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chased a resident trapping, hunting or fishing license during the
precedir j calendar year which showed an Alaskan address (to be
prepared by the Department of Fish and Game), a list of all per*
sons who f."ed a state income tax return during the preceding calen—
dar year which showed an Alaskan address (to be prepared by the
Department of Revenue), and a list of all persons who have reg—
istered to vote in this state (to be prepared by the lieutenant gov—
ernor). The departments and the lieutenant governor shall submit
their respective files to the Department of Administration not
later than January 15 of each year. To the extent that it is avail—
able, the files submitted by the departments and the lieutenant
governor shall contain the following information for each person
on the list for the preceding calendar year: his first name, middle
initial, and last name ; his residence address as well as his mailing
address, including the zip code for each; his social security num —
ber; his birth date; and the number of years and months he has
been a resident of the state. The files submitted by ihe departments
and the lieuterunt governor shall be recorded on magnetic tape
compatible with Department of Administration data processing
equipment.

() A copy of the appropriate portionof the jurylist shall be
transmitted only to each district judge and each superior court
judge, and shall only be used to summon jurors and for other state
governmental purposes. A questionnaire for prospective jurors may
be adopted and submitted to them by the administrative director
of courts. (82.05ch 10! SLA 1962; am 83 ch 24 SLA 1966; am
81lch 67 SLA 1969; am &1 ch 10 SLA 1971)

Cross reference!!.—See Civ. R. 47.  Legislative intent—If the Iegijsla*
See AS 2210030 and note thereto.  ture had intended that a new Tist be

Le%|slat|ve committee report.—For prepared under the 1960 amendment
report on ch. 10, SLA 1971 (SCS on or immediately after the effective

CSHB 48 am S), see 1971 House
Journal, p. 78 . .
Congstitutionality.—There is nothmq
to indicate that under the voting lis
methoq of selection a fair cross sec-
tion of the community Is not reprs*
sented, and that there’is a systematic
and intentional exclusion of & particu-
lar, cognisable groug of persona.
Green v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 692
(Fils No. 1177), 462 P.2d 094 (1969).
Meeting constitutional standard In
Jury selection. — The constitutional
standard in Jury selection will be met
tf prospective jurors are drawn from
%faw crossst stectlgn ofctrtwé:om’{‘numt2
reen v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
File No. 1177), 465 P2 i (1969):
lvarado v. State, Sup. Ct Ozp. NO.
04 {Flle No. 1230), 486 P.2d 89l
(1971).

date .« thnt amendment, it could eaa-
lly have mdicsted its ‘intent in this
regard, Green v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 692 (File No. 1177), 462 P.2d

* determination of the method for
eelectin® Juries is a matter within the

legislative Cprerogative. Green W
State, Sug. t. Op. Nc. 692 (Fils No.
1177), 462 P 1d 994 (1969).

Jury selection in Alaska is regu-
lated by atatute and rules of proce*
dure. Tollman v. State, Sup Ct. Op.
No. 862 (File No. 1612), 606 P.2d
679 (1973

This section .provides fir expansion
of sources from which {ury lists are
compiled. Alvarado v. Staté, Sup. Ct.
08. 0. 704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d
89, (1971

The Jury Is an essential institution
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in a democracy. Alvarado v. State,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (Pile No. 1230),
P.2d & ,&19,71). ,

As an institution, the jury offers
Alaska citizens the opportunity to
participate in the workings of ‘gov-
ernment, and serves to legitimize the

Alaska s?/stem of justice In the eyes
of both the public and the accused.
Alvarado v. State, Sup. C

( p. Ct. Ozp. No.
704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891
(1971

And” it serves multifaceted pur-
oses. Alvarado v. State, %JGD Ct Op.
0._704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891
(1971).

_The essential feature of a,l
viously lies in the interposi
tween"the accused and his accuser of
the common-sense judgment of a
group of laymen, and in the commu-
nity ‘participation and shared respon-
sibility that results from that group's
determination of guilt or_innocence.
Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
7047{F|Ie No. 1230), 486 P.20 891

The very idea of a jury is a body
of men composed of the peers or
equals of the person whose rights it
is_ selected or summoned to ~deter-
mine; that is, of his neighbors, fel-
lows, associates, persons having the
same legal status in society as that
which_he holds. Alvarndo v. State,

igg. Ct. %BiNo. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d &1 (1971). =
The right toa jury trial is a funda-

mental “right, recignized as such
throughout the nation hy the consti-
tutions of all the states ‘and the fed-
eral government. Not only is such a
right recognized, but it has been pro-
tected against _nullification by the
improper” constitution ofdunes. Al-
varado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704
(File No. 1230), 48" 2d 891 (1971).

The right to"jury trial contained in
the 6th amendment ia directly appli-
cable to state prosecutions. Alvarado
v. State, Sup. Ct Op. No, 704 (File
No. 1230), 48 P.2d 891 (1971).

A jury s Prlmarllﬁ/ charged” with
the task™ of fin e

ding the truth of the
facts asserted. Alvarado v. State

ury ob-
ior¥ he-

3&8' Ct. %B No, 704 (File No. 1230),
P2d 891 (1971)
And the jury fult'a other equally

vital political and psychological pur-

oses. Alvarado v. Stdte, Zsléjé) Ct. Op.
0._704 (File No. 1230), 48 P.2d 891
(1971).
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A Jury must be an impartial one,
This is an expression_ of the notion of
what a proper jury is—a body truly
representative “of the community.
Such a notion is in keeping with the
basic, traditional concept of a demo-
cratic society and representative gov-
ernment_Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct.
%). No, 704 (File No. 1230), P.2d

1 (1971

The right to trial before an im-
partial jury is explicitly secured to
individuals "~ accused of crimes by
Alaska Const., art. I, § 11 Alvarado
v, State, Sli%em Op. No. 704 (File
No. 1230), P.2d 891 (1971).

_ Failure to provide accused with an
impartial jury constitutes a denial of
his constifutional nght to due process
of law. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 704 (File No. 1230). P.2d 891

(1971)

The extension to the states of the
6th amendment nght to jury trial
necessarily comprehends the ?,uaran-
tes t| tjuries shall be imparfial. Al-

varado v. State, %g Ct. 88 No. 704
(File No. 1230), 485 P.2d 891 (1971).
. Representation of a fair cross sec-
tion of the community on the jury list

is an essential prerequisite to an im-
Fa.ftlfﬂ ury ur.der the Alaska Consti-
u

tion. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct Op,
No. 704 (File. No. 1230), 486 P.2d
81 (1971).

1t is part of the established  tradi-
tion in the use of juries as instru-
ments of public justice that the jury
be a bod,Y trulr representative of the
community. Alvorado v. State S4u§6
Ct, 059 0. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d 891 (1971).

A jury will be deemed impartial
when' the source from which it s
drawn reasonably reflects a cross sec-
tion of the population. Alvarado v.
State, Sup. Ct. ggNo. 704 (File No.
1230), P2d 891 (1971).

An individual should not bhe forced,
against his will, to stand trial before
a jury which has been selected in
such d manner as to exclude a sqnm-
cant element of the poRUIanqn ot the
community in which the crime was

aIIe?edI committed.  Alvarado , v.
Stafe S Ct. Op. No. 704 (Fllu No.
1230), P.2d 891 (1071). ,
The contours of a fair cross section
of the community are elusive and, in-

deed, they may not be susceptible of
precise definition. Alvarado v. State.
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Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230),
488 P.2d 881 (1972). ( )
Common-law vicinage.—See Alva-
rado v. State, 8%236 Ct. Og. No. 704
(File No 1230% P.20 891 (1971).
Vicinage in the historical sense is
no longer a formal requirement. Al-
varado'v. State 84%% Ct. Op. No. 704
(File No. 1230j, 486 P.2d 891 (1971).
The Alaska Constitution contains
no formal provision for a Jury of the
vicinage. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct.
%). No._704 (File No. 1230), 486 P.2d
1 (1971).

The source of prospective jurors
need not, in all instances, include resi-
dents of the place in which the crime
was alleqedlﬁ committed, for it is
conceivable that the source of pros-
pective jurors may exclude the scene
of the alleged offense, yet still rea-
sonably represent a cross section of
the community which _includes the
scene of the ‘offense. Thus, several
decisions, imply that selection of
prospective jurors from a restricted
area within “a judicial district, even
If the scene of the crime is omitted
from that area, will be acceptable if
there is no indication that the popula-
tion of the restricted area differs sig-
nificantly from the population of en-
tire district. Alvarado v. "'ate Sg&;
Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230)
P.2d 81 (1971).

The traditional starting point for
determining the community from
which jurots arc to be selectéd is the
scene of the alleged offense. Alvarado
v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File
No. 1230), 486 P.2d 891 (1971).

The qulslature,, has designated
Alaska's Tour judicial districts as
outer commui ity boundaries for the
purpose of selectm? prospective Ju-
rors. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Ozp.
486 P.2d

No. 704 (File No. 1230),
81 (1972)
are not neces-

sarily the only acceptable commu-
nities for the purpose of jury selec-
tion. Alvarado v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No, 704 (File No. 1230, P.2d
(1971

Judicial districts

Thr practice of selecting jurors
from more limited areas within
Alaska judicial districts '-as been up
held._Alvarado v. Stale, %g Ct. %)

p.2d 891

No. 794 (File No. 1230),
(1972).
It Is thr community in which the
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crime was committed that the lury

must represent. Alvarado v. Staté,

zgg. Ct. %B No. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d 891 (1971).

The area surrounding the location
of the crime ma?/ be excluded from
the source of selection. when it ap-
Bears that an unbiased ]UI’Y could not
e drawn therefrom.” Alvarado v.
State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No.
1230), 486 P.2d 891 (1971).

,Sellectlng Jurors for cases arising
within urban centers. — For cases
arising from crimes allegedly com-
mitted within the various " urban
centers of Alaska, the maintenance of
geographical limits currently in force
will” be acceptable; provided, of
course, that ‘selection within the
gwe,n areas is not itself discrimina-
orily conducted. Alvarado v. State,
Aslgg. Ct. O&No. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d (1971)

And for cases aris ig outside ur-
ban and non-nathe centers.—As for
C0Ses ansmq outside the urban and
predominately non-Native centers of
Alaska, two acce%table and feasible
alternatives ma¥__ e employed in se-
lect!: « jurors. First, jurors may be
selected from among residents, of the
entire judicial district in which the
crime is alleged to have occurred. A
second alternative, one which is per-
haps at thi same time mo  desirable
and more workable than the first,
would he selection of jurors from the
senate election district in which the
crime is alleged to have occurred.
Either of these alternatives would be
calculated o produce jury panels sat-
isfying th> eonstitutlonnl requirement
of |mpnr.|nl|'£?/. Alvarado v. State,
Zslgg. Ct. % 0. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d 81 (1971), o

All differences among Individuals
need not he recognized. — All differ-
ences among individuals, or every
conceivable group, in the community
need not be recognized for the pur-
pose of representation on juries. Al-
varado v. State, %g Ct. %8 No., 704
(File No. 1230), P.2d 891 (1971).

Thr exclusion of all daily wage
earners is inconsistent with ‘the no-
tion, of a jury representing n cross
section of ‘thq community. “Alvarado

v. State, Sulr@gGCt. O%.g No. 704 (File

No. 1230), 486 [*2d 891 (1971).
Systematic  exclusion of . women

effectively negates the possibility of a

jury represen(‘{mg a fair cross section
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of the community. Alvarado v. State,
Zslgg. Ct. Op. No. 704 (File No. 1230),
P.2d 891 (1971). ,
Selection of ‘grand and petit Jurors.
—The provisions of this ‘section and
Jg 60 and 70 of this chapter permit
each district to determine for itself
quest ons pertaining to the selection
of grand and petit jurors. Crawford
v. State, Sup. Ct. Oo. No. 312 (File
No. 637), 408 P.2d 1002 (1965). .
Jury Selection procedures designed
to insulate process from hiases of
officials.—Alaska's random and public
jury selection procedures are de-
sighed to insulate the selection pro-
cess from the personal interests _and
biases of (qovernmental officials. Tall-
mnn v, Sfate, Sug%(sCt. Og. No. 832
(File No. 1612), 506 P.2d 679 (1973).
Mere chim of benefit did not sug-

Alaska Statutes
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gest officials biased.—The mere claim
hat officials conducting proceedings
for selecting jurors which composed a
condemnation trial panel stood to
benefit from the construction of a
new courthouse in no way suggested
that those officials harbored any per-
sonal interest or bias against owners
whose lots were to_"e condemned for
the construction. Tallman v. State.

Sup. Ct. Op. No 862 (File No. 1612)
50&% P.2d 6p79 (1973) ( )

Presumption that” officiul duty has
been reqularly performed.—See Tall-
man v, State, %Ct. Og. No. 862
(File No. 1612). 506 P.2d 6/ (1973),

Stated in Irwin v. Radio Corp. of
America, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 421 (File

No. 744), 430 P.2d 159 (1067).
C.J.S. reference.—50 C.J.S." Juries
§ 157.

Sec. 09.20.060. Use of jury box. The clerk of the court shall
write the name.s included in the list on separate pieces of paper or
prepare metal, plastic, or other types of pieces to correspond to
numbers on the jury list. As directed by the court, he shall de—
posit the named or numbered pieces in the jury box in a number
and manner to assure a fair and impartial drawing of the jury
panel. The jury box and the named or numbered pieces may be
examined by the parties or by an attorney authorized to practice
law in the state within limitations und under conditions prescribed
by the court. (82.06 ch 101 SLA 1962)

Cross reference.—See Civ. R. 47. that those officials harbored any per-
Jury Helertinn procedure* desqned sonal interest or bias ngninst owners
In insulate process from hiases of of-  whose lots were to_be condemned for
ficials.—Alaska's random und public ~ the construe.jon. Tollman v. State,

iury selection procedures are de- Sup. Ct. Op. No. 862 (File No. 1612).
ohed G0 nsulate | 300 15y o iy ¢ )

sighed to insulate the selection pro- , o
cess from the personal Interests_and Presumption " that" official duty_has
been reqularly performed,—See Toll-

hiases of (qovernmental officials. Toll-
man v. “State, u§j60t. Og.79No. 802
(File No. 1612). P.2d (1973).

man v. Sfate. SU&BCL Og. No.
(File No. 1612). P.2d 670 (1973). , , ,
Stated in Irwin v. Radio Corp. of
America, Sup Ct. Op. No. 421 (Fita

Mere claim of benefit did not aug-
est officio's biased.—Thu mere claim

No. 744), 430 P.2d 169 (1967).

Cited ‘in _Green v. State

at officials conducting proceedings
for selecting jurors which composed a 4%5 Ct.
8& No. 59 (File No. 1177), 462 P.2d
(1969).

condemnation trial panel = ood to
benefit from the construction of a
new courthouse in no way auggestod

Sec. 09.20.070. Public drawing for jurorn for panel. Under the
direction of the court the clerk shall conduct the public drawing
of jurors for the panel by shaking the box to mix the named or
numbered pieces. The clerk shall then draw as many numcs or
numbers as are ordered by the court to till the jury panel. If the
name or number of a person is drawn from the box and the per—
son is deceased, unqualified, disqualified, or the person*s atten-
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dance cannot be obtained within a reasoi.. ule time or may involve
a large and unnecessary expense, and the fact appears to the sat—
isfaction or the court through the use of questionnaires or other—
wise, the court may reject the name of that person and direct that
the name or number of another be drawn in his place. (82.07 ch

101 SLA 1962)

Cron* reference.—See Civ. R. 47.

Constitutionality, — This section is
not violative of "Alaska Const., art.
[, 5 11 West v. State Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 319 (File No. 572), P.2d 847
| IUOC).

Names of persons for the Jury
anel are randomly selected from
he [[ury list by the court clerk at a
ublic “drawing. Tallman v. State,

up. Ct. Op. No. 862 (File No. 1612),
r.Oﬁ P.2d 699 (1973).( )
Summoning “Jurors from less than

entire _Judicial district is discretion-
ary,—The question of how the su-
perior court is_to make the decision
ns to whether jurors should be sum-
moned from less than the entire ju-
= tal district is, for the court to do
e-ermine in its discretion. Crawford v
State. Su;i Ct Op No 312 (File No
637%. 408 P 2d 1002 (1965).

The legislature has given to the
superior court the power to deter-
mine whether juror* should be sum
moned from less than the entire ju-
dicial district. Crawford v. State.
Sun Ct. Op_ No. 312 (File No. 637).
48 P2 (1966).

And expense_is standard which

guides court.—The standard which
guides the court in making n deter-
mination as to whether jurors should
lie summoned from less ‘than the en-
tire iudicinl district is whether a
large und unnecessary expense is in-
volved In ohtainimt {urors from all
8nrta of the district Crawford v
tate. Sup_Cl 1%%2N0 312 (File No
637) 108 P.2d (1965) . . ,
_ Selection only Jursra residing with-
in 30 miles of “trial *»te held proper.
—See West v. Stal jp. Ct. Op No.
319 (File No. 572). 409 P.2d 847
*1906). ,

A %rand jury selected from the
city 0 Anphorage and sn area with-
in"n 15-mile rudius of the city is a
jury which satisfies proper standards
of |urg selection Crawford v. State,
%ﬁ t Op. No 312 (File No 637)
P.2d (1965).

The policy of calling jurors only
from an_ ares within a "15-mile radius
of the city of Anc,hora?e does not re-
sult in the exclusion from Aurg ser-
vice of any particular and defined
stratum  of sometg s0 as to detract
from the broad base that the J’ury
system is designed to have Crawford
v State. Sup Ct Op. No 312 (File
No 637). 403 P.2d 1002 (1965)

It is not re(iqued that there be
equal representation on Juries of
every economic social, religious, ra-
cial. political and geographical group
of the entire iudicil district in order
to maintain the hrond hnne that the
ury system is lesigned to have.
rawford v. State. Sup Ct. Op No
312 (File No 637) 408 P.2d 1002
(19651 , ,
Jury selection procedures designed
to i">.ulnle process from hiases of of-
ficials.— Alnska's random and public
jury selection procedures are de-
sighed to Insulate the selection pro-
cess from the personal interests and
biases of governmental officials. Tall-
man v. Sfate, Sun. Ct. Op. No.
(File No. 1612). 506 P.2d 679 (1973).
Mrre claim of henrfit did not sug-
est officials biased.—The mere claim
at officials conducting proceedings
for selectln%, jurors which composéd
n condemnation trial panel stood to
benefit fmni the construction of a
new cou-thousc In no way suggested
that those officials harbored any per-
sonal interest or hins against owners
whose lots were to_be condemned for
the construction. Tallninn v. State,

Sup. Ct. Op, No, 862 (File No. 1612),
50@ P.2d 6%9 (1973). ( . )

Presumption that offirial duty_has
heen regularly performed.—See Tall-
man v. State. u&%Ct. 08. No 862
(File No. 1612). 606 P.2d 679 (1973)

Quoted In Irwin v. Radio Corp. of
America, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 421 (File
No, 744), P.2d (1067).

Cited in Green v. State,%JZp. Ct. Op.
No. 592 (File No. 1177), P.2d
(1989).

Sec. 09.20.080. Jury panel. The jury panel for the trial of civil
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cases consists of at least 24 jurors or more as determined by the

court, if at any time the number of jurors on the panel falls be—
low 24 or the regular panel is exhausted, the court shall order

the clerk to complete the panel or secure additional jurors by draw—
ing sufficient names from the jury box. (82.08 ch 101 SLA 1962)

Cross reference.—See Civ. R. 47. ficials.—Alaska's random and public
_ The law does noi require the draw- jury selection procedures are de-
ing of 24 names of those on the jury signed to insulate the selection pro-
panel in impaneling a trial 5ury, but cesr from the personal interests and
only, as provided by AS 09J20090 a biases of (‘mvernmental officials. Tatl-
number “sufficient to name a jury of man v. State, SU&BCL 08- No. 862
12 unless the court directs otherwise." (File No. 1612), 506 P.2d 679 (1973).

Irwin v. Radio Corp. of America, Sup. Mere claim of benefit did not sug-
Ct. Op. No. 421 (File No. 744), est officials biased.—The mere clai?n
P.2d (1967). at officials conducting proceedings

~Waiver of right to challenge suf-  for selecting jurors which composed
ficiency of Jury” panel—Wheré Party a condemnation trial panel stood to
participated in the selection of sg benefit from the construction of a
ury and said. nothm([;, as to the p el now courthouse in no wny suggested
eing insufficient unfil after the jury  thnt those officials harbored any per-
hnd Deen selected and sworn, this con-  sonal interest or bias against owners
I b he MRS R
auch party may have had to challenge : an v. :
the suffciency bf the jury. panel Iuin Sup. C1 0, No, 82 (Flle No. 1o12]
v. Radio Corp. of America, Sup. CL P2d 69 (1973).

(])& No. 41 FFHe No. 744), P.2d Presumption that official duty_has

(1967) been reqularl

. , erformed,—See” Toll-

Jury selection procedures desqned man v. Stute. U&BCL Og. No. 862
to insulate process from biases of of-  (File No. 1612), P.2d 679 (1973).

Sec. u9.20.090. Impaneling the trial jury. When a civil case
which is to be tried by a jury is called for trial, the clerk shall
draw from the trial jury box containing the names of those on
the jury panel a number of names or numbers sufficient to name
a jury of 12 unless the court directs otherwis . The prospective
jurors shall he examined, challenged, and sworn as provided by
rules of the supreme court. (82.09 ch 101 SLA 1962)
_Crosr, references.—See Ctv. R. 47. C.J.S. reference.—50 C.J.S. Juries
jee note to AS 09.20.080. J 12

Sec 09.20.100. Verdicts. In a civil case tried by a jury in any
court, whether of record or not, not less than five-sixths of the
jury may render a verdict, which is entitled to the legal effect
of u unanimous verdict at common luw. Special verdicts need not
bo concurred in by the same jurors. (82.10ch 101 SLA 1962)

Cross reference.—See Civ. R. 47. thnn twelve jurymen ns applicable
Le%;lslatlve committee report. — to action under Federa] Employer’s

For e%uslatlve committee report on  Liability Act. 12 ALR 713, LR

originnl hill, see 1959 'ouae Journal, 019 ,

pp. 614, 905 , , uotient verdjct. 52 ALR 41
Stated In Khnllli v. Pan American . Verdict as affected by agreement

Petroleum Corp., 49 PR.D. 22 (D. in udvunce among jurors to abide b

Alas. 1969 less than unanimous vote, 73 AL

ALR and CJS. referencea—State 93 ,
statute permitting verdicta by less ho CJ.S. Trial $$ 486. 487.
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THE PETIT JURY SYSTEM IN ALASKA
PART |1

JUROR UTILIZATION

ABSTRACT: Eighteen percent of jurors called to the Anchorage
courthouse fail to show up. Forty percent of scheduled jury trials
fold after the jurors are called to the courthouse. Only 26 percent
of Anchorage jurors called to duty actually sit on a jury panel.

Ve are not effectively using our jurors. By adopting utilization
techniques used in other jurisdictions, we can save almost $200,000
a year in jury costs and greatly reduce juror inconvenience.

Merle P. Mai*in
Manager of Technical Operations
Office of the Administrative Director
Alaska Court System

November, 1977
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A. OBJECTIVES, METHODOLOGY, AND
CONCLUSIONS

Objectives:

This is the second of three reports evaluating juror manage-
ment in the Alaska Court System. The first report dealing
with juror selection, qualification and payment was published
in September of 1977. The third report dealing with a juror
information system w ill be published in December of 1977.
This report speaks to utilization of jurors once the" are
called to the courthouse.

This study necessarily concentrates on the Anchorage trial
courts — that was the only court for which sufficient data
was available. But the problems with and recommendations
towards absenteeism, panel sizes, folding trials, and unused
jurors should serve as a guide to all trial courts throughout
Alaska.

Methodology:

We used juror attendance sheets and in-court juror challenge
rosters to develop a complete picture of juror usage for the
first three months of 1977. We also used data and recommenda-
tions provided by Bird Engineering in Vienna, Virginia through
c technical assistance visit. That report is included in

the appendix.

Conclusions:

Juror utilization in Anchorage is poor. Fairbanks juror
utilization could be improved in the area of panel size.
Specific conclusions and recommendations are as follows:

Eleven percent of jurors called to the courthouse

in Anchorage were absent. No followup is nede by

the jury clerk. This looseness in handling jurors not
only leads to a poor image of the court system, but
makes prediction of the number of jurors who will show
up almost impossible. As a result, the jury clerk
tends to call more jurors than she needs, resulting,

in increased juror costs and inconvenience.

But followup on absent jurors does not seem to lead to
a lower absenteeism rate. We suggest that the Anchorage
tricl courts randomly select a certain number of absent
jurors and apply sanctions (e.g., fines) to them.

Only 58 percent of those jurors who showed up (48 percent
of those called) were actually sent to a courtroom. The
remainder were dismissed for the day because of a scheduled
trial folded. The trial fold rate was 40 percent. Juror
fees expended for folding trials amount to $63,000 a year.



We recommend that the Anchorage Trial Court coordinate

with the District Attorney's and Public Defender*s office
to attempt to decrease the jury trial fold rate. Sanctions
should be imposed for those attorneys or offices with
continually high fold rates. One suggested sanction is
charging jury costs for folding trials. "

We further recommend that the Anchorage trial courts
implement probabilistic scheduling of jury service as set
forth in the Bird Engineering report.

We also recommend that the Anchorage trial courts experi-
ment with staggered trial start times so as to decrease
the numbers of jurors called.

Trials in Anchorage (particularly in the District Court)
are not starting on time. We recommend that this situa-
tion be corrected.

Too many jurors are being sent to the courtroom. We
recommend that felony panel sizes le redured to 29 m
Anchorage and 34 in Fairbanks, and that s”™x-person jury
panel sizes be reduced to 14 m Anchorage and 12 in
Fairbanks. This will result in an annual reduction in
juror costs of $17,000.

Implementation of the above recommendation w ill save the
the Anchorage trial courts an estimated $189,000 a year

in jury costs. It will also greatly decrease waiting time
inconveniences to our citizen jurors.



The juror selection process provides courts with a pool of quali-
fied jurors. All or a portion of this pool is then called in to
meet daily jury trial requirements.

In Anchorage and Fairbanks, a "codaphone" call system is used
between 3 and 4:30 p.m. of the day preceding the beginning of
trials. The jury clerk records on the codaphone system a message
indicating which specific panels of jurors are needed for trials
scheduled to begin the following day. All jurors are instructed
to call the codaphone number each evening to determine if they are
to report to the jury waiting room the next morning. |f a panel
group or individual names are included in the pre-recorded message,
then those jurors must appear for jury service the next morning.
O_thﬁrwise, they resume their normal occupations and call the next
night.

In other locations throughout the State, the call procedure varies.
Jurors required may be contacted by telephone or mail. Rarely is
the full pool of qualified jurors required to assemble together

at any one time.

Whatever the method of call-in, not all prospective jurors called
show up for jury duty. Absences are dealt with differently depending
upon the court location.

In addition to absences, there are those prospective jurors who show
up as called but request an excusal for that day due to personal
hardship. The percentage of these requests that are granted varies
from court to court.

The number of jurors ready to serve on any one day is thus the
number of prospective jurors called in minus those absent and
those temporarily excused. This group, if it is their first time
called to jury service, is then given an orientation session.
This session includes:

Introduction to the juror handbook

An orientation film

An address by a judge, jury clerk, or other court official.
The prospective jurors wait for the case for which they are assigned
to start. If that case folds, they are dismissed for that day. |If

the case aoes indeed go to trial, the panel is escorted to the
courtroom.



In the courtroom, voir dire is conducted. The categories of
jurors involved in voir dire are as follows:

(1 Those whose names are randomly drawn, are questioned,
and

are challenged for a specific cause;

are subject to a peremptory (without reason)
challenge by plaintiff or defendant; and

are qualified and impaneled ->n the jury,

(2) Those who never are randomly called to the jury box, listen
to the entire voir dire, but are "not reached" by the
process.

Those impaneled undergo the trial process and are then .released from
jury duty for that day. The others are immediately released for
the remainder of the day after voir dire is concluded. Thejuror
utilitzation process is summarized in Figure B -I.



Absenteeism:

Table B-lI shows waiting room datafor Anchorage for the first
three months of 1977. There were an averageof 318 jurors
called per week. The actual number of individuals called is
less than that since an individual juror could be called more
than once in one week.

Of those called, only 82 percent actually showed up. Four
hundred and forty-three (443) were absent and 302 were excused.
The abse .tee rate was 11 percent. There wasnotime for jury
clerk followup on absent jurors.

During the month of October we conducted an experiment to pro-
vide more insight into the absenteeism rate. Of the 26 panels
called for that month, we selected six as a control group. Two
of these groups were comprised of Lu rors who had been granted
deferral of service to October. The jury clerk believes that
such deferred jurors are "poor jurors” in that they tend to Ls
absent more. The remaining four panels were comprised of new,
or non-deferred, jurors.

Whenever one of the six control panels were called to service
and a juror on the panel was absent, we telephoned or sent a
letter to him or her and asked for the reason for the absence.
At the end of the month we compared the absenteeism rates for
the control group and for the other groups. The result was
disappointing. The absenteeism rate for the control group was
higher than for the uncontrolled group. It does not appear that
this treatment of absent jurors will prove beneficial without
some sanctions attached. We suggest that the A- borage ‘'i“ial
Courts randomly select a certain number of absent jurors and
apply sanctions (e.g., fines).



~ Table B-I
Anchorage Trial Courts Juror Utilization
(First Quarter 1977)

Sent to Used Used

Week Jurors Absent Excuse Jurors Show Sent to Court in in Court
Called Show Rate Court Rate Court Tate
1/3-1/6 345 72 22 251 728 106 422 5* 215
1/10-1/13 299 56 17 226 756 111 491 48 212
1/17-1/20 342 30 29 283 857 182 643 92 325
1/24-1/28 179 13 15 151 844 68 450 31 .205
1/31-2/4 403 59 30 314 779 115 .366 64 210
2/7-2/10 352 34 16 302 .858 155 513 64 212
2/14-2/17 436 30 32 374 .858 20" 594 92 246
2/22-2/25 148 3 15 130 878 130 1.000 62 AT77
2123 20 431 55 26 350 812 240 .686 94 269
3/70V10 318 33 20 265 .833 184 .695 84 317
3/14-3/17 278 27 18 233 .838 161 .692 60 258
3/21-2/25 492 28 41 423 .860 264 624 116 274
3/28-4/1 106 3 21 82 T74 34 415 14 A71
Total 4129 443 302 3384 .820 1972 583 875 259

Weekly Av. 317.6 24.1 23,2 260. 3 151.7 67 3



Sent to Courtroom:

Note from Table B-1 that only 58 percent of those who show
up (48 percent of those called) were actually sent to a
courtroom. The remainder were dismissed for the day because
a scheduled trial folded gTabIe .2,  The reason for the
folding included change of plea, civil parties settling and
judge disqualification.

Table B-2
Anchorage Trial Courts Trd Folded
(First Quarter 1977)

$ Spent for
Week Trials Trial Fold Jurors Not
Scheduled  Folded Rate Sent to Cou.rtroom
*1/3-1/6 18 8 444 1,087.50
1/10-1/13 18 6 333 1,080.00
1/17-1/20 16 6 375 963.75
1/24-1/28 6 3 500 622.50
1/31-2/4 20 12 .600 1,492.50
2/7-2/10 16 8 500 1,102.50
2/14-2/17 23 10 435 1,327.50
2/22-2/25 4 0 0 0
2/28-2/4 19 6 316 1,065.00
3/7- 3/10 18 4 222 705.00
3/14-3/17 15 5 333 540.00
3/21-3/25 22 8 364 1,410.00
3/28-4/1 4 3 750 360.00
Total 139 79 397 11,756.25
With the new 20 dollar a day juror fee, we will lose almost

$63,000 in 1977 in Anchorage alone due to the trials folding
after the jurors have been called in.

Forty (40) percent of the trials folded. The fold rate for
District Court was almost 50 percent. A typical day was
January 12th when all four misdemeanor trials folded.

There are two methods of dealing with this practice. The
first -s to decrease the fold rate. Table B-3 shows projected
savings from such a decrease.



Table B-3
Effects of Decreasing
Trial Fold Rates in Anchorage

Projected Annual

Fold Rate Dollar Savings
397 $ O
.35 7458
.30 15,393
25 23,327
15 39,196
10 47,131

We recommend that the Anchorage Trial Court coordinate with
the District Attorney and Public Defender's office to attempt
to decrease the jury trial fold rate. Sanctions should be
imposed for those attorneys with a continually high fold rate.
One suggested sanction is charging jury costs for folded trials.

The second method is to better anticipate the folding trial
problem and schedule jurors accordingly. This method, referred
to as probabilistic scheduling, was suggested by Mr. Munstermn.
in the Bird Engineering study (Appendix 1). He showed that,

by using the call-in guidelines shown in Table B-4 below, the
number of people called in the first guarter in Anchorage
would have been decreased by 42 percent. This would have saved
about $20,500 (at $15 a juror day).

Table B-4
Suggested Call-In Guidelines
(If Superior Court Cases Begin in Afternoon)

No. Scheduled Number Scheduled Trials in Superior Court
Trials in

District Court 0 1 2
0 0 29 29
1 14 35 35
2 14 35 35
3 28 41 41
4 42 47 47
5 56 56 56
6 56 56 56
7 56 56 56



At the new rate of $20 per dury day, this would equate to
about $109,000 a year. We recommend that the Anchorage
trial courts implement probabilistic scheduling of jury
service as set forth in the Bird Engineering report.

Such scheduling can only be successful if trial start
times are staggered. Mr. Munsterman particularly recom-
mends starting Superior Court trials In the afternoon and
using jurors that have been challenged or not reached in
morning District Court trials.

We further recommend that the Anchorage trial courts
experiment with staggered trial start times so as to more
effectively use jurors called.

Data from Anchorage juror exit questionnaires reveal that
jurors spend an average of 4.3 hours /aiting in the jury
assembly room for every time they rep 'rted to the cases.

But a qualitative review of jury attendance sheets shows

that, in the District Court, almost all trials were scheduled
for nine o'clock in the morning. Few started before 10 o'clock
as demonstrated in Table B-5.

Table B-5
Anchorage District Court Trial
Starting Times (For Those Trials in Which
Trial Start Times Were Available)

Trial Start
Case No. Time (A.M))
76-7321 10:06
76-7107 11:13
76-7627 10:04
76-9158 10:09
16-7727 9:45
77-29 10:30
77-23 10:15
77-1515 10:10
77-883 10:00

Although the above data is scanty, there was no data available
that showed any trial starting on time. It tEin appears that,
of the jury waiting time, more than an hour is tied to late
trial starts.

Juror dissatisfactior over this type of wait is considerable.
In Anchorage only 43 percent of the juror's questioned rated
scheduling of their time good; 17 percent rated it as poor.
The figures were 40 percent and 14 percent respectively for
Fairbanks. We recommend that the Tual Courts meke concentra-
ted effort to start their trials at the time stated so juror*s
won't have to wait so long in the assembly area.



Referring again to Table B-l, we see that, of the 1972 jurors
subsequently sent to court, only 875 actually sat on a jury.
Comparing this figure to the number of jurors called, only
26 percent of those called actually sat on trials. Let us
analyze in more detail the reasors for this low figure.

Challenges; Tables B-6 and B-7 shows challenge data for
felony jury trials in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

Table B-6
Juror Challenges for Anchorage
Felony Trials

Challenges Percent

Case Panel Plain- Defen- For of
Date Number Size tiff dent Cause Total Panel
1/17 76-6908 33 1 6 1 8 24.2
1/31 76-7390 30 2 3 1 6 20.0
2/1 76-6372 34 1 2 0 3 8.8
217 76-7557 35 2 10 1 13 371
2/14 76-7748 28 1 3 0 4 14.3
2/16 76-8204 37 3 7 1 11 29.7
2/23 76-7389 33 2 3 2 7 21.2
2/28 76-6088 33 3 2 2 7 21.2
3/8 76-8210 32 5 9 0 14 43.8
3/26 76-7558 35 3 10 4 17 48.6
4/6 77-1306 30 1 7 2 10 33.3
4/4 76-7904 51 4 9 2 15 29.4
5/9 77-1338 28 2 5 1 8 28.6
5/11 76-15928 30 1 6 2 9 30.0
6/1 77-109C 30 0 3 1 4 13.3
Total 499 31 85 20 136 27.3
Average 33.3 2.1 5.7 1.3 9.1



Table B-7
Juror Challenges for Fairbanks
Felony Trials

Challenges Percent

Case Panel Plain- Defen- For of
Date Number Size tiff dent Cause Total Panel
4/19 76-3173 47 4 9 7 20 42.5
4/26 77-152 29 5 6 2 13 44.8
5/4 76-2924 39 5 9 » 16 41.0
5/2 77-81 32 1 3 2 6 18.8
5/9 76-2990 42 4 9 8 21 50.0
5/16 77-535 3C 5 7 2 14 46.7
5/23 75-313J 32 2 1 3 6 18.8
5/23 77-334 32 4 4 3 13 40.6
5/31 76-2 27 0 3 0 3 11.1
6/20 77-692 35 3 5 0 8 22.9
Total 345 33 56 29 120 34.8
Average 34.5 3.3 5.6 2.9 12.0

Anchorage averaged nine challenges per case; Fairbanks twelve.
The rate of defendant preemptory challenges was the same in

each court. The difference was more D istrict Attorney peremptory
challenges and more challenges ~or cause in Fairbanks. Fairbanks
had two cases with challenges totalling 20 or more. But the

high panel sizes in these two cases indicates that a high rate

of challenges was expected.

It is difficult to suggest ways by which challenges can be
decreased. A separate study is underway to determine if the
number of preemptory challenges can be reduced. We can state,
however, that based on the data shown above, preemptory challenges
for felony trials in Anchorage will cost the system approximately
$9,000 a year.

Six person jury challenges are shown in Tables B-8 and B-9.



Table B-8

Challenges for Anchorage
Six Person Juries

Case Panel Plain-

Date Numoer Size

1/4 76-5937 11
1/25 76-1279 18
1/31 76-7356 17
217 76-7321 15
2/9 76-6963 13
2/9 76-6816 13
2/14  76-7867 15
2/15 74-12223 29
2/15 76-7673/

7674 16
3/1 76-7101 16
3/2 76-7627 16
3/2 76-7869 19
3/7 76-7161/

7162 13
3/8 76-9158 20
3/8 76-7161/

7162 15
3/8 76-7630 14
3/14  76-6334 17
3/15 76-8389 15
3/15 76-7456 14
3/15 77-238 11
3/15 76-7623 14
3/16 76-7727 15
3/21 77-29 15
3/22 77.23 14
3/22 76-8218 14
3/22 76-8191 14

3/23 77-1515/16 16
3/25 76-571/

7017 34
4/4 77-7*8 17
4/4 77-280 16

4/4 76-8289 16
4/4 76-8268 16
4/5 72-1945 14
4/5 76-7143 14
4/6 77.374 15

Total 561
Average 16.0
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Table B-9
Fairbanks Six Person Jury Challenges

Challenges Percent

Case Panel Plain- Defen- For of
Dace Number Size tiff dent Cause Total Panel
4/21 77-98 21 3 2 0 5 23.8
4/25 77-30 16 1 2 0 3 18.8
4/26 77-529 19 0 1 = 0 1 5.3
4/27 77-107 18 1 3 0 4 22.2
4/28 77-144 14 1 3 0 4 28.8
5/4 76-2762 16 0 0 0 0 0.0
5/2 76-2726 19 3 3 C 6 31.6
5/3 77-437 18 1 3 0 4 22.2
5/13 76-2842 18 2 0 1 3 16.7
5/19 77-447 18 1 3 1 5 27.8
5/17 77-296 15 2 1 4 26.7
5/26 77-252 16 2 2 1 5 31.3
6/2 17-472 15 1 2 3 6 40.0
6/7 77-350 15 2 1 2 5 33.3
Total 238 19 27 9 55 23.1
Average 17 1.4 1.9 0.6 3.9

Six Person Jury challenges in Anchorage and Fairbanks will
cost the State approximately $10,000 a year. The meager
data we have on civil trials suggests an annual cost of
approximately $2,300 a year. $So the total cost of chal-
lenges for Anchorage and Fairbanks will be about $21,000
This is less than five percent of total jury costs.

However, the effect of peremptory challenges on jury attitudes
IS quite negative. Responses on exit questionnaires and
conversations with many jurors have convinced ne that the
average juror is confused and often insulted when he or she

is asked to leave the jury box with no reasons stated. For that
reason alone, | recommend that we study the whole concept of
peremptory challenges.

Panel Size: Tables B-10 and B -Il show the effects of panel
size on juror costs for felony cases in Anchorage and Fairbanks.



Panel Sizes Effects for Anchorage
Felony Jury Trials

Case Panel Challen- Seated Tot-e

Date Number Size

1/17 76-6908 33
1/31 76-7390 30
2/1 76-6372 34
217 76-7557 35
2/14 76-7748 28
2/16 76-8204 37
2/23 77389 33
2/28 76-6088 33
3/8 76-8210 32
3/26 76-7558 35
4/6 77-1306 30
4/4 76-7904 51
5/9 77-1338 28
5/11 75-15928 30
6/1 77-1090 30

Total 499
Average 33.3

Panel Size Effects for Fairbanks
Felony Jury Trials

Case Panel Challen-

Date Number Size

4/19 76-3173 47
4/26 77-152 29
5/4 76-2924 39
5/2 77-81 32
5/9 76-2990 42
5/16 77-535 30
5/23 75-313 32
5/23 77-334 32

5/31 76-2 27
6/20 77-692 35
Total 345

Average 34.5

In Jury Box

Seated Tot-

ged al
20 13 33
13 13 26
16 13 29
6 13 19
21 13 34
14 13 27
6 13 19
13 13 26
3 13 16

8 13 21
120 130 250
12.0 13.0 25.0

In Jury Box
No.
ged al
8 14 22 11
6 13 19 11
3 13 16 18
13 13 26 9
4 13 17 11
11 13 24 13
7 13 20 13
7 13 20 13
14 13 27 5
17 12 29 6
10 14 24 6
15 13 28 23
8 13 21 7
9 13 22 8
4 13 17 13
139 195 331 168
9.1 13.0 221 11.2
Table Ball

i O.

14 .

10

13

11
14

95
9.5

Not Reached

% of
Panel

Size

33.3
36.7
52.9
25.7
39.3
35.1
394
394
15.6
17.1
20.0
45.1
25.0
26.7
43.3

33.7
N/A

$ Paid

to not

Reached

247.50
165.00
270.00
202.50
82.50
97.50
97.50
195.00
112.50
90.00
90.00
345.00
105.00
180.00
97.00

2,377.50
150.50

Not Reached

oT "~

Panel

Size

29.8
10.3
25.6
40.6
191
10.0
40.6
18.8
40.7
40.0

27.5
N/A

$ Paid
to not
Reached

105.00
72.50
150.00
97.50
120.00
22.50
195.00
90.00
82.50
105.00

1,072.00
107.20



Thirty-four (34) percent of the panel size in Anchorage

and 28 percent in Fairbanks were "not reached"; they never
sat in the jury box during voir dire and, of course, the
trial itrelf. The costs of sending these excess jurors to
the courtroom were $158.50 per trial in Anchorage and
$107.20 per trial in Fairbanks. This projects to over
$16,000 a year with the new $20 a day jury fee.

Tables B-12 and B-13 show what the savings would be if
felony panel si.ies were decreased. Projected yearly savings
are based on the new $20 a day jury fee.

Table B-12
Projected Savings by Decreasing Anchorage
Felony Panel Size

Projected

Maximum Not Reached Projected Yearly
Panel Cost Per Yearly Judge
Size Case* Savings Waits
None $ 211.33 $ O 0

30 140.66 3,321.25 0

29 122.66 4,167.23 0

28 104.66 5013.21 3

27 84.66 5,953.18 6

26 64.6. 6,893.16 9
*Based on $20 a day juror fee.

Table B-13
Projected Savings by Decreasing Fairbanks
Felony Panel Size
Projected

Maximum Not Reached Projected Yearly
Panel Cost Per Yearly Judge
Size Case* Savings Waits
None $ 142093 $ 0 0

34 100.93 1,805.95 0

33 ' 96.93 1,977.95 4

32 92.80 2,149.95 8

31 83.80 2,542.67 8

30 74.80 2,929.66 8

29 64.80 3,359.65 13

28 53.80 3,832.64 13

27. 42.80 4,305.63 13

*Based on $20 a day juror fee.



Thus Anchorage could cut its maximum panel size to 29,

save $4,000 a year, and neyer run out of jurors - thus
incurring no judge waits. Fairbanks could cut its maxmum
panel size to 34, save almost $2,000 a year, and never run
out of jurors. If the trial courts were willing to exper-
ilence only one judge wait per judge per year while additional
jurors were sought, the savings in Anchorage and Fairbanks
for felony triais would be $7,000 a year.

Tables B-14 and B-15 show panel sizes for six person trials
in Anchorage and Fairbanks.



Date

1/4
1/25*
1/31
2/7
2/9
2/9
2/14
5/15

2/15

3/1
3/2
3/2
3/7

3/8
3/8

3/8

3/14
3/15
3/15
3/15
3/16
3/21
3/22
3/22
3/22
3/23

3/25

4/4
4/4
4/4
4/4
4/5
4/5
4/6

Total

Average

Table B-14

Panel Size Effects for Anchorage

Six Person Jury Trials

Case
Number

76-5937
76-1279
76-7356
76-7321
76-6963
76-6816
76-7867
74-

j.2223

76-7673/
7674
76-7101
76-7627
76-7869
76-7161/
7162
76-9158
76-7161/
7162
76-7630
76-6334
76-8389
76-7456
77-238
76-7727
77-29
77-23
76-8218
76-8191
77-1515/
1516
76-571/
7087
77-748
77-280
76-8289
76-8268
72-1945
76-7143
77-374

In Jury Box

Panel Challen-

Size
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3

6.

8

Size

9.1
61.1
47.1
53.3
30.8
53.9
26.7

65.5

25.0
31.3
31.3
36.8

0
45.0

13.3
0
47.1
60.0
57.1
45.5
13.3
53.3
50.0
21.4
28.6

37.5

73.5
27.1
37.5
62.3
62.3
28.6
50.0
53.3

42.3

N/A

Not Reached

% of
Panel

$ Paid

to not

r-eached

7.50
82.50
60.00
60.00
30.00
52.50
60.00

570.00

60.00
37.50
37.50
105.00

135.00
30.00

60.00
135.00
60.00
37.50
15.00
60.00
52.50
22.50
30.00

45.00

187.50
60.00
45.00
75.00
75.00
30.00
52.50
60.00

2,4b7.50

70.50



Table B-15
Panel Size Effects for Fairbanks
Six Person Jury Trials

In Jury Box Not Reached
% of $ Paid
Case Panel Challeni- Seated Tot- No. Panel to not

Date Number Size ged al Size Reached

4/21 77-98 21 5 6 11 10 476 75.00
4/25 77-30 16 3 6 9 7 43.8 52.50
4/26 77-529 19 1 6 7 12 63.2 90.00
4/27 77-107 18 4 6 10 8 444 60.00
4/28 77-144 14 4 7 11 3 214 22.50
5/4 76-2762 16 0 6 6 10 625 75.00
5/2 76-2726 19 6 6 12 7 36.8 52.50
5/3 77-437 18 4 6 10 8 444 60.00
5/13 76-2842 18 3 6 9 9 500 90.00
5/19 77-447 18 5 6 11 7 389 52.50
5/17 77-296 15 4 6 10 5 333 37.50
5/26 77-252 16 5 6 11 5 313 37.50
6/2 17-477 15 6 6 12 3 200 22.50
6/7 77-350 16 5 6 11 4 250 30.00
Total 239 55 85 140 98 41.2 757.50
Average 17 3.9 6.1 100 7.0 5411

Over 40 percent of jurors sent to the courtroom for six person
juries in Anchorage and FAirbanks were "not reached". The
cost of these jurors was $70 a case in Anchorage and $50 a
case in Fairbanks. Adrusting for the new $20 a day juror
fees, the annual cost cf these excess jurors for these two
courts is $27,000.

Tables B-16 and B-17 shows potential savings by cutting down
these panel sizes.



Table B-16
Projected Savings by Decreasing Anchorage
Six Person Jury Panel Size

Projected
Maximum Not Reached Projected Yearly
Panel Cost Per Yearly Judge
Size Case* Savings Waits
Present $ 9400 $ O 0
14 60.27 8,567.79 0
13 51.69 10,608.19 7
12 42.27 12,851.68 27
11 32.84 15,095.17 41
*Based in $20 a day jury fee.
Table B-17
Projected Savings by Decreasing Fairbanks
Six Person Jury Panel Size
Projected
Maximum Not Reached Projected Yearly
Panel Cost Per Yearly Judge
Size Case* Savings Waits
Present $ 7214 0
12 22.15 2,383.27 0
11 13.57 3,807.17 9
10 8.57 4,132.16 33
9 5.72 4317.63 46

*Based on $20 a day jury fee.

If Anchorage cut its panel -size to 14, it would save over
$8,500 a year in jury fees and never run out of jurors in
the courtroom. Fairbanks cclid cut its panel size to 12,
save over $2,000 a year, and never run out of jurors. If
both courts would allow an average of one judge wait a year
per judge, the annual savings would be $11,000.

Tables B-18 and B-19 summarize possible reduction strategics
for felony and six person jury trials in Anchorage and
Fairbanks.



Table B-18
Maximum Panel Size With No
Projected Judge Waits Per Year

Maximum Estimated

Panel Annual

Location Type Jury Size Savings
Anchorage Felony 29 $4,167.23
Six Person 14 8,567.79
Fairbanks Felony 34 1,805.95
Six Person 12 2,383.27
Total $16,924.24

Table B-19
Maximum Panel Size With One or Less
Projected Waits Per Judge Per Year

Maximum Estimated

Panel Annual

Location Type Jury Size Savings
Anchorage Felony 28 $ 5,013.21
Six Person 13 10,608.19
Fairbanks Felony 33 1,977.95
Six Person 12 2,383.27
Total $19,982.62

The annuals savings are $17,000 with no judge waits and
$20,000 with an average of less than one wait per judge per
year. It is doubtful whether the additional $3,000 is

worth judges waiting. Therefore, we recommend that felony
pane" sizes be reduced to 29 in Anchorage and 34 in Fairbanks,
and that six person jury panel sizes be~reduced to 14 in
Anchorage and 12 in Falrbar’-s¢ This will result in an annual
reduction in juror costs o f"~17,000.



C. JUROR ATTITUDES

We analyzed juror service exit questionnaires for 186 Anchorage
and 72 Fairbanks jurors. The results are summarized in Figures
C-1 and C-2. We have discussed the impact of some of thase
findings in our preceding report on jury selection, qualifications

and pay, and in this report. They are included in this section as
documentation for future research.



Categorization of Anchorage Comments

Category

It's a Good System

Need Better Facilities(e.g., chairs)
Improve Parking

Reduce Voir Dire Time

More People Should Have Chanceto Serve
Too Many Cases Folding

Didn't Get Chance to Sit as Juror
Call-in System is Good

Start Earlier in Day

Need More Pay

Give More Advance Notice

Better Treatment by Judges

FIGURE C-3

Number
18
18
13
12

11
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Categorization of Fairbanks Comments

Category
It's a Good System

Need Better Facilities (e.g., clock in
jury room)

Improve Parking

Decrease Waiting Time

Faster Processing of Cases

Start on Time

More Thorough Orientation

Use Volunteer Jurors

Allow Jurors to Ask Questions in Court

Make Employees Reimburse Jurors

FIGURE C-4

Number
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PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW

In accordance with the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska
Statutes, a review of the Jury Selection Process of the
Alaska Court System was conducted to determine if the Jury
System is operating in an economic. efficient, and effective

manner.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The Alaska Court System 1is the Judicial Branch of State
Government, separate and distinct from the Executive and
Legislative Branches. Linder this system, the judicial power
of the State 1is vested in the Supreme Court, with the Chief
Justice serving as the administrative head of the Court
System.

To carry out its responsibilities, the Court System 1is
divided in the following manner:

Supreme urt

The Supi”~ine Court is the final Court of Appeals on mat.ters
of law raising a Federal question in Alaska and, through the
Chief Justice, 1is responsible for setting policy regarding
the administrative procedures of the Judicial Branch.

Judicial Districts - Trial Courts

The Superior and District Courts respectively are the consti—
tutional and legislative bodies that form the trial courts.

Administrative Services

This function supports the administrative operation of the
Trial and Supremo Courts as well as provides certain ser—
vices directly to the public.

The Judicial Districts have primary responsibility for the
identification, selection, qualification and use of jurists
as defined in AS 9.20.010-100. Responsibility for the
administration of the jury selection system has been dele—
gated to the Technical Operations Section of Administrative
Services.
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THE JURY SELECTION PROCESS - AN VERVIEW

A state-wide computer venire listing 1is prepared each year

on March 15, which 1lists prospective jurors for each judicial
district. This information is obtained from State Income

Tax rolls, voter registration and resident hunting, fishing
and trapping licenses.

Since each judicial district has individual control over

jury selection, there are system differences between the
courts. The following information explains the jury selec—
tion process for the Anchorage trial courts (the model

system for the State). The attached analysis (see Supplemental
Information) show how effectively people were used by the

A" _chorage jury system for the first three months of 1977.

THE ANCHORAGE JURY SYSTEM

About 1,000 people are randomly selected from the venire

listing each month. The computer lists their names on a
jury selection run repares a jury questionnaire for
mailing.

Returned questionnaires are reviewed by the Jury Clerk to

qualify or to excuse people. The presiding judge makes the
final decision on excusing or deferring people to another
month.

AlIl qualified people are assigned to a call-in group (con—
trol group of 20 people) and are summoned for one month of

jury service. The summons instructs the people on how to
telephone the Jury Clerk each day and explains the purpose
of the call-in groups. A recorded message tells what groups

must report for jury service the next morning.

Superior and District Court calendaring (trial scheduling)
inform the Jury Clerk of the number and types of cases
scheduled the next day. With this information the Jury
Clerk knows the number of people to call in to fill each
jury panel. People are randomly assigned to jury panels
from the call-in groups.

The size of each panel depends on the types of cases sched—
uled. A Superior Court panel consists of 20-30 people; 12
will be selected for the jury. District Court panels are
15-20 people from which 6 will be selected for the jury.

The selection of a jury from the panel 1is conducted 1in the
courtroom. If the case goes to court, the bailiff escorts
that panel to the courtroom for questioning by the judge and
attorneys. Those people not picked for a jury are excused
or held to fill absenses on other panels. Frequently, cases
fold and the need for the panel no longer exists. These

STATE OF ALASKA 5 DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE ADIT



jurors are sent home or assigned to another panel scheduled
for that day.

Jurors are now paid $10.00 for each half day and $20.00 for
each full day of jury service, at the end of each month.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Court System hi s identified and has taken steps to
improve several aspects of its own operations. As one of
them, the Jury Selection Process is now being studied and
revised by the Techincal Operations Section. This self-
determination by Administration and the goal to improve the
jury process is commendable.

However, many of Administration's plans will not be opera-
tional for another year or more; the following recommenda-
tions are applicable now and should be part of the new jury
selection process.

Recommendation No. 1

The Court System is not using people's time efficiently
Better jury utilization should be the primary objective ior
the jury system; cost savings should result.

The Court System is not responding to problems in its jury
selection process. Because of an attendance problem and
scheduling difficulties (calendaring), the Anchorage courts
are bringing in twice as many people as they should. During
our three month review (see Supplemental Information), 902
people showed up an average of 4 times each to fill 797 jury
positions.

In addition, almost one half of scheduled jury cases folded
after people had been paneled ii the court building.

Good jury usage requires a responsive court system. The
system must bring enough people into the court building to
meet jury needs, however, excessive numbers waste money and
people's time.

The Court System should address and improve the following
conditions:

1. Improve the Calendaring Process - The Anchorage
courts should determine why so many jury cases are
folding and should consider staggering jury cases
so unused people can be reassigned to later cases.

2*  Require Better Attendance for Jury Panels - When
I8'l of scheduled jury panels do not cone in, the
system is forced to call in extra people.

3. Develop Standard Jury Panel Sizes - The best size
for jury panels should be determined from court
room experience. This standard size should be

increased only when the judge feels more people
are needed.
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4, Develop an Acceptable Jury Usage Plan - The courts
should be willing to accept minor delays in put-
ting jury panels together when better jury usage
will result

Recommendation No. 2

The Court System should develop written guidelines and in-
structions for its personnel responsible for selecting, pro-
cessing, and paying jurists.

Legislative Audit conducted separate reviews o. how the jury
system works in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Bethel and Juneau.
None of these courts had complete written instructions on
how the jury selection process should work or what court
records should be produced or maintained.

Instructions on the jury system and training of new person-
nel has been verbal. As a result, some court personnel show
a lack of understanding on how to perform all of their
duties. In one cpurt we observed duplications of a time
consuming clerical operation, while another court ! ad poor
controls over its screening and qualification of prospective
jurists.

Written procedures and instructions would improve control
over the Jury Selection Process. Review of these procedures
by court administration and the training of new people would
then be easier.

Recommendation No. 3

The Court System should prepare statistical reports on the
jury system. Administration would then be in a position to
evaluate how effectively the jury process is working.

The Court System had not developed a data collection and
reporting system for the jury process. To control any
system, feedback information is needed. This is especially
true when tha process is dealing with the public and is
expending $c80, 000 annually.

The U.S. Department of Justice has conducted some excellent
studies that show step by step plans for developing complete
jury management information. Tochinal Operations is very
nowledgeable of these studies and in the long term plans to
use of this information.

Legislative Audit feels that the entire Court System should
cooperate with this effort and should make a jury management
system an immediate goal. With good jury system informa-
tion, the Court System could then develop performance stand-
ards for evaluating how court personnel are administering
this system and related areas such as calendaring.
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Recommendation No. 4

The quality of information on the venire listing (state-wide
listing of people available for jury service) should be im—
proved .

The jury master file contains a high percentage of informa-
tion that is not correct or up-to-date. Our review showed
that the Anchorage and Fairbanks courts both have 36 of the
Naestionnaires mailed returned by the post office. In
addition, 1/ and 15% respectively, of the people reached
were not eligible and should not have been on the list.

There are two main factors causing this situation. Obtain—
ing correct or current addresses for people 1is difficult due
to the transient nature of our population. In addition, the
jury master file 1is not updated for people who have recently
served or who have been permanently excused from jury ser —
vice.

The smaller courts are more adversely affected by this
situation because they have fewer people from which to
select juries.

A quarterly review and update of the jJjury master file or a
computer edit of each jury selection run against a current
name and address file (such as motor vehicles), could in—
crease jury service yeilds by reaching more eligible people.

Recommendation No. 5

The Court System should develop a flexible but consistent ex-
cusal policy from jury service. When the presiding judges

are active 1in the jury qualification process, the system works
better.

Our review at Anchorage showed that 8% of the people ques-
tioned are excused or deferred from jury service for various
reasons. There is an attendance ﬁroblem throughout the
entire jury selection process. This juror reluctance to
serve is the result of poor usage of time, low payment and
too long of a service period. In addition, because some
judicial districts have such poor follow-up procedures,
there is little fear of the consequence of ignoring legal
notices to appear for jury service.

This situation creates unnecessary paperwork, wastes court

time and shifts the burden of jur® service to those willing
to serve.

The Court System should develop a plan to address this
problem. In the Bethel and Fairbanks courts, the presiding
judges have become more involved in the jury selection
process; increased jury yields have resulted.
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Recommendation No. 6

In the larger court districts such as Anchorage, the Court
System should consider reducing the length of jury service.
Cost savings and better citizen involvement could result.

Legislative Audit has already discussed the benefit of good
jury attendance and the need for good jury usage.

The Court System could improve both these aspects of jury
service by assigning 100 to 125 people to weekly jury pools.
These people could then service one week or on one jury.

People's involvement and attendance would improve; they
should respond to shorter jury service and better use of
their time. The Court's qualification and selection process
would be the same, but easier to control. The Jury Clerk
could better control an account for 125 people a week than
500 people for a month.

Jury usage would improve by having more people serve on a
jury more efficiently. Nationwide studies have shown that
thi~ process works. In our review of the Anchorage courts,
we “served that this change would have worked even with the
present jury selection process.

Recommendation No. 7

The payment process for jury duty should be improved and
brought under control of a second party review.

In each judicial district, the Jury Clerk keeps and recon-
ciles all payment records for jury service. Payment for
people's time and vendor service are processed through a
jury payment card. No other person in the Court System
reviews or approves the accuracy of the information on these
payment cards to jury attendance listings or vendor billings.

There are otuer operational problems with the jury payment

process which should be addressed. They include timeliness
of payments, incomplete coding of accounting information and
duplication of clerical work.

To strengthen internal control, the certifying officer
signing jury service warrants should review the supporting
documentation for jury warrants, allowing at least a sample
review to ensure that the warrants are properly prepared.
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Analysis of Jury System Activity - Anchorage
Three Months Ending March 31, 1977

Information on how many people were involved in

Step 1: Questioning & Qualification Stage
Questionnaires Mailed

Less: People Not Reached (Note A) 1071
People Excused (Note C) 1019

People Qualified for Jury Service
People Rescheduled From Other Months

Total People Available to Serve

Step 2: Summons & Usage Stage
People Summoned for Jury Service

Less: People Excused/Rescheduled
or Did Not Appear (Notes B & ()

People That Appeared for Jury Service

People Placed on a Jury

the jury process

Three Month
Total %

2900 100%

2090 72%
810 28%
617

1427

1427 100%

525 37%
902 63%
540

Information on how people appearing for jury service were used

by the Court System.

People Called in for Jury Service

Less: People Abse. t 453
People Excused 316

People That Appeared for Jury Service
People Placed on Jury Panels (Note E)

Less: People Not Used neoausn Jury
Case Folded

People Sent to Courtroom for Trial

People Placed on Jury (Note D)

Total Number
Times During
Three Months

4241

769
3472

3472

1657
1815

797
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%

100%

18%

82%

100%

4 8%

52%

22%



Analysis of Jury System Activity - Anchorage
Three Months Ending March 31, 1977

NOTES

(Note A) The people not reached are:

860 Questionnaires Returned by Post Office
211 Questionnaires Never Heard From
1071 Total Not Reached

(Note B) The system looses track of people during this
stage of the proce 3. Follow-up ispooron those
people that do not show up; some ofthem are
excused or rescheduled. Only 190 of the 525
excusals were documented, the remainder could not
be identified.

(Note C) People are excusedduring both phases of the Jury
Selection Process. A total of 1209(1019 in Step
1 and 190 in Step 2) were excused as follows:

Hardship 232
Out of State 233
Live Outside of Boundary 91
Medical 61
Child Care 61
Profession 58
Non-Resident 53
Rescheduled 322
Other 98
Total Excused 1209

(Note D) During these three months, the people appearing
for jury service were used as such:

People Percentage
Not Pxaced on a Jury 362 40%*
Placed on a Jury:
One Time 326 36*
Two Times 175 9%
Three Times 35
Four Times 4 n
902 TooT
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(Note E)

During these three months the Anchorage Court
System called in people for these jury cases:

Number
of Cases Percentage

Cases Scheduled 204 100%
Cases that Folded 95 4%
Cases Sent to Court 109 5%
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303 "*e" STREET
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA
ARTHUR H. SNOWDEN I 99501

AOMINISmMATIVK OIHKCTON

(907) 274-8611

November 22, 1977

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Attached is our response \to your Preliminary audit of our
jury selection process. We wish to thank you for your
assistance'.

Sincerely,

rthur H. Snowden, 11
Administrative Director

Enclosures:
1. Response to "A Performance Review
of the Jury Selection Process".
2 Juror Utilization in the Superior
annd District Courts, Anchorage, Alaska.
3. Alaska Court System Accounting Policy
and Procedures Manual.
4 The Petit Jury System in Alaska, Part I.
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October 25# 1977

Mr. Arthur H. Snowdentt |1
Administrative Director
Alaska Court System

303 "K" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Snowden:
Enclosed is a copy of our Preliminary Audi" :

A Performance Review of the Jury Selection Process,
The Alaska Court Systenm

We request that you submit a written response to this report
within thirty days. Your response w ill become an integral
part of our final report. Please review the attached nmeno
randum from Governor Hanmond before transmitting your re-
sponse.

This report is confidential in nature and is not for public
release pending final review and approval by the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee.

Additional copies of this report have been distributed to
the Governor and the Department of Administration for their
review.

Very truly yours#

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Lsgislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit

Enclosures



RESPONSE TO "A PERFORMANCE REVIEW OF
THE JURY SELECTION PROCESS!

We began an internal audit of jury selection and management in the
Alaska Court System the second week of March 1977. Our phase one
report dealing with jury selection, qualification and payment is
enclosed as Appendix 1. The phase two report on juror utilization
Is currently being typed. The phase three report on juror informa-
tion requirements will be completed by the end of this calendar
year. We will specifically address each of these recommendations.
Part of our reply is based upon (1) a menmorandum frcm the Presiding
Judge of the Third Judicial District to the Administrative Director
of the Alaska Court System (Appendix 2), and (2) a technical
assistance visit report from Bird Engineering . and Associates
(Appendix 3).

Recommendation No. 1

The Court System is not using people's time efficiently. Better
jury utilization should be the primary objective for the jury system;
cost savings should result.

The Court System should address and improve the following
conditions:

1. Improve the Calendaring Process - The Anchorage courts
should determine why so many jury cases are folding and
should consider staggering jury cases so unused people can
be reassigned to later cases.

2. Require Better Attendance for Jury Panels - When Ifl% of
scheduled jury panels do not core in, the system is forced
to call in extra people.



3. Develop Standard Jury Panel Sizes - The best size for
jury panels should be determined from courtroom
experience. This standard size should be increased only
when the judge feels more people are needed.

4. Develop an Acceptab. / Usage Plan - The courts should
be willing to accep .mor delays in putting jury panels
together when better jury usage will result.

Discussion: Thomas Munsterman of Bird Engineering investigated the
folding case problem and found that it was caused by (1) last minute
changes of plea on the part of the Public Defender, and (2) last
minute dismissals by the District Attorney's office due to lack of
sufficient prosecutor staff to handle scheduled trials. Both of
these conditions are largely beyond the control of the courts.
However, Anchorage's implementation of a 3:30 p.m. trial stait time
the day prior to calling in the jury panel should cause more cases
to fold prior to calling in the panel. Sore trials are now
staggered in Anchorage.

Anchorage will be implementing a stricter excusal policy and
followup on absent jurors upon implementations of the one-day one-
trial test in Anchorage. In additio. , both Anchorage and Fairbanks
have reduced panel sizes to those recommended in our phase one
report. Finally, the judges in Anchorage have agreed to accept a
five percent delay factor in order to meke jury utilization more
efficient. This five percent figure is one commonly used by other
jurisdictions and was recommended to us by Bird Engineering.

Recommendation No. 2

The Court System should develop written guidelines and instruc-
tions for its personnel responsible for selecting, processing,
and paying jurists.



Discussion; A manual for jury clerks is being developed with two
chapters already completed. This manual is forecast to be completed
by the end of this calendar year. We w ill send you a copy when it is
completed.

Recommendation No. 3

The Court System should prepare statistical reports on the jury
system. Administration would then be in a position to evaluate
how effectively the jury process is working.

Discussion: Our revised automated jury management system was imple-
mented in October 1977. This system, in conjunction with reporting
requirements contained in the above referenced jury clerk manual,
w ill provide us with statewide statistics on juror usage. This
automated system provides information on excusals and payment infor-
mation that we have not had before.

Recommendation No. 4

The quality of information on the venire listing (statewide listing
of people available for jury service) should be improved.

Discussion: A quarterly update of our venire list would increase
dita processing costs significantly. We did improve the currency of
this year's addresses by the use of the AJIS nane file. Finally,
when we compared one month's Anchorage questionnaires to the
Anchorage telephone directory, (see page 34 of the report in
Appendix 1), we found only 47 of 301 (15.6%) with changed addresses.
Thus the problem is primarily one of transience.

As for those people who "..were not eligible and should not have
been on the list.", this is a classic problem when multiple source
lists are used. |If selection is restricted to only the voter regis-
tration list, then a high percentage of those on the list are
eligible for jury duty. When you add other lists, the percent of



those eligible for jury duty decreases due to non-residency and
other factors. Bird Engineering has judged our multiple list
selection process to be anong the best in the country. The cost of a
few more questionnaires being sent out to those non-eligible persons
Is a small price to pay for this excellent selection process.

With our new system implemented in October, the jury venire file is
updated for people serving, deceased, permanently handicapped, or
with an address change.

Recommendation No. 5

The Court System should develop a flexible but consistent excusal
policy from jury service. When the presiding judges are active
in the jury qualification process, the system works better.

Discussion: Thomas Munsterman of Bird Engineering has recommended
that we not tighten up our excusal policy until we make jury service
less inconvenient to our jurors. As shown in Judge Moody's memoran-
dum (Appendix 2), atight r and more consistent excusal policy w ill
be implemented in January 1978 at the sane as the one-day one-trial
policy is begun.

In addition, our jury clerk's manual will speak to statewide guide-
lines on excusal criterial and policy.

Recommendation No. 6

In the larger court districts such as Anchorage, the Court System
should consider reducing the length of jury service. Cost savings
and better citizen involvement could result.

Discussion: This recommendation was discussed by the areawide
administrators and the Manager of Technical Operations in the March
1-4, 1977 Juror Usage and Management workshop conducted by the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. It was



planned at that time to test a shorter period of service. This test
was approved by the Supreme Court in September 1977 based on the
recommendations of our phase one report (Appendix 1). Since then,
Judge Moody has decided to go even further and test a one-day one-
trial process beginning in January 1978. The delay to January is
necessitated by the two-month lead time required to mail out
gualifications questionnaires.

Recommendations No. 7

The payment process for jury duty should be improved and brought
under control of a second party review.

Discussion: Jury accounting instructions have been developed
(Appendix 4). In addition, we plan to have all payments processed
through our new automated system for audit and control purposes. We
began doing this for the Kodiak Cou i beginning in November. This
was not a feasible concept until the implementation of our revised
automated system in October. Now Administrative Accounting in
Anchorage w ill function as a second party review. Our revised auto-
mated system produces reports more amenable to audit of our jury
payment process.



Alaska Court Systenm

Mr. Arthur H. Snowden, 11
Administrative Director

PATE November 1, 1977

FROM: Ralph E. Moody SUBJECT: Proposed Jury

Adm. F-|

Rev.

2-73

Presiding Judge i

Management System

Having had the opportunity to review several recent
studies conducted by both Court System personnel as well
as an outside consultant and the legislative auditor,

Jim Arnold, Ted Moninski and | met last week to review
some proposed changes to the jury management system at
Anchorage. The following items represent an initial list
of recommendations for changes to be implemented in Anch-
orage at the earliest possible time:

1.

Continued progression from the original thirty
day petit juror service period to the interim
two week juror service period and finally to a
one day/one trial system. The one day/one trial
system would have qualified jurors on stand-by
for increments of one week. During this week,
jurors would call in to the Anchorage telephone
message number. |f called to duty, service
would be limited to a single day of service or
a single trial if actually impaneled. If not
called to duty, jurors would continue to call
in until the one week increment hod expired.

No further service would then be requi 1 of
this juror. Under this system, jurors .ould
continue to be eligible for service again in
the future after the statutory one year period
had elapsed.

The jury pay system should be amended to permit
the payment of a $5.00 stipend for parking in the
event that a juror is called into the Court facil-
ity but is not actually seated on a jury. |If
seated, however, the juror would then be paid the
established $20.00 service fee.

In an effort to reduce the number of cases that

do not go to trial after a jury has been called
in, the District Court calendaring system should

be amended to provide for actual trial start time

ijn_ the afternoon prior to the scheduling of voir
ire.



Mr. Arthur H. Snowden, |1 - 2 - 1171777

4. A new, strictly adhered-to excusal policy should
be established as a result of the limited juror
service being provided for citizens. The goal of
this policy would be to excuse only those jurors
who could demonstrate a bona fide emergency situa—
tion.

Incli ed as part of this policy would be the re—
stricted use of deferred juror service.

Also included in this policy would be the imple—
mentation of a follow-up procedure for jurors who
are called in but fail to appear for jury duty.
(i.e. supplemental summons, order to show cause,
etc.)

5. The Court System should utilize an extensive mass
media campaign to both inform the community of the
specific changes that have been implemented as well
as to elici*- a desired response from prospective
jurors.

While these recommended changes do not purport to
resolve all issues regarding jury management in Anchorage,
they ceitainly represent a radical change and improvement
over past practices. In addition to the discussion noted -
above, these changes also have been briefly reviewed by
Mr. Mel Martin, Manager of Technical Operations, who advises
that there appears to be no technical difficulties in imple—
menting these recommendations. It should be noted, however,
that implementation of a one day/one trial system will gen—
erate a significant increase in administrative workload prior
to jurors being called into the Court facility. Since it 1is
anticipated that these proposed changes will result in not
only an increase in juror convenience but also a real dollar
savings to the Court System, it is further recommended that
a liberal policy be established to permit the addition of
needed resources in theoffice of the Jury Clerk to satir.xy
this increased demand.

Your favorable consideration of these recommendations
would be appreciated.

REM:TSM/cl
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1~ INTRODUCTION

In developing a report on the jury system in Alaska, the Office
of the Administrative Director gathered data on the utilization of
citizens' time when called to serve the court in Anchora?e. * The
results show that in an effort to ensure that enough people are avail-
able for scheduled trial activity, the court calls In far too many.
This is the classic juror utilization problem. Efficient management
of the jury system Is not easy; it requires an adaptive call-in proce-
dure, the knowledge of past efficiencies, and the support of the court,

An efficient pool, as discussed in A Guide to Juror Usage, 2
roductively utilizes the time of those called and results in more
avorable attitudes towar i the courts and the criminal justice system.

An inefficient system causes citizens to withdraw from service (by
excusal or simply by "not showing"), resulting in poor representation
and, in extreme cases, an indefensible system. The waste of juror
fees is also apparent to the taxpayers who serve.

The use of ajuror pool offers four advantages over calling in
a separate panel to each courtroom:

(1)  If a specific jury trial docs not begin as scheduled, then the
prospective jurors are available to other courts.

(2)  Since all voir dires will not occur simultaneously and all
scheduled trials will not commence, then fewer people should
be needed, with attendant economies.

(3)  Those persons challenged or not reached in a voir dire in
one court can he made available for trial activity in others.

(4) If the voir dire examination exhausts the number of people
sent from the pool, the pool is a source of more prospective
jurors.

~|"The Juror System in Alaska, " Office of Administrative
Director (in preparation).

2U. S. Department of Justice, LEAA, December 1974,



It appears that the Anchorage court has not been able to achieve
these advantages. Recommendations for their achievement are the
subject of this paper.

2. THE CURRENT SITUATION

The Anchorage court has provided a call-in system under which
Prospecnve jurors call in the evening grlor to each day's service to
ind out whether they should appear. Because of the determination of
whether a case will go to trial may be made at any stage of the case
flow process, the panel needs may be unknown onthe day prior to
trial. The uncertainty causes the court to call in enough people to
handle all expected trials. A great number of cases are resolved at
the calendar call. Trials may not begin because of rescheduling,
dismissals, settlements, and plea changes at the last moment when
the ﬁarnes come together for resolution, witnesses fail to appear,
or there arc not enough prosecutors or courts. Yet an exact deter-
mination of which trials will begin would require a massive diplomatic
n~d time-consuming effort by the court.

For the first three months of 1977, the situation was:
(1)  During an average week, 318 persons were called in.

(2) Ofthose called, 82% showed; the rest were absent. Tl,is high
absentee rate reflects citizen withdrawal and should be examined.

(3) Ofthose who showed up, only 58% went to a courtroom. It
vould be interesting to learn if these people not sent to a court
for voir dire are the ones absent on subsequent days

(4) Of those sent to a courtroom 44% were selected to be jurors.
This reflects the usual selection process.

(5) é\ person seldom goes to more than one voir dire on a given
ay.



3. ANALYSIS

3.1 Panel Sizes

In an efficient juror pool operation, the size of the panel sent
to each court is nearly optimum; that is, it is just large enough to _
allow all challenges for cause and peremptory challenges. The analysis
of felony trials in Anchorage indicates an average panel size of 33
persons, with an average of 16 persons for a six-member jury.
Continuing the analysis to those "not reached" on each panel reveals
that all needs for the first six months of 1977 would have been met
by panels of 29 persons for felony cases and 14 persons for six-member
juries.

The panel sizes of 14 and 29 persons represent savings of 2 and
4 persons per panel and at first may seem small. However, if all
panels were so reduced, an annual savings of $28, 200 (at $15 per
juror day) would result.

This emphasizes the need for using optimal panels, with the
understanding that some mechanism must be available for providing
Ia_rﬂer panels when required. This could easily be accommodated
V. it \orlor notification using the code-a-phone, or by sending addi-
tional persons from the pool if the need occurs during voir dire.

3.2 Number of Persons Needed

The jury trial records for the first quarter of 1977 were examined
to determine the number of persons needed by the trials which started.
The distribution by day of the week is shown In Table 1. As indicated,
the need for jurors fluctuated widely on Mondays, Tuesdays, and Wed-
nesdays. Any call-in based on the maximum number of people needed
on previous days as fiven in this tabulation would brlnﬁ in far too many
jurors. T.'is suggests that some adaptive call-in method should be
developed.



Table 1. Distribution of Daily Juror Requirements
in Anchorage Courts, 1st Quarter 1977

Number of ~ Number of Times Needed, by Day

Persons
Needed Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri
0-10 3 10
11-20
21-30 o
31 - 40
41 - 50
51 - 60
61-70
71 - 80
81-90

91 - 100
> 100

]
3
1
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3.3 T-ial Rates

~ Prior to each jury trial day, the jury clerk learns the number
of jury trials scheduled in the District and Superior Courts, and calls
in enough people to provide the Panels for these scheduled trials.
Table 2 compares the number of jury trials scheduled versus the
number which actually began, tabulated in number of days, during
the first quarter of 1977.

Table 2. Panels Called vs Panels Used, 1st Quarter 1977
No. of  No. Days With Scheduled Cases (Panels Called)

Trials by No. Cases

\§tg;]teeig Suuerior Court District Court

Used) 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 2 8 7 - 4 - 3 1 2 - - -
1 -7 1 1 - 8 1 3 3 1 m -
2 - a - - - 1 6 3 2 n -
3 - 1 - © - 3 4 m - -
4 » 3 1 1 1
6 ’ 1 1 -



In the Superior Court, 37 cases were scheduled but 12 actually
began. For the 15 days when one case was scheduled, none was begun
on 8 days ar.d the scheduled case began on 7 days. On one day three
cases were scheduled and all began; otherwise only one or no case
began. In the District court, the same type of situation is seen, sug-
gesting that some guidelines might be developed to estimate the
number of persons to call in.

3.4 Adaptive Call-In Rates

Based on the data in Table 2, the following ratio of cases
scheduled and begun per day might be expected in the District Court:
Number of Dailv Trials

Expected
Scheduled To Start

~NOOUOT PR~ WN
AR DDOONRER

If this ratio had been used during the first quarter of 1977 to determine
the number of people to call in, then on 40 of the 49 trial days there
would have been enough prospective jurors to start all District Court
cases simultaneously.  The variation in the trial start times and the
relatively short District Court voir dires (one hour or less) would
have compensated on the other 9 days. If the advantage of "re-using"
people on a given day is to be achieved, it must be weighed against

the necessity of starting all trials simultaneously.

Since thee is an almost two-to-one ratio in Superior and District
Court panel sizes (29 to 14), a call-ip of 14 persons per unit might be
tried with the above call-in table modified to call in two units any time
a Superior Court jury trial is scheduled. For example, if four District
Court cases and one Superior Court case are scheduled, the 3+2 =5
units of 14 people, or 70 people, would be called in. This number
should be increased on the basis of experienced yield to take into
account the absentee rate.



3. 5 Changes in Scheduling

If bot! Superior Court and District Court trials start in the
morning, the chance of using a prospective juror more than once on
any given day is nearIK zero. District Court juries are usually chosen
in an hour or less. Therefore, on a day when 3 units (or 42 people)
are called in and 3District Court trials are started in the morning,
by neon 24 people would be available -- almost enough for a Su_ﬁ)_eno_r
Court felony trial Banel. This suggests that imp’ oved juror utilization
could be acnieved by scheduling Superior Court Cuses in the afternoon,
using the morning for pretrial motions, sentencing, or other judicial
activities. In addition, there is a good chance that last minute settle-
ment or plea changes in the morning might allow prospective jurors
to be dismissed at noon.

Tab” 3 suggests call-in guidelines which might be used if the
Superior Court cases were starred in the afternoon. In the first quarter
of 1977, the Anchorage courts used 107 panels (12 in the Superior Court
and 95 in the District Court). 1l those é;u_ldelmes had been in use during
that period, the number of people called in would have been reduced by
42%, with a savings of about $82. 0UO iat $15 per juror day). It v-'uld
have been necessary to wait a short time for about 5 of the 107 panels
(or about 20 waits per year), representing a risk of 5% waiting. Most
waits would have been in the mornin% in the District Court because of
its greater trial activity, but would have been resolved by late morning.

~Table 3. Suggested Call-In Guidelines
(if Superior Court Cases Begin in Afternoon)

No. Scheduled Number Scheduled Trials in Superior Court

Trials in
District Court 0 1 2
U 0 29 29
1 14 35 35
2 14 35 35
3 28 41 41
4 42 47 47
5 56 56 56
6 56 56 56
7 56 56 56



4. PLAN OF ACTION

The fore oin?_ analysis indicates that a better juror utilization
rate and attendant financial savings would be achievable in the Anchorage
courts by utilizing experience data to predict jury pool requirements
with some accuracy, calling in only the number ofJJeopIe.to fill those
requirements, reducing panels to optimal size, and possibly reschedul-
ing trial starting times. The Superior Court Administrator has taken

the first step b?/ obtaining approval to accept a 5% risk of having to
wait for a panel.

To assist in achieving the potential operational efficiency, the
following steps are recommended:

(1)  Examine recent data and formulate call-in guidelines which
can be easily implemented by the jury clerk (see Table 3).

(2)  Establish recordkeeping to monitor the efficiency of the pool
and to allow further refinements in the call-in guidelines.
Records (daily) should include:

m Number called in

Number appearing

Trials anticipated

Trials started

Peak demand for jurors (minimum in pool)
m Number of waits

(3) Reduce call-in to level determined in Step (I)
(4) Review and report operation monthly to the court, using data
from Step (2) to show:
m Number called in
m Percent absent
m Minimum in pool
m Number of waits
m Recommended call-in adjustment

Also distribute this report to all those involved in the jury trial
schedule uncertainty, such as District Attorney's Office, Public
Defenders Office, and the Bar.

- 7-
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Increase accuracy of call-in guidelines by soliciting refined
estimates of expected Jur?/.tnal activity from calendar office
and District Attorney's office. If predictions prove feasible,
incorporate into call-in guidelines.

Examine absentee records to determine reasons. Call a
sample of those absert if reason is not apparent.

Periodically review panel sheets to ensure that panel sizes
are adequate.

Revise the call-in guidelines as needed.



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-1
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

DEFINITION AND OVERVIEW

Making jury system disbursements is defined as the process of
Issuing” fiéld "warrants to pay jury costs. Jury costs are de-
fined 1o include only those expenses that are necessary for

the procurement and maintenance of jurors. Service fees, trans-
portation, food and lodging are typical costs. AJl other costs
of operating the courts are submitted to the Administrative
Accounting Office for payment, The rate of payment for jury
service is set by Administrative Rule 17.

Payments to jurors and vendors providing jury related goods and
services are initiated by the submission of "an approved attend-
ance card or invoice to the bookkeeper. A jury service field
warrant, which is_similar to a check in its use, is used to
?ay jury _costs. The maximum amount a warrant can be written

or |s 2500. Costs in excess of that lim it must be submitted
to the Administrative Accountm%} Office for payment.  The $500
lim it allows the courts to a}/) he major|ty of “their jury costs.
Minor expenses of juries. can e paid out of the court's petty
cash fund rather than with a Jury warrant. Certain expenses
must be paid by the Administrative Office regardless of amount.
Included in this category are the costs of hirin temporarP{/
bailitfs and interpre er Employees of the State of Alaska
are not paid for jury d excep under certain circumstances.
Nevertheless, they dre | ransportation and_subsistence
costs In accordance W|th the Admlnlstratlve Rule 17

In staffing, the Jury function, the pr|man¥ 8oa| IS 10 segregate
the major duties to” the extent that no e ee IS involved

all phases of the process from beginning, to en In the typlcal
situation one employee would be respongible for the pproval of
juror attendance cards and vendor invoices. Another employee
would be responsible for the control and preparation of warrants,
and a third employee would be responsible for 3|gn|n? Jury
warrants. Only designated employees, known as certifying” officers,



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

PROCEDURE: JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-2
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS. - EFFECTIVE DATE:
B0ORKELPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

are authorized to si?n jury warrants. The Administrative
Accounting Office sfrictly” controls the number of authorized
signers. ~Court bookkeepérs should not be certifying officers.

It is the policy of the court system to minimize the delay in
payment of jurors and vendors. "These payments must be made
at” least monthrITX. Some courts use the computerized jury dis-
bursement system for issuing warrants. Regar less of payment
method, the controls and procedures are the same.

Extreme care must be exercised in the preparation of field
warrants. The warrants, after clearing the banking system,
are entered into the State of Alaska's” computerized account-
Ing system. Errors in the preparation of warrants result in
a delay . in %rocessm? and a notification of the Administrative
Accounting Office. Tn the event a warrant is lost after
issuance,” upon notification, the court must immediately issue
a stop pay. request. Warrants automatically become stale dated,
that 'is void,, ninety days after issuance. A stop pay should.
still be issued in” this situation. Upon approval ot Adminis-
trative Office a replacement warrant can be issued.

FORMS USED

The JURY SERVICE FIELD WARRANT is a four-part prenumbered form
used for the purpose of making jury disbursements. The original
IS given to the payee. The duplicate (yellow) js the. court
cofpy. The triplicate (blje) is the Administrative Accounting
Office copy. The quadruplicate (orange) is used in the comput-
erized disbursement system.

The issuance of field warrant forms is tightly controlled.

Procedures for requisitioning a supply of wafrants is contained
in the Section AF 3-1. Ordefing Accounting Forms. The usage of
warrants is monitored by the Administrative Accounting Office.



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-3
LEVEL AFFECTED: TRIAL COURTS. - EFFECTIVE DATE:
00RELPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

Quarterly, the courts are required to account for all warrants
issued to them. Instructions for this are included in the
procedural section entitled Summarizing Warrant Usage.

The STOP PAY REQUEST is a single part form used for the purpose
of reques,tmg the pa)(or bank To dishonor the payment of a jury
service field warrant. After preparation, the tequest is for-
warded to the Administrative Accounting Office for processing.

The INTERPRETER FEES is a single Rart form used for the purpose
of reporting interpreter hours. The form is sent to the Admin-
istrative Accounting Office for payment,

Samples of the completed forms are contained at the end of, this
section. Reference is made to these samples _throughout this
?rocedu,ral section. It may be helpful to review the forms prior
o reading the following instructions. More information on,
these and” other forms iS5 contained under the title of Ordering
Accounting Forms.
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ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL
PROCEDURE: ~ JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION:  CD7-4
LEVEL AFFECTED: TRIAI3 O%%%EEBER EFFECTIVE DATE:

ORIGINAL RELEASE

* INSTRUCTIONS

Obtain and review the "JURY ATTENDANCE CARD" or "VENDOR
INVOICE." (Exhibit, Section CD7-11)
Determine that:

a. Each attendance card or vendor invoice is
properly prepared and is approved by an
officer of the court.

b. For vendor invoices, the goods or services
have been received.

Segregate attendance cards for employees of the State
of "Alaska. State employees are not paid jury service
fees except under special circumstances. " They are
paid transportation and subsistence costs.

a. Temporary status employees without jury
leave benefits and permanent status  em-
ployees on annual leave are paid for
jury service.

(STEPS 3 THROUGH 5 ARE COURTS USING MANUAL PREPARATION
OF WARRANTS)

Using the attendance card, calculate and enter on the
g%rrd,ctge total amount due to the juror for current
vice.

a. The service fees are $10 for each half day
and $20 for each full day of service.



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-5
LEVEL AFFECTED: TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BO%KKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

(1) Half day service credit is earned
for having to appear at the court-
house either in the morning or
afternoon.

(2) Full day service credit is earned
for havm% to appear at the court-
house both in the morning and after-
noon.

b. Transportation costs are paid at the rate of
2 cents a mile, if the juror's residence is
more than 30 miles from the courthouse.

c. Cash expenses incurred by the juror for trans-
portation must he supported by a receipt.
Attach the receipt to the attendance card.

If the total amount due is more than $500,
send the documents to the Administrative
Accounting Office for payment,

4. Using the lowest numbered "JURY SERVICE FIELD WARRANT"

av,a|able,,t¥pe in the applicable portions of the form
usmﬁ,the information on the attendance card or invoice:
(Exhibit, Section CD7-12)

a. Dates and duration of service for jury
fees or nature of expenditure and In:
voice number for vendor invoices.

b. Total amount due. (B)

c. Accounting code and amount due under
each codé. (C)



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-6

EFFECTIVE DATE:
ORIGINAL RELEASE

(1) The numbars must be entered ex-
actly in the spaces provided.

(2) FEor a listing of codes, see
Exhibit, Section CD7-13.

d. Accounting total. (D)

e. Date the warrant is prepared. (E)
f. Amount paid. (F)

g. Name of juror or vendor. (G)

(1) The payee must be an individual or
firm. “Warrants must not be made
payable to "CASH" or "BEARER.

h. Verify that the amounts entered under (B),
(C), (D) and (E) agree.

5. Using an_addmc% machine, add up and total the amounts
to be paid on the attendance cards and vendor invoices.
Then, add up and total the amounts paid on field
warrant . The totals must agree. It not, compare the
entries on the tapes with thé cards, invoices and war-
rants until the error is found.

if

6.  Stamp each attendance card or vendor invoice with the
paid/date stamp.

7. Once the warrant _has been completed except for the
signature, submit the warrant and supporting attend-
ance card or vendor invoice to the certifying officer
for signature.
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PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION:  CD7-7
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

8. After receiving the voucher copies of the warrant, the
card or invoice back from the certifying officer, sep-
arate the court copy of the warrant “from the other
copies. Then, file:

a. The court copy of the warrant in numerical
sequence.

b. The attendance cards and vendor invoices in
alphabetical sequence.

9. Send the other copies of the warrant to the Administrative
Accounting O ffice.

10. If the warrant is improperly prepared or mutilated during
preparation:

a. Writek”VOID" across the front of the warrant
in ink.

b. Cross out the signature block with ini:.

C. Seé)ar,ate the court copy from the warrant
and file in accordance  with the instruct-
ijons above.

d. Send the orjginal and other copies to the
Administrative Accounting Office*

11. If ajuror or vendor loses a warrant and requests a re-
placement warrant, a stop pay request must be prepared
and time allowed for it to process prior to issuing the
replacement warrant. Tyrpe In the applicable portions
of the "STOP PAY REQUEST for the lost warrant:
(Exhibit Section CD7-16)

a. Date prepared. (A)



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
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PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-8

LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

Warrant number. (B)
Date issued. (C)
Amount. (D)

Name of payee. (E)
Address of payee. (F)

-~ D o o o

Send the completed stop pay request to the Administrative
Accounting Office for signature and processing. Indicate
if a replacement warrant is requested.

a. The Accounting Office will notify the re-
guesting couft when a replacemerit warrant
can be issued.

13.  If the warrant i° no lost but merely stale dated or
mutilated, obtain the warrant from the juror or vendor.
A stop pay request does not need to be prepared. A
replacement warrant may be issued immediately.

14.  Submit the hours worked of temporary bailiffs to the Admin-
istrative Accounting Office. The standard court system
timesheet should be used to report these hours. These dis-
bursements are made through the State's payroll system,

a. |If the bailiff has not worked for the
court before, submijt the necessary hiring
papers along with the timesheet.

The costs of court interpreters are paid by the Administrat-
ilve Accounting Office.

a. State, purchasing regulations require
individuals providing services to state

E}genmes to have a valid Alaska Business
cense.
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PROCEDURE: ~ JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION:  CD7-9
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE
b. Interpreter fees are set by Administrative
Rule 8.

(1) The fees are $15 per hour for each
hour or fraction of an hour spent
interpreting.

(2) Standby time (defined as time spent
iIn court but not actually interpret-
Ing Is pald at the rate of $7.50 per
hour or fraction thereof)

(3) TL° minimum fee is $30 per day re-
gardless of time spent Interpfeting
or standing by.

(4) Interpreters are not paid for time
during lunch breaks or other recesses

of the court lasting over one half an
hour.

16. Comgple,te the applicable portions of the form "INTERPRETER
EES" in ink: P xhibit, Section CD7-17)

F
a. Court location. (A)

b. Case number. (B)

c. Name and address of interpreter. (C)

d. Interpreter's social security number (D)
e Interpreter's business license number. (E)
f. Dates of appearance. (F)

Interpreting and standby time. (G)

(1) If posgsible list beginning andending
times for each category.

(=]
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PROCEDURE:  JURY SYSTEM DISBURSEMENTS SECTION: CD7-10
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOREERER ORIGINAL RELEASE

h. Total hours per day. (H)
i. Date and signature. (I)

17.  Send the completed interpreter fee form to the Administrat-
ive Accounting Office for payment.

a. A direct payment will be made to the interpreter.
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BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE
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EXHIBIT: ~ ACCOUNTING CODES FOR
JURY DISBURSEMENTS
LEVEL AFFECTED: ~ TRIAL COURTS -

The accountin
two components: (1) t
of expenditure code

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

BOOKKEEPER

code
Llsted

for iury d|sbursements IS
the location code and (2) t
below by |

sequence are the Iocat|on codes.

ing of object of expenditure codes:

COURT

Anchorage Trial

Barrow Service Area

Barrow Trial

Bethel Service Area
Bethel Trial
Fairbanks Trial

Homer D istrict

Juneau Trial

Kenai Trial
Ketchikan Trial
Kodiak Trial
Kotzebue District
Nome Trial

Palmer D istrict

Petersburg D istrict

' SECTION:

CD7-13

EFFECTIVE DATE:

ORIGINAL RELEASE

d|V|ded

the ob
court alpha
IS

n
Following that a

into
ect

etical

list-

LOCATION CODE

41-65-1-310
41-65-1-475
41-65-1-470
41-65-1-465
41-65-1-460
41-65-1-410
41-65-1-340
41-65-1-110
41-65-1-320
41-65-1-115
41-65-1-315
41-65-1-220
41-65-1-210
41-65-1-325
41-65-1-130



EXHIBIT:

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

ACCOUNTING CODES FOR
JURY DISBURSEMENTS

LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS -

BOOKKEEPER

COURT

Seward District
Sitka Trial

Valdez District
Wrangell District
Other First Judicial

District Courts

Other Second Judicial

District Courts

Other Third Judicial

District Courts

Other Fourth Judicial

District Courts

SECTION: CD7-14

EFFECTIVE DATE:
ORIGINAL RELEASE

LOCATION CODE
41-65-1-330
41-65-1-120
41-65-1-335
41-65-1-125
41-65-1-150

41-65-1-250

41-65-1-350

41-65-1-450



ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

EXHIBIT:  ACCOUNTING CODES FOR
JURY DISBURSEMENT

LEVEL AFFECTED: ~ TRIAL COURTS -
BOOKKEEPER

EXPENSE DESCRIPTION

Petit Jury Travel: Includes thecost
of transportation and subsistence for

trial juries. Mileage, lodging, meals and

transportation are typical charges.
Grand Jury Travel. Includes thecost of
transportation and subsistence for
grand juries.

Coroner Jury Travel: Includes the costof

transportation and subsistence for coroner

and presumptive death juries.

Other Jury Travel: Includes the cost cf
transportation and subsistence for
witnesses, expert witnesses, Interpreters
agd other jury related travel not covered
above.

Petit Juy Fees: Includes service fees
for trial jurors.

Grand Jury Fees: Includes service fees
for grand jurors.

Coroner Jury Fees: |Includes service fees
for coroner and presumptive death jurors.

fitness Fees: Includes appearance fees
for witnesses and expert witnesses.

Interpreter Fees: Includes ittendance
fees for interpreters and translators.

Other Jury Costs: Includes costs related
to juries” not covered above. Other costs
include jury room supplies, refreshments,
subscriptions, cleaning services, etc.

SECTION:  CD7-15

EFFECTIVE DATE:
ORIGINAL RELEASE

OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE
CODE

2rV

295
296

293

371
372
373
374
375

379
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ACCOUNTING POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL

EXHIBIT:  STOP PAY REQUEST SECTION: CD7-16
LEVEL AFFECTED:  TRIAL COURTS - EFFECTIVE DATE:
BOOKKEEPER ORIGINAL RELEASE

STATE or KA

c%ematTE)r nstration
ouch C - Juneau, Alaska

STCP PAYMENT REqj.EST - STATE Of ALASKA WARRANT

. M. Behrende Bank, Juneau. Alaska

ational Bank of Alaska, Junaau Branch

c*t National Bank of Anchorage, Junaau Branch

reasury Division, Department of Revenue

re-Audit Section, Division of rinance, Department of Adalnlttration *
ayroll Section, Olvtslon of finance. Department of Adalnlstration

TO

S
N
fl
T
P
P

Stop payaent order la requested on tha following State of Alaska Warrant:

Pacyroll Series No. Ceneral Warrant Series Mo.
ross Amount

Net Aaount

Employee SSW\———

Relseile Yet V3]

City and Statei

the shove warn it has been reported lost, stolen or undelivered. You are re-
spectfully requested to take nereesary action to stop payment on the above
werrant and to return It to the payee.

Please hold this stop pavoiant order for a period not to esceed six (A) months.
If this natter la cleared during this tine, you util be notlllvd to cancel the
«top payment older.

To the Payee; Please take notice of the abole action. Tou ate dlrec'ed not
to cash thi State of Alaska Warrant tepnrced above. A replacement vsrrint Is
In process for ynu. 1l the original warrant la located. It must be nulled
Isnedhtelj/ to:” Director, Dlvlelon of finance. Department of Adminfttrttton.
Pouch C, Juneau, Alaska 90SOl.

Tout cooperation wilt be appreciated.

Pot the DePartment Involved: Pot the Dlvlelon of finance:
Sl(nature Slgnat ire



