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FY 1985 but have declined since that time. For example, the number of filings
in State Superior Courtrose 26.9 percent between FY 1982 and FY 1985 but fell

by 13.8 percent between FY 1985 and FY 1988,

A similar trend is observable in the number of dispositions although the
overall decline in caseloads is not marked. The Court of Appeals did not com -
mence operation until mid-September 1980 which is the primary reason for the
apparent major increase in disposition caseloads for the Supreme Court between
FY 1982 and FY 1983.

It is assumed that the recentdecline in court filings mirrors the generaldecline
in other sectcrs of the Alaska economy.



Il
RESTRICTIONS ON
JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES

An analysis ofjudicial compensation should include consideration of the restric-
tions applicable to the man and women of the judiciary. Judges are subject to rigid
standards of conduct which require them to curtail their social, political and financial
activities to a greater degree than other public officials.

Public confidence in the judiciary can only be expected in a system in which
the judiciary is seen as scrupulously unbiased and free of conflicts of interest. The Code
ofJudicial Conduct, which isincorporated ir. the Alaska Rules of Court, contains seven
canons derived from model canons developed by the Alaska Bar Association. These

canons are:
Canon 1: A judge should uphold the integrity and independence ofthe judiciary.
Canon 2: A judge should avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety
in all his activities.

Canon 3. A judge should perform the duties of his office impartially and diligently.

Canon 4. A judge may engage in activities to improve the law, the legal system
and the administration of justice.

Canon 5 A judge should regulate his extra-judicial activities to minimize the risk
of conflict with his judicial duties.

Canon 6: A judge should regularly file reports of compensation received for quasi-
judicial and extra-judicial activities.

Canon 7: A judge should refrain from political activity inappropriate to hisjudicial
office.

Specific activities prohibited under these canons include the following:
1. Judges must refrain from engaging in political activities. [Canon T7].

2. Judgescannot practice law, or act as arbitratoror mediator for compensation.
[Canon 5].

3. A judge can participate in some charitable activities but cannot solicit funds
for such organizations or maintain an association with an organization which
would regularly come bhefore him in court. [Canon 5],

4. A judge cannotengage in “financialand business dealings that tend to reflect
adversely on his impartiality, interfere with the proper performance of hisjudicial
duties, exploit his judicial position, or involve him in frequent transactions with



lawyers or persons likely to come hefore the court on which he serves!” [Canon
Sc¢(l)].
5. A judge is required to divest himself or herself of investments or other finan-

cial interests that might result in frequent disqualifications. [Canon 5¢(3)]. A
judge mustmake public disclosure of hisor her financial activities. [Canon 6].

6. A judge must not actin any manner that would convey the impression tnat
family, social or other relationships might be influencing his or her judicial

conduct or judgment. [Canon 2].

7. The judicial duties of a judge take precedence over all of the judge’s other
activities. [Canon 3].

The imposition of this strict code, some of the requisites of which are also
contained in Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes, may have a profound impact on the life
of ajudge. The canons clearly indicate that the judge’'s mantle of responsibility does
not disappear when a judge leaves the courthouse.

Failure ofjustices or judges to adhere to the requirements of the canons can
lead to serious consequences. These include investigations and recommendations as to
discipline by the Com mission on Judicial Conduct, discipline by the Alaska Bar Associa-
tion, impeachment proceedings originating in the State Senate leading to possible removal

from office, and possible criminal prosecution.

Aside from adherence to the judicial canons, justices and judges are also required
to file detailed financial statements with the Ala''a Public O ffices Commission, as required
by the Conflict of Interest Law .3 The reporting requirements for the judicial branch
are the same as those for senior members of the executive branch.

Commission on Judicial Conduct

The Commission on Judicial Conduct, formerly called the Com mission on
Judicial Qualifications, was created as a result ofa 1968 amendment to the State Con-
stitution and operates independent of the Alaska Court System.

As specified by AS 22.30.010, the Com mission consists of nine members: three
state court judges or justices elected by their peers; three lawyers, with at least ten years’
experience, nominated by the Alaska Bar Associatin and appointed by the Governor;
and three lay persons appointed by the Governor. The gubernatorial appointees are sub-
ject to confirmation by a majority of the members of the Legislature in a joint session,

The Commission is empowered to investigate com plaints against state judges
and justices or may itself instigate such investigations. It may refer matters to the Supreme
Court with a recommendation that a judge be reprimanded, suspended, removed or retired
from office or publicily or privateiy censured by the Supreme Court.

AS 39.50 €1 Seq.



In 1987, the Com mission reported receiving fifty enquiries amd making eighty-
five dispositions. O f those dispositions, four dated from 1983, three from 1984, sixteen
from 1985, thirty-nine from 1986 and twenty-three from 1987. At the end of 1987, twenty-
seven enquiries remined unresolved and two form al proceedings were carried over to 1988.
The reason for any perceived laxity in complaint dispositions is the lack of full funding

for the Commission.
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SALARIES

The current base salaries for justices and judges in the State Supreme, Appeals,
Superior and District Courts have been in effect since 1985. They are as follows:

Lo SUPTEME COUTE JUSTICE cmmmmmssmnsmsmsssessssssssssssssmsssssssssssssssie 585,728
equivalent to Step F, Range 30 of the salary schedule in AS 3927.0.11(a) for Juneau.

2. CouTt 0F APPEAIS JU T B s s s s s $79,992
equivalent to Step E, Range 29 of the salary schedule in >15 39.27.011(a) for Juneau.

3. SUPETIOT COUTE JU G § B oo 577304
equivalent to Step £, Range 28 of the salary schedule in >1S 3927.011(a) for Juneau.

4. DiStrict COoUTE JU U g8 o, $66,816
equivalent to Step C, Range 26 of the salary schedule in >15 3927.011(a) for Juneau.

Pursuantto Title 22 ofthe Alaska Statutes, performance requirements are made
a condition for judicial compensation.” No salary warrant may be issued to any
state justice or judge until he or she has filed an affidavit that no matter referred
to him or her has been uncompleted or undecided for a period of more than six

months.

In addition to base salary, justices and judges receive geographic cost of living
adjustments similar to those received by other state employees except that: judicial
geographic cost of living adjustments use a base and 5 tiers rather than the base
and 9 tiers used for state general government employees.”

By location, current judicial geographic costofliving adjustments are calculated

as follows:
Lo Base ATe@ — A N CN 080 B o 34 judges
(0% ) Juneau
Ketchikan
2. Tier 1 — Wrangell-Petersburg 4 judges
(3.5% ) Palmer
Sitka

u. Section 14, Chapter 50, SLA 1959; Section 30, Chapter 50, SLA 1959; Section 17, Chapter 184,
SLA 1959; and Section 1, Chapter 12, SLA 1980.

/. Section 4, Chapter 80, SLA 1978.



3. Tier 2 — K BN A T s

(T% ) Homer
4, Tier 3 = K0 diaK s,
(10.5% )
5. Tier 4 — Fairbanks .,
(14% )
6. Tier 5 — Kotzebue e ———
(17.5%) Nome
Barrow
Bethel
Valdez

A numberofproposals were promulgated during the 1988 legislative session
which were designed to change the geographic cost of living adjustments for all
state employees, none of which passed.

BENEFITS
Some of the employee benefits available to Alaska justices and judges are identical
to those for state general government employees. In addition, benefits for district
courtjudges are not always the same as those for justices and judges of the higher

courts.

Benefits available to the Alaska judiciary which are different from those for
general government employees include provisions for retirement, vacation leave, sick
leave, leave without pay, administrative leave, leave of absence and unwritten provi-
sions for training. Benefits which are the same for both members of the Alaska
judiciary and general governmentemployees include supplemental benefits, health
insurance and military leave.

Retirement

All state justices and judges with .at least five years of service and who are at least
sixty years ofage are entitled to a retirement benefit of five percentof the currently
effective salary, excluding geographic cost of living adjustments, of the office from
which the justice or judge retires, multiplied by the number of years of service up
to a maximum of seventy-five percent of the current salary for that office. Justices
orjudges who retire at age fifty-five are entitled to an acm arially equivalent program .

Justices and judges in office on or since July 1, 1978 contribute seven percent
oftheirsalary to the retirement program for their first fifteen years of service. Justices
and judges appointed before July 1, 1978, and those with more than fifteen years
of service, make no contributions.

Supplemental Benefits

Judges also contribute 6.13 percent of their salary to Alaska's Supplemental Benefits
System (SBS), with the State contributing an equal amount. The benefits available
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to the judiciary under the SBS program are the same as those available to the ex-
ecutive branch.

Vacation Leave----————-———mmmmmmmmmmm -

Supreme court justices, court of appeals and superior courtjudges are entitled to
an annual vacation of not more than thirty working days. No more than fifteen
working days of unused vacation time in any one year or a totalofno more than
thirty working days can be accumulated. Requests for vacation leave of one week
ormore must he submitted to the chief justice or presiding judge of the respective
court at least four months in advance.

District court judges and full-time magistrates have the same annual vacation
entitlement as other state employees.33 Senate Bill 285, introduced in 1987, attemp-
ted to make leave provisions for district court judges the same as other levels of
the judiciary. However, the bill did not pass.

Sick Leave i

Supreme court justices, court of appeals and superior courtjudges are entitled to
unlimited sick leave except that maternity leave, although counted as sick leave, is
limited to nine weeks unless there are extenuating medical circumstances.

District courtjudges and full-time magistrates have the same sick leave entitle-
ment as other state employees.36

Leave Without Pay_ - -

Supreme courtjustices, court of appeals and superior courtand district courtijudges
may be granted leave without pay under the same conditions as other court system
employees, namely ifallannual leave has been utilized and more isneeded. Periods
of up to five working days without pay may be granted at the discretion of the
chiefjustice or the presiding judge of the respective court. Leave without pay for
more than five working days must also be approved by the administrative director
of the court system.

Administrative Leave-—————-——mmmmmmmmmm -

In consultation with the presiding judge of the respective court, the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court may assign one or more justices, judges or magistrates to
attend conferences, seminars or schools to further legal education or professional
gualifications. Travel expenses and per diem may be provided. In addition, a justice,
judge or magistrate not so assigned during a calendar year may receive administrative
leave not to exceed five working days to attend conferences, seminars or schools
when authorized by the administrative director. Administrative leave may not be

accrued.

77, AS 39.20.200 — 39.20.330.
X ld.



The Alaska Court System has no written regulations pertaining specifically
to training. However, one training program which the Court System encourages
justices and judges to attend is the NationalJudicial College in Reno, Nevada. Each
year, the Court System attempts to send one-quarter of the members of the Alaska
judicialy to this program , with the course for new judges taking three to four weeks
and subsequent courses taking one to two weeks. The Court System reviews the
course content to ensure its relevance. During the training period, justices and judges
receive full salary and all benefits. The time taken counts as administrative leave.

Leave of Absence

Upon approval by the Supreme Court, a justice orjudge may take a leave of absence
without salary of up to one year to pursue “appropriate” activities such as form al
educational programs for professional self-improvementor teaching ateducational
institutions. During any leave of absence, a justice orjudge receives no salary and
does notaccrue vacation or personal leave. In addition, no payments into the retire-
ment or supplemental benefits funds are made during che justice or judge’s leave
ofabsence, nor do retirementor supplemental benefits accrue. However, the Alaska
Court System does continue to maintain the state group health care and basic life
insurance benefits for the justice orjudge and his dependents during the leave of
absence period.

Health Insurance----—-—-——-—————— c—mmmmm

Justice* and judges are covered by the same basic health insurance plan which is
available to other State employees. Like other irate employees, they may also elect
to receive additional health insurance coverage: under the State's Supplemental
Benefits System.

Sabbaticals e

Alaska currently has no foiTnal sabbatical program for members of the judiciary.
Individual judges have been granted a one year leave of absence by the Supreme
Court as discussed above in Section 7.
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SALARIES _

The National Center for State Courts conducts periodic surveys of judicial salaries.
The most recent data available for state and federal court systems are current as
of November 1988 and are shown in Table 10.

As indicated by Table 10, the salaries of Alaska Supreme Court justices rank-
ed 11th among the states, and were also exceeded by the Districtof Columbia. Salaries
of Alaska Court of Appeals judges ranked 14th among those states with separate
appellate courts; while salaries o f Alaska Superior Courtjudges ranked 14th amaong
state general jurisdiction trial courts, and were also exceeded by the District of
Columbia.

BENEFITS

The American Bar Associauon's Judicial Administrauon Division conducted a survey
ofjudicial benefits in all 50 states plus the District of Colum bia, Guam and Puerto
Rico between November 1986 and October 1987. The data compiled generally reflect
henefits as of early 1987.

The following “ideal” criteria were developed to serve as a means ofevaluating
and comparing the fringe benefits of the various judicial jurisdictions:

1. Judges who are at least age 65, with at least 15 years of service, should be
eligible to receive a pension equal to 75 percent of the currently effective salary
of the office from which he or she retired, thus, providing for COLA;

2. Judges should not have to contribute to the judicial retirement fund. The fund
should be underwritten by the state;

3. Regardless of existing mandatory retirement laws, judges should be allowed,
if deemed able, the opportunity to serve after retirement. Retired judges should
be compensated for their actual hours of service at a rate equal to that paid
to current sitting judges;

4. Judges who become permanently disabled while in service, and who have com -
pleted at least 2 years of judicial service, should be eligible to receive disability
benefits, taking into consideration the judge’s years of service, and the impact
of the disability on his or her future earning capacity;



10.

11

12.

13.

The surviving spouse and dependent children of a judge should he eligible to
receive a henefit equal to 50 percent of the currently effective salary of the
office held by the judge at the time of death, or from which the deceased judge
retired;

The State should provide basic health and m ajor medical insurance coverage
for judges and their families, involving at most a $100 deductible per person,
and requiring minimal or no contributions by judges;

The State should provide basic dental coverage for judges and their families,
involving at most a $50 deductible per person, and requiring minimal or no
contributions by judges;

State statutes should grant immunity to judges from liability for damages arising
out of acts performed in the discharge of official duties which are not wan-
ton, reckless or malicious;

The State should represent judges, or provide for reimbursement of fees of
private counsel in such actions;

The State should pay any plaintiffs attorney fees assessed against judges in
such actions;

The State should pay for attorney fees for judges inxolved in disciplinary or
ethics proceedings;

Judges should be reimbursed for reasonable expenses incurred in attending
educational conferences and in job-related travel, and

Judges should be authorized to take:

¢ 20 vacation days per year,

« 12 sick days per year,

¢ 12 weeks of maternity leave;

« 5 days, equalling 40 hours, of educational leave per year,
« 10 holidays per year,

« periodic paid sabbatical leave.

Tables 11, 12 and 13 summ arize the results of the above survey. Although ac-

tuarial comparisons ofjudicial benefits in the various states are beyond the scope
of this report, it is apparent that benefits available to Alaska judges are equal to,
if not superior, to those of almost all other states. The only criteria which Alaska
did not meet were contributions to the judicial retirement fund, survivor's benefits,
the lack of ajudicial immunity statute and provisions for sick leave, maternity leave
and sabbatical leave.

COST OF LIVING

Cost of living differentials are another factor to be taken into account when com -
paring Alaska salaries or benefits with those in other states. This topic is covered
in Appendix A and Tables 19, 20 and 21.




VI,
COMPARISON WITH
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS

Little reliable inform ation is available on which to base comparisons ofjudicial
salaries with those of private attorneys. A survey of Alaska attorneys proposed to be
undertaken by the Alaska Judicial Council is still in the planning stage.

Altman & Weil, Inc., as reported in The 1988 Survey of Law Firm Economics,
found the average 1987 income for lawyers in the Western states (excluding California)
to be $95,971. The same survey listed the average income for lawyers in California as
$101,762, Southwestern states as $119,117, West Central states as $96,437, East Central
states as $100,634, Southern states as $93,293 and Northeastern states as $89,031. It listed
the average income for lawyers nationally as $105,572.

Since judicial candidates are expected to have higher than "average” qualifica-
tions, Altman & Weil's findings for total compensation (a definition which includes salary,
medical benefits, group insurance benefits, employer's share of social security, worker’s
compensation and unemployment compensation, and dividends paid by a professional
corporation) received by law firm partners and shareholders based on years of experience
were also reviewed. These findings can be summarized as follows:

Total Compensation (Selary & Berefits)

h o | |
|§é3n i Avﬁedrﬁlg]ge Al A
1 —

3 3D s ————— $183,815 $204,407 $171,426
260 — 30 182,113 174,408 159,768
21 = 25 s, 168,958 193,375 153,193
16 - 2 0 s 153,262 155,271 151,736
11— D 127,710 141,040 125,320

Testimony before the Commission by senior partners in both large and smail
law firm s practicing in Alaska indicated that the above figures were conservative in rela-
tion to what a successful, experienced lawyer in the private sector could expect to earn

in this State.



In general, the Commission recognizes the following:

1. It is extremely difficult to obtain an accurate idea of the current salaries of
attorneys in private practice in Alaska;

2. The salaries paid to the Alaska judiciary are seen as an impediment to some
private attorneys who might otherwise be interested in a judicial career; and

3. The benefits accruing to those who do pursue a judicial career, particularly
the provisions for retirement, may be an offsetting factor in some cases.
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Alaska judicial salaries were compared with those of top officials in the state
executive branch: the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, commissioners and selected of-
ficials in independent state agencies; the University of Alaska and Municipality of An-
chorage officials.’7They were also compared with those of Alaska-based federal district
courtjudges, with federal, state and municipal attorneys, and with statw administrative,

legal and judicial officials.38

In addition to observations included in the analysis of executive branch salaries,
the following conclusions were reached:

1. Alaska federal district courtjudges, who are not eligible to receive the federal Cost
of Living Allowance (COLA), are paid annualsalaries of $89,500, some $4,000 more
than that received by a state supreme court justice. Furthermore, a state superior
court judge receives over $12,000 less than his federal district court counterpart
although the position and responsibilities are similar.

2. Alaska-based federal claims court judges receive an annual salary approxim ately
midway between thatreceived by a state appeals courtjudge and a state supreme
court justice while federal bankruptcy court judges and U.S. Magistrates receive
salaries approxim ately midway between that received by a state district court judge

and a state superior court judge.

3. Top federal attorneys based in Alaska are eligible to receive COLA. As a result,
the US. Attorney and top legal officials in the Department of the Interior and the
Departmentof Transportation each receive annual salaries greater than any member
of the Alaska judiciary.

I\ See Table 3.
See Tahie 14.
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The following isan outline ofthe major legislative events since Statehood which

have shaped and changed the Alaska judiciary. Statutes pertaining to the judicial branch
are contained in Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes and the Alaska Court Rules.39 It should
be noted that changes in the number of district courtjudges are norm ally made by rule
rather than legislative enactment. In addition, a history of changes in judicial and ex-
ecutive branch compensation is contained in Table 1 and a summary of the currently
authorized number ofjustices and judges in the four state court divisions is shown in

Tahle 5.

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

1959 —

Article IV of the State Constitution provides for a unified judicial system with
judicial power to be "vested in a supreme court, a superiorcourtand the courts
established by the legislature”. The jurisdiction of the courts and boundaries
of judicial districts were to be established by law.

The Supreme Court was to consist of three justices, one of whom was to serve
as Chief Justice. The number of justices could be increased by law at the re-
quest of the Supreme Court.

The Superior Court was to consist of fh'e judges. The numberofjudges could
be increased by law.

In addition, the Constitution established the Alaska Judicial Council to solicit,
screen and nominate applicants for vacant judgeships; to conduct studies for
the improvement in the administration of justice; and to make reports and
recommendations to the Legislature and the Supreme Court.

Other provisions relating to the judiciary, which are incorporated in the State
Constitution, are those relating to mimmurn judicial qualifications; mandatory
retirement at the age of 70, except for special assignments; judicial impeach-
ment procedures; and restrictions on non-judicial activities of judges. Finally
the Constitution specified that justices, judges and members of the Alaska
Judicial Council shall be compensated as prescribed by law. However, the com -
pensation ofjustices and judges cannot be diminished during their terms of
office unless by general law applying to all salaried state officials.

w. Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes contains the following chapters: 05 — The Supreme Court;

07 — The Court of Appeals; !0 — The Superior Court; 15 — The District Courts; 20 — Of-
ficers and Employees; 25 — Retirement and Death Benefits; and 30 — Judicial Qualifications.
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1968 — 2d FCCS SCS CSHJR 74:40

Provided for the disqualification, suspension, removal from office, retirement
and censure of judges and justices; and provided fora Com mission on Judicial

Qualifications,
1970 — FCCS SCS CSHJR |14

Eliminated the separate appointment of the ChiefJustice of the Supreme Court.

LEGISLATIVE ENACTMENTS AND COURT RULES
1959 — Section 1, Chapter 50, SLA 1959 and Section 16, Chapter 50, SLA 1959:

Established and set qualifications and compensation for a three-member
Supreme Court and an eighthiember Superior Court:

o First judic al district 2 judges
¢ SECONT JUAICTAT BESTITC b lijudge
« Third judicial district 3 judges
« Fourth judicial district 2 judges

In addition, the legislation required that in order for justices and judges to
be issued salary warrants, they had to certify that no matters referred to them
for opinion or decision were outstanding for more than 6 months.

— Section 1, Chapter 184, SLA 1959:

Established district magistrate courts in each of the four judicial districts of
the Superior Court with limited jurisdiction in civil and criminal cases. Under
this legislation, a total of 11 district magistrate positions were established:

0 FUrSt JUAICial diSTIIC b —————-————— - ——-——————————.———, 3
¢ SRCONG JUATCTAT B IS TITC b et 1
L I N B VI I O G 4
o Fourth judicial district.mm. r—— 3

Provided for 53 deputy magistrates:

C T R A T o B 3 10

¢ SRCONA JUAICTAT 0 HSEITC b —————————————, 7
L O N N TV Ao T
« Fourth judicial district

In addition, the legislation imposed the same six month rule requirement for
compensation of district court judges as required of supreme court justices
and superior court judges.

The new law further provided that the number of district magistrates and deputy
magistrates within each judicial district could be increased or decreased by rule
of the Supreme Court,

4. The Constitutional provisions affected were Article IV, {{ 10 and 13.

J. Constitutional provisions affected were Article IV, {{ 182 and 16.



1962 -

1966 —

1967 —

1968 —

1970 —

Section 1, Chapter 119, SLA 1962:

Amended Sec 25(1), Chapter 50, SLA 1959 by increasing the numberofsuperior
court judges to 9, allocated as follows:

L 1 O LTI N o T T 8 2
¢ SECONG JUATCTAT G ISTIIC b 1
« Third judicial district 4
« Fourth judicial district 2

The legislation became effective January 1, 1963.
Section 3, Chapter 24, SLA 1966:

Renamed the District Magistrate Court as the District Court and district
magistrates as district judges.

Assigned district court judges by judicial district as follows:

o First judicial district .. 3
« Second judicial district 1
« Third judicial district 4
« Fourth judicial district 2
Section 1, Chapter 83, SLA 1967:

Expanded the Supreme Court to 5 justices.

Expanded the Superior Court to 11 judges:

¢ FIISE JUAICTAT GUSTIICT s s s s s 2
« Second judicial district 1
o Third judicial district 6
« Fourth judicial district 2

Section 1, Chapter 162, SLA 1968:

Related to the appointment of acting district court judges and established
minimum qualifications for such acting appointees.

Section 1, Chapter 164, SLA 1968:;

Made district courtjudges subject to approvalor rejection by the voters under
the provisions of AS 22.15.170.

Section 1, Chapter 44, SLA 1970:

Expanded superior court to 16 judges:

L e - A H I o T 8 3
« Second judicial district 1
« Third judicial district 9
« Fourth judicial district 3

The legislation became effective July 1, 1970.
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1972 -

1975 —

1976 —

1978 —

Section 1, Chapter 36, SLA 1972:

Increased jurisdiction of district colt from $3,000 to $10,000 in cases involv-
ing the recovery ofmoney ordamages; and to $15,000 for the recovery of money
ordamages in motorvehicle tort cases exclusive of costs, interest and attorney

fees.

The same legislation extended the civil and criminaljurisdiction of the district
courts statewide.

Section 1, Chapter 166, sta 1975:

Superior court expanded to 17 judges:

¢ RIS JUATCTAT A IS TIIC b s ——————— - —————————-————————.—, 3
¢ SECONG JUGTCTAT QIS TITC e e s 1
CUTRIT JUGTCTAT 0TS EIC o 10
¢ FOUTER JUTCTAT B ESEIIC b —————————- 3

Legislation effective immediately.

Section 1, Chapter 193, sta 1976

Expanded superior court to 20judges:

C T T S VI B o T N 4

¢ SRCONA JUGTCTAT G ISTIIC Lo s 1
TR JUTTCTAT IS TIIC Lo 10
¢ FOUTER JUATCTAT B IS TIIC T s s s )

Upgraded Bethel district court judgeship in the Fourth judicial district to a
superior court position.

Established two new superiorcourtjudgeships, one in the Firstjudicial district
at Sitka and one in the Fourth judicial district at Fairbanks.

Legislation effective immediately.
Sections 2 and 4-8, Chapter 80, SLA 1978:

Entitled judicial branch employees to receive a geographic cost of living ad-
justment to salaries equal to 3.5 percent of annual salary, times the number
of pay step increases for a state employee working in the same election district
where AS 39.27.020 specifies zero to five pay step increases.

In an election district where AS 39.27.020 specifies more than five pay steps,
the number of pay step increases for judicial branch employees is limited to
five.

Any retirement benefits to which justices or judges may be entitled are com -
puted only on annual salary, for example pre-geographic cost of living
adjustments.

Section 1, Chapter 23, SLA 1978:

Increased small claims jurisdiction of district courts to S2,000.
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1980 —

1982 —

Section 1, Chapter 12, SLA 1980:
Established three member criminal Court of Appeals.
Sections 5-9, Chapter 12, SLA 1980:

Changed residency requirement for supreme court justices and superior court
judges from three to five years immediately prior to appointment.

Section 12, Chapter 12, SLA 1980:

Changed qualifications of district courtjudges to specify residence in Alaska
for at least five years immediately preceding appointment and to (1) have been
engaged in the active practice of law for not less than three years immediately
preceding appointmentor (2) to have served at least seven years as a magistrate
in the State of Alaska. The same legislation indicated that the Supreme Court
may prescribe additional qualifications.

Section 1, Chapter 34, SLA 1980:

Expanded superior court to 23 judges:

L T O U o B I3 O 4
¢ SECONT JUAICTAT G IS EITC T s 2
L I T I TV o T B N R 12
¢ FOUTER JUATCTAT G IS T b e —————— 5

Legislation effective July 1, 1980.
Alaska Court Rules

Changed Rule 19 of the Administrative Rules with respect to the number of
district court judges and magistrates:

o First judicial diStriC b Jjudges and 12 magistrates
o Second judicial diSTriC i ——— liudge and 18 magistrates
o Third judicial diStriCT i ——— 9judges and 18 magistrates
o Fourth judicial diStrictmmmmmm—— S5judges and 16 magistrates

Section 1, Chapter 70, SLA 1982:

Increased numberofsuperiorcourtjudges from 23 to 26 through the upgrading
of district court to superior court judgeships in the First judicial district at
Wrangell-Petersburg and the Second judicial district at Barrow and the addi-
tion ofone new superiorcourtjudgeship in the Third judicial district at Palmer.
The new allocation of superior court judgeships by judicial district:

L T R O TV I T A A O P 5

¢ SRCONA JUATCTAT A IS TITC b s e st 3

L I T B TV o B 13

FOUTER JUATCTAT 0 IS TIIC b s, 5
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1983 —

1984 —

1985 -

1987 -

Section 1, Chapter 65, SLA 1983:

Expanded superior court to 27 judges, allocated as follows:

L T A I o T N T 5
« Second judicial district... 3
S I (T B I o O T 14
¢ FOUTER JUATCTAT A IS TITC b s s e 5
Legislation effective immediately.

Section 2, Chapter 137, SLA 1984:

Increased superior court to 29 judges with the following allocation:

L T N 1V I I T N 5
o Second Judicial diStric tmmmmmm———— 3

o Third judicial district..
o Fourth judicial district

Section 3 of the same legislation changed the number of district court judges
to the following:

L T N 1V I K I T N K 3
¢ SRCONT JUATCTAT IS TITC b s 1
C I N TV B I O

« Fourth judicial district..

Sections 77-78, Chapter 6, SLA 1984:

Restated the composition and general powers of the Supreme Court and the
jurisdiction of the Superior Court.

Alaska Court Rules

Changed Rule 190of the Administrative Rules with respect to the numhber of
district court judges and magistrates.

o First judicial disStric - 2 judges and 12 magistrates
« Second judicial district 0 judges and 18 magistrates
o Third judicial diSTrictmmmmmmm——————————— 11judges and 18 magistrates
* Fourth judicial district 4 judges and 16 magistrates

Section 3, Chapter 17, sLA 1985

Increased jurisdiction of the district court to 525,000 for all types of civil “aces.
All types of actions within these monetary limits required to be Filed in District
Court except where provided by Supreme Court rule

Gave district court authorization over domestic violence cases.
Section 7, Chapter 38, sSLA 1987

Increased civil jurisdiction of the district court to 535,000.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

THE BASE SALARIES.

The Commission makes the following salary recommendations for the judicial

branch:

Chief JUSEICE, SUPTEM & C 0 U Il $100,000per year
SUPTEM @ COUTE JUSTICE S s $99,500 peryear
ADPEals CoUrt JU T g ES s —————— $94,000 peryear
SUPETIOT COUTE JUM GBS e $92,000 peryear
DUSEIICT COUTE JU T JES st $78,000 peryear

The Commission also makes the following recommendations:

1

Sabbatical Leave: Leave of absence provisions should be revised to include pro-
vision for up to one yearofsabbatical leave for justices and judges atone-half
salary. Eligibility for sabbaticals should accrue after 7 years of service with
a requirement for a minimum of 2 years of service following a sabbatical
The Commission helieves that the specific criteria for sabbaticals should be
left to the discretion of the Chief Justice and the Supreme Court.

M aternity Leave: Justices and judges should be allowed 12 weeks of maternity
leave for the same reasons set forth in the section on executive salary

recommendations.

Other Leave: The Chief Justice and the Supreme Court should review current
ieave policies which include vacation leave, sick leave, leave without pay, ad-
ministrative leave and leave of absence, and establish a more cohesive leave
policy for all justices and judges.

Geographic CostofLiving Adjustments: The current costofliving adjustment
system, as it applies to the judiciary, should be modified as follows:

0 percent: Anchorage, Juneau, Ketchikan, Wrangell-Petersburg, Sitka,
Palmer, Kenai and Homer
3.5 percent: Fairbanks

10.5 percent: Kodiak, Valdez
17.5 percent: Kotzebue, Nome, Barrow and Bethel



B. RATIONALE

Furthermore, itis the Commission'srecommendation that the foregoing percen-
tages be applied only to the first $40,000 of base salary, representing the basic
cost of food, shelter and associated amenities.42

District Court Legislation. Legislation should be enacted to bring the benefits
accruing to district court judges in line with those of other members of the
state judiciary.

The Commission also observed that a number of district court judges are ac-
ting as superior court judges. It is the Commission's recommendation that,
when district court judges act in the capacity of superior court judges, they
should be paid as such and that the Alaska Court System should provide for
the added expense in its budget.

Administrative Director of Court System and Deputy. The salary of the Ad-
ministrative Director should be no more than the base salary of a superior
courtjudge and should be increased only when the salaries of superior court
judges are increased.

The salary ofthe Deputy Administrative Director should be no more than that

of deputy commissioners in the executive branch and should be increased only
when the salaries of deputy commissioners are increased.43

As the Appendices indicate, the Com mission made an extensive study of the sub-
ject of judicial compensation. In doing so it discovered that, while the Alaska
judiciary, in 1984, was ranked first in the nation with respect to base salary amounts,
by Novemberof 1986, it had fallen to fifth position and, as of this date, it is ranked

at the following levels:

SUPTEM € € 0 U T o et Eleventh
COUTE 0F A PP EALS o Fourteenth
SUPETIOT C 0 U T o e s Fourteenth44

*2 The Commission also supports the changes which have been proposed with respect to all other

state government employees. In this regard, the Commission agrees with the Opinion and Deci-
sion of Arbitrator In Arbitration Between Alaska Public Employees Association and State of

Alaska, October 20, 1986.

4 The Commission recognizes that the salaries of the Administrative Director and the Deputy

Administrative Director are without the scope of its legislative mandate. However, it was the
consensus o f the Commissioners that such personnel should not, under any circumstances, be
paid salaries which are higher than that of superior and appellate court judges, not to mention
higher than the Governor of the State of Alaska. In the event that the proposed judicial salaries
are not enacted or are enacted at a lower level, the salaries of the administrative director and
the deputy administrative director should remain frozen until such time as they reach parity
with superior court judges and deputy commissioners respectively.

. Table 10. No comparisons could be made with respect to the district court level because of the
dramatic variations in jurisdiction of those courts from state to state. However, it is worthy of
note that Alaska’s district court judges have a broader, more extensive jurisdiction than most
similar courts.



Moreover, the Alaskan position will suffer further erosion when pay raises
already approved in Connecticut, Idaho, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska
and Tennessee become effective in 1989 and 1990,

The Commission furtherrecognized, as it did with respect to executive salaries,
that inflation has eroded judicial compensation. From 1985 to July 1988 alone, the
Anchorage Consumer Price Index has risen 7.1 percent.

In addition, the testimony presented to the Com mission made it clear that the
gap between income earned by private attorneys and the salaries of the judiciary
was continuing to grow. Mostalarming was evidence thatthe mosthighly qualified
private practitioners were not applying for the bench because ofthe great disparity
in salaries and the fact that experienced members ofthe judiciary were leaving public
service to return to private practice. It is further noted that the trend perceived by
the Com mission is one of nationwide proportions. Given the foregoing, and in the
interests o f preserving an experienced, well qualified judiciary, the Com mission had
little hesitation in making its salary recommendations.43

W ith respect to the recommendation for a formal sabbatical leave policy, the
Commission noted that several factors support it, not the least of which are the
incentive which it provides for qualified persons both to seek judicial appointment
and to remain in such a position and the necessity to minimize the stress which

is a natural outgrowth of the position.46

Sabbatical leaves are more and more being viewed as a method both of addi-
tional compensation and ofensuring a healthy, permanentjudiciary. Thus, in 1988,
at its midwinter meeting, the House of Delegates of the American Bar Association
overwhelmingly voted in favorofa resolution urging that the states adopt programs
providing for sabbaticals.

The Commission believes that such a program will prove beneficial to Alaska's
judiciary and hence should be adopted.

4 The court system contends that, with appropriate cost of living adjustments, “supreme court
salaries rank 37th of the 45 states which can be ranked by available cost of living indices in
1988. Similarly, court of appeals salaries rank 33rd of 35 ranked states and superior court salaries
rank 33rd of 45 ranked states in 1986!" Judicial Salary Paper at 9 (October, 1988

Robbins, Has The Time Come for Judicial Sabbaticals?, 71 Judicature, No. 6 at 306 (1988).






JUDICIAL QUALIFICATIONS

According to the American Bar Association, “the quality of a court system
isdetermined chiefly by the quality of its judges. Judges should be selected on the basis
ofability, character, training and experience, by a procedure that assures that selection
is made on a merit basis!"9

In August of 1983, the American Bar Association approved guidelines for
reviewing qualifications of candidates for state judicial office in the following areas: in-
tegrity, legal knowledge and ability, professional experience, judicial temperament,
diligence, health, financial responsibility, and public service.

Although prescribed judicial qualifications in Alaska appear, at first glance,
to be relatively straightforward, candidates for judicial office are closely screened and
evaluated. The performance of Alaska judges is subject to evaluation by the Alaska
Judicial Counciland is ultimately judged by the voters in retention elections.20 In order
to become and remain a Supreme, Appellate, Superioror District Courtijudge in Alaska,

one must:

1. Possess the minimum qualifications prescribed by the State Constitution and

general law;
2. Be considered one of two or more candidates deemed “most qualified” for

the judicial vacancy when nominated; and
3. Perform his or herjudicial duties to the satisfaction of the electorate.

A. LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

As prescribed by Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes and/or the A laska Rulesof Court,
the following minimum qualifications must be metin order for a person to he con-
sidered by the Alaska Judicial Council for nomination to a judgeship:

Supreme Court

1. Be a U.S. citizen;
2. Have been an Alaska resident for 5 years immediately before appointment;

3. Have been engaged in the active practice of law for at least 8§ years immediate-

ly prior to appointment;
4. Be licensed to practice law in Alaska at the time of appointment.2

American Bar Association, Standards Relating to Court Organization, (1984).
0. .Alaska Constitution, Article IV, Section 6.
JI.AS 22.05.070.
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Court of Appeals
Same qualifications as for the Supreme Court.22

Superior Court
Same qualifications as for Supreme Court and Court of Appeals except that the
candidate must have engaged in the active practice of law for not less than 5 years

prior to appointment.23

District Court

L. Be a U.S. citizen,;

2. Have been an Alaska resident for at least 5 years immediately prior to
appointment;

3. Have been engaged in the active practice of law for not less than 3 years im -
mediately prior to appointment or have served at least 7 years as a magistrate
in the State;

4. Be at least 21 years of age.2

In addition, Rule 19 of the Administrative Rules of Court mandates that district

court judges have a law degree.2

EDUCATION AND QUALIFICATIONS

As set forth in the applicable statutes nnd rules, the members of the Alaska judiciary
must be members of the Alaska Bar Association. Implicit in that requirement is
the necessity for a formal post high school education which generally means ac-
quisition ofa four year undergraduate degree and subsequent graduation from the
three year program of an American Bar Association accredited law school. Thus,
most attorneys have seven years of higher education.

After graduating from law school, in order to practice law, each prospective
attorney must take and pass a rigorous two and one-half day examination ad-
ministered by the state in which he or she intends to practice. Upon passage of the
written exam, and after demonstrating good moral character, the candidate is ad-
mitted to the Bar. Every applicant for the bench in Alaska must have completed

these requisites.

ALASKA JUDICIAL COUNCIL EVALUATION ———=-———mmmmmmmmm

The Alaska Judicial Council operates independently of the court system. It was
created by the State Constitution to perform two primary functions. They are to
solicit, screen and nominate applicants for gubernatorial appointments to vacant
judgesiiip positions and conduct studies for improvement in the adm inistration of
justice and to make recommendations to the Legislature and the Supreme Court.2

». AS 22.07.040.
A AS 22.10.090.
AS 22.15.160.

J. The currently authorized judgeships in the State of Alaska are set forth in Table 5.
Alaska Constitution, Article IV, Section 8.
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The Councilis comprised of the Chief Justice of the Alaska Supreme Court
who serves as chair and ex officio member; three attorney members appointed by
the Board of Governors of the Alaska Bar Association; and three non-attorney
members appointed by the Governor and subject to confirm ation by the m ajority
of members of the Legislature sitting in joint session. These six members serve for

six year terms.

W ith regard to the Council's primary function, nomination of judicial can-
didates, applicants for gubernatorialappointments to vacantjudgeships mustundergo
a comprehensive review process. They must first complete the Council's “Applica-
tion for Judicial Appointment” questionnaire, together with appendices, provide
a physician’s certification of the applicant’'s health and submita legal writing sam -
ple. Each applicant is then evaluated by the following means:

1. The Bar Survey. All active members of the Alaska Bar Association are asked,
by an independent firm , to rate each candidate on a 5-point scale in five cireas:
professional competence, judicialtemperament, integrity, suitability ofexperience
for the position, and fairness. Members are asked to indicate whether their
ratings are based on direct professional experience, other personal contacts or
reputation.27

2. Letters of Reference. Confidential letters of reference are solicited by the Council
as part of its evaluation process.

3. Investigation of Applicants. The Councilisempowered to conduct such investi-
gations as may be necessary or desirable into the applicants’ background for
the purpose of evaluating fitness for judicial appointment.

4. Screening. Following its review of the applications, investigative and survey data,
the Council screens the various candidates for form al interviews.

5. Interviews. As the final stage of the evaluation process, applicants are invited
to a one-half hour interview with the full Alaska Judicial Council where they
are asked about their judicial philosophy and are given an opportunity to
respond to or explain any information of importance gathered during the
investigation.

Following the interviews, the Alaska Judicial Councilsubmits a listofnominees
to the Governor of those candidates deemed to be the "most qualified! This list
must include at least two names.

SELECTION BY THE GOVERNOR

The Governor has 45 days to appoint a nominee from the list submitted by the
Alaska Judicial Council to fill a particular judicial vacancy.

The Alaska Bar Association is comprised mainly of attorneys living and practicing lav/ in the
State of .Alaska and state court judges.



RETENTION BY VOTERS

As provided by Alaska law, judges are periodically required to stand for retention
by the voters. They do notrun against other candidates — the voters merely vote
to eitherretain or notretain particularjudges or justices. District Courtjudges must
stand for retention in the first general election held not sooner than one year after
appointmentand every four years thereafter. Supreme Court, CourtofAppeals and
Superior Courtjustices and judges stand in the first general election held not sooner
than three years after initial appointment and ten, eight and six years respectively
thereafter.

As partofthe retention election process, the Alaska Judicial Councilisresponsi-
ble for conducting retention evaluations. The Council uses a three-part plan to
evaluate all judges eligible for retention in a given election year, as follows:

1. The Council surveys all active members of the Alaska Bar Association and
all State peace officers and probation officers. Bar Association members are
asked to rate each appellate judge or justice on a 5-point scale in twelve
categories and each trialcourtjudge on the same scale in 21 categories. Peace
and probation officers do notrate appellate judges but rate all trialcourtjudges
in 16 categories. A ll survey respondents indicate the amountand nature of their
experience before each judge. Peace and probation officers evaluate trial judges
using the same criteria except for those relating to the judge’'slegal reasoning,
knowledge ofciviland criminallaw, and settlement skills. Following the Coun-
cil's review, quantitative evaluations of all judges who have filed for retention
are made public.

2. Beief narrative questionnaires are completed by selected counsel who have
appeared before each judge or justice during the current term. The purpose
of these questionnaires is to validate the results of initial survey findings and
to obtain furtherinform ation on aspects of judicial performance. Council ques-
tionnaire results are summarized and submitted to the Council for review.

3. Each justice orjudge seeking retention is asked to complete a personal ques-
tionnaire regarding his or her judicial performance, health and judicial and
non-judicial activities during the current term of office.

Following a review of these and other appropriate data, the Alaska Judicial
Councilvotes to recommend either for or against each judge up for retention. These
findings are made public for consideration by the voters,

Since Statehood, one Supreme Court justice and two District Court judges
have been rejected by the voters, the latter on the recommendation of the Alaska

Judicial Council,



The Alaska Judicial Council believes that its extensive review of potentialcan-
didates and monitoring ofjudicial performance have contributed to the quality of
persons seeking judicial office. This beliefis bolstered by higher Bar ratings for
more recently appointed justices and judges, for example those appointed using the
above conditions of review by the Council.” The Council also considers that the
high proportion of justices and judges who make the judiciary a lifetime career
is an indication of their commitment to the office.29

See Table 6.
See Table 7.
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JUDICIAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The four levels of state courts in Alaska are Supreme, Appeals, Superior and
District, each with different powers, duties and responsibilities. The Supreme Court and
the CouitofAppeals are referred to as appellate courts, while the Superior and District
Courts are referred to as trialcourts. Unlike many other states, Alaska hasno municipal

courts.

A. DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITY

The responsibilities of the state courts are set out in Title 22, Alaska Statutes.
In general, they can be summarized as follows:

1. Supreme Court
The five member Supreme Court is the highest court in Alaska.

The Spreme Courtisempowered by the Alaska Constitution to establish rules
governing the administration of all state courts and those governing prac-
tice and procedure in civil and criminal cases.

The Supreme Court hears cases on appeal from throughout the State.

« An appeal may be taken to the Supreme Court from any finaljudgment
entered by the Superior Court in a civil action or proceeding;

« In criminaland certain quasi-criminal actions, the Supreme Court has the
discretion to acceptor deny alitigant'srequest that itreview decisions made
by the Court of Appeals; and30

« The Supreme Court may take jurisdiction of a case pending before the
CourtofAppeals ifthe lattercourt certifies thatthe case involves a signifi-
cantquestion of constitutionallaw oran issue ofsubstantialpublic interest.

2. Court of Appeals

The three member Court of Appeals has the authority to hearappeals from
judgments in criminal and certain quasi-criminal cases in which prisoners
are challenging the legality of theirconfinement and cases involving proba-
tion and parole decisions.

« Criminalappeals from the District Courtcan be taken to the Superior Court
or the Court of Appeals, at the option of the defendant; and

)0. Quasi-criminal actions are defined as infractions with minima] fines and no jail time or loss
of license.
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« A defendant who appeals from District Courtto Superior Court may ask
the CourtofAppeals to review the Superior Court decision, although the
Court of Appeals may refuse such requests.

3. Superior Court

The Superior Courtcurrently has 29 members allocated among fourjudicial
districts. It is the trial court of generaljurisdiction, with original jurisdic-
tion in all civiland criminal matters. The jurisdiction ofthe Superior Court
is summarized by the Alaska Court System as follows:

o It handles all felony criminaltrials and all civil matters where the amount
in controversy exceeds $35,000;

« It serves as an appellate court of appeals from the District Court;

« It hears cases involving children who have com mitted crimes or who are
abused or neglected;

« It hears cases involving the property of deceased or incompetent persons;

o It hears cases involving the involuntary commitmentofpersons to institu-
tions for the mentally ill; and

« It handles domestic relations matters.

4, District Court

The District Courtcurrently has 17 members allocated among fourjudicial
districts. The Supreme Court has the powerto increase or decrease the number
of District Court judges within each division through changes in Rule 19
ofthe Administrative Rules of Court. The jurisdiction of the District Court
is summarized by the Alaska Court System as follows:

¢ It hears State misdemeanors and violations of city and borough ordinances;

« It issues summonses, arrest warrants and search warrants;

« It hears first appearances and preliminary hearings in felony cases;

e |t issues absentee ballots and records vital statistics in some areas of the
State;

« It serves ascoroner, holds inquests and acts astem ~orar etakerofprop-
erty of decedents;

« It hears civil cases valued up to $35,000;

« It hears small claims cases to a maximumamountof§5.000;

9 It handles cases involving children on anemergencybasis; and

« It hears domestic violence cases.

CASELOADS

Alaska Court System caseload statistics from Fiscal Year 1982 through Fiscal Year
1988 were examined.3 In general, the number of filings in the Supreme and
Appeals Courts increased significantly between FY 1982 and FY 1984 and again
between FY 1985 and FY 1986. Filings in the Superior Court increased through

’} See Tables 8 and 9.



FY 1985 but have declined since that time. For example, the number of filings
in State Superior Courtrose 26.9 percent between FY 1982 and FY 1985 but fell

by 13.8 percent between FY 1985 and FY 1988.

A similar trend is observable in the number of dispositions although the
overall decline in caseloads is not marked. The Court of Appeals did not com -
mence operation until mid-September 1980 which is the primary reason for the
apparentm ajor increase in disposition caseloads for the Supreme Court hetween
FY 1982 and FY 1983,

It isassumed thatthe recentdecline in court filings mirrors the generaldecline
in other sectors of the Alaska economy.



RESTRICTIONS ON
JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES

An analysis ofjudicial compensation should include consideration of the restric-
tions applicable to the man and. women of the judiciary. Judges are subject to rigid
standards of conduct which require them to curtail their social, political and financial
activities to a greater degree than other public officials.

Public confidence in the judiciary can only be expected in a system in which
the judiciary is seen as scrupulously unbiased and free ofconflicts ofinterest. The Code
ofJudicial Conduct, whichisincorporated in the Alaska Rules of Court, contains seven
canons derived from model canons developed by the Alaska Bar Association. These

canons are:
Canon 1.

Canon 2:

Canon 3:

Canon 4:

Canon 5:

Canon 6:

Canon 7:

A judge should uphold the integrity and independence ofthe judiciary.

A judge should avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety
in all his activities.

A judge should perform the duties of his office impartially and diligently.

A judge may engage in activities to improve the law, the legal system
and the administration of justice.

A judge should regulate his extra-judicial activities to minim ize the risk
of conflict with his judicial duties.

A judge should regularly file reports ofcompensation received for quasi-
judicial and extra-judicial activities.

A judge should refrain from political activity inappropriate to his judicial
office.

Specific activities prohibited under these canons include the following:

Judges must refrain from engaging in political activities. [Canon T7].

Judges cannot practice law, or act as arbitratoror mediator for compensation.
[Canon 5].

A judge can participate in some charitable activities but cannot solicit funds
for such organizations or maintain an association with an organization whh
would regularly come before him in court. [Canon 5].

A judge cannot engage in “financial and business dealings that tend to reflect
adversely on his im partiality, interfere with the proper performance of hisjudicial
duties, exploit his judicial position, or involve him in frequent transactions with



lawyers or persons likely to come before the courton which he serves!” [Canon
5¢(h)].
5. A judge is required to divest himselfor herselfofinvestments or other finan-

cial interests that might result in frequent disqualifications. [Canon 5¢c(3)]. A
judge mustmake public disclosure of hisor herfinancial activities. [Canon 6].

6. A judge mustnot actin any manner that would convey the impression that
family, social or other relationships might be influencing his or herjudicial
conduct or judgment. [Canon 2].

7. Thejudicial duties of a judge take precedence over all of the judge’s other
activities. [Canon 3]

The imposition of this strict code, some of the requisites of which are also
contained in Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes, may have a profound impact on the life
of ajudge. The canons clearly indicate that the judge's mantle of responsibility does
not disappear when a judge leaves the courthouse.

Failure of justices or judges to adhere to the requirements of the canons can
lead to serious consequences. These include investigations and recommendations as to
discipline by the Com mission on Judicial Conduct, discipline by the Alaska Bar Associa-
tion, impeachment proceedings originating in the State Senate leading to possible removal
from office, and possible criminal prosecution.

Aside from adherence to the judicialcanons, justices and judges are also required
to file detailed financial statements with the Alaska Public Offices Com mission, asrequired
by the Conflict of Interest Law.3 The reporting requirements for the judicial branch
are the same as those for senior members of the executive branch.

Commission on Judicial Conduct -

The Commission on Judicial Conduct, formerly called the Com mission on
Judicial Qualifications, was created as a result ofa 1968 amendment to the State Con-
stitution and operates independent of the Alaska Court System.

Asspecified by AS 22.30.010, the Com mission consists of nine members: three
state courtjudges or justices elected by their peers; three lawyers, with at least ten years’
experience, nominated by the Alaska Bar Associatin and appointed by the Governor;
and three lay persons appointed by the Governor. The gubernatorial appointees are sub-
ject to confirmation by a majority of the members of the Legislature in ajoint session,

The Commission is empowered to investigate complaints against state judges
and justices ormay itselfinstigate such investigations. It may refer m atters to the Supreme
Courtwith arecommendation that ajudge be reprimanded, suspended, removed or retired
from office or publicily or privately censured by the Supreme Court.

AS 39.50 €t .



In 1987, the Com mission reported receiving fifty enquiries amd making eighty-
five dispositions. O f those dispositions, four dated from 1983, three from 1984, sixteen
from 1985, thirty-nine from 1986 and twenty-three from 1987. Atthe end of 1987, twenty-
seven enquiries remined unresolved and two form al proceedings were carried overto 1988.

The reason for any perceived laxity in complaint dispositions is the lack of full funding
for the Commission.
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SALARIES.

The current base salaries for justices and judges in the State Supreme, Appeals,
Superior and District Courts have heen in effect since 1985. They are as follows:

Lo SUPTEM @ COUTT JUSTICE cmmmmmmnsmmsssmesss e $85,728
equivalent to Step F, Range 30 o f the salary schedule in /1S 3927.011(a) fo r Juneau.

2. CoUTE 0F APPELAIS JU T 0 B oo et $79,992
equivalent to Step E, Range 29 o f the salary schedule in AS 3927.011(a) fo r Juneau.

3. Superior Court Judge wmmmmmmmmmmm  —— $77,304
equivalent to Step E, Range 28 of the salary schedule in /1S3927.011(a) fo r Juneau.

A, DUSTIICT COUTE JU T § B s s $66,816
equivalent to Step C Range 26 of the salary schedule in /1S 3927.011(a) fo r Juneau.

Pursuantto Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes, performance requirements are made
a condition for judicial compensation.33 No salary warrant may be issued to any
state justice or judge until he or she has filed an affidavit that no matter referred
to him or her has been uncompleted or undecided for a period of more than six
months.

In addition to hase salary, justices and judges receive geographic costofliving
adjustments similar to those received by other state employees except thatjudicial
geographic cost of living adjustments use a base and 5 tiers rather than the base
and 9 tiers used for state general government employees.34

By location, currentjudicial geographic costofliving adjustments are calculated

as follow s:
1. Base area — A NCHOTEQE
(0% ) Juneau
Ketchikan
2. Tier 1 — Wrangell-Petershurg .
(3.5%) Palmer
Sitka

Section 14, Chapter 50, SLA 1989; Section 0, Chapter 50, SLA 1989; Section 17, Chapter 134,
SLA 19%9; and Section 1, Chapter 12, SLA 1990.

Section 4, Ghepter 8, SLA 198.



3. Tier 2 — Kenai... e ——

(T% ) Homer
4, Tier 3 — K00 T8 K v,
(10.5% )
5. Tier 4 — Fairbanks e ——
(14%)
6. Tier 5 — K OTZ8D U B s
(17.5%) Nome
Barrow
Bethel
Valdez

A numberof proposals were promulgated during the 1988 legislative session
which were designed to change the geographic cost of living adjustments for all
state employees, none of which passed.

BENEFITS.

Some oftheemployee benefits available to Alaska justices and judges are identical
to those for state general government employees. In addition, benefits for district
courtjudges are not always the same as those for justices and judges of the higher

courts.

Benefits available to the Alaska judiciary which are different from those for
general government employees include provisions for retirement, vacation leave, sick
leave, leave without pay, adm inistrative leave, leave of absence and unwritten provi-
sions for training. Benefits which are the same for both members of the Alaska
judiciary and general government employees include supplemental benefits, health
insurance and military leave.

Retirement

All state justices and judges with at least five years of service and who are at least
sixty years ofage are entitled to a retirement benefit of five percentof the currently
effective salary, excluding geographic cost ofliving adjustments, of the office from
which the justice or judge retires, multiplied by the number of years of service up
to amaximum of seventy-five percent of the current salary for that office. Justices
orjudges who retire at age fifty-five are entitled to an actuarially equivalent program .

Justices and judges in office on or since July 1, 1978 contribute seven percent
of theirsalary to the retirementprogram for their first fifteen years o f service. Justices
and judges appointed before July 1, 1978, and those with more than fifteen years
of service, make no contributions.

Supplemental Benefits ,

Judges also contribute 6.13 percent of their salary to Alaska's Supplemental Benefits
System (SBS), with the State contributing an equalamount. The benefits available
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to the judiciary under the SBS program are the same as those available to the ex-
ecutive branch.

Vacation Leave.-——-————-——m e

Supreme court justices, court of appeals and superior court judges are entitled to
an annual vacation of not more than thirty working days. No more than fifteen
working days of unused vacation time in any one year or a totalofno more than
thirty working days am be accumulated. Requests for vacation leave of one week
ormore must be submitted to the chiefjustice or presiding judge of the respective
court at least four months in advance.

District courtjudges and full-time magistrates have the same annual vacation
entitlement as other state employees.35 Senate Bill 285, introduced in 1987, attem p-
ted to make leave provisions for district court judges the same as other levels of
the judiciary. However, the bill did not pass.

Sick Leave

Supreme court justices, court of appeals and superior courtjudges are entitled to
unlimited sick leave except that maternity leave, although counted as sick leave, is
limited to nine weeks unless there are extenuating medical circumstances.

District courtjudges and full-time magistrates have the same sick leave entitle-
ment as other state employees.36

Leave Wiihout Pay-—-—---——-————mmmmm e e

Supreme courtjustices, courtofappeals and superiorcourtand districtcourtjudges
may be granted leave without pay under the same conditions as othercourt system
employees, namely if allannualleave has been utilized and more is needed. Periods
of up to five working days without pay may be granted at the discretion of the
chiefjustice or the presiding judge of the respective court. Leave without pay for
more than five working days must also be approved by the administrative director

of the court system.

Administrative Leave. .-

In consultation with the presiding judge of the respective court, the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court may assign one or more justices, judges or magistrates to
attend conferences, seminars or schools to further legal education or professional
gualifications. Travelexpenses and per diem may be provided. In addition, a justice,
judge or magistrate not so assigned during a calendar year may receive administrative
leave not to exceed five working days to attend conferences, seminars or schools
when authorized by the administrative director. Administrative leave may not be

accrued.

7. AS 39.20.200 — 39.20.330.
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The Alaska Court System has no written regulations pertaining specifically
to training. However, one training program which the Court System encourages
justices and judges to attend is the National Judicial College in Reno, Nevada. Each
year, the Court System attempts to send one-quarterofthe members ofthe Alaska
judiciary to this program, with the course for new judges taking three to four weeks
and subsequent courses taking one to two weeks. The Court System reviews the
course contentto ensure its relevance. During the training period, justices and judges
receive full salary and all benefits. The time taken counts as adm inistrative leave.

Leave of Absence

Upon approval by the Supreme Court, a justice orjudge may take a leo Sofabsence
without salary ofup to one year to pursue “appropriate” activities such as form al
educationalprograms for professionalself-improvementor teaching ateducational
institutions. During any leave of absence, a justice or judge receives no salary and
does notaccrue vacation or personal leave. In addition, no payments into the retire-
ment or supplemental benefits funds are made during the justice or judge’s leave
ofabsence, nor do retirementorsupplemental benefits accrue. However, the Alaska
Court System does continue to maintain the state group health care and basic life
insurance benefits for the justice or judge and his dependents during the leave of
absence period.

Health Insurance

Justices and judges are covered by the same basic health insurance plan which is
available to other State employees. Like other state employees, they may also elect
to receive additional health insurance coverage under the State's Supplemental
Benefits System.

Sabbaticals

Alaska currently has no form al sabbatical program for members of the judiciary.
Individual judges have been granted a one year leave of absence by the Supreme
Court as discussed above in Section 7.
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SALARIES

The National Center for State Courts conducts periodic surveys ofjudicial salaries.
The most recent data available for state and federal court systems are current as
of November 1988 and are shown in Thble 10.

As indicated by Table 10, the salaries of Alaska Supreme Court justices rank-
ed 11th among the states, and were also exceeded by the District of Colum bia. Salaries
of Alaska Court of Appeals judges ranked 14th among those states with separate
appellate courts; while salaries of Alaska Superior Courtjudges ranked 14th among
state general jurisdiction trial courts, and were also exceeded by the District of
Columbia.

BENEFITS

The American Bar Association's Judicial Adm inistration Division conducted a survey
ofjudicial benefits in all 50 states plus the Districtof Columbia, Guam and Puerto
Rico hetween November 1986 and October 1987. The data compiled generally reflect
benefits as of early 1987.

The following “ideal” criteria were developed to serve as a means of evaluating
and comparing the fringe benefits of the various judicial jurisdictions:

1. Judges who are at least age 65, with at least 15 years of service, should be
eligible to receive a pension equal to 75 percentof the currently effective salary
of the office from which he or she retired, thus, providing for COLA ;

2. Judges should not have to contribute to thejudicial retirement fund. The fund
should be underwritten by the state;

3. Regardless of existing mandatory retirement laws, judges should be allowed,
if deemed able, the opportunity to serve after retirement. Retired judges should
be compensated for their actual hours of service at a rate equal to that paid
to current sitting judges;

4, Judges who become permanently disabled while in service, and who have com -
pleted at least 2 years ofjudicial service, should be eligible to receive disability
benefits, taking into consideration the judge’'s years of service, and the impact
of the disability on his or her future earning capacity;



10.

11

12.

13.

The surviving spouse and dependent children ofajudge should be eligible to
receive a benefit equal to 50 percent of the currently effective salary of the
office held by the judge atthe time of death, or from which the deceased judge
retired;

The State should provide basic health and major medical insurance coverage
forjudges and their families, involving at most a $100 deductible per person,
and requiring minimal or no contributions by judges;

The State should provide basic dental coverage for judges and their families,
involving at most a $50 deductible per person, and requiring minimalor no
contributions by judges;

State statutes should grantimmunity to judges from liability for damages arising
out of acts performed in the discharge of official duties which are not wan-
ton, reckless or malicious;

The State should represent judges, or provide for reimbursement of fees of
private counsel in such actions;

The State should pay any plaintiffs attorney fees assessed against judges in
such actions;

The State should pay for attorney fees for judges involved in disciplinary or
ethics proceedings;

Judges should be reimbursed for reasonable expenses incurred in attending
educational conferences and in job-related travel; and

Judges should be authorized to take:

¢ 20 vacation days per year;

¢ 12 sick days per year;

¢ 12 weeks of maternity leave;

« 5 days, equalling 40 hours, of educational leave per year;
« 10 holidays per year;

« periodic paid sabbatical leave.

Tables 11, 12 and 13 summarize the results of the above survey. Although ac-

tuarial comparisons ofjudicial benefits in the various states are beyond the scope
of this report, it is apparent that benefits available to Alaska judges are equal to,
if not superior, to those of almost all other states. The only criteria which Alaska
did not meet were contributions to the judicial retirement fund, survivor's benefits,
the lack of a judicial immunity statute and provisions for sick leave, maternity leave
and sabbatical leave.

cost or LIVING

Cost ofliving differentials are another factor to be taken into account when com -
paring Alaska salaries or benefits with those in other states. This topic is covered
in Appendix A and Tables 19, 20 and 21.
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COMPARISON WITH
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS

Little reliable inform ation is available on which to base comparisons ofjudicial
salaries with those of private attorneys. A survey of Alaska attorneys proposed to be
undertaken by the Alaska Judicial Council is still in the planning stage.

Altm an & Weil Inc., asreported in The 1988 Survey of Law Firm Economics,
found the average 1987 income for lawyers in the Western states (excluding California)
to be $95,971. The same survey listed the average income for lawyers in California as
$101,762, Southwestern states as $119,117, West Central states as $96,437, East Central
states as $100,634, Southern states as $93,293 and Northeastern states as $89,031. It listed
the average income for lawyers nationally as $105,572.

Since judicial candidates are expected to have higher than "average” qualifica-
tions, Altman & Weil's findings for total compensation (a definition which includes salary,
medical benefits, group insurance benefits, employer's share of social security, worker's
compensation and unemployment compensation, and dividends paid by a professional
corporation) received by law firm partners and shareholders based on years ofexperience
were also reviewed. These findings can bhe summarized as follows:

Total Compensation (Selary & Berefits)

h of | |
L%E‘"eé‘res AR A AR
31-35

.................................................................. $183,815 $204,407 $171,426
26 - 30 . 182,113 174,408 159,768
21 - 25 s . 168,958 193,375 153,193
16 - 2 0 s W 153,262 155,271 151,736
11— 1D i W 127,710 141,040 125,320

Testimony before the Commission by senior partners in both large and small
law firms practicing in Alaska indicated that the above figures were conservative in rela-
tion to what a successful, experienced lawyer in the private sector could expect to earn
in this State.



In general, the Commission recognizes the following:

1. It is extremely difficult to obtain an accurate idea of the current salaries of
attorneys in private practice in Alaska;

2. The salaries paid to the Alaska judiciary are seen as an impediment to some
private attorneys who might otherwise be interested in a judicial career; and

3. The henefits accruing to those who do pursue a judicial career, particularly
the provisions for retirement, may be an offsetting factor in some cases.
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COMPARISON WITH
OTHER STATE EMPLOYEES
AND GOVERNMENT ATTORNEYS

Alaska judicial salaries were compared with those of top officials in the state
executive branch: the GovemorvLieutenant Governor, commissioners and selected of-
ficials in independent state agencies; the University of Alaska and Municipality of An-
chorage officials. 37 They were also compared with those of Alaska-based federal district
court judges, with federal, state and municipal attorneys, and with state administrative,
legal and judicial officials.3*

In addition to observations included in the analysis of executive branch salaries,
the following conclusions were reached:

1 Alaska federal district court judges, who are not eligible to receive the federal Cost
of Living Allowance (COLA), are paid annual salaries of $89,500, some $4,000 more
than that received by a state supreme court justice. Furthermore, a state superior
court judge receives over $12,000 less than his federal district court counterpart
although the position and responsibilities are similar.

2. Alaska-based federal claims court judges receive an annual salary approximately
midway hetween that received by a state appeals court judge and a state supreme
court justice while federal bankruptcy court judges and U.S. Magistrates receive
salaries approximately midway between that received by a state district court judge
and a state superior court judge.

3. Top federal attorneys based in Alaska are eligible to receive COLA. As a result,
the U.S. Attorney and top legal officials in the Department of the Interior and the
Department of Transportation each receive annual salaries greater than any member
of the Alaska judiciary.

2 See Table 3
Il. See Table 14
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VIII.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The following is an outline of the major legislative events since Statehood which
have shaped and changed the Alaska judiciary. Statutes pertaining to the judicial branch
are contained in Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes and the Alaska Court Rules.® It should
be noted that changes in the number of district court judges are normally made by rule
rather than legislative enactment. In addition, a history of changes in judicial and ex-
ecutive branch compensation is contained in Table 1and a summary of the currently
authorized number of justices and judges in the four state court divisions is shown in

Table 5.

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

1959 — Article IV of the State Constitution provides for a unified judicial system with
judicial power to be “vested in a supreme court, a superior court and the courts
established by the legislature” The jurisdiction of the courts and boundaries
of judicial districts were to be established by law.

The Supreme Court was to consist of three justices, one of whom was to serve
as Chief Justice. The number of justices could be increased by law at the re-

quest of the Supreme Court.

The Superior Court was to consist of fivejudges. The number ofjudges could
be increased by law.

In addition, the Constitution established the Alaska Judicial Council to solicit,
screen and nominate applicants for vacant judgeships; to conduct studies for
the improvement in the administration of justice; and to make reports and
recommendations to the Legislature and the Supreme Court.

Other provisions relating to the judiciary, which are incorporated in the State
Constitution, are those relating to minimum judicial qualifications; mandatory
retirement at the age of 70, except for special assignments; judicial impeach-
ment procedures; and restrictions on non-judicial activities of judges. Finally
the Constitution specified that justices, judges and members of the Alaska
Judicial Council shall be compensated as prescribed by law. However, the com-
pensation of justices and judges cannot be diminished during their terms of
office unless by general law applying to all salaried state officials.

7, Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes contains the following chapters: 06 — The Supreme Court;
07 — The Court of Appeals; 10— The Superior Court; 15— The District Courts; 20 — Of-
ficers and Employees; 25 — Retirement and Death Benefits; and 30 — Judicial Qualifications.
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1968 — 2d FCCS SCS CSHIJR 74:4

Provided for the disqualification, suspension, removal from office, retirement
and censure of judges and justices; and provided fora Commission on Judicial

Qualifications.
1970 — FCCS SCS CSHJR II:4
Eliminated the separate appointment of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

LEGISLATIVE ENACTMENTS AND COURT RULES rmememememeeees
1959 — Section 1, Chapter 50, SLA 1959 and Section 16, Chapter 50, SLA 1959:

Established and set qualifications and compensation for a three-member
Supreme Court and an eighthiember Superior Court:

e First judicial district 2 judges
© SeCONd JUICIAl BISEIICT . ovivvvrvvrsrivssrrssrissmsrsssssssssrsssessssssrsssnses 1judge
e Third judicial district 3 judges
e Fourth judicial district 2 judges

In addition, the legislation required that in order for justices and judges to
be issued salary warrants, they had to certify that no matters referred to them
for opinion or decision were outstanding for more than 6 months,

— Section 1, Chapter 184, SLA 1959;

Established district magistrate courts in each of the four judicial districts of
the Superior Court with limited jurisdiction in civil and criminal cases. Under
this legislation, a total of 11 district magistrate positions were established:

® FIrSt JUAICTAL GISTIICT. ovovvvrvvrvnsrvssmsssmmsmsssssssnssssssssmsssssssssssmssssssssssens 3
® SECONM JUAICTAL GISIIICT . vmmvivmrrssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssissens 1
© Third JUAICIAl ATSTITC i s 4
® FOUTh JUAICTAL QISTIICE .. 3
Provided for 53 deputy magistrates:

® FIrst JUAICIAL QISEIICT . vmmvvrvvssrvrssvmssmssssssssmmsssssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 10
® SeCONd JUAICTAl QUSTITCT. oo 7
© THIrd JUAICIAL BISEICT . ommvmvrrssrrrssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 19
© FOUTth JUAICIAL QISEIICT..mmmmmvsrrrsmrmsmssssmssmssssmsssmssssmsssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssrens 17

In addition, the legislation imposed the same six month rule requirement for
compensation of district court judges as required of supreme court justices
and superior court judges.

The new law further provided that the number of district magistrates and deputy
magistrates within each judicial district could be increased or decreased by rule
of the Supreme Court.

4 The Constitutional provisions affected were Article 1V, {{ 10and 13
4 Constitutional provisions affected were Article 1V, {{ 182 and 16
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1962 —

1966 —

1967 —

1968 —

1970 —

Section 1, Chapter 119, SLA 1962

Amended Sec. 25(1), Chapter 50, SLA 1959 by increasing the number of superior
court judges to 9, allocated as follows:

o FIrSt JUAICIAL QISLIC....vvovvvrsrvvssvrsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenns 2
o 560N JUAICIAl AISTICT....voovvvsvvssvesivsssssssssssssssssssissssssssssissnen 1
o THIrd JUICIAL TISEIICE ovvvsovvssvvessvrssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssees 4
o FOUNN JUCICIAl QISEIC,..ocvvovvvssvesssessssssssssesssssssssssssssssisssssssninn 2

The legislation became effective January 1, 1963.
Section 3, Chapter 24, SLA 1966:

Renamed the District Magistrate Court as the District Court and district
magistrates as district judges.

Assigned district court judges by judicial district as follows:

© FIrSt JUdIiCial GISIICE oo 3
© SCONA JUAICIAL ISTIICT . vrmrmsrrmsvrrssrssrssssssssssssssmsssssss s 1
© THird Judicial QISFICT v 4
© FOUTth JUICIAL QISTITCT i 2

Section 1, Chapter 83, SLA 1967
Expanded the Supreme Court to 5 justices.
Expanded the Superior Court to 11 judges:

© First JUAICIAL QISEIICT v 2
© SCONM JUAICTAI GISTIICT . imvrsrvvvsrvrssrmsssmmssmsssmssssssssssssrsssrssssrsssssssssssssssssrsses 1
© Third JUAICIAl AISTIICE ovvvrrrsrsssss————————————. 6
© FOUMN JUAICIAL BISTIIC . ovmivrrsvrssvrsssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenes 2

Section 1, Chapter 162, SLA 1968:

Related to the appointment of acting district court judges and established
minimum qualifications for such acting appointees.

Section 1, Chapter 164, SLA 1968;

Made district court judges subject to approval or rejection by the voters under
the provisions of AS 22.15.170.

Section 1, Chapter 44, SLA 1970:
Expanded superior court to 16 judges:

© First JUAICIAl QISTICT ovvvrvvvssvssvmsssnsssssssmsssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssisens 3
® SECOND JUAICIAL QISEIICT . ovrvvvsrvvsrrrssmsmssssssssmsmsssssssssssssssssssmssssmssssssssssssrsssnnes 1
© Third JUAiCIAl QISTIICE oot 9
© FOUIh JUAICIAl QISEIICT . ovvmmmmrrrsrssrsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 3

The legislation became effective July 1, 1970.
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1972 —

1975 —

1976 —

1978 —

Section 1, Chapter 36, SLA 1972;

Increased jurisdiction of district court from $3,000 to $10,000 in cases involv-
ing the recovery of monezlor damages; and to $15,000 for the recovery of money
or damages in motor vehicle tort cases exclusive of costs, interest and attorney

fees.

The same legislation extended the civil and criminal jurisdiction of the district
courts statewide.

Section 1, Chapter 166, SLA 1975:
Superior court expanded to 17 judges:

© First JUAICIAL QISTIICT . vvvvvvrvvssrvrssrssnsssssssssssmssssnssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 3
© SECONM JUAICTAL QISEIICE ovvmrvvsrvvsivssrrssrsssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssmsssssssssssssnens 1
© ThIrd JUAICTAl BISEICT s 10
© FOUrth JUAICIAl BISTIICE i 3

Legislation effective immediately.
Section 1, Chapter 193, SLA 1976:
Expanded superior court to 20 judges:

® FIrst JUAICTAl GISTIIC. .ovrvvvrvvsrrmsmsmsmsmsmmsmsmssssmsssmsssmssssssssssssssssssrsssne 4
© SECONA JUAICIAL AISEIICE.mmmmimrmsrivrsirsssmssrmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 1
© Third JUAICIAL QISTIICT ..o s 10
® FOUTIth JUAICTAl AISEITCT v 5

Upgraded Bethel district court judgeship in the Fourth judicial district to a
superior court position.

Established two new superior court judgeships, one in the First judicial district
at Sitka and one in the Fourth judicial district at Fairbanks.

Legislation effective immediately.

Sections 2 and 4-8, Chapter 80, SLA 1978:

Entitled judicial branch employees to receive a geographic cost of living ad-
justment to salaries equal to 3.5 percent of annual salary, times the number
of pay step increases for a state employee working in the same election district
where AS 39.27.020 specifies zero to five pay step increases.

In an election district where AS 39.27.020 specifies more than five pay steps,
the number of pay step increases for judicial branch employees is limited to
five.

Any retirement benefits to which justices or judges may be entitled are com-
puted only on annual salary, for example pre-geographic cost of living
adjustments.

Section 1, Chapter 23, SLA 1978:
Increased small claims jurisdiction of district courts to $2,000.
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1980 —

1982 —

Section 1, Chapter 12, SLA 1980:
Established three member criminal Court of Appeals.
Sections 5-9, Chapter 12, SLA 1980:

Changed residency requirement for supreme court justices and superior court
judge:: from three to five years immediately prior to appointment.

Section 12, Chapter 12, SLA 1980

Changed qualifications of district court judges to specify residence in Alaska
for at least five years immediately preceding appointment and to (1) have been
engaged in the active practice of law for not less than three years immediately
preceding appointment or (2) to have served at least seven years as a magistrate
in the State of Alaska. The same legislation indicated that the Supreme Court
may prescribe additional qualifications.

Section 1, Chapter 34, SLA 1980:
Expanded superior court to 23 judges:

© First JUAICIAL QISTIICT . omvvirvvsvrsvrssssssnsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssrsssnes 4
© SECONG JUAICTAL QISTITCT mvrivvsrvvrssssmssssssssssssssssssssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnens 2
© THIrd JUAICIAL QISEICE v 12
© FOUIH JUATCTAl QISEIICT . ovvivvmvrrsisrsssssssssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 5

Legislation effective July 1, 1980.
Alaska Court Rules

Changed Rule 19 of the Administrative Rules with respect to the number of
district court judges and magistrates:

e First judicial district... 3 judges and 12 magistrates
« Second judicial district 1judge and 18 magistrates
 Third judicial district 9 judges and 18 magistrates
e Fourth judicial district 5 judges and 16 magistrates

Section 1, Chapter 70, SLA 1982:

Increased number of superior court judges from 23 to 26 through the upgrading
of district court to superior court judgeships in the First judicial district at
Wrangell-Petersburg and the Second judicial district at Barrow and the addi-
tion of one new superior court judgeship in the Third judicial district at Palmer.
The new allocation of superior court judgeships by judicial district;

© First JUAICIAL QISTIICT . ommvvvvrnsvrnsrrsmssmmssmsssmsssmssmssssssnssssssssssssssns 5
® SECONA JUAICTAI QISTITCT i 3
© Third JUAICTAL QISEIICE v 13
© FOUIth JUAICIAL BISTIICT. ovmsrvvssrvrssrvrssmrmssmsssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssrsssnens 5
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1983 —

1984 —

1985 —

1987 —

Section 1, Chapter 65, SLA 1983
Expanded superior court to 27 judges, allocated as follows:

© FIISE JUATCTAL BISEIICT svvvvrsvvrssvvnssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesenes 5
© SeCONd JUAICTAl ATSEIICT v s 3
© THird JUAICIAL BISEFICT . v 14
© FOUTth JUICIAl QISEIICT . ovmsrvvvvrrssrmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnes 5

Legislation effective immediately.
Section 2, Chapter 137, SLA 1984:
Increased superior court to 29 judges with the following allocation:

® FIrst JUAICial diSTIICT . ommmmmmrrmsivnssrmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsns 5
© SeCond JUdicial dIStHICT. s 3
© THird JUAICTAL QISEITCT i 16
© FOUTth JUATCTAL TISEIICE v 5

Section 3 of the same legislation changed the number of district court judges
to the following:

o First judicial district. . 3
® SECONA JUICIAL TISEIIC ovvrvvssvvvsrivssrirsssvsssssssnssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 1
© THird JUAICIAL BISEITCT.cmmmmrvrrssssssrsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssens 12
© FOUTth JUAICTAl QISEITCT i 4

Sections 77-78, Chapter 6, SLA 1984

Restated the composition and general powers of the Supreme Court and the
jurisdiction of the Superior Court.

Alaska Court Rules

Changed Rule 19 of the Administrative Rules with respect to the number of
district court judges and magistrates.

o First judicial diStriCt. . 2 judges and 12 magistrates
e Second judicial district. s 0 judges and 18 magistrates
8 Third judicial district 11 judges and 18 magistrates
e Fourth judicial diStriCt. . mmmmmmsmmmmsrmnnne 4 judges and 16 magistrates

Section 3, Chapter 17, SLA 1985:

Increased jurisdiction of the district court to $25,000 for all types of civil cases.
All types of actions within these monetary limits required to be filed in District
Court except where provided by Supreme Court rule.

Gave district court authorization over domestic violence cases.
Section 7, Chapter 38, SLA 1987:
Increased civil jurisdiction of the district court to $35,000.
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I1X.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. THE BASE SALARIES.

The Commission makes the following salary recommendations for the judicial
branch:

Chief Justice, SUPIEME COUTT s $100,000per year
SUPTEME COUTt JUSTICES s $99,500 per year
APPLalsS COUM JUAQES s $94,000 per year
SUPEIION COUTt JUAQGES rmmrrvvrvrssmmrssmssssmssssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns $92,000 per year
DiStrict COUMt JUBQBS s $78,000 per year

The Commission also makes the following recommendations:

1. Sabbatical Leave: Leave of absence provisions should be revised to include pro-
vision for up to one year of sabbatical leave for justices and judges at one-half
salary. Eligibility for sabbaticals should accrue after 7 years of service with
a requirement for a minimum of 2 years of service following a sabbatical.
The Commission believes that the specific criteria for sabbaticals should be
left to the discretion of the Chief Justice and the Supreme Court.

2. Maternity Leave: Justices and judges should be allowed 12 weeks of maternity
leave for the same reasons set forth in the section on executive salary
recommendations.

3. Other Leave: The Chief Justice and the Supreme Court should review current
leave policies which include vacation leave, sick leave, leave without pay, ad-
ministrative leave and leave of absence, and establish a more cohesive leave
policy for all justices and judges.

4, Geographic Cost of Living Adjustments: The current cost of living adjustment
system, as it applies to the judiciary, should be modified as follows:

0 percent:  Anchorage, Juneau, Ketchikan, Wrangell-Petersburg, Sitka,
Palmer, Kenai ana Homer

3.5 percent:  Fairbanks

10.5 percent:  Kodiak, Valdez

175 percent:  Kotzebue, Nome, Barrow and Bethel



Furthermore, it is the Commission’s recommendation that the foregoing percen-
tages be applied only to the first $40,000 of base salary, representing the basic
cost of food, shelter and associated amenities."2

5. District Court Legislation. Legislation should be enacted to hring the benefits

accruing to district court judges in line with those of other members of the
state judiciary.
The Commission also observed that a number of district court judges are ac-
ting as superior court judges. It is the Commission’s recommendation that,
when district court judges act in the capacity of superior court judges, they
should be paid as such and that the Alaska Court System should provide for
the added expense in its budget.

6. Administrative Director of Court System and Deputy. The salary of the Ad-
ministrative Director should be no more than the base salary of a superior
courtjudge and should be increased only when the salaries of superior court

judges are increased.

The salary of the Deputy Administrative Director should be no more than that
of deputy commissioners in the executive branch and should be increased only
when the salaries of deputy commissioners are increased.3

RATIONALE
As the Appendices indicate, the Commission made an extensive study of the sub-
ject of judicial compensation. In doing so it discovered that, while the Alaska
judiciary, in 1984, was ranked first in the nation with respect to base salary amounts,
by November of 1986, it had fallen to fifth position and, as of this date, it is ranked
at the following levels:

SUPTEME COUT T mmvvmsmvmmsmsssssmsssssssssssssssssssssmsssssssmssssssssssssssnons Eleventh
COUrt 0f APPRALS . Fourteenth
SUPEIIOT COUT o Fourteenth4

4) The Commission also supports the changes which have been proposed with respect to all other
state government employees. In this regard, the Commission agrees with the Opinion and Deci-
sion of Arbitrator In Arbitration Between Alaska Public Employees Association and State of

Alaska, October 20, 1986.

4] The Commission recognizes that the salaries of the Administrative Director and the Deputy
Administrative Director are without the scope of its legislative mandate. However, it wes the
consensus of the Commissioners that such personnel should not, under any circumstances, be
paid salaries which are higher than that of superior and appellate court judges, not to mention
higher than the Governor of the State of Alaska. In the event that the proposed judicial salaries
are not enacted or are enacted at a lower level, the salaries of the administrative director and
the deputy administrative director should remain frozen until such time as they reach parity
with superior court judges and deputy commissioners respecuvely.

A Table 10 No comparisons could be made with respect to the district court level because of the
dramatic variations in jurisdiction of those courts from state to state. However, it is worthy of
note that Alaska’s district court judges have a broader, more extensive jurisdiction than most
similar courts.



Moreover, the Alaskan position will suffer further erosion v/hen pay raises
already approved in Connecticut, Idaho, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska
and Tennessee become effective in 1989 and 1990.

The Commission further recognized, as it did with respect to executive salaries,
that inflation has eroded judicial compensation. From 1985 to July 1988 alone, the
Anchorage Consumer Price Index has risen 7.1 percent.

In addition, the testimony presented to the Commission made it clear that the
gap between income earned by private attorneys and the salaries of the judiciary
was continuing to grow. Most alarming was evidence that the most highly qualified
private practitioners were not applying for the bench because of the great disparity
In salaries and the fact that experienced members of the judiciary were leaving public
service to return to private practice. It is further noted that the trend perceived by
the Commission is one of nationwide proportions. Given the foregoing, and in the
interests of preserving an experienced, well qualified judiciary, the Commission had
little hesitation in making its salary recommendations.

With respect to the recommendation for a formal sabbatical leave policy, the
Commission noted that several factors support it, not the least of which are the
incentive which it provides for qualified persons both to seek judicial appointment
and to remain in such a position and the necessity to minimize the stress which
iIs a natural outgrowth of the position.%

Sabbatical leaves are more and more being viewed as a method both of addi-
tional compensation and of ensuring a healthy, permanent judiciary. Thus, in 1988,
at its midwinter meeting, the House of Delegates of the American Bar Association
overwhelmingly voted in favor of a resolution urging that the states adopt programs
providing for sabbaticals.

The Commission believes that such a program will prove heneficial to Alaska’s
judiciary and hence should be adopted.

*\ The court system contends that, with appropriate cost of living adjustments, “supreme court
salaries rank 37th of the 45 states which can be ranked by available cost of living indices in
1988 Similarly, court of appeals salaries rank 33rd of 35 ranked states and superior court salaries
rank 33rd of 45 ranked states in 1986!" Judicial Salary Paper at 9 (October, 1988).

4 Robbins, Has The Time Come for Judicial Sabbaticals?, 71 Judicature, No. 6 at 306 (1983).
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President of Senate Speaker
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(20 members) (40 members)
Committees Committees

Legislative Affairs Agency O ffice of the Ombudsman



INTRODUCTION

The Alaska State Officers’ Compensation Commission last submitted its recom-
mendations for compensation of the legislative branch on April 6, 1987. The findings
and recommendations contained in this Report should be viewed as a supplement to
the earlier Report, together with an update of previously submitted information.
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QUALIFICATIONS FOR OFFICE

The general qualifications for office for legislators are set out in the Alaska

Constitution and the Alaska Statutes.

A,

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

As required by the State Constitution and the Alaska Statutes, the following minimum
qualifications must be met by members of the Alaska Legislature:

1
2.
3.
4,

Be at least 25 years of age in order to run for the Senate;

Be at least 21 years of age in order to run for the House;

Be a qualified voter of the State; and

Have been a resident of Alaska for at least three years and of the district from
which elected for at least one year, immediately preceding his or her filing for
office.

Article 11, Section 1of the Alaska Constitution sets the Senate membership at twenty
and that for the House of Representatives at forty. Article VI of the Constitution
provides for periodic legislative reapportionment.

OTHER REQUIREMENTS

In addition to these basic minimum qualifications, the legislative candidates must
run successfully in both primary and general elections. Further, the legislator must
be re-elected in order to retain the position.
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
RESPONSIBILITIES

A. DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITY

As provided by Article Il of the Alaska Constitution, the legislative power of the
State is vested in a hicameral legislature which consists of a twenty member Senate
and a forty member House of Representatives.

The term of Representatives is two years and that of Senators is four. The terms
of Senators are staggered so that half are elected every two years. When a vacancy
in the Legislature occurs, the Governor appoints a member to serve for the remainder
of the unexpired term.

The Legislature meets each year. By virtue of a 1984 constitutional amend-
ment, reqular sessions may not exceed 120 consecutive calendar days. An extension
of the regular session requires the affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the
membership of each House of the legislature. Special sessions may be called by
the Governor or by vote of two-thirds of the Legislature.




RESTRICTIONS ON ACTIVITIES OF
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Article I1, Section 5 of the Alaska Constitution provides that no legislator may
hold any other office or position of profit in federal or state governments. The same
Section also prohibits legislators from taking other posts for which they have voted salary
increases. Section 5 is quoted as follows:

“No legislator may hold any other office or position of profit under the United
States or the State. During the term for which elected and for one year thereafter,
no legislator may be nominated, elected, or appointed to any other office or
position of profit which has been created, or the salary or emoluments of which
nave been increased, while he was a member. This section shall not prevent
any person from seeking or holding the office of governor, secretary of state,
or member of Congress. This section shall not apply to employment by or
election to a constitutional convention!’

As elected officials, the activities of legislators routinely receive close public
scrutiny. In addition, details relating to personal finances and campaign contributions
are required to be disclosed in financial reports filed with the Alaska Public Offices Com-
mission. The filing requirements for legislators parallel those of senior members of the
executive branch and justices and judges, which have been more fully discussed earlier
in this Report.

Another restriction on the activities of legislators is the need to spend almost
one-third of each year in Juneau, the State capital, necessitating the maintenance of two
households. In addition, most legislators have careers in their home areas which they
put aside when the legislature is in session, a situation which is difficult. Furthermore,
although legislators participate in the State retirement program, they will not realize
benefits from that system unless they have either previously accrued time in the system
or are successful in being re-elected.



LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
SALARIES AND BENEFITS

Alaska state legislators receive a relatively modest base salary.47 However, in

addition to the same benefits as those available to general government employees,
legislators receive allowances for per diem while the legislature is in session, plus moving
time, and while undertaking committee or other legislative business when the legislature
isnot in session. legislators also receive a flat office expense allowance and may or may
not be reimbursed for travel expenses to and from their home districts.

A

SALARIES

The current base salary for state legislators is $22,140 per year. This is equivalent
to Step A, Range 10 of the state salary schedule for Juneau.

In addition to hase salary, the presiding officer in each house of the Legislature
receives an annual $500 honorarium.

SESSION PER DIEM (Short Term and Long Term)—

Legislators are entitled to receive per diem at the same rate allowed for a state
employee under AS 39.20.110 and 39.20.160, including regional variations in the rate
where applicable.

Legislators are entitled to receive per diem at the short-term rate of $80 per
day during a legislative session if they are not living at their permanent place of
residence; and while on committee business or other legislative business in a place
that is not their permanent place of residence; ie. a minimum of $9,600 per year.88

Legislators are entitled to receive per diem at the long-term rate of $60 per
day during a legislative session if they are living at their place of permanent residence;
and while engaged in committee business or other legislative business at their place
of permanent residence; ie. a minimum of §7,200 per year.4

MOVING PER DIEM

Legislators may also collect per diem, plus an allowance for spouses and dependents,
for “moving in” and “moving out” time immediately before and after the legislative

"\ See Tables 15 and 16
The session length of 120 days times S80 per day.
4 The session length of 120 days times S60 per day.
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D.

session. According to current session moving and travel policies, moving per diem

is calculated as follows:
“A standard per diem for the legislator, half of the standard per diem
for his or her spouse, and an eighteen dollar ($18) per day per diem
for each of his or her dependents while en route, up to a maximum
of 5 days per person. Additionally, (a) upon arrival at the capital for
the first session of a legislature, a legislator, or his or her spouse, and
dependents are entitled to E'er diem at the same rate as per diem while
i 1 te M 0As o THi fank 91)(% oo yyiuiw xu/xuxi® Rar avineoasas)
(b) upon arrival at the capital for the second session of a legislature,
a legislator, his or her spouse, and dependents are entitled to per diem
at the same rate as per diem while en route for not more than five
(5) days while looking for housing; and (c) at the end of every
legislative session, a legislator, his or her spouse, and dependents are
entitled to per diem at the same rate as per diem while en route for
a period not to exceed five (5) days!

OFFICE ALLOWANCE

Each legislator receives a check in the amount of $4,000 at the beginning of the
legislative session which may be used for stationery, postage, stenographic services
and other expenses at the discretion of the individual.

TRAVEI

Travel on committee business is paid out of the pertinent committee budget. In ad-
dition, the leadership in each House has funds which may be used to pay for a
legislator’s travel on approval of the presiding officer. However, many Legislators
either use personal funds or use the $4,000 office allowance for travel to their home
districts. Finally, travel to and from Juneau at the beginning and end of each
legislative session is paid for all legislators as well as their spouses and dependents.

BENEFITS

Currently, legislators receive the same health insurance and supplemental benefits
as commissioners and other state employees. They may also participate in the Public
Employees Retirement System.

LEAVE

Legislators are not subject to regulations relating to hours of employment, annual
leave, sick leave, overtime and compensatory time. However, if a legislator wants
to be excused during the legislative session, he or she must first obtain permission
from either the President of the Senate or the Speaker of the House.



— VI,

COMPARISONS

In 1987, the State Officers’ Compensation Commission reviewed three different
methods of comparison often used to assist in developing recommended compensation
levels. These methods and the Commission’s conclusion as to their relevance are described
below.

A. COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATES

The states with the highest compensation levels generally have legislatures which
meet year-round. For the other states, compensation levels fluctuated widely. The
Commission found that the variation among the states precluded it from drawing
any meaningful conclusions.

B. COMPARISON WITH PRIVATE SECTOR

The Commission found that the part-time status of legislative service, and its public
service aspects, precluded meaningful comparison with positions of similar respon-
sibility in the private sector. The Commission recognized that a very high level of
responsibility is inherent in legislative service. However, unlike other highly respon-
sible positions, legislators are not required to show years of experience, degree of
expertise or prior accomplishments in a related field.

C. COMPARISON WITH STATE EMPLOYEES

The Commission considered the argument that legislators should not receive less
compensation than do their staff but determined that such an argument was not
iclevant since the Legislature itself sets staff salaries.

D. COST OF LIVING

Cost of living differentials are another factor to be taken into account when com-
paring Alaska salaries/benefits with those in other states. This topic is covered in
Appendix A and Tables 19, 20 and 21.
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VII.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The following is an outline of the major legislative events since Statehood which
have shaped and changed the Alaska legislative branch. The basic character of this branch
was established by the Alaska Constitution. Changes since that time have been enacted
through state statutes.

CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS

1959 — Article Il of the State Constitution, as amended, contains provisions which
outline legislative power; membership; qualifications for office; terms of of-
fice; the filling of vacancies; disqualification from office; immunity; salary and
expenses; the length and timing of legislative sessions; special sessions; adjourn-
ment; interim committees; rules; the form and passage of bills; vetoes; and
impeachment. Specifically, the Constitution contains the following provisions
of relevance to this Report:

The legislative power of the State is vested in a Legislature consisting of a Senate
with a membership of twenty and a House of Representatives with a member-
ship of forty. (Section 1),

A member of the Legislature shall be a qualified voter who has been a resi-
dent of Alaska for at least three years and of the district from which elected
for at least one year immediately preceding his or her filing for office. A senator
shall be at least 25 years of age and a representative at least 21 years of age.
(Section 2).

Legislators shall be elected at general elections. Their terms begin on the fourth
Monday of the January following election unless otherwise provided by law.
The term of representatives shall be two years, and the term of senators, four
years. One-half of the senators shall be elected every two years. (Section 3).

A vacancy in the Legislature shall be filled for the unexpired term as provided
by law. 1f no provision is made, the Governor shall fill the vacancy by appoint-
ment. (Section 4).

Legislators shall receive annual salaries. They may receive a per diem allowance
for expenses while in session and are entitled to travel expenses going to and
from sessions. Presiding officers may receive additional compensation. (Sec-
tion 7).

There shall be a Legislative Council, and the Legislature may establish other
interim committees. The Council and other interim committees may meet bet-
ween legislative sessions. They may perform duties and employ personnel as
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provided by the Legislature. Their members may receive an allowance for ex-
penses while performing their duties. (Section 11).

1983 — SCS CS HIR 2 [Rules]:

Limited the length of a reqular legislative session to not more than 120 days,
effective December 30, 1984.

LEGISLATIVE ENACTMENTS,

REFERENDUMS, INITIATIVES AND REPORTS

1959 —

1961 —

1966 —

1970 —

1976 —

Set the annual salary of legislators at $3,000, plus $40 per day of per diem
to cover expenses incurred during the legislative session.

Section 2, Chapter 26, SLA 1961:

Lowered the annual salary of legislators to $2,500; provided for an annual of-
fice allowance of $300; and set two per diem rates, $25 per day for legislators
who lived permanently in Juneau and $35 per day for all others.

The office allowance was allocated ina lump sum to each legislator for postage,
stationery, stenographic services and other expenses. The expenses were not
vouchered and the allowance was reported to the U.S. Internal Revenue Ser-
vice as income.

Section 1, Chapter 149, SLA 1966:
Increased the annual salary of legislators to $6,000.

Section 9, Chapter 193, SLA 1970: _
Raised the annual salary of legislators to $9,000 and increased the annual of-

fice allowance to $4,000.

Per diem was set at $35 per day for all legislators but could be claimed only
for the first 90 days of the legislative session, plus travel to and from Juneau
and settling-in time.

Section 6, Chapter 148, and Section 7, Chapter 263, SLA 1976:
Increased legislative salaries to $14,720 and, for the first time, were tied to the
state pay scale.%)

Session per diem was increased to $48 per day for all legislators except those
from Juneau whose per diem rate remained at $35 per day during the session.

The legislation also created a retirement system designed specifically for elected
officers entitled the Elected Officers’ Retirement System (EPORS) which had
more generous provisions than did the Public Employees’ Retirement System

(PERS).

State Referendum
Voters rejected the legislative pay raise which had the effect of reducing legislative

salaries to $9,000 per year,

0. Thirty-three percent of Range 28, Step A.



1977 —

1979 —

1980 —

1983 —

1984 —

1985 —

1986 —

The Alaska Supreme Court subsequently ruled that the new retirement system
(EPORS) could not repealed for those legislators already participating in the
system.

Alaska Salary Commission Report

Recommended that legislative salaries be raised to $11,750 per year. The
Legislature adopted this salary recommendation but failed to adopt other recom-
mendations which proposed a vouchered accounting system for office allowances
and a two tier system for per diem which provided for a lower rate after 100

days of a session had elapsed.

Alaska Salary Commission Report

Recommended that legislative salaries be raised to $12,690 with adjustments
to reflect cost of living increases. The House passed a bill essentially adopting
the Commission’s recommendations but the Senate version, which was adopted,
provided for a significantly higher legislative salary.

Sections 14 and 28, Chapter 3, SLA 1980: o
Abolished the Alaska Salary Commission. The same legislation approved three

separate pay rates for legislators as follows:

e salary for 1979 was retroactively increased to $15,000 for the full year;
e an increase of $17,280 per year was retroactively approved to January 1,1980;
e an annual salary of $18,768 was set for 19814

Future legislative salaries would increase in tandem with increases authorized
for that level on the state pay scale.

Section 2, Chapter 83, SLA 1983:

Eliminated per diem and raised the base salary for legislators to Step A, Range
22 of the state pay scale, effective June 21, 1983. This had the effect of increas-
ing legislative salaries to $46,800 per year.

Ballot Initiative Petition:
A petition drive was launched to place the issue of legislative compensation
on the 1986 general election ballot.

Section 1, Chapter 87, SLA 1985:
Removed legislators’ salaries from the state pay scale and froze legislative com-
pensation at $46,800 per year.

Chapter 124, SLA 1986:
Created the State Officers’ Compensation Commission to review and recom-
mend compensation for the legislative, judicial and executive branches of

government.

The same legislation set the base salary for legislators at Step A, Range 10
of the State pay scale, $22,140, and reinstated per diem at $80 per day, effec-
tive January 1987.

This waes equal to Step A, Range 10 of the state pay scale.
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VIII.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. THE BASE SALARIES.

The Commission makes the following salary recommendations for the legislative
branch:

President of the Senate $40,500 per year
Speaker of the House.. $40,500 per year
All other Legislators ... $40,000 per year

The Commission also makes the following recommendations:
1 Interim Per Diem. When the legislature is not in session, legislators should
be paid per diem only for bona fide legislative business requiring overnight travel.

2. Per Diem Rates. The Department of Administration should review per diem
rates paid to all State employees. The Commission believes that current per
diem rates are too low to adequately cover reasonable lodging and meal ex-
penses in most Alaska towns and cities.

3. Office Allowances. The present lump-sum distribution for legislative office ex-
penses should be eliminated. An account system should be instituted in the
Legislative Affairs Agency whereby each legislator could “charge” up to $4,000
for stationery, printing, postage and office equipment.

4. Travel. The Commission considers that, in order to maintain constituent con-
tact, each legislator should be reimbursed for two round-trip visits to his or
her home district during the legislative session.

5. Benefits. The Commission recommends that the current system of retirement
and other legislative henefits be retained.

B. RATIONALE
Since much of the rationale for the foregoing recommendations is already contain-
ed in the Commission’s 1987 Report, it will not be reiterated. However, some sup-
plementary comments are in order.

With respect to the recommended legislative salary issue, the Commission con-
cluded that salaries for the three co-equal branches of state government should bear
some equivalence. Thus, having determined that the salaries of the Governor of
the State of Alaska and its Chief Justice should both be $100,000 per year, an at-
tempt was made to equate those full-time salaries with the part-time service rendered

by legislators.
The $40,000 figure was derived from a recognition that, for a 120 day session,
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a salary equivalent to the chief executive would be approximately $30,000. The Com-
mission further recognized that legislators should also be compensated for work
performed when the Legislature is not in session. As a review of Tables 17 and IZ
Indicate, long term per diem ranged from a low of zero dollars to a high of $6,450
in 1987 and from zero to $8,350 in 1988.

As Table 17 demonstrates, the recommendation with respect to legislative salaries
IS on par with what some members were in fact paid when wages, long term per
diem and session per diem are combined. W hat is achieved with the flat figure is
not only recognition of the true extent of legislative salaries but also parity among
all members of the legislative branch.

Further, as with the Chief Justice, the respective leaders of the legislative branch,
namely the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
were accorded an honorarium in recognition of their leadership roles.

In conformity with the previous recommendations of the Commission, the
foregoing salary figures are supported on the condition that no per diem be paid
except for bona fide legislative business requiring overnight travel. As it observed
in 1987, the Commission considers that

“present procedures allow the use of interim per diem as a salary supple-
ment rather than as an expense reimbursement, especially when per diem
is collected for work in legislators’ home towns. Current statutes are so
loosely worded that, at least in theory, legislators may collect per diem
for one hour's work spent writing to constituents. The point of per diem
Is to cover the expenses of travel required by work. It should be so limited.

The policies and procedures for claiming per diem should reflect accoun-
tability for expenditures, and all claims and collections should be well
documented. Controls on, and accountability of per diem should apply
equally, whether the per diem is charged against a legislative committee
budget or against leadership funds’®

Since that conclusion, rendered in 1987, the Commission has received evidence
which more than adequately supports it.

At the Commission’s request, the Legislative Affairs Agency prepared a report
detailing the compensation received by legislators during calendar year 1987. That
report is appended hereto as Table 17. As it reveals, in no case was session per diem

limited to S9,600.

Furthermore, moving per diem ranged from a low of zero to a high of $4,902
while per diem earned while legislators were in their home offices, ranged likewise
from a low of zero to a high of $6,450. The differences in moving travel were zero
to $1,334 and the differences in moving mileage ranged from zero to $887. Out of
session, in district travel, categorized as long term travel and long term mileage,
likewise ranged from a low of zero to a high of $2,807.75. As a result of such

. 1987 Final Repon, State Officers’ Compensation Commission at 18 (April 6, 1987).



disparities, total legislative compensation ranged from $35,738.04 to $55,068.40, a
difference of some $20,000.

A similar report was reviewed for calendar year 1988. It reveals that total
legislative compensation ranged from a low of $34,725 to a high of $56,569, a dif-
ference of almost $22,000. In 1988, all legislators received the same base salary, of-
fice allowance and, allowing for different allowances paid to Juneau-based legislators,
the same session per diem. Moving per diem ranged from zero to $3,018, long term
per diem ranged from zero to $8,350, and short term expenses/per diem ranged
from zero to $11,576. Even given the disparate moving and travel expenses associated
with movement throughout Alaska, it is hard to justify such disparity in
compensation.

The Commission believes that the retirement and benefits system should be
reviewed in depth. While the Commission did at least approach the subject, it is
not equipped to make an in depth study either in terms of staffing or financial
resources.
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COST OF LIVING

There are several comparative cost of living measurements available, each with
strengths and weaknesses.

The only measure of change in costs over time for Alaska is provided by the
Anchorage consumer price index produced by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics.3 In addition, the American Chamber of Commerce Researchers
Association (ACCRA) gathers price data for close to 250 cities throughout the United
States and compiles them into an Inter-City Cost of Living Index. 53 ACCRA data for
Alaska are somewhat suspect since they are not collected in a consistent manner. Fur-
thermore, the ACCRA index does not include state and local taxes which are a relative-
ly minor element in metropolitan areas. Nevertheless, the index does provide some in-
dication of relative living costs among U.S. cities.

A review of changes in the consumer price index for Anchorage, Seattle and
the U.S. indicates that consumer prices have generally risen more slowly in Anchorage
than “Outside™ Thus, while costs here are still high, the differential between Alaska and
the remainder of the country is considerably less than it once was.

An analysis o1 per capita income by state was also undertaken as a measure
of Alaska’s position relative to other states. According to data developed by the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis, Alaska ranked fifth nationally in 1987 after Connecticut,
New Jersey, Massachusetts and New "fork. Per capita income for Alaska in 1987 was
virtually unchanged from 1986, reflecting the State’s relatively depressed economic con-
dition, but nevertheless was 117 percent of the national average.%

However, no firm conclusion could be reached as to the percentage by which
Alaska salaries should be adjusted to reach parity with those of their continental counter-
parts. The Commission could only conclude, from the resources available to it, that the
federal COLA system, which makes a 25 percent adjustment, is not an accurate reflec-
tion of the disparity. Indeed, it would appear to be exceedingly high.

”. See Table 19
14 See Table 20.
", See Table 21

—73-



UJLU

C L



TABLE 1
| Ff?R1 ATIVF HISTORY
ALASKA EXFECUTIVE AND JUDICIAL BRANCH BASE SALARIES

v Pvg£tl#jug Rronrh MmN Teniiak
ear
Governor Lt. Governor Commissioners Supreme Court  Supreme Appeals Superior District
Chief Justice Court Court Court Court
1959 $25,000 $18,000 $12,000-$17,000 $23,500 $22,500 2 $19,000 $10,000'
1965 27,500 21,000 20,000 25,500 24,500 2 21,000 12,960
1967 24,500 23,600 27,000 26,000 2 23,000 17,500
1969 32,000 28,500 27,500 30,000 28,000 2 26,500 19,000
1970 40,000 36,000 33,000 2 36,000 2 33,000 25,000
1974 50,000 44,000 40,000 2 44,000 2 40,000 33500
1975 2 44,942 2 41,197 34,830
1976 48576 2 52,992 2 48576 41,068
199 65,000 58,500 57,500 2 65,000 2 57,500 49,000
1980 70,068 65,352 63,120 2 70,068 $65,352 63,120 54,480
1982 77,760 72564 70,116 2 77,760 72564 70116 60,600
1983 81,648 76,188 73,620 2 81648 76,188 73,620 63,636
195 4 4 77,304 2 85,728 79,992 77304 66,3816

1 Maximum salary.

2 Appeals Court created in 1980. Permanent Supreme Court Chief Justice position eliminated in 1970
' Salary effective December 11982

4 Salaries of Governor and Lieutenant Governor frozen by Legislature.

Sources: Alaska Court System.
Alaska Statutes— Chapter 50, SLA 1959, Chapter 105 SLA 1959; Chapter 184 SLA 1959, Chapter 128 SLA 1962 Chapter 115 SLA 196

Chapter 156 SLA 1966, Chapter 83, SLA 1967, Chapter 123 SLA 1967, Chapter 101, SLA 1969 Chapter 193 SLA 1970
Chapter 71, SLA 1972, Chapter 34, SLA 1974; Chapter 205, SLA 1975, Chapter 148 SLA 1976, Chapter 263, SLA 1976
Chapter 80, SLA 1978, Chapter 3, SLA 1980, Chapter 50, SLA 1982, Chapter 83, SLA 1983, Chapter 87, SLA 1985



TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF
STATE GOVERNORS SALARIES

JULY 1988
Rank State Annuai Saiary Rank state Annuai Saiary
28 Alabama...n o S 70223 49 MONTANA s o 50452
11 AlASKA s s 81,648 A7 Nebraska...mmmmmmmns e 58,000
A ATIZONA s v 75,000 23 Nevala..mnnns o 77500
50 ATKANSAS.covmvsmsisiin v 35,000 37 New Hampshire ... . 68,005
W California s 85,000 1 New Jersey . o 85,000
29 C0l0rado.mmmins s 70,000 A2 NeW MEXiCO s s 63,000
22 COonNECtiCUL..s v 78,000 1 New YOrK . e 130,000'
29 DelaWare e e 70,000 2 North Carolina... e 105,000
4 Florida .. 44 North Dakota... v 60,886
SR CTToT (V] D 86,706 /1O I O | N 65.0G0
2L HaW AT rvrvrnenens s 80,000 29 OKIahoMa . e 70,000
A8 1daAN0 oo e 55,000 24 OTRYON v o 75,000
T N 0IS covvervsrvssrssrssns s 93,266 I Pennsylvania.. e 35,000
10 INAIANQ s e 65,988 3B Rhode 1S1and s e 69,900
29 TOW @ onrmrmrssmsssssrnns sessne 70,000 18 South Caroling ... . 83232
K ST G UIEST: 66,950" 46 South Dakota.....w e 59,051
B KeNUCKY v v 68,364 1 TenNeSSEE. v v 85,000
26 LOUISIANA. rvvsrvmrviirn v 73440 8 TEXAS . rmmmmsisssssisins s 91,600
29 MAINE .rsrmssrirsis cerse 70,000 45 UtaN s s 60,000
I Maryland .., o 85,000 A1 Vermont.. e e 63,606
L MasSachUSEttS . v 85,000 W Virginia s 85,000
3 MiChIgaN s o 100,077 6 Washington . e 53900
S T T € D p— 94,204 27 West Virginia . 72,000
VI T 51 — 63,000 10 WISCONSINcmvrvvrvsvmsrrsrrsrieeee 86,149
20 MISSOU.mmvvmsrvmsvmsrrsrns sersene 81,000 29 WYOMING cmrmmmrmmrnsen 70,000

10fficial salary not fully taken by current incumbent.
Source: Alaska State Officers’ Compensation Commission survey, July 1988,
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TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL SAURIES
SENIOR AUSKA STATE OFHCIALS

1987
Elected State Executives CTO 1T 110 $31,648
LieUutenant GOVETNOT o cereseseesssssssessssssne 76,185
Appointed State Executives COMMISSIONErS (28E)....ovwvvmmmsmsmrssensnns S77,304
Independent State Agencies
Alaska Housing Finance Corp. Executive Director (28F)...mmmmmmmmmmmmmmminnn §79992
Alaska Industrial Dev. Auth. Executive Director (28E)...mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmimmns 77,304
Alaska Munic. Bond Bank Auth. Executive Director (28D)....mmmmmmmmmmsssnninns 14472
Alaska Permanent Fund Corp. EXECULIVE DIFBCIOT cmvvvrervnesseemsssseesssssssesssssnnen 92212
Alaska Permanent Fund Corp. COMPEIONET ot 86,700
Alaska Power Authority Executive OFficer (29F)..mmmmmmmmmmmmmmnninn 823812
Alaska Public Utilities Cotnmiss. Executive Director (26D)...rmrmmmmsmsmssrrnnn 69,276
Alaska Public Utilities Commiss. COMMISSIONETS (26C)..uwcmmivvmmsmsmsrsrmsssennes 66,316
Alaska Railroad Corporation Chief EXecutive OffiCer .. 125,000
Alaska Seafood Marketing Inst. Executive Director 5268) ............................................ 64,620
Alaska State Building Authority Executive Director (28C)...mmmmmmmmmmmnin 71,880
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board DIrECtOr (26J).mmvmvrmrmsrmsmssmssssmssssssssssnssnsn 77,268
Commercial Fisheries Entry Comm. COMMISSIONET (26C)..cumvvrnmsrrmesmvsessmnssie 66,816
Oil and Gas Conservation Commiss. ~ Chairman/Commissioner (27E) .. 14472
Oil and Gas Conservation Commiss. ~ Commissioner (27D3 .................................................... 71,880
Postsecondary Education Commiss. Executive DireCtor (28J)...mmmmmmmmmmmmmsminns 82,992
Public Offices Commission DIrCtOr (24A) s 56,244
University of Alaska T 11 LT L N $95273'
Chancellor-Anchorage. ... 90,715'
Chancellor-Fairbanks ... 91,595'
ChanCellor=JUNBaU ... 80,654’
Municipality of Anchorage I N $70,000
City MANAYET s $ 54000 — 82,000
Anchorage School District Superintendent S 92,000:

1Budgeted salaries, excluding 8eo?8raphic cost of living adjustments, housing allowance, etc.

1 Salary will be S96.000 for "L988/89 school year.

Sources: Alaska Office of the Governor.
Alaska Commercial Fisheries _EntrY_
Alaska Department of Administration.
Alaska Department ff Commerce and

Economic Development.

Alaska Department of Revenue. |
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation.
Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation.

Commission.

Alaska Postsecondary Education Commission.
Alaska Power Au_thorltg. o

Alaska Public Offices Commission.

Alaska Railroad_Corporation.,

Alaska State Building Authority.

*Anchorage School District.,

Unlver§|t>r_ of Alaska.

Municipality of Anchorage.



TABLE 4

SALARIES OF STATE EMPLOYEES
RELATIVE TO COMMISSIONERS

1987
COMMUSSIONELS. .....cvoveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeses e ee e e es st esesseeeae s es e e s et s aesee s et s et e e s eeseeseessaesaes e ssanses e neeesensaemnnnen $ 77,304
Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Executive Director, Alaska POWEr AULNOKILY.........c.ccooumrirrne s 82812
Executive Director, Alaska Industrial Development AuthOrity.........coviveinrnneinnenn. 77304
Chief Executive Officer, Alaska Railroad Corporation............nns 125000
Department of Education
Executive Director, Postsecondary Education COMMISSION........c.courrnreennriinnnnnns 82992
Department of Health and Social Services
ClINICAl SEIVICES DIFECION .......ovviisisesis e st 94,744
Staff PSYChIALriSt (2)........cccvivvrvrircineiissinsssise e sss s ssssssesssssssesssnns 93348
Staff PSYChIALIISE (2)........cccvriieiinrinciinsisssissiine s sssss s sssssss s esssss s s sesssssssesssssssessaens 89,280
Department of Law
ATTOTNERY V Lo 86,292
ATEOINIBY Voot bbb bbb 83292
ATEOINEY VI (2) ettt sttt et 83172
(0] 1= ) TSRS 80,280
(0] 107V OSSO 80,160
Deputy ALLOINEY GENEIAL........cccovirinrre s sssesees 79,992
ATOINEY V' (12)....ciorveireieieiriseessi s st 71,376
Department of Natural Resources
Chief, PetroleuUm GEOIOQY ...t ssss s sss s ssssssnas 80,160
Petroleum MaNAJET ...ttt sss st sssssssees
Department of Revenue
Deputy COMMISSIONET OF TIEASUIY........ovvverriiierisseeisisisssssessssess s 79,992
Executive Director, Permanent FUNd COrporation........meisisnns 91212
Chief Investment Officer, Permanent FUNd COP........ccmiminmiinmrinsinssinsinssssinsssssessnnns 87,900
Comptroller, Permanent FUNd COrpOration.........iieessssesssessssenns 86,700
Executive Director, Alaska Housing Finance COrporation..............n. 79992

1988 salaries.
Sources: Alaska Department of Commerce and Economic Development: Alaska Power Authority: Alaska
Railroad Corporation: Alaska Department of Education; Alaska Department of Health and Social
Services; Alaska Department of Law; Alaska Department of Natural. Resources; Alaska
8epartmtent of Revenue: Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation; and Alaska Housing Finance
orporation.
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TABLE 5

CURRENTLY AUTHORIZED JUDGESHIPS
ALASKA SUPREME, APPEALS, SUPERIOR AND DISTRICT COURTS

. SUPREME COURT

5 justices — 4 bast'd in Anchorage; i based in Fairbanks

II. COURT OF APPEALS

3 judges — all based in Anchorage

lIl. SUPERIOR COURT

a. First Judicial District _ o _
5 judges — 1 based in Ketchikan; 1 based in Sitka; 2 based in Juneau;

1 based in Wrangell/Petersburg

b. Second Judicial District _ _
3 judges — 1 based in Nome; 1hased in Kotzehue; 1 hased in Barrow

¢. Third Judicial District S _ _ _
16judges  12based in Anchorage; 1hased in Kodiak; 1based in Kenai; 1based in Palmer;

1 based in Valdez
d. Fourth Judicial District

5judges — 4 based in Fairbanks; 1 based in Bethel
V. DISTRICT COURT

a. First Judicial District _ _
2 judges — 1 based in Ketchikan; 1 based in Juneau

b. Second Judicial District
None

¢. Third Judicial Districtl _ _
11 judges — 9 based in Anchorage; 1based in Homer; 1 hased in Palmer

d. Fourth Judicial District
4 judges — all based in Fairbanks

State Statutes provide for 12 District Court judges in the third judicial district. Administrative Rule 19 of
the Alaska Court System provides for only 1 District Court judges in this judicial district.

Source: Alaska Court System, 1987 Annual Report.
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TABLE 6

RETENTION SURVEY SCORES
ALASKA JUDICIAL SYSTEM

BY DATE OF ORIGINAL APPOINTMENT1

Bar Rating2 Date of Original Appointment

1962 — 1975 1976 — 1979 1980 — 1984

No. % No. % No. %
4.0 or higher 3 120 3 25.0 8 381
35— 39 8 320 6 50.0 10 476
30— 34 10 40.0 2 16.7 3 143
Under 30 4 160 1 8.3 0 00
TOTAL 25 100.0 12 1000 21 100.0

1Note: Data covers all judges appointed between 1962 and 1984 who have been evaluated in at
least one retention election evaluation. Where a judge has been evaluated more than once,
only the most recent evaluation was used unless the judge moved to a different court.

J Bar rating is on a 5-point scale where 1 = unacceptable
2 = deficient
3 = acceptable
4 = good
5 = excellent

Source: Alaska Judicial Council.-



TABLE 7
OUTCOME OF APPOINTMENTS

ALASKA JUDICIAL SYSTEM

Outcome of Appointments

Maintained Judicial Career
Still on bench

Retired/died in office
Appointed to other court

Subtotal

Left Judicial Career

Involuntarily retired/not
retained/resigned after
“unqualified”

Resigned, now in private
practice/other

Unknown

Subtotal

TOTAL

1959 —

Supreme Court

No.

14

%

35.7
214
214

78.6

71

143

0.0

214

100.0

1986

Superior Court

No.

29
12
8

49

53

%

o4.7
22.6
151

925

19

19

38

76

100.0

District Courtl

No.

15
5
7

27

17

%

341
114
159

614

91

182

114

386

1000

INote: Data for District Court judges are for 1968 — 1986 only. Data for Appeals Court judges are omitted

& all three original judges are still serving.

Source: Alaska Judicial Council.



TABLE 8

CASELOAD TRENDS — FILINGS

ALASKA STATE COURTS

FY 1982 — FY 1988
Court  FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 198 FY 1986
H # % Change # % Change  # % Change % Change

Supreme 409 509 24.4 41 6.3 58 -24 631 195
Appeals 459 54 272 51  -9.1 506  -4.7 588 162
Superior

First 1960 2274 160 2571 131 2565  -0.2 2366 -7.8
Second 648 776 198 &1 135 878 -0.3 1056 203

Third 11423 11732 27 12,889 99 14430 120 13978 -31
Fourth 3137 3582 142 4119 150 3917 -4.9 3671 -6.3
17168 18364* 70 20460 n4 21,790 6.5 21071 -3.3

Districtl
First 14360 11582 -19.3 14,035 212 15655 115 14875 -5.0
Second 2172 1977 -9.0 2,096 6.0 2291 93 2,690 174
Third 80548 90381 122 96,905 72 100893 41 96,042 -4.8
Fourth 20873 23298 116 22435 -3.7 16862 -24.8 17,480 37
117953 127,238* 79 135471 65 135701* 02 131,087 -3.4

1District Court statistics for higher volume District Courts only, but include magistrate cases in those locations.

FY 181 — Court of ApPea_Is established in 1980 and commenced operationinmid-September1980.
FY 1983 — _Up%radlngo District to Superior Court judgeships in Wrangell/PetersburgandBarrow.
Superior Court d_udgeshlp added in Palmer.
Addition of 2 District Court judgeships in Anchorage.
FY 1985 —li{a(?radmg of Distiict to Superior Court judgeship in Valdez.
dition-of 2 Superior Court judgeships in"Anc ora%e, o
FY 1986 — Legislature funded an additional acting District Court judgeship in Palmer.

Source: Alaska Court System Annual Reports.

FY
#

587
523

2,326
988
12975
3316
19,605

12,839
2351
97,281
18540
131,011*

1987

% Change

-7.0
-11.1

-1.7
-6.4
-7.2
-9.7
-7.0

-13.7
-12.6
13
61
-0.1

FY 1983

# % Change
607 34
497 -5.0
2251 -3.2
769 -22.2
12620 -2.7
3315 -0.0
18955  -3.3
12482  -2.8
2814 197
RN675  -4.7
20033 81
128001 -2.3



Court  FY 1982
H

Supreme 42

Appeals 328

Superior
First 1593
Second 612
Third 9,856
Fourth 2619
14,680

District

First 13953
Second 2,080
Third 74,851
Fourth 20145
111,029

ALASKA STATE COURTS

TABLE 9
CASELOAD TRENDS — DISPOSITIONS

% Change

FY 1982 — FY 1988
FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1986

# % Change U % Change # % Change ft
53 275 567 54 434 -146 645 333
54 8l1 56 -114 4l -124 492
1578 -0.9 2049 298 2112 31 2061 -2.4
600 -2.0 857 428 776 195 1056 361
9317 -55 9763 48 11576 186 1152 -4.7
3075 174 3279 6.6 4,097 24.9 4067 -0.7
14570 -0.7 15948 95 18561 164 18706 08
10731 -23.1 13570 265 14524 70 14016 -3.5
2044 -1.7 1980 -3.1 2137 79 2805 313
88935 188 92041 35 91383 -0.7 8693 -4.9
23373 160 21980 -6.0 15976 -27.3 18255 143
125,083 127 129571 36 124020 -43 12011 -1.6

FY
#

522
4383

2121
1030
2318
3036
18505

12452
245i
90,018
17,962
122,883

1District Court statistics for higher volume District Courts only, but include magistrate cases in those locations.

FY 181 —  Court of Appeals established in 1980 and commenced operationinmid-September1980
FY 1983 —  Upgrading of District to Superior Court judgeships in Wrangell/PetersburgandBarrow.

Superior Court judgeship added in Palmer.
Addition of 2 District Court judgeships in Anchorage.
FY 1985 —  Upgrading of District to Superior Court judgeship in Valdez.
Addition of 2 Superior Court judgeships in Anchorage.
FY 1986 — Legislature funded an additional acting District Court judgeship in Palmer.

Source: Alaska Court System Annual Reports.

1987 FY 1988

% Change # % Change

-19.1 649 243

-29.8 449 -2.9

29 1816 -144

-2.5 -19.6

69 11528 -6.4

-25.4 309 20

-1.1 17,268 -6.7

-11.2 12168 -2.3

-126 2866 169

35 86813 -3.6

-1.6 20015 114

07 121862 -0.8



TABLE 10

COMPARISON OF JUDICIAL SALARIES
STATE AND FEDERAL COURT SYSTEMS

NOVEMBER 1933
State Highest Court Appellate Court General Trall Court
Salary Rank ~ Salary Rank ~ Salary Rank
Alabama S 82.880 17 S8 12 S 16,760 5
Alaska 35,72*1' 11 7&889 14 77,384' 14
%lzﬁn% 84,000 14 82000 11 80,000 %8
Inere 66 010 39 63763 32 61513
California 10369 2 971003 ) 84765 4
Colorado 12,000 2 00900 29 63,000 34
Cornectmut 81.920" 18 16,172 19 75&88 2
Delaware 84,400 1 19, il
Florida 92822, 6 87,362 7 81902 1
Georgia 80,514 21 19931 Lo 77973 13
Hawali 18,500 25 13,500 23 69,500 24
e iR L ik %
I10I1S , ) ,
ndiana 88088 4 21,088 3 58,008 45
owa 12,900 30 69,800 2 066,000 30
Kansas 10,142 %% 67,638 28 60,978 38
Kentucky 66,946 64,213 31 61481 30
Louisiana 74,966 28 11,767 25 68,569 25
\/Ialn? 77,888 26 13,100 19
\/Iargand 86, 10 83800 9 82200 h
MasSachusetts 90,450 8 83708 10 80,360 8
Michigan 100,000 396,000 392,000 2
Minnésota 80,010 23 13811 2 10,710 22
W?S'S‘Q"pp' 3301’%%0 %4 75,447 20 81’530 "257
sourl 1 , ,
Montana 50,45? 58 48,178 58
ebraska 03,512 44 88’788 4%
evada , 13,500 29 10 )
ew Hampshire 10,102 30 08,269 26
Bw Jersey 93,000 5 90,000 4 §5,000 3
ew Mexico 62,184 46 59,052 31 55,888 46
ew York 115,000 1 102,500 1 9, 1
orth Carolina 19.668" 24 75432 2 66,972 29
orth Dakota 59 140 47 55519 47
,o 85,250 12 80,000 13 65,250 3
e O § ome R ok
on . \ , ,
Pennsylvania 91500 [ 88,588 o 88808 10
Rhode Island 82.967" 16 14317 18
South Carolina 83,883 79,690 16 79,690 2
South Dakota 58,097 48 54808 48
A B T
X S ) ! )
uEah ol ik 5 L 1
\ermont 63.900 43 60,700 39
Vlrglnla 882116 0 83872 8 81,959 6
Washington. 82,100 18 78,600 18 74,600 1
W ik ¥ w0 i
Wyoming ggEBS 38 ’ 83:500 3
Mean 11,231 16,694 69,439
Median 17,900 16,172 68,419
District of Columbia 95,000 89,500

Federal System 110,000 95,000 89,500

' Median salary. 1 Base salary is supplemented by increments for length of service.
Source: National Center for State Courts. November 1988.
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TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF STATE JUDICIAL
RETIREMENT AND INSURANCE PROVISIONS

1987

Had
I @?MMWY%A«W%%MM
Alahama A Yes A c A A
Algska A B, Yes A A B, A A A
Arjzona B B Yes ¥ B B A B A
Alkansas ¢ o Y [ A ©B M@ A 8
California B B No B A B c A A
Coloradp B B Ys B B, B A B B
Connectlcut B B Yes B A B B A A
Delawa B B No B A A B B B
Dlstrlct of Columbia B B Yes A A B A B A
Ionda B A Yes C A B B B B
eglgla A B Yes B A B A B B
A A No NNA A B B B A
Hawan B B No A A B A B A
hq B B Yes' Al B B A B A
InoIs B B Y A B B A B A
ndiana B B Yes B A B B A A
owa B B, s A B, B A B A
Kansas B B Yes B A B A B B
Kentucky A B No B A B A B B
| oyIsiana B B Yes B A B B B g
Valnef A A No B A B A B
Maryland B B Y A A B ¢ B C
MasSachusetts B B Yes A A B A A A
Michigan B B Yes B B B A A N/A
i A
lISsissippi 0
YR ok w0 o+ B B R B &
Montana B B Yes B A B A B A
hraska B B No B A B A B C
evada B A No A B B A B A
ew Hampshlre A A Ys C A A A A A
ew ersezé0 B B Yes B A B A A A
eWMeX| A B No B B A A B B
ew York B B A B A B B B A
orth Carolina B B Yes B B B '@ B B
orth Dakota B B No A A B A C
B B Yes A B B NJA  NA  NA
klahoma B B No B B B A B B
regon B A A B A B A A A
Pennsylvania B B Yes B A B A A A
%eﬁo Rico B B Yes C A A B B N/A
R Is an A A No A B B B A A
dhele 1oL B Lo o4 oh b
ou a 0 a &
Tennessee B B N A B, B A B D
Texas B B Y& A B B A B C
Utah B B Yes A A B A A A
Vermont B B Y& A A B B B A
\/ i B A Ys B A B A B B
ﬁt B B Yes 8: B B A A A
West VI %lnla B B No B B B A C
\Wisconsi B B No A A B B A C
Wyoming B A Y A B B B B B

Key: A — meets or exceeds criteria. 3 — provisions exist, but either do, not meet criteria or arc not specific.
C — no formal provisions. N/A—n(? information available. ~'Criteria not met by all court Ievege

Source: American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division.
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TABLE 12
COMPARISON OF STATE JUDICIAL
IMMUNITY AND EX]BB%NSES PROVISIONS

an R

\ 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
0 Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
Anzona 0 N/A Yes 0 Yes, Yes'
Arkansas 0 Yes Yes, 0 Yes Yes'
California 0 Yes' Yes 0 Yes N/A
Colorado 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes Yes
Connectlcut Yes Yes N/A 0 ges Yes
) Yes Yes N/A 0 A
DISt_rICt of Co.umbia 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes A
Florida 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
Georgia 0’ Yes' Yes' 0l Yesl IA
Guam 0 Yes No 0 No A
Hawali 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes A
|dahq 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes N/A
[[finols 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes Yes
Indiana 0 Yes N/A 0 N/A A
lowa 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes A
Kansas Yes Yes Yes 0 Yes A
Kentucky 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes Yes
Louyisiana 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
Mam? YV Yes Yes 0 Yes Yes
Maryland 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes Yes
MasSachusetts 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes Yes
Michigan Yes Yes 2 0 Yes A
Minnésota 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
V|155|ss IE)pl 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes IA
Missou 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
Montana Yes Yes Yes A Yes A
ebraska 0 Yes, IA 0 Yes ves
evada , 0 Yes A b 0 Yes Yes
ew Hampshire 0 Yes Yes Yes A
ew Jerse 2 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
ew Mexico 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
ew York 0 Yes A 0 Yes A
orth Carolina 0 Yes A 0 Yes A
North Dakota 0 Yes A 0 Yes A
0 IA N/A [A IA N/A [A
ahoma 0 Yes A 0 Yes A
Oregon . 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes A
Pennsylvania 0 Yes Yes 0 N/A IA
Puerto Rico 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes IA
Rhode Island 0 Yes ges Yes Yes Yes
Soum Barkol{na : ¥es y \l}lo \l\(I/A N;ﬁ
outh Dakota 0 es e £s es
ennessee 0 Yes NfA 0 Yes '2\‘
Texas 0 Yes Yes 0 Yes N/A
Utah 2 Yes Yes 0 Yes Yes
\Vermont 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes N/A
Virginia 0 Yes, Yes 0 Yes Yes
Washmﬂt 0 Yes N/A 0 Yes N/A
West Virginia 0 Yes IZ\IIA 0 Yes, Yes
Wlsconsm 0 Yes Yes Yes N/A
Wyoming 0 Yes N/A N/A Yes N/A
N/A — no information available. ‘Criteria not met by all court levels.  1Provisions exist but are not specific.

Source: American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division.



TABLE 13
COMPARISON OF STATE JUDICIAL

LEAVE Pllg?OVISIONS

5
s
%3
=
:
&

M

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connectlcut

Dlstrlct of Columbia
F.orida
Georgia

Guam

Hawali

ahg

InoIS

ndiana

owa

Kansas
Kentucky
_o&ﬁhsmna
ary?and
asSachusetts
Ichigan
Innesota
[Ssissippl
|ssourp P
ontana
ebraska
evada

ew Ham shire
ew erseX
ew Mexico
ew York

orth Carolina
orth Dakota

10
Oklahoma
Oregon

Een tsyI\F/zanla
uerto Rjco
Rhode Island
South Carolina
outh Dakota
ennessee

T
Uta

Vermont
nglma
Washington.
West V %Inla
Wiscons
Wyoming

Key: a — meets or exceeds criteria. B — provisions exist, but either do not meet criteria or are not specific.
C — no formal provisions. N/A — no information available. ' Criteria not met by all court levels.
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Source: American Bar Association, Judicial Administration Division.
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