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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT 

DATE: 2/24/16 FURTHER: 

DATE TURNED 
IN TO OFFICE: ____ _ 

Finance Committee considered CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 83(JUD) 

HB 83-REPEAL COLLECTION OF CIVIL LITIG. INFO 

"An Act relating to collecting information about civil litigation by the Alaska Judicial Council; repealing Rule 
41 (a)(3), Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure, and Rules 511 (c) and (e), Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure; 
and providing for an effective date." 

and recommends: 

[ ] be replaced with SCS ( [ J Same Title [ ] Technical Title Change 

[ ] New Title/SCR No. 

[ ] adopt previous SCS ( ) f J Same Title [ J Technical Title Change 
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Fiscal Note 
State of Alaska 

2016 Legislative Session 

Identifier: HB083CS(JUD)-JUD-AJC-2-23-16 

Title: REPEAL COLLECTION OF CIVIL LITIG. INFO 

Sponsor: LEDOUX 

Requester: Senate Judiciary 

Expenditures/Revenues 
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below. 

Included in 
FY2017 Governor's 

Bill Version: 

Fiscal Note Number: 

(S) Publish Date: 

Department: Judiciary 

Appropriation: Judicial Council 

Allocation: Judicial Council 

0MB Component Number: 771 

CSHB 83(JUD) 

5 

2/24/2016 

/Thousands of Dollars\ 

Appropriation FY2017 Out-Year Cost Estimates 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants & Benefits 
Miscellaneous 
Total Operating 

Fund Source (Operating Only) 

Positions 
r,11-Um, 
Part-time 
Temporary 

I Change in Revenues 

Requested Request 
FY 2017 FY 2017 

0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.o I 

FY 201 8 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.ol o.o I o.ol o.o I 

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2016) cost: 0.0 (separate supplemental appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2017) cost: 0.0 (separate capital appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS 
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? No 
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed? n/a 

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version: 
The committee substitute repeals a statute that obligates parties automatically to submit information about the settlement of civil cases 
to the Alaska Judicial Council. Under the current version, parties are no longer required to submit the information. The earlier version 
required parties to submit the information only if the Judicial Council requested it. 

Prepared By: 
Division: 
Approved By: 
Agency: 

Printed 2/24/2016 

Susanne DiPietro, Executive Director Phone: ------------- - --------------A I ask a Judicial Council Date: ------------------------ ----_s_u_s_a n_n_e_D_i _P _i e_t r_o ,_E_x_e _c u_ti_v e_D_i r_e c_t o_r _ _ ______________ Date: 
Alaska Judicial Council 

Page 1 of 2 

(907)279-2526 

02/23/2016 04:00 PM 

02/23/16 

Control Code: WJLah 



CSHB 83(JUD) - Fiscal Note 5 

FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS 

ST A TE OF ALASKA 
2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Analysis 

HB 83 would repeal AS 09.68 .130, a law wh ich requires the parties in certain types of civil litigation cases to report 
information about settlements or judgments, and attorneys fees to the Alaska Judicial Council. The bill also would repeal 
two related court rules - conditionally effective upon a two-th irds vote of the Legislature - requiring parties to cert ify that 
they will submit civil case resolution information as reuired by AS 09.68.130. 

Because the bill would relieve the parties of the obligation to report civil case resolution information to the Judicial 
Council, Council staff will no longer need to collect, collate, and record information from the civil case data forms. Th is 
t ime savings amounts to a few hours a month of staff time that will be reallocated to time-sens itive tasks and legislatively­
mandated projects, such as staffing the Criminal Justice Commission, judicial selection, and judicial retention . 

Thus, no fiscal impacts are expected . 

(Rev;se<l 8116/201 3 0MB) Page 2 of 2 
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Fiscal Note 
State of Alaska 

2016 Legislative Session 

Identifier: HB083CS(JUD)-LAW-CIV-02-12-16 

Title : REPEAL COLLECTION OF CIVIL LITIG. INFO 

Bill Version: 

Fiscal Note Number: 

(S) Publish Date: 

Department: Department of Law 

Appropriation: Civil Division 

CSHB 83(JUD) 

4 

2/24/2016 

Sponsor: LEDOUX Allocation: Deputy Attorney General's Office 

Requester: Senate Judiciary 0MB Component Number: 2205 

Expenditures/Revenues 
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below. (Thousands of Dollars\ 

Included in 
FY2017 Governor's 

Appropriation FY2017 Out-Year Cost Estimates 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants & Benefits 
Miscellaneous 
Total Operating 

Fund Source (Operating Only) 

Positions 

I F,11-t;me 
Part-time 
Temporary 

I Change in Revenues 

Requested Request 
FY 2017 FY 2017 

0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.o I 

FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.ol o.o I o.ol o.o I 

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2016) cost: 0.0 (separate supplemental appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2017) cost: 0.0 (separate capital appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS 
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? No 
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed? 

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version: 
Revised for a hearing in the new legislative session. The prior version of HB 83 would have amended AS 09.68.130; the committee 
subsitute would repeal AS 09.68.130. 

Prepared By: 
Division: 
Approved By: 
Agency: 

Printed 2/24/2016 

_V_a_le_ri_e_R_o_se...;.., _B_ud_,g'--e_t A_n_a...:ly_st __________________ Phone: 
Administrative Services Division Date: 

-c-r"'"'ai,...g.,..W-.--R-ic-h-ar-d-s,-A-tt-or-n-ey-G-en-e-ra-,--------------- Date: 

Department of Law 

Page 1 of 2 

(907)465-3674 

02/12/2016 09:52 AM 

02/13/16 

Control Code: nABFG 



... 
CSHB 83(JUD) - Fiscal Note 4 

FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS 

ST A TE OF ALASKA 
2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Analysis 

The CS for HB 83 (JUD) would repeal AS 09.68.130, related to collection and evaluation of settlement information of civil 
litigation by the Alaska Judicial Council. 

The bill also would repeal two related court rules-conditionally effective upon a two-thirds vote of the Legislature­
requiring parties to submit the foregoing information to the Judicial Council. 

The Department of Law expects no fiscal impact to the department should this bill become law. 

{Revised 9/9/15 OMBILFO) Page 2 of 2 
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Fiscal Note 
State of Alaska 

2016 Legislative Session 

Identifier: CSHB083(JUD)-DOA-OPA-02-12-2016 

Title : REPEAL COLLECTION OF CIVIL LITIG. INFO 

Sponsor: LEDOUX 

Requester: Representatives LeDoux, Clamen, Millet, Vazquez 

Expenditures/Revenues 

Bill Version: 

Fiscal Note Number: 

(S) Publish Date: 

CSHB 83(JUD) 

3 

2/24/2016 

Department: Department of Administration 

Appropriation: Legal and Advocacy Services 

Allocation: Office of Public Advocacy 

0MB Component Number: 43 

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otheiwise noted below. (Thousands of Dollars) 
Included in 

FY2017 Governor's 
Appropriation FY2017 Out-Year Cost Estimates 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants & Benefits 
Miscellaneous 
Total Operating 

Fund Source (Operating Only) 

Positions 

IF,11-Ume 
Part-time 
Temporary 

I Change in Revenues 

Requested Request 
FY 2017 FY 2017 

0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.o I 

FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

o.o I o.o I o.o! o.o! o.o I 

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2016) cost: 0.0 (separate supplemental appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2017) cost: 0.0 (separate capital appropriation required) 
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section) 

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS 
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? No 
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed? 

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version: 
! Not applicable, initial version. 

Prepared By: _R_i_ch_a_rd_A_l_le-'n,_D_ir_e_ct_or ____________________ Phone: 
Division : _O_ffi_1c_e_o_f_P_ub_li_c_A_dv_o_c_ac...:.y ___________________ Date: 
Approved By: _S_h_e_ld_o_n _Fi_sh_e....;r'c...C_o_m_m_is_s_io_n_er _________________ Date: 
Agency: Department of Administration 

Printed 2/24/2016 Page 1 of 2 

(907)269-3504 

02/1 2/2016 09:15 PM 

02/12/16 

Control Code: SXVnc 



CSHB 83(JUD) • Fiscal Note 3 

FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS 

STATE OF ALASKA 
2016 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Analysis 

This legislation would repeal court rules and AS 09.68.135, which currently require reporting of 
certain information about civil cases to the Alaska Judicial Council. The repeal would allow for better use of 
the time and resources currently expended on that reporting duty and would have minimal impact on the Office of Public 
Advocacy operations. A zero fiscal note is submitted. 

(Revised 919/15 OMB/LFD) Page 2 of 2 
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 
Interim: 

716 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Phone: (907) 269-0216 
Fax (907) 269-0218 

Rep.Gabrielle.LeOoux @akleg.gov 

REPRESENTATIVE GABRIELLE LEDOUX 
www.GABRIELLEL ED OUX.COM 

Session: 
Alaska State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99801 
Phone: (907) 465-4998 
Fax: (907) 465-4419 

Toll Free: (800) 698-4998 

HB 83 "An Act relating to collecting information about civil litigation" 

Sponsor Statenl'ent 

HB 83 eliminates the automatic reporting of information about civil case settlements currently required 

by law. This bill follows the advice of the Judicial Council, which has recommended that the legislature 

do away with this requirement. Passing this bill would save money and time by freeing attorneys and 

litigants from an unnecessary and functionally useless submission of data which the Judicial Council sees 

no point in collecting. 

It is part of the job of the legislature to eliminate waste and to make government more effective. 

Discarding needless data collection requirements is an easy way to achieve cost-savings and streamline 

government. HB 83 does exactly this. 

I urge your support for the swift passage of HB 83. 



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

Interim - May-December: 
716 W. 4th Ave., Ste. 611 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

907-269-0216 
907-269-0218 (fax) 

Session - Januan;-April: 
State Capitol, Rm. 118 

Juneau; AK 99801 

907-465-4998 
907-465-4419 (fax) 

REPRESENTATIVE GABRIELLE LEDOUX 
Rep.Gabrielle.LeDoux@akleg.gov 

CS for House Bill 83 (JUD) - Explanation of Changes 

Introduced Version W to CS Version E 

Version W partially repealed AS 09.68.130, the requirement that the Alaska Judicial Council 

collect civil litigation settlement information 

Version Eby the House Judic_iary repeals AS 09.68.130 in full. 



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

Interim - Mai;-December: 
716 W. 4th Ave., Ste. 611 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

907-269-0216 
907-269-0218 (fax) 

Session - Januan;-April: 
State Capitol, Rm. 118 

Juneau, AK 99801 

907-465-4998 
907-465-4419 (fax) 

REPRESENTATIVE GABRIELLE LEDOUX 
Rep.Gabrielle.LeDoux@akleg.gov 

CS for House Bill 83 (JUD) 

Sectional Analysis - Version E 

Section One: Repeals Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 41(a) (3) and Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure Rules 511(c) 

and (e). 

Section Two: Repeals AS 09.68.130 which requires reporting of civil litigation information to the Alaska Judicial Council. 

Section Three: Per the Alaska Constitution, repealing court rules requires a 2/3 majority of both bodies . 

Section Four: Provides for an effective date. 



.OUSE COMMITTEE REP01 

(7) 
3·\..o·l5 

Date Referred to Committee: January 28, 2015 FURTHER REFERRALS: 

Date of Committee Action: 1- '-f - / f"' -~~------
The JUDICIARY Committee considered: 

HOUSE BILL NO. 83 
"An Act relating to collecting information about civil litigation by the Alaska Judicial Council; repealing Rule 
4l(a)(3), Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure, and Rules Sll(c) and (c), Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure; and 
providing for an effective date." 

HB 83-JUDICIAL COUNCIL: CIVIL LITIGATION INFO 

Recommends it be replaced with r I HCS or r "1 cs for _____ H_f_f_J _________ ( JV I) ) 
For Senate Bills with new title:/ J Technical Title / / New Title: HCR I ~ame Title I ) New Title 

[ ] attach amendments 
[ ] add new referral to Committee -----
[ ] Letter of Intent Committee 

List of NEW FISCAL NOTES PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTES Abbrev 
for *Assilmed bv Chief Clerk' s Office List bv Deot(s}: FN# Fiscal Indet. Zero 
Depls.: List by Dept(s): *FN#- Fiscal lndet. Zero 
ADM A-r 5 I CED v-

L-/lw :1. V" 
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EED 
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(4)(T) 
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_....,, " ,L __ 

, ·~ 
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/I r, , 
Chair: ff-( A-v o 4 rl,() l-otl)o u--f x ..----;:. . 
Chair: '-..:::::> ' V \. V I - . I 



RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 

Rule 41. Dismissal of Actions. 

(a) Voluntary Dismissal-Effect Thereof. 

(3) Information about the Resolution of Civil Cases. If an 

action is voluntarily dismissed under paragraph (a) of this rule, 

each party or, if a party is represented by an attorney, the 

party's attorney must submit the information described in AS 

09 .68.130(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. The information 

must be submitted within 30 days after the case is finally 

resolved as to that party and on a form specified by the Alaska 

Judicial Council. The following types of cases are exempt 

from this requirement : 

(A) divorce and dissolution; 

(B) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and 

emancipation of children; 

(C) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or 

delinquent minors cases under 47.12; 

(D) domestic violence protective orders under AS 

18.66.100-18.66.180; 

(E) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 

13; 

(F) small claims under AS 22 .15.040; 

(G) forcible entry and detainer cases; 

(H) administrative appeals; and 

(I) motor vehicle impound or forfeiture actions under 

municipal ordinance. 



,,, 

AS 09.68.130. Collection of Settlement Information. 
(a) Except as provided in (c) of this section, the Alaska Judicial Council shall collect and evaluate 
infonnation relating to the compromise or other resolution of all civil litigation. The infonnation shall 
be collected on a fonn developed by the council for that purpose and must include 

(1) the case name and file number; 
(2) a general description of the claims being settled; 
(3) if the case is resolved by way of settlement, 

(A) the gross dollar amount of the settlement; 
(B) to whom the settlement was paid; 

(C) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from 
the gross dollar amount of the settlement before disbursement to the claimant; 
(D) the net amount actually disbursed to the claimant; 
(E) the total costs and attorney fees paid by or owed by all parties; and 
(F) any nonmonetary terms, including whether the attorney fees incurred by the 
claimantwere based on a contingent fee agreement or upon an hourly rate; if a 
contigent fee was paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee 
must be included; or, if an hourly rate, the hourly rate paid; 

(4) if the case is resolved by dismissal, summary judgment, trial, or otherwise, 
(A) the gross dollar amount of the judgment; 
(B) the amount of attorney fees awarded and to which party; 
(C) the amount of costs awarded and to which party; 
(D) the net amount, after deduction of (B) and (C) of this paragraph, for which the 
prevailing party has judgment; . 
(E) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from 
the gross dollar amount of the judgment before distribution to the claimant; 
(F) the total costs and attorney fees paid by defending parties; and 
(G) any nonmonetary tenns, including whether the attorney fees incurred by the 
claimant were based on a contingent fee agreement-or upon an hourly rate; if a 
contingent fee was paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee 
must be included; or, if an hourly rate, the hourly rate paid. 

(b) The infonnation received by the council under (a) of this section is confidential. This restriction 
does not prevent the disclosure of summaries and statistics in a manner that does not allow the 
identification of particular cases or parties. 

(c) The requirements of (a) of this section do not apply to the following types of cases: 
(1) divorce and dissolution; 
(2) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
(3) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or delinquent minors cases under AS 
47.12; 
(4) domestic violence protective orders under AS 18.66.100 - 18.66.180; 
(5) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13; · 
(6) small claims under AS 22.15.040; 
(7) forcible entry and detainer cases; 
(8) administrative appeals; 
(9) motor vehicle impound or forfeiture actions under municipal ordinance. 



· (d) A party to a civil case, except a civil case described in (c) of this section, or, if the party is 
represented by an attorney, the party's attorney shall submit the information described in (a) of this 
section to the Alaska Judicial Council. The infonnation must be submitted within 30 days after the 
case is finally resolved as to that party and on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. 



.,· 
You may also 
fill out and submit 
this form on the 
Internet at 
www.ajc.state.ak.us 

Information about the 
Resolution 

of Civil Cases 

Send to Judicial Council: 
Not Court 

Complete Both Sides 

Confidential 

Attorneys/parties must submit the information contained in this form upon the resolution (whether by dismissal, 
settlement, final judgment, etc.) of most civil cases in Alaska state courts. See AS 09.68.130; 
Civil Rule 4l(a)(3); Appellate Rule 51 l(e). Complete all the information on both sides of this page. The only 
excluded civil case types are: 

1. divorce and dissolution; 
2. adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
3. children-in-need-of-aid cases under 4 7 .10 or delinquent minors cases 

under 47.12; 
4. domestic violence protective orders under AS I 8.66.100-18.66.180; 
5. estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13; 
6. small claims under AS 22.15.040; 
7. forcible entry and detainer (FED) cases; 
8. administrative appeals; and 
9. motor vehicle impound/forfeiture actions under municipal ordinance. 

The information collected in this form is confidential and will be used only to compile statistics and 
summaries in a manner that does not allow the identification of particular cases or parties. 
AS 09.68.130(b). 

Trial Court Case Number Case Name 

CI ------

v. ______ --;::====================---_, 
Case Type (check all applicable) Date Filed: Relief Sought 

0 Medical Malpractice 

O Legal Malpractice 

0 Other Malpractice 

0 Personal Injury - Auto 

0 Personal Injury - Premises 

0 Personal Injury - Product 

0 Personal Injury - Other 

Disposition 
(pick one): 

O Dismissed 
O Settlement 
0 Judgment 

Send the completed form to: 
Alaska Judicial Council 
510 L Street, Suite 450 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

AJCOJ 

I I O Compensatory: Actual 0 Property Damage - Auto 

0 Property Damage - Other 

O Employment 
Date Disposed: 

O Compensatory: Non-Economic 

0 Punitive 

0 Debt 

O Other Business Dispute 

O Real Estate ' 

I I 
0 Costs/Attorney Fees 

0 Injunctive Relief 

0 Other Civil 
Total Judgment/Settlement % of Judgment Covered 

by Liability Insurance $ ----------

Disposition After? 
(check all applicable) 

O Bench Trial 

-----

Non-Economic Award $ ----
Punitive Award $ ___ _ 

% 

O Jury Trial Declaratory Relief Award? OYes O No 
0 Appeal Filed Appeal # 

This form may be filled in and submitted on the Council's Internet 
home page at http://www.aic.state.ak.us. 
Call the Council at (907) 279-2526 for copies of the form. 
E-mail lcohn@ajc.state.ak.us with questions. 

Issued 9/98: Revised 3/ 13 Page 1 of 2 



Each party, including pro se parties, must complete this form. 

Attorney Fees/Costs for 
(payable to) this Party by 

Another Party; or Against this 
The Party's Own Fees and Costs Party to Another Party 

Party Name/Type Fee Type 

O Contingent 

First name: 0 Hourly 

0 Flat Fee 
Last name: 

O State/Local 

0 Plaintiff/Petitioner O In-house 
0 DefendanURespondent 

O Pro Se O Other (specify below) 
0 Other 

Did you use Alternative Dispute Resolution? 
0 Mediation 
0 Arbitration 
0 Early Neutral Evaluation 
0 Settlement Conference 

Did your case settle as a result of ADR? 
0 Yes O No 

Notes 

Signature (of attorney, or party if no attorney) 

Printed Name (of attorney, or party if no attorney) 

Percent of 
Judgment if 

contingent; hourly 
rate if hourly1 

% 
of Judgment 

OR 

$ /Hr 
if Hourly 

AJCOJ Issued 9/98: Revised 3/13 

Total Total Total money to 
(of the party's (of the Client after all 

own) party's own) Attorney Fees Costs Fees/Costs2 

Attorney Fees Costs Awards Awards Deducted (if any) 

$ 

Not Separable? Not Separable? 

0 3 03 

$ 
$ $ 

$ For For 

$ $ 
Against Against 

1 Round all money amounts to the nearest dollar. 
· costs" as used on th is form is limited to litigation costs (excluding attorney fees) and does 
not include such things as medical expenses. 

3 If attorney fees/costs are not separable from the gross judgment (usually the case for 
settlements) , check this box and go to the next item. 

Other Parties Their Attorney 

Date Form Submitted Telephone Number 

Page 2 of 2 

.... _ 
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RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 

Rule 511. Dismissal of Causes. 

(c) Certification. An agreement or motion for dismissal 

filed under (a) or (b) of this rule must include a certification 

that the settlement information required under AS 09.68.130 

and (e) of this rule has been submitted, or will be submitted 

within the time period allowed by subsection (e) of this rule, to 

the Alaska Judicial Council or that the case is exempt from this 

requirement. 

(e) Information about the Resolution of Civil Cases . If 

a proceeding is dismissed under paragraph (a) or (b) of this 

rule, each party or, if a party is represented by an attorney, the 

party's attorney must submit the information described in 

AS 09.68.130(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. The information 

must be submitted within 30 days after the proceeding is 

finally resolved as to that party and on a form specified by the 

Alaska Judicial Council. The following types of cases are 

exempt from this requirement: 

(1) divorce and dissolution; 

(2) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and 

emancipation of children; 

(3) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or 

delinquent minors cases under 47.12; 

(4) domestic violence protective orders under 

AS 18.66.100 - 18.66.180; 

(5) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under 

AS 13; 

(6) small claims under AS 22.15.040; 



•' 

(7) forcible entry and detainer cases; 

(8) administrative appeals; and 

(9) motor vehicle 



"'' 

Dear Representative LeDoux, 

I've taken a look at th is bill and have some comments to offer. My comments are my own, but I'll bet 

many attorneys feel as I do. 

This bill, as I understand it, 1) repeals the AS 09.68.130 requirement that upon settlement of an 

injury/death case, both sides must submit a ' results' form to the Ak Judicial Council, but 2) seems to 

direct the AJC to "period ically" collect the same information sometime in the future. I respectfully 

support the repeal measure fo r reasons that follow, but th ink mandatory direction to the AJC to collect 

in the future that which it has ignored in the past is a bad idea . Section 1 should announce repeal of AS 

09 .68.130 and nothing more. 

It is my memory that a number of defense firms refused to comply with the reporting requirement upon 

passage of the statute in 1997, hence negating the value of the information that has been collected 

(intended to see how expenditure of and payment for plaintiff and insurance defense resources 

compare, but failing this goal because of non-compliance with the reporting requirement]. Though I 

can't independent verify this number, I have been told that only about 20% of those who should be 

reporting are now reporting as the 18 year old statute demands. 

The Alaska Judicial Council may have published some data early on, but it was not terribly useful and 

nothing has been published in years that I am aware of. I mean no criticism of the AJC: it may be under­

loved and under-staffed. One way or the other, the current reporting requirement is just a time-wasting 

"unfunded mandate" upon otherwise busy professionals, that fails to benefit anyone. 

The bill, as I read it, uses mandatory ("shall") language in section l(a) to direct the AJC to collect the 

now-required information in the future. For the reasons above, I think this is a bad idea . lfthere is a 

major concern about the authority of the AJC in this regard, and a fear that such authority may be 

needed in the future, I would ask that the language in section l(a) be softened to use "may" instead of 

"shall. " 

Thanks for sponsoring this bill and for your time in considering my comments. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Michael J. Schneider 



Law Offices of Michael J. Schneider, P.C. 

880 "N" Street, Suite 202 

Anchorage, AK 99501 

Telephone: (907) 277-9306 

Facsimile : (907) 274-8201 

Email: mschneider@aktriallaw.com 

Website: www.aktriallaw.com 



March 3, 2016 

Senator Anna McKinnon 

LAW OFFICES OF 
KENNEm P. JACOBUS 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 
310 K Strn:t, Saik 200 

ANCHORAGE AK 99501-2064 
TELEPHONE (907) 277-3333 

FAX (907) 26'Mi661i 

Co-Chair, Senate Finance Committee 
State Capitol, Room 516 
Juneau AK 99801 

Re: HB 83, Repeal of AS 09.68.130 

Dear Senator McKinnon, 

I am writing on behalf of the Anchorage Bar Association and myself to request and 
encourage that the Senate Finance Committee set HB 83 for hearing and pass it out so that 
the bill can be enacted into law this year. A hearing would be short since there is no 
opposition to this bill. 1bis statute makes criminals out of most Alaskan civil litigation 
attorneys and pro-se civil litigants. Many attorneys and most civil litigants are unaware of 
this statute, and compliance is negligible. 

I have enclosed the most recent Resolution 2016-1 of the Anchorage Bar Association, 
adopted last month. The enclosed resolution lists a lot of the reasons that the statute is 
unnecessary. At the present time, these reports must be made. Nothing is done with the 
reports by the State because it has no need of the information. The Alaska Judicial Council 
presently supports HB 83 and the repeal of the reporting requirements. 

Repealing this statute would remove a useless and major burden on Alaskan attorneys and 
clients Those attorneys who follow the statutory requirements and submit these reports either 
bill their clients for them or absorb the cost as an administrative expense. I personally absorb 
the cost as an administrative expense, but believe that many, if not most, attorneys bill their 
clients for these reports. HB 83 would also save the State money since it would not have to 
collect and process these useless reports. 

Thank you very much for your help in getting HB 83 enacted. 

Very truly yours, 

ANCHO'°E BAR ASSOCIATION, INC. 

'-· / ..,--:·::) 
Kenneth P. Jae 

Encl. ) 

cc 



ANCHORAGE BAR ASSOCIATION 

Resolution No. 2016-1 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING PASSAGE OF HB 83, REPEALING CML CASE 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

WHEREAS, AS 09 .68.130, Alaska Civil Rule 41 (a)(3) and Appellate Rule 511 ( e) presently 
require the submission of information about the resolution of Civil Cases to the Alaska Judicial 
Council upon the completion of many civil cases on a form prepared by the Alaska Judicial Council, 

WHEREAS, the preparation and filing of these forms is a burden on many attorneys and a 
financial burden on their clients without any corresponding public benefit, 

WHEREAS, there is no apparent effective sanction imposed for non-compliance, 

WHEREAS, the Alaska Judicial Council does not have adequate funding and resources to 
do anything meaningful with this information, and nothing is presently being done with it, and 
supports HB83 and the repeal of these requirements, 

WHEREAS, whatever purpose the collection of this information was originally supposed 
to fulfill has been fulfilled by the published report of the Alaska Judicial Council dated February 
2000, for data collected from September 1997 to May 1999, 

WHEREAS, repeal of AS 09.68. 130, Alaska Civil Rule 41 (a)(3) and Appellate Rule 511 ( e) 
will allow the State, the members of the Alaska Bar Association, and their clients to save substantial 
amounts of time and money which are now spent to prepare these reports, 

WHEREAS, HB 83 has passed the House of Representatives, passed out of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee and goes next to the Senate Finance Committee, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ANCHORAGE BAR 
ASSOCIATION, that: 

HB 83 should be enacted by the Legislature of the State of Alaska, and the Civil Case 
Reporting requirements repealed. , 

Dated this 23 rd day of February, 2016. 
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Summary 

Alaska law requires attorneys to report information about the resolution of civil cases to the 
Alaska Judicial Council. However, the data provided to the Council are insufficient for meaningful 
analysis. It is a waste of money to continue to collect these data. The legislature should substitute 
a requirement that information about the resolution of civil cases be provided only in response to 
a specific request. Proposed legislation is appended. (Appendix B) 

Background 

AS 9.28.130 (Appendix A) requires the Alaska Judicial Council to collect information 
concerning the resolution of many types of civil cases . AS 9.28.130 was enacted to help the 
legislature gauge the consequences of tort reform enacted in 1997. The legislature also amended 
Alaska Civil Rule 41 ( a) and Alaska Appellate Rule 511 to require attorneys and litigants to submit 
this information to the Judicial Council. The legislature added $19,200 to the Council ' s budget to 
facilitate the Council's collection and analysis of this information. 

Past Reports 

The Council issued its first analysis of civil case data in February 2000. The Council ' s 
analysis was based on information collected from cases that were resolved between September 1997 
and May 1999. The Judicial Council issued its second analysis in May 2001. This analysis 
considered civil cases closed between June 1999 and December 2000. 

In its 2001 report, the Council recommended that the legislature eliminate the automatic 
reporting of civil case information and substitute a requirement that information be provided only 
in response to a specific request by the Judicial Council. The Council based its recommendation on 
providing a more targeted and less burdensome method of compiling information about the 
compromise or other resolution of civil cases. 

Data Collection Since 2001 

The Council has continued to collect-data provided by attorneys and litigants pursuant the 
reporting requirement. However, much more often than not, attorneys and litigants have failed to 
comply with the reporting requirement. The Council lacks authority and resources to enforce the 
reporting requirement. From 1/1/2001 through 12/31/2010: 

88,873 cases were resolved in the Alaska Court System that were subject to the 
reporting requirement. 

Because each case had at least two parties, the Council should have received 177,746 
or more reports . This is a conservative estimate because many cases had more than 
two parties. 
The Council received 23,257 reports. This represents 13% of the Council ' s 
conservative estimate of the number of reports it should have received. 

• The Council received at least one report for 18,387 cases, about 21 % of the cases 
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resolved during this time. 

The low rate of reporting is the reason that the Council has not issued a report since 2001 . 
An analysis based on less than 13% of potentially available data would not be reliable. There is no 
reason to believe that the information provided to the Council is a representative sample of all 
available information. 

Division of Insurance 

AS 21.06.087, enacted at the same time, required the Division of Insurance to compile 
information to evaluate the effect of the tort reform legislation on the availability and cost of 
insurance in Alaska. The law requires that the information collected under this provision be reported 
annually to the governor and the judiciary committees of both houses of the legislature. Since 1997, 
the Division oflnsurance has issued four reports. The most recent report was issued in 2004, seven 
years ago. 

Reports issued in 2000, 2003, and 2004 included the results of surveys sent by the Division 
to insurers transacting casualty business in Alaska. On each occasion, the Division observed that 
insurers reported that there had been no change on the costs and availability of insurance or that they 
had been unable to assess the effect of tort reform on the costs and availability of insurance in 
Alaska. 1 A fourth report, issued in 2001 , summarized two public teleconferences to discuss available 
. data to evaluate the effects of tort reform on the costs and availability of insurance. After these 
teleconferences, the Division similarly concluded that it had not been able to identify specific types 
of information that would provide reliable estimates of the impact of tort reform .2 

Recommendation 

The Council renews its recommendation that the legislature substitute a requirement that 
information about the resolution of civil cases be provided only in response to a specific request by 
the Council. Proposed legislation is appended. (Appendix B) 

It is a waste of state resources to collect data that cannot be credibly analyzed. If legislation 
is enacted to repeal the automatic reporting requirement, the Council will file a negative fiscal note 
in the amount of $19,200 so that these funds can be put to better use. In the future, if the Council or 
the legislature identifies a need to collect information about specific types of case resolutions, the 
Council will seek additional funding. 

1Division of Insurance Reports dated 11/7/00, 12/18/03, and 11/11/04. 

2Division oflnsurance Report, undated, but attributed to 2001 (e-mail from Director oflnsurance Linda 
Hall to Council Executive Director Larry Cohn dated 8/12/11). 
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Appendix A 
AS 09.68.130 

Sec. 09.68.130. Collection of settlement information. 

( a) Except as provided in ( c) of this section, the Alaska Judicial Council shall collect and evaluate information 
relating to the compromise or other resolution of all civil litigation. The information shall be collected on a 
form developed by the council for that purpose and must include 

(I) the case name and file number; 
(2) a general description of the claims being settled; 
(3) if the case is resolved by way of settlement, 

(A) the gross dollar amount of the settlement; 
(B) to whom the settlement was paid; 
(C) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from the gross 
dollar amount of the settlement before disbursement to the claimant; 
(D) the net amount actually disbursed to the claimant; 
(E) the total costs and attorney fees paid by or owed by all parties; and 
(F) any non-monetary terms, including whether the attorney fees incurred by the claimant 
were based on a contingent fee agreement or upon an hourly rate; if a contingent fee was 
paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee must be included; or, if an 
hourly rate, the hourly rate paid; 

(4) if the case is resolved by dismissal, summary judgment, trial, or otherwise, 
(A) the gross dollar amount of the judgment; 
(B) the amount of attorney fees awarded and to which party; 
(C) the amount of costs awarded and to which party; 
(D) the net amount, after deduction of(B) and (C) of this paragraph, for which the prevailing 
party has judgment; 
(E) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from the gross 
dollar amount of the judgment before distribution to the claimant; 
(F) the total costs and attorney fees paid by defending parties; and 
(G) any non-monetary terms, including whether the attorney fees incurred by the claimant 
were based on a contingent fee agreement or upon an hourly rate; if a contingent fee was 
paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee must be included; or, if an 
hourly rate, the hourly rate paid. 

(b) The information received by the council under (a) of this section is confidential. This restriction does not 
prevent the disclosure of summaries and statistics in a manner that does not allow the identification of 
particular cases or parties . 

(c) The requirements of (a) of this section do not apply to the following types of cases: 
(I) divorce and dissolution; 
(2) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
(3) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or delinquent minors cases under 47.12; 
(4) domestic violence protective orders under AS 18.66.100 - 18.66.180; 
(5) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13 ; 
(6) small claims under AS 22.l 5.040 ; 
(7) forcible entry and detainer cases; 
(8) administrative appeals; 
(9) motor vehicle impound or forfeiture actions under municipal ordinance. 

(d) A party to a civil case, except a civil case described in (c) of this section, or, if the party is represented 
by an attorney, the party's attorney shall submit the information described in (a) of this section to the Alaska 
Judicial Council. The information must be submitted within 30 days after the case is finally resolved as to 
that party and on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. 
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Appendix B 
Proposed Legislation 

ABILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to collection of information about civil litigation; amending rule 41(a)(3), 

Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure, and Rule 511 ( e ), Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure; and 

providing for an effective date." 

*Section 1. AS 09.68.130 is repealed and reenacted to provide: 

(a) The Alaska Judicial Council shall periodically collect and evaluate 

information relating to the compromise or other resolution of civil litigation. The information 

collected shall include, but need not be limited to: 

parties; 

( 1) general case information such as the characteristics of the case and the 

(2) case processing information about the court civil justice process; 

(3) information about the relief sought by each party; 

( 4) information about the settlement or judgment, including attorneys fees and 

costs awarded to or paid by each party to the case; 

(5) information about any insurance coverage and contribution. 

(b) A party to a civil case or, if the party is represented by an attorney, the party ' s 

attorney shall submit the civil case information required by (a) of this section to the Alaska 

Judicial Council if requested to do so by the Council. The information must be submitted 

within 30 days after receipt of a written request from the Council requesting the information, 

and must be on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. 

(c) The information received by the Council under (a) of this section is confidential. 

This restriction does not prevent the disclosure of summaries and statistics in a manner that 

does not allow the identification of particular cases or parties. 

*Section 2. The court rules amendments made by ch.26 §§ 41 & 46 SLA 1997 and ch. 

14 § 3SLA 1999 are repealed. 

*Section 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070 (c). 
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Civil Case Data Report 
Ma 2001 

In 1997, responding to public interest in tort reform and the work of the Governor's Advisory Task 

Force on Civil Justice, 1 the legislature passed tort reform legislation. One part of the legislation 

responded to the Task Force's recommendation thatthe Alaska Judicial Council report on closed civil 

cases, using data from forms completed by attorneys and parties in the cases.2 The Council made a 

preliminary report in February 2000 on the limited data collected between September 1997 and May 

3 1, 1999. 3 The present report summarizes the findings from the data reported to the Council from June 

1, 1999 through December 1, 2000, and from data collected from court case files in various locations. 

Included with this report are recommendations for future data collection and changes to the legislation. 

1 Report of the Governor's Advisory Task Force on Civil Justice Reform, p. 7, Office of the Governor, 
December 1996 (hereafter, Civil Justice Reform) . 

2 Id., pp. 52 -54. 

3 An Analysis of Civil Case Data Collected from September 1997 - May 1999, Alaska Judicial Council, 
February 2000. 
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Chapter I 
Background of Report 

For over twenty-five years,4 attorneys, legislatures, insurance companies and a variety of other 

interests have debated the need to reform the civil justice system. Some groups have argued that 

frivolous litigation and excessive jury awards cost the public through higher insurance premiums, 

increased health care costs and more expensive products. Others contended that product liability, 

health case and malpractice litigation have increased the safety of products, recompensed seriously 

injured victims and improved health care. States have legislated a variety ofreforms, including caps 

on non-economic damages, statutes of limitations and punitive damages. 

In 1995-96, Alaska's legislators adopted a tort reform bill that Governor Knowles vetoed. He 

established the Advisory Task Force on Civil Justice Reform to develop a new bill through an open 

public process. The Task Force's goals were: 

[To] make the civil liability system more efficient and reduce frivolous 
litigation; to provide for fair but not excessive compensation for 
injured victims; to lower liability insurance rates; and to provide for 
reasonable punitive damages awards to deter practices that harm 
innocent Alaskans, without chilling the business environment or 
allowing windfall recoveries. 5 

The Task Force found itself seriously hampered in its work by the lack of information about most tort 

cases. Although it studied tortjuryverdicts,6 the Task Force noted that most civil cases did not go to 

trial. Parties rarely agree to make settlement information public, leaving no way to gauge the effects 

ofnew legislation on litigation. The Task Force concluded that "further information is necessary for 

an informed public policy debate on tort reform."7 The legislature incorporated the Task Force 

recommendation into its 1997 legislation, requiring attorneys to provide information to the Judicial 

Council and asking the Council to prepare reports periodically. 

4 "Letting the Air out of Tort Reform," ABA Journal, May 1997, p.68. "Enacted in 1975, . . . MlCRA 
[California' s Medical Injury Compensation Recovery Act] is one of the first so-called 'tort reforms' adopted by 
any jurisdiction in the United States." 

Pagel 

5 Supra, note 1, Civil Justice Reform, p. 6. 

6 Id., p. 7 and p. 105, Appendix C. 

1 Id. , p. 7. 
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This introductory chapter presents background on the civil case data project, and discusses limitations 

of the data. Chapter II presents the data for the civil cases covered by the legislation. Chapter ill 
presents the Council's findings and recommendations. 

The report's appendices include the data collection form used by the Council to capture the data for 

this report, the statutory amendment passed by the legislature in 1999 that changed the data collection 

process, and the Council's letter informing attorneys of the changes. Another appendix is the Council's 

earlier study of tort jury verdicts, for ease of comparison with the data and findings from the present 

database. Additional appendices include recommended changes. 

A. Purpose of Legislation 

The general stated purposes of the legislation included: "(l) encourage the efficiency of the civil 

justice system by discouraging frivolous litigation and by decreasing the amount, cost, and complexity 

of litigation without diminishing the protection of innocent Alaskans' rights to reasonable, but not 

excessive, compensation for tortious injuries caused by others .... "8 AS 09.68.130 required the 

Alaska Judicial Council to collect information concerning the resolution of many types ofcivil cases.9 

Sec. 09.68.130 Collection of settlement information. (a) Except as 
provided in (c) of this section, the Alaska Judicial Council shall collect 
and evaluate information relating to the compromise or other resolution of 
all civil litigation. The information shall be collected on a form developed 
by the council for that purpose and must include: 

(1) the case name and file number; 
(2) a general description of the claims being settled; 
(3) if the case is resolved by way of settlement, 

(A) the gross dollar amount of the settlement; 
(B) to whom the settlement was paid; 
(C) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that 

were deducted from the gross dollar amount. 10 

8 Ch . 26, SLA 1997. 

9 Ch. 26, Section 32, SLA 1997. Another section of the legislation required the Council to work with the 
Court System to develop alternative dispute resolution proposals. The December 1997 report, Report to the 
Alaska Legislature: Alternative Dispute Resolution in the Alaska Court System that fulfilled this requirement is 
available from the Council and at http://ajc.state.ak.us/Reports/adrframe.htm. 

10 AS 09.68.130 is cited in full in Appendix A. 
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Part ( c) excluded a variety ofnon-tortcivil cases from the infonnation collection requirement. Among 

these were all divorce and dissolution cases, children's cases, domestic violence protective orders, 

and probate cases. The requirement applied to attorneys or prose parties, and to trial court cases and 

appellate court cases. 

To carry out these provisions, legislators amended Alaska Civil Rule 4 l(a)11 and Alaska Appellate 

Rule 511 12 to require the submission of the civil case data when cases were dismissed pursuant to 

these rules . The Alaska Supreme Court updated the court rules to reflect the additions. The Court also 

added language concerning the effective date of the legislation that limited the reporting requirement 

to cases accruing on or after the legislation's effective date of August 7, 1997.13 

Page 4 

11 Ch. 26, Section 41, SLA 1997 added a new subparagraph to Civil Rule 4l(a) to provide: 

(3) Settlement Information. Ifa voluntary dismissal under this rule is 
the result of compromise or other settlement of the parties, the parties shall 
submit to the Alaska Judicial Council the information required under AS 
09.68.130. A notice of dismissal made under (l)[a] of this subsection must be 
accompanied by a certification signed by or on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
information required under AS 09.68.130 has been submitted to the Alaska 
Judicial Council. A stipulation of dismissal made under (l)[b] of this 
subsection must be accompanied by a certification signed by or on behalf of all 
parties who have appeared in the action. The requirements of this paragraph do 
not apply to the types of cases listed in AS 09.68 .130(c). 

12 Ch. 26, Section 46, SLA 1997 added a new paragraph to Appellate Rule 511 to provide: 

(e) Settlement Information. If a dismissal under (a) or (b) of this rule 
is the result of compromise or other settlement between the parties, the parties 
shall submit to the Alaska Judicial Council the information required under AS 
09.68.130. A dismissal by agreement under (a) of this rule must be 
accompanied by a certification signed by the attorneys of record for all parties 
that the information required under AS 09.68.130 has been submitted to the 
Alaska Judicial Council. A dismissal by the appellant or petitioner made under 
(b) of this rule must be accompanied by a certification signed by the appellant' s 
or petitioner's attorney ofrecord. The requirements of this subsection do not 
apply to the types of cases listed in AS 09.68.130(c). 

13 Civil Rule 4l(a)(3) provided: 

(3) Information about the Resolution of Civil Cases. If an action is 
voluntarily dismissed under paragraph (a) of this rule, each party or, if a party is 
represented by an attorney, the party's attorney must submit the information 
described in AS 09.68.130(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. The information 
must be submitted with 30 days after the case is finally resolved as to that party 
and on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. The following types of 
cases are exempt from this requirement: 

Appellate Rule 51 l(e) now provides: 
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B. 1999 Revisions to Legislation 

Based on the legislation, the Judicial Council designed and distributed a form to collect the civil case 

data. Early experience with the 1997 statute led the Council to recommend several changes which 

were adopted by the legislature in 1999. 

1. Exclude additional types of cases and include appropriate cases resolved by any 
means . 

a) The 1999 legislation added administrative appeals, DWI forfeitures and forcible entry and 

detainer actions (FEDs) to the list of excluded case types in AS 09.68.130(b). The Legislature 

probably did not anticipate needing information about these cases. The cases typically involved 

relatively small amounts of money and the information did not help understand the dynamics of civil 

litigation. See Appendix B. 14 

b) The 1997 legislation imposed an affirmative obligation on attorneys and pro se litigants to 

submit the infonnation in civil cases that were resolved with certain types of dismissals. 15 These 

specific types of dismissals constituted only a fraction of the types of cases in which the legislature 

was interested. The 1999 amendment resolved this problem, by imposing an express duty on attorneys 

and unrepresented litigants to complete and submit the Council' s civil case data form for all civil 

litigation not specifically excluded. 

2. Limit the time in wh ich to submit forms. 

(e) Information about the Resolution of Civil Cases. If a proceeding is 
dismissed under paragraph (a) or (b) of this rule, each party or, if a party is 
represented by an attorney, the party ' s attorney must submit the information 
described in AS 09.68.130(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. The information 
must be submitted within 30 days after the proceeding is finally resolved as to 
that party and on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. The following 
types of cases are exempt from this requirement: 

14 Several additional types of civil cases probably should be excluded: 1) Habeas corpus petitions under 
Civil Rule 86 and post-conviction relief applications under Criminal Rule 35.1. These actions are nominally civil 
(and are assigned a civil case number) but are in substance attacks on criminal convictions. 2) Debt, quiet title and 
tax foreclosure cases. These tend to be small routine cases (with some exceptions) that are unaffected by any of 
the tort reform measures. Continuing to require attorneys and parties send information about most of these cases 
creates unneeded work and does not help understand tort litigation. 

15 41(a)(3) was amended to require an attorney who was voluntarily dismissing a case to file the form. 
Appellate Rule 51 l(e) was amended to require attorneys to file the form when appellate cases were dismissed 
under Rule 51 l(a) or (b). However, these two situations represent only a small minority of civil cases. 
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The initial legislation did not set a time frame for filing the civil case information form with the 

Judicial Council. The 1999 revisions specified that attorneys and pro se parties had to file the form 

in all applicable cases within thirty days after the case was finally resolved. 

3. Include all cases resolved after a given date rather than just cases accruing on 
or after a specific date. 

The 1997 statute's effective d~te inadvertently required attorneys and litigants to submit data to the 

Council only in cases arising after August 7, 1997. This was the general implementation date for the 

tort reform statute. While tying the implementation date to the accrual date of civil actions was logical 

for the 98% of the "tort reform" legislation that applied new rules and limitations to bringing and 

conducting civil cases, it meant that the Council would only slowly begin receiving data on civil 

cases. 

C. Judicial Council Changes to Improve Data Collection 

After making its first report, the Judicial Council took several steps to increase the responses from 

attorneys. 

1. The Council redesigned the form, based on its experience during the previous years of data 

collection, and on suggestions made by attorneys and others. The form emphasized the types 

of cases excluded from the data collection, added space for information about other parties 

in the case, and reorganized some of the information requested for clarity and ease of 

completion of the form. 

2. The Council developed and publicized a system for completing the forms using the Internet, 

to make the process more convenient for attorneys and parties. Of the 3,837 forms included 

in this report, attorneys sent in 1,043 using the Internet (37%). 

3. The Council sent a letter to every member of the Bar, 16 describing the 1999 changes to the 

legislation, the changes to the forms, the reduced numbers and types of cases for which the 

forms needed to be filed, and including a copy of the new form. 

4. The Council reviewed each fonn submitted by an attorney for completeness of the data. If 

attorneys had not filled out the form completely (the most common omissions included the type 

16 See Appendix C. 
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of attorney fee, rate charged, judgment amount and money to client), the Council sent a letter 

to the attorney submitting the form asking for more information. Of the 226 letters sent (some 

to one attorney asking for information about several cases), 69% of the attorneys responded 

with the information. In many cases, staff called for certain types of information; the response 

rate for phone calls was virtually 100%. 

5. The Council added new fields to the form that asked respondents to list other parties in the 

case. The Council then sent a letter to the other parties in the case if they did not send in their 

forms. Of the 2 7 4 letters sent to attorneys or parties asking for their fonns to complete the case 

information, 121 (44%) were returned. 

6. During the review of closed court case files for this study, the Council sent letters to attorneys 

who were listed in the court case files, but from whom the Council had not received a form 

for that case. About 422 letters were sent to attorneys, again with some listing more than one 

case in which the attorney had participated. F arty-eight percent of the attorneys receiving those 

letters responded by completing the forms sent to them and returning the forms to the Judicial 

Council. 

Effectiveness of Efforts to Improve Attorney Response Rates - A little fewer than half the attorneys 17 

contacted by mail with a request to send in their forms actually completed and returned the forms. If 
an attorney already had sent in the form and the Council simply asked for completion of some of the 

information, response was better. Sixty-nine percent responded to a letter request, and close to 100% 

responded to a phone call. Sometimes, the attorneys noted that although the case had closed, final 

arrangements still needed completion. In others, despite a request for more complete information, 

attorneys did not always supply it. The Council cannot say with certainty that the improved form 

design, ease of filing over the Internet, or follow-up by mail and phone have improved response rates 

from attorneys. It does appear that follow-up measures increased responses. 

D. Structure of Database 

Data compiled for this report came from 3,837 forms representing 2,951 court cases submitted by 

attorneys on paper and via the Internet, 18 and from a sample of 875 qualified civil cases closed 

17 About 48% of the attorneys identified through collection of data from court cases, and 44% of the 
attorneys identified as participating in a case on a form filed by another attorney or party sent back forms. 

18 Of3,837 forms, 1,043 (37%) were sent over the Internet, and 2,794 (63%) were filed on paper forms 
with the Judicial Council. Forms for the 2,951 cases came from Anchorage (63%), Fairbanks (12%), Juneau, 
Kenai and Palmer (5% each), Bethel and Ketchikan (2% each), and smaller numbers from Nome, Kotzebue, Sitka, 
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between July 1, 1999 and May 31, 2000 in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Bethel, Nome and 

Kotzebue. 19 The database included information about the types and characteristics ofcases submitted; 

the amounts of judgments, attorneys' fees and costs; whether the parties submitting forms were 

defendants or plaintiffs, and the use of alternative dispute resolution and trials to dispose of cases. 

1. Types of cases for which Attorneys Sent in Forms 

Generally, the cases reviewed for this study probably corresponded to about 4% of the district court 

cases and 6% of the superior court cases disposed of by the courts in FY'99. "Other" civil cases of 

the types for which data were collected for this report constituted about 1~% of district court cases 

statewide in FY'99 and 19% of superior courtcases.20 The legislatively required cases included only 

an estimated one-third of the "Other" civil cases shown in the court system's report. Many common 

offenses such as FED (forcible entry and detainer), administrative appeals, DWI forfeitures, and 

others were excluded. Thus, although the cases included in this study receive a great deal of attention, 

they form a numerically small proportion of the court's total caseload. 

Attorneys tended to send in forms for tort cases, real estate, and employment cases at 

disproportionately high rates, when the Judicial Council's database is compared to court case filings 

for a comparable period. They sent relatively fewer forms for debt, other civil and other contract or 

business cases. Overall, the types of cases for which attorneys sent forms to the Council probably 

reflect the types of cases in which the legislature was most interested when it created the reporting 

requirement. 

Barrow, Cordova, Petersburg, Dillingham, Glennallen, Homer, Kodiak, Naknek, Valdez, Seward, Tok and Healy. 

19 The Council asked the court to provide a list of all civil trials in these case types to compare to the tort 
trial verdict study completed in 1996 (see Appendix D). Based on the court' s list of trials, the Council reviewed 
case files for all of the trials, tort and non-tort, bench and jury. A total of 127 trials was found. 

20 Alaska Court System: 2000 Annual Report, pages S-21 and S-47. 
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Court case files came fromAnchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Bethel, Nome and Kotzebue. In Anchorage, 

staff reviewed all trials, and a random selection of qualified cases without trials. Staff also reviewed 

all Juneau and Fairbanks trials, and recorded data from selected qualified cases.21 Nome, Kotzebue 

and Bethel had few enough cases that staff reviewed all cases during the July 1, 1999 to May 31, 

2000 period. 

The court case file analysis is limited by the fact that court case files often contained half a dozen 

forms, a notice of dismissal and little else; and by the fact that attorneys did not submit case 

information forms to the Judicial Council for many of the court case files reviewed. In order for the 

case to be closed, the court rule required attorneys to file a certification thatthey had, or would within 

30 days, send the required information to the Judicial Council. For 268 of the 875 court cases (31 %), 

the only information available came from the court case file because none of the attorneys in the case 

submitted a form. 22 For 607 of the 875 court cases reviewed, attorneys submitted a total of950 forms. 

The great majority of cases had two or more attomeys23 so the Council probably should have received 

at least 1,750 forms for these 875 cases. One hundred and seventy-two court case files, or 20%, had 

forms filed by all attorneys in the case. 

In 71 couit case files reviewed ( about 2 % ), attorneys stated in the case file thatthe rule did not require 

them to file the information although in all of the cases the comt rule required it. These statements 

probably stemmed from misunderstandings about the scope of the requirement after the legislature 

broadened it in 1999. In about half ( 46%) of the cases one or both of the attorneys signed a form 

certifying that they had filed or would file the information. In the remaining 52% of the cases, the case 

file did not contain a certification at the time Council staff reviewed it. Even without a certification 

in the case file, one or more of the attorneys actually did send the Judicial Council forms in the 

majority of these court cases (although perhaps only in response to a contact by the Council). 

21 Selected cases included all torts, real estate, delinquent taxes, employment and some other civil and 
other business disputes. 

22 Letters were sent to each of the attorneys ofrecord in the 875 cases if their forms were not already in 
the Council ' s database, notifying them of the Council's review of cases and asking them to submit the information 
about the case. Of the 875 cases, even with this follow-up, 268 have no corresponding attorney forms (3 1 %), 298 
have one attorney form (34%), 281 have two attorney forms, 22 have three attorney forms, and 6 have four 
attorney form s. These figures suggest that with the follow up letter and occasionally, phone calls, as many as half 
the attorneys in the state may be complying at least partially with the statutory requirement. 

23 Twenty-four plaintiffs and ten defendants who filed forms identified themselves as prose litigants. 
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Chapter II 
Civil Case Data 

A. Characteristics of Cases 

1. Types of Cases Included 

This analysis included 2,951 civil cases received by the Council or closed between the dates of 

June 1, 1999 and December 1, 2000.24 Types of cases in the database included debt (17%), other civil 

and other business disputes (16% ), personal injuries ( 43 % total: auto 28%, premises 6%, product and 

other 9%) and several smaller groups including malpractice (3 % ), property damage (7% ), real estate 

(7%), delinquent taxes (3%) and employment (4%). 

Delinquent 
Sales/Property Tax 

Other Civil 

Other Business 

Case Types 

Pl ProducVOther 

Property Damage 

Most (81 % ) of the cases in the court case database had only one plaintiff. Another 15% had two 

plaintiffs, and only 4% of the cases had three or more plaintiffs. In contrast, 13% of the cases in the 

24 As noted above, the data come from 3,837 forms submitted by attorneys on paper or the Internet and 
from 875 selected court case files from several locations throughout Alaska. For 268 of the 2,951 unique cases 
reported here the only information came from the court case file because none of the attorneys in the case filed 
forms with the Judicial Council. Of the court cases used, 238 came from district court and 587 cases came from 
superior court. 
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courtfiledatabasehad three or more defendants. About two-thirds (66%) had one defendant and 21 % 

had two defendants. 

2. Location of Cases in State 

The majority ( 62%) of the cases included in the 2,951 cases analyzed came from Anchorage. The next 

largest group of cases were sent in from (or involved court case files in) Fairbanks (14%). Smaller 

percentages came from Juneau (5%), Kenai and Palmer (4% each), Bethel (2.5%) and Ketchikan 

(2%). One percent or less of the cases came from fifteen other court locations throughout the state.25 

3. Relief sought in complaint 

Most parties filing cases included in this report sought compensation for actual damages (91 %). 

Smaller numbers asked for compensation for non-economic damages (45%) and punitive damages 

(17%). Most parties asked for attorneys' fees and costs (80%) and a few requested injunctive relief 

( 6% ). A party could have requested more than one type of relief, so percentages do not add to 100%. 

4. Time to Disposition, Time in Court 

Parties disposed of about half the cases (45%) between 61 and 360 days (about two to twelve 

months), with 10% disposed ofin one to sixty days and 45% taking more than 360 days.26 The length 

of time to disposition of the case correlated significantly with the amount of the judgment. Most (80%) 

of the cases with judgments of $500,000 or more required more than 360 days to complete. The 

correlation was not symmetrical. Many cases that resulted in smaller judgments took longer also.27 

Twenty percent of cases with judgments less than $1,000 took 361 days or more, and 38% of them 

took 181 days or more. Nearly one-third (32%) of the cases with judgments between $1,000 and 

25 The Court System's 2000 Annual Report, supra note 20, p. S-37 shows 2,174 cases of comparable 
types filed between July 1, 1999 and June 30, 2000 (superior court only). Of those, 56% were filed in Anchorage, 
12% in Fairbanks, 6% each in Kenai and Palmer, 5% in Juneau and 4% each in Ketchikan and Bethel. It appears that 
the proportions are roughly similar to the percentages of forms filed for cases in each area, with a few more cases 
from Anchorage than might be expected. 

26 New time standards for the trial courts, adopted by the supreme court on February 17, 2000 call for 
having 75% of all civil cases resolved in 365 days. These data suggest that at least 55% of the types of civil cases 
appearing in this data base had been disposed of within that time frame. The time standards apply to the most 
routine civil cases and the most complex. Many of the case types discussed in this report tend to fall toward the 
more complex end of the spectrum, accounting in part for the longer times required to disposition. 

27 Some of the cases with smaller judgments or no judgment amount that took longer times to disposition 
may be cases in which defendants prevailed; others may reflect cases involving smaller amounts at issue that were 
lengthy for other reasons. 
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$4,999 took361 days or more, as did 44% of the cases between $5,000 and $19,999. A majority of 

all cases with amounts of $20,000 or more took 361 days or more to complete. 

Time to disposition also correlated significantly with the type of case. The fastest cases were 

delinquent tax cases, 81 % of which ended within 120 days. Debt cases also moved quickly, with 7 4% 

closing within the 1 to 360 day time frame. Real estate (64%), property damage (60%), other civil 

(58%) and other business (53%) all had a majority of the cases resolved within 360 days. Slowest 

were malpractice (72% took 361 days or more), personal injury or other product liability, personal 

injury premises and employment ( 64% to 65% of each took361 days or more), and personal injury 

auto (51% took 361 days or more). 

For the court case files used in the analysis, staff compiled data on the number of days that the parties 

spent in court. Any appearance in court counted as one day; total days in court equals the total number 

of dates on which the parties spent any amount of time in court. Although the majority of cases (58%) 

showed no time spent by the parties in court, judges still may have had significant responsibilities for 

motion decisions and other case review. The time available for data collection did not permit any 

assessment of how much time judges spent on cases off the bench. About equal numbers spent one day 

in court(19%) or two to five days (18%). The remainder (5%) spent six or more days. This data may 

help the court understand how judges' time is spent in the types of cases covered by this report. 

5. How cases ended 

Most persons filing forms, and most case files, showed thatthe case ended with a settlement (66%). 

Parties described 18% as "dismissed." Sixteen percent showed some type of judgment (including 

trials, dispositive motions, and defaults). 

Among the 875 court case files, the largest number ended with a stipulation to dismiss (55%). An 

almost equal number ended with a default judgment (13%) or a judgment (12%). Smaller numbers 

recorded a plaintiff dismissal ( 10%) or a court dismissal (7% ) . Other events showing as disposition 

of the case included satisfaction of judgment, confession or consent judgment, and findings of fact. 

The database included 64 bench trials and 63 jury trials. Even if the case went to trial, the final 

disposition came about from settlement or dismissal in some cases. Of the jury trials, 37% (N=23) 

ended with a settlement following the jury verdict, and 6% (N=4) were dismissed . Of the bench trials, 

19% (N=12) settled following the verdict and 8% (N=S) ended with dismissal. A separate section 

of this report discusses tried cases. 

6. Use of Alternative Dispute Resolution 
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More persons noted that they used mediation (9%) than other types of ADR. Settlement conferences 

occurred in 7% of the cases, early neutral evaluation in 2% and arbitration in .6% (N=I9) cases. 

Persons filing forms could have reported more than one form of ADR, so the percentages cannot be 

added. Use of ADR in a case did not necessarily settle or dispose of the case, and did not preclude 

the occurrence of a trial. A separate question on the form asked whether the ADR used actually 

resolved the case; in 10% of the cases (N = 296), the answer was "yes." 

b) Types of Cases Using ADR 

The cases with a greater chance ofending because the parties used ADR differed significantly from 

other types of cases. 28 Cases that ended directly because of ADR tended to be tort cases, particularly 

malpractice ( 19%) and personal injury premises (20% ). Personal injury auto (14% ), personal injury 

other and product liability cases ( 15%) and employment cases (16%) all had sizable percentages of 

cases settling with ADR. In contrast, most real estate (7% ended with ADR), other business (8%), 

other civil ( 6% ), property damage ( 6%) and debt (2%) cases ended in another fashion even if parties 

used ADR during the litigation. 

Parties chose significantly different types of ADR for different types of cases. Early neutral evaluation 

appeared most frequently in personal in jury auto cases . It was used in 5% of those cases, and 2 % each 

of personal injury premises and "other business" types of cases. Settlement conferences appeared most 

frequently in personal injury premises cases (14% of them), employment (13%) and personal injury 

auto and other business (10% each). Mediation appeared in 21 % of malpractice cases, 18% of 

, personal injury premises cases, 14% of personal injury other or product liability cases, 13% of 

personal injury auto cases, and 12% of employment cases. 

28 Use of ADR in a case did not necessarily settle or dispose of the case, and did not preclude the 
occurrence of a trial. 
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c) Size of case related to ADR 

The larger the case, as judged by the sum of all attorneys' fees in the case, 29 the more likely the case 

was to have been settled using an alternative dispute resolution method.For the smallest cases, those 

with total fees of $499 or less, only .4% used ADR. Even with fees between $2,000 to $4,999, only 

5% of the cases used ADR. As the sum of the fees in the case increased, the percentage of cases using 

ADR increased, to a high of 27% of cases with fees of $50,000 or more having settled using ADR. 

This finding was statistically significant. Plaintiffs were more likely than defendants to report that a 

case in which they were involved settled because of ADR in the $50,000 or more fee range (3 8% of 

plaintiffs reported this, as compared to 22% of defendants). Overall, defendants were somewhat more 

likely to report that a case settled because of ADR than were plaintiffs (18% of defendants, as 

compared to 12% of plaintiffs). 

Within specific forms of ADR, however, different patterns appeared. For example, early neutral 

evaluation was mostlikelyto have been used in cases with attorneys' fees between$2,000 and $4,999 

( consistent with the finding above that it was most likely to have been used in auto personal injury 

cases). Defendants' attorneys reported using early neutral evaluation in the fee ranges between $2,000 

and $9,999 about twice as often as plaintiffs ' attorneys. 

Settlement conferences followed the general pattern of increasing use with increasing size of the case. 

Again, defendants ' attorneys reported engaging in settlement conferences more frequently than did 

plaintiffs ' attorneys. Defendants' attorneys were more likely to have used settlement conferences in 

the largest cases with fees ranging upward from $10,000. Plaintiffs' attorneys reported heaviest use 

of settlement conferences in cases with fees ranging between $5 ,000 and $9,999, with slightly less use 

for the larger cases. 

Mediation was most heavily used in the largest cases. Of the cases in which mediation occurred, 31 % 

had an attorneys' fees sum of $50,000 or more. Defendants ' attorneys reported using mediation in 3 2 % 

of the largest cases; plaintiffs ' attorneys said they had used it in 40% of the largest cases. For cases 

with fees ranging between $5,000 and $49,999, defendants' attorneys were slightly more likely to 

have used mediation than were plaintiffs' attorneys. 

Looking at judgment amounts and use of ADR, the same pattern is emphasized even more strongly. 

Of the cases in which mediation was used, 41 % had judgment amounts of $500,000 or greater, and 

29 Both plaintiffs' and defendants ' attorneys fee·s were added together to indicate the size of the case. This 
measure is useful because some complex cases may have ended without any significant amount of money paid to 
either party . If only one party/attorney had sent in the form, those attorneys ' fees were used to indicate the size of 
the case. 
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29 had awards between $100,000 and $499,999. Settlement conferences did show a different pattern, 

with most frequent use at the $20,000 to $49,999 range. Early neutral evaluation did not appear to 

have been used in cases with judgments of $500,000 or more, and its use was spread fairly evenly 

among the categories between $5,000 and $499,999. 

B. Characteristics of Judgments 

1. Amount of Judgment 

Judgment (which includes settlements, default judgments, dispositive motions and trial verdicts) 

amounts ranged from zero, to 75 cases with judgment amounts of $500,000 or more. Thirty-two 

judgments exceeded one million dollars. Some of these came about through settlement, others after 

trials. For 20% of the forms (N=597), the judgmentamount3° was missing or shown as $0.00. The data 

supplied did not allow the analysis to distinguish accurately between cases with a settlement amount 

of$0.00 and those for which attorneys supplied no information. As a result, this section of the analysis 

looks only at cases with a settlement of $1 or more. 

Of the forms that showed a dollar amount for judgment, 56% were less than $20,000, and 75% were 

less than $50,000.31 The amounts suggest that judges and juries and parties actually resolved most 

cases for amounts well under the district court jurisdictional limits, even though many of the cases 

were resolved in the superior court. 

a) Plaintiffs' Attorneys' Cases 

The data were analyzed by the amount of the judgment, type of attorney, and the type of fee 

arrangement. Of the 984 forms filed by plaintiffs' attorneys who charged a contingent fee and whose 

client received some amount of money, about one-third (35%) received a total judgment (before the 

deduction offees, costs, and any subrogated amounts32
) of$50,000 or more. A majority of the clients 

30 The form asked for judgment amounts to be shown in two different locations, on page one and page two. 
Because an amount was shown more consistently on page one, the data used throughout the report comes from that 
page. See Appendix E for a copy of the form on which attorneys submitted judgment information. 

31 This section of the analysis includes all cases in the database - jury and bench trial verdicts that were the 
final judgment (N=82, or about 3% of the judgments), defaults, and dispositive motions along with settled and 
dismissed cases for which information was available. 

32 The legislation mandating data collection did not address the issue of subrogation. The Council's forms 
did not ask for information about subrogation and the data do not allow any analysis. Some attorneys accounted for 
subrogation by showing a smaller amount to the client than would have been expected after deduction offees and 
costs. Most did not account for it, even if the client had to pay part or all of the judgment to the insw·ance company 
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in this category (58%) received at least$20,000. In contrast, clients of plaintiffs' attorneys charging 

hourly fees (N=549) were more likely to have received amounts less than$20,000 ( 69% ). This agrees 

with other findings that plaintiffs in non-contingent fee arrangements often may be businesses filing 

relatively routine types of small business, debt and tax cases.33 Most plaintiffs' attorneys who 

characterized themselves as representing state or local governments also could be described this way. 

Two-thirds (67%) of the judgments received by their clients were less than $5,000. All of the sixteen 

plaintiffs who described themselves as prose had judgment amounts of less than $19,999. 

b) Defendants' Attorneys' Cases 

A total of 1,470 forms from defendants ' attorneys and seven pro se defendants showed different 

patterns.34 Mostofthe defendants either charged an hourly fee (82%) or were state/local counsel ( 4 % ) 

or in-house counsel (10%). About equal percentages of these three types of defendants ' fee 

arrangements were associated with judgments of $50,000 or greater (33% for hourly, 35% for 

state/local and 32% for in-house). State/local attorneys appeared to work with smaller case amounts 

at the low end of the continuum, with 21% of their cases in the $1 to $4,999 range, as compared to 

13% of the cases handled by defendants ' attorneys with an hourly fee and 12% of cases handled by 

defendants ' attorneys who were in-house. 

2. Tort and Non-tort Judgments 

The analysis divided cases into tort(60% ofthe2,354 cases with judgments of$1 or more)35 and non­

tort cases ( 40% of the same group ).36 Significantly more non-tort cases had small judgment amounts, 

ofless than $5,000. Forty-four percent of the non-tort cases had small judgment amounts as compared 

to 13% of the tort cases. At the upper end, 4% of the tort cases had judgments of $500,000 or more 

to reimburse money paid out by the company. Because the forms did not ask for the information and attorneys 
recorded it differently, the report cannot make any findings about the role of subrogation in settlements. 

33 About 10% of the forms filed in the study appeared to come from defendants who could be identified as 
businesses. About 7% came from plaintiffs who could be identified as businesses . 

34 All seven of the prose defendants were involved in cases with judgments between $1,000 and $19,999. 

35 The tort cases were further divided into those cases with information collected from the court case 
files and those whose information came only from the mailed/Internet forms submitted by attorneys. One 
hypothesis was that attorneys would be more likely to file or not file forms, depending on the size of the case. This 
hypothesis proved incorrect. There was no difference, by size of judgment, in the cases collected from the sample 
of court cases and those with information supplied by attorneys. This finding suggests that attorneys do not look at 
the size of the case in deciding whether to file or not file the required case information forms with the Judicial 
Council. 

36 This analysis excluded cases with a judgment amount of zero. 
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as compared to 2% of the non-tort cases. Just over half (56%) of the torts with a judgment amount 

resulted in judgments of$20,000 or more, but only 26% of the non-tort cases. The substantial majority 

of the cases in this database with judgments of$5,000 or more were tort cases. 

The tort cases were further divided into those cases with information collected from the court case 

files and those whose information came only from the mailed/Internet forms submitted by attorneys. 

One hypothesis was that attorneys would be more likely to file or not file forms, depending on the size 

of the case. This hypothesis proved incorrect. There was no difference, by size of judgment, in the 

cases collected from a random sample of court cases and those with information supplied by attorneys. 

This finding suggests that attorneys do not look at the size of the case in deciding whether to file or not 

file the required case information forms with the Judicial Council. 

3. Liability Insurance to Cover Judgment 

The form asked parties to record the percent of the judgment that liability insurance covered. Many 

forms (65%) did not enter the information or entered zero. Of the forms that said that liability 

insurance covered a percentage of the judgment, almost all (98%, N = 1,013) said that it covered 

100%. Many cases in which insurance covered some percentage of the judgment were personal injury 

automobile cases (63%). Smaller percentages of the cases covered by liability insurance were 

personal injury product and other types of personal injury cases (11 %), personal injury premises cases 

(12%) and property damage cases (4%). 

A few types of cases were more likely than others to have liability coverage. Most -- 78%-- of 

personal injury auto cases had liability coverage, virtually all of which was 100% coverage. Personal 

injury premises cases also were very likelyto have coverage -- 67% did . None of the other case types 

had a majority of the cases covered by liability insurance. Personal injury"other" or product liability 

cases were covered 43% of the time. Forty percent of the malpractice cases fell in the category of 

insured, as did 22% of the property damage cases. Of other types of cases, only 3% (debt) to 11 % 

(employment) were insured.37 

Not all attorneys provided the information about insurance, and the form did not permit a firm 

distinction between those who meant that the case had zero liability insurance involved and those who 

37 A study of California trials showed slightly different results, with most tried malpractice cases having 
100% coverage from liability insurance. The present study did not have enough tried malpractice cases to draw 
accurate conclusions about the chances that tried malpractice cases would be more likely to have 100% liability 
insurance than those ended by other means. A reasonable hypothesis would be that defendants with 100% liability 
insurance might be more likely to go to trial than defendants with lesser coverage. Gross and Syverud, "Don't Try: 
Civil Jury Verdicts in a System Geared to Settlement," 44 UCLA LAW REVIEW 1 ( 1996). 
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did not provide the information. If only one party filed the form, it is possible that the party did not 

have the information. It is likely that more parties had liability insurance, particularly for some types 

of personal injury cases than these data show. However, there is no reason to think thatthe proportions 

shown here are incorrect. In other words, it appears likely that most personal injury auto cases had 

liability insurance, and most debt and business cases did not. 38 

The study also looked at the types of cases that went to trial and whether tried cases had 100% 

liability insurance, to test the hypothesis that parties would be more likely to go to trial if liability 

insurance covered 100% of the judgment. 39 Although the study relied on self-reported data from 

attorneys, the analysis may provide some information about types of cases with liability insurance in 

the trial courts. 

The analysis showed that six malpractice cases ( of 83) went to trial. Three of the five cases ( 60%) 

that went to jury trial had 100% liability insurance; the other two and the bench trial either had less 

than 100% insurance or did not provide the information. 40 Twenty-one personal injury auto cases went 

to trial, twenty before juries. Of those 20, 12 (60%) had 100% liability insurance.41 Only four of the 

14 personal injury "other" or product liability cases that went to jury trial appeared to have 100% 

liability insurance, and smaller percentages of other types of cases. Although the malpractice and 

personal injury auto information appears to resemble the data available in the California study, which 

showed fairly high rates of 100% liability insurance for most personal injury and malpractice cases, 

the lack of correspondence with the remaining Alaska case types suggests that the Alaska data are not 

complete enough to draw firm conclusions. In categories other than personal injury and malpractice, 

most cases lacked 100% liability insurance, a finding consistent with the California study. 42 

38 UCLA, id. p. 22. The California study found that cases going to trial showed a pattern similar to the 
Alaska pattern for all cases, with two thirds or more of the personal injury cases having full coverage and most 
other types of tried cases have partial or no liability insurance. 

39 The UCLA LAW REVIEW article, id., p. 26 suggests that parties are more likely to go to trial if their 
costs are covered by another source: "In sum, few parties play this game with their own money. On the plaintiff 
side, where the vast majority are individuals, attorneys' fees are almost always contingent . . . On the defendant 
side, most are fully insured against any possible verdict, and more have no responsibility for the legal costs of the 
defense." It also suggests that even if insurance does not cover 100% of the damages, it may cover all of the costs 
of defending the case. Our data did not include information about who paid the costs of defense in a case. 

40 In the California study, id., p. 22, 89% of the medical malpractice verdicts had 100% insurance 
coverage. The Alaska data includes all types of malpractice, so differences in case types may account for some of 
the difference in likelihood of insurance. 

41 This is much closer to the finding of the California study, id., where 67% of vehicular negligence cases 
had 100% liability insurance. 

42 Only 17% ofcommercial cases, and 29% of other tort and miscellaneous cases had 100% liability 
insurance. Id. 
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Only eight judgments included punitive amounts, although parties requested themin488 cases (17%). 

The amounts awarded for punitive damages injudgments ranged from $15,000 to four amounts more 

than $100,000. Three punitive damages cases involved bench trials (awards ranged from $17,500 to 

$102,500); four had jury trials (the smallest award in the database, $15,000; and the three largest 

awards, ranging from $2,600,000 to $150,000,000) .43 Parties in one case with a punitive award used 

mediation to settle the case. Three cases involved appeals. The case types with punitive damages 

included personal injury (auto), property damage, other civil case and employment. 

Nineteen awards included declaratory relief. One hundred and twenty-four judgments included non­

economic damages (4%). 

5. Amount of judgment paid to client 

The data in this analysis comes from a second database in the report that analyzes data by attorney 

rather than case. It includes 3,837 forms and case files. The data about amounts to clients were missing 

for 58% of the forms and cases.44 Of the 42% of forms and cases that showed any amount of money 

to clients, 11 % showed an amount ofless than $1,000. About one-quarter (24 % ) showed thatthe client 

received between $1 ,000 and $4,999, and 3 1 % showed the client receiving an amount between $5,000 

and $19,999: About 3% (N=40) showed clients receiving amounts of $500,000 or more. 

43 The information about whether these amounts were upheld after appeals or other post-trial actions was 
not available for all cases. The court case file with the $150,000,000 punitive award showed that the case settled 
post-judgment for $7.5 million on the record. The case that included punitive damages and settled because of 
mediation was a wage and hour case, in which the punitive damages were statutory. The $2.6 million and $8.4 
million punitive awards were insurance bad faith cases. 

44 The information was either missing or the amount to the client was zero. The data available did not 
permit the analysis to distinguish between the two possibilities. As noted above, some attorneys may have 
accounted for subrogated amounts by deducting them before showing money to the client; others did not. Because 
the form did not ask for information about subrogation specifically, the analysis cannot distinguish these cases 
from others. 
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6. Prevailing Party 

The forms submitted by attorneys did not have a variable asking for information about which party 

prevailed. Staff reviewed each form submitted, and the case files from which data were collected and 

made a determination about the prevailing party in the case, to the extent possible. For purposes of this 

analysis, staff made the assumption that if some sum of money was paid to the client in the settlement, 

the plaintiff prevailed. It is understood that the defendant may in fact have prevailed because the 

defendant avoided very substantial liability. Or the defendant may have prevailed on all of the main 

issues and only paid a small amount on a secondary allegation. The information was not available to 

make this determination. In 60% of the cases, the plaintiff clearly prevailed, and in 3% of the cases 

it was clear the defendant prevailed. In another 17% of the cases, it appeared that the plaintiff 

probably prevailed. 

In 3 93 cases (13 % of the 2,951 reviewed), no money was shown in the judgment amount variable, the 

court granted no injunctive relief, and nothing else in the information available suggested which party 

might have prevailed. In about 1 % of the cases, neither prevailed or both parties received money or 

other substantial benefits from the judgment. For 5% of the cases that came from the court case files, 

no attorney information was available. 

C. Characteristics of Attorneys' Fees and Costs: Types, Hourly Rates, 
Case Types 

1. Types of Fee Arrangements by Types of Parties 

Many attorneys filing forms charged on an hourly basis (55% of all attorneys), whether they served 

as plaintiffs' or defendants ' attorneys. Eighty-one percent of defendants ' attorneys charged this way, 

as did 34% of plaintiffs ' attorneys. Fifty percent of plaintiffs' attorneys charged contingency fees 

(28% of all attorneys filing forms). Four percent ofall attorneys characterized their fee arrangement 

as "state/local government" (5% of the defendants ' attorneys were state/local government attorneys, 

as were 3% of the plaintiffs ' attorneys) and 5% said they were in-house counsel (10% of the 

defendants ' attorneys were in-house counsel and 1 % of plaintiffs' attorneys (N=l 5)). Prose litigants 

filed 1% of the forms,45 about 2% of the attorneys had charged a flat fee (1% of the defendants ' 

attorneys had charged a flat fee), and small percentages did not provide the information or answered 

45 Pro se litigants filed forms in a few tort cases, and a handful of employment and real estate cases. 
Twelve (35% of the pro se litigants) filed forms in debt cases and 24% in "other civil" cases. 
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in otherways.46 The remainder of the cases had information only from the court case file and did not 

have information about the fee arrangement, 47 or used another fee arrangement, or did not give the 

information. 

Thirty-four cases were prose. Twelve of the prose cases were characterized as debt cases, and eight 

as other civil. Three were property damage, and three were other business cases. Ten of the pro se 

patties said that they were defendants; twenty-four were plaintiffs. 

Plaintiffs' attorneys who charged hourly fees clustered in debt (3 5% ), other civil (19% ), real estate 

(16%) and other business (9%) cases. A handful (3%) of plaintiffs' attorneys represented state and 

local govenunents, mostly in delinquent tax cases, and a smaller number (2 % ) charged flat fees in debt 

or real estate cases. Among defendants' attorneys, about 5% worked for state and local govenunents 

in other personal injury cases or other civil cases and about 10% served as in-house counsel, mostly 

in personal injury auto cases. 

2. Amount of Judgment by Type of Fee Arrangement 

The analysis considered the relationships between types offee arrangements (primarily contingent or 

hourly), type of party (plaintiff or defendant), and judgment amount ( any judgment amount greater than 

$0). Plaintiffs with contingent fee arrangements had a higher percentage of judgments in the $20,000 

or more ranges ( 5 7% of9 84 plaintiffs' cases with contingent fee arrangements). Plaintiffs with hourly 

fee arrangements had more cases in the less than $20,000 range (69% of 549 plaintiffs' cases with 

hourly fees). Of the 65 judgments with information from plaintiffs' attorneys in which the judgment 

was $500,000 or more, 50 (77%), had a contingent fee arrangement, and 10 (15%) had an hourly fee 

arrangement. 48 

46 The database included information from 3,837 attorneys regarding the 2,951 cases studied. Information 
about attorneys ' fees could have come from one or more parties or attorneys in a case. The previous analysis of 
civil case data (1997 - May 1999) limited the discussion of attorneys' fees by characterizing each case by only 
one form (usually only one form per case had been filed). In this analysis, the database is much more complete, 
and the analysis of attorneys' fees shows all of the data collected. This means that neither the attorneys nor the 
cases in this part of the analysis are unique. A total of818 attorneys filed forms with the Council during this 
period. Many attorneys filed forms in more than one case, and many cases had forms filed by more than one 
attorney. 

Plaintiffs or their attorneys filed 2,097 of the forms (55%), defendants or their attorneys filed 1,693 
forms (44%) and other/third parties or their attorneys filed 1 % of the forms. Plaintiffs appeared more likely to 
file forms than did defendants. Of the 2,951 cases in this database, 71 % had information from one or more 
plaintiffs. Fifty-four per cent had information from one or more defendants. 

47 That is, the case was included in the selection of civil case files studied by the Judicial Council and the 
attorneys had not provided the civil case data forms to the Council. 

48 The other two plaintiffs' cases of$500,000 or more had other types of fee arrangements. 
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3. Amounts of attorneys' fees 

Attorneys provided information about the type offee arrangement, the rates that they charged, and the 

total amount of their fees and costs in each case. The database included information for 1,707 

plaintiffs' attorneys and 1,469 defendants' attorneys. Only 36 people filing forms characterized 

themselves as "other" or "third-party," almost all charging hourly fees. The following analysis does 

not include them. 

a) Amount of Fees Charged 

About 47% of the attorneys said that they had charged less than $5,000 to handle the case. This is 

consistent with the earlier finding that 56% of the judgment amounts were less than $20,000. 

Seventeen per cent of the fees fell between $5,000 and $9,999, and 28% of the cases showed fees 

between $10,000 and $49,999. Eight per cent of the attorneys said that their fees for the case were 

more than $50,000. 

b) Rates Charged for Hourly Fees, Generally 

Overall, the 2,109 cases in which attorneys charged hourly fees showed fees falling into a well­

defined set of ranges. In about 10% of the cases, attorneys charged between $1 and $125 per hour. In 
29%, attorneys charged between $126 and $149, and in 22%, $150. In 13%, attorneys charged $151 

to $169 per hour, and in23% of the cases, the attorneys charged $170 or more. Four percent said that 

they charged by the hour but did not say how much. Seventy-three percent charged less than $170 per 

hour (Figure 1).49 

c) Plaintiffs' Attorneys' Rates 

Over half(55%) of the group of plaintiffs ' attorneys for whom the database contains information about 

fee amount charged contingency fees. Nearly two-thirds of them (65%) showed $5,000 or more in 

attorneys' fees. In sharp contrast, just over two-thirds of plaintiffs' attorneys who charged hourly fees 

showed I ess than $5,000 in total fees . Most attorneys who charged contingency fees handled tort cases, 

and most plaintiffs' attorneys who charged hourly fees handled debt (35%), other 

49 In the previous study, 83% of those submitting forms and describing their hourly rates showed a rate of 
Jess than $170/hour. The substantial increase (from 17% of the attorneys filing forms to 27% of the attorneys 
filing forms) in the percentage of attorneys charging $170/hour or more filing forms is partially because a very 
small number of attorneys charging the higher rates submitted forms in many routine cases. As an added note, 
some attorneys charging high hourly rates collected very small amounts of money per case. 
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civil or other business (28%) or real estate (16%) cases . Of the plaintiffs ' attorneys showing $50,000 

or more in fees, 78% had charged a contingency fee and 20% charged an hourly fee. 

i. Contingent Fee as a Percentage of the Judgment 

Of the 1,017 attorneys who provided information about contingency fee arrangements, 19% said that 

they charged between 1 % and 30% of the judgment or settlement amount. Most(68%) charged 31 % 

to 33%. About 8% charged 34 to 40% of the judgment amount and 5% charged more than 40%. 

ii. Types of Contingent Fee Cases 

Plaintiffs' attorneys who used a contingent fee arrangement (50% of all plaintiffs' attorneys in the 

cases analyzed, including some for whom fee amounts were not available) handled mostly tort cases. 

Half (50%) of the cases that this group handled were personal injury auto cases, 12% were other 

personal injury or products liability cases, 11 % were personal injury premises cases, and 6% were 

property damage cases. These types of cases together constituted 83% of all cases handled by 

plaintiffs' attorneys under contingent fee arrangements. In addition, 3% were malpractice cases, and 

4% were employment cases (some of which probably were torts). These data show that the great 

majority ofall contingency fee cases are tort cases. The only other significant group ofcases was debt 

cases, which constituted 10% of the plaintiffs' contingency fee cases. 

iii. Rates for Hourly Fees Charged by Plaintiffs' Attorneys 

About 32% of the plaintiffs' attorneys in the cases analyzed charged hourly fees and gave information 

about the hourly rates charged. The mean (average) rate charged was about $158/hour, and both the 

median and mode were $150/hour. Ten percent of plaintiffs' attorneys charged $125 an hour or less, 

and 13% charged between$126 and $149/hour. Nearly one-third had charged $150/hour, and a little 

over one-third (3 7%) had charged $170/hour or more. so About one-quarter (23 % ) charged $149/hour 

or less. 

d) Defendants' attorneys 

Most defendants' attorneys (91 % ) who provided information about the amount of the fees charged in 

the cases analyzed used an hourly fee as the basis for billing clients. The majority of those charging 

an hourly rate (60%) showed total fees of$5,000 or more. The mean (average) rate was $145/hour, 

with the median at $145/hour and the mode at $150/hour. Eleven percent of the defendants ' attorneys 

5° Caution must be used in interpreting these data. A sizable number of the cases in which $170 was the 
attorneys' fee came from one attorney in one type of case. 
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charged $125/hour or less, and 38% charged between $126 and $149. Only 19% charged $150, and 

18% charged $170 or more.51 

4. Comparison of Plaintiffs' and Defendants' Hourly Rates and Total Fees 

The average rate per hour was higher for plaintiffs' attorneys who charged hourly fees ($158/hour) 

than for defendants' attorneys charging by the hour ($150/hour ). The overall pay scale was lower for 

defendants' attorneys, about two-thirds of whom (68%) charged $150 or less, compared to 53% of 

plaintiffs' attorneys with hourly fees. The percentage of plaintiffs' attorneys charging $170/hour or 

more was 3 7%, just more than double the percentage ( 18 % ) of defendants' attorneys charging the same 

hourly rates (Figure 2). 

Caution must be used in interpreting this information about attorneys' fees . Although the database 

contains information about 2,591 cases, only 818 different attorneys filed forms. A number of the 

attorneys filed forms in many cases. Thus, the average fee for defendants' attorneys comes out to about 

$145/hour because that is the hourly rate charged by a small number of defendants' attorneys working 

on many similar cases ( e.g., personal injury auto). Similarly, a small number of plaintiffs' attorneys 

charged hourly fees in a limited number of types of cases ( debt, delinquent taxes, other civil), and a 

smaller number charged relatively high hourly rates. However, the high hourly rates translated into 

low amounts of attorneys' fees overall because the cases often were routine filings, and often ended 

in default judgment with little or no judicial participation in the case. 

The story was different for total fees charged. In contrast to plaintiffs' attorneys, 52% of whom had 

cases with less than$5,000 in attorneys' fees, only41 % of the defendants' attorneys showed less than 

$5,000 in fees. About equal percentages (8%) of both plaintiffs' and defendants' attorneys showed 

fees of $50,000 or more. About one-quarter (25%) of plaintiffs' attorneys, as compared to 31 % of 

defendants' attorneys charged total fees between $10,000 and $49,999. 

These differences in fee ranges, with defendants' attorneys tending to have charged more in total fees 

than plaintiffs' attorneys may reflect differences in the types of cases for which attorneys filed forms. 

A review of case type by plaintiff/defendant did show a statistically significant difference. 

Significantly more defendants' attorneys than plaintiffs' attorneys filed forms with the Judicial Council 

in tort cases. A higher proportion of plaintiffs' attorneys, particularly those charging hourly 

51 In comparison to defendants ' attorneys, 37% of the plaintiffs' attorneys who charged hourly fees 
charged $170 or more. 
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rates, filed forms in debt cases and other business or other civil types of cases. In many of those cases 

the plaintiff tended to be a corporation or government and the defendant often was an individual. A 

total of 70% of the cases in which plaintiffs' attorneys charged hourly fees fell into one of these three 

categories. Also, in a different calculation, 69% of the plaintiffs' attorneys charging hourly rates 

received total fees of less than $5,000. 

5. Costs 

Most (78%) of the 3,837 forms gave information about the costs of the party filing the form. In 28% 

of the known cases, costs were shown as ranging between $1 and $149. For 25% of the cases, costs 

fell between $150 and $499. In 28% of the cases, costs ranged between $500 and $2,499. Costs 

exceeded $2,499 in only 20% of the cases in the database for which attorneys provided the 

information. 

Costs varied significantly by type of case. For tort cases, including malpractice, personal injury and 

product liability, half or more of the cases had costs of $500 or more. Employment cases fit this 

pattern also . A majority of all other types of cases had costs of $499 or less. Costs also varied by 

judgment amount, with increasing judgment amounts directly and significantly associated with 

increasing costs. 

Party type also appeared to be related to costs in the case. Defendants ' costs appeared to be at the high 
end of the range (24% had costs of $2,500 or more, compared to 17% of plaintiffs ' attorneys), or the 

low end (16% had costs of$1 to $69, compared to 9% of plaintiffs ' attorneys). Plaintiffs ' costs tended 

more to the middle, with 53% of the plaintiffs in the $150 - $2,499 range. 

D. Trials 

A stated purpose of the 1997 legislation was to "reduce the amount oflitigation proceeding to trial. "52 

Before looking at the characteristics of cases that did go to trial, this report provides a more general 

overview of percentages of cases going to trial. Table 1 shows data from the Alaska Court Systems' 

annual reports between the years of 1994 and 2000. Although the case types included in the court's 

analysis differ somewhat from the case types included in the Judicial Council database, the differences 

do not significantly affect this analysis. The total numbers of cases going to trial in the superior court 

ranged from a low of 1.9% in 1996 to a high of 3.4% in 2000.53 The table shows that for each of the 

;i Supra, note 8. 

53 The percentage of district court civil cases with jury trials has been under 1 % since 1995, and is not 
included in this discussion. 
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four categories of trials, trials as a percentage of the overall caseload either were about the same or 

increased during the three years after the tort reform legislation passed compared to the three years 

before the tort reform legislation. 

Parties in districtcourtwere substantially less likely to go to trial than were parties in superior court. 

When district court litigants did choose trial, they favored judge trials, by large margins. Parties in 

superior court used judge trials and jury trials with about equal frequency. 

The trial rates from the court report data show that in 1997, the year of the tort reform legislation, 

trials increased from their earlier levels and have remained higher than previously in the years since. 

In superior court (probably the focus of most of the concern for tort reformers), jury trials increased 

in 1997 from their earlier levels, dropped a little in 1998, went up sharply in 1999, and remained high 

in 2000. These data suggestthatthe tort reform legislation did not reduce the amount oflitigation going 

to trial in any significant way. 54 

The data from the Alaska Court System are consistent with other findings about the percentages of tort 

cases going to trial throughout the United States. A 1996 UCLA Law Review article reviewed civil 

litigation patterns, and stated that "only a few percent [of civil lawsuits] are tried to a jury or a 

judge."55 The authors cite a 1995 study that showed that only 2.9% of all civil cases in both state and 

federal courts went to trial, and that nearly half of those were judge trials without a jury. 56 A 

comparison with Alaska superior court figures above suggests thatAlaska trial rates have been lower 

than or about the same as the national civil case trial rate. 

54 Although more cases may be using ADR, this did not appear to affect the trial rates, but may have 
changed the types of cases going to trial. No baseline data exist against which to measure possible increases in the 
use of ADR, or effects on trial rates for different types of cases. The earlier discussion of alternative dispute 
resolution techniques did suggest that substantial percentages of cases, particularly larger cases, involved ADR at 
some point in the case. 

55 Supra, note 37, p.2. 

56 Id. , footnote 2, citing a draft study by Professor Theodore Eisenberg and the National Center for State 
Courts. 
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1. Characteristics of Trial Cases 

The database for this report included about 127 trials overall. The 87 trials analyzed in this section 

of the report included both non-tort and tort cases.57 Within this group of trials, some types of cases 

predominated.58 Twenty-two percent of the cases were other civil cases, 17% were personal injury 

auto, 16% were personal injury other or product liability, and 14% were debt. Although almost equal 

percentages of bench trials and jury trials occurred, some types of cases were far more likely to go 

to jury trial and others to bench trial. Of the personal injury auto cases tried, attorneys tried twenty of 

twenty-one to juries. Five of the six malpractice trials went to juries, as did fourteen of twenty other 

personal injury and product liability cases. Parties choosing bench trials were much more likely to 

have had debt, other civil and real estate cases.59 

Bench trials typically required less time in court for the whole case than did cases that involved a jury 

trial. Three-quarters (75%) of bench trial cases took a total of one to five court days,60 and none 

required more than twenty days. In contrast, nearly two-thirds ( 65%) of the cases that involved a jury 

trial took six or more days in court, and 3 5% took two to five days. Only one jury trial in this database 

required more than twenty days in court. 61 

57 The remaining forty trials for which data were collected came from periods outside the scope of the 
report, or did not qualify for inclusion for other reasons . 

58 The distribution of case types within the Council's database does not necessarily match the distribution 
of cases within the court system for two reasons . First, forms have not been provided to the Council by all 
attorneys involved in closed cases, and second, for purposes of this study, the Council reviewed all trials in the 
time frame studied, not a random selection. 

59 These data all are consistent with Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletins reporting findings for civil and 
contract cases in large counties throughout the United States. DeFrances and Litras, "Civil Trial Cases and Verdicts 
in Large Counties, 1996," (BJS, September 1999) and Gifford, DeFrances and Litras, "Contract Trials and 
Verdicts in Large Counties, 1996." (BJS, April 2000). Those studies showed, consistent with Alaska data, that 
malpractice and automobile personal injury cases were far more likely to go to jury trials than to be tried before a 
judge sitting alone. On the other hand, property and contract cases were more likely to be tried before a judge than 
a jury. 

60 These totals included all days spent in court during the case processing, not just trial days. Any court 
appearance was counted as one day in court, because of limitations on resources for more detailed calculations 
during the data collection. However, the counts of total days as defined here serves as a rough measure for 
comparison of different types of cases and trials . 

61 These data were consistent with national findings that showed bench trials taking shorter times than jury 
trials. Supra, note 59, "Civil Trial Cases," p. 13 . The same study showed that the median time for jury trials 
nationally was three days, and for bench trials, one day. 
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2. Trial Judgment Amounts and Attorneys' Fees 

Judgment amounts for cases that went to trial may reflect either a judgment rendered by the jury or 

judge, or the results of post-t:rial actions by the parties. About 15% of the trials showed a judgment 

amount ofzero. Bench trials were significantly less likely to result in substantial judgments than were 

jury trials. Nearly two-thirds ( 65%) of the bench trials with a judgment amount greater than zero had 

a judgment amount of less than $20,000. Seventy percent of the jury trials with a judgment amount 

greater than zero had a judgment amount of $20,000 or more. This finding is undoubtedly related to 

the differences in the types of cases tried before juries and the bench. 62 

The analysis also considered the amounts offees for plaintiffs' and defendants' attorneys from trials. 

About 40% of the plaintiffs' attorneys had cases with less than $10,000 in attorneys' fees. All but 

three of these were bench trials. Fewer defendants' attorneys (29%) had less than $10,000 in 

attorneys ' fees for trials; all but one were bench trials. Sixty percent of the plaintiffs' attorneys and 

71 % of the defendants' attorneys had trials for which they showed $10,000 or more in attorneys ' fees. 

3. Plaintiffs' Fee Arrangements by Type of Trial 

The study provided information about how plaintiffs' fee arrangements were related to the types of 

cases and types of trials (nearly all defendants' attorneys were paid hourly so there was no need to 

analyze the data for defendants). Thirty-five plaintiffs' attorneys who sent in forms about trials had 

charged contingency fees and 23 had charged hourly rates. The type of fee arrangement was closely 

related to the type of trial . Most (77%) of the plaintiffs ' attorneys who charged contingency fees went 

to jury trial; most who charged hourly fees (83%) wentto bench trial. The four attorneys who charged 

an hourly fee for a jury trial had two debt, one property damage and one other civil claim - in other 

words, types of cases not usually associated with torts.63 Of the eight plaintiffs ' attorneys who charged 

contingency fees and chose bench trials, two were employment cases, two were real estate cases, two 

were personal injury other or product liability and one each were personal injury auto and property 

62 This finding also is consistent with national findings that median awards in bench trials were 
substantially lower in bench trials than in jury trials. Id , "Civil Trial Cases," p. 1, and "Contract Trials and 
Verdicts," p. 1. 

63 The remainder of the plaintiff bench trials, a total of 19, were hourly fees. They included seven other 
civil, four real estate, three property damage, two each employment and debt, and one personal injury other. Many 
of these are probably not tort cases. 
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damage.64 Again, many of the contingent-fee bench trials could have been associated with non-tort 

claims. 

4. Trial Judgments Compared to Other Dispositions 

A major reason for studying settlement amounts is to test the hypothesis that trial verdicts affect 

settlement amounts. One set of experts suggests that "trials are important primarily because they 

influence the terms of settlement of the mass of cases that are not tried; trials cast a major part of the 

legal shadow within which private bargaining talces place."65 The apparent lack of significant 

differences in the amounts obtained after jury trials as compared to other means of disposition suggests 

that settlements may mirror jury results better than most practitioners would expect. 

To compare jury, bench and other types of dispositions, the analysis looked only at the 2,793 cases 

for which the study had information about the judgment amounts, and compared judgment amounts 

awarded after trial with judgment amounts reached through other means.66 In this analysis, 16% of all 

cases resulted in a zero judgment ( no amount of money). Sixteen percent of the "other" judgments fell 

into this category, including 14% of jury decisions and 11 % of bench trial verdicts. Bench verdicts 

appeared to be in the lower ranges of judgment amounts, with 9% of all bench trial verdicts at $1 to 

$999, compared to only 6% of other judgments and none of the jury trial verdicts. Nearly one-third 

(30%) of the bench trial verdicts fell into the $1,000 to $4,999 range, as compared to 16% of other 

judgments and 11 % of the jury trial verdicts. At the high end, 11 % of the jury trial verdicts were 

$500,000 or more, compared to 3 % of the "other" judgments, and none of the bench trial verdicts. The 

middle ranges of judgment amounts ($5,000 to $49,999) were very evenly distributed among all three 

types of verdicts. 

Although the monetary amounts may appear to be slightly higher for jury trials than for settlements, 67 

parties have many reasons for settling a case rather than talcing it to trial. Strength of the evidence is 

one factor often cited by attorneys as important in decisions about whether to go to trial or settle, along 

64 The remainder of the plaintiff contingent fee trials went to a jury. The 27 contingent fee jury trials were 
personal injury auto (14), personal injury other/product liability (5), malpractice (3), other civil (2), employment 
(2), and property damage (1) . 

65 UCLA LAW REVIEW, supra note 37, p. 4 (citation omitted). 

66 In this analysis, only those cases in which the trial verdict was the final event were counted as trials . If 
the case went to trial but ended with a post-trial settlement or other event, the case was categorized as "other 
judgment." This analysis included the eighty trials for which final judgment amount was known. 

67 The database included too few trials to allow conclusions that were entirely statistically valid. The 
analysis did suggest that the presence or absence of trial was probably not the most important factor in determining 
the size of the judgment in the case. 
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with Rule 82 attorneys' fees and the vigor with which each party holds to its position. 68 Despite some 

differences,judgmentamounts in tort verdict cases and settlement amounts in this database resembled 

each other strongly. The similarities supported a hypothesis that factors other than the value of the case 

were important in parties ' decisions about whether to go to trial. In many cases, parties would 

probably not obtain a better judgment by going to trial than by settling. 

The slightly higher amounts awarded after trial may suggest that as the stakes increased, the value of 

going to trial increased. However, we did not have an adequate database or comparison data to study 

whether the increased jury verdict awards offset the increased time and costs required to actually try 

a case. Also, a settlement is a guaranteed award, free from the risks of trial and post-judgment actions, 

making it more attractive in many situations.69 

68 See in general, Alaska 's English Rule: Attorney 's Fee Shifting in Civil Cases, Alaska Judicial 
Council, 1995, Chapter 7, pp. 99-123 for a discussion of factors attorneys consider in deciding whether to try a 
case or settle it. See also UCLA LAW REVIEW, supra note 37, p. 4, " [T]hey [tried cases] seem to be selected 
because of unusual, rather than common, features such as high stakes, extreme uncertainty about the outcome, and 
reputational stakes of the parties" (citation omitted). 

69 Some experts cite additional reasons for preferring settlement, including scarcity of judges, and a 
preference for party control of the evidence. Id , UCLA LAW REVIEW, note 37, p. 3. 
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Chapter Ill 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

The report analyzed characteristics of selected types ?f civil cases, for those cases reported to the 

Council from June 1, 1999 through December 1, 2000 and for a selection of cases reviewed using 

court case files. 

A. Findings 

1. New follow up methods used by the Council to encourage attorneys to return forms may have 

contributed to the higher percentage of forms being returned as required by the legislation. 

However, forms still are filed for fewer than half of the required cases, even with a follow-up 

letter from the Council (p. 7). 

2. Types of cases in the database included personal injury (43%), malpractice (3%), property 

damage (7%), debt (17%), other civil and business disputes (16%), and smaller numbers of 

other types of cases (p. 10). 

3. About 60% of the cases with judgment amounts of $1 or more were torts and 40% were non­

torts (p. 16). 

4. The majority of cases came from Anchorage (62%), then Fairbanks (14%) and smaller 

percentages from other communities. These percentages were relatively close in most 

communities to the percentages of comparable types of cases filed in the state courts (p. 10). 

5. Time to disposition varied by the types of cases and amounts of judgments, with larger cases 

and tort cases typically requiring more than 361 days to disposition. Debt and delinquenttaxes 

cases were handled within the time standards adopted by the supreme court in February 2000 

(75% of cases disposed of in 365 days or less) (p. 12-13). 

6. In 58% of the court case files reviewed, the parties did not appear in court at all, although 

judges may have spent significant off-bench time on the case. In 5% of the cases, parties 

appeared in court on six or more different days (p. 13). 

7. Most cases (66%) ended with a settlement. Eighteen percent were dismissed and 16% ended 

with a default, dispositive motion or other judgment (p. 12). 
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8. Attorneys used alternative dispute resolution methods, particularly mediation and settlement 

conferences more frequently in larger cases, and in tort cases, than in smaller and non-tort 

cases. Arbitration was used very infrequently (p. 14). 

9. Defendants' attorneys were more likely to have used alternative dispute resolution than were 

plaintiffs' attorneys except for the largest cases. Defendants' attorneys were more likely to 

have used early neutral evaluation and settlement conferences; plaintiffs ' attorneys were more 

likely to report having used mediation (p. 15). 

10. For 20% of the cases, the judgment amount was zero, or the attorney did not provide 

information about the judgment amount. Seventy-five cases of 2,951 cases had judgment 

amounts of $500,000 or more. Fifty-six percent of the cases involved amounts less than 

$20,000; 75% involved amounts less than $50,000 (pp. 14 -15). 

11. Forty-four percent of the non-tort cases had small judgment amounts as compared to 13% of 

the tort cases. At the upper end, 4% of the tort cases had judgments of $500,000 or more as 

compared to 2% of the non-tort cases (p. 16). 

12. Personal injury auto (78%) and personal injury premises (76%) cases usually involved 

liability insurance. fu 43% of personal injury "other" and product liability cases, and 40% of 

malpractice cases, insurance covered the judgment. Less than one-quarter of other types of 

cases were insured (pp. 16 - 17). 

13. In the entire database of 2,951 cases, including 83 trials, punitive damages were awarded in 

only eight cases. One award was statutorily required; the others followed trials. Punitive 

damages were requested in 17% of cases (p. 17). 

14. Typical hourly fees for plaintiffs' attorneys ranged from $126 to $150, with a mean fee of 

$158. For defendants ' attorneys, the typical fees fell in the same range, but with a mean fee of 

$145/hour (pp.21 - 22). 

15 . About 50% of plaintiffs' attorneys charged contingency fees, usually 30% to 33% of the 

judgment amount (p. 19). 

16. Costs exceeded $2,499 in only 20% of the cases for which information was available (p. 23). 

Alaska Judicial Council Page 35 



Civil Case Data Report 
Ma 2001 

17. A stated purpose of the legislation, to reduce the amount of litigation going to trial, did not 

appear to have occurred. Data from court system repmts show that trial rates are about the 

same or higher after the passage of the legislation in 1997 as in the three years before the 

legislation. Trial rates were 1.9% in 1996 and 3.4% in 2000 (p . 24). 

18 . Trial rates in Alaska appear to be similar to the national average of2.9% (p. 24). 

19. Tort cases wentto jury trials much more frequently than did other types ofcivil cases. Overall, 

in this database however, about equal numbers of civil cases were tried before a judge and 

before a jury (p. 25). 

20 . Bench trials tended to have smaller judgment amounts than jury trials, which may be linked to 

the differences in the types of cases that parties take to bench trials rather than to jury trials (p. 

26). 

B. Recommendations 

1. The Legislature should review this report carefully to assess whether the 
information provided in the report suggests changes to the tort reform (or other) legislation 
that led to the reporting requirement, and whether the report fulfills the Legislature's 
objectives in enacting AS 09.68.130. 

This report is the result of a legislative requirement imposed by AS 09.68. 130. The 

legislature should review the information in the report carefully to consider whether 

changes to the "tort reform" legislation adopted with the reporting requirement are 

needed. This policy review is appropriate for the legislature rather than the Council. 

The legislature also should consider whether the Council's report meets legislative 

expectations in enacting the reporting requirement. 

2. The Legislature should eliminate the automatic reporting of civil case 
Information and substitute a requirement that information must be provided in 
response to a specific request by the Judicial Council. 
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To provide a more targeted and less burdensome method of compiling information 

about the compromise or other resolution of civil cases, the Judicial Council 

recommends that the legislature eliminate the requirement for continual submission of 

data about civil cases by attorneys and litigants and substitute a requirement for 

periodic data collection and evaluation by the Judicial Council. 
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General language for a revised statute is included in Appendix H. The proposed statute 
would require that the Council periodically select cases for study, then contact 

attorneys to submit data. It would not require attorneys or litigants to submit data 

unless the Council specifically requested information on a specific case. The new 

statute would describe the general types of information that the Council would collect, 

the time frame in which attorneys would be required to submit the requested 

information to the Council, and other general procedures. Information collected from 

attorneys would include (but not be limited to) characteristics of the case and the 

parties, case processing information about the court civil justice process, information 

about the relief sought by each party, infonnation about the settlement or judgment, 

attorneys' fees and costs, and information about insurance coverage and contribution. 

The revised statute would emphasize the confidentiality of all information provided 

to the Council and the fact that it would be used only for statistical research. 

This revised process for accumulating information about civil case resolutions would 

permit the legislature to request information about only the types of cases for which 

it wanted detailed data. For example, in the Council's last report, it recommended that 

several types of cases should be excluded from the data collection, including 

administrative appeals, forfeitures, and forcible entry and detainer (FED) cases. After 

the present analysis, the Council found that tax foreclosures, delinquent tax cases and 

quiet title actions that do not involve payment of money also did notseemrelevantto 

the legislative purpose for this statute. The proposed revisions would significantly 

reduce the burden on attorneys and parties because the attorneys and parties would no 

longer be required to file a case resolution form for every civil case that qualified. 

They would only be required to provide the information when the Judicial Council 

requested it, and only for those cases included in the Council's request. 

A second benefit of the revision would be that the Council could request some 

information not available under the present legislation which would lead to a better 

understanding of civil case resolutions . For example, the current legislation does not 

require information about subrogation in cases that involve insurance companies. Data 

on subrogation would give a more accurate and comprehensive picture of how the 

parties to litigation fare (as distinct from the attorneys and insurance companies). 

Information about structured settlements also would improve knowledge about civil 

cases. The Council would not need to collect information that neither the legislature 

nor the Council believes would lead to a clearer understanding of civil case 

processes. 
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3. In the absence of elimination of the automatic reporting requirement 
discussed above, the Council, Court System and Legislature should make changes 
to current procedures, rules and legislation to make the reporting of civil case 
Information more useful and less burdensome. 

a) The Council should modify the form that attorneys are required to use 
to submit information. 

The revised form should be similar to the one included in Appendix F. The 

revised form improves the appearance and ease of use of the form and 

reduces the types of data to be collected. 

b) The Legislature should exclude additional routine types of cases or, 
alternatively, limit reporting to cases alleging tortious conduct. (Amendment is not 
necessary if recommendation 2 is adopted.) 

Types of cases such as delinquent sales and other local taxes, tax 

foreclosures, and quiettitle actions probably should be excluded from the 

reporting requirement. Alternatively, the legislature could require 

submission of civil case information only for cases involving allegations 

of tortious conduct. 

c) Court rules should be amended to be internally and externally 
consistent. 

If the automatic reporting requirement is not eliminated as proposed above, 

court rules should be amended as detailed in Appendix G so that they are 

consistent with each other and with the reporting statute. 

d) Submission of data in appellate cases should be clarified. 

Although court rules require that attorneys and parties file case resolution 

forms for closed appealed cases in addition to closed trial cases, none 

have been filed with the Judicial Council. The Council recommends that 

the legislature either drop this requirement, or if it believes that the 

information would be helpful, that the court and Council take steps to 

educate court clerks, staff and Bar members about the requirement. 

4. The court should use data from this report and from other sources to 
ensure cases are handled within the court's time standards. 
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The Judicial Council's findings suggest that many of the court' s cases require a longer 

time to disposition than envisioned by the standards adopted by the court in February 

2000. The Council recommends that the court use the data provided by this study and 

other data generated from the court's case management system to track progress 

toward handling cases within the time standards. 

5. The Legislature and Court System should encourage the use of 
alternative dispute resolution. 

Given the information from this study that suggests that a significant number of parties 

use alternative methods of dispute resolution, particularly for larger and more complex 

cases, the Council recommends that the legislature and court consider the implications 

of encouraging this trend. The Council also recommends that the discussion about 

ways to do this include thorough discussion of the public policy ends served by 

increased use of ADR and the countervailing reasons to structure ADR use carefully. 

Reasons to use ADR include conservation of scarce court resources artd solutions that 

are more suitable to the parties involved. Reasons to restrict use of ADR or structure 

its use carefully include the desire for public awareness of the ways in which disputes 

are settled, and the need to discourage the establishment of separate and unequal 

justice systems for parties with different levels of resources. 

The two major types of ADR widely used in Alaska are settlement conferences for 

mid-range cases, and mediation for mid-range and larger cases. Early neutral 

evaluation appears to be useful for defendants in personal injury auto cases, and the 

court and legislature may want to examine reasons why these parties use it more than 

parties in other types of cases, to see whether it can be adapted to suit other types of 

cases. The court and legislature also may wish to examine the reasons why parties 

choose settlement conferences and mediation in particular types of cases to see 

whether these mechanisms can be effectively used in other settings. 
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731 Ml:sczu.ANroos J>Rovis10NS § 09.68.130 

(C) a stop paYI11ent order issu.ed without cause; 
(3) "written demand" means a written notice to the issuer of a check personally 

delivered or sent by first class mail to the address shown on the dishonored check, 
advising the issuer that the check has been dishonored and explaining the civil penalties 
set out in this section. (§ 1 ch ll3 SLA 1984) 

Revi,or'a oote& - Formerly AS 09.65.115. Re­
numbered in 1994, 

Sec. 09.68.120. Definition of death. An individual is considered dead it; in the 
opinion of a physician licensed or exempt from licensing under AS 08.64 or a registered 
nurse authorized to pronounce death under AS 08.68.395, based on acceptable medical 
standards, or in the opinion of a mobile intensive care paramedic, phy,;ician assistant, or 
eIIle£gCncy medical technician authorized to pronounce death based on the medical 
standards in AS 18.08.089, the individual has sustained irreversible cessation of 
circulatory and respiratory functions, or irreversible cessation of all functions of the 
entire brain, including the bram stem. Death may be pronounced in this circumstance 
before artificial means of maintaining respiratory and cardiac function are terminated. 
(§ 1 ch 8 SLA 1974; am § 1 ch 42 SLA Ul84; am§ 2 ch 6 SLA 1991; am§ 1 ch 53 SLA 
1995) 

Rmoor'• note.. - Fon=rly AS 09.66.120. Re. 
numben,d in 1994. 

EIJ'eat of amendments. - The 1991 8Dlendment, 
<lTecf.iv• August 27, 1991 , inacrted •o, a n,gilt<rod 
nurM: authorized to prooouoce doath under AS 
08.68.395• in the firat aentence. 

The 1995 a.mendment, eff'ective AU&U&t 25, 1995, 
i.nserted •, or int.he oplmoo of a mobile intensive care 
paramedic, physician uaiat.aot, or emericncYmed.iaJ 
technician authoru:ed l.o pconounoe d .. th baaed on 
£he mediatl at.andards in .A.S 18.08.089; near the 
middle of the ICC:lion. 

Sec. 09.68.130. Collection or &ettlement infonna.tion. (a) Except as provided in 
(c) of this section, the Alaska Judicial Council shall collect and evaluate information 
relating to the compromise or other resolution of all civil litigation. The information shall 
be collected on a form developed by the council for that purpose and must include 

(1) the case name and .file number; 
(2) a general description of the claims being settled; 
(3) if tru! caee is resolved by way of settlement, 
(A) the gross dollar amount of the settlement; 
(B) to whom the settlement was paid; 
CC) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from the 

gross dollar amount of the settlement before disbursement to the claimant; 
(D) the net amount actwilly disbursed to the claimant; 
CE) the total costs and attorney fees paid by or owed by all parties; and 
CF) any nonmonetary terms, including whether the attorney fees incurred. by the 

claimant were based on a contingent fee agreement or upon an hourly rate; if a contingent 
fee was paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee must be 
included; or, if an hourly rate, the hourly rate paid; 

(4) if the case is resolved by dismissal, summary judgment, trial, or otherwise, 
(A) the gross dollar amount of the judgment; 
(B) the amount of attorney fees awarded and to whlch party; 
(C) the .amount of costs awarded and to which party; 
(D) the net amount, after deduction of (B) and (C) of this paragraph, for which the 

preve.iling party has judgment; 
(E) the dollar amount of advanced costs and attorney fees that were deducted from the 

gross dollar amount of the judgment before distribution to Lhe claimant; 
(F) the total costs and attorney fees paid by defending parties; and 
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(G) any nonmonetary terms, including whether the attorney fees incurred by the 
claimant were based on a contingent fee agreement or upon an hourly rate; if a contingent 
fee was paid, the percentage of the total settlement represented by the fee must be 
included; or, if an hourly rate, the hourly rate paid. 

(b) The information received by the council under (a) of this section is confiden.tial. 
This restriction docs not prevent the disclooure of summaries and statistics in a manner 
that does not allow the identUication of particulm: cases or parties. 

(c) The requirements of (a) of this section do not apply to the following types of cases: 
(1) divorce and dissolution; 
(2) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
(3) cbildren-in-need--of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or delinquent minors cases under AS 

47.12; 
(4) domestic violence protective orders under AS 18,66.100 - 18.66.180; 
(5) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 18; 
(6) small claims under AS 22.15.040; 
(7) forcible entry and detainer cases; 
(8) administrative appeals; 
(9) motor vehicle impound or forfeiture actions under municipal ordinance. 
(d) A party to a civil case, except a civil case described in (cl of this section, or, if the 

party is represented by an attorney, the party's attorney shall submit the information 
described in (a) of this section to tb.e Alaska Judicial Council. The information must be 
submitted within SO days after the case is finally resolved as to that party and on a form 
specitied by the Alaska Judicial Council (§ 32 ch 26 SLA 1997; am §§ 1, 2 ch 14 SLA 
1999) 

Croa references. -For a atatem.e:atoncctslativc 
intent rclatinir to the pr<mSiona of ch, 26, SI.>.1997, 
&ee § l , ch. 26, SLA 1997 in the 1997 Ttmponuy and 
Special Acta. For ... ernbility oflhe proviaio,u or ch. 
26, SI.A 1997,..,. t 56, ch. 26, SV.1997 in tho 1997 
Tomponuy and Special Act1. 

For provisioD& rcla.tina to the e.rrcct or s ubsections 
(c) 8"d (dl 011 Civil Rulo 41, Alaska Ru!u o( Civil 
Prooedw-e, and Appellate Rule 6ll, Aluka Rulu fM' 
Appo)Llte Procedure, 1100 f 9, ch. H, SI.A 1999 in the 
1999 Temporary and Speci,,l A.cu. 

Ell'eat of a......i....,nt..-The 1999 amendment. 
effective May 7, 1999, inoerted ·AS· near the end oC 

paragraph (cl(3), added p,lr<IJ:JUph,s (cl(7) to (cX9), and 
addod suhoection (d). 

Effective ch!M. - SodiGII 82, ch. 26, $LA 1997, 
which enuc:ted tb is section, look elrect oo A11iWft 7, 
1997. 

Edltor'• notff. - S.ction SS, ch. 26, SU. 1997 
~n,vides that the prvviaioos or ch. 26, $LA 1997 apply 
"to oU ca.,..,. o( action ~ on or akr Augu,t 7, 
1997." 

Soct:ioo 4, ch. 1~, SLA 1999 provides that tho 1999 
ome,,dment or sul>Mctloo (o) and tho addiUoo of 
tubnction (d). apply -io • compromise or oi.her reso,. 
lotion o!civillitiption that oocun on or a&rMay 7, 
1999." 

Chapter 70. General Provisions. 
Section 

10 . .\pplicability or tlil• 
20. Short tiUe 

Sec. 09. 70.010, Applicability of title. This title governs all proceedings in actions 
brought after JanuaTy l. 1963, and all further proceedings in actions then pending, 
except to the extent that, in the opinion of the coart, their application in a particular 
action pending when the rules take effect would not be feasible or would work injustice, 
in which event, the laws in effect before January l, 1963, apply. (§ 31.09 ch 101 SLA 
1962) 

NOTES TO DECISIONS 

Quoled in State, Dep\oCReveoue ex rd. Gerkev. Cltedln 'lurkington v. City of Kachemak, S80 P.2d 
Gerlai, 942 P.2d 42.5 (Aluka 19971. 698 (Awka 1983). 
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(LIMITED RUN SHOWING Ail ADOmONAL SPONSORSFOPS) 

BOUSE Bll,L NO. 9 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OP THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-FIRST LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION 

1-LS006S\A 

BY REPRESENTATl'lES PORTER. Kcrttub, Croft, Berkowitz. C-01'1dtry. Smalley, Gnen, Bunde, 
Tbcrriuull, )furkowsld 

lntr-0duced: 1/19/99 
Rcftrrcd: Judiciary 

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT Et,,"TITLED 

l "An Act relating to collection of settlement information in civil litigaHon; 

2 amending Rule 41(a)(3), Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure, and Rule Sll(e), Alaska 

3 Rules of Appellate Procedure; and providing for an effective date." 

4 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA: 

5 * Settlon 1. AS 09.68.130(c) is amended LO read: 

6 (c) The requirements of (a) of this section do not apply to the following types 

7 

8 

9 

of cases: 

( J) divorce and dissolution; 

(2) lidoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipanon of children: 

10 (3) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47.10 or delinquent minors 

11 cases under~ 47.12: 

12 (-l) domestic violence protective orders under AS LS.66.100 -

IJ 18.66.180; 

14 (5) estate. guardiansJnp, and trust cases filed under AS 13; 

HB0009a -1- Hll 9 
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(6) small claims under AS 22.15.040,;. 

2 (7) forcible ent:rv and detainer cases; 

3 (8) adminisll'ative appeals; 

4 (9) motor vehicle impound o.r forfeiture actions under municipal 

5 ordinance. 

6 * Sec. 2. AS 09.68.130 is amended by adding a new subsection to read: 

7 (d) A party to a civil case, citcept a civil case descnoed in (c) of this section, 

8 or, if the party 1s represented by an attorney. the party's attorney shall submi t the 

9 mfonnation described in (a) of this section ro tile Alaska Judicial Council. The 

10 information must be submitted w1tllin 30 days after the case is finally resolved as to 

11 that party and on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. 

12 * Sec. 3. AS 09.68. l30(c), as amended in sec. l of this Act, and AS 09.68. 130(d), added 

13 by sec. 2 of tl:us Act, have the effect of amending Rule 41 (a)(3), Alaska Rules of CivLI 

14 Procedure, and Rule 51 l(e), Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure, by limiting those civli 

15 actions subject to AS 09.68.130(a) and by specifying the persons required to provide the 

16 information. 

17 * Sec. 4. APPLICABILITY. This Act npplics to a compromise or otber resolution of civil 

18 litigation that occurs on or after the effective date of this Act 

19 * Sec. 5. This Act takes effcc.c immediately under AS 01 I 0.070(c). 

JIB 9 -2- 8D0009a 
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1 tonfeasors sufficient to deter conduct and practices that harm innocent Alaskans while not 

2 hampering a positive business environmenc by allowing excessive penalties; 

3 (3) encourage individual savings and economic growth by fostering an 

4 environment likely to control the increase of liability insurance rates to individuals and 

S businesses resulting in a savings to the stare, municipalities, and private businesses that are 

6 self-insured; 

7 (4) encourage the traditionally recognized Alaska values of self-reliance and 

8 independence by underscoring the need for personal responsibility in making choices and 

9 personal accountability for the consequences of those choices; 

IO (5) alleviate the high cost of malprni;tice insurance premiums that discou.rage 

11 physicians, architcccs, engineers, attomeys, and olber professionals from rendering needed 

12 services to the public; 

13 (6) ensure that hospitals that comply with the disclosure requirements set out 

14 in this Act are not liable for the negligence of emergency room physicians who arc: acting as 

15 independent contraetors; to this extent, this Act is intended to ovenule Jackson. v. Powers, 743 

16 P .2d 1376 (Alaska 1987); 

17 (7) ensure that one of several tottfeasors is not held responsible for the 

18 negligence of an employer; to this extent, this Act is in.teDded to overrule L:ike v. ConstrUCtion 

19 Machinery, Inc., 787 P.2d 1027 (Alaska 1990); 

20 {8) enact a statute of repose that meets the tests set out in Turner Consauction 

21 Co., Inc. v. Scales, 752 P.2d 467 (Alaska 1988); 

22 (9) ensure that in actions involving the fault of more than one person, the fault 

23 of each claimant, defendant, third-party defendant, person who bas been released from 

24 liability, or other person responsible for the damages and available as a litigant be detcmtlned 

25 and awards be allocated in accordance with the fault of each, thereby modifying Benner.v. 

26 Wichman, 874 P.2d 949 (Alaska 1994); 

Z1 ( 10) reduce the amount of litigatio:n proceeding to trial by modifying the 

28 allocation of attorney fees and court costs based on the offer of judgment and the final court 

29 award, thereby providing a financial incentive to both parties to settle the dispute; ~id 

30 ( 11) ensure that this Act does not apply to or in any way have an effect on 

31 existing litigation or a civil cause of action that accrues befoce the effective date of this Ac~ 
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1029 W . Thtrd Avenue, Sutte 201 . Anchorage, Alaska 99501-1969 (907) 279-2526 FAX (9071 276-5046 
http:,'1/www.ajc state ak us E-Mail: posrmasterlPaJc.scace.ak.us 

EXEO.JTIVE OIFECTOR 
Wolhan,T Cccton 

Dear Member of the Alaska Bar Association: 

May 25, 1999 

NON-ATTORNEY M"..MSERS 
Jorucil LJcnMr; 

V,cia A Otto 
San<lra S S<:,nger 

ATTOAl'.EY MEM3ERS 
Geo/Irey G CUn-oll 

Paul J Ewe:rs 
Robert H Wog,toH 

CHAIRMAN EX OFFlCIO 
Wsmin W t\/latdiews 

Ct11ef Jusaca 
S\Jpr"'.mC Court 

In 1997 the Legislarure directed the Alaska Judicial Council to collect and evaluate 
information relating to the compromise or other resolution of most civil litigation. See AS 9.68.130. 
I have attached a revised "Information About the Resolution of Civil Cases• form that incorporates 
chnnges which the Legislature made to this statute this year. Chapter 14, SLA 1999. The recent 
legislation: 

1. added three types of cases to the list of case types ex:cluded from the reporting 
requirement (see attached form for the cases for which the form need not be filed); 

2. added an affirmative duty for attorneys and pro se parties to file the form in all 
applicable cases within 30 days after the case is finally resolved; and 

3. specified that the reporting requirement applies to all cases resolved after the act's 
effective date ofMay 7, 1999 (not just to those cases accruing on or after August 7, 
1997). 

The civil case information received by the Judicial Council is confidential by law. The 
Council will report the information in a manner that protects the identity of particular cases or 
parties. 

We hope to allow submission of the civil case information on our Internet site 
(www.ajc.state.ak.us) by August The fonn can be downloaded from the site now. Please feel free 
to call me or Susanne Di Pietro with questions or comments about the civil case data reporting form. 

Enclosure: Civil Case Data Fann 

Very truly yours, 

~ ·7~ 
William T. Cotton 
Executive Director 
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·alaska judicial council 
1029 W . Third Avenue, Sutte 201 , Anchorage, Alaska 99501-1981 (907) 279.f!526 FAX (907) 276-5046 
http:/ /www.state.ak.us/local/akpages/COURTS/A.JC/home.htm E-Ma11: 72302.12S1 Occmpuserve.com 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

Governor's Task Force on Civil Justice Reform 

Susanne Di Pietr~d Teri Carns 

December 3, 1996 

Analysis of Case File D.ita: Alaska Tort Jury V erdict.s, 1985-1995 

N:lN..ATTtREY MEM8elS 
OD'Yld A. OapceYleh 

Ja,uce Li1nhart 
v,cJU A. Otu 

llna:lNEY­
Thomas G. Nave 

Robert H. Wagstaff 
Chnstophe.r E. Zimmerman 

O<AIRMAN, EX CFFCIO 
Afl1.n T. Compton 

Chief JustJc11 
Supre me Court 

The Task Force asked the Judicial Council to gather data on jury verdias in tort cases 
from five state court loc:,.tions for the previous decade. Because of the Task Force's accelerated 
schedule a.od limited research budget, the Council concentrated on the subjects most rdevant to 
the Task Force's work. The study was not intended to be comprehensive, although it should give 
a rea.so=bly '1CCUr.l.te snapshot of jury awards in tort trials in Alaska in the past ten years. This 

memo reportS the data and gives a general ana.lysis of the results.1 Task Fora: members imeresced 

in addicionaI analysis may contact Judicial Council staff. 

I. Methodology 

The Judicial Council asked the Alaska Court System's Office of T echnic:,.] Operacions to 
identify all ~ that had gone to jury tria.l within the past ten years at each of five court 
locations. Technical Oper.icions gave the Council two different lists of civil cases with jury 

1 Available upon request from the Judicial Council arc copieo of the frequencies and cross-mbulatioos upon 
which the following analysis is based. 



Gownuir'.r Task Eura on Ci'liil Jusria Reform 
~J,1996 
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verdias.1 After reconciling the lists as much as possio1e, the Council's researcher looked at each 
case t:hat th.e coun system bad identified as contai.oing a jury verdict.3 After disc:u-ding non-tort 
cases and cases chat were scill open, the Council wz left with a dau base consisting of 233 closed, 

tort jury verdict cases: 157 from Anchorage, 4 57 from Fairbanks, 6 from Bethel and 13 from 
Juneau. 5 Because the Task Force was particularly interested in large jury verdias, Council sr.aff 
also informally polled a number of experienced litigation attorneys on large, tort jury verdicts 
that they could remember in the past ten y=.' 

Council staff designed a data base using Microsoft Ac=ss software to record information 
abour the cases. The Council's researcher took the data from three sources: the complaint, the 
jwy verdict, and the final judgment form. In addition, the resem:her recorded information about 
post-trial motions, whether the case was appealed, and the outcome of the appeal. CoWJcil staff · 
then transferred the data base containing the 233 cases into SPSS for Wmdows (a statistical 
amlysis software program). All analyses were performed with SPSS. 

II. Limitations of this Study 

As discussed above, this study was not intended to be a comprehensive analysis of tort 
licig:ition in Alaska. First, the data b:ise probably does not contain all tort jury verdict cases 
within the past decade, because the court system's lists of jury verdict cases probably were not 
complete. Some cases in some communities did not appear on the list. Also, because of the way 
the court system archives old cases, time and money did not permit the Council's researcher to 

2 The aials came from superior court twelve-person and sbc-personjwy panels, and from district cowt six­
pcrsonjury panels. About &7'/4 of the CllSC! were superior court mattc:JS and 13% were district court, 

' The Council's researcher, who lives in Anchorage, traveled to Fa.irllanks 1o code cases from that location. 
The Attorney General's office arrang,ed for un atromey and a paralegal, respectively, to code the cases :from &theJ and 
Juneau. Toe Nome cleric of court reported the two C8Ses from that loeatioo. 

' The LS7 Anchang1: cases c:amc from a pool of 424 cases identffied by the court as potentially c:outaioing a 
civil jury vcrdlct. The Council's nosearcber examined and disc3rded 157 other Anchorage jury verdlctS dJJII were not 
tort cases or did not qualify for another reasoll. 

' In addition, the Council researched jury verdicts iD Nome in the last ten ye211 The court's records showed 
four civil trials, two o( which did not qualify for the SIUdy ( one was still oo appeal mid one wu a judge-cried case). rlllle 
constraints prevented included the remaining two Nome cases in th,: dZllll base; however, we discuss them in this memo 
where relcvanL 

' Based on the at!Xlmcys' responses, staff found one c:a,e (from Bethel} Iha! was missing from the court 
system,' s master 

0

list!. Other cnses also may be missing from the data base. 
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review all of the older Anchorage CLSes. On ~ce, however, Judicial Council staff believe that 
the d:lr:a base offers a reason.ably accurate assessment of tort jury trial ases in the five locations. 

Ill. Findfngs 

This section discusses the Council's findings about the 233 tort jury verdict cases. The 
Council recorded i:nformarion from the case files about a number of substantive issues, including 
what types of tort cases went to trial, who the parties were, which party prevailed, and what types 

and amounts of d.m.ages were awarded. The Council also recorded information about a number 
of procedural issues, including how often judges awarded costS and attorney's fees, how long cases 
took to resolve, how often cases were appealed, and how often appellate decisions changed the 
jury's verdict. 

A. Case Types 

The study grouped= into twelve substantive categories. Over a third (37%) of the tort 
cases that went to jury trial in the last dec:idc we.re automobile accident c:iscs. The second most 
common type of case was premises liability (V%).The third most common was malpractice 

(13%).7 Ocher types of cases, in descending order of frequency, included employment (7%, or 17 
cases) general injury (7%, or 17 cases), general property damage (7%, or 16 cases), intentional tons 
(5%, or 12 cases) and product liability (3%, or 7 cases). The Council also found a handful of 
insurance bad faith cases {about 1%), and two common carrier cases Qcss than 1 %). 

B. Parties 

Most cases were brought by an individual plaim:i:ff or a fumily. In only six per =t of c:iscs 

was a plainriff an organ.izmon (organizations included businesses and state and municipal 

governments). In con=, defendants often were organizations. In 63% of the cases, the plaintiff 
named at least one organization as a defendant. Individuals also appeared llS defendants in many 
cases. In 58% of the cases, the plaintiff named ai: least one individual (excluding professionals) as 

a defendant. Thirty percent of ill individual defendants were 2dult males, and fourteen per cent 
were adult females. Plaintiffs named more than one defend.ant in slightly fewer than half of all 
cases (44%). 

1 Most of the malpractice cases were mrdicaI malpractice. Of the tbiny-<>nc malprncticc cases in the data base, 
twenty-six (84%) were medical malpractice. 
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Chart I 
Ab,bJ.&i.l Cow,cii Jury Vcnlicz Sc,,dy 19% 

Overall, plaintiffs and defendants 
were about eq=lly likely to prevail at 

trial. Juries returned plaintiff verdicts in 
just over half (51%) of all tort trials 
statewide. In ;in additional four per cent 

of the =cs (N-10), both the plaintiff 

and the defendant received awards. 

Further analysis revealed that plaintiffs' 

chances of prevailing varied by court . 

location and type of case. 

Chart 1 gnphically depicts the 

differences in defense verdicrs by 
location. Bethel = the mos,: plaintiff• 

fricndly forum, with all six jury verdicts 

going against defeodants.1 Next came Juneau, where juries returned plaintiff verdietS in 77% of 

the cases examined. In Fairbanks, 56% of verdicts went to plaintiffs. In Anchorage juries mumed 

verdicts for plaintiffs 45% of the time.' In the two Nome cases, one was a defense verdict and one 

was for the plaintiff. 

Analyzed by case type, plaintiffs were most l.ikdy -ro prev:i.il in automobile ;i.ccident trials 
{66% of the time) and gencnl property {56% of the umc). Defendants were mon likdy to prevail 

in medical malpractice cases (81% of the time) and premises liability (59% of the time). Outcomes 

in insurance b2d faith, employment and general injury =cs appeared to have split about evenly 
between plaintiffs and defendants. In sum, only 118 of our total of 233 cases involved jury vcrdiets 
for plaintiffs. 

• lwlden should be very careful about drawing conclusions from the Bethel data, because inlm'icw 
illfonnation suggested that defendants prevailed in other Bethel jwy cases that were not included in this srudy. 

• In about three pen:ent of the cases, juries awarded some to both panics. 
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Chart 2 depicts the percentages of verdicts juries retnmed for plaintiffs, broken down by 
court location and type of case.10 Consistent with the sc:ru:wide trends discussed above, plaintiffs 
in automobile cases prev:a..iled more often in Fairb.wks than i.n Anchorage. However, Juneau 
plaintiffs bringing automobile accident cases prevailed slightly less often {60% of the time) than 
did Fairbanks plaintiffs (76% of the time). 

P, Allocation ot fault 

Juries did DOC often :illoc:ite fawt CO plaintiffs, :llld where they did :illocate f°'auJt, they did 
not tend to view plaintiffs :is contributi.ng substantially to their own injuries. Juries :illocated fault 
in 12% of the cases; in only six of those c;,.scs (14%) did they assign half or more of the fuulc to the 
plaintiff. 

•• Bethel and Nome had too few cases to be included in this chart. This chart docs not include= in whicb 
the jwy awarded sornc amount IX> botb pwties. 
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E. Damages 

The srudy distinguished between economic, non.«onomic and punitive damages, and 
between amounts awarded by th.e jury and amounts set out in the final judgment. This seaion 

describes the -cypes and amounts of damages awarded. 

Types of Damages 
C.tire.a In which d•magu we,.. avrard•d 

~ .... ... ... 
,.,. 

Q5 CUH '1¥1'h .C'Oft. & FIOf\ .. COn. d'anuige.s 

B Cuu ,..dh econa,nw; dam•Off .... 

• C•.,.. wlthnon~icd-.•O••of\tt 
eJ CaNt with .eorwn,nc: & punllW• da1K2g•• 

Chart; 
AluhJudiasl Ccw,c:il J"'T Vcnlic:,: Study 1996 

Of the 117 cases in which juries awarded 
damages, the majority (61%) contained both 

economic and non-economic awards. About a third 

(32%) of the cases contained only economic damage 
awards. Only two cases (2%) contained a non­

economic damage award without any other kind of 
damage award. 12 

1. Types of Damages. The 

study =mined fifteen different types of 

dam.ages including economic, non­

economic and punitive. u Economic 

dam.ages included. lost wages, medical bills . 
and property damage. Non~onomic 

d:umges included pain and suffering, 
emotional distress, loss of consortium and 

loss of cJljoyme.nr:. Damages al.so were 

divided by whether they were for past or 

future losses. 

Types of Damages 
Tort Jdry D.am»g••, 1.tlS•tl 

• Econom,c d•mag• •wanta, 

!a Non...c;:onofflk:. damag• award1 
0 Puftldv• damag• •Wards 

Ch:vt4 
Ahsb/oda!C.unci!Ju>yVudiaSmdy 1996 

11 Tb.is section examines the JS8 separate damage awards found in 118 cases, Note th.at m01'C than one type 
of damage could have been awarded in a 3iJlgle case. 

11 Six pen:cnt of the cases (N- 7) contnincd an et0nomic damage awatd and a punitive clamage award, but no 
noa-onomk damage award. 
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Types of Economic Damages 

--
Ch=t: s 
Awb )u&c.l Counci!Juzy VcnllaStudy 1996 

The study also counted up the total number of 

dam2ge awards from all of the cases in which juries 

awarded damages. Of the 358 damage awards 

recorded, economic damages were more common 

than non-«e.nomic damages. Chart+ shows chat well 
over half (60%) of all <hmage awards were to 

compensate for economic losses, while 35% were for 

non-economic losses and 5% were punitive cl2m2.ge 
awards. 

Examin.i.ag both economic and non-economic 

damages, the study measured how often juries made . 
awards for losses in the future, as opposed to losses 

already suffered. Future damages included future lost 

wages, future medical expenses, future pain and suffering, and fururc loss of enjoyment. The d:ita 
showed that juries did not often make awards for future damages. For =ple, of the 358 damage 
awards recorded, only twenty were for future medical apen5cs (about 6% of all damage awards), 

twenty-three were for fucure pain and suffering (about 6% of all dairuigc awards) and one was for 

furure loss of enjoyment (0.3% of all damage awards), 

Within the category of economic 
damages, the study examined awards made for six 

specific types of losses (sec Chart 5). The most 

co=only awarded economic damages included 

past wages and past medical expenses. Chart 5 

shows the details of · the economic damage 

awards. 

The study also cxrunined awards made for 

eighc specific categories of non~nomic losses 

(not including punitive damages) . Keeping in 

Types of Non-economic Damages 
Torr Jury Damages, 1915·19$5 

mind tha-c non-«enomic damage awards O=t 6 

constituted only abou~ a third of all damage Al=slaJ..!id>!Cow,ciJJuryVcrd"iaSwdy lffl 

awards, the most commonly awarded non-

economic damage was for past pain and suffering. Chart 6 shows the details of the non-«enomic 

damage awards. 
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Further analysis revealed that juries seldom made a:wards for certain kinds of non­

economic losses. Jury awards for loss of consortiwn constituted only about 3% of all non­

economic damages (1% of all da.mage awards). Awards for past loss of enjoyment constituted 

about 6% of the non-.«onomic damage awards (about 2% of all damage awards). Awards for 

emotional distress coostirutcd about 2% of non-economic damage awards Qess than 1% of all 
damage awards). 

2. Amounts of Damage Awards, Many jwy verdicts were rdativdy small. In facr, 
over half (58%) of all superior Court jury verdicts that contained a damage award were less than 
$50,000 (the jurisdictional amount for superior court). About a third of t:h.c superior court verdicts 

were less than $10,000. Overall, about 61% of all jury verdicts awarded damages under $20,000 . . 

Jury Verdict Damage Amounts 

If damages awarded 

$500 .000 & OVH -eE) 
I s, DD.000-499.1.99 

0 
$S0,000-H ,DH 

~ .s20.ooo-e,,,,11:~1~~1!~~ 
;; "' 
; $10 ,000-19,991 fa.""",-=.:.-,-;.,.;;_.:;, 

: $1,000-8 ,901) ~2:!~::t::::~::::::~·· =· ·:'.:·~··:·, ·1,~"~' 

0% 5% 10% 15%20%25% 30%35% 

g§ Total Jucy V•nllci Amount 

Cb:ut6 
Al..Ju Judlci,l Council J"'Y Vcniia 5<t,dT 199& 

A relativdy small percentage of 

damage awards were large. Six percent of 
all damage awards exceeded $500,000, and 

:tn additional nine percent fell between 

Sl00,000 and $500,000. Chart 6 

summarizes the overall amounts 0£ 
damage awards for all cases in which 

damJiges were awarded. JJ 

Some damage amounts varied by 

location and case type. For enmple, jury 
aw..rds in Fairbanks automobile accident 

= were somewhat smaller than those in 
Anchorage auto cases. H 

3. Punitive Damages. Plaintiff:s requested punitive damages 27% of the time; 
however, juries awarded them in only about 6% of the cases (17 punitive damage awards were 

made in 15 c:.ses).15 Table 1 on the next page shows that while a few punitive d=ge awards were 

" The chart does not show whether plaintiffs or defendants received the awards. 

14 One explanation for !he discrepancy is !hat a higher proportion ofFairbanlcs aulomoblle cases were filed 
in dlsaict rather than superior coun. 

" In one ~ . the jury made small awards to both the plaintiff and the defendant. In !he other Cll!t, tbc jury 
gave the plaintiff one punitive damage award on C8Ch of two separate claims. 
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very large, about half were Ullder $60,000. Four of the = in which juries made punitive awards 

involved intentional torrs (for e.=ple, corcious intc..ference with business contracts). Juries al.so 

;(Warded punitive damages in two employment cases, two non-auto penooal injury cases, one 

property damage case, one insurance bad faith claim and one automobile accident involving a 

drunken driver. The chart does not show whether the awards were paid, as th.at information is 
not av:ulable from court records. 

Punitive Damage Awards: 
Anchorage, Bethel, Fairbanks, Juneau, Nome 198S..1995 

Case Type Jury Compensatory A-rd (does Jury Punitlve Appeal? App ... l 
not Include fault allocation) Award Outcome 

; . ... Intentional Ton $3,025 $250 and $100 No . .. V 
(one to each) ' -.. "..,;~:·/'.:~ ' 

Property $8,338 $3,000 No .' .. 
-· 

Intentional Ton $4,38;!' SS,000 No 

Insurance Bad F:uch Sl,001,087 $10,000 Yes Punitive 
damag,:s 
revastd .. 

Automobile $575 S20,000 No : ' 
Intencion:il Ton $87,93~ $20,000 No 

Intentional Ton $17,000 $60,000 No ' .. 
Employment $112,273 $132,000 Yes Settled 

Gencn.l Injury $692,282 $150,000 Yes Scttkd 

Personal Injury $738165 $150,000 Yes Settled 

Intentional Ton Pl. won $17,300 ogalnst def. 1. S250,000 No -1 .. : · ~· 
D<tf. 2 won $23,500 ag:tlnst pl .. 

. 
Product Li,,.bilhy SJ,~1500 SS00,000 No . 
Employment! $303,604 $500,000 No . . . . 
dcf.uaation ,. 

Insurance Bad Fo.ith $18,008 $1,200,000 Yes Punitive 
(automobile} d:un:,ges 

reversed 

Intentioml Ton $9,473,770 $25,300,000 Yes Settled 
/business ,;;..,utel 

Tablet 
Alulu Judici,J Council Jury Vudia Study 1996 
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F, Costs and fees 

The srudy collected limited iafor!Il2tion about costs a.nd attorney's fees. Because cases 

sometimes sm:led and were dismissed before judgment or before entry of costs and attorney's fees, 
some cases included in the study lacked cost a.o.d fee awards. Norm:tlly, judges award costS and 
attorney's fees to prevailing parties after trial based on guidelines set out in court rules and statutes, 

1. Costs. The awarding of costs is governed by Alaska Rule of Civil Procedure 79. 
The party entitled to eosts must request them within ten clays or forfeit the right to recover them. 

Items allowed to the prevailing party as costs include the expense of tiling depositions and 

producing exhibits, the expense of service, filing fees, fees for transcripts, computerized research, 

and other expenses necessarily incurred. 

The Council found a cost award in about half (54%) of the cases studied. About 16% of all 

cost awards were $1,000 or less. About 42% of cost :l.wards fell between S1,0CO and $5,000, and 

another 24% fell between Sl0,000 and $58,000. No cost ;,.wards exceeded $58,000. 

2. Attorney's Fees. The award.i.i:ig of attorney's fees is governed by Alaska Rule of 

Civil Procedure 82 =d Alaska Smute S 9.60.010. The statute authorizes the supreme court to 

deteanine what attorney's fees, if any, may be a=ded to a prevailing party in;,. civil action. The 

court rule sets out a schedule for C:l.lculating fee awards based on whether the plaintiff or the 

defend=t prevailed. The pr.cv:o.iling party is not cntided to be reimbursed for all its anorney's fees, 
except in extraordinary circumstances. Thus, the fee award amounts reported below probably 

represent only ;,. fraction of the amounts spent by parties on their attorneys. 16 

The Judicial Council found an attorneys' fee award in about 64% of the cases in this 
study.17 The largest group of fee awards fell between $15,000 ;o.nd $50,000 (about 29% of fee 

awards). About 23% of fee :o.wards fell between $4,000 and Sl0,000. Nineteen percent of the fee 

awards were under $4,000, and 11 % fell between $10,CXXJ and $15,000. A few fee aw=l.s were brge: 
17% fell between $50,000 and $166,000, and the laq;est :o.w-ard exceeded $166,199. 

" For more information about attorney' s fee awnrds in stale and fcdctal civil cases in Anchorage. sec the 
Judicial Council's report: Au.sXA's ENGl.lS!l RlJLE: ATTORNEY'S FEESRIFTING IN OVll. CA.SES (October, 1995) at 91•97. 

11 Fee awards were made to both plaintiffs and defendants. 
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G. Offers ot Judgment 

Alaska Civil Rule 68 and Alaska Statute S 09.30.065 control offers of judgment. An 
unaccepted of:fe.r of judgment made pursuant to Rule 68 in effect changes the time and conditions 
WJder which a party can become the prevailing party for purposes of attorney's fee awards. 

The Council found evidence of offers of judgment in 53 cases (32% of the cases studied}; 
however, r=:lcrs should be ciutious when interpreting this finding. First, the 32% figure under 
reports the number of offers which appeared in the cases reviewed, because this study did not 
systcm:icically search each file for offers of judgment. Second, the 32% figure under rcporrs the 
frequency with which offers of judgment were made in jury trial =, beciuse it includes only 
those offers th.at were filed with the court. 11 Of the offers of judgment found in the case files, the. 
smallest was $1,000 and the largest was S575,000. About half (53%) of the offers were $10,000 or 
less. Ten of the offers (19%) were $100,000 or more. 

H, Appeals 

The Judicial CoWJcil found evidence of an appeal in only a quarter of all the cases (N- 58), 
:although six out of the fifteen cases involving punitive damage awards were appealed. Of the fifty­
eight c:i.ses in which an appeal was filed, only twenty completed the entire appeal process; the 
remaining 67% we.re settled or otherwise dismissed before the supreme court rendered an opinion. 
Of the twenty supreme court rulings, only four (20%) changed the amount of the jury verdict. 
Sixteen of the appellate opinions caused no change in the jury verdiet. Thm, with the exception 
of punitive damage cases, only a relatively small portion of cases are appealed, and only a very few 
jury verdicts are changed as the result of an appeal. 

I. Length of Cases 

The study ex.mined three V2.dables rdated to how long it took to resolve =· The study 
measured the amount of time that elapsed from the d.1y the C2SC was filed until ic was dosed," time 
elapsed between case filing until trial, and rime elapsed berween trial and ase dosing. 

" Rule 68 does not requjre an offer of judgment to be filed in the ~urt case file. 

" The court system 111:!mioistmively closes cases after all proceedings are finished; however, we do not know 
how much time typically elapses between the end of case activity and the official closing~-
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Chart 7 gives the data on total time from 

filing until closing. The chart shows that although 

few cases were resolved within a year, Dl2tt)' were 

resolved with.in two to four y=. Thirty-eight 

percent of the ases were opened and closed within 

two y=, and another 42% of the ases were 

resolved in two to four ye:irs. About 8% of the cases 

took longer than five year.. to resolve. Because all of 

these cases had a jury verdict, they do not represeot 

the typical civil case in Alaska's courts.20 

Chart7 
Absb Jwhcial Council Jury Vcnlict Study 1.996 

Chan 8 gives the breakdown of the time 

that elapsed baween filing the cases and the 

trial. About fourteen per=t of all the cases 
went to trial within one year of filing, while 

another 21 % went to trial between one year 
and eighteen months after filing. Most (85%) of 

the c:ises were tried within three years. 

The data showed that many of the cases 

closed relatively soon after the trial was 

concluded. Over hill (59%) of the cases were 

20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

closed within four months afrcr trial Seventy Chatt g 

Date Open to Trial 
Tort Jury Verd/cl$, 1'85·1H5 

~ Peruintage of ca,es 

percent were closed by six m.onths after tTW, Alasbfudicial eo..cilJwyVudi«Srudy 1!19& 

and 83% were closed by a year after the trial. A 

small percentage of= (17%) remained open more than a year after trial; these may have been 

awaiting appellate decision!. 

J, C9nclUS19h 

This review of 233 jury verdias in tort cases in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Bethel, Juneau and 

Nome over the past decade by and large showed thar Alash juries found for plaintiffs and 

'" About 4% of1ort cnse:s went to trial ("mcludingjudgo-tried cases) iD a sample of 1993 Allchorage civil cases. 
ALASKA JUDICIAL COUNCIL, ALASKA'S ENGLISH RllU!, supra note JS, at 86. 
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defendants about equally, although variations existed h=d on the type of case and ch.e location 

of the jury. When they made awards, juries tended to give less than the amount requested in the 

complaint: the bulk of superior court awards were less than $50,000. In both superior and di.strict 
court verdicts, damages for economic losses were more common th.an chose for non-economic 

losses, and awards for future losses of any kind were rclativdy rare. Juries awarded punitive 

damages in only 15 of the 233 cases srudied, and many of chose aw2rds were less than $60,000. 

The st-udy also suggested that parties did not often ask the appellate court to correct 

mistakes nude at trial. Only about a quarter of che jury verdicts were appealed, although six ofthe 

fifteen punitive damage cases were appealed. Parties who did appeal seldom waited for ch.e court 

to render an opinion before sercling or otherwise resolving the case. Finally, the data showed that 

many of these cases were resolved within two to four y= of filing. 



Alaska Tort Jury Verdicts by Yeari 

Total Number of Cn:ses Number of Cases 
Number or With Plaintiff With Verdict Over 

Trlnl Dnte Cases A,vard Sl Million 

1988 21 10 

1989 26 11 

1990 3Z 12 2 

1991 23 14 I 

1992 22 10 1 

1993 33 24 2 

1994 39 13 

1995 28 14 

19962 9 6 I 

Tot11ls 233 114 7 

Alaska Judicial Council 1996 

1 Figures do nol reflect any reductions by ulal or appellate cou11s. 

2 Partial year figures, 

Average Jury 
Award in Cas-es 
With Plaintiff 

Award 

$215,763 

$61,590 

$272,875 

$2,590,278 

$367,264 

$252,030 

$186,100 

$66,738 

' $1,177,136 

S576,642 

Average Jury Awnrd 
Excluding Awa.rds Over 
St MIiiion In Cnses Wllh 

Plaln11ff Award 

$215,763 

$61,590 

$68,797 

$114,625 . 
$52,066 

$78,183 

$186,000 

$66,738 

$32,019 

S97,309 



Appendix E 

1999 Civil Case Data Form 



Beginning Aug. 19991 
Fill out and submit 
this form on the 
Internet at 
www.aJc.state.ak.us 

Information About the 
Resolution 

of Civil Cases 

Send to Judicial Council: 
Not Court 

Complete Both Sf des 
Confidential 

Attorneys/parties must submit the information contained in this fonn upon the resolution (whether by 
dismissal, settlement, :finaljudgment, etc.) of most civil cases in Alaska state courts. See AS 09.68.130; 
Civil Rule 41(a)(3); Appellate Rule 51 l(e). Complete all the information on both sides of this page. The 
only excluded civil case types are: 1. divorce and dissolu.tion; 

2. adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
3, children-in-need-of-aid cases under 47. 10 or delinquent minors cases 

under47.I2; 
4. domestic violence protective orders under AS 18.66.100-18.66.180; 
5. estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13; 
6. small claims under AS 22.15.040; 

These last three 7. forcible entry and detainer (FED) cases; 
exceptions (7-9) 
were added In 8. administrative appeals; and 
1999. 9. motor vehicle impound/forfeiture actions under mucicipal ordinance. 

The information collected in tWs form is confidential and will be used only to compile statistics 
and summaries in a manner that does not allow the identification ofparticufar cases or parties. 
AS 09.68.130(b). 

Trial Court Case Number Case Name 
C I 

Case Type (check all applkable) 

0 _.,., Malpradlce 0 Properly D.rnage-Aulo 

01..egaM~ C Property Damage- Other 

0 otherMaljlliCU0e OEmploymeoC 

0 Pei,ooai lrjury-Aulo 0Debt 

0 Pffl0nal ln)ury-Ptemlses 0 Olher su.iless Dispute 

o Persooa 1nJu,y - Product 0 Real Eslale 

0 Pfnonal lrjory- Other 0 OtharClvl 

Disposition: Disposition Afte 
(pick one) (check all appUcable) 

0 Dismissed 0 Bend>Trial 

QSelllelnent 0 Jt.rylriel 

0 Jt,jgner,l 0 Appeal Flied 

Send the completed form to: 
Alaska Judicial Council 
1029 West Third Avenue 
Suite 201 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

v. ~-~-----~-~-~-~----~ 
Date Filed: Relief Sought (check 11U applie:1blc) 

OC~AalJal I L 
Date Disposed: 

0 Cornpensaw,y: Nan-Economic 
Ol'ulltil!e 

I I 
0 Cosfs/AfforMy Feos 
0 lnj(n;!iw Relief 

Total Judgment/Settlement 

$ 

0/o of Judgment Covered 
by Liability Insurance 

% 

r? Non-Economic Award $ ~------~ 
PunitiveAward $ -------~ 

Decbratoty Relief Award? oYes oNo 

This form may be filled in and submitted on the Council's Intemet 
home page at http://www.ajc.state.ak.us beginning in Aug. 1999. 
Call the Council at (907) 279-2526 for copies of the fonn. E-mail 
bill@ajc.state.ak.us w:ith questions. 

AJC01 lsauad 9/98 : Revised 8/99 Page 1 ofZ 



Each patty, including prose parties, must complete this form. Attorneys submitting the form for more than one patty 
should attach an additional page 2 (this page) with the information about each of the parties' fees and costs. 

Attorney Fe8fl/1;osts tor 
(payable to) this Party 

The Party's Own Fees and Costs 
by Another Parly; or 
Against this Parly to 
Another Pa, tv 

Percent of 
Total 

Total Gross JudemcnU Tota l money 
(oflhe Settlemut to Client 

Party Name/l'ype 
J11de111U1t I! party'• (of the (for or 1plnst after all 
confiuccat; ow~) party's this party) Fea/Co!fs 2 

(complete for each party flliag hourly rate if Attorney own) Including Attorney 
Attorney Fus Costs Deducted 

Ibis form) Fee Type hourly 1 Fees Costs Fees and Costs Awards Awards (lfaov) 
First Name OCooli'Qtot Not Sepatable? NotSep~? 

0 Hoooy --- % 0) 0 
OAal feo olJoogment 

OstatB/l.ccal Or 
$ __ $ __ 

Last OPlantilfJPe1il: For For $ 
0 Delendanmaspondenl Q1n.11oose 

$ ___ $ __ $ 
$ frf. $ __ $ __ 

0 Othor (,pecify blicw) OProSe ---
OOGler 

Hhwly Against Against 

Did you iue Alternative Dispute Resolution? 1 Round en moAOyamounts1othe nearest dollar. 

O Mediation 
2 "Costa' as t11ed on Ulla fo!nl Is limited to lltJgauon costs (excluding at1orney foes) 

and does not oncfude ,uct, things•• modkal exponseo, 
o Arbitration 3 If attorney lees/cosll are not aeparable l'!om lhe gross Judgment (usually the 

o Early Neutral Evaluation 
caoe fo, settlements), .-11111 box and go lo the MXt llam. 

o Settlement Conference I __Q)),er Partios 

I 
Tllelr Attornel --1 Did your case settle as a result of ADR? 

a Yes ONO Notes 
I 

-----------'.-- ----

Signalure (of al!omey, or party 1f no attomev, 

I . I . 
Printed Name (of attorney, or party lf no attorney} Date Form Submitted Telephone Number Page2of2 



Appendix F 

Revised Civil Case Data Form 



You may flll out and submit 
this form on the Internet at 

www.alc.state.ak.us 
or 

Information About the 
Resolution 

Send to Judicial Council: 
1029 West Third Avenue 

Suite 201 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

you may call the Council 
for a copy - (907) 279-2526 of Civil Cases Please Complete Bolh Sides 

E-mail bill@alc.state.ak.us with questions Confidential 

Attorneys/parties must submit the information contained in this form upon the resolution (whether by dismissal, settlement, final 
judgment, etc.) of many civil cases In Alaska state courts. 1 See AS 09.68.130; Civil Rule 41 (a)(3); Appellate Rule 511(e}. 

• l:ach party, Including pro se parties, must complete this form. 
If you are the plaintiff, do not submit this form until the case is completely finished for all parties. 
If you are the defendant or other party and you have been dismissed from the case, submit this form within the required 
time limits 
Complete all the Information on both sides of this page. 

Thank you for taking the lime and effort to complete this form. The Judicial Council has published two reports based on the civil 
case dat;1 collected from these forms. You may downlo;1d the reports from our web site, www.afc.state.11k.us or call at 279-2526 for 
a copy. 

The information collected in this form is confidential and will be used only to compile statistics and summaries In a manner that 
does not allow the identification of particular cases or parties. AS 09.68.130(b). 

Trial Court Case Number: __ __ Cl 

Case Name: _________________ v. __________________ _ 

Case Type (check all applicable) 

CJ Medical Malpracbce 
CJ Legal Malprac1lce 
CJ Othor Malprac1lce 
;::i Personal lflJU,Y • Auto 
CJ Personal Injury- Prem,ses 
CJ Personal lnJury. Product 
CJ Personal Injury· Other 

Disposition (pick one): 

0 D,smlSSed 
CJ SelUemenl 
a Judgment 
CJ Summary Judgment 
O Default Judgment 

CJ Property Damage • Auto 
CJ Property Damage - Other 
CJ Employment 
CJ Debi 
CJ lnjuncbve Rebel 
CJ Roal Estate 
CJ Other Contract 
CJ OtherC.W 

Disposition After? 
(chock all appllcablo) 

CJ Bench Tnal 
CJ Jury Tnal 
CJ Appeal Filed 

Appeal# 

Did you use Alternative Dispute Resolution? 
D Mediation 
D Arbitraflon 
D Early Neutral Evaluation 
D SelUement Conference 

Relief Sought 
(check all appllcable) 

Cl Compensatory: Actual 
Cl Compensatory: Non-Economic 
CJ Puntl!ve 
CJ Cosls/Altomey Fees 
CJ lnJuncwe Re~el 

Date Fllod: --'--'--
Date Disposed: __ / ___ / __ _ 

Total Judgment/ 
Settlement: $ _____ _ 

% of Judgment 
Covered by LlabUity 

~---------~ Insurance _____ % 

Non-Economic Award$ ___ _ 

Result of Appeal 
Cl O,smlssed 

Punitive Award$ ___ _ 

Declaratory Relief Award? 
Cl Afflnned 
CJ Remanded CJYes DNo 

How much did you spend on ADR 
separately from your other attorney fees, 
costs, etc. 

$ ____ _ 

Did your case settle as a result of ADR? DYes DNo 

1 
The only excluded civil case types are: divorce and d1ssolubon: adopllon, cuslody, suppor1, V1S1iaUon, and emandpaUon ol chlldnln; chlldten-ln-11eed-ol-aid 

cases under 47 .10 or delinquent m,no,s ceses under 47.12; domesbc violence prcteelive orders under AS 18.66.100-18.66.180; eslala, guardianship, and trusl 
cases fifed under l>S 13: small claims under AS 22.15.040.fordble entry and delalner (FED) case$, adrrurusltadve appeals: rnolor vehicle anpoundlforf01lura 
aclions under munlCIJ)al oro1nance: taxes; qu/ol Ulle, and debt. 

Revised 3/01 



Your client's name: 

Number of plaintiffs/defendants you 
represent on this form ____ _ 

Is your client the: 

D Plalntiff/peutioner 
D OefendanVrespondent 
0 O!her (specify below) 

Who prevailed In this case? 

D Plaintiff 
D Defendant 
0 Neither 
D Both, in part 
0 Other: _____ (specify) 

Is this a structured settlement? 
DYes o No 

Your client's fees and costs (round all monoy a.mounts to the noarost dollar): 

Fee Type 

D Contingent= ____ % or judgment 
D Hourly = $ per hour 
D Flat Fee 
D Slate/local 
D In-house 
D Pro Se 
D WaiveFee 
D Other 

Total attorney fees 
(your cHent's own) 

Total costs 
(your client's own) 

Amount (subrogated) your client must pay to others 

If your client prevailed in whole or part, what total 
amount of money did the client receive, less fees, 
costs, and subrogated amounts? 

$ _______ _ 

$ _______ _ 

$ _______ _ 

$ _______ _ 

Other Parties Their Attorneys Name(s) 

I"°'"' 
Signature (of attorney, or party If no attorney) 

__ , __ , __ 
Printed Name (of attorney, or party If no attorney) Date Form Submitted Telephone Number 

Rev,sed3/01 



Appendix G 

Recommended Court Rules Revisions 



AS 09.68. 130 requires parties to civil litigation to submit information to the Judicial Council 
upon resolution of the litigation. The 1997 statutory enactment did not describe a procedure by 
which the information was to be submitted. T1s enabling legislation, however (1997 SLA ch. 26, 
secs. 41 and 46) did purport to amend Civil Ru1e41 and Appellate Rule5l 1 by adding new sections 
to those rules (CR 41(a)(3) and AR 51 l(e)). The new sections required parties involved in 
volun.rarily dismissed actions to submit the required informati.on to the Cotu1cil, and to certify in the 
notice, stipulation, or agreement of dismissal, or motion to dismiss, as applicable, that the 
information had been submitted to the Council. 

When the supreme court adopted the uew rules (Order no. 1283, eff. 9/2/1997) it did not 
adopt them verbatim from the legislation. Instead it rewrote the new sections, removed parts of them, 
and modified existing rules. Thus the requirement that parties certify that they had submitted the 
information to the Council was removed from new CR4I(a)(3) and was instead placed in existing 
CR 41(a)(l), and the parallel certification requirement for appellate cases was removed from new 
AR 51 l(e), which was created by the legislation, and inserted into new AR 5ll(c), which was 
created by court order. The requirements tl1at parties a.ctua\Jy submit t!Je information to the Council 
remained in CR 4 l(a)(3) and AR 51 l(e). 

The legislation and the rules were silent regarding submission of information to the council 
for cases resolved by involuntary dismissal, summary judgment, after trial, or otherwise, although 
AS 09.68.130 applied equally to all civil litigation, however resolved. 

Whereas the 1997 Legislation and court rules required pru1ies to submit information to the 
Council~ the case c-0uld be closed, in 1999 the legislature amended the statute by, among other 
changes, adding a new subsection (d), which required parties to submit infom1ation to the council 
within 30 days after their case closed. 

The 1999 legislation also contained a provision purporting to amend the court rules. In 
response to the legislation the court amended Civil Rule 4 I(a)(3) and Appellate Rule 511 (e) to track 
the language regarding the 30 day requirement and the Judicial Council form. However, the court 
left unchanged the provisions in Civil Rule 4l(a)(l) and Appellate Rule 5ll(c) requiring parties to 
certify when filing the notice of dismissal that they have already submitted the information to the 
Judicial Council. This conflict is causing confusion among attorneys who are required to submit 
information to the Council. 

Some attorneys have arrived at a compromise solution, which is to certify to the court on 
their dismissal notice or stipulation that they will submit the required information to the Council 
within 30 days of the dismissal. Attorneys signing such certifications have a response rate equal to 
that ofattomeys who sign the certification specified in the court rule. Logically, it would make sense 
to change Civil Rule 41 ( a)(I) to require each party to certify that he or she "will timely submit" the 
information to the Council, rather than that be or she "has submitted" it, and to change Appellate 
Rule 511 ( c) to require certtiication that the information "wi IJ be timely submitted," rather than that 
it "has been submitted." No change is required to Civil Rule 4l(a)(3) or Appellate Rule 51 l(e). 
These rule changes would allow the courts to continue to motivate parties to submil the required 
information by requiring certifications. and it would meet the letter (and presumably the intent) of 
the 1999 legislation. 



A related issue involves cases which are resolved by involuntary dismissal, summary 
judgmeu.t, after trial, or otherwise. Parties to these cases are far less likely to submit the infom1ation 
to the Council than are parties whose cases have set!led. This could be for lack of a court rule or 
other couti reminder or incentive to the parties. An addition to orders or judgments resulting in final 
disposition of cases (except for those case types exempted by thesiatule) could help motivate parties 
to these cases to submit the information. The supreme court might direct that all dispositive orders 
or judgments contain a directive that "each party for whom this case is finally resolved by this Order 
or, if the party is represented by an attorney, the party's at1omey must submit the infonnation 
described in AS 09.68.130(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. Tbe information must be submitted 
withi_n 30 days of the date of this Order and on a form specifled by the Alaska Judicial Council." (If 
the court wanted to add this language to judgments, changes to the civil rules specifying the form 
of judgments would be needed). 

In addition to the confusion caused by the conflict in the rules, the riming scheme is causing 
an additional area of concern, relating to the type ofinformation parties are required to submit. The 
statute requires parties to submit information such as ''the net amount [of a settlement) actually 
disbursed to the clainlant," and "the dollar amount of advanced costs and attomey fees that were 
deducted from the gross dollar amount of the settlement before distribution to the claimant." The 
wording of the statute seems to contemplate that any settlement transaction will have been completed 
before !lie form is fl.led with the Council. Logically, the 30 day filing period makes more sense than 
the pre-dismissal certification ( although 30 days may well be too little time to expect amounts agreed 
to in settlements lo acmally be finally disbursed). However, according to Council staff, the 
certification requirement does seem to motivate litigants to submit the information to the Council. 

For cases resolved after trial, as well, the 30 day submission requirement may be unrealistic. 
The legislature has asked, among other information, for "the dollar amount of advanced costs and 
attorney fees that were deducted from the gross dollar amount of the judgment before distribution 
to the claimant," and " the total costs and attorney fees paid by defending parties." Few judgments 
will have been fully executed within 30 days of their entry. A common complaint of attorneys is that 
they are expected to report such information, when "we haven 'I received any money yet."However, 
it would seem that resolution of this issue lies with the legislature rather than the court system. 

The text of Civil Rule 41(a)(l) and (3), and Appellate Rule 51 l(c) and (e) follows. with 
suggested deletions in brackets and suggested inse1tions underlined. 

Civil Rule 41. Dismissal of Actions. 

(a) Vol.untary Dismissal- Effect Thereof. 

(1) By Plaintiff-- By Stipulation. Subject lo the provisions of Rule 23(c), of Rule 66 and of any 
statute of the state, an action may be dismissed by the plaintiff without an order of the court: [a] by 
filing a notice of dismissal at any time before service by the adverse party of an answer or of a 
motion for summary judgment, whichever first occurs; or [b J by filing a stipulation of dismissal 
signed by all parties who have appeared in the action. A notice of dismissal must include a 
certification signed by or oo behalfofthe plaintiff that theplaiotiff[HAS SUBMIITBD] will timely 
submit the infoanation required under AS 09.68.130 and (a) (3) of this rule to the Alaska Judicial 



Council or that the case is exempt from this requirement. A stipulation of dismissal must include a 
certification signed by or on behalf of all parties who have appeared in the action. Unless otbetWise 
stated in the notice of dismissal or stipulation, the dismissal is without prejudice, except that a notice 
of dismissal operates as an adjudication upon the merits when filed by a plaintiff who has once 
clismissed in any court of this state, or of any other state, or in any court of1he United States, an 
action based on or including the same claim. 

* ... .. 

(3) Information about the Resol11tio11 of Civil Cases. If an action is voluntarlly dismissed under 
paragraph ( a) of this mle, each party or, if a party is represented by an attorney, the party's attorney 
must submit the information described in AS 09.68.!30(a) to the Alaska Judicial Council. The 
information must be submitted within 30 days after the case is finally resolved as to that party and 
on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. The following types of cases are exempt from 
this requirement: 
(A) divorce and dissolution; 
(B) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
(C) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47. IO or delinquent minors cases under 47.12; 
(D) domestic violence protective orders under AS 18.66. 100 - 18.66.180; 
(E) esiate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13; 
(F) small claims under AS 22.J 5.040. 
(G) forcible entry and detainer cases; 
(H) administrative appeals; and 
(I) motor vehicle impound or forfeiture actions under municipal ordinance. 

Appellate Rule 511. Dismissal of Causes. 

(c) Certification. An agreement or motion for dismissal filed under (a) or (b) of this rule must 
include a certification that the settlement information required under AS 09.68.130 and (e) ofthis 
rule [HAS BEEN SUBMITTED] will be timely submitted to the Alaska Judicial Council or that 
the case is' exempt from this requirement. 

....... 

(e) lnformarion about rhe Resol11tio11 of Civil Cases. Ifa proceeding is clismissed under paragraph 
(a) or (b) of this rule, each party or, if a party is represented by an attorney, the party's attorney must 
submit ihc information described in AS 09.68.130(a) to theAlaskaJudicial Council. The infonnation 
must be submitted within 30 days after the proceeding is finaily resolved as to that party and on a 
form specified by th.e Alaska Judicial Council. The followi.ng types of cases are exempt from this 
requirement: 
(I) divorce and dissolution; 
(2) adoption, custody, support, visitation, and emancipation of children; 
(3) children-in-need-of-aid cases under AS 47 .10 or delinquent minors cases under 47.12; 



(4) domestic violenceprorectivi>orders under AS 18.66.100- 18.66.180; 
(5) estate, guardianship, and trust cases filed under AS 13; 
(6) small claims under AS 22.15.040; 
(7) forcible entry and detainer cases; 
(8) administrative appeals; and 
(9) motor vehicle impound or forfeirure actions under municipal ordinance. 



Appendix H 

Recommended Statutory Change 



ABILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to collection of information about civil litigation; amending rule 41(a)(3), 

Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure, and Rule 511 (e), Alaska Rules of Appellate Procedure; and 

providing for an effective date." 

•section 1. AS 09.68.130 is repealed and reenacted to provide: 

(a) The Alaska Judicial Council shall periodically collect and evaluate information 

relating to the compromise or other resolution of civil litigation. The information collected 

shall include, but need not be limited to: 

parties; 

(1) general case information such as the characteristics of the case and the 

(2) case processing information about the court civil Justice process; 

(3) information about the relief sought by each party; 

(4) information about the settlement or judgment, including attorneys fees 

and costs awarded to or paid by each party to the case; 

(5) information about any Insurance coverage and contribution. 

(b) A party to a civil case or, if the party Is represented by an attorney, the party's 

attorney shall submit the civil case information required by (a) of this section to the Alaska 

Judicial Council if requested to do so by the Council. The information must be submitted 

within 30 days after receipt of a written request from the Council requesting the information, 

and must be on a form specified by the Alaska Judicial Council. 

(c) The Information received by the Council under (a) of this section Is confidential. 

This restriction does not prevent the disclosure of summaries and statistics in a manner that 

does not allow the identification of particular cases or parties. 

•section 2. The court rules amendments made by ch. 26 §§ 41 & 46 SLA 1997 and 

ch. 14 § 3 SLA 1999 are repealed. 

•section 3. This Act takes effect Immediately under AS 01 .10.070 (c). 




