judicial planning committee shall 
submit an annual State judicial plan for the funding of 
programs and projects recoromended by such committee 
to the State planning agency for approval and incorporation, 
in whole or in part, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 304(b), into the comprehensive State plan which 
is submitted to the Administration pursuant to part B 
of this title. such annual State judicial plan shall 
conform to the purposes of this part. 1I 

Sec,t.ion 304 (b) referred to above states: 

"Any jUdicial planning committe.e established 
pursuant to this title may file at the end of each fiscal 
year with the State planning agency, for information 
purposes only, a multiyear comprehensive plan for the 
improvement of the State court system. Such multiyear 
comprehensive plan shall be based on the needs of all 
the courts in the State and on an estimate of funds 
available to the courts from all Federal, State, and 
lo'cal sources and shall, where appropriate -

(1) provide for the administration of programs 
and projects contained in the plani 

(2) adequately take into account the needs and 
problems of all courts in the State and 
encourage initiatives by the appellate and 
trial courts in the development of programs 
and projects for Idw reform, improvement in 
the a&~inistration of courts and activities 
within the responsibility of the courts, 
including bail and pretrial release services 
and prosecutional and defender services, 
and provide for an appropriately balanced 
allocation of funds between the statewide 
jUdicial system and other appellate and 
trial courts; 

(3) provide for procedures under which plans 
and requests for financial assistance from 
all courts in the State may be submitted 
annually to the judicial planning committee 
for evaluation; 
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Mr. Thomas Madden May 5, 1978 

(4) incorporate innovations and advanced tech­
niques and contain .a comprehensive outline 
of priorities for the improvement and co­
ordination of all aspects 0f courts and court 
programs, including descrif~ions of (A) general 
needs and problems; (B) existing systems; 
(C) available resources; (D) organiza~ional 
systems and administrative machinery for 
implementing the plan; (E) the direction, 
scope, and general types of improvements to 
be made in the future; and (F) to the maximum 
extent practicable,. the relationship of the 
plan to other relevant State. or local law 
enforcement and criminal justice plans and 
systems; 

(5) provide for effective utilization of existing 
facilities and permit and encourage units of 
general local government to combine or provide 
for cooperative arranlgements with respect to 
services, facilities, and equipment provided 
for courts and related purposes; 

(6) provide for research, development and evaluation; 

(7) set forth policies and procedures designed 
to assure that Federal funds made available 
under this title will be so us"ed as not· to 
supplant State or local funds j' but to increase 
tl:te amounts of such funds that would., in 
the absence of such Federal funds, be made 
available" for the courts; and 

(8) provide for such fund accounting, auditing, 
monitoring, and program" evaluation procedures 
as may be necessary to assure sound fiscal 
control, effective management, and efficient 
use of funds received under this title." 

Furthermore, section 203 (e)- man'dates" that: 

nAIl requests from the courts of ~ the-;-Si:ate i; 
for financial assistance shall be rece'i ved and' ", 
evaluated by the judicial planning cozmnittee for 
appropriateness and conformity with the purposes 
of this title." 

From the above st"ate and Federal statutes, it is the 
position of "California's Judicial Planning Committee that the 
"State Court System" in California is limited to trial and appellate 
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Mr. Thomas Madden May 5, 1978 

courts, the personnel employed therein, and programs initiated 
by courts for the improvement of ~heir functions. It is further 
our position that projects for the assistance of prosecutorial 
offices or public defenders' offices are under the jurisdiction 
of the executive branch of the government and that the Judicial 
Planning Committee need not review them nor be concerned with 
their funding. 

We are, therefore, asking your assistance in providing 
an opinion on the following questions: 

1. Is the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee's 
definition of a court project, as set forth above, a correct one? 

2. What is an adequate share for court projects, what 
is the proper evaluative standard t,hereof, who is authorized to 
develop such a standard, and is such standard once established 
binding upon the State Planning Agency and local regional plan­
ning units? 

When the 1976 Crime Control Act took effect, it mandated 
in section 303(d) that: 

"In making grants under this part l the Administra­
tion and each State planning agency, as the'case may be, 
shall provide an adequate share of funds for the support 
of improved court programs and projects, including projects 
relating to prosecutorial and defender services. No 
approval shall be given to any Sta~e plan unless and until 
the Administration finds that such plan provides an adequate 
sha're of funds for court programs (including programs and 
projects to reduce court congestion and accelerate the 
processing and disposition of criminal cases). In deter­
mining adequate funding, considera'tion shall be giver to 
(1) the need of the courts to reduce court congestion and 
backlogi (2) the need to improve the fairness and efficiency 
of the judicial system; (3) the amount of State and local 
resources committed to courts; (4) the amount of funds 
available under this parti (5) the needs of all law enforce­
ment and criminal justice agencies in the State; (6) the 
goals and priorities of the comprehensive plan; (7) written 
recommendations made by the judicial planning committee to 
the Administration; and (8) such other standards as the 
Administration.may deem consistent with this title." 

In addition, section 304 (b) of the Act: requires that: 

"After consultation with the State planning agency 
pursuant to subsection (3) of section 203, the judicial 
planning committee shall transmit the annual State 
judicial plan approved by it to the State planning agency • 

.. ' 



Mr. Thomas Madden May 5, 1978 

Except to the extent that the state planning agency 
thereafter determines that such plan or part thereof is 
not in accordance with this title, is not in conformance 
with, or consistent with, the statewide comprehensive law 
enforcement and criminal justice plan, or does not conform 
with the fiscal accountability standards of the State 
planning agency, the State planning agency shall incorpo­
rate such plan or part thereof in the State comprehensive 
plan to b.e submitted to the Admini,stration." 

The California Judicial Planning Committee, in develop­
ing its annual state judicial plans for 1978 and 1979 has taken 
into account the above sections, as well as the mandates of 
section 302(c), supra. In keeping with the responsibility to 
plan for the lI':"mprovement of the courts of the State" and to 
"establish priorities for the improvement of the courts of the 
State," the Judicial Planning Committee, in its 1978 and 1979 
Principles and Priorities Statement (Attachments 4 and 5), has 
established tpe amounts of 10% and 15% of Part C action' funds, 
respectively, as the portion of the California Annual Part C 
allocation which should be targeted for "Court Projects" within 
the Committee's definition thereof, supra. Any Part C funds 
allocated to purely prosecution and defense projects would be 
in addition to this target allocation and are not con'sidered 
by the Judicial Planning Committee in its review of the state and 
local annual action plans. 

These target allocations for court projects have been 
established since the funding level for court projects in California 
has averaged only 5.65% of Part C action funds between 1969 and 
1977, exclusive of purely prosecution and defense projects. It has. 
also been difficult, if not impossible, to gain voluntary compliance 
at the state and local level· to the JUdicial Planning Committee's 
calls for increased participation of and funding for the state 
court system in the LEAA process in California. 

At the present time, this situation has raised the 
following questions: 

(a) Can a Judicial Planning Committee, in keeping with 
its statutory responsibilities, develop a quanti­
fiable standard for the state and local annual 
action plans of the annual PartC allocation which 
should be devoted to IICourt Projects" for the 
improvement of the IIState Court Systemll ? 

(b) Can said Judicial Planning Committee utilize its 
'definition of what is a IICourt Project" for 
purposes of applying that standard to the exclusion 
of purely prosecution and defense projects? 

5 
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(c) If such standards are within the scope of the Judicial 
Planning Committee's statutory responsibilities, is 
the Judicial Planning Committee's standard binding 
upon the state planning agency and, if not, can the 
Judicial Planning Committee still apply its standard· 
to its own revieW' of the annual state judicial plan? 

As the responses to these questions will have a great 
impact upon the 1979 planning process ~n California, your prompt 
attention to them will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 
JUdicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

MEC-tb 

Copies to: 

Members, Judicial Planning Committee 
Chief Ray Davis, Chairman, CCCJ 
Mr ~ Douglas R. Cunningham, Dire'ctor, OCJp· 
Mr. Doug Brown,. LEAA 
Mr. Richard Kenyon, President 

Regional Directors. Association 
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·nTLE6 
CAi.IFORNIA COUNOL ON 

CRIMlfNAL JUSTICE 

Chap. 1. General Provisions-and Definitions. §§ 13800. 13801. 

Chap. 2 .. California Council on Criminal Justice. ~ 13810-13813. 
Chap. 3. Office of Criminal Justice Planning.!ii 13820-13824_ 
Chap. 4. Criminal Justice Planning Committee for State Judicial System. 

IS 13830-13834. 

QIAPTER 4 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 

COMMITTEE FOR STATE 
. JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

Membership appointed by Judicial Council-Legislature's finaings. § 13830. 
Advice and assistance to Council on Criminal Justice. § 13831. 
Advice and assistance to Office of Criminal Justice Planning-Review of federal 

fund grants. § 13832. 
Payment of expenses. § 13833. 
Annual report to Governor and Legislature. § 13834. 

113830. Membership Appointed by.Judicial Council-Legislature's Findings. 

There is. hereby created in state government a Judicial Criminal Justice 
Planning Committee of seven members. The Judicial Council shall appoint the 
members of the committee who shall hold office at its pleasure. In this respect 
the Legislature finds as follows: 

(a) The California court system has a' constitutionally established 
independence under the judicial and separation of power clauses of the State 
Constitution. 

(b) The California court system has a statewide structure created under the 
Constitution, state statutes and state court rules, and the Judicial Council of 
California is the constitutionally established state agency having responsibility 
for the operation of that structure. 

(c) The California court system will be directly affected by the criminal 
justice planning tlut will be done under thi~ title and by the federal grants that 
will be nude to implement that planning. ' 

(d) For effective planning and implementation or court projects it is essential 
that the executive Office of Crimmal Justice Planning have the adVIce and 
aaistance ota state judicial system planmng committee. 
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i13831. Advice and Assistance to Council on Criminal Justice. 

The California Council on Criminal Justice may request the advice and 
assistance of the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee in carrying out its 
functions under Chapter 2 of this title. 

513832. Advice and Assistana: to Office of Criminal Justice Planning-Review of 
Federal Fund Grants. 

The
O 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning shall consult with, and shall seek the 
advice of, the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee in carrying out its 
functions under Chapter 3 of this title insofar as they affect the California court 
system. 

In addition, any grant of federal funds made or approved by the office which 
is to be implemented in the California court system shall be submitted oto the 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee for its review and 
recommendations before being presented to the California Counc~ on Criminal 
Justice for its action. 

113833. Payment of Expenses. 

The expenses necessarily incurred by the members of the Judicial Criminal 
Justice Planning Committee in the performance of their duties under this title 
shall be paid by the Judicial Council, but it shall be reimbursed by the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning to the extent that federal funds Can be made available 
for that purpose. Staff support for the committee's activities shall be provided 
by the Judicial Council. but the cost of that staff sllpport shall be reimbursed by 
the Office of Criminal Justice Planning to the extent that federal funds can be 
made available for th.at purpose. 

'13834. Annual RepGrt to Governor and Legislatu.re. 

The committee shaH report annually. on or before December 31 of each year. 
to the Governor and to the Legislature on items affecting judicial system 
improvements. 



STATE OF CAlifORNIA 

OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING 
OFfICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
7171 BOWLING DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CALIfORNIA 95823 

AprH 21, 1976 

TO: Regional Directors 

FROM: Douglas R. Cunningham 
Executive Director 

SUBJECT: Procedure for Review of Court Projects by 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

lDMUNO G. BROWN JR .• Co ... ,no, 

The following procedure has been adopted by OCJP in order to carry out Section 13832 of the Penal 
Code. That section states, in part: 

" ••• any grant of federal funds made or approved by the office, which is to be implemented in the 
California court system, shall be submitted to the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 
for its review and recommendations before being presented 10 the California Council on Criminal 
Justice for its action." 

For the purposes of this procedure, a grant shall be treated as one "which is to be implemented in 
the California court system" if it is for a project which is sponsored by a court or which involves 
extensive participation by a court or which has as its major objective an impact upon the ways in 
which a court processes its cases. 

Whenever a court project is being consJdcred for inclusion in a regional plan, a project description 
shall be submitted to the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee by the regional planning 
director. The mailing address of the Committee is 333 Golden GatcAvenue.San Francsico.CA 
94102; telephone (4 I 5) 557-2356. The project description shall identify (I) the court problem to 
which the proposed project responds; (2) the design of the proposed project; (3) the manner in which 
the project will he supervised and administered; and (4) the manner in which the project will be 
evaluated. If it is regional practice to require a proponent to have prepared a full application in 
advance of adoption of the regional plan, such application may be submitted to the Committee in 
lieu of the above-described project description. 

The Judicial Planning Committee will then review the project description and communicate to the 
regional planning director and OC.JP its recommendation as to whether the Committee approves 
the project proposal, approves it conditionally, or disapproves the proposal as a court projl'CI. It'is 
anticipated that COlllmittee approval of proposals hased on review of project descriptions will 
generally be conditioned upon suhsequcnt rcvicw of full pf(~jcct applications. If the COlllmittee 
delermines that the proposed project is not une whieh is to be implementcd ill the court system, and 
thus not under thc Committee's jurisdiction. it will so notify the (egion .. l dir::clor .lnd OCJ P. 

ATTACHMENT 2 
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To: Regional Directors April 21, 1976 

At or before the time each full grant application is forwarded to CeJP for a court project that 
received conditio·nal approval, the originating region shall forward a copy of the application tG the 
JudIcial Planning Committee. The copy submitted to the Committee should be accompanied by a 
cover letter, with a CI;)PY to the Executive Director of OCJP, indicating that the project is being 
submitted for Committee review in response to the conditions placed upon the earlier approval. 

Although the quoted Penal Code section deals only with proposals subject to CCCJ for approval, it 
is our policy that Judicial Planning Committee staff review must take place hefore the SPA will 
endorse proposats for LEAA discretionary funding of CGurt projects. Regional directors ~ssisting in 
the preparation of such discretionary applications should encourage proponents to contact the 
Committee at as early a stage as possible. 

DRC;bl 
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TO: ,Directors, Regional Criminal Justice Planning Units 

FROM: Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee, 
Hon. Melvin E. Cohn, Chairman 

DATE: November 30,1976 

SUBJECT: Clarification of what is a Court Project for 
Purposes of the Judicial Planning Committee 

In April of ,1976, the Office of Criminal Justice Planning, at the 'suggestion of the Judicial 
" < Crim.inal ,Justice. Planning' Committee;3dopted a definition of the phrase "grant ... to be 

. implemented in the California court system" as.used in Section 13832. which requires that such 
grants be reviewed by the Committee. That definition is: a grant shall be treated as one which is to be 
im,pIcmented in the Ca'lifornia court system "if i~ is for a project which is sponsored by a court or 

'. which involves extensive 'participatiop by a court or which has as its major objective an impact upon 
, . the ways in which a court. processes its cases."1 

Utilizing this definition,. the' Judicial Planning Committee undertook in September 1976 to 
analyze the !.eve I of court projects in the regions for the 1976 and 1977 Annual Action Plans. This 
analysis determined that five regions, representing 42% of the Part C funds allocated to local 

"pl:ojects, had not had .a significant level of court projects for the period covered. A letter was then 
·~transmitted to the regions involved, indicating the Judicial Plannirig Committee's concern over the 
··Iack of court projects ;andexpressing the Committee's willingness to assist the regions in remedying 

the situation. 

> ,The' responses' from the various regions illustrated' some uncertainty as to what should 
.' appropriately be classified as a court pwject for the Committee's and OCJP's purposes. 

At' the same time. with the passage of the LEAA reauthorization legislation in October 1976, 
each state will be required to provide an "adequate share" for court projects in the Annual Action 
Plan. LEAAhas indicated that guidelines will be issued as to what is an "adequate share" for court 
projects and this change may require a new definition for use in the 1978 Plan. In the meantime. the 
regional directors. at their November 1976 .meeting,' communicated to the staff of the Judicial 
Planning Committee their uncertainty as to what projects will be treated as "court projects" in 
'California pending the issuance of the LEAA guidelines. 

The following recapitUlation is intended to clarify that question pending the issuance of new 
federal guidelines. 

Since the inception of the Judicial Planning Committee in 1974. it has been' the position of the 
Committee to interpret the term "court project" narrowly to be consistent with' the statutory 
language of "any grant ... which is to be implemented in the Califor,nia'coun system:~ That is, the 
Committee views a court project as one which: 

I. Is sponsored hya court (i.e.; the court is the actual applicant·orajudge. court executive officer, 
or clerk. of court is the project director); or 

2. Involves cxtensivepar'ticipation hy .1 court (i.e .• d.ty to day operations oftheprojccl require 
court personnel devote a s'ignific;lOt amuunt of time to the development and implementation of 
the. project's goals and ohjectives); or 

3 •. Which h:lS us its major ,olljecti\'c animract upon lheways in which a court processes its cases 
(i.e .• the goals o( the project spccific6llly state th6lt cuurt pcrsollucI will be dircctly involved ill 

. "Memo from l)(lUglil~; R.('unninglmm tn RC:l!ionul Direct,m., d:llc:dApril 21. 1916 . 
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determining the direction of the program or that the project will have a direct effect upon the 
internal organization or decision-making process within a court}. 

Two factors should be noted in considering this definitional problem: 

First, the dec;ision as to what projects rail within the definition has been made by Committee on 
a case-by-case basis. Thus, in 1975 and 1976, the following projects were submitted to the 
Committee for review but were returned without comment because they werc not considered to be 
court projects: 

L Inmate Legal Scrvices - Santa Clara County (Region J) 

2. County of Or~nge Sheriff/Coroner.'s Department Superior/Central Court Video Security 
System (Region T) 

3. District Attorney Pretrial Specialist - Tulare County District Attorney (Region N) 

4 .. Conflict of Interest Program - Tplare County (Region N) 

5. Narcotics Prosecution Program - Sacramento County (Region D) 

6 .. Drug Offender Court Diversion Program - Kern County (R~gion N) 

7. Research Applied to Public Interest Litigation in Criminal Justice (Criminological Research 
Association) 

8 .. Attorney. Exchange Program (California D.A. and P.D. Association) 

9. Physical Evidence and the Judiciary (CCTRF) 

10. Prosecutor Coordinator Project (California D.A.'s Association) 

I J. Court Security Communications System - Sari Francsico County (Region F) 

12. Prisoner Security, City Hall- San Francisco County (Region F) 

Secondly, the Committee encourages all regions to communicate with the Committee's staff 
whenever there is an initial question as to whether a project falls within the Committee's ddinition. 
Experience has shown that many questions in this area can be handICd at the staff level. 

It is apparent that from the Committee's perspective, a. "court project" docs not include purely 
proscclltorial or defender projects such as research and planning units. noncourt di\'crslon projects. 
deferred proseclition projects. or other projects whose primary objectives arc to affect the role and 
responsibility of noncourt agencies even though they will have some non-participatory ,impact upon 
the courts themselves. 

The Committee r~qucsts th:\1 ,my questions concerning the definition of a "court project" be 
directed to its Project Manager. Jon David Pevlla. hy telephone .:1t (415) 557-2356, or by mail at J3l 
Golden Gate Avenue, San Fr;\I\cisc~)" California 94102. 



JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE' PLANNING COMMITTEE 

PFaNCIPLES AND PRIORITIES STATEMENT FOR THE COURT 
COMPONENT OF CALIFORNIA'S 1978 STATE ACTION PLAN -

(Adopted February 28, 1977) 

Pursuant to Penal Code Sections 13830-13834 and P.L. 

94-253" the.Judipial Criminal Justice Planning ComrrLittee hereby 

adopts the following principles and priorities for the court 

component of California's 1978 State Action Plan. 

PRINCIPLES 

1. Ten percent of all Part C action funds allocated 
~o California for 1978. should be targeted for 
projects to be implemented in the. California 
court. syste.m. A grant v1i11 be treated as one to 
be implemented in the California court systezr. if 
it is for a project which is sponsoree by a ~ourt 
or which involves extensive participation by a 
court or which has as its major objective an i~­
provement in the way in which a cQurt processes 
its cases. 

2. The major goal to be addressed by federal funds 
in the courts of·California is the redu.ction of 
trial court dC!lay at all levels ·of the court 
system pursuant to ArticJ.e I, Section 15 of the 

12-78362 

Californi~ ConRtituti~~, Sections ~~~, OS9(b), 
1050 and 1382 of th8 Penal Code, and Rules 219 
and 220 of the California Rules of Court. 

For purposes of this principle, the term "deiay~' 
for cases that. are t·ri-ed' will be mcasurcd by the 

. elapsed tinlC between a ·normal proccssj nq' time and 
the time when '. the case is actuall.y tried. 

ATTACIIMENT. 4 



3. Federally funded court projects should'protect 
'and promote the impartial and consistent ren­
dering of justice of the highest quality possible 

~ .in.addressing -the reduction of delay. 

4. The effective and economical use of 'resources 
'needed in judicial administration and the reasonable 
availability of court. services for the public should 
be"provided for by any project implemented ·in the 
.Califc.trnia court system .. 

PRIORITIES 

In achieving the above principles within the California 

1978 State Action Plan, the priorities of the California Judicial 

'Sys;tem should be tz'eat.edinthe order listed below. These 

.>·.priorities relate to both state agency and'local·'trial court 

projects. '·Therefore" 'some p:r±or;ties may not require treatment 

,-i"n loc,al re.gional plans. while others may not. be applicable to 

the state level judicial. system .. ' Regional planning. boards which 

select lower priorities as most important in their particular 

region are encouraged to do so if they can delineate why the 

higher priorities are not presently applicable to their region's 
courts. 

1. The effective implementation of SB 42 (Penal Code 
. Section 1170 et. seq.) which mandates the creation 
of a determinate sentencing process in California. 

2. 'The effective' implementation of AB 3121 (Ch. 1076), 
Stats. 1976) in juvenile courts, insofar as the 
administration of juvenile court cases 'are affected. 1/ 

3. The effective'implementation of'AB 4071 (Gov. Code 
Se'ction 69898) in providing court executive officers 
to'superior courts of three or more judges. 

!I LEAA' s Juveni,leJus.tice -and 'Delinquency Prevention funds 
allocated to California for ,1978 may also be utilized 

. in addrcs'S.i~gthis priority. 
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4. The effective implemen~ation of AB 3657 (Gov. Code 
'Sections 71083.1 - 71085.1) encouraging local 
action to consolidate existing municipal court 
districts. 

s. Th~ continuing development of projects to improve 
the training and education of jUdicial and non­
judicial pebsonnel within the court system. 

6. The continuing development of projects to reduce 
the amount of time judges devote to ,their off-the­
bench responsibilities, such as legal research 
assistance projects. 

7. The continuing dev~lopment of projects to develop 
more effective and efficient procedures in high 
volume subject matter areas within trial courts. 

80 The continuing development of projects to effectuate 
the overall coordination of case calendaring, juror 
and witness scheduling. 

ge The continuing development of projects to effect~ate 
the improvement of information processing. 

10~ The development of sound processes and/or 
procedures which may provide future directions 
for alternatives to -existing criminal justice 
delivery mechanisms t such as diversion progr~~s 
admini'stered by the judiciary. 

11. The effective implementation of Penal Code Section 
647f£ encouraging the development of detoxification 
centers. 



JUDICIAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING COMr-tITTEE 

PRINCIPLES AND PRIORITIES STATEMENT FOR THE COURT 
COMPONENT OF CALIFORNIA'S 1979 ANNUAL ACTION PLAN 

(Adopted January 19, 1978) 

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 13830-13834 and 

P.L. 94-253, the Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

hereby adopts the following pr~nciples and priorities for the 

court component of California's 1979 Annual Action Plan. 

PRINCIPLES 

1. Fifteen percent of all Part C action f~nds 
allocated to California fo= 1979 should be targeted 
for projects to be implemented in the California 
court system. This percentage should be applied to 
the regions and the State and Private Agency portion 
of the 1979 Plan, unless the presiding judge of each 
court located therein certifies in writing that the 
funding level of court prcjects in their region or 
portion of the State Plan is satisfactory to him or her. 

A grant will be treated as one to be implemented 
in the California court system if it is for a project 
which is sponsored by a court or which involves 
extensive participation by a court, or which has as 
its major objective an improvem€nt in the way in 
which a court processes its cases. 

2. The two major goals to be addressed by federal 
funds in the courts of California for 1979 are: 

&. the reduction of trial court delay at all 
levels of the court system pursuant to 
Article I, section 15, of the California 
Constitution, sections 686, 859(b), 1050 
and 1382 of the Penal Code, and Rules 219 
and 220 of the California Rules of Court; and 

b. the' upgrading of the overall guality of 
services pxovidcd by the courts in California. 
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For purposes of this pri'nciple, the term 
-delay" for cases that are tried will be 
measured by the elapsed time between a nor.mal 
p~ocessing time and the time when.the case is 
actu.ally tried. The term "quality of services" 
refers to the leve.i.s of efficiency and pro­
fessionalism attained by all levels of court 
personnel in I:arrying out their responsibilities. 

3. Federally funded court projects should protect 
and promote the impartial and consistent rende-ring of 
justice in addressing the reduction of delay. 

4. The effective and economical use of resources 
needed in judicial administration should be provided for 
by any project implemented in the California court system. 

PRIORITIES 

In achieving the· above p~inciples within the California . 
1979 Annual A.ction Plan, the prio;-ities of the California Judicial 

System should be treated in the order listed below. These 

priorities relate to both state agency and local trial court 

projects. Therefore, some priorities may not require treatment 

in local regional plans, while others may not be applicable to 

b~e state level judicial system. Regional planning boards which 

select lower priorities as most important in their particular 

region are encouraged to do ,so if they can Q';elineate to the 

JUdicial Planning Cornrr,i ttee why the higher priori ties are not 

presently applicable to their region·' s courts. 

1. The development of projects to further the 
organizational strength of the California judicial 
system, such as the pilot projects to explore the 
feasibility of court reorganization and support 
services at the trial court level (CCCJ Program 
Areas 2.3.8.0. and 2.3.9.0.). 

2. The cL~tinuing development of projects to 
develop standards and to improve the training and 
education of judicial and nonjudicial personnel 
within the court system (CCCJ .Program 'Area 2.3.2.0.). 
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3. The development of cost effective projects to 
alleviate records management and records· retention 
difficulti.es within the trial courts and to effectuate 
the i~provement of information processing (CCCJ Program 
Areas 2.3.3.0., 2.3.5.1. and 2.3.5.2.). 

4. The development of state level projects to 
provide information on the impact of legislation 
upon the trial courts (CCCJ Program Area 2.3.7.0.). 

5. The continuing development of projects to 
effectuate the overall coordinati.on of case calendaring, 
juror and witness scheduling (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.2.0. 
and 2.3.5.1.). 

6. The continuing development of projects to 
develop more effective and efficient procedures in 
high volQ~e subject matter areas within trial courts 
(CCCJ Program Area 2.3.7.0.). 

7. The continuing development of projects to 
reduce the amount of time judges devote to their 
off-the-ben6h responsibilities, such as legal research 
assistance and court administrator projects (CCCJ 
Program Area 2.3.l.0.). 

8. The development of projects geared to evaluating 
the ongoing impact upon the courts of recent legislative 
and procedural changes, such as SB 42 (Pen. Code section 
1170, et. seq.), AB 3121 (Ch. 1076, Stats. 1976), and 
the use of arbitration proceedings (Cal. Rules of Court, 
Sec.' 1601, et. seq.) (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.3.0., 
2 • 3 • 6 • 0., and 2. 3 . 7 • 0 • ) • 

9. ~he development of sound processes and/or 
procedures which may provide future directions for 
alternatives to existing criminal justice delivery 
mechanisms, such as diversion programs administered 
by the judiciary (CCCJ Program Areas 2.2.1.0. and 
2.3.9.0.) . 

3 



UNITED STATES DEPARTME'NT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

July 24, 1978 

Honorable Melv.ll1 E. Cohn 
Chairman, Judicial Criminal Justice 

PlarrrLing Committee 
Hall of Justice 
Redwood City, California 94063 

Dear Judge Cohn: 

This is in response to your request for an interpretation of the judicial 
planning provisions of the Crime Control Act of 1976, Pub. L. 94-503, 42 
U.S.C. §3701, et seq. Clarification was sought concerning the validity' 
of the California judicial planning corrrni ttee 's definition of court 
project and its responsibility with respect to the calculation of an 
adequate share of f'.Llds for court projects. Each will be discussed 
below. 

Question A: Can A Judicial Planning Carmittee Develop a Quantifiable 
Standard To Determine 'lbe Adequate Share of Funds For Court ProJects? 

Section 303(d) of the 1976 Crime Control A.ct presents a blueprint for 
the calculation of cJ.~c "adequate share" of funds to be allocated to 
court projects. Ac:corcling .to. this section, the. Administration and each 
State planning. agency is responsible for D1Suring that an adequate share 
of funds be provided for the support of improved court programs and 
projects. Moreover, Congress has mandated that the following factors be 
assessed: 

"In determining adequate funding, consideration shall be given 
to (1) the need of the courts to reduce court congestion and 
backlog; (2) the need to improve the fairness and efficiency 
of the judicial .. system; (3) the amount of State and local resources. 
cormnitted to courts; (4) the amount of funds available under 
this part; (5) the needs of all law enforcement and crirnihal 
justice agencies .in the State; '(9) the goals and priorities 
of the comprehensive plan; (7) written r.ecomnendations made 
by the judicial planning coomittee "to the Administration; and 
(8) such other standards as_the Administration rray deem 
consistent \dth this title . ." 

In addition, Section 304(b) of the Act requires that, after" consultation 
with the State planning agency, the judicial planning cormrittee shall 
transmit the annual State judicial plan approved by it to the State 
planning agency. 
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LEAA Guideline M 4100.lF, Chg-l, was devised to facilitiatf' tills decision­
mald.ng process. Paragraph 56(a)(I) explains that prior to submitting 
the annual State judicial plan, the judicial planning comnittee and the 
State planning agency must meet and estimate the level of Part C funds 
necessary for the support of improved court programs and proj ects. 'lhis 
estimate, or "adequate share" is to be based on an analysis of the 
degree to which the plan identifies and attempts to rectify the needs 
and problems facing the courts of the-State, and on those factors listed 
in Section 303(d) above. Although the State planning agency and the 
Administration must execute the final review and approval process, 
judicial projects suggested by the judicial planning canmittee may not 
be arbitrarily disapproved. Section 304(b) of the Act states: 

" ... Except to the extent that the State planning agency 
thereafter determines that such plan or part thereof is not 
in accordance with this title, is not in confonnance with, or 
consistent with the statewide comprehensive law enforcement 
and cr:irninal justice plan, or does not conform with the fiscal 
accountability standards of the State planning agency, the 
State planning agency shall incorporate such plan or' part 
thereof in the State comprehensive plan to be submitted to 
the Administration." 

Guideline M 4100.1F, Chg-l, reiterates the grounds for disapproval and 
adds the following: 

"If the State planning agency disapproves the judicial plan, 
in whole or in part, it must state the reasons for its disapproval 
in writing, specifying the reasop.,s for the disapproval of each 
fairly severable part, and including an explanation of what 
supporting or additional material is necessary for approval of 
the plan or part thereof. Disapproval shall not preclude re.­
submjl)sion." Par. 56(a)(3). 

Thus, during the consultation sessions to determme the lIadequate share, 11 

the judicial planning comn1ttee is free to pronote whatever standard is 
necessary to finance the projects selected for the annual judicial plan. 
Since the State planning agency must partiCipate in the funding determination, 
the presumption is that the judicial plan, including the "adequate 
share" calculations, is valid, and thus binding on the SPA to the extent 
that rebuttal evidence delineated in Section 304(b) above is not available. 
The pr1esumption of validity is particularly forceful here because the 
State 'planning agency is required to participate in joint sessions with 
the judicial planning cOIJJl1ittee to detennine "adequate share." If the 
State plar~ agency accepts the judicial planning cOIJJl1ittee financial 
standard during these sessions, it is binding on the State planning 
agency unless compelling rebuttal evidence is discovered. 

2 



Question B: Can A Judicial Plarming Corrmittee Exclude Prosecutorial And 
Defender Services From Its Definition of Court Projec~s? 

The California judicial planning ccmnittee's definition of court project 
which excludes'prosecutorial and defender services is acceptable to 
LEAA, since it is in conformity with the guidelines promulgated pursuant 
to the 1976 Act. According to M 4l00.1F, ehg-l, par. 55(c)(3), (May 20, 
1977), the annual judicial plan shall not include prosecution and defense 
functions, except by mutual agreement. 

Although a judicial planning committee need not plan for prosecutorial 
or defender servlces, Section 303(d) requires that the fladequate share" 
calculations include funds for projects relating to these services. 
Therefore, during the consultation sessions with the State planning 
agency, the needs of the prosecution and defense must be assessed and 
considered. 

Question C: Is The 'Judicial Planning Corrmittee' s Quantifiable Standard 
Binding upon The State Planning Agency? 

As was discussed previously, although the State planning agency does 
have review authority with respect to the annual judicial plans, the 
fact that it must actively participate in the adequate shar~ calculations 
along with the judicial planning canmittee, precludes it from rejecting 
the plan unless compelling rebuttal evidence of the type listed in 
Section 304(b) is discovered. 'The actual dollar share for the judiciary 
TIlUSt be finally determined by the State planning agency in view of all 
other crinlinal justice activities in the State (Section 303(d». 

If you have any fUrther questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
this office. 

Sincerely, 

20 ·1.K...Ji ... 
ThO~ 
Assistant Administrator 
General Counsel 

cc: California Office of Crinlinal Justice Planning 
LEAA. Far West CJAD 

II 
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TO: Members, Judicial Criminal. Justice Planning Committee 

FROM: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager ~ 
Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

DATE: May 9, 1978 

SUBJECT: Analysis of -1978 Parr. C Allocation for'Court Projects, 

Staff has comp;teted an analysis of the 1978 Part C 

allocation for court projects which is attached. Although the 

data indicates an increasing amount of activ:ity,· the total 

amount allocated to court projects falls below the Judicial 

Planning Committee's target of 10% for 1978. 

This analysis will be incorporated in the Committee's 

next'Annual Report. 

Attachment 
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RlGION 

A 

:s 

c 

D 

E 

F 

"-l G 

H 

I 

J 

Ie 

L 

M 

-- .... -- .... -.--..----------..--.----

1978 REGIONAL PART C ALLOCATION FOR COURT PROJECTS 

Regional Part Nunmer Continuing Cour~ Projects/ NU!Ilber of New Court Proj ects! Total Number of Court Projects/ 

C Allocation Total Federal Amount/Percent of Total Federal Amount/Percent Total Federal Amount/Percent 
~t C Funds of Part C Funds of Part C Funds 

$ 179,131 1/$ 12,345/ 6.9% 3/$ 54,000/30.15% 4/$ 66,345/37.04% 

173,591 1/ 22,872/13.2 - 0 - 1/ 22,872/13.2. 

147,737 2/ 21,127/14.3 - 0 - 2/ 21,127/14.3 
1/ 

947,364 2/- 38,747/ 4.1. 3/ 69,846/ 7.4 5/ 108,593/11.5 

653,736 2/ 49,600/ 7.6 2/ 34,418/ 5.3 4/ 84,018/12.85 

572,481 3/ 158,~00/27.6 - 0 - 3/ 158.000/27.6 

51S,233 1/ 50,631/ 9.8 - 0 - 1/ 50,631/ 9.8 

502,306 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

943,670 2/ 91,750/ 9.7 - 0 - 2/ 91,750/ 9.7 

1,030,466 2/ 169,908/16.5 - 0 - 2/ 169,908/16.5 

570,634 1/ 32.000/ 5.6 1/ 26,968/ 4.7 2/ 58,968/10.3 

86,267 - 0 - 1/ 10.000/11.6 1/ 10', 000/11. 6 
2/ 

395,197 - a - 2T 27,700/ 7.01 2/ 27,700/ 7.01 

1:1 One project. If Specialized Training Grant", has 1/3 devoted to nonjudicial personnel training, and this 
amount is reflected in this column. 

YOne new'project, "County Clerk Record.Keeping System for Superior Court lf , was funded from reverted 1976 
Part C funds totalling $18,515 and this will be reflected in the 1978 Compendil~ update. 



REGION 

N 

0 

P 

Q 

R 

S 

T 

U 

(.) TOTALS 

Number Continuing Court Projects/ NUl~ber of New Court Projects/ Total Number of Court Projects/ 
Regional Part Total Federal Amount/Percent of Total Federal Amount/Percent Total Federal Amount/Percent 
C Allocation Part C Funds of Part C Funds of Part C Funds 

3/ if 5/ 6/ 
$ 986,145 3/$ 73,224/ 7.4% 1/$ 39,320/-4.0% 4/$ 112,544/11.4% 

94,604 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

361,956 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

391,503 1/ 75,000/18.9 - 0 - 1/ 75,000/18.9 

6,036,904 - 0 - 2/ 110,430/ 1.8 2/ 110,430/ 1.8 
11 

1,156,042 - 0 - 3/ 122,316/10.6 3/ 122,316/10.6 

1,506,91S: 1/ 55,000/ 3.6 - a - 1/ 55,000/ 3.6 
Y 

1,396,l15 - 0 - - 0 -

$18,648,000 22/$850,204/ 4.6% 18/$494,998/ 2.65% 40/$1,345,202/ 7.2% 

1.1 One project, "Criminal Justice Training Project", has 1/3 devoted to nonjudicial personnel training, and 
this amount is reflected in this column. 

!if One project, "Court Referral Project Fresno", will receive an augmentation to its first year from 1976 
reverted Part C funds totalling $17,217 and this will be reflected in .the 1978 Compendium update. 

5/ One project, "Juvenile Court Video Tape Orientation", will be funded from 1976 reverted Part C funds 
totalling $8,704 and this will be reflected in the 1978 Compendium update. 

§} The one new project, "Automated Citation System - Tulare", is being split funded with $32,891 of the 
total federal contribution coming from 1976 reverted Part. C funds. This will be reflected in the 1978 
Compendium update. 

7/ One continuing project, "Automated Court System - San Bemardino", is receiving an augmentation of $176,670 
from 1976 reverted Part C funds. This will be reflected in the 1978 compendium update. 

8/ Two new projects totalling $330,110 are being funded from 1976 reverted Part C funds. This will be 
reflected. in the 1978 Compendium update. 







STATE/PRIVATE AGENCY 

Judicial Council 

COMBINED TOTALS 

~_~ ___ ~ __ ~--.....,....----..... -...-.--r-----~~",.,,",,~=--, --""'-'~~-. -. r-~--

19i8 STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY PART C ALLOCATION FOR COURT PROJECTS 

Number of Continuing Projects/ 
Total Federal Amount 

2/$184,500 

Number of Continuing Projectsl 
Total Federal Amount 

24/$1,034,704 

State and Private Agency Allocation/ 
Percentage Devoted to Court Proje~ts 

$6,216,000/3.0% 

Number of New Projects 
Total Federal Amount 

18/$494,998 

Total Number of Court Projectsl 
Total Federal Amount/Percent of 
Total Part C FUnds 

42/$1,529,702/6.151 



-----------------------------~~-~ -~~-- --- --
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SECTION I 





LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: 
I. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATIONAL MATERIALS 

hl OCJP Project Number: __ ~1=56~4~ __________ _ Region: R 

Project Title: Printing & Distribution of Court Reform Blue Ribbon Committee Report* 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Citizen~ for Law Enforcement Needs,Inc. 

Contact Person: Leona W. Robb, Assistant Treasurer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1.97"'-..... 3~ ______ __ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 5,500 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 10,588 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ._; Completed _--=.X=--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Gover:nment At $ F F' 1 v ='---____ __' ____ or Isca lear _______ _ 

*California Conference on the Judiciary 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

I. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATIONAL MATERIALS (continued) 

<11- OCJP Project Number: ---:~_..:;.6.::-35=-=-.,----:~~_---= 
Reproduction and Distribution of LosbAn~eles Superior Court Criminal 

Project Title: ~r1a~ JUdges Bencn OOK 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: I. J. "Cy" Shain, Research Director, A. o. C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1971 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..::.2:..:0:.2'c..::1:..::3~6 ________ _ 

2nd: __________ ~_ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ______ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--=X"--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1973 

Funded By S~ate Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

UL OCJP Project Number: 957 

Project Title: Project Benchmark 

County: Agency: California Judges Association 

Contact Person: Mary Nell York, Director, Project Benchmark 
~,,----------------------

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1_9_7_2 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 37,131 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $ 50,000 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $ 40,000 

4th: 1975 4th: $ 40,000 

Present Status: X Active ______ ; Completed __ --=-=-__ " Terminated ; Year 1976 

For Fiscal Year 1976-77 Funded By Private Grants an_d ___ ....;X=--___ At$ 19,896 
California Judges Association 

GL OCJP Project Number: 1340-AA 

Project Title: Basic Law Library 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ...... 1'-'"'9'-'7_4 ________ __ 

2nd: __ --------___ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amonnt: 1st: $ _4~5~,c..:Oc..;:O...;:O __________ __ 
2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: $ ____________ _ 

tth: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed ____ X ___ ; Terminated ___ ,' Year 1974 

Funded By Sta te GovernmQRt At $ For Fiscal Year 
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

,STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: I. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATIONAL MATERIALS . ...l.(~c~on~t"'-'i""n..."u'""e""'dJ..) ______ _ 

C5L OCJP Project Number: l340-BB 

Project Title: Lower Court Manual - Printing and Publication 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Paul M. Li, Director, Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=2:.;:32 ,:..:°-=°-=.° ________ _ 

2nd: _______________ _ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active . ______ : Completed ___ X __ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

W- OCJP Project Number: 1340-CC 

Project Title: Lower Court Evidence Manual - Printing and Distribution 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Paul M. Li, Director, Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Funding Year(s): 1 st: -=1=-:9;...:'1....:4'-________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ :..:3:.::5:..2':":0:..:0:.::0~ ______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _________________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ -=.X~ __ ; Terminated ________ ; Year_-=1.::;.9.:...7...:.4_ 

Funded By" State GovernmenJ:=----_______ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(7)_ OCJP Project Number: l340-DD 

Project Title: Purchase and Distribution of Misdemeanor Benchbooks 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Paul M. Li, Director, Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1_9_7_4 ________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 18,000 

2nd: _______ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed ~ __ X_. ; Terminated"_" ______ ; Year _. __ 1_9_7_4_ 

Funded By State Governm_e_n_t ______ At $ _______ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

3 
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. A - TRAINING PROJECfS 

QL OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: A 

Project Title: Nonjudicial Court Personnel Training 

County: Humboldt Agency: County of Humboldt 

Contact Person: --.!lNlL/~A,--_________________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1~9w7~8~ ______ _ 
2nd: _____________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ g,OOO 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Present Status: Active _~X~ ___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governm~J:?~t,,-____ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: B 

Project Title: Justice Court Training 

County: Shasta Agency: County 0:1; Shasta 

Contact Person: 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1a...;9w7c.;;9c--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -Jl~5",,.I.Ou.OJ.\,.OI---.-----
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ____ xa..-__ ; Completed ______ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government. _________ At $ _______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(3.L OCJP Project Number: 2817 Region: C 

Project Title: Court Personnel Trainin~ Project 

County: Glenn Agency: County C] erk' s Off; ce 

"ContactPerson: - Milton Walker t County Clerk 

-Funding Year(s): _1st: ..... 1 ..... 9:.L7-'-7 ____ ~ ____ _ . Federal Amount: 1st: $ . 5,335 
2nd: ____________ _ 2nd: $ 

_ .3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

. Present Status: Active _______ ,. Completed. _____ X~ __ ,· Terminated~ ____ ; Year , 978 

Funded By Local Government At S For Fiscal Year _______ _ 



LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

. CATEGORY: II. A - TRAINING PROJECTS (continued) 

(.A,L.: OCJP Project Number: 2588 Region: D 

Project Title: Specialized Training Program 

County: Sacramento Agen..::y: Regional Area Planning Commission 

Contact Person: Stanley L. Sachs, Director, Region D 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---=1=.::9:..;7....:6'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 22,240 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 22,240 

:ifd: 1978 3rd: $ 24,135* 

4th: 1979 4th: $- 24,776 

Present Status: Active" _-'--.;::X'--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ : year ___ _ 

Funded By Local GovernIl!~=n=-:t,--_____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

<.s.l.- OCJP Project Number: 2892 Region: F 

Project Title: Munjcipal Court Training Grant 

County: _-'S .... a""D-'-'F .... r ..... a""n""'c_l ... · s""'c .... o"'--_.~______ . Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: ,Judge Albert C. Wollenberg 

Funding Year(s): 1st: .... 1 ... 9 ...... 7w7'---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ .... 2"-;,,..;9z.)O,!.!OoL-________ _ 
2nd: _____________ __ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd:$ ______ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ ~ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ .... X"--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded·By Local Gov.ernment _________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Amount reflects augmentation of $1,895 

c.§.L OCJP Project Number: 1312 ,Region: H 

Project Title: Self-Instructional Program for Court Support Personnel 

County: San Mateo 

Contact Person: Doug Oliver, 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1972 

2nd: 1973 

3rd: 1974 

4th: 

Agency: 2ltyline College 

Skyline College 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ 57,291~ 

2nd: $ 87,100 

3rd: $ 115 .020 

4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--"X~ __ •. Terminated _____ .' Year 1976 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 

*Amount reflects augmentation of $1,895 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA '. 

CATEGORY: II. A - TRAINING PROJECTS (continued) 

~ OCJP Project Number: 1539 A-& B Region: H 

Project Title: In-Service Training Program for Criminal Justice Agencies 

County: San Mateo Agency: Criminal Justice Council 

Contact Person', Anne Taylor, Director, Region H __ ~~_,,~r __ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ________________________________ ___ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1.-'9'-.7_3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 20,000 

2nd: 1974 ~. 2nd: $ 25,000 

3rd: 1973 3rd: $ 25,000 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ --'=---_; Completed ___ ---=X=--_; Terminated ______ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government At $ _____________ For Fiscal Year _______________ _ 

.. 
<.Bl- OCJP Project Number: 1547 Region: H 

Project Title: Training Program for Judges, Prosecutors and Court Personnel 

County: San Mateo Agency: County Manager's Office 

Contact Person: George T. Riley, Director, Human Services Coordinating Council 

Fund ing Year(s): 1 st: ....:1::.:9'-'7...:::3'----______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 7,500 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 6,750 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active ___________ ; Completed ____ .=!:.. __ __ ; Terminated ; Year 1975 

F1nded By Local Government At$ For Fiscal Year 

<..2.L. OCJP Project Number: 2565 Region: I 

Project Title: Municipal Court Personnel Training 

County: Alameda Agency: Oakland-Piedmont Municipal Court 

Contact Person: George R. Dickey, Clerk-Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: __ -=1:.:9-=.7...:6 ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $' 11,9.87 . 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 66,928 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 26,500 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active . ___ Y_, __ ; Completed ________ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By· Local Governm~e.u.n.l..t _____ At $ ____________ For Fiscal year _______ ~ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. A - TRAINING PROJECTS (continued) 

QQl OCJP Project Number: 2779 Region: N 

Project Title: Court Personnel Training/Criminal Justice Training 

County: Regionwide Agency: Criminal Justice Planning 

Contact Person: Tony Enea~ Director, Region N 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1.:...:9~7_6 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 14,106 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 13,164* 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 4,388* 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ .::.:X~ __ : Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Govern.~mO!!e::.!n""'t=____ ____ At $ _________ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

(ill OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: R 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerk/Administrative Officer Training 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Person: _.=.:N'"'-/.::.:A=---______________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _-=1:.::.9..:..7-=-9 ______ _ 
2nd: _________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 11,700 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Present Status: Active __ ~X=---__ ; Completed ____ _ : Terminated ; Year 

Funded ByLo~al. Government _______ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

an. OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: R 

Project Title: Los Angeles County Municipal Court Planning & Research Unit Training 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Petson: N/A 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..=1~0!..J,W:3~5~0:..._ ______ _ 

2nd: _ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3.rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ ____________ _ 

Present Status: Active X __ .e..-___ : Completed ______ : Terminated ______ ; Year ___ __ 

Funded By L0cal Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

*One-third of project al1ocate4 to nonjudicial personnel training 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY; II. A - TRAINING PROJECTS (continued) 

U.3.2 OCJP Project Number: 2315 Region: U 

Project Title: Municipal Court Judicial Training Project 

County: San Diego Agency: Region U 

Contact Person: Bob Polansky, Region U Staff 

Funding Year(s): \st: ~1:;..9..!....75,,--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ ~5~,1_0_0 _________ _ 
2nd: ____________ _ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status; Active ______ ; Completed __ ..:.:X:..-_; Terminated ______ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

UJ±..) OCJP Project Number: 1660 Region: U 

Project Title: Post Graduate Training for the Judiciary 

County: San Diego Agency: 
Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Mack P. Lovett 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1972 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _5 __ ,2_0_0 ___________ _ 
2nd: ___________ __ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _---'X~ __ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government __________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT .P.ROiJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: II. A - TRAINING PROJECTS (continued) 

(15) OCJP Project Number: _--=1;:.:3:......;4.:::;2 ______ _ 

Project Title: Center for Judicial Education and Research 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Paul M. Li, Director, Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 210,000 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 268,332 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 253,798 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active .. Completed _~~ ; Terminated .. Year 1976 

Funded By State Government X At $ 314'~OO7 For Fiscal Year 1976-77 

(16) OCJP Project Number: 2576 

Project Title: New Trial Co~t Judges Orientation 

County: Agency: JUdicial Council 

Contact Person: Mark Haiken, Center for Judicial Education and Research 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1..;;.;9:.....7c..6 ___ . ____ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --"6::.J.7~,.J.5_"'O"..0 _____ _ 

2nd: 197,...!-7 ______ _ 2nd: $ 130,500 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 130,500 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ -,X:.:.-__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ____ ._ 

Funded By State Goverxunent ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year _____ -'-_ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES 

~ OClP Project Number: 1246 Region: C 

Project Title: Individualized Training Program 

County: Glenn . Agency: Orland Justice Court 

Contact Person: Judge Warren J. Sawyer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1...:.,:.....6_9_3 _______ __ 
2nd: ______________ __ 2nd: $~. ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ -'--

Present Status: Active -'--_____ ; Completed ___ X ___ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(lL OClP Project Number: 1246 Region: C 

Project Title: Individualized Training Program 

County: Colusa Agency: Colusa Justice Court 

Contact Person: Judge Frank Hubbell 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -,-1~9-,7_4,--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=9:..::0:..::0~ _______ _ 
2nd: ____________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active ______ ,' Completed ___ -==-__ ; Terminated ,. Year 1974 

Funded By Local Governmen1; ________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

Q.L OClP Project Number: 1556 Region: E 

Project Title: Training - National College of the State Judiciary 

County: Marin Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Howard Hanson, Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=1"-',~4:.=2~O __ . ____ _ 

2nd: $ _______ . ______ _ 

3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ..:.X~ __ ,. Terminated _______ : Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALlF.ORNIA 

.CATEGORY: II. B ~ WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

CAL OCJP Project Number: 1340~S Region~ F 

Project Title: Municipal Court Calendar Management Workshop 

County: _-,S"-,a""n,"-,,F:...::r:..!:a~n~c::..:i::.!s~c:..::o::....-________ '. Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Harry W. Low, Superior Court (since elevated) 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 \ 
Federal Amount: 1st: $ 9,018 

2nd: _____________ __ \ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd:. __________ __ 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th:. __________ _ 4th: $. _______ ~ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ -"X:"-__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1973 

Funded By. Local Governm~nt At $ ___ _ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

. (:5.J- OCJP Project Number: 2375 Region: F 

Project Title: Regional Conference.on Court Modernization 

County: ----!S~a::.:n~F::...:r::.:a::.:n~c::.:J.::.:·s::..:c::..:o:::._._ _________ . Agency: Bar-Association of· San Francisco 

Contact Person: Robert Wallach, Private Attorney 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---,1~9,,-,7c..::5,---_. _____ ..;.. Federal Amount: 1st: $ -'1""8:<..,"-'0""9"-4"'--_____ _ 
2nd: __________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ___ -=X:=.-__ ; Terminated _______ ; Year ] 975 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $___ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

CQL OCJP Project Number: 1340-1 Region: I 

Project Title: Superior Court Calendar Management Workshop 

County: Alameda Agency: ~S~u~p~e~r~i~o~r~C~o~u~r~t _________ _ 

Contact Person: Stanley Collis, Court Administrator-Jury Commissioner 

FundingYear(s): I st: ~1 ..... 9,-7,-,3",--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 9,984 
2nd: _____________ __ 

2nd: $ 

3rd: ·3rd: $ 

4th: Ath: $ 

. "Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ ..... X'"--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Gove:rnIllent At $ For Fiscal Year _______ ----
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

QL OCJP Project Number: ....;1=5:....:8:....:8'---_______ _ Region: L 

Project Title: Regional Court Training and Upgrade Project 

County; Regionwide Agency: --=.:A=l;..:::l=---:c'-"-o..::u:..;:r..::t...::s ___________ _ 

Contact Person: Norman Stebbins, Director, Region L 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=:.19::....7:...:3=--______ _ 

2nd: 1974 

3rd: 1976 

4th: 1977 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ .....:3::....<..:, 9::...;7.....:7~ ______ _ 

2nd: $ 5,000 ,-
3rd: $ 2,000 

4th: $ 4,300 

Present Status: Active ---"X~ _____ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Govern~nent At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

.(.8.).... OCJ P Project Number: _1.&.:6I.LJ.&.:6'"'--________ _ Region: L 

Project Title: Amed can Academy of .Iudi cial Education - Graduate Program 

County; Tuoll!mne Agency: Justice -Court 

Contact Person: Norman Stebbins, Director, Region L 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ..... ' .J.-9 ..... 7 .... 3 ________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ J~, 3..L9:Ll6u..-'---______ _ 

2nd: ____ ~ ____ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ---'X=-___ : Terminated ______ : Year 1973 

Funded By Local Governmen1" ..... ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(9.l- OCJP Project Number: 1164 A & B Region: M 

Project Title: Judicial In-Service Training 

County: Monterey Agency: County Administrator's Office 

Contact Person: Bill Cameron. D;I,rector, Region M 

Funding Year{s): 1st: -- _1 .... 9 ..... 71"'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 9,..,9"'-'6><--_______ _ 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $8!o!.,3.u7~ _____ , 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed ~Xu-___ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS ·IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

(lOl- OCJ P Project Number: ....;1=1:.4-'-'3=<--________ _ Region: 0 

Project Title: Judicial Education Program 

County: Inyo Agency: Southern Inyo Justice Court 

Contact Person: Judge Donald 1. Chapman; Mike Logue, Director, Region 0 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---""1..z9.L7_.2 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~8"..8"..8 ________ _ 

2nd: __________ ~ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ : Completed _X""-___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1972 

Funded By Local Governmll;:e~n~t---__ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(ilL OCJ P Project Number: _1.=-3",.4-'-'1=---..:C"'--_______ _ Region: Q 

Project Title: Court Management Seminar 

County: Yen tura Agency: ..!:S::.::u~p::.::e~r~i~o::..!r~C::.::o::.::u~r:..!t=___ _______ _ 

Contact Person: Robert L. Hamm. County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: .=lcL9-L7=!.3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ =.1:!!.S.l..=.2=!.3:!!.5 ______ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd; 3rd: $ __ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ~X ____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government .... ________ At $, ______ For Fiscal Year 

(;!1L OCJP Project Number: 1341-R Region: Q 

Project Title: Court Management Seminar 

County: Ventura Agency: Superior- Coure 

Contact Person: Robert L •. Hamm, County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --=1..::..9:...-73"'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $15~23S 

2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present. Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ X ____ ; Terminated ____ -; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year~ _______ _ 
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LEAA';FUNDEDCOURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES .(continued) 

(UL OCJP Project Number: 1341"'--_T _______ _ Region: Q 

Project Title: Court Management Seminar 

Coun ty: Ven tur a Agency: .::S.::u:J;:p.::e:::r..=i:..=o..=r'---..:::C:..=o:.::u:.:;r:.::t:..--_______ _ 

Contact Person: Robert L. Hamm, County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ._4:.....;4'-','-'-7--=6.=5 ______ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed ---'Xo=.--___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Gov.ernm""'e.un .... t _____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(lfi.-L OCJP Project Number: 1169 Region: S 

Project Title: Natj anal CQ11ege of State Judicary (Training) 

County: San Bernardjno Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: .Iudge Richard C. Garne~ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --4.1 .... 9-<-7-*'2 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ .1 .... , ... 2..L.1 ... 2 ________ _ 

2nd: ______________ __ 2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: '4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ : Completed _ ...... X"'--___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ] 972 

Funded By Local Gov'<O'.rnment _________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

. (ilL OClP Project Number: -:1=1=8:;..:0"--_______ _ Region: S 

Project Title: 'American Academy of Judicial Education 
" County: San Bernardino Agency: 29 Palms Judicial District 

Contact Person: Richard Kenyon, Director, Region S 

Funding Year(s): 1st: =.1"'-97!..-'2=--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $447 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd~ _________ __ 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed __ -'X=-___ : Terminated ______ : Year 1972 

Funded By Local Government At $ . For. Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

(.l.6.L OCJP Project Number: ....:1=-:6=1=-4=---_______ _ Region: S 

Project Title: American Academy of Judicial Education - Graduate Program 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Crest Forest Judicial District 

Contact Person: Richard Kenyon, Director, Region S 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 6~6~4"'--_____ ~ __ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ : Completed --'X"'--___ : Terminated ______ : Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(.l.2L OCJP Project Number: -'1""6""2"-=5"--___________ _ Region: S 

Project Title: Judicial Education 

County: Imperial Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Henry A. Willingham 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1""-9.!....7""'-3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -'5~4:!..!O"--_______ _ 

2nd: ___________ __ 2nd: $ ____________ __ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--'X"--___ ; Terminated .. Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government .... ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(1.8.L OCJ P Project Number: JQ,",-2 7-'---_______ _ Region: T 

Project Title: Attendance at National College of the State Judiciary 

County: Orange Agency: £M~u~n~i".!,c'""i~12~a'""'l~C'-'"o'-"u ... r-"t~--------

Contact Person: Judge Kenneth M. Smith 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ... 1.-<.9.L.7-'-3 ________ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ 1,2]5 

2nd: $ _______ ~ __ 

3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: $ _________ ,_--

Present Status: Active ______ ; {:ompleted ~X<L-___ ; Terminated ______ ; Year] 973 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

15 



LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNiA 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

li.2.2 OCJP Project Number: 2047 Region: U 

Project Title: San Diego College of Advocacy 

County: San Diego Agency: ~I'1unicipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Louis M. Welsh 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1=:.9~7L4~ ______ _ Federal Amount: ,1st: $ _2_4---.::....,0_0_0 ______ _ 
2nd: ______________ _ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _______ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _---'X"'--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: II. B - WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTTTUTES (continued) 

(2.QL OCJP Project Num ber: -,1",-,3;::..4.!..:1~-....::S,--______ _ 

Project Title: Five Calendar and Court Management Conferences 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Pe,rson: I. J. "Cy" Shain, Research Director. A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 4.:....:0~.!....!O::.::O:..::O'--_____ _ 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _~X:2.-___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(ilL OCJP Project Number: -.:1"'-'3;::..4.!..:1=--...:.W'--______ _ 

Project Title: Workshops - Statistical Reporting 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Thomas Sasaki, Senior Statistician. A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..L=:" 5::...L.,4.:..;3::.,:O=--______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

3rd: $ 

4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ---'X~ ___ ; Terminated __ _ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State Government . ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(2.21- OCJP Project Number: --"'-2=15:::.;0'=<--________ _ 

Project Title: Court Management Conferences 

County: Agency: Judicial Coun{~i1 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Pro; ect Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 5..!.4;::!:..J.:,0~O~0'=<--________ _ 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $::!.:44:!..:,t.,!,8~a~8 _____ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ___________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _---'X'-='--__ ; Terminated ______ : Year ____ _ 

Funded .By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

17 



LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: II. B WORKSHOPS, CONFERENCES AND INSTITUTES (continued) 

C2..3J OCJP Proj~ct Number: _....::2::..J1-"9:..:::0:..-.-______ _ 

Project Title: Workshops on Criminal Caseloads 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: I. J. "Cy" Shain, Research Director, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1971 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 54,000 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 5~ ,000 

3rd: 1979 3rd: $ 54,000 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X ; Completed ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By State Government At$ For Fiscal Year 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT. IMPROVEMENT 

QL OC1P Project Number: 2875 Region: A 

Project Title: Superior Court Research Assistant 

County: Humboldt Agency: . Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Thomas Montgomery 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---:1::.:9:....:7:....:7_· ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 18,000 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 12,345 

3rd: 1979 3rd: $ 7,095 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ -,X",-, __ .. ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Govern.=ffi:.=e:.=;:u:.;::t'---____ At $ For Fiscal Year 

(2L OCJP Project Number: 2918 Region: A 

Project Title: Mode~ Record Keeping System for Small Superior Courts 

County: Humboldt Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Lou Leeper, Assistant County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --=1~9-=-7...:...7 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1:.;::5-',-=9-=9-=8'---_____ _ 
2nd: __________ __ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ~X~ __ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Gover)1lIlent ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

OL OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: A 

Project Title: Model Courts Operations 

County: ___ ~H~u~m~b~o=l~d~t _________ __ Agency: County of Humboldt 

Contact Person: N/A 

FundingYear(s): .Jst: 1979 , FederaLAmount: .·lst: $ -=1:..:7-=,~O:....:O:....:0~ _____ _ 
2nd: _______________ _ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______ ~ __ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active· __ ""X'---_--'-,. Completed, _~ ___ : Terminated~-.:... ____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governmen~t------ At $ For. Fiscal Year _____ _,_---
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

L!LL OCJP Project Number: 1888 Region: B 

Project Title: Court Systems Analysis Project 

County: Trinity 
Agency: Superior Court 

Judge Harold Underwood Contact Person: 
---------~--------------------

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 24,444 
2nd: _____________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed X ; Terminated _______ . ; Year 1216 

Funded By Local Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

L2L OCJP Project Number: 2677 Region: C 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Legal Research Assistant 

County: Butte Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Wayne Anthony, Legal Research Assistant 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1.t'-97-'-7-'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=.2~3.2..' 0:::..7.!...:0:::....-______ _ 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 13 , 579 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___ -'-______ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _____ ,' Terminated_-"X-"--___ ; Year 1978 * 
Funded By Local Government _______ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(..6.l- OCJP Project Number: 4069 

Project Title: Superior Court Improvement 

County: Placer 

Contact Person: Judge Keith F. Sparks 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1_9_7_8 ___ . ____ _ 

2nd: 1979 

3rd: 

4th: 

Region: D 

Agency: Superior Court 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4_5--:....,3_8_2 ______ _ 
38,575 2nd: $ __________ _ 

. 3rd:$ ______ ---'-__ _ 

4th: $ . ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ---=:X-=--___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Projeqt terminated due to 
Proposition 13, July 1978 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT. PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT ( continued) 

L1-L OCJP Project Number: Region: E 

Project Title: Municipal Court Administrative Officer 

County: Sonoma Agency: Municipal Cou:rt 

Contact Person: Dave Sontag, Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1~9:::..7.!..:3~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=.2.:::.3.2..' 8~9:::...4~ _____ _ 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 20,737 

3rd:. .1975 3rd: $ 25,942 

4th: 4th: $. _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ,' Completed X " Terminated .. Year 1976 

Funded By Local Government X At. $ _. 25,453 For Fiscal Year 1976--1~7'! . 

L8l. OCJP Project Number: 2257 Region: E 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Self-Assessment Program 

County: Sonom~a~ _______________ __ Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Kenneth M. Eymann 

Funding Year(s): 1st: __ ....;1=9"-7:....:5:..-_____ _ Federai Amount: ist: $ 151,212 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 87,433 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active ______ ,' Completed _--"''---__ " Terminated " Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government ____________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

.L2-L OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: E 

Project Title: Court Records Management System 

. County: Marin Agency: Marin Municipal Court 

Contact Person: ___ ....:N:.:..!/....:A..:...-_______________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1:::..9..!-78 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --.:.8L,1=:.6.::...4 ________ _ 

2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ _________ -:-_ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: . _________ _ 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ,' Completed _--=.X::......-__ ,' Terminated _____ ,' Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT" PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA . 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT 'IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

40-). GelP Project Number: 134o-B Region: F 

Project Title: Sununary Traffic Trial Commissioner 

County: San Francisco Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Dwight Clark, Executive Assistant to the Presiding Judge 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 35,884 Federal Amount:. 1st:. $ ----.:::..:.....;::....-______ _ 

2nd: ___________________ __ 2nd: $ _______________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active __________ ; Completed X ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local G~vernm.::.en=t_=___X _______ At $ 29,579 For Fiscal Year 1974-75 

llU OCJP Project Number: 134o-R Region: F' 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

County: San Francisco Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Byron Kane, Project Manager, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ....:1=1: ___ 7!..-,~2_2...:.5~ ______ _ 
2nd: ___________ _ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ______________ _ 

Present Status: Active ________ ; Completed __ ---=X:.=..-____ ; Terminated __________ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government ______________ At $ For Fiscal Year __________ __ 

(12) OCJP Project Number: . _1_3:...,4_o_-_w ________ _ Region: F 

Project Title: Executive Assistant.to the Presiding Judge 

County: San Francisco Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Dwight Clark, Executive Assistant to the Presiding Judge 

Funding Year(s): 1st: __ 1:::.;9:::.,7;...,:3::..-_____ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 34,783 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 34,425 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th; 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed ____ X _____ ; Terminated _______ ; Year _1-=9~7c...:.5 __ _ 

Funded By Local Government X At $ ..:..2--'-7....!.,..:...67-'-4~ ___ FOf'Fiscal year~. __ 1...::9-=7~5_-....:..7..:.6 __ ~_ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

ll3.l OCJP Project Number: ]836 Region: F 

Project Title: Mjcrofjche Index System (Criminal Djyjsiooi 

County: San Forancisco Agency: County Clerk's Office 

Contact Person: Dan Donahue, Chief Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 19Z4 Federal Amount: ]st: $ 69.976 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3.rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active .. Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At$ For Fiscal Year 

(l.4.). OCJP Project Number: 1967 Region: F 

Project Title: Assistant to the Master Calendar Judge (Criminal Division) 

County: San Francisco Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Frederick Whisman, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ....,1=..,9"-'7'-'-4'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...::2::.....!4'-1,..!...7..:::0~5 _______ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 22,234 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ -=X'"--_ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2926 Region: F 

Project Title: Systems Improvement Project 

County: San of,,,..:;r.!:::a'''n''''cc=i:::::s..::::c..::::o _________ _ Agency: Municip~~l~C~o~u~r~t~---------

Contact Person: Beatrice Hoffman, Criminal Justice Analyst 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1-=.9"-'7'-'7'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...:3~5:...l't...::O~0:.:::0~ _____ _ 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 30 , 240 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ -"-X~ __ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year __ --

Funded By Local Governm,=e=n..::.t _____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

(16). OCJP Project Number: 1340-0 Region: H 

Project Title: Analysis of Civil/Criminal Calendaring Practices 

County: San Mateo Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: J. Paul Peoples, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): l~t~ ....:1:=..:9"-'7c..::3::....-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=8::..:6:..J,~5:...::0:...::0:...._ _____ _ 

2nd: ____________________ __ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ....;:X~ ___ ; Terminated _________ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ______________ _ 

(..1.7.). OCJP Project Number: 1340-V Region: H 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerk-Administrator (study only) 

County: San Mateo Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: M. D. Tarshes, County Manager 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1_9_7_3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1.:..:5--',~9-=0_0 ______ _ 

2nd: ____________________ __ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ____ X _____ ; Terminated ___________ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government _______________ At $ ___________ For Fiscal Year ___________ _ 

illl OCJP Project Number: 1983 Region: H 

Project Title: Criminal Legal Research Assistant 

County: San Mateo Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: J. Paul Peoples, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...:2=.;6::..:,1...:0::..:0::..:0:...._ _____ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 26,000 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _______________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1976 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 44,853 For Fiscal Year 1976-77 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

Cl.2.l OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: H 

Project Title: Criminal Writ Clerk 

County: San Mateo Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: J. Paul Peoples, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --=1""'9;...:.7..;.9 _______ _ Federal Amount; 1st: $ 19,800 
2nd: ____________ __ 

2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ ~X~ __ : Completed ______ : Terminated _____ ; Year __ _ 

Funded By Local Governme~n,-"t,--______ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

C2Jll. OCJP Project Number: 1235 Region: I 

Project Title: Criminal Court Coordinator 

County: Alameda Agency: Oakland-Piedmont Municipal Court 

Contact Person: George R. Dickey, Clerk-Administrative Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1""9"-'7'-'3"--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1::..::6~,t..::0~0~0,--______ _ 
2nd: __________ __ 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ____________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ .. Completed __ ~X=---_: Terminated ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Goverlll11ent __ ---=X:::.-_____ At $ 22,473 For Fiscal Year 1976-77 

(2ll OCJP Project Number: 1296 Region: I 

Project Title: Criminal Court Coordinator (Court Statistician) 

County: Alameda Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Herbert Pike, Court Statistician 

Funding Year(s): 1 st: -'1=9-'"7...;;3 _______ __ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 24,000 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 18,000 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 21,328 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--=:.X"--__ : Terminated _____ ,· Year 1976 

Funded By Local Governme~n~t~X~ ____ At$ 2b,050 For Fiscal Year --=1""-9...!...7..::..6-_7-'-7'--___ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

C11l OCJP Project Number; 77-48 Region: I 

Project Title: Casef10w Management System 

County: Alameda Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Rene C. Davidson, County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: .....:1=.;9=-70....8"--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 62,250 

2nd: __________ __ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _---'X""-__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governm,~e~n=.!t=--_____ At $ _______ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(2..3.). OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: I 

Project Title: Courts Accounting and Traffic System Project 

County: Alameda Agency: Alameda Municipal Court 

Contact Person: George Dickey, Municipal Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ....:1=9'--'7--=9'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1::..::9:....!7~,L.::1'-"0:.::l=---_____ _ 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---"'X'---___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded Bv . Local Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

C.20 OCH' Project Number: 1047 Region: J 

Project Title: M~~icipa1 Court Traffic Commissioner 

County: Santa Clara Agency: San Jose-Milpitas Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge R. Donald Chapman 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _JJ...9:z..,7u2 _________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -'2=-7'-,'-'0"-'0"-'0<--_____ _ 

2nd: ___________ __ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed X ; Terminated _____ ; Year --=1::..::9-=7..=3,--_ 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 26,396 For Fiscal Year ---=:lo.:::9'-!7-=3:...--=7-'4C-.-___ _ 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT· PROJECTS· IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

(15l OClP Project Number: ____ -=1;.::::3....:.4.:::.o-.....;D==--_____ _ Region: J 

Project Title: Execut:ive Assistant to Presiding Judge 

County: Santa Clara Agency:. San Jose-Milpitas Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Gerard J •.. Kettmann 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2--'7-','-"-9...:.9-=0 ______ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed X ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By .Loca1 Government X AL$ 15,228* For Fiscal Year 1974-75 

(2.6) OCJP Project Number: 1341-1 Region: J 

Project Title: Regional, Court Commissioner 

County: ,Santa Clara Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: .Kay Hernandez, Chief Deputy Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=3:...4:.2,~4-=O:...4:...-_____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local GovernmeJ:'lt. ____ X ____ At $ 32,238 For Fiscal Year 1974-75 

em OClP Project Number: 1802 Region: J 

Project Title: Uniform Court Sta.ff Research Team 

-County: Santa.C1ara Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: John Kazubowski. Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ...:;1=-:9"-'7--'4'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..::.8::...l,L.:3~9:..!:O:..-______ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: . $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ : Completed --=Xc::-__ : Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By .. Loca1 Government At $ ___________ For Fiscal Year 

*Sa1ary and benefits only 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (coutjnned) 

(2.8.).. OCJP Project Number: 1438 Region: K 

Project Title: Justice Courts I Modern,i.zation and Standardization 

County: Merced Agency: Atwater Justice Court 

Contact Person: Judge Haven P. Courtney (Merced County Municipal Court) 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ -!7....l,i..!:2~O:=5'__ ______ _ 

2nd: ____________________ __ 2nd: $ _________ __ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ __ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ___________ ,' Completed ____ --"X-"--_,' Terminated ___________ ,' Year ] 974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________________ __ 

<1.2.l OCJP Project Number: 2114 Region: K 

Project Title: Trial Court Delay - Legal Research Assistant 

County: San Joaquin Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Robert Haughwout. Legal Research Assistant 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ....,1=9'--'7-=5'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -"3L,,9w,.~6L<9~8!.__ _____ _ 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 38.697 

3rd: 1977 3rd: $ 38.416 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ,' Completed x " Terminated ________ ,' Year 1977-78 

Funded By 'Local Government ___ ....::X"---_____ At $ 42.000 For Fiscal Year _].J....L97.1-8"--____ _ 

0Ql OCJP Project Number: __ ..:::2.=.5.::...9 5~ ____ ----'2=_=5"_'9~5 Region: K 

Project Title: Municipal Court Administrator 

County: Stanislaus Agency: Municipal Court 

Con tact Perso'n: Judge Charles V. Stone 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 34 , 728 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 33,000 

3rd: 1978 ' 3rd: $ 32,847 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X " Completed " Terminated " Year 

Funded 'By Local Go~ernment At$ For Fiscal Year 
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LEAA~FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continned) 

Ull OCJP Project Number: 4039 Region: L 

Project Title: Regional Legal Research Assistant 

County: __ Tllo1_umne Agency: County of Tuolumne 

Contact Person: Judge Joseph Huberty, Calaveras County Superior Court 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ .......=1:.!::0~,~0.!:!.00~ _____ _ 

2nd: --1979 2nd: $-",1"",0-0..' .><.00""'0"'--_____ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ .£1X'--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(]ll OCJP Project Number: l340-T Region: M 

Project Title: Court Administrative Unit Project 

County: Monterey Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Ralph M. Drummond 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 

2nd: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=2::.:;0'-','-"6:..:::3:..;:8'--_____ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

2nd: $ _______________ _ 

3rd: $ 

4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated __ "-,,X ___ ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

on OCJP Project Number: 4018 Region: M 

Project Title: Superior Court Record Keeping System 

County: Santa Cruz Agency: ~Su~p~e=_r=-.::::;io:::..r=__C""o:::..u""'r=-:::.t ________ _ 

Contact Person:· Richard W. Bedal, Assistant County Clerk 

Furiding Year(s): . 1st: 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1~5~.-'-7_""8~8 _________ _ 

2nd: __________ ~ ___ __ 

3rd: 

4th:' 

2nd: $ ______________ ~-

3rd: $ _, _________ _ 

4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _~X""--___ ; Terminated ______ .: Year 1976 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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lEAA':FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

{.3..4+"OCJP Project Number: 4059 Region: M 

Project Title: Legal Research Attorney 

County: Santa Cr1!Z Agency: Superior Court 

. Contact Person: JiJdge Harry M. Brauer 

-Funding Year(s): 1st: _ ~1 .... 9<....1.7--",8,--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=1=5'--','-'4'--'4:..::;6'--_____ _ 

2nd: 1979 2nd: $ 16, 000 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ ..... X ___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ____ ~_; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governme<:;.Du..t>---_____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: (New) Region; M 

Project Title: 

.County: 

Legal Research Clerk 

Monterey Agency: S1!perjor Conrt 

Contact Person: _--"Nu/..<;A'--_____________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ --I.2:..1.8>-,,,,..l.0 ..... 0u.0L-.-_____ _ 

2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ X"--_---'_; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government ....... ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(-3.6+ OCJP Project Number: 1453 Region: N 

. Project Title: S.uperior Court Administrative Officer 

County: Fresno Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: .. Jay Johnson, Court Administrative Officer 

, Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 22,699 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 20,000 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 22.920 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ _ ; Completed __ ""'X-'-__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year J 976 

Funded By Local Governmu;;e .... Du.t~ __ ..aX~_ At $ 35,720 For Fiscal Year~1~91-<7r..t;6~-'_J.7-1-7----
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORN,'A 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

C3.ll OCJP Project Number: 1561 Region: N 

Project Title: Superior Court Improvement Project 

County: Fresno Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Jay Johhson, Court Administrative Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 45,440 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $125,800 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ -=-X~ __ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2632 Region: N 

Project Title: Adminjstratjve Services T,ower COllrt 

County: Tulare Agency: . Municipa1~C;o~u~r~t=s ______ _ 

Contact Person: Tony Enea, Director, Region N 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _--=1=9...:..7.,.6 ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 25,215 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 21,075 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 19,035 

. 4th: 4th: $_---

Present Status: Active __ ..... X~. ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ .: Y~ar ____ __ 

Funded By Local Government!=. ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ __ 

(.3..9l OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: 0 

Project Title: Mi crofilming of Records 

County: Tnyo Agency: lnyo Justice Court 

Contact Person: __ ..!:N!.LI.£AL-______________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1=-:9'-'7..;::9 _______ _ 

2nd: _________ _ 

3rd: 

4th:" 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..=1::..::2:.2 • .:;:5-=0-=0 ______ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _----'X==--__ ; Completed _____ : Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local GovernmU>e ..... n .... t ___ ~ __ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ ~_ 
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LEAA-FUNOED . COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

CA.Ql OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: 0 

Project Title: Lower Court Improvement Program 

County: Inyo Agency: Inyo Justice Court 

Contact Person: _-"N;.:../.;;;;;A"--_______ ~ ______________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --=1::,:9'-'7.....:9'--______ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---,-1,--,0~,,--,0,--,0..::.0 ______ _ 

2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ ~X=--___ ; Completed ______ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governme=.;n:.=.t=---______ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ ~ 

CA.ll OCJP Project Number: 744 Region: P 

Project Title: Court Executive Officer Demonstration Project 

County: Santa Barbara Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: _--"-N;.:../.=.;A"--_____________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1971 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2_3--','-0_0_0 __________ _ 

2nd: _________ __ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government ____ X_~· ____ At $ 36,993 For Fiscal Year 1973-74 

U2J OCJP Project Number: 1329 Region: P 

Project Title: Trial Court Delay - Legal Research Assistant 

County: Santa Barhara Agency: _...;SLUll,*,pL.t;:e:.s.r~i..uol..l.r_l..Co.\,;oLU1Jl..l.r_l.t_------_ 

Contact Person: Patrick HcMahon. Legal Research Assistant 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---:1"-'9"-'7'-=3<--_______ _ 

2nd: 1974 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---'2 .... 5Lj.~4 ... 3"-=4<----~---

2nd: $ 20,925 

3rd: $ ________ --

4th: ~ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; ComI'leted _--"X-"--__ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 29,974 

*Position terminated due to 
Proposition 13, July 1978 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

G.:U OCJP Project Number: l34l-V Region: P 

Project Title: Countywide Municipal Court System Development 

County: San Luis Obispo Agency: County Clerk's Office 

Contact Person: Mitch Cooney, County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -:1:::.9:::..7'-4"'---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 25,000 

2nd: ________________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _---'X"'--___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

(M0 OCJP Project Number: 2002 Region: P 

Project Title: ___ CQ.J.l1Jty C1 erk/Court Informatj on BetTi eva1 System 

County: Santa Barbara Agency: Superior C01lrt 

Contact Person: _...J.N~/"-!A:I------____ . _______________ _'__ ______ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _-'-] .;z.9.L7:t.4 _______ _ 

2nd: ______________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ 25,000 

2nd: $ 

3rd: $ 

4th: $ _____________ _ 

Present Status: Active. _______ ; Completed _---J.x'--___ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1975 

Funded By· Local Government ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

<-4-5-). OCJP Project Number: 20J 5 Region: P 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Forms Analysis and Design 

County: Santa Barbara Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Ruby H. Blanchard. Clerk-Administrative Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---,1=..9<..;7,-=4~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 25,000 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 40,000 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ~---:-____ ; Completed _--.-£X"--___ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 
. .... ....'1'" -;:,.- ....... ,_._. ..~ ... -..... -' _ ........... ,-

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINIS1~TION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

CA.6l OCJP Project Number: 1092 Region: Q 

Project Title: Executive"O~~f~f~i~c~e~r __________________________________________________ ---

County: Ventura Agency: -.::::S~u:.t:p~e.=:.r.:=i::::.o.=:.r---.::::C::::.o.=u.=:.r-=t _____________ _ 

Contact Person: Hank Rodgers, Court Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1::..::9:....:7..::2'---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=2:..:3:...;'~0:..:0:..:0:..-.. _______ _ 

2nd: ______________ __ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ : Completed X : Terminated .: Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 32,000 For Fiscal Year 1973-74 

(ill OCJP Project Number: 1340-M Region Q 

Project Title: Judicial Process Management Analysts 

County: Ventura Agency: Courts 

Contact Person: Hank Rodgers, Court Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=2:..:3:...2,~8:...:7_=6:...._ _____ _ 

2nd: _______________ __ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ___________ ; Completed __ ...:X=--__ ; Terminated ___ __ ; Year 19:....:.7--,4 __ 

Funded By LocaI Governmen . .=t:...-_______ At $, _________ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

'-4.8..). OCJP Project Number: 2005 Region: Q 
Project Title: Para-Legal and Court l1anagement Intern Proj ect 

County: Ventura Agency: Superior Court/Dist.rict Attorney 

Contact Person: Hank Rodgers, Executive Officer; C. Stanley Trom, District Attorney 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1::.9:...7~4~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..:1::.:9:...,;,'-6:..:0:..:0:....-_____ _ 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _______ ~------

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ '=':X'--_; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

... -. ~ ........ --.--........ . -.~~.- .,_ .•.. * ~~ - •. " 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued). 

Ci2l OCJP Project Number: 2030 Region: Q 

Project Title: Legal Research Assistant 

County: Ventura Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Hank Rodgers, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ..=lc::9..!..Z....:.4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=1!:::5~,~0~0~0~ ______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--=X"--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 20,000 For Fiscal Year 1975-76 

(5ill OCJP Project Number: 2428 Region: Q 

Project Title: Municipal Courts Records Retrieval System 

County: Ventura Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: James G. Fox, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4_0-',:....4_5_0 _____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ -"X"--__ ; Terminated ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year -'--_____ _ 

(51) OCJP Project Number: 7l-DF-542* Region: Q 

Project Title: Management Study of Ventura Court System 

County: Ventura Agency: County of Ventura 

Contact Person: James G. Fox, Executive Officer, Municipal Court 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1970 Federal :Amount: 1st: $ . ..::. 5:.=1:..l,c;:2:..:::6:..::0~ _____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

3rd: $ _______ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _---'-X"--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1972 

Funded By Lt')~~al Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDED .COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CA TEGOR Y: -=-II::.:I::..:.~..:::C:.::O..::.UR:.:T=-=AD=M=I::.:N-=I=-ST::.:RA=T:.:I:.:O::.:N~/MAN=:;:A::.:G:.:E:::ME=N=-T---.:I=MP=R:::::O:..:.V-=E:.:ME=N::.:..:T~(>..:::c.:.:::o.:.:nc.::.t.::::in~u::.=e::::d:.J.)_~c-_-

r 
(Continuation of 

1053 71-DF-909) em OCJP Project Number: Region: 

Project Title: Alternative Processing System 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Frank Zolin, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---=1::.;:9'-'-7-=1'---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...::6:....:4'-2.-=2:.=3..:::6 _______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: . 4th: $ ___________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ~X,--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(2]l OCJP Project Number: 1340·-Y Region: R 

Project Title: Court Administrator 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Vincent N. Erickson 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1=-:9:...:7...;;3'---__ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..::5:..::0:..2,~7_=1c!:::2 _______ _ 

2nd: ________ . ___ _ 2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ___ _ : Completed X : Terminated ______ : Year 1974 

Funded By :r,.oca1 Government X . _______ At $ 47,323 For Fiscal Year 1974-75 

<.5.ll OCJP Project Number: 1340-Z Region: R 

Project Title: Continuance Officer 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Vincent N. Erickson 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 197_3 _________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---'03_2--<:,-'-0_2_1 ______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd:. 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ____________ _ 

. Present Status: Active; Completed __ ...:;X"--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government _____ At $ . For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA~FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVElvIENT (continued) 

(.5.5l OCJP Project Number: 71-DF-909* Region: R 

Project Title: Alternative Processing System 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Frank Zolin, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ...;1::,.:9:...:7:..:1"---_______ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 102,980 Federal Amount: 1st: 
2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1972 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(ill OCJP Project Number: 72-DF-09-0078 (1st yr.)* Region: R 

Project Title: Municipal Court Executive Officer 

County: Los Angeles A Compton Municipal Court District gency: _ 

Contact Person: Reggie Cobb, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --.:1:..:9...;.7-=3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 40,182 

2nd: 1974 (72-DF-09-0082) 2nd: $ 41,055 

3rd: 1976 (72-DF-09-0086) 3rd: $ 47,016 

4th: 1977 4th: $ 50~OOO 

Present Status: Active __ -"'X=-----.:_; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government . ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(57 .). OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: R 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerical Support Services Improvement Project 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Person: N/A 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --=1"-"9'-!-7....:::9'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..;:5:.!:8:...t • ..::!.5.!::0.!::0 _______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3.rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--"'X"--___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Gowernm~""n..."t::....-___ ~_ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDEll COURi'· PROJECTS· IN CALlf.QR~JA .. _ .. -~-'~'-' _ .. _ ........ -
••••• ~ •••• __ ' ••.• ,n ••••• _ ••••••••. -

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

~). OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: R 

Project Title: Model ,Court Rules 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County. 

ContactPe~on: ____ ~N~/~A~~ ________________________________________________________ __ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=5:..J,~5:..::3:..::8~ __________ _ 
~nd: ____________________ __ 2nd: $ _______________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________________ __ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--'X'-"--__ ; Completed _________ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Go'tlernm~nt ________________ At $ ___________ For Fiscal Year ______ ~ ____ _ 

W OCJP Project Number: (New) Region: R 

Project Title: . Video Information Project 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Person: __ ---'N.;.,/....:.A"--_________________________________________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: __ 1_9_7_9 ____________ _ 

2nd: _______________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=5:....:0::....:'c-4:....:O:....:O:...-_____ _ 

2nd: $ ___________ __ 

3rd: $ ________________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ~X'-"--_____ ; Completed ____ . ; Terminated ________ ; Year ____ _ 

Fund.ed By Local Government At $ _____________ For Fiscal Year ________________ __ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

t 6Ql OCJP Project Number: 783 Region: S 

Project Title: Simulation Test of Municipal Court Case Scheduling Methods 

County: San Bernardino Agency:' Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Jim Cramer, District Attorney 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1=9"-'7:...:1=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -:6:..:1=..,>..:0::...;0::...;0"--_____ _ 
2nd: __________ __ 2nd: $ ________________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ --=X"'--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1972 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ ,...--_ 

(Qll OCJP Project Number: 1340-X Region: S 

Project Title: Attorney Arbitration Plan 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge J. Steve Williams 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---'1=..,9~7--"3'__ _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 44,039 

2nd: ____________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _----"X"'--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(.62.). OCJP Project Number: ] 34l-F Region: S 

Project Title: Supportjng Staff for Court Administrator 

County: San Bernardjno Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Roy E. Chapman, Superior Court (since elevated) 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1",-,9~7:...:3,,--_________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..::3::.:::l::...l't.:2::..!0~0,,--_____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _______ ~_ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed x ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Governmen.-"'t_---'X~ ______ At $ 43,566 For Fiscal Year _-=.1"-9..:...74-'---.:-75:..---
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINIS.TRATION /MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued') 

(.6..3l OCJP Project Number: 4068 Region: S 

Project Title: Joint Court Administration 

County: Imperial Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Don Work 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2_6'-',<....2_1....:8'----______ __ 
2nd: _______________ __ 2nd: $ ________________ __ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---"-X"--_____ ; Completed _________ ; Terminated __________ ,' Year ____ -.--__ 

Funded By Local Governme:.=;n:..::t _________ At $ For Fiscal Year _______________ _ 

(64) OCJP Project Number: 4071 Region: S 

Project Title: Imperial County Municipal Court Improvements 

County: Imperial Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Rachel Speer, Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 28,933 

2nd: 2nd: $. 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X ; Completed ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By Local Governm.eut At$ For Fiscal Year 

(..6.s.). OCJP Project Number: 1340 X Region: S 

Project Title: Attorney Arbitration Plan 

County: --.San-ol./B .... e ..... r ..... n.<a.a .... r"..d .. iuJ,.l..V..o __________ _ Agency: Suped or Gourt 

Contact Person: Judge J. Steve Williams 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ] 973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...=4t..!::4t...".,.l.OL.3L;9t..--_______ __ 

2nd: _________________ __ 2nd: $ ______________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________________ _ 

Present Status: Active _________ ; Completed __ -"x'--__ ; Terminated __________ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Loc.al Goverument _____________ At $ _________ For Fiscal Year 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (contin"cled) 

l66.2 OCJP Project Number: 1340-c Region: T 

Project Title: Summary Disposition of Traffic Violations 

County: Orange Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Keith Concannon, Director, Region T 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ -,3=:.:6:::...c'2..:0::..::0::..::0~ _____ _ 
2nd: __________________ __ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--,X~ __ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local 90 vernment At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(671 OCJP Project Number: 7l-DF-I036* Region: U 

Project Title: Industrial Engineering Analysis of Courts 

County: San Diego Agency: Fiscal and Justice Agency 

Contact Person: Bob Polansky, Region U Staff 

Funding Year(s): 1 st: ....::1:.=9::....::7...=1=---___________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ -=1~O'_'7'-','_=9'_'7_"O"__ _____ _ 

2nd: __________ __ 2nd: $ ________________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ ..... X=--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

l68J OCJP Project Number: 2803 Region: U 

Project Title: Experiment for Court Consolidation Evaluation 

County: San Diego Agency: El Cajon Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Hon. G. Denni s Adams, El Caj 011 Munic ipal Court 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1:;...97..:...8 _________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _.:..3_3..:.., _0_00-'--:--____ _ 
2nd: ______________ __ 2nd: $ _______________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active X ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Loca~ Gevernme""n"'tc--____ At $ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

C691 OCJP Project Number: __ ....::3:..::9-=:;5 _______ _ 

Project Title: Study to Evaluate and Improve Weighted Case10ad System 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Bern Jacobson, Justice Court Coordinator, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1970 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---!7..;:3~,l..!:O:.::0:.::0~ _____ _ 
2nd: ______________ __ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _______ _ 

Present Status: Active _________ ,' Completed ___ -"X"'--__ ,' Terminated ______ ,' Year 1972 

Funded By state Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(.70.1 OCJP Project Number: __ --.:4c=Sc.=Sc--______ _ 

Project Title: Select Committee on Trial Court Delay 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Ralph J. Gampe11, Director, A. O. C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _---=1'-"'9..!-7=.1 ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 116,832 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed __ -=..0... __ " Terminated " Year 1972 

Funded By Sta.te Government _________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

('711 OCJP Project Number: __ ....:;,4'-'<6'-"'1'--______ _ 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

County: Sacramento Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Byron Kane, Project Manager 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1971 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 37,702 

2nd: 1972 2nd: $ 4S ,143 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _----.:.X:.::-___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1973 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 
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LEAA:.FUNDEDCOURl PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: TIl COlIRT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (contimied) 

(J2). OCJP Project Number: ___ 5u..8u.6'---______ _ 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

County: Sau Francisco Agency: Judicial Gouncj1 

Contact Person: Byron Kane, Project Manager 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1971 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~3"'-'8"_l, .... 5!..loO'-"0'--------
o 

2nd: __ ~1~9u7~2~ ________ _ 2nd: $ 38, SOO 

3rd: 3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ___________ _ 

Present s.tatus: Active ______ ; Completed __ -,X,,-· __ ; Terminated _____ , .. Year 1973 

Funded By State Government At $ For,Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(J3} OCJP Project Number: ----+7 ... 2 ...... 0'--------____ _ 

IJnj fj ed Trj a1 Court Feasibility Study Project Title: .. 

County: 

Contact Person: 

Agency: . Judj c ial Coune; 1 

Larry Sipes, National Center for State Courts 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1=9'-'7-=1=---_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 42,284 

2nd: ____________ __ 
2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ ____________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed _--=X=--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1971 

Funded By State Government _________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

(141 OCJP Project Number: ___ -=1=0-'-4....:..4 __________ _ 

Project Title: R.eI!J;:j.nts of Sections of Unified Trial Court Study and Weighted Caseload Study 

. County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Bern Jacobson, Justice Court Coordinator, A.D.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ~1 ... 9w.7 .... 2'__ __________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 6,000 
2nd: _____________ __ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: .$. 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed __ -"XL.-___ ; Terminated _____ : Year 1972 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS-IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

(75). OCJP Project Number: __ -Ll.,Ll.J..1 ..L.5 ______ _ 

Project Title: Attendance at Institute for Court Management 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: 1. J. i'CyH Shain, Research Director, A.O.C. 

Funding Year{s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1972 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ....:3:..:5:..1,~9:...:7...:;0=---___ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ -"X=--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1973 

Funded By State Government _ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(.76). OCJP Project Number: __ -=1..,,2=6.!-7 _______ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Court Coordinator 

County: Alameda and Marin Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1::.:9'-'7..;:2'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 48,642 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $ 45,270 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $ 50,921 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active _____ .. Completed __ -=-__ ; Terminated X* .. Year 1975 

Funded By State Government __ X::::.-_____ At $ 28,886 For Fiscal Year 1975-76 
(Marin only) 

(TTl OCJP Project Number: 1288 and 1281 (projects combined) 

Project Title: Nonjudicial Staffing Requirements, California Courts/Study of Operations of 

County: 
Branch Courts 

Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Bern Jacobson, Justice Court Coordinator, A~O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ..... 1",..9w7'-"2'--______ _ FI!deraI.Amount: 1st: $ ~2::.!:2:.!:0~,c!:2~5~0~ _____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status:. Active _____ ; Completed __ -"'X~ ,'Terminated __ _ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State Government At $-_______ For Fiscal Year-'---'--______ _ 

*Criminal Court- Coordinator position in Alameda 
was terminated upon completion of project 



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

LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT (continued) 

g8+ OCJP Project Number: __ .:1""'6.;:::..8=.2 ______ _ 

Project Title: Judicial Time Study and Update of Weighted Case10ad Values 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: David DeZerega, Court Management Analyst, A.O.C: 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...;;;5...;;.5-<,'-'6'--4.....;6_~ ______ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed ___ X ___ ; TeFminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State Government At $ For FiscalYear ________ _ 

(79). OCJP Project Number: 1340-A 

Project Title: Videotape Experimentation in the Courts 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: Region D Project 

2nd: 1975 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ _________ _ 

2nd: $ 181 ,901 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ -=X=--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1976 

Funded By -State Government _~ ______ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

¢3o.). OCJP Project Number: 1340 R 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Byron Kane, Project Manager 

Funding Year(s): 1st: Region F Proj ect 

2nd: 1974 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ 

2nd: $ 118,896 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 120,000 

4th: 1976 4th: $ 167,738 

Present Status: Active _. _____ ; Completed ___ X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

FundedBy State Governme""n ..... t~--"X:l<-___ At $ 150;000 For Fiscal Year 1977-78 
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· ,LEAA-FUND5D COURTPROJEC:rS.IN . CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVA'l'E AGENCY 

CATEGORY: III. COURT ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT ( continued)' 

{Sl} OCJP Project Number: 1341-N 

Project Title: Lower Court Manual Project 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact-Person: Paul M. Li, Director ,Center for Judicial Education and Research 

- Funding 'Year(s): 1st: _1::;c9::...7!-4-'----______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4,:",S=-'2-:6=-~!..!( 5=--_____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ =X __ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By . State Government At $ For Fiscal Yea1-[ ________ _ 

(S2} OGJP Project Number: __ --=1:.:::S-1-7-"'3 ______ _ 

Project Title: .Uniform Juvenile Court Rules 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Permelia Hulse, A. O. C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4~5:..i,~O:...::O:...::O _____ _ 

2nd: _1-=:9....:.7..:..5 ______ _ 2nd: $_4..::..5L:.,5:-4-=-7 ____ _ 

3rd:. _________ _ 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ___ X __ ; Terminated ; Year 1977 

Funded By State Goyernment. ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 



LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS HN CALIlFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS 

u..L OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: B 

Project Title: Redding Justice Court Automation Project 

County: Shasta Agency: County of Shasta 

Contact Person: N/A 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _5::...?..,0.:::..0.:::..0-=---______ _ 

2nd: ____ ~ _____ __ 2nd: $ _________________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---::.:X'--____ ; Cpmpleted _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By .1ocal Governm~. ____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 1957 Region: D 

Project Title: Automated Criminal Records Retrieval System 

County: Yuba Agency: Sheriff and Justice Court 

Contact Person: Sandi Menefee, Region D staff 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ....;3:::.:9:;...,<-7:...::5:.-°'---____ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 19,875 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 9,938 

4th: 4th: $ ____________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--=X=--__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1976 
Funded By Local Gover1,1Ill~nt ________ At $ _______ For Fiscal Year _______ __ 

L.3.L OCJP Project Number: 73-SS-99-3308* Region: D 

Project Title: Integrated Court Automation/Information System 

County: Sacramento Agency: Data Processing 

Contact Person: Bill Brown, Court Administrator 

Funding Yt:ar(s): t,.. •• 
1",,,. 1973 
2nd: ____________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ 239,988 
2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: $ ______ ~ _____ __' 

Present Status: Active ________ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated--'--=.X!....-____ ; Year 1976 
Funded By Local Government At $ _______ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

0±..L OCJP Project Number: (NEI-l) Region: D 

Project Title: Central Warrants Bureau-Warrants System 

County: Sacramento Agency: County of Sacramento 

Contact Person: Ttla.rreu .. E. Thornton, Law & JustJ[:;~~,,'ldm~J!.,]w· nd,lj,j' s2...tl<Jrua;o.;t~o.LdrL-. _________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ~1=-9",-7......,8,,--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ..... 1!...:4L 3.L.: ...... 3.1....3.1....3L-_____ _ 

2nd: 1979 2nd: $ 172,598* 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ~X'---___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ : Year ___ _ 

Funded By State Gov.ernme"-"'n.."t'--___ -'- At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: " . .::;1:.::;10.;.8--"6 ________ _ Region: F 

Project Title: Court Management System 

County: San Francisco Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Walter F. Calcagno 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ....:1;::.,9::..7!...:1=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...... 1::..:1:....:5'-,~6_=1'_"5 __ . ____ _ 

2nd: 1972 2nd: $ 103,538 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ------t Completed _--=X:.:-__ : Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government ______ _ At $_' ___ _ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

~6...).... OCJP Project Number: 1190 Region: F 

Project Title: Juvenile Court Information System 

County: San Francisco Agency: Juvenile Probation Department 

Contact Person: Ann C. Bi11yard, Business Manager, Juvenile Probation Department 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---'1..::.9..:.7_2 _____ ,.--__ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _7.:...;3::::...!....,4_0:...0:...-_____ _ 

2nd: 1 9;....7:..;:3:...-.. ______ _ 2nd: $100,000 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $139,575 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ; Completed __ -'X"--__ ; Terminated ______ : Year 1976 

Funded By Local Governm,.,.e""'u-"t _____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Court Component represents approximately 
1/4th of total project cost 
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LEAA~FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CA;UFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

Ll.L OCJP Project Number: 1341-0 Region: F 

Project Title: Automated Analysis and Reporting of Court Statistics 

County: San Francisco Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Frederick Whisman, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4:.,:6:..2,..::.5.:::.0.:::.° ______ _ 
2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ ....:X~ __ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local GoverDUlmu:e~n.J..ot~ ____ At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

U3.l.- OCJP Project Number: 1444 Region: F 

Project Title: Integrated Justice Information System 

County: San Francisco Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Region F Staff 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1276 

Federal Amount: 

(sur~lus augmentation) 

1st: $ 134,152 

2nd: $ 285,809 

3rd: $ 278,624 

4th: $ 13,589 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ___ X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 
Funded By Local Government _________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

l2.L OCJP Project Number: 1575 Region: G 

Project Title: Criminal Judicial Process Study 

County: Contra Costa Agency: Criminal Justice Agency 

Contact Person: George Roemer, Director, Region G 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1::.;.9==-.7.:..;3=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _3_5--=-,1_4_5 ______ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ X ____ ; Terminated ____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By . Local Government At $ For Fisc:al Year _________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

(1Q..) OCJP Project Number: _2-"1::...4'-"5'--_______ _ Region: G 

Project Titie: Automated Calendaring System 

County: Contra Costa Agency: Board of Supervisors 

Contact Person: L. Douglas Cervantes, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: .....;1;::.,9"-..7'-4-'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 62,550 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 54,430 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 165,000 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ...:;X"'--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2922 Region: G 

Project Title: Law and Justice Systems Information Project 

County: Contra Costa Agency: Auditor/Controller 

Contact Person: L. Douglas Cervantes, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _----<9e..;,w::5c.:::l :..::8 _____ _ 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 151,894 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---=:X'--___ ; Completed ___ , ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Lo,cal Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal year ______ _ 

0.2) OCJP Project Number: J 2761 Region: G 

Project Title: Open Space/Juvenile Index Study 

County: Contra Costa Agency:Probation/1aw & Justice Systems 

Contact Person: L. Douglas Cervantes, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1""9<-.7 ..... 5'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=l:o=l~,t..::8:.!:8:.!::0:..._ _____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ ..:.X"--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT'PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: _ , ___ I_V_. _A_U_T_O_MA_T_E_D_C_O_UR_T_S_Y_S_T_EMS __ ( c_o_n_t_i_il_u_e_d_) ___________ _ 

U3l OCJP Project Number: 2922 Region: G 

Project Title: Law and Justice Systems Information Proj ect (Phase II) 

County: Contra Costa Agency: Audi tor-Controller' s Office 

Contact Person~ 

Funding Year(s): 

Donald L. Boucher, Acting Auditor-Controller 

ist; 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _...::3~7-2,,-:::9..!.7...:.4 _____ _ 

2nd: 1979 2nd: $ --=1""'5:..:::;0'-22..:::0.:::.00=--____ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _-=X.:..-___ ; Completed ______ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Lceal Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

UJ±J OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: H 

Project Title: Automated Municipal Court Traffic System 

County: San Mateo Agency: San Mateo County 

Contact Person: Russell M. Woods, Clerk-Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=5'-0-',=-0_0_0 _____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--=.:X'--__ ; Completed ______ '; Terminated ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Gove.:rnm~nt At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

lL5l OCJP Project Number: 1 341-Q. Region: I 

Project Title: Municipal Court Management Information System 

County: Alameda Agency: Oakland-Piedmont Municipal Court 

Contact Person: George R. Dickey, Clerk-Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 
2nd: ____________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

1st: $ ~6::.::5:..l,'_=0_=_0.::.O _____ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: $ ___________ _ 

Present Status: Active' _______ ; Completed _--'X~ __ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA~FUNDED ,COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continuea) 

UQj OCJP Project Number: 151 Region: J 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Information Control 

County: Santa Clara Agency: All Courts 

Contact Penon: Howard Campen/Chuck Dewitt, Region J, Criminal Justice Specialists 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1970 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 117,448 

2nd: 1971 2nd: $ 518,232 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $ 186,000 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--'X~ __ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

Ll1J OCJP Project Number: 1341-A Region: J 

Project Title: Integrated Court Administration & Calendaring System Study 

County: Santa Clara Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: John Kazubowski, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ...:1:..:0:..:0=--',!..::9:...:2:.=2=---_____ _ 
2nd: _______________ __ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ --.-:X"'--___ ; Terminated ________ ; Year 1974 

Funded By L<::>cal Government _____________ At $, _____ For Fiscal Year _____ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2243 Region: J 

Project Title: Superior Court Integrated Calendaring System 

County: Santa Clara Agency: Superior Oourt 

Contact Person: John Kazubowski, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1.::..9..!..7~5 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 110,600 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed __ X=-=-__ ; Terminated _____ ,· Year_l...;;9-,7;,.,..6--,,_ 

Funded By Local Governm~nt At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

I 
(..l.2.). OCJP Project Number: 1341-H Region: K 

Project Title: Court Systems Improvement Project (Study) 

County: San Joaquin Agency: County Clerk t s Office 

Contact Person: Albert Flor, Assistant County Clerk 

Funding Year(s):. 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ----=2=-8=-,~9::._'7~4:....-_____ _ 
2nd: _________________ _ 2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd:. _____________ _ 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--=.X::....-__ ; Terminated _____ : Year 19'75 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

(2Q) OCJP Project Number: 2115 Region: K 

Project Title: Court Sytems Improvement Project 

County: San Joaquin Agency: County Clerk's Office 

Contact Person: Albert Flor, Assistant County Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 19'75 Federal Amount: 

2nd: .19'76 

3rd: 19'7'7 

4th: 

1st: 

2nd: 

-3rd: 

4th: 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

155,000 

149,541 

149,041 

X Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _--=-~ __ ; Terminated _____ : Year 1978 

For Fiscal Year 1978-79 Funded By Local Government_--=.X"--_____ At $ 90,135 

12J..) OCJP Froject Number: 13'72 Region: M 

Project Title: Automated Criminal Justice Information System (Study) 

County: Monterey Agency: County Administrator's Office 

Contact Person: Bill Cameron, Director, Region M 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -.lS.'L.3~-------- Federal Amount: 1st: $ - •. 22,B'Oy.O-----
2nd: ___________ _ 2nd: $ _______ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______ ____' 

4th: 4th: $ ________ . 
" 

Present Status: Active _____ ,. Completed _...:X=---__ ,. Terminated _____ ,· Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNU~ 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

cgg) OCJP Project Number: 2424 Region: M 
Project Title: Automated Criminal Justice Information System 

County: Monterey Agency: County Administrator's Office 

Contact Person: Bill Cameron, Director, Region M 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _7_5_,_0_0_0 ______ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--'X"'----__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1976 

Funded By Local Goverrtm:ent At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

W.2 OCJP Project Number:" (NEW) Region: M 

Project Title: Automated Case Management Systems 

County: Monterey Agency: Monterey District k,",t;orney 

Contact Person: ___ N-.:/_A ______________________ ----------

Funding Year(s): 1 st: -'1""9"-.7'-'9::.-______ _ 
2nd: _________ __ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ _4-'0-',"-0:;..:0:;..:0:--_______ _ 
2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--"-X=--___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By L~cal· Government ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2.818 Region: N 

Project Title: Automation of Accounting Procedures 

County: Kern Agency: West Kern Municipal-Court District 

Contact Person: Don Lopez, Clerk of the Court 

Funding Year(s): Is1': --'1:.9«-.7.1-:6=--________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 32,835 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

Present Status: Active _____ _ ; Completed 

Funded By Local Governmen:=.t-=--____ _ At$ 

X 
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2nd: $ 

3rd: $ 

4th: $ 

; Terminated ; Year 

For Fiscal Year 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

(g2j OCJP Project Number: 2976 Region: N 

Project Title: Automated Court Records System 

County: Tulare Agency: Municipal Courts 

Contact Person: Dan Littleton, Lower Courts' Administrator 

Funding Year(s); 1st: 1978 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 73,978* 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd:. 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X .. Completed .. Terminated .. Year 

Funded By Local Government At$ For Fiscal Year 

(.26.:) OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: N 

Project Title: Automated Accounting System 

County: Kern Agency: East Kern Municipal Court 

Contact Person: 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --==1...t..9..L.77-'--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _..L.7 ..... , 7.1-7-'-'1=-_________ _ 
2nd: ________________ _ 2nd: $ ______________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---'X>=.-___ ; Completed _______ ; Terminated ______ .. Year _____ _ 

Funded By Local G0vernment _______________ At $ ________ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L,g1) OCJP Project Number: 1612 Region: Q 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Information System Development - Phases II and III 

County: Ventura Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: James G. Fox, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1.=:..9-'-7=..3 __________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 50,000 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 90,000 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _---'X"'--__ ; Terminated _____ ,' Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government At $ ________ For Fiscal Year _-., _________ _ 

*Split funding of $39,320 - 78 funds; 
$34,658 - 77 funds. 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2735 (mini-grant) Region: Q 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Information System - Phase IV 

County: Ventura Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: James G. Fox, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1L.~...!..7..::.6 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=1:::.:0:::..,5:::....2....:,0:::..,5~0::....-____ _ 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 63 ,799 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ -"-X"--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governm:=.;e::.:n:.:..;t=--_____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(2$L) OCJP Project Number: 2423 Region: R 

Project Title: probation and Sentencing Subsystem _________________ _ 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Courts 

Contact Person: Norman T~rle, Program Analyst-Planning and Research Unit 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ --...:3=-1_8--',::....:7~7~2 _____ _ 

2nd: Augmentation (5/1/77-10/31/77) 2nd: $_1_1_°.-:..,_45:-8 _____ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ X ___ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

f.3.a..) OCJP Project Number: 8 =-0::::..;3"'----________ _ Region: S 

Project Title: Traffic Citation and Want/Warrants System 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Program Development Agency 

Contact Person: Bob Clinton, Program Development Agency 

Funding Year(s): -1st: -=:;1~9...:..72 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 62,479 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $ 70,141 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ --=X=-=--__ ; Terminated ____ _ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Govermment At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

® OCJP Project Number: 1610 Region: S 

Project Title: Automated Court System/Court Workload Study 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge J. Steve Williams 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1=.;9:::....7!..=3==--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _-:::9_2~,~0_=3...!.7 _____ _ 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 246,103 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 245,024 

4th: 1977* 4th: $ 176,670 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _....::X.::....-__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 26,000 For Fiscal Year---=l:.;::9..!.7...::.8_-..!..79"--___ _ 

LJz.) OCJP Project Number: J 22 Region: T 

Project Title: Munici -pal Court Automated Procedures Proj ect 

County: Orange 

Contact Person: Judge Bruce W. Sumner 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

1970 

Agency: Municipal Court 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1_4_5....:,'-0_3,.;...9 _____ _ 

2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: $ ________ . 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ___ ; Completed ___ X __ : Terminated _____ ; Year 1971 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ____ _ 

l33.1 OCJP Project Number: 829 Region: T 

Project Title: Justice Information System 

County: Orange Agency: Courts 

Contact Person: Judge Bruce W. Sumner 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -==.1.:z.9.L72=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 98,837 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $ 195,581 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $1 ,081 ,971 

4th: 1916 4th: $ 418,321 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _...:!X=----__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*9 month augmentation to 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

C3..!±J OCJP Project Number: 1409 Region: T 

Project Title: Justice Information System 

County: Orange Agency: Courts 

Contact Person: Judge Bruce W. Sumner 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1-'90-7'-4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1_6--=9'-',::...::3:...2_8 ______ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 274,193 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 225, 000 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ ":":X'--_; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L3sJ OCJP Project Number: 2956 Region: U 

Project Tit;:;!: Court Productivity Project 

County: San Diego Agency: All Courts 

Contact Person: Paul Dato, Municipal Court Clerk 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=19"'-7.!-7'---_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _3::;..0_0--<-,0_0_0 _____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _---'-'X'---__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governrnent"-________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 
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LEAA·FUNDED COURT· PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: IV. AUTOMATED COURT SYSTEMS (continued) 

<.3Ql OCJP Project Number: _4.:...:6:..:8~ _______ _ 

Project Title: Maximizing Use of Electronic Data Processing Equipment in California Courts 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: 1. J. "Cy" Shain, Research Director, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1-'9::--7.:....1 _______ _ Federal Amount: . 1st: $ --=1:.::9:...-8-,,~8 __ 6..;:,0 _____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed _----=X~ __ ; . .Terminated ______ ; Year 1972 

Funded By State Government At.$ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

un OCJP Project Number: __ -=1=-4:.L5c.:::6~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Court Automation/Information Systems Coo:rdinator 

,County: ________________ "Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Byron W. Kane, Court Management Services, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1=.;9::;,..7.!...:3==--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 42,953 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 37,956 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ --'-; Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1976 

Funded Bv State Governr(l.ent _---=Xc!..-_____ At $ 28,452 For Fiscal Year 1976-77 

l3ID OCJP Project Number: 72-DF-09-0081 and 75-S8-09-0006* 

Project Title: California State Judicial Information System 

County: ______________ -'-__ ,Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Byron W. Kane, Court Management Services, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): . 1st: _1::::.9"'-7.:...4-'---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 139,642 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

. Present Status: Active ____ ~.' Completed _--=.X=--__ ., Terminated _____ ; Year 1976 

Funded By State Gov.ernment At$ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Discretionary Grants 
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LEAA-FUNDED' COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: v. DIVERSION AND RELEASE 

4+- OCJP Project Number: ] 690 Region: E 

Project Title: Pretrial Intervention and Diversion 

County: Sonoma Agency: North Bay Human Development 

Contact Person: Adolfo Garcia, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1"-97.;...2 _______ _ Federal Amount: 

2nd: 1973 

3rd: 1974 

4th: 1975 

1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 102,228 (:Part E) 

$ 95,542 (Part C) 

$ 97,245 (Part c) 

$ 90,000 (Part C) 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _~X=--_ .. Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By LQc1:lJ, Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L2..L OCJP Project Number: --J...7 ...L31ob.-________ _ Region: F 

Project Title: Own Recognizance Release Project 

County: San Francisco Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: Ken Babb, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1:::.9L 7.l..;:1::..-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=1,,-,5::..9~'L.::6:.:::8:.::::4~ ____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _~X,--._; Terminated _____ ; Year 1973 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $. _____ Fot Fiscal Year ____ _ 

L3.L OCJP Project Number: _2=.;2=-3""2=--_______ _ Region: F 

Project Title: San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Pro,ject 

County: San Francisco Agency: Adult Probation Department,' 

Contact Person: William Leong, Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ' 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 100,000 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 100,000 

3rd: 1977 3rd: $ 50,677 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed_-"X.>.-__ ,' Terminated _____ ,· Year 1978 

Funded By Lac.al Government At$ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: v. DIVERSION AND RELEASE (continued) 

U±.L OCJP Project'Number: (NEW) Region: G 

Project Title: Adult Pretrial Diversion Project 

County: Contra Costa Agency: Contra Costa District Attorney 

Contact Person: N/A 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1_2_3...:.,_9_9_0 _____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _______ ~-----__ -

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ______ _ 

Present Status; Active X _~ __ : Completed _____ : Terminated ________ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governmll.le;u.n~t"__ _____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS' IN· CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VI. JUROR/WITNESS UTILIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 

u.L OCJP Project Number:_ ~(NE:!:=..!.W:.J.) _________ _ Region: G 

Project Title: Jury Management System 

County: ._~C~o~n.o..lt~rc..:a~C~o~s~t~a,--, ______ _ ,Agency: Superior Court 

Cor.tact Person: _----±Nul-=cA=---_____________________________ _ 
Funding Year(s): 1st: _1=.9.L7,L9L--____ -----'-__ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

. Federal Amount: 1st: $ ----'3~O~,~O~O~O~ _____ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: .$ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _----"-!X~ __ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governme'""nl.l!t"---_____ At $ For.Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L£L OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: 0 

Project Title: Recorded Phone Message.s=--:f~o:..:r:...._...:J:....:u=r:....:o:..::r:..::s __________________ _ 

C t 
_ _ I~n~J~ro ____________ _ oun y: _ Agency: Inyo Justice Court 

Contact Person: ___ N-=./_A _____________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -.:1~9:::._7!...:9~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---.:1~,5=-O_O ______ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

2nd: $_~ __ . ______ _ 

3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: $ ____ . 

Present Status: Active __ =X ___ ," Completed ____ . ," Terminated ___ _ ; year ___ _ 

Funded Bv Local Gov~rnment _______ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

UL OCJP Project Number: 75-DF-99-0019 (1st Year )* Region: R 

Project Title: . Witness Coordination 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: -IlJ:chard G. Dunn, Court Roam Coordinator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 197 .. 4_.:.. _______ _ 

2nd: 1975 - 76-DF-09-0005 

3rd: 1976 - 77-DF"7_09":0034 

4th: 

Federal Amount: . 

(2d yr. )* 

(3d yr. )* 

1st: $ 145,463 

2nd: $ 290,337 

.3rd: $ 75,000 

4th: $ 

Present Status: ,Active _____ ; Completed _----"X"---__ .," Terminated _____ ; Year. 1978 

Funded By Local Governm~_nt At. $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LiEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VI. JUROR/WITNESS UTILIZATION AND MANAGEMENT (continued) 

ULL OCJP Project Number: 101 Region: S 

Project Title: System Study of Municipal Court Calendar and Witness Scheduling 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Municipal Court District 

Contact Person: R. L.McLean, Chief, Montclair Police Department 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1:;::.9"-6;:...,9"--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 13,500 
2nd: ____________ __ 

2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed _---'X'-"--__ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1970 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

L2L OCJP Project Number: 2291 Region: S 

Project Title: Recorded Phone Messages for Jurors 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Judge Richard C. Garner 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1~9"_1-'-'5"__ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --'1::...z...,0::;..0:::..5"--_____ _ 
2nd: ____________ __ 2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ____ , ____ __ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--=X'-=--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government _________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

(.2..L OCJP Project Number: 2101 Region: T 

Project Title: Criminal Jury Communication Feedback Proj ect 

County: Orange Agency: Public Defender 

Contact Person: Keith Concannon, Director, Region T 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1"-97-'-'5~ ______ _ 

2nd: 1976 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 23,181 

$ 2,002 

$ 

$ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ X-'--__ ,' Terminated ______ ,' Year 1977 

Funded By, Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS !N CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: VI. JUROR/WITNESS UTILIZATION AND MANAGEMENT (continued) 

C1.L OCJP Project Number: l34l-Z 

Project Title: Instructional Film for Jurors ("How Do You Find?") 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1....:;9-:7_4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 10,000 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _---.:~ __ ; Terminated ; Year 1974 

Funded By State GoverP!llent At $ _____ _ For Fiscal Year 

l§.L OCJP Project Number: __ 2-=..7.::..9_2 _______ _ 

Project Title: Management Standards for Jurors and Witnesses 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Larry Sipes, National Center for State Courts 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1--=9-'7'-'7 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=9_°--.:,=--°_0_0 ______ _ 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: .)i _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ____ ~; Completed _~X,--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By State Gov~rnment ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES 

l!:.L OCJP Project Number: 2746 Region: C 

Project Title: Court Work Referral Progarm 

County: Butte Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge. Ann Houghton 

Funding Year(s): 1st: lq16 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 15,000 

2nd: 1211 2nd: $ 12,610 

3rd: 1218 3rd: $ 8,175 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X ; Completed ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By . Loeal Government At$ F or Fiscal Year 

igL OCJP Project Number: Region: D 

Project Title: Alternative Sentencing Procedures 

County: Sacramento Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: George Nuckton, Municipal Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1=.9""-1.1...:6"'--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 66,026 

2nd: 1211 2nd: $ 33,013 

3rd: 1918 3rd: $ 56,122* 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ --"X-'--__ ; Completed ____ _ ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By Local Government _______ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

L3.L OCJP Project Number: 4013 Region: D 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

County: El Dorado Agency: City of South Lake Tahoe 

Contact Person: Rosemary Manning, Volunteer Bureau of El Dorado County 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=lL9.!-78=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 20,428 

2nd: 1979 2nd: $ 17,363 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _---=:X'---__ ,. Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ " Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Goverpment At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Amount reflects augmentation 
of $39,615 
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LEAA~FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

D±..L OCJP Project Number: 2583 Region: E 

Project Title: Court Referral!ConmlUnity Service's Program 

County: Sonoma Agency: Volunteer Bureau 

Contact Person: Peg Meyer, Pro,j ect Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 27,054 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 25,700 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 24,416 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status:. Active __ ----LhX __ : Completed _____ : Terminated _____ ; year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governme""n.."t'--____ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

t2.L OCJP Project Number: 2607 Region: E 

Project Title: Volunteer Work Program 

County: Marin Agency: County of Marin 

Contact Person: Drew Hall, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 27,882 

2nd: 19'77 2nd: $ 26,490 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 25,166 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X __ ..:..::.-__ ; Completed ____ _ : Terminated ; Year 

Funded By Local GovernmeutJ _______ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

.LQ.L OCJP Project Number: 2486 Region: F 

Project Title: Alternative Court Assignment - Project 20 

County: San Francisco Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Linda Lawrence, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _--=.19::...7.J..5~ _____ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 22,000 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 23,760 

3rd: 1977 3rd: $ 25,661 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active ,. Completed _---=-=--__ ,. Terminated : Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 38,000 For Fiscal Year 1978-79 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

l7.L OCJP Project Number: 2511 Region: F 

Project Title:, Salvation Army Counselor Project for Alcohol Related Offenders 

County: San Francisco Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Raymond Brown, Salvation. Army Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1,,-,9!...17,-,,5~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 44,183 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 33,832 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _---=.:X'--__ ; Terminated~· _____ ; Year 1978 

Funded By Local Government, At.$ For Fiscal Year--''--_____ _ 

(B..L OCJP Project Number: 2921 Region: F 

Project Title: Alternative Sentencing/Courts Alternative Project 

County: San Francisco Agency: Adult Probation Department 

Contact Person: George Lazarus, Coordinator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -,1:::..9~7L7L-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _7!....2:.:..,~7:..-2..::.5:..--_____ _ 

2nd: 1978 2nd: $ 101,185 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ~~x,---__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; year_< ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 1543 Region: H 

Project Title: study of Post,..,.Sentencing Outcomes 

County: San Mateo Agency: County Bar Association 

Contact Person: Paul Gara-falo, Stanford Research Institute 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1~9..!....7~3 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 43,000 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 40,000 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 47,000 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed_---'X::..:.-__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1976 

Funded By· Local Governmen.....,t"----' ____ At $- For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

. CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

~ OCJP Project Number: 864 Region: I 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

County: Alameda Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: Jane Thomson, Volunteer Bureau 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ~1=-9",,-7,-,0,,-* _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 14,685 

2nd: 1972 2nd: $ 44,987 

3rd: 1973 3rd: $ 47,686 

4th: J 974 4th: $ 27,500 

Present Status: Active ; Completed X ; Terminated ; Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 80,590 For Fiscal Year_lI..;9;t-7,...;5;1=-17f-1;,6.J------

lhll OCJP Project Number: 2212 Region: I 

Project Title: Comprehensive Pretrial Services Project 

County: Alameda Agency: Probation DeJ;>artment 

Contact Person: _;K::=a::.Ly-..:.:Wh=i-=.t.o;:.e ___________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1:::...9<-J7L...:6~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 170,7J 8 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 207, 81 9 
3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 207 ,8J 9 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active X _~ ___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

ll2l. OCJP Project Number: 1901 Region: I 

Project Title: Pretrial DiyersionProject 

County: Alameda Agency: Probst; on Department (Project ;rntercept) 

Contact Person: Jerry Herrera 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~1)£.l.Oy,..J.O/.loO/.loO~ _____ _ 

2nd:. 1976 2nd: $ 71 ,226 

3rd: 1977 3rd: . $. 71,226 

.4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

-Present Status: Active __ X=-_____ : Completed _____ ;. Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governme.u.n ..... t _____ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Mini-Grant Funds 
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LEAA .. FUNDED COURlPROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

U3J OCJP Project Number: 2658 Region: J 

Project Title: Sentencing Alternatives 

County: Santa Clara Agency: Judges Joint Committee 

Contact Person: Ron Obert, Director O.R. Program 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1--'9::....7-=-6 _____ '--__ 

2nd: 1977 (3 mos. only) 

3rd: 1978 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 134,316 

$ 33,507 

$ 80~548 (reduction) 

$ 

Present Status: Active _--=.::X=---__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government At $ _. For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

Uhl OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: K 

Project Title: Stanislaus County Court Referral Program 

County: Stanislaus Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Presiding Judge, Stanislaus County Municipal Court 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ....:;1;;c,9::....7>.....:8=---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 26,968 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _--=.:X'--__ ,' Completed ____ _ ; Terminated " Year 

Funded By L~c:al Government _______ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

U5.) OCJP Project Number: 1759 Region: M 
Project Title: Sentencing Policies and Procedures (Study) 

County: Monterey Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Bill Cameron, Director, Region M 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1;;...97.:.--4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --,9::..,~3::.:3::.:3=--_____ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 
4th: $ ________ _ 

. Present Status: Active _____ ,: Completed _____ ; Terminated_......::.X:..-__ ; Year 1975 

Funded By .Local Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDEDCOURT PROJECTS IN CAtlFORNIA .;~" 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

U6.) OCJP Project Number: 2092 Region: M 

Project Title: Court Referral Project 

County: Santa Cruz Agency: Volunteer Service 

Contact Person: Martha McGinnis~ Court Referral Assistant 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 20~250 

2nd: _1-'-9.....;7_5 ______ _ 2nd: $ 28~440 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 21~623 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ,. Completed _---=.;X=--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Governme:.o;no..::t=---..x"'--___ At $ 21 ,000 For Fiscal Year---=:1'-"9'-L7...L7_-..L7.:::c8 ___ _ 

U7..) OCJP Project Number: 2778 Region: N 

Project Title:. Court Referral Pro,j ect 

County: Fresno Agency: Volunteer Bureau 

Contact 'Person: Lyla Brewer, Volunteer Bureau Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1:=,9«-7J....:6~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2=.6"'-2.;,6:::..7 ..... 9"--_____ _ 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $_-.:8'-",=36-=-71--____ _ 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 10,658 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--"-'X'--__ ; Completed __ _ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By L®~a.l Gov,~rnment. ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

uru OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: 0 

Project Title:, Correctional 8.entencing_ Study 

County: __ I_n-'y'-o_____________ Agency: East Sierra Criminal Justice 

Contact Person: __ N....:./_A ___________________ P_l_a_n_n_i_n_g_B_o_a_r_d ____ _ 

Funding Year{s): 1st: -=190<..7-'-'9"--______ _ Federal' Amount:' 1st: $ _l~, 3~7.!..,;0=--_____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th:. $ ________ _ 

Present·Status: Active _--""X'--__ ,; Completed _____ ,. Terminated _____ ' ,. Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governrn=en==..t:::..··_, ____ At $ .For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS ~N CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

li.2J OCJP Project Number: Region: R 

Project Title: JUdicial Sentencing Model 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: Kenneth E. Kirkpatrick, Chief Probation Officer 

Funding Year(s): ]st: .....:1~9:::..6=.,.,9::.....-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ 4.:..,:6:....:,:...::°.::.5..::...8 _____ _ 

2nd: __________________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ ~ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ___ X ___ : Terminated _____ ; Year 1970 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

f2Q) OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: R 
Project Title: Southeast Municipal Court District Community Service Project 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Person: ___ N"-'I'-"A"'--_________________________ . ___________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ~1.!:..9::z..7L9z__ ______ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ -.!:2=-"6::...:.'""'0""8~8 _____ _ 
2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active ___ X ___ : Completed _____ : Terminated ____ _ : Year ___ _ 

Funded By . Local Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

{2]) OCJP Project Number: 4044 Region: S 

Project Title: Employment Sentence Program 

County: San Bernardino Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: Jerry Hill, Chief Probation Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ---=.1L..97.L8:::..-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --...:6:::..:8:::..,2...4.::....4:.:.5~ ____ ---

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $~ ____ ._:.... ___ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active __ ~X:lo.-__ : Completed _____ : Terminated_~ ___ ',' Year ----

Funded By Local Government"-________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ---'-----
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· LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN C.«\UFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VII. SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES (continued) 

(22J OCJP Project Number: _2_4_4_1 ________ _ Region: T 

Project Tine: Court Referral Program 

County: Orange --------------- Agency: Harbor Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Selim S. Franklin 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1.::0.97-'-'5"--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ 4_4-<.-,8--=9'--0'--________ _ 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 55,000 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--,-,X ___ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By Lot::l?-l Governmen.t.l1. ________ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

[23] OCJP Project Number: 1870 Region: U 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

County: San Diego Agency: Volunteer Bureau 

Contact. Person: Jane Elliot, Program Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1::..97.!..-4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2--'5'--"--,2_8_3 ________ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ ---...:3=-.0--','--0_0_0 _____ _ 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ --=3:...:5...:.,..::..9_06 _____ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed X .. Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government X At $ 40,000 For Fiscal Year 1977 -78 
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lEAA-FUNDED COUR.T PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: VIII. COURT REPORTING 

QL OCJP Project Number: 2453 Region: C 

Project Title: Courts Testimony Storage and Retrieval System 

County: Glenn Agency: Orland Justice Court 

Contact Person: Judge Warren J. Sawyer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1.L.97.L5~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 6,372 
2nd: __________________ __ 

2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _________ ; Completed ___ --'X"'-___ : Terminated _____ ; Year 1976 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ______ -'--_ 

L2L OCJP Project Number: 72-DF-09-0034* Region: D 

Project Title: Alternative Methods of Recording Court Transcripts 

County: Sacramento Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Bill Brown, Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -:1:::.9L 7..t..:2=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 114,635 

2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed _--''-=--__ .. Terminated .. Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government .. _________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

L3..L OCJP Project Number: 2299 Region: L 

Project Title: Court Recorder 

County: Calaveras Agency: Justice Court 

Contact Person: Norman Stebbins, Director, Region L 

Funding Yealr(s): 1st: .-'-1.:::..9.:..75==---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 1,023 

2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ -,--__ .. Completed _~X=-=-___ .. Terminated ______ .. Yeat· 197 5 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ ~.;.,---

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

VIII. COURT REPORTING (continued) CATEGORY: ,-------------------

U±l.. OCJP Project Number: --'2;::.,5~1::..;6"__ _________ _ Region: L 

Project Title: Court Recorders 

County: Regionwide Agency: Justice Courts 

Contact Person: Norman Stebbins, Director, Region L 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1975 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~9:......:.-, 3_1_3 ______ _ 

2nd: ________________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

2nd: $ __ -,--_____ _ 

3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed X ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1 976 

Funded By Local Government At $ _______ For Fiscal Year _____________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 2402 Beg;i.on; o 
Project Title: Limited Alternatives to Court Repo:rting 

County: Monu Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: Jua.ge Harry R...JlQ!..!=b!..Se~r...J,t'""'sc__ ________________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: --'"1...,.9-1..7..L5 ________ _ 

2nd: ___________ _ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Present Status: Active ________ ; Completed 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ -~5-t-! ~5Q::£2~ ______ _ 

2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

X ; Terminated ; Year J 976 
Funded by Local Wovernment _________ At $ _______ For Fir;cal Year ______ _ 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURTPROJECTS!IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: VIII. COURT REPORTING (continued) 

.. L6.L OCJP Project Number: _...:;1=.:2=-=4~1:.--______ _ 

Project Title: Alternatives to Using Reporters in Municipal Courts 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Bern Jacobson, Justice Court Coordinator, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1~9,,-7.!...:2,,---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ .---'5'-0_,::..-0_0.,...0 ______ _ 

2nd: . __________ _ 2nd: $ ____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ __________ _ 

. Present Status: ActiYe ______ ,. Completed ...;;X-=---__ ; Terminated ______ ; Year 1974 

Funded By State, Government At $ _______ For Fiscal Year __________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA' . 

CATEGORY: IX. FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 

(l ~ OCJP Project Number: _1-'3'-4_o_-_A _______ ~ Region: D 

Project Title: Videotape Examination of Witnesses 

County: Sacramento Agency: McGeorge School of Law 

Contact Person: John Price, McGeorge School of Law 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 19...:.7...:;3 _______ _ Federal Amount. ' 1st: $ 269,881 

2nd: _____________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ : Completed _--'X""-__ : Terminated _____ : Year 1975 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

(ZL OCJP Project Number: 1565 Region: D 

Project Title: Mechanization of Justice Court Operation 

County: Yuba Agency: Marysville Justice Court 

Contact Person: Fred Hanson, County Aduitor's Office 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1~9-,-7.:::3 ________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _2=.2..' 8::.:1=-4~ _____ _ 
2nd: ________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Presl~nt Status: Active X ___ .. Completed _--'''''-__ .. Terminated : Year 1973 

(\ Funded By Local, GG-vernment::...-________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

(31.. OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: D 

Project Title: Cash Register (NCR 250-7100) for Justice Court 

County: Nevada Agency: Justice Court 

Contact Person: ,Judge Karen J. Gunderson 

Funding y.!!ar(s.): 1st: _1"-9~.;...r8 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ 4..:.., O_~-'9'___ ______ _ 
2nd: ___________ _ 

2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: _--,-_~ ______ _ 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _,~X ___ .. Completed, _____ ; Terrrtinated _____ .. Year ____ _ 

Funded By Local Government,;, At $ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA . 

CATEGORY: IX. FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT (continued) 

£.41- OCJP Project Number: 2899 Region: F 

Project Title: Court Security Coml'1J.unication SysGem 

County: San Francisco --- Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Frank E. Hart 

Funding Year(s): 'Ist: _1:::..97~7.:-_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ 44_1 .:...~ 5:..-6...:5 ______ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ ______ .~ __ 

3rd: __________ _ 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active .. Completed _.,-=X:..-__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ..1:.21_8 __ 
Funded By Loca.l Governm,-,=,e==-nt~ ____ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

I. 51- OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: 0 

Project Title: Law Library 

County: Inyo Agency: Inyo Justice Court 

Coatact Person: __ ....:N~/~A=__ ___________________________ _ 

Funding. Year(s): 1st: -=1~97.L.9~ ______ _ 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~2=-,:I_o5"_!:0"_!:0'___ _____ _ 

2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _.£X"--___ ; Completed ______ ; Terminated . ____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Government . ______ At $, _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

f 61- OCJP Project Number: l341-U Region: R 

Project Title: Videotape Experimentation Proj ect 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Fran Cholko, Superior Court 

Funding Year(s): 1st:, -1. .")-'7...;4'--______ _ Federal Amount : 1st: $ 9,500 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ~ ____ ,' Completed _,_..::;X'---__ ; Terminated _____ ,· Year 1974 

Funded By' L~eai. Government At $ For fiscal Year _______ _ 

n' 
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LEAA"FUNDED COURT· PROJECTS· IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS 

U-L OCJP Project Number: Region: A 

. Project Title: Youth Services C~ordinator 

County: Humboldt Agency: County of Humboldt 

Contact Person: N/A 
--~------------------------------------

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1st: $ __ 1_8--=--,0_0_0 _______ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--'-'X'---__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ________ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By Local Governm~e""'n::..::t'__ _____ At $. For Fiscal Year __________ _ 

(gL 'OCJP Project Number: 2923-2 Region: A 

Project Title: Del Norte D. W . I. Program 

County: Del Norte Agency: Del Norte County 

Contact Person: ___ N!.:.t../..:.;A"--______________________________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1979 Federal Amount: 1 st:$ --.:2=-7.!..2.:,1=-4.:..:8"--______ _ 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--"-'X'--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local GOlIlernment ________ At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L3.L OCJP Project Number:. 2673 Region: B 

Project Title: Modoc County Delinquency Prevention Coordinator Project 

County: ~M""o=d=o,,-,c=--______________ _ A.gency: . Modoc ~~o~u~n~t~y,--________ __ 

Contact Person: Hon. Guy Martin Young, Modo.c· County Superior Court Judge 

. Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 30,000 

2nd: , J>977 2nd: $ 22,872 

3r:d: 1978 3rd: $ 18,317 

4th: 4th: .$ 

.Present·Status: . Active _--"'-X"--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ____ _ 

Funded By Local Governm""'e ... nt""'--_~_ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: x. MISCELLANEOUS 

U±.L OCJP Project Number: 1340-u Region: D 

Project Title: Judicial Impact Analysis (of Legislation) Team 

County: Sacramento Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: William Brown, Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _l-.:9:.....7.:...;3=---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1_1...,.].;,.;-,~0-==9...,.0 ______ _ 
2nd: ___________ _ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ___________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed _.::.:X:....-___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ _, ________ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: 907 Region: J 

Project Title: Court Security and Education 

County: Santa Clara Agency: All Courts 

Contact Person: Judge Gerard J. Kettmann 

Funding Year(s): 1 st: ~1=_9L..7l...:1=__ __________ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ~9L''-'2=..::6:...J7'--_______ _ 
2nd: ___________ _ 2nd: $ ________ , __ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _____________ _ 

Present Status: Active _______ ; Completed _--,X!..!o...... __ ; Terminated _______ ; Year 1972 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $ _______ For Fiscal Year _________ _ 

(.6.L OCJP Project Number: 1430 Region: J 

Project Title: Bench Warrant Diversion 

County: Santa Clara Agency: San Jose-Milpitas Municipal Court 

Contact Person: Judge R. Donald Chapman 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=:.19~7~3~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---'9~,9~9~9~ _____ _ 
2nd: _______________ __ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ______________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ -,X:.:-__ ,' Terminated _____ ; Year 1974 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ____ -------
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALlJ=ORNIA 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

ClL OCJP Project Number: 74-DF-09-0036* 12713 Region: J 

Project Title: Judicial Pilot Program 

County: Santa Clara Agency: Judges' Joint Committee 

Contact Person: John Kazubowski, Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1::...9!..J7l-4~(.=:;DF:...L-) ____ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 129,913 

2nd: 1976 (OCJP) 2nd: $ 44.565 

3rd: 1977 (OCJP) 3rd: $ 76,778 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated_----"JX~ __ ; Year J 978 

Funded By Local Government At $ ______ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

(lll,. OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: K 

Project Title: Victim Assistance 

County: Kings Agency: Kings County Probation Department 

Contact Person: 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1....::9~7~7 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --.::1::,::1::..;,l...::8:.:::5:..::0:...-. _____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ ________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _"-'X ____ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

funded By Local Government. ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

L2L- OCJP Project Number: 1906 Region: M 

Project Title: Courts' Diagnostic Clinic 

County: Santa Cruz Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: James W. Solomon, Ch . .:::i.:::.e.:::.f_P:::..r:::..o:::.b::::a:::.t~l::..:· o~n;!.....::O::..:f:..=f:...=i::..:c~e:.::.r ____________ _ 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ..:;1:;..,::9....:.7-'4 _______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=2:29~,..z9.!:::8.L.5 ______ _ 

2nd: 1975 2nd: $ 28 ,214 

3rd: 1976 3rd: $ 53,853 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _----=..:;X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ~1=..z.97-,-,8",--_ 

Funded By Local Government X At $ _~5(.::t4~.~Q.\,J;QQI.L_ __ For Fiscal Year_J.L:9::t-7.j...!BJ..:-"-I7h';9L--___ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LE,AA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

UQ2 OCJP Project Number: 2885 Region: N 

Project Title: Pretrial Conference Program 

County: Tulare Agency: County Probation Officer 

Contact Person: Joe Jimenez, Chief ProQation Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 53,495 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 48,473 

3rd: 1978 3rd: $ 38,371 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active __ "'-'X'--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Gov~rnmen,=..t~ _____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(11) OCJP Project Number: 4020 Region: N 

Project Title: Bilingual Videotape Explanation of Juvenile Justice System 

County: Fresno Agency: Superior Court 

Contact Person: J. J. Johnson, Superior Court Administrator 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1976 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 8,704 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X ; Completed ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By Local Government At$ For Fiscal Year 

.(W OCJP Project Number: 2735 (Mini Grant) Region: Q 

Project Title: Crime & Delinquency Reduction Program (Improvement of Adjudication Section) 

County: Ventura Agency: County Administrator's Office 

Contact Person: Susan Bing, County Administrator's Office 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1:=;9::...7.!.--6=---______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 49,321 

2nd: 1977 2nd: $ 29,446 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1978" 

Funded By Local Government At $ For Fiscal Year ______ ---
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

O:JJ OCJP Project Number: 1623 Region: R 

Project Title: Planning and Research Unit 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municipal Courts 

Contact Person: William Soroky, Chief Program Analyst 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1L,97-'-'3=--_______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 191,177 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 305,986 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 295 '1200 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _....::;X=--__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1976 

Funded By, Jiocal Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

.llL) OCJP Project Number: 76-DF-09 0031* Region: R 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Courts 

Contact Person: Reggie Cobb, Compton Municipal Court District 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _19::....7.:...;5:....-______ _ 

2nd: 1976 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 75,000 

$ 75,000 

$ 

$ 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed ____ _ ; Terminated X ; Year 1977 

Funded By Local Government ________ At $, _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

~ OCJP Project Number: (NEH) Region: R 

Project Title: Domestic Violence Prosectuion Program 

County: Los Angeles Agency: City of Los Angeles 

Contact Person: N/A 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=19L.7J....9~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=1:=..5L7L'L5~O~0~ ____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _--"""X'--__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By . Local Governme.""n"-,,t~ ____ At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS 'IN CALIFORNIA; 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

I.lQ..2 OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Region: R 

Project Title: Impact Analysis of Legislation Affecting Municipal Courts 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Los Angeles County 

Contact Person: __ ....:N;:..!/....:A.::..-____________________________ --

Funding Year(s):· 1st: -=:.19"'-7:...:.9=---_____ _ 

2nd: ____________ ~ 

3rd: 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: $ -.-:.1::.:0:::....z..:,3~4.:..:3~ ______ _ 
2nd: $ __________ _ 

3rd: ,$ _________ _ 

4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _..:..:X'---__ ._; Completed ______ ; Terminated _____ ; year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governm.....,..e ..... nt-"--_____ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

U1l OCJP Project Number:: 4064 Region: R 

Project Title: Project Court 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Municinal Court 

Contact Person: Judge Lawrence Waddington 

Funding Y~ar(s): 1st: _1::::;.9"'-7.!-8.:......-______ _ Federal Amount:· 1st: $ ---.:6;:..!7u 'L.!:5:.,:::0:.:::0 ___ , __ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _____ ~---_ 

3rd: 3rd: $ ________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active _-=-=X'---__ ; Completed _____ ; Terminated ______ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Local Governmen,.."t'---_____ , At $ ______ For Fiscal Year ______ __ 

l!Ji2 OCJP Project Number:; ___ ~(NE=W~)~_~ __ Region: R 

Project Title: Court Appointed' ~,n!::!:::::d:=i.!2g:.:::e:==.nc..::::t_.:=:D..::::e.:::.f..::::e:==.n.::::d..::::e.:::..r'_P=_=_r.:::.oQg.:::..r;::::am~ _____________ _ 

County: __ L:!:o=s-,A:.::n~g=el:::.e::::.s::::.-____ , ____ , Agency: Los' Angeles. County 

Contact Person: Frank Zolin, Superior Court Executive Officer 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1212 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 42,432 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active' X ; Completed ; Terminated .. Year 

Funded By' Local Gov.ernment .At.$ For Fiscal.Year 



· LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

ll.2J OCJP Project Number: 1422 Region: T 

Project Title: Differential Sentencing Practices and Their Effect on Offenders 

County: Orange Agency: Probation Department 

Contact Person: Vincent Abborino, Research Analyst 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=19«-7.1..:3=<--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 27,205 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 28,277 
3rd:. _________ _ 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ____ _ .. Completed X .. Terminated .. Year 1975 

Funded By Local Governm""'en .... t"--___ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

(gQJ OCJP Project Number: 1340-N Region: U 

Project Title: Omnibus Pretrial Hearing Study 

County: San Diego Agency: .District Attorney 

Contact Person: F. Dale Marriott, Deputy District Attorney 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -'1:.9<:..7....,3=<--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 57,938 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active ____ ~ ..• ~ Completed _---=:~ __ .. Terminated .. Year 1974 

Funded Bv Local Government _______ _ At$ For Fiscal Year. 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

i2lJ OCJPProject Number: 77-TA-09-0001* 

Project Title: S;pace Management and Judicial Administration Integration 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Whittier College - Schoo] of Law 

Contact Person: Ernest C. Friesen, Dean 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1977 Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=l::.;2=2::..;,""9:...::;5..;;;0 _____ _ 

2nd: 2nd: $ _____________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ __________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ____ ~ ___ _ 

Present Status: Active X " Completed _____ ,' Terminated ______ ,' Year ____ _ 

Funded By Private Agency At$ _______ For Fiscal Year _____________ _ 

W OCJP Project Number: 77 -DF-09-0019* 

Project Title: Reduction of Delays in Metropolitan Criminal Courts Through Improved· Caseflow 
Management 

County: Los Angeles Agency: Whi tter College-School of Law 

Contact Person: Ernest C. Friesen, Dean 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1977 Federal Amount: 1st: $ 84,286 

2nd: 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd:. $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active X " Completed ; Terminated ; Year 

Funded By Private Agency At$ For Fiscal Year 

(23) OCJP Project Number: 78-NI-AX-OOIO* 

Project Title: Neighborhood Justice Center 

County: . Los Angeles Agency: County Bar Association 

Contact Person: Joel Edelman, Project Director 

Funding Year(s): 1st:. ___.,1.:::..,9.!-7_8 ___ -------- Federal Amount: 1st: $ ---=2::::1::.:3::...:,~8..:::1:..::.0 ______ _ 
2nd: _____________ _ 2nd: $ 

. 3rd: 3rd: $ ____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ---i.~------

Present Status: Active _...::.X=--___ " Completed _____ ,' Terminated _____ ; Year ___ _ 

Funded By Private AgencY-______ At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

*Discretionary Grant 85 
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lEAA-FUNDEDCOURT PROJECTS IN-CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

(ghl OCJP Project Number: __ ---""-5..:..44~ _____ _ 

Pr:ojt;ct Title: Graduate, Degree, Program in Judicial Adm:=i""n:::;ic.::;:s..::;t=-r::::.at.::.=io::::.:n=-________ _ 

County: Los Angeles Agency: So. CeLlif. Association of Governments 

Contact Person: Dr. Donald Fuller, Director, Judicial J.:\dministration Program 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 19-!o71=--______ _ Federal Amount:, '1st: $ 225,323 

2nd: 1972 2nd: $ 111,321 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

Present Status: Active ' _____ ; Completed __ X ___ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1973 

Funded'By University of_--'X'----___ At $ N/A For Fiscal Year 1973-74 
Southern California 

~ OCJP Project Number: __ -"-5..:;.5_6_, ______ _ 

Project Title: Problems of Narcotics and Drug Abuse Institute 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: 1. J. "Cy" Shain. Research Director, A. O. C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: -=1~97.!..:1:::.-______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ .......;2~5~,0::...;0;..c0'---_____ _ 
2nd: ___________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $, ________ _ 

Present Status: Active _____ .~ Completed _--"-Xo.-.. __ ;.,.Terminated ____ ; Year- 1972 

Funded By State Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

SgQJ OCJP Project Number: _---.:8~7L=3~ ______ _ 

Project Title: Fourth Appellate District Defender Project 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Ervin Tus zynski, Deputy Clerk, Court of Appeal. ,-' 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _ 1972 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _1_2_4-=--,0_0_0 _____ _ 

2nd: 1973 2nd: $_1_2..::.5-"-,0_0_0 ____ _ 

3rd: 1974 3rd: $ _1_6_2-=-,1.-;5_3 ____ _ 

4th:' 1975 4th: $ 109,823 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed __ X_* __ ; Terminated _____ ; Year _1--=9:....7:....6 __ 

Funded By State Government- At $ For Eiscal Year_.O--_____ _ 

*Project has ,been incorporated with the State 
Public Defender's Office created in 1976. 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

LW OCJP Project Number: __ -"9::....4~9~ ______ _ 

Project Title: Attendance at Drug Abuse Institute 

County: Agency: JUdicial Council 

Contact Person: I. J. "Cy" Shain, Research Director, A.O.C. 

Funding Year{s): 1st: -=1L.97J..;2=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ --=1::,,9~,,-,,5:...:0:...::0,---____ _ 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ ___________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _____________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ _________ _ 

Present Status: Active ______ ; Completed __ ":':X'--_; Terminated _____ ; Year 1973 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

(gill OCJP Project Number: __ 1-'-2_2-=3:....-______ _ 

Project Title: California Review of ABA Standards of Criminal Justice 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1 st: -'1::.9L.7.L.:2=--______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 12,600 
2nd: __________ _ 2nd: $ 

3rd: 3rd: $ 

4th: 4th: $ 

X Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _-"''--__ ; Terminated .. Year 1974 

Funded By State Government ________ _ At$ For Fiscal Year 

L2.2J OCJP Project Number: ___ 1.....:3::...0~0=---______ _ 

Project Title: Trial Court Criminal Justice Coordinator 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: ----'1.::;,.9..!-7_2 ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 50,000 (Part C) 

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 27,544 (Part C) 

3rd: 1975 "'3rd: $ 31,459 (Part C) 

4th: 1976 4th: $ 34,120 (Part B) 

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--=.X=----__ ; Terminated _____ ; Year 1977 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

L3QJ OCJP Project Number: 1340-u 

Project Title: Judicial Impact Analysis (of Legislation) Team 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Dan Clark, Judicial Impact Analyst, A.O.C. 

Funding Year(s): 1st: Region DProj ect 

2nd: 1974 

3rd: 1975 

4th: 

Federal Amount: 1st: 

2nd: 

3rd: 

4th: 

$ 

$ 100,000 

$ 12,646 

$ 

X Present Status: Active _____ : Completed _---=-=--__ : Terminated .. Year 1975 

Funded By State Government At $ _____ ~ For Fiscal Year _______ _ 

L3JJ OCJP Project Number: _~1=-:4"'-3.L;9'___ ______ _ 

Project Title: National Center for State Courts - Western Regional Office 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Larry Sipes, Director, National Center for State Courts 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1973 Federal Amount: 1 st: $ ---,1:::.0~0:::...L' O~O:::..:O~ ____ ---,-

2nd: 1974 2nd: $ 90,000 

3rd: 1975 3rd: $ 100 ,000 

4th: ~6 4th: $ 39 ,182 

Present Status: Active _____ : Completed _---.:.;X"--__ : Terminated _____ ; Year ' 1976 

Funded By State Government ________ At $ _____ For Fiscal Year ______ _ 

{JgJ OCJP Project Number: 1973 (1st yr); 8035 (subsequent years) 

Project Title: Judicial Criminal Justice Planning Committee 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Jon David Pevna, Project Manager, Judicial Planning Committee 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974, Federal Amount: 1st: $ 59,648 (Part C) 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ 73,724 (Part B) 

3rd: 1977 3rd: $ 67,336 (Part B) 

4th: 1978 4th: $ :1,01 ,000 (Part 

Present Status: 
5th: 1979 

X 
5th' $ 62,077 (Part 

Active : Completed .. Terminated __ ,_'·' __ : Year 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year 
*Funding provided for specific projects undertaken by the NCSC which were loosely 
categorized under the title of "National Center for State Courts." All projects 
under th:i.s grant have been completed as of this date. 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

CATEGORY: X. MISCELLANEOUS (continued) 

L3.3l OCJP Project Number: ...;2=.;0;::.,9::....::6=--_______ _ 

Project Title: Language Needs of Non-English Speaking Persons (Study) 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: John G. Fall, Private Attorney/Arthur Young & Company 

Funding Year(s): 1st: 1974 Federal Amount: 1st: $ _8::..4.:..c,!-:6:...:o:...:o~ ____ _ 

2nd: 1976 2nd: $ .L.9.:::.l.2...' 7.L;0::..::O::..--____ ~ 

3rd: 3rd: $ -,...,. ______ ,--_ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ -'--

Present Status: Active _____ ; Completed _--"'X'--__ ; Terminated _____ .. Year 1977 

Funded By State Government At $ For Fiscal Year ________ _ 

lli2 OCJP Project Number: ---'2;:.,3:::..:8:...:0~ _______ _ 

Project Title: Unpublished Opinions of Appellate Courts (Study) 

County: Agency: Judicial Council 

Contact Person: Larry Sipes, National Center for State Courts 

Funding Year(s): 1st: _1:::::.9L7J...,5~ ______ _ Federal Amount: 1st: $ 28,567 
2nd: _________ _ 2nd: $ _________ _ 

3rd: 3rd: $ _________ _ 

4th: 4th: $ ________ _ 

Present Status: Active " Completed _---=-X.:....-__ ; Terminated _____ .. Year 1976 

Funded By State Governmen . ...,t<--_______ At $, _____ For Fiscal Year ----' _____ _ 
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SECTION II 



LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: A (Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino) 

==--:;--::.~ :-~ ~ 

OCiP-P'roject Numbei: 2875 Project Category JNumber: _.-=.II::.I=/~l=-_____ _ 

Project Title: Superior Court Research Assistant 

Funding Years: 1977, 1978· Total Federal Allocation: $ ---'3::.,.7'-,::...4_4_0 __ . ____ .,-

OCJP Project Number: 2918 Project Category/Number: III/2 

Project Title: Model Record Keeping Sy.stem for Small Superior Com;ts 

Fundi.ng Years: 1977 Total Federal Allocallon: $ ....;...,;1::.5:::...z..:, 9~9::..:8=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category /Number: IIIAII 

Project Title: Nonjudicial Court Personnel Training 

Funding Years: 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ---:9::.....!..,.,0:....0_O ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: ~~_I=I=I~/3~--------

Project Title: Model Courts Opera+; OPS 

Funding Years: -=1:.::9...!.7~9_* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ -.:...:1::.7.!2...,0:....0:....0=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2923-2 Project Category/Number: 

Project Title: Del Norte D.W.I. Program 

Funding Years: 1979* Total Federal Allocation; $ __ 27_,1_4_8--,-. _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: Project Category/Number: x/l 

Project Title: Youth Services Coordinator 

Funding Years: _1""9..t..7 ..... 9"-* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ -.:..,. · __ 1_8.:.,.,0_0_0_---' ___ .,.--_ 

*Indicates active project. 



----- --
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lEAA-FUNDED' COURT, PROJECTS IN CALIr-ORNIA' 

Region: B (Lass~n, Modoc, .shasta, Siskiyou, T~ha.ma, Trinity) , 

OCJP Project Number: 1888 Project Category {Number: III/4 

Project Title: Court Systems Analysis Project 

Funding Years: 19'74 Total Federal Allocation: $ 24,444 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: X/3 

Project Title: 

Fund~ng YearS: 

Modoc County Delinquency Prevention Coordinator Project 

1976, .1971, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ _1"-4_,'-6....:.5_8 ______ ~_'\\_' 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: II/A/2 

Project Title: Justice Court Training 

Funding Years: .=1""'9'-'-7--<.9_* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ..... , --=l""'5~,'--'0~0~0'__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: Ivj2 

Project Title: Redding Justice Court Automation Proj ect 

Funding Years: .=1""'9...1.'749_* _____ .,--___ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---:5:....,'-'0:.,:0:..,:0'---_____ _ 

*Ind~cates active project 
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LEAA~FUNDED· COURT. PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: C (~utte~ Co1usa~ G1enn~ Plumas) 

OCJP Project Number: 1246 Project Category/Number: II/B/l 

Prpject Title: 
Individualized Training Program 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation:. $ __ 1_,_6_9_3 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1246 Project Category/Number: II/B/2 

Project Title: Individualized Training Program 

Fundi.ng Years: .=1;..:.9 ..... 7...;.4 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: .$ -2..0~O~ ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2453 Project~Category /Number: VIII/l 

. Project Title: Courts Testimony Storage.and Retrieval System 

,Funding. Years: .... J..;;9'-1-7....J.5'-· __ --'-__ -'-___ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _' -"61.Lt-, 3..J..7J-l2~--,-____ -,. 

OCJP Project Number: 2677 Project Category/Number: TII/? 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Legal~R~e~s~e~a~r~c~h~.A~s~s~i~s~t~a~nt~ _____________ _ 

Funding Years: .=1,"",9-L7..J..7~, ~1=-9..t...7J...;8",--_____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~3",",6"-",-,6,,,,4!...9~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2746 Project Category/Number: _V.....,I=-=I=-<I--=l=-.-_____ _ 

. Project Title: COJ,ITt Work Referral Program 

Funding Years: ] 976 , 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ _3.J..l6"-..... 3.J.>8 ..... 5~ _____ _ 

OCJPProject Number: 2817 project Category/Number: JI/A/ ..... 3 _____ _ 

Project Title: Court Personnel Training Pro,j ect 

Funding Years: ""l
oL
9 ..... 7 ...... 7 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _5~, 3 ..... 3.<..,,5<--_. ____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJ~CrS IN CALIFORNI~ 

Region: D (El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, Sierra, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba) 

OCJP Project Number: 134o-A Project Category/Number: IX/l 

Project Title: Videotape Examination of Witnesses 

Funding Years: .=1'""-9-'-7 .... 3 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---!2:=.;6::..9.!..,;,...,8::..::8~1::.._ ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ] 3HO-II Project Category/Number: Jilt 
Project Title: ,Iw) j cd a.J Impact Analysi s (of I,egislat:ion) Team 

Fundi,ng Years: 1 973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ]1 J ,090 

OCJP Project Number: 1565 Project Category/Number: IX/2 

Project Title: Mechanization of Justice Court Operation 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ 2,814 

OCJP Project Number: 1957 Project Category /Number: -1Y..L/-,=2~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Alltomated Criminal Records Retrieyal System 

Funding Years: 1974., 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ _6.:...:9=-,~5=-6--=3=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2588 Project Category/Number: II/A/4 

Project Title: Specialized Training Program (Region D) 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ --=9_3-',:...3-'-9_1 _________ _ 

OCJP Project Number: Project Category/Number: VII/2 

Project Title: Alterna.tiye Sentencing Procedures 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ --=1::,:5:.:::5:..2,'-=1:.:;:6=1 _______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) '.. Project Category/Number: IX/3 

Project Title: Cash Register (NCR 250-7100) for Justice Court 
-------~--------~------

Funding Years; 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ _4 __ ,0_3_9 _________ "--

OCJP Project Number; 4013 Project Category/Number: VII/3 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

Funding Years: .::1:.<:.9-!.7..,:c8J-,_1=9<:.7.!..9::..* ___________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=3=-7:....,::...7:..:9=-1_-.-:--'--___ ~_ 
*Indicatesactive project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: D (continued) 

OCJP Project Number: 4069 Project Category/Number: n:I/6 _____ _ 

Project Title: 8uperior Court Improvement 

Funding Years: .::1:..<9-1.7-=8-,-,-=1~9...L.79L* _______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _8~3",,-,--, 92...54 71-_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 72-DF-09-0034 Project Category/Number: _V~I",-,I",-,I!:.J/~2=--______ _ 
Project Title: Alternative Methods of Recording Court Transcripts 

Fundi.ng Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ .---.:1::.:1:..4..:..::..,6:..;3:..:5=----____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 73-88-99-3308 Project Category/Number: Ivh 
Project Title: Integrated Court Automation/Information 8ystem 

FunQi'lg Years: .::1;.,:.9..!..7.:::3 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---!2::.;3::!,9L'L9~8::...9~ ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: Iv/4 
Project Title: Central Warrants Bureau - Warrants System 

Funding Years: 1978, 1979* Total Federal Allocation: $ 315 ,931~. _____ _ 

. *Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: E (Marin, Napa, Solano, Sonoma) 

.OCJP Project Number: Project Category {Number: HI/7 

Project Title: Municipal Court A&ninistrative Officer 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _7,-,0::.....>...' 5~7'--'3"'--______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1556 Project Category/Number: II/B/3 

Project Title: Training - National College of the State Judiciary 

Fundi.ng Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1-,-' 4_2_0 ___ ~ __ _ 

.oCJP Project Number: 1690 Project Category/Number: Vi] 

Project Title: Pretrial Interyention and Djyersjon 

Funding Years: 1972 t ] 973. 1974. 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _3d.l8.L.7i-,-l, O.L.l....,5,l--____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2257 Project Category/Number: rIll 8 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Self-Assessment Program 

Funding Years: _1=-.9..:...7.=-5..<..., _1..:..:9::-7-=-6 ___ ,---___ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ --.-£2=-3J..!,8L,: • ..;,6!..:l4,-,5!...-_~ ___ _ 

OCJP Project Number: Project Category {Number: ---¥Y+/.l{!I-. -------

Project Title: Court Referral,lCammllPit;)T Servi ces Progrw:n 

Funding Years: 1976 , 1977, 1978* Tota 1 Federal Allocation: $ ---J7'-\7-l,c:1,J,7..=:0-'-_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2607 Project Category/Number: V1T/5 
Project Title: Volunteer Work Program 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ --J7-,9~· ..... 5'-3l>o8"---___ ,---__ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category {Number: -=II1~:!±/..::;9~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Court Records Management System 

Funding Years: 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ _8=-,~1:.:6:....;4~ ___ _' __ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: F (San Francisco) 

OCJP Project Number: 731 Project Category/Number: V/2 

Project Title: Own Recognizance Release Project 

Funding Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ ----'1=-5~9L2...:, 6:::.:8~4~ __ -,--__ 

OCJP Project Number: 1186 Project Category/Number: IV/5 

Project Title: Court Management System 

Fundi.ng Years: ;1"",9,--,7...::::1:..;z',---=1,,,-9...L7=2~~ ___ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _2::::1:::..9~, 2==1::..,3~ ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1 J 90 Project Category/Number: 13[/6 ______ _ 

Project Title: Juvenile Justice Court Information System 
~~-----------------

Funding Years: 1972, 1973, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _3;:::::1::::2::...2-<' 9~7L:5::..-____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-B Project Category I Number: rnt] a 

Project Title: SlJmmary Traff; C .J'd a1 Comm; 55; oner 

Funding Years: ..... 1.,;;947...)3'--_________ _ Total Federal Alloc&tion: $ ~3~5~, 8:::..:8::....4.!....-_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number; 1340-R Project Category/Number: IIIb.l 

Project Title: Calendar Man~gement Technical Assistance Team 

Funding Years: ,:;:;;1""-9...L7.::;3 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _1=1=.7.!...2..:,2::.:2::.:5:..-.. ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-s Project Category/Number: II/B/4 

Project Title: Municipal Court Calendar Manageme~t Workshop 

Funding Years: .c..l ...::;9....:.7..=3'--_________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---,9~, 0;;..:1::...8 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-w Project Category/Number: IIIA2~ ________ __ 

Project Title: Executive Assistant to the Presiding Judge 

Funding Years: .:;lo..::9,-,-7~3c..z.' ....;1=.,9,::..7J....4'--______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _6;:::.9:::...2.:22::..:0::.;8=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1341-0 Project Category/Number: IV!7 

Project Title: Automated Analysis and Reporting of·Court Statistics 

Funding Years: ~1..;;9~7...;3l--__ . _______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _4~6~. 5.!.!:0~0L-___ ---' __ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT; PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA' . 

Region: F (continued) 

OCJP Project Number:' _1_4_4_4 ________ '·~' Project Category/Number: Iv/8 

Project Title: Integrated Justice'Information System 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975. L976 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..;..7!...:1""2,...,.L.:::1""'7-"4'--__ ---'.-__ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1836 Project Category/Number: ...,:I::.:I:::I::.!/.-:;;l-=3=---_____ _ 

Project Title: Microfiche' Index System -Criminal Division'. 

Fundi,ng Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $_6.:;..9=--,<-.:9:....;1_6;...· _---'--'--___ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1967 Project Category/Number: _1_1_1:....;'_1_4 ______ _ 

Project Title: Assistant to the Master Calendar J!.Jdge (Criminal Division) 

Funding Years:. 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4..:..6::...z...:,9:.,:3:..:9=---_____ _ 

. OCJP Project Number: .... 2""3"-'7'->05<--________ , Project Category/Number: It/B/5 

Project Title: Regional Conference on Court Modernization ' 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1",,8=...2-" 00<"9,,,,4,,-' ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ..... 2=4..,,8""'6'---______ _ Project Category /Number: _VLI:!o.:I"'-4Lw6~ ______ _ 

Project Title: Alternative Court Assignment -- ,ProJect' 20. 

Funding Years: 1975. 19}6, 1971'. Total FederaJ Allocation: $ _7!...:1~'L4.!!2::.!1::...(::..... _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2511 Project Category /Number: _V.:...;I:::I:::..!/......:7c.,: .. ---'.----'.-____ _ 

Project Title: Salvation Army Counselor' ProJect- for .. Alcoho1·Re1atedOf:fenders, 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976. ' Total Federal'Allocation:" $.:..-7_8......:.:....,0..;..1_5_. ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2892 Project Category/Number: ~......:I::.:I::;.!/~.A~/-::.5 ____ ~ __ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Training Grant., " 

Funding Years: -=1=9~7-=-7, _____ -,--____ , Total Federal Allocation: $ ...,:2::..:!r.:9:.,:0:.,:0=---______ -:-

OCJP Project Number: .....,2 .... 8""9c..e,9 _____ -,--__ Project Category/Number: ....:I.",XO:,tL:....;4 ...... ·.--'-______ _ 

Funding Years: 1977' Total Federal, 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS-IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: F (San Francisco - continued) 

OCJP Project Number: 2921 Project Category /Number: _V!.....I=..,I!:..I/~8~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Alternative Sentencing (Courts Alternative Project) 

Funding Years: .;::1""'9..!-7..!-7-<-,-=1.::..9..!.,.78""-* _______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=1:::...7L:3~'t..9~]::..::.O~ ____ _ 

-OCJP Project Number: 2926 Project Category/Number: --IIIJ../..Io125 _____ _ 

Project Title: Systems Improvement Project 

Fundi.ng Years: _1.:;.9-,-7..:..7~,---,19:::....:-7 8_* _____ ---, __ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~6::.:5::"'i!.:2=-~:..:O~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2232 Project Category /Number: V/2 

'Project Title: San Francisco Pr.etria1 Diversion Pro.ject 

Funding Years: 1975, "=1.L9.J.:76~'!L' -=1::..<9:...J.7..L7 ____ _ T atal Federal Allocation: $ --!2=-5~O~':I.l6~7L-7l..--____ _ 

*Ind:1.cates active project 

" ~8 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS' I~ CALIFORNIA 

'i 

Region: G (Contra Costa) 

OCJP Project Number: 1575 Project Category/Number: ---=I:....:v-!.IL.9 ___ -'--__ ----' 

Project Title: Criminal JUdicial Process Study 

Funding Years: =1""9..!.7~3 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ --,3~5:...:,~1=-4:...::5:....., _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: - 2142 Project Category/Number: IVa 0 

Project Title: Automated CGJ,lendaring System 

Fund~ng Years: 1974, 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ 281,980 

·.~I 

OCJP Project Number: 2922 . Project Category/Number: IV/ll 

Project Title: Law and Justice Systems Information Project 

Funding Years: 1976, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ 
161,412 

OCJP Project Number: J 2761 Project Category/Number: IV/12 

Project Title: Open Space/Juvenile Index Study 

Funding Years: =1""9..!.7.c..5 __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=1:::1::...:~!...:8:..:8:..:0:.._ ___ _'__ __ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: ~I_V..:.;;/1::.:3~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Law. and Justice Systems Information Project (Phase II) 

Funding Years: 1978 a 197~9~* ______ _ Total Federal Allocation:~$ 187,974 *-*~---c---

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number.: _v...:,/ ..... 4_· _~ ____ _ 

Project Title: Adult Pretrial Diversion Project 

Funding Years:. .=:;1"",9...!.7~9_* __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~1:::..2.....;3~, 9::.::9;...0 ____ -,-_ 

OCJP Project Number: _....,,(.;;..:N.::;E..;.:.W..!...) ______ . Project Category/Number: VI/I 

Projebl Title:. Jury. Management System 

Funding Years: =1"",9...!.7~9_* ___ ----,'-o-____ --:'" Total Federal Allocation: $ _3:::.0~, 0=-0=-0=--__ "'--_-'--_ 

*Indicates active project 

*.*Com't.c.ompon,ent represents approxJ.mately 1/4thof tQtalproje~tcost 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: H (San Mateo) 

OCJP Project Number: 1312 Project Category /Number: _I_I-'/_A....:./_6~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Self Instructional Program for Court Support Personnel 

Funding Years: 1972, '1973, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=2=-6=-°=-,'-'°:.;:1=-4 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-0 Project Category/Number: 111116 

Project Title: Analysis ofCivi1/Crimil'l.ql Ga1end.qring Practices 

Fundi.ng Y.::ars: .=.19,,-7.!...:3,,--~ __ , ______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=8::.;6::..,2..<5<-;:0:..;:0'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-v Project Category/Number: III/17 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerk-Administrator (Study Only) 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_5_' ~_9_0_0 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1539 A & B Project Category /Number: II/A/r 

Project Title: In Service Training Program ,for Criminal Justice Agencies 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _7!-0=-,~0=-0=-0___, _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1543 Project Category/Number: _V_I_I_/~9 ______ _ 

Project Title: Study of Post-Sentencing Outcomes 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_3_0...;,=--0_0_0 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1547 Project Category/Number: II/A/8 

Project Title: Training Program for Judges, Prosecutors & Court Personnel 

Funding Years: _1.:;.9..:..7=-3-<.., _1....;9::...7"--4 _______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=1=-4:...;,!.::2::.:::5~0___' _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1983 Project Category/Number: 

Proj~ct Title: Criminal .Legal Research Assistant 

Funding Years: :o;.l.::..97.!-4..:..,"--"1:..,:9-'7..:::5 ________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ 52,,000 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: III/19 

Project Title: Criminal Writ Clerk 

Funding Years: .. 1 .... 9 .... 7 .... 9..:.:.* ____ --,.-____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ 19,800 

*Indicates active project 100 



lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

,\ Region: H (San Mateo) 

" 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: IV 11"-4'--____ _ 

Project Title: Automated Municipal Court Traffic System 

Funding Years: ~1",,-9 ..... 7.L...9,-* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---'5o...:0'-',<....::O:...:::O~O _____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: I (Alameda) 

OCJP Project Number: ...;:8:..;:6=-4'-_______ _ Project Category {Number: _V:...:1::..=1::.!/...:;1::..::0'_ _____ _ 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

Funding Years; 1970, 1972, 1973, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:.1::..=3::...:4!.J,!,;8:..:5:..::S'_ _____ _ 

1235 III/20 OCJP Project Number: Project Category {Number: _________ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Court Coordinator 

Fundi.ng Years; 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1~6~,~0~0~0!._._ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1296 Project Category/Number: ...:1::.:I::..=I::.!/....f:2...J1~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Court Coordinator (Court Statistician) 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:.6~3~'l-"3~2~8!._._ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1:..:::3'-'4..=0_-""1 ______ _ Project Category /Number: -'1:..I~/-"""'Bu./....!.6!._._ _____ _ 

Project Title: Superior Court Calendar Management Workshop 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -'9::..2.;,9L8=-4~ ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1341-Q Project Category {Number: ....:I::.;v:....!/~J_5/....._ ______ _ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Management Information System 

Funding Years: -=1.::...9.;...73.:0..-_________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~6~5~.L!:0~0~0'_ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2565 Project Category/Number: ...:;1:.::1:.!../~A~/.L9 ______ _ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Personnel Training 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:...l--=-e....::5....?,--=8~9...:.6 ______ _ 

/ 

OCJP Project Number: ..::..7..:...7_-4...:..8=--_____ --
\.';:. 

Project Category jNumber: 1II/22 

Project Title: Casef10w Management System 

Funding Years: 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:6:.:2:.l,~2::5:..:0~ _____ _ 

=-=7< lhdicates ac.tfve project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: I (Alameda) 

OCJP Project Number: 2212 Project Category/Number: VII/ll 

Project Title: Comprehensive Pretrial Services Project 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal' Allocation: $ -,,5::.::8~6:....2,..=!.3~5~6 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1901 Project Category/Number: VII/12 

Project Title: Pretrial Diversion Pro,j ect 

Fundi.ng Years: 1975, 1976, 1977* Total Federal Allocation: $ --=1:...9!..:2:.!,~4"",,5,-,=2,--____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: III/23 

Project Title: Courts Accounting and Traffic System 

Fund~ng Years: ~1-=9,-7:..::9,-* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_9_7.:;...,1_0_1 _____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: J (Santa Clara) 

OCJP Project Number: 151 Project Category/Number: Iv/16 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Information Control 

Funding Years: 1970, 1971, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _8_2_1_,=-6_8_° ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: .::;..9-=.0.:...7 _______ _ Project Category/Number: -Xr-/..L5--------

Project Title: Court Security and Education 

Funding Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ _9=-,<-2_6:...7--'-______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ...:.:1:....::0:..;..4_7 _______ _ Project Category/Number: _I~I..:...I..:..:/~2....:.4 ______ _ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Traffic Commissioner 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ _2=-7=-,~O=--O=-0=____ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ...::1:.::3c....:4....:;.0_-=.D ______ _ Project Category/Number: ..:..:I::.;I::.;I::..!/----<-2..1..S ______ _ 

Project Title: Executive Assistant to Presiding Judge 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=2:..:7..:..:,t...::9:....::9c..::0~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: _1_3_4_l_-A _______ _ Project Category /Number: _1_' V..:..:/~1~7 ______ ~ 
Project Title: Integrated Court Administration and Calendaring System Study 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:l=--O:....:0:.2,~9:....::2:....::2=____ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: --"'1=3--'4=1_-=1 ______ _ Project Category/Number: 111/ .:::.2-=.6 ______ _ 

Project Title: Regional Court Commissioner 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ~3=__4'--',~4:....:0=__4=____ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: _1_4_3_0 _______ _ Project Category /Number: x/6 

. Project Title: Bench Warrant Diversion 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _9-',:.....9_9_9 _______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1802 Project Category/Number; ....:I=..;:I=..;:I::..:./-=2-'-.7 ______ _ 

Project. Title: Uniform Court Staff Research Team 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _8~,'-'3:..;:9'--'0'__ ______ _ 
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'LEAA:'F.UNDED .COURTepROJECTS IN· CALlF<)RNIA 

Region: J(continued) 

OCJP Project Number: 2243 Project Category/Number: IV/18 

Project Title::. 

Funding Years: 

Superior Court Integrated Calendaring System 

1975 

.OCJP Project Number:. -=2:...:6:..:5:...::8'--______ _ 

, Project Title: Sentencing Alte~natives 

~ Fundi,ng. Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* 

OCJP Project Number: 74-DF-09-0036!2713 

Project Title: 

. Funding Years: 

Judicial Pilot Program 

1974, 1976. 1977 

'*--Indicates active.project 

Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1.:.;1=-O=..c,~6:;..;O:;..;O=--_____ _ 

Project Category /Number: _V!...:I::.::I~/_=1'_"3'__ _____ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ _2_4_8~,.=.3..:...71 ______ _ 

Project Category /Number: ~X~/..J7 ________ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ -=2::..:5::..::1::..:1.'-=2:,:,5:...::6'--_____ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDEDCOURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: K (Mariposa, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus) 

OClP Project Number: l34l...,.H . ProJect Category/Number: _I_V-'I_l.:;..9 ______ _ 

Project Title: Court Systems Improvement Proj ect· (Study) 

Funding Years: -=1.::..9.:..73=--_________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $2;:..8.:.. .. ,0.,.;9_7_4 _______ _ 

OClP Project Number: . 1438 Project Category/Number: III/2S 

Project Title: Justice Courts.' Modernization and Standardization 

Fundi,ng Years: 1973 Total FedendAllocatio.n: $ -'7:...."-'2~0=-=5~ ______ -' 

OClP Project Number: 2114 Project Category/Number: .,..;1=-1--'1..,;,:/--'2::.:9"---_____ _ 

Project Title: Trial Court Delay-Legal Research Assistant 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976, 1977 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:1==1=-6::...:,~8:..:1:..:1=__ _____ _ 

OClP Project Number: 2115 Project Category /Number: IV /20 

Project Title: Court Systems Improvement Project 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976, 1977 Total Federal Allocation: $ 453.582· 

OCJP Project Number: 2595 Project Category/Number: .,..;1::.:..1_1....:./-".3"'-0=--_____ _ 

Project Title: Municipal. Court Administrator 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ..,:1::..,;0;;,..:0::...:,,,.,;:5;;,..:7...:;5--,' _____ _ 

OClP Project.Number:· _--'C'-NE=-:.;W-'-) _______ . Project Category/Number: VII/14 

Project Title: Stanislaus County Court Referral Program 

Funding Years:' ·1"""9 ..... 7-"S_¥-_. _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---'2;::,.6.:;....;L",9<-6;;,.;S'--_____ _ 

OClP Project Number: (NEW) Project. Category/Number: 
. X/S . 

Project Title: Victim Assistance Project 

Funding Years: =1..t,.9-L.7.J..7*!!..·_----_-___ . Total Federal Allocation: $ --"1::.;:1~,<-S'-"5;,..:0'__ _____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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lEAA·FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN. CALIFORNIA: . 

. Region: L (Alpine; Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne) 

OCJP Project Number: ~1::.=5~8~8~ ______ _ Project Category I N umber: -,I*,I:!:.J/wB:!J/~7~-_~-'-___ _ 

Project Title: Regional :Court, Training and Upgrade Project 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1976. 1977 . Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1:::::5~,~2:..:7....::.7 ____ ~-,-_ 

OCJP Project Number: 1616 Project Category INumber: ,...;I::..:I::.!/...::B:.!./...;8~ _____ c--

Project Title: American Academy of Judicial Edu.catioIl- Graduate Program 

Fundi,ng Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1=..,z..:3:...:9:...::6::...-______ _ 

OCJPProject Number: 2516 Project Category [Number: VIII/4 

Project Title: Court Recorders 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...;9:...;,'-=3:..:1:..:3~ ______ _ 

QCJP Project Number: _2_2_9_9 _______ _ Project Category/Number: _V~I::.:I::.:I:..:.1....::.3 _____ ----:.:;-,--

Project Title: Court Reco.rder 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ . ..!1::.J'L!O~2::.::3~,---,-,-_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: _ Project Category/Number: I11/3_'1 ____ -'--

Project Title: Regional Legal Research Assistant 

Fundi,ng Years: ,1978, 1979* Total Federal Allocation: $ _-=2..::.0-Z.'''::'O.::.OO~ __ ..c.-__ _ 

*Indicates active project ' 

20--18362 
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. LEAA-FUNDED COURT P~OJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: M. (Monterey> San B.enito, Santa Cruz)' 

OCJP Project Number; 1164 A & B Project Category /Number: _I_I...:./_B..:../_9~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Judicial In-Service Training 

FUnding Years: 1971, 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1::..;,,--,8~3~3~--,-_____ _ 

otJ P Project N urn ber: ..=1::.::3:...;4:..;:0:--.;:::T'--____ ----'-_ Project Category /Number: ...;:1=.,:1=.,:1;:.0./...,..3.<..:2=---_____ _ 

Project Title: Court Administrative Unit Project 

Fundi.ng Years: 1973'--_______ _ Total Eederal'Allocation: .$ ....:2::.:0::..; • ....,6:..:3:..:8~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1372 Project Category /Number: ...;:I=-.v:...:./-=2=1=-· ______ _ 

Project Title: Automated Criminal Justice Iriformation System (Study) 

Funding Years: -=1.::.9..:...7=.3 __________ . Total Federal Allocation: $ ....::2::..:2=-.. • ....,8:....;0:....;0'--_____ _ 

'OCJP Project Number: 1759 Project Category/Number: _V~I=.:I::.!/_l--=5 ______ _ 

Project Title: -, Sentencing Policies and "'Procedures (Study) 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....::9:...;.<-.::3;..;:3;..;:3'--______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1906 Project Category/Number: :.:' x:.:!/--"9~ _______ _ 

Project Title: Courts' Diagnostic Clinic 

FUnding Years: 1974, 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_1_2....::,_0_5_2 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=2;.::0.::.9-=2 _______ _ Project Category/Number: -'Vc..:I:.::I:.LI...=lo:::;6'--_____ _ 

Project Title: Court Referral Project 

Funding Years: 1974. 1975, '1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....::7--'0'-'.0..;::3=1=3'--_____ _ 

OCJPProject Number: 2424 ______ -'--_ Project Category/Number: _I;:..cV;..:./-=2:..:2'--______ _ 

Project Title: Automated Criminal Justice Informa.tion System 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: '$ ....:7-=5:.....;,'-=0:...:0:..;::0'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: _1_1_1..;../..:..3..:..3 ____ ----'-__ 

Project Title: , Superior Court Record Keeping System 

Funding Years: _1:!:.9~7!_;8~*:.:...-__ __'_ _____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _1..8.,5 .... 1 ..... 5 ______ _ 
. * 1ildica.tes activept'0j ect 108 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: 
M (Monterey, San Benito, Santa Cruz) 

OCJP Project Number: _....:.(.;o.NE_W-,-) ____ --'-_ Project Category/Number: --.:I::.;I::.;I=..!./-'3"-.4.!--_____ _ 

Project Title: Legal Research Attorney 

Funding Years: 1"""9 ....... 7-"-8 ..... , ...;1=9"-.1 • ...,9:;....* _______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---..3=1::...<,<...;4'--'4...;:;6 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: III/35 

Project Title: Legal Research Clerk 

Fundi.ng Years; 1979* Total Federal Allocation: $ _2_8~,::..-0:.....0_O ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: IV/23 

Project Title: Automated Case Management System 

Funding Years: 1979* Total Federal Allocation: $ _4_0_,_0_0_0 ______ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: N (Fresno, Kern, Kings; Madera, Tulare) 

OCJP Project Number: 14.53 Project Category/Number: -.:I::.:I::.:I:.!./_· :::::..36=--_____ _ 

Project Title: Superior Court Administrative Officer 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:6::.:5::..;,1...:6::.::1::.:9:...._:.. _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1561 Project Category /Number: III 137. 

Project Title: Superior Court Improvement Project 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1::..:7:...:1::..:,!...:2~4:.:0:...._:.. _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2632 Project Category/Number: 111/38 

Project Title: Administrative Services - Lower Courts 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:6~5:!...;,1.-'3~2::..5L-______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=2:...:.7..:..7.=8'--______ _ Project Category/Number: _V!...:I!:.:I~/:..=!1::..J7 ______ _ 

Project Title: Court Refer.ral Project 

Funding Years: 1976 , 1977 , 1978,E" Total Federal Allocation: $ _4;..:::5~~~7-=0~4,--____ ---,-,.-:-"",,:"" .... " _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2779 Project Category/Number: ....:I::.:I:.!./-=.A:!!./.d.i~o!....-_____ _ 

Project Title: Court Personnel Training/Criminal Justice Training 

Funding Years: 1976, 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ~3.!.:!1,-"w,6~5:..:,8,--_____ _ 

OCJP Project l'~umber: _2_8_1_8 _______ _ Project Category /Number: -=I:..:v~/.z~....:4 _______ _ 

Project Title: Automation of Accounting Procedures 

Funding Years: 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=3:..::2::2,:..::8:..::3-=5 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: .... 2.l.!.8.l.!.85"--______ _ Project Category/Number: ~XIoLI.Ll.uO ____ ----

Project 'Title: Pretrial Conference Program 

Funding Years: 1977, 1978 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..Il.::J4c1..Q4,-.J3w3l,:;/9 ______ _ 

" OCJP Pr,oject Number: 1.NEW) " ______ _ Project Category /Number: -=I:..:V:..t.f=2~5 _______ _ 

Project Title: Automated Court Records System 
~-~ ... 

Funding Years: 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ..!.7~2~.~2.,.,1 .... 1~*_*_" _____ _ 

* Indicates act;!,veproject 
** Split funding of $39,320-78 funds; $34,658-77 funds 
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:.JLEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN 'CALIFORNIA 

Region: N (Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Tulare 
~------~----------------------------------~--~ 

OCJP Project Number: 4020 Project Category JNumber: X/II 

Project Title: Bilingual Videotape Explanation of Juvenile Justice System 

Funding Years: -=1~9-!..7..:..6_* _________________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---.::8:::..;,L!7l..:::0:....:4~ ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: Project Category JNumber: Iv/26 

Project Title: Automated Accounting System 

Fundi.ng Years: =1;L9....l.7..J..7_* ____________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _7.L4-' 7L 7J...,1h..,-______ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED· COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: 0 (Inyo. Mono) 

OCJP Project Number: 1143 Project Category/Number: II::t.!.::B:.L.!-=:l:.;:O ___ ___ 

Project Title: Judicial Education Program 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:8:::.;8:::.;8::..-_____ --'_..,-

OCJP Project Number: .:;:::2:....:4..:::.0.=2 _______ _ Project Category/Number: VIII!5 

Project Title: Limited Alternatives to Court Reporting 

Fundi.ng Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:5::..c,!1..:5::..:9;..:2:..-___ --:-__ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: 1X/5 

Project Title: Law Library 

Funding Years: 1"""9'-'-7-<9_* __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~2=..z." 5::.;:0:::.;0::..-_____ ~ 

OCJP Project Number: Project Category/Number: TTT/39 

Project Title: Microfilming of Records 

Funding Years: =1,,9 ..... 7-«..9_* ___ ----'-_____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _1.w2~, 5.ll0..Ll.OL-_---'-___ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: 111/40 

Project 1'itle: Lower Court Improvement Program 

Funding Years: ... 1.:;z.9.J..7.:;z.9'_* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ~1l..l0"-'.~Q,(.l.Q,(.l.QL__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: Project CateGory/Number: VT/2 

Project Title: Recorded Phone Messages for Jurors. 

Funding Years: =1-'49 ...... 79-'4* ____ ---'-_____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---11-",..,,5 ..... 0 ..... 0'---_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category /Number: VITI] 8 

Project Title: Correctional Sentencing Study 

. Funding Years; 1=-9.<-7 ..... 9<....*_· ,---_~_:-",-__ ---

*1ndicates active project 

Total Federal Allocation: $ --IJ-",...;;347 .... 0'---_____ _ '( . 
~ 
'" . """""''''-~'''~c;:", 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA"," 

Region: P (Santa Barbara, San Luis. Obispo) 

OCJP Project Number: ..:.7.....;4.....;4'---...,.-__ ~ ___ _ Project Category /Number: '-:I::.:I::.:I::..!/_4.;.:,l::-. _____ _ 

Project Title: Co'urtExecutive Officer D~monstration Proj ect 

Funding Years: 1971 Total FederalAllocation: $ ....;2::.:3=...,'-'0::..:0:..;0:;.. . ........,.. _____ .,-

OCJP Project Number: 1329 Project Category /Number: ....:1::.;1::.;1:.:./_4,:..:2=----_---:-

Project Title; Trial Court Delay - Legal Research Assistant 

Fundipg Years: 1973, 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $_4..:....6'-','-3;...;:5-"9 ______ _ 

,OCJP Project Number: 1341-V Project Category/Number: IIIt4;..,.3!....-____ ~_ 
... 

Project Title: Countywide Municipa1Court System Deve1opm~n~t'''''--___________ _ 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal· Allocation: $ -,!2=.::5u.~0~0~0-.:-_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -"-2-"0-"0_2 _______ _ Project. Category I Number: ...;:.I:.:1:.:1:.!-/_4.:-4"---_____ _ 

Project Title: County Clerk/Court Information Retrieval System 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _;:::.2=.5..1.. • .=.0.=.00=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2015' Project Category jNumber: ...:1:.:I:.:!:.:./-..:..45~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Forms .Ana1ysis_and Design ,~ ", 
_~'d_i __ 

Funding Years: 1974, 1975 Total Federal.Allocation: $ . ....:6:.:5~,~O:..::O::..::O'---. ...::.... ____ _ 



· 'lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJEC1'S INCAUFORNIA 

Region: Q (Ventura) 

OCJP Project Number: -=1".,0~9,-=2=--_--, ____ _ Project Category /Number: ..;I::..:I;:.:I:.!./...;.4..:.6 ______ _ 

Project Title: Executi~e Officer 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $23~';wQ~0~0L-_____ ,__ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-M Project Category/Number: III/47 

Project Title: Judicial Process Management Analysts 

Fundi,ng Years: 1973 

OCJP Project Number: .:::l""'3'-!4c.:::1'--~C'__ _____ _ 

Project Title: 

'Funding Years: 

;Court Management Seminar 

1973 

OCJP Project Num~er: 1341-R 

Project Title: Court Management.Seminar 

Funding Years: 1973 

OCJP Project Number: 1341--T 

Total Federal Allocation: $ .....:2=.:3~,L:8:..:7.....:6=___ _____ _ 

Project Category {Number: .:..:.I=-:I"..'C-"B""/..",l""'l=--_____ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ .....:1;:.:5:...;,t.,.2...;.3:...,:5'--_____ _ 

Project. Category /Number: II/B/12 

Total Federal Allocation: . $ -=1:.:5"-"L.:2~3:.:5,--_____ _ 

Project Category/Number: _I_I..:..I_B...:../_l_3 ______ _ 

Project Title.: Court Managemr.:Llt Seminars 
,~~-=~~---------------------

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4-'4'-",:...:.7...,;6..:;5 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1=6=1",,2,-' _______ _ Project Category/Number: .-=I::.,:VC.L/_'-=2:.,L7 _______ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Information.System Deve1opment';"Phases Ii and 'III 

Funding Years: ,_1=9,,-7.:..:3~, -=1=."9,,..,7....,6"--______ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ -==1:.:;4""'0'-',...,,0'-"0'-"0'--_____ _ 

,OCJ p,Project Number: .=2-"'-0-"'-0;::..5 ____ ---- Project Category! Number: ...::1=.,:1=.,:1:£/_4.....:8 ______ _ 

·Project Title: Eara-Lega1 and'~I'Court Management Intern Proj ect 

FundingYears: -=1.::..9.:....74.:..:'i;:"'".:....:::~_i·_' _____ -'--__ 'Total Federal Allocation: $ ...::1=-=9~,L::6:.::0:.::0=---_____ _ 

OCJPProject Number: .=,2""0..=3.;:;0 _______ _ Project Category/Number: ...::I .... I .... IOL/...:4...:;9 ______ _ 

Project Title: " 'Legal .Research Assistant 

Funding Years: -"'-1"'-9,;",.74-'--____ ------'-: . Total Federal Allocation: $-==1::5'-",~0'_"0'_"0'__ _____ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: Q (continued) 

,if 

II 

OCJP Project Number: 2428 Project Category /Number: -=I::..:I::.:I::.</_ .. ::...50 ___ ~ __ _ 

. Project Title: Municipal Court Records Retrieya1 System 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: .$ _4.:..:0::..J.!...,;4:.=5~O ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2735 (mini grant) Project Category/Number: _I_V;...:/_2-,-8 ___ ~ __ _ 

Project Title: Criinina1 Justice Information System - Phase IV 

Fundi.ng Years: 1976, 1977* Total Fede.ral Allocation: $ -=1::..::6::,;:8:...,z • ..=8...;,4.:..9 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2735 (mini grant) Project Category/Number: ..::X::!o/-=1=.:2=--______ _ 

'Project Titie: Crime & Delinquency Reduction Program (Improvement of Adjudication Sec.>· 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976* .Total Federal Allocation: $ -"7...:8~,c.:;,7..:.6..:..7 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ....;.7~1:--=D..=.F_-=5...:.4=2 _____ _ Project Category/Number: ~I~I~I:.L/-,5::.::1=--_____ _ 

Project Title: Management Study of Ventura Court System 

Funding Years:. -=1.:;..9.=..70=--_________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:5!..:1!:..l,~2:.!:6~0~ _____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT. PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: R (Los Angeles) 

OCJP Project Number: ' 98 Project Category/Number:. _V..:..;1_1...:/..:..;1....;9::..-____ :--_ 

Project Title:. Judicial Senten~ing Model. 

Funding Years: 1969 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4..:..;6=-',~0::..::5::...:8'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1053 Project Category /Number: ...:.1::.::1::.::1~/...:5:..:2~ __ --'----

Project Title: Alternative Processing System 

Fundi.ng Years: 1971 Total Fe.deral Allocation: $,_6:....;4.:...,,<-2.;..:3::...:6~, ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ..::1:..::3:....;4:...::0..:..;-...=Y'--____ -'-_ Project Category / Number: ...:.1=1=.:I=:!/--,,5!.=3~ _____ _ 

Project Title: . __ C=.o=-u=r=-t=-.:A:.:.:d=m=i=n:..:i:..:s:..:t:..::r:..::a:..:t;.::.o;.::.r ____ --'-___________________ -,-_ 

Funding Years: 1973 Tot.al Federal Allocation: $ _5_0....;,::...7_1_2 ______ _ 

OCJ P Project N um ber: .=1=-=3:....:4:...::0'--..::;Z'--__ ---' __ _ Project Category/Number: ...:.1=.:1=.:I::.!"I-'5'-4 ______ _ 

Project Title: Continuance. Officer 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...::3:..:2:..:,L.:0:..:2:=1=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1341-U _ Project Category/Number: ...:.1==X:.=!/:..::6~ ______ _ 

Project Title: Video Tape Experimentaticm Project 

Funding Years: 1974 . Total Federal Allocation: $ . ...:.9:..;,~5:..::0:..::0=--'--_---. ___ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1564 Project Category/Number: _1...:.1_1 __ ---'------

Project Title: Printing and Distributiol[). of Court Reform Blue .Ribbon Committee Report 

Funding Years:. -71~9..:..7:..::3..L' _1=-9=-7:....;4'----~--__'_. Total Federal Allocation: $ ,,::1..:.6~,..:.0..:.8-=-8 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1:..:6.=2=3_, _______ ._ Project Category {Number: X{l.;3'--______ _ 

Project Title:' 

Funding Years: 

P1annirig, and Rese'aich< Uni't 

1973. 1974. 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:7:....:9:..::2::...l.L:: .. 3:;..::6:.:::3'-'--__ ----

OCJP Project Number: ..::2:....;4..::2.;::.3 ___ ---_-- Project Category {Number: ...:.1=-V:.:./.:::.2;..,:9,--· ______ _ 

Project Title: Probation .. and Sentencing Subsystem . 
.~'--'--------------------

Co 

Funding Years: 
(" 

--..:!:l:..o!9J..7 .. 5:....._, .. 1.iL9L7L1~_~(AQJtL'ljgDl~e::.ln.ut...i:aut...;.Ji~ownL;,l) Total.Federal Allocation: $ ...;4"'-'2""'9""., ...... 2=3...,,0"--_____ _ 
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LEAA;.FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: R (continued) 

OCJP Project Number: ~7:...:1::....-~D::.F_-.:!..9~OL9 ____ _ Project Category /Number: lIIti5. __ ~ ____ _ 

Project Title: Alternative Processing System 

Funding Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $1-=.:O~2:";'l..!9~8~O~ _____ _ 

OCJPProject Number: 72-DF-09-0078 Project Category/Number: 1-::.:1::.;1::,,/'--,,::..56=--_____ -'--

Project Title: Municipal Court Executive Officer 

Fundi,ng Years: 1973. 1974, 1976, 1977* Total Federal Allocation: $1-=-7=-.:8::";'L.=2::.:5:..:::3~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 75-DF-99-0019 Project Category {Number: VII 3~ ____ """",","-__ 

Project Title: Witness Coordination 

Funding Yec>rs: 1974. 1975. 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ 5-::.:1=.:O::..;,z..:8::..;O::..:O"--~ ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 76-DF-09-0031 Project Category/Number: ....:X:.:!I-=9~ ______ _ 

Project Title: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $1::.:5::..:0::..J'~O:.;:O:.;:O~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category /Number: II/A/ll ' 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerk/Administrative Offioer Training 

Funding Years: 1919* Total Federal Allocation: $ --,1:::.:1:-L,7~O::..::O::...-_-"-__ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: X/17 

Project Title: Project Court - 1978 Plan 

Fundi,ng Years: 1918* Tohil Federal Allocation: $ _~67........,.,., 5.c..:;O""'O"--____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: VII/20 

Project Title: Southeast Municipal Court District Community Service Project 

Funding Years: ..::1""'9'-'1.,,:;9_* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _2=-6~, O~8~8:L-___ "--__ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: II/AiJ:L:~, __ --

Project Title: Los Angeles County Municipal Courts Planning & Research Unit Training 

Funding Years: .:::1~9...!.1L.9 ___________ _ Total Federal Allocatton: $ lO~,L..3.1..<5~O:..._...,...-----

*Indicates active project 117 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT· PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: R (continued) 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: _I:::.I:::.I:::./l-5.L7.L-_____ _ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Clerical Support Services Improvement Project 

Funding Years: 1979 Total Federal Allocation: $ 28,L,., .... 5~0L!,0l__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category JNumber: 111/ .58 

Project Title: Model Court Rules 

Funding Years: 1979* Total Federal Allocation: $ 5,538 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category JNumber: 111/ 59 
Project Title: Video Information Project 

Fundi,ng Years: 19'79* Total Federal Allocation: $ 50,400 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: x/15 

Project Title: Domestic Violence Prosecution Program 

Fundinv Years: ==1c.L9 ...... 7..L.9* ___________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---'1k.,.5L7L ,,.....5L!,0L!,OL-____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category / Number: x/16 

Project Title: Impact Analysis of Legislation Affecting MuniCipal Courts 

Funding Years: 1""9"'-7J-9"-* __________ --' Total Federal Allocation: $ ---=1~0~,t.....3.!..:4'__3l..__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number:. (NEW) Project Category/Number: X/lB· 

Project Title: Court Appointed Indigent Defender Program 

Funding Years: 1_9"-7"'-'9~* _____ , _____ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ _4.:.;:2:...;'L4:...::3~2:___ _____ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA~FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: S (Imperial, Riverside, San Bernardino) 

OCJP Project Number: -=1:..;:°=1=---_______ _ Project Category /Number: _V,-"I::..<./_4~· ______ _ 

Project Title: Systems Study of Municipal Court Calendar ~ Witness Scheduling 

Funding Years: 1969 Total Federal Allocation: $ --=1=-=3::..;.1..::5:;..::°'-"°'--____ --'-_ 

OCJP Project Number: ...:.7-=8c=3 ________ _ Project Category J Number: ....:I::.:I::.:I::.</-,<6"",J ______ _ 

Project Title: Simulation Test of Municipal Court Case Scheduling Methods 

Fundi.ng Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=6::.:1:..l,~0:..::0_=0 _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 803 Project Category/Number: _I-,-,v...:./~30.=.-. ______ _ 

Project Title: Traffic Citation and Want/Warrants System 

F~nding Years: 1972, 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1:.:3:..:;:2'-" • ....:6.;:;2..=.0 _____ -

OCJP Project Number: 1169 Project Category/Number: --=I::.:I:.L/..=BCL./=1..:.4 _____ _ 

Project Title: National College of State Judiciary (Training) 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: 3) -=1::..;,'-=2;.=1=2 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1180 Project Category/Number: I::.::.I:.t../.=B:.t-/=.1:::,.5 _____ _ 

Project Title: American Academy of Judicial Education 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=4!.:4!...!:7 _____ . __ ~ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-X Project Category / Num ber: III/62 

Project Title: Attorney Arbitration Plan 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4:...;4:..;::,:..;:0-=.3.=..9_----'---

OCJP Project Number: 1341-F Project Category/Number: ...::I::.=I::.=I:.Li..l.6!....;3L--____ --

Project Title: Supporting Staff for Court Administrator 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=3,.,,1:..2,.=2=0-"'0 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1610 Project Category/Number: -=I:...:V~/-"3,,,,1,---,-____ --;-

Project Title: Automated Court System/Court Workload Study 

Funding Years; 1973, 1974. 1976, 1977 Total Federal Allocation: $ 759,834 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: S (continued) 

OCJP Project Number; -=1:...:6:..::;10..;l.'--______ _ Project Category/Number: _I_I....:/_B-'I_1_6_· ____ _ 

Project Title: American Academy of Judicial Education - Graduate Program 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _6_6_4 ________ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ..=1:..;:6:..;:2=-=5'--______ _ Project Category/Number: ....:I::.;I::..!/~B::.!/...::l::..:7'--_____ _ 

Project Title: Judicial Education 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ _5_4_0 ________ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2291 Project Category/Number: _v..:...:I~/,---,=-5 _______ _ 

Project Title: Recorded Phone Messages for Jurors 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1:::..2..:,0::.;0::..:5::...-______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category /Number: III! 64 
Joint Court Administration 

) " 

Project Title: 

Funding Years: 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ 2 6,218 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW} Project Category/Number: IIIL6~ 

Project Title: Imperial County Munici~al Court Im~rovements 

Funding Years: 1218* Total Federal Allocation: $ 28,933 

OCJP Project Number: (NEW) Project Category/Number: VII/2l 

Project Title: Employment Sentence Program 

Funding Years: 1=9~7..L.8=-* __________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ --.-::6:.;::8~,....:4....:4.L.5 ______ _ 

*Indicates active project 
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,LEAA-FUNDED-COURTPR()JECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: T (Orange) 

OCJP Project Number: 122 . Project Category/Number: -=I::.:V:..!/-,3~2=-· ___ ~ __ _ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Automated Procedures Proj ect 

Funding Years: 1970 TotaL Federal Allocation: $ -,1~4!-:5~'L!O~3~9~ ___ .,--__ 

OCJP Project Number: 829 Project Category/Number:" -,I~V!.lI'-:,.;3,!.;3~ __ ~-,--__ ~ 

Project Title:J,ustice . Information System 

Funding Years: 1972, 1973, 1974, 1976· Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:1~. 7:...:9:,..4:...l.L:7-=1:,::O:...-____ _ 

oeJ P Project N um ber: .-::1;:.:3=-4'-=0=---=C'---_____ _ Project Category/Number: -=I=:..:I~I':LI-=6:.:6~ _____ _ 

Project Title: _ Summary Disposition of 'Traffic Violations 

Funding Years: 1973 TotalFederal Allocation: $ -=3~6~'L!0~O~O~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: .=1'--'4'-"0'-"9=---______ _ Project Category/Number: ...:I~vu/-,,3.J.:4:L-______ _ 

Project Title: Justice Information'System 

Funding Years: 1974, 1975. 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..:6~6~8~'l!:5~2==1=--__ ~ __ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1422 Proje.ct Category/Number: xl l~.:::9 _______ _ 

Project Title: Differential Sentencing Practices & Their' Effect on .Offenders 

Funding Years: 1973,1974 ( Total Federal Allocation; $ ..:5:!.!5~'L.4!.:8:.=2~ ___ __,_-,--_ 

OCJP Project Number: . .=1:.::6.=2...:..7 _______ -,-- Project Category/Number: ..:.I=.::I:L/.!:B:L/.:::1:.:::8~· __ -'--__ _ 

Project Title: Attendance at National College of'the State Judiciary 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..::1::.J! • .!:2:=:1:=:5_--'-____ ~ 

OCJP Project Number: 2101 Project Category/Number: _V ___ I:.:.f, ___ ,,6_~(_' _-'--____ _ 

. ProjeCt Title: - - ,Criminal Jury Communication Feedback Project 

Funding Years: .--:;ol.;;.,9..:..7,;;;.,5L.' _1:;:.9::c,7=-6.::...-____ -,--__ . Total. Federal Allocation: $ -=2::.::5=-.l,!..:1::.:8:.::3~_~ __ __'_~ 

, ::J 

OCJP Project Number: -=2!..:!4~4""'1'---______ _ Project Category/Number: -,;..!V~I==I-:.L/..:2::2~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Court.Referral Program 

FUllding Years: -=1,:.9.:..,:75::o...a...· -=1=-<9::.,:7-"7_* ___ '--__ _ Total Federal' Allocation: $-99, Bl=!.9;z.:Oio/....:..' __ -,-__ ____ 
i' 

* Indicates active proJect 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN· CALIfORNIA 

Region: U . (San Diego) 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-N Project Category /Number: ...::X:::.!t~· 2:=.0=-,-______ _ 

Project Title: Omnibus Pretrial Hearing Study 

Funding Years~ 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=S~7=-'L:9::..:3::..:8=--___ ~ __ 

OCJP Project Number:, 1660. Project-Category/Number: .....:I::.:I::!/...::Ac:!/-=;L=-4~_---. __ _ 

Project Title: Post Gr,aduate Training for the Judiciary 

Fundj.ng Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...::5::...z..:,2::.:o.::.;o.=--______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1:.;:8:..:c7...::·o.'--___ ~ __ _ Project Category /Number: VII/23 

Project Title: Court Referral Program 

Funding Years: 1974. 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ _9'-.1_,::-1_8_9 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=2::..;:0:...;4:..:.7 _______ _ Project Category/N um ber: -'I~I~/'-=B=.!I._:;1:::.:9'__ ____ _ 

Project Title: San Diego College of Advocacy 

Funding Years: 19.74 Total Federal Allocation: $;...:. 2=-4-=-.,!--o.=--o.=--o.=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2315 \ Project Category/Number: .....:1::;1::;/!.o!A:::.!/c...Jl"-3.l--_____ _ 
\ 

Project Title: Municipal Court Judicial Training Project 

Funding Years: 1975· Total Federal Allocation: $ -,S::!..1;' l=:O~O~~ ____ ----,-_ 

OCJP Project Number: 2956 ____ ~_~_ Project Category/Number: Iv/35 

Project Title: Court Productivity Proj ect 

Funding Years: 1977*" Total Federal Allocation: $ ;...:3=-O=-o.::.:.!..:o.::.;O::.;o.=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: DF-71-1o.36 Project Category/Number: . ....:1::.:1::.:1::.o/..".6'-L7 ______ _ 

Project Title: Industrial Engineering Analysis of Courts ~ 

Funding Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ .....:1::.0..::...7;;;.." .<..:,9;;;..7'--0.'--_____ _ 

OCJPProject Number: _.::o2.::.8.::.0.:::.3_---_~- " Project Gategory /Number~ III/68 

Project title: Experiment for Court COhsolidation Evaluation " 

Funelng Years; =.1..:.2"-78:::.* ___ --_~-'---- Total Federal Allocation: $ ......::3~3::..l,!...::O~O~O_'_ _____ _:_ 

*Indicates active project 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

OCJP Project Number: 395 Project Category/Number: --.:!I~I~I:!../..I.6'.;;l9~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Study to Evaluate and Improve Weighted Caseload System 

Funding Years: 1970 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:7....:3:...JIL:0:.;:0:.;:0'--____ ~_ 

OCJP Project Number: 455 Project Category/Number: ....:I!:.:I!:.:I'=,1./J7..>:O~ _____ _ 

Project Title: Select Committee on Trial Court Delay 

Fund~ng Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..:1::=1:;...::6:..2,:..:8....:3....:2'__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ....:.4,.;::6.::::1 ________ _ Project Category/Number: -=1::,::1::,::1:..<./-".1.;...;1 ______ _ 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

Funding Years: 1971, 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ ~8~2::.l,t...:::8:.:;!4c.=5'__ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ....:.4....:6.:;:.8 ________ _ Project Category jNumber: -=I:..:V..!../.=.3~6 _______ _ 

Project Title: Maximizing Use of Electronic Data Processing Equipment in Calif. Courts 

Funding )'ears: 1971 Total Federal Allocation:· $ -=1'-"9~8~,~8~6~O ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ::.5.:::.5.:::.6 ________ _ Project Category IN umber: -=.X:LI.t;;2.,.,Sc--___ ,--_--'-_ 

Project Title: Problems of Narcotics and Drug Abuse Institute 

Funding Years: 1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ .=2::=5:..>,--=0:.;::0--=0 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ;::;.5-=8--=6 ________ _ Project Category/Number: .::I:::::I:.::I:!../..J.7~2 ______ _ 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

Funding Years: _·;::.1.:;..9.:...71~, --'1'-'9'-'7'-'.2:;..· _____ --

OCJP Project Number: - .::6-=3-=::5 ______ ~ __ 

Project Title: Reproduction· & Distri. bution 
Judges Benchbook 

Funding Years: .... 1.:!!.9.!..7~1 ___ --;-______ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ ...:7--=7.2,c.::0:..::0:..::O ______ _ 

Project Category/Number: -=I~I..:2=----,. ______ _ 

of Los Angeles Superior Court Criminal Trial 

Total Federal Allocation: $ .=2:.::0:..J.c::1:;:::3::;::6=--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 720 Project Category/Number; .;:I:::::I:.:I;.!.I_7!,..:3::::..--'-___ '___ 

Project Title: Unified Trial Court Feasibility Study 

Funding Years: 

21-,-78362 

1971 Total Federal Allocation: $ -:-4:.::2~,~2:.::8;...:4 ____ ~ __ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

OCJP Project Number: 873 Project Category/Number: --"X~/-,-,.2::.;:6,,--______ _ 

Project Title: Fourth Appellate Distr-ict Defender Proj ect 

Funding Years: 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ -,5=-2_0:...:,~9_7_6 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ...::9....;4""9 _______ --=-_ Project Category/Number: -=X::.!./...:;:2:...J7 __ --=-____ _ 

Project Title: Attendance at Drug . Abuse Institute 

Fundi,ng Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...::1::.:9:...;,'--=5::...:0::...:0'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1""0~4-'4 _______ _ Project Category lNumber: _1-1_1..:.1-'7,_4 ______ _ 

Project Title: Reprints of. Sections of Unified Trial Court Study & Weighted 

Funding Years: .::::1.::..9.:..7:::.2 __________ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1-=1=1=.5 _______ _ 

$ 6.,000 Case10ad Study 
Total Federal Allocation: 

Project Category /Number: ...:I:..:I:..:I:.!./..!.7~5 ______ _ 

Project Title: Attendance at Institute for Court Management 

Funding Years: 1972 

OCJP Project Number: ..::1:.=2:.=2:.:3 _______ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ _3...;;5'-',:...:;9....:.7.....;;0 ______ _ 

X/28 Project Category / Number: 

Project Title: California Review of ABA Standards of Criminal Justice 

Funding Years: 1972 Total Federal Allocation: . $ -=1::.:2:...:,~6:...:0:...:0=___ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: J=2=..4.:..:1=--______ _ Project Category/Number: -'V:..;:I:..:I:..:I:.!./...:6=___ _____ _ 

Project Title: Alternatives to Using Reporters in Municipal Courts 
\I 

Funding Years: 1972 

QCJP Project Number: -=1:.=2:..;:6..:.7 _______ _ 

Project Title.: Criminal Court Coordinator 

Funding Years: 1972, 1973, 1974 

Total Federal Allocation: $ -=5:...:0:...:,~O:...:O:...:O--=-_____ _ 

Project Category/Number: _I_I_I....:n-'-.-6 ______ _ 

Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_4_4....:,:-.8_3-3-------

OCJP Project Number: 1288 & 1281 Project Category Il'!umber: _1.....;;1"-"1;;.:./ .... 7 ..... 7-'--_____ _ 

Project Title: . Nonjudicial Staffing Requirements, California Courts/Study 
of Operations of Branch Cou.rts 

Funding Years: 1972·· . . Total Federal Allocation: $ 220 . .z. • .=.2=..5.=.0 _____ _ 
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lEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

OCJP Project Number: 1300/8037 Project Category/Number: -=X;:!.!-,-~-=-9 ____ -,--__ _ 

Project Title: Trial Court Criminal Justice Coordinator 

Funding Years: 1972, 1974, 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ ....:1:::....4.:.:3::...l,~1:.::2:..::3'---___ -'--__ 

OCJP Project Number: J=3'-4-'-'0;...---"A~ _____ _ 
',\ 

Project Category /Number: --=I;:.:I:,:I:!.!....!7..::.9 ___ ---:-__ _ 

Project Title: Videotape Experimentation in the. Courts 

Fundi.ng Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1"-8...:1:...<,'-"9-=0_1'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: .=1=3--'4..:::0_-=R _________ _ Project Category/Number: -=I:..:I:..:I:oLI-"S'-"O'--_____ _ 

Project Title: Calendar Management Technical Assistance Team 

Funding Years: 1974, 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4.:...c0::..:6::..;,<...:6::..::3:...c4'---__ ~ ___ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-U Project Category/Number: X!30 _______ _ 

Project Title: Judicial Impact Analysis (of Legislation) Team 

Funding Years: 1974. 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1:.::1:.::2:..l.'-"6:.....:4-=6 ________ -

OCJP Project Number: --=1:.:3....!4-=0_-~AA=-________ · . Project Cate"goryl Number: -=1:.:../.....:4'---_-::-------

Project Title: Basic Law~L==ib~r~a=ry~.--------~----------------------~ 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $.,-.4:..=5:..1,'-"0:..::0:..::0'---_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-BB Project Category/Number: -=1:.:../...:5 ________ ___ 

Project Title: Lower Court Manual - Printing and Publication 

Funding Years: 1974 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-CC 

Total Federal Allocation: $ -=2:.:;3:....l,:..:;O:...;:O-=O __ + ____ _ 

1./6 Project Category/Number: 

Project Title: Lower Court Evidence Manual-Printing ~i~d. Distribution 

Funding Years: 1914 . Total Federa.l Allocation.:, 0 $. --=3=-:5::..J,!...:0:..:0::..!0~ _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1340-DD Project Category/Number: _I-'-!_7-'-_____ ~ __ 

Project TiJ~: Purchase and Distribution of Misdemeanor Benchbooks 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation; $ -,,1:::.::8:...J· ,~O~O"",O_, _____ _ 

125 



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

LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIP.. 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

oeJP Proj'!!ct Number: .... 1_3=4~1.,.--...."N:,-.... _____ _ Project Category /Number: ...:l~I~I:.l.!....:8~=1::....-_-,--___ --

Project Title: Lower Court Manual Project 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ --=4~8::.J,~6~7-=S:...-_____ _ 

OC]P Project Number: 1341-8 Project Category/Number: -=I::.=I:.L/..::B"-/.=2.;::.O _____ _ 

Project Title: Five Calendar and Court Management Conferences 

Fundi.ng Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ _4'-=0'-",'-"0;..=:0:..=:0 ____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: -=1=3'--'4=1~-W-'-'--______ _ Project Category JNumber: -=I~I:.LI-=B~/..!=2~1__,_------

Project TitJe: Workshops - Statistaical Reporting 

Funding Years: 1974 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..,,1""5'-",.;:,4'-"'3'-"'0'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: .:::1:=.3..!..41=---'Z"'---_____ _ Project Category/Number: ....:v~I:.l.I_7!--______ _ 

Project Title: Instructional Film for Jurors ("How Do You Find") 

Funding Years: 197~4~-_______________ __ Total Federal Allocation: $ -=l~O::.J'~O~O~O:...-__ ~ __ _ 

oeJP Project Number: .=1:.:::3...;.4.=2 _______ _ Project Category /Number: 11/ A/ 15 

Project Title: Center for Judicial Education and Research 

C~""'~-c=Funding.Xears:, 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ ...,:7--=3:.::2:...z,;1=3,..:;0 _____ --"_ 

OCJ.;J> Project Number: 1439 Project Category /Number: :..:,.X:!"/....:3::....1 _______ _ 

Project Title: National Center for State Courts - Western Regional' Office 

Funding Years: 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976 To(al Federal Allocation: $ --=3~2~9~,-=-1_8_2 ______ _ 

oeJ P Project Number: .=1'-'4..=.5-=6 _______ _ Project Category/Number: -=I:.,.:V-'-/_3_7 __ ---' ____ _ 

-~=-:: 

Project TitleA:c __ ~Court Automation/Information Systems Coordinator 
--==-~--~=::;:-- " " 

Funding Years; ~..l.2.7...l.. __ J975 _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ...::8,-!:O:..ll,,-,,9~0,",,,9 _____ --,,-_ 

OCJP Project Number: 1682 Project Category/Number: ~I~I~I:.!../--,7l..:8::..-,-_____ _ 

project Title: Judicial Time Study .andUpdate-Weighted Case10ad Values 

Funding Years: 1973 Total Federal Allocation: $ -=S:..::S:-o,c..:6'-'4;...::6 __ '-'--__ --;fii 

126 

i/! 

'I I, 

r,L, 



LEAA.FUNDED COURT PROJECTS ,IN CALIFORNIA 1\ 
\; 

STATE ANDPR1VATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

(:, 

OCJP Project Number: 1873 _ Project Category /Number: ~I_I_I..o.I_8_2 ____ ~ __ 

Project Title: Uniform Juvenile Court Rules 

Funding Years: 1974, 1975 To:taI Federal Allocation: $ -=9c..::0J.l.:;:.S-.:.4.:..,.7 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 1973 (1st yr) J?r6ject Category/Number: XI 32 8035' (subsequent yrs) . ~-'"""'"""---~-----
Project Title: Judicial Criminal Justice ~lanning Committee 

Fundi.ngYears: ]974, 1975. 1976, 1977* "Total Federal Allocation: $-=3~0:.=1:.Jl2c.:.7-=0:.;;;8 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2096 Project Category/Number: ...:X::;:.I-=3~3,-'-.:... ______ _ 

Project Title: Language Needs of Non-English Speaking Persons (Study) 

Funding Years: 1974, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_7_6...:;;_3_0_0 ______ _ 

OCJP Project Number: ...::2:::;:1:;..=5:....:0'--____ --, Project Category/Number: ..:.I::.:I~/-=B:..!./..::2:.::2'--~ ___ --

Project Title: Court Management Coni:erences 

Funding Years: 1975, 1976 Total Federal Allocation: $ ..:.9:...:8:..1,!...:8;..:8:....:8'--_____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 2380 Project Category/Number: XI3,..::!:4 _______ _ 

Project Title: Unpublished Opinions of Appellate Courts (Study) 

Funding Years: 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ .....:2=.;8::;.;)t.:5~6::..::7 _______ ,-.~,~=.~ 

OCJP Project Number: -=2=5..0.7-=6 _______ _ project Category /Number: ..:.I=.;:I:,,!./..:.A:;!./.::1.:=;6 ______ _ 

Project Title: New Trial Court Judges Orientation 

Funding Years: 1976[ 1977, 1978* Total Federal Allocation: $ ..:.3::..:2::..:8::..l,!..:!5:,.::0:,.::O'--"'-,_----

QCJ P Project 'Num ber: _2..0.7..:.9..:.0 __ --:-__ .:..-__ Project Category / N um ber: ...:I:.:1:.:./...::;B..:.../-.:;:2.=.3....c'--., __ -:--__ 

er(~'ect Title: Wcirkshops on ,Criminal Case10ads 

Funding Years: 1977 t 1978, 1979 Total Federal Allocation: $ 16,;::24? ~O~OO"'--_-'-~ __ _ 

OCJP Project Number: _2_7..;..9_2 ____ -----" Project Category/Number: _V:..:I:.:./,...:8=-----'_'--___ _ 

Project, Title;, Management Standards for Jurors and Witnesses 

Funding Years: 1977 __ --,...--~-~'---- Total Federal Allocation: $ --,9uO,!..J.t...l.O!.!-O!.!-O~, _...;.;...~ ___ "... 

* Ind,icates active. project 127 



LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

8TATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Judicial Council 

1-;;- -::: 

OblP Project Number: 

72-DF-09~0081 and 
75-88-09-0006 Project Category / Number: 

Project Title: California State Judicial Information System 

IV/38, 

Funding Years: _1==..9>!-7!...:4I.--________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ -=1=-=3.:...9w,'-"6~4~2 _____ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE AGENCY 

Agency: Southern California Association of Governments 

OCJP Project Number: 54l.~.:.... _______ _ Project Category /Number: .;;.X::.!../~2_4 _______ _ 

Project Title: Graduate Degree Program in Judicial Administration 

Funding Years: 1971, 1972 Total Federal Allocation: $ .:;.3:..;:3:..::6J.?-=.6..:.44...:..-_____ _ 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA· 

STATE AND PP~VATE AGENCY 

Agency: California Judges Association 

OCJP Project Number: ..;..9_5_7 _______ _ Project Category/Number: 1/3 

Project Title: Project Benchmark 

Funding Years: 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 Total Federal Allocation: $ _1_6_7~,_1_3_1 _____ _ 
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LEAA.;.FUNDED· COURT PROJECTS IN. CALIFORNIA 

STATE AND PRIVATE. AGENCY 

Region:· Whittier College of the Law 

OCJP Project Number: 77~TA-09-000l Project Category /Number: X/2l 

Project Title: Space Management and .Judicial Administration Integration 

Funding Years: .. ;::1:.,::9...!..7...!..7.:....* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ --"1~2:.:2"-',c..29:...!5.!d.O _____ _ 

OCJP Project Number: 77-DF-09-00l9 Project Category/Number: x/22 

Project Title: Reduction of Delays in Metropolitan Crimina] Courts ThrO]]gh Tmprmrea 

Fundi.ng Years; 
Caseflow.Management 

1977* Total Federal Allocation: . $ --l8..1.!:4~,,...::2:..1..8UJ6,-"-____ _ 

*Indicates active. project 

~78362. 
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LEAA-FUNDED COURT PR.OJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

Region: 
Los Angeles Bar Association 

OCJP Project Number: '78"':NI.-AX-0010 Project Category /Number: X/23 

Project Title: .Neighborhood Justice Center 

Funding Years: =1""9 ...... 7.::.8_* _________ _ Total Federal Allocation: $ ---'2:::1:::3"'-'-',8::.:1~O~ ____ _ 

*Indicates active project 

132 



SECTION I II 



--!It" 

SUMMARY OF CCCJ-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

1969-1979 

REGION YEAR 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 TOTAL 

PROJECTS 
FEDERAL 

A AMOUNT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 il 8 
$33,99B $21,345 $25,028 $80,3.71 

B " 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 6 
$24,444 $30,000 22,872 18,317 20,000 115,633 

C " 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 2 NA 9 
$1,693 900 $6,372 15,000 41,015 22,354 87,3:'34 

D " 0 0 0 1 4 1 l. 3 2 6 4 22 
$114,635 623,774 39,750 19,875 !) 8,204 55,253 3~2,704 294,543 1,568,738 

E " 0 0 0 1 3 2 3 3 2 3 1 18 
..... 102,228 122,856 117,982 267,154 142,369 52,190 57,746 24,941 887,466 w w 

F " 0 0 2 2 7 5 5 3 5 2 NA 31 
$275,359 176,938 477,562 554,490 ' 385,135 71,181 180,851 131,425 2,252,941 

G ., 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 0 2 '. .:. 10 
35,145 62,550 66,310 173,518 189,868 163,735 691,126 

H " 0 0 0 1 6 5 3 0 0 0 2 17 
57,294 266,707 212,770 98,000 69,800 704,571 

I " 0 1 0 1 5 2 2 3 3 3 1 21 
$ 14,685 44,987 162,762 45,500 71,328 253,931 345,973 296,569 197,101 1,432,836 

J " 0 1 '2 l' 4 2 1 2 2 1 NA 16 
.117,448 527,499 27,000 173,315 194,390 110,600 178,881 110,285 80,548 1,519,966 

K " 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 3 2 NA 12 
36,179 194,698 222,966 220,457 59,815 734,115 

L " 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 1 0 1 1 9 
5,373 5,000 12,336 4,300· 10,000 10,000 47,009 
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SUMMARY OF CCCJ-FUNDED COURT PROJECTS IN CALIFORNIA 

1969-1979 (Continued) 

REGION YEAR 1969 ,1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 TOTAL 
vROJECTS 

M FEDERAL 0 0 1 0 3 3 3 2 0 2 3 17 
AMOUNT ~996 $44,275 $59,568 $131,654 $75,476 $31,234 $54,000" $397,203 

N " 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 6 6 5 NA 22 
68,139 145,800 22,920 161,034 llO,700 146,430 655,023 

0 " 0 0 0 1 0 0 1. 0 0 0 5 7 
$888 -~ 32,059 48,539 

P n 0 0 1 0 1 4 1 0 0 0 NA 7 
23,000 25,434 95,925 40,000 184,359 

Q " 0 0 0 1 4 3 1 3 2 1 NA 15 
23,.000 104,346 79,365 40,450 244,371 93,245 75.,000 659,777 

..... 
" 0 " I' 4 3 3 2 1 10 (.J R 1 .. 4 30 

.". 
$46,058 107,216 314,092 502,004 688,972 232,474 92,432 69,500 789,118 2,899,86G 

S' " 1 0 1 3 6 1 1 1 1 :3 NA 18 
13,500 61,000 64,138 238,621 246,103 1,005 2/,5,024 176,670 123,596 1,169,657 

T " 0 1 '/J 1 4 3 3 3 0 1 NA 16 
145,039 98,S37 260,001 1,279,576 342,264 645,323: 55,000 2,826,040 

U " 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 NA 10 
107,070 5,200 57,938 49,283 35,100 35,906 300,000 33,000 624,397 

TOTAL 
REGIONAL 
ACTIVITY 2 3 10 14 60 113 39 40 35 39 35* 321 

$59'1 558 $277 z172 $1 1 227 1 276 $1 1 315 1 655 $3,018 1 212 $3 1 715 1400 $2 1539 1765 $2 180°1 958 $1,835 1941 $3 1519 1200 $1 z680 1325 $19 1576 1967 

*1979 figures incomplete 
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.. '\cl\·ill E. Colm lI'lli 01' .11l:--t"·'· 
JuJgc 1{('(\w()(}(1 Cit ... , Cclliforui.t !11I)(,;; 

July 17, 197B 

Hon. Edward M.!Kennedy' 
'Senator ft~Dm 'Massachusetts 
Senate Off~ce Building 
Washington; D. C. 20531 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

On behalf of Cali·fornia· s Judicial Planning Committee, 
I am forwarding the follmving 'suggestions to you regarding the 
reorganization of LEAA. The Committee has reviewed the draft 
of your proposed legislation and agrees that it may well reduce 
the red tape and' complexi ties of the LEAA program.' However, we 
do hope that you will give:, some ·'consideration .to the following. 

1. Proposed section 402(0) (4)- provides that each 
local criminal justice advisory 'board shall 
provide. an adequate allocation of funds for 
court programs based upon the jurisdiction's 
expenditures for court programs contributing 
to the jurisdiction's tota,l criminal justice 
expenditures. This language raises three 
concerns: 

First,'under the existing LEAA legislation, 
there 'is a lack of clarity as to what a "court 
project'" is. Some interpret -this as including 
prosecution an.d de.fenseef,forts ,while others 
perceive the. definition .toapply cSolely to 
projects sponsored by·the j,ud±cial branch'. 
The. Californi,.a Judici.al Pdanning '" Coromi tte-e ," . 
believes the latter in te-rpr,e,tati on .. is the "cor~ -
rect one,and hop~s that any-future legislation 
will eliminate this ambiguity by ciearly'defining" 
a n court proj ect/program".' . 

Second, the present n adequate sha;':'e "requirement 
for courts has' a similar problem. Annadequate 
share" is' not clearly defined nor is'there any' 
statement' as to'wheth~.r a -judicial planning 
commit'tee' can ,set s'ucha standard' for' judicial 
projects alone and bind the state' planning 
agency and-local regions to such a standard. 
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We would submit that the'reauthorization 
legislation should address this by' quantifyiI)g 
what is an "adequate share" while clearly de~ 
lineating the role of the JUdicial Planning 
Committee in evaluating whether ·the require­
ment is being met and in setting any standards 
of its own as to what is an lIadequate allocation" 
of funds to judicial projects. 

Finally, the provision setting 'forththat an 
adequate allocation for court programs should 
be based upon a jurisdiction's expenditure for 
court programs raises the problem of what is to 
be done in states like California where a portion 
of 'some judges' and local cour,t expenses are paid 
by the state while the remainder are paid for by 
local government. Is the" st'ate share to be 
included in ,the jurisdiction's expenditures for 
court programs? If not, we Tilould propose that 
there be a similar ."adequate allocation" 
requirement for-estate judicial agency 'projects 
and that it should bespecifiedt'hat ,the con­
tributions to local courts be included therein 
so that these funds are not lost in the 
computation process. 

Proposed section 402(d) provides that each state 
may have a Judicial Coordinating Commit,tee for 
the prepara,tion, development and revision of 
applications .reflecting the needs, and priorities 
of various state and local courts. Furthermore, 
it provides that where there is a pre-existing 
body, it shall develop programs and projects 
designed to improve the functioning of the 
various state courts. 

)Given the success and name~identification 
associated with many of· the existing jUdicial 
planning corrunittees, we are concerned with 
changing the.ir 'operating name in mid-stream. 
There would appear to be little value in this 
and. we would strongly urge maintaining the n'ame 

" 1> of IIJudicialPl'anni,ng Coinmit,tee~'for these bodies. 

It.is not clear why_ pre-existing committees 
should be g-iven'less responsibility than any new 
ones createdw1dertheproposed 'act. It. would 
appear more logical to 'proYide alI corruni t,tees 
with-equal responsibilities. 
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Fina11y,- the differentiation of responsibi ... 
1itiesfornew,.conunittees for "the .state and 
10ca1courtso.f the state'" ~iersus'pre-existing 
committees for·the "various state'courts of 
the state" preSents a similar problem. Many 
states like California do not have a unified 
.court system. TheI:'efore, some courts are 
. supported by the state while others are sup~ 
ported by local .government.If such a state 
has a pre .... existing committee, it appears, under 
your proposal, that said committees \'lould have 
a narrower scope o~ responsibility than in a 
similar state where a new committee is created. 
We hope that you will consider modifying this 
section to provide greater uniformity between 
t.he existing committees and any new ones which 
are 'subsequently created. 

3. Proposed section 403(a) (4) provides that each 
annual state 'grant application'must certify 
that there is an adequate share -of funds for 
court programs. We would like to reiterate 
the discussion under number 1, supra, in 
urging you to· clarify this statement to 
avoid many of the problems which have occurred 
under the 1976 act. 

4. Proposed section 405(a) (3) provides that LEAA 
will distribute 70% of its funds i·by giving 70% 
to eligible units of local government and 30% 
to four areas in equal amounts, one of those ., 
areas being .for improving courtadmihistration 
in proportion to the total expenditure for 
judicial,. legal, prosec11ti veand public defense 
services. 

First,' we questiori the desirability of including 
prosecution and defense services in the criteria 
for determining the portion of the 7.5%. that will 
·beallocatedto "improving court administration". 
This CQuld welllead.tocourts receiving less 
than 3% of all LEM .·funds which is even worse 
than. ·the present system. 

Second, the question occurs as to whether this 
section is , .. in fact , a def'ini tion of what is an 
"adequate,~ a.l1ocation" for.court projects or merely 
a mandatory gui9-eline for ;LEAA's initial distribution 

3 

D 

: .. ~ 

'., 



HonD Edward M. Kennedy July 17, 1978 

of its funds. Whether it is either case, we 
would suggest that some thought be given to 
developing a more realistic figure for the 
courts, excluding prosecution and defense 
services, '. and for using any standard through­
out the Act on a uniform basis rather than 
quantifying it only once while leaving it 
open to speculat.ion elsewhere in the Act. 

5. Proposed B~ction 901 has the various definition~ 
of terms used in the Act. In add-it.ion to stlb­
section Ca) (16), which defines a "coure', we 
would suggest that some consideration be~given 
to providing a definit~on of a "state court 
system" consistent with the questions raised 

, ~nder number 2, supra .. 

We firmly believe that. courts should mean the 
judicial branch of government. While it is 
obvious that the criminal cour~cs can '.t function 
without prosecutors and defenders, they are a 
part of the administrative branch of the govern­
ment and should be treated as .such. In many 
states, such as California, judges run for, 
election or are appointed without regard 'to 
political parties. They thus have little 
'political' clout and need a specified mi:t:limum 
allocation of funds •. If lumped together with 
those parts of the criminal justice system that 
are partisan and political, they will receive 
little or no funds for. the improvement of 
courts per se.· 

We hope that these comments'" and suggestions are of 
some. help to you and your staff. If we can be of any further 
assistance, please feel free to call upon us .. 

78362-553 11-7l:t 1M LDA 

Sincerely, 

Melvin E. Cohn, Judge, Superior Court 
Chairman, Judicial Criminal Justice 

Planning Committee of California 




