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: September 15, 1977 

: 

Members of the 
Legislative Budgetand Audit Committee: 

xn'accordance with the provisions •of Title 24 of the•Alaska 
Statutes, the attached report, is submitted for your review. 
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~ A PERFOrmaNCE REVIEW OF 
- THE JURY SELECTION PROCESS 

THE ALAS~ COURT SYSTEM 
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..... Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA " 
Legislative Auditor 
Division of Legislative Audit 
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AS NOTED IN THE NTIS ANNOUNCEMENT. 

PORTIONS OF THIS EEPORTARE NOT LEGIBLE. 

HOWEVER, IT IS THE BEST REPRODUCTION 

AVAILABLE FROM THE COPY SENT TO NTIS 
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PURPOSE OF THE REVI~ 

:':In accordance with the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska 
Statutes, a review of the Jury Selection Process of th- = 
Alaska Court System was conducted to determine if the Jury 
System is operating in an' economic, efficient, and effective 
manner. ,~ 
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i+ J ~ - ORG~/~IZATION AND FUNCTION -~ 

; ~ The Alaska Court System is the Judicial Branch of State + 
+- ~.+ • Government, separate and distinct • from the Executive and 
t ! Legislative Branches. Under this sys-tem, the judicial power i 
~ ~. .... of the State is Vested in the Supreme Court, wi~h th-.-'. Ch+ief ~i 
~. . Justice serving as the administrative head of the Court i 

~ System. ~ 

i To carry out its+ responsibilities, the Court System is . 
: j divided in the following manner: 

: ' ,  F -  ' " i  

The supreme Court is the final court of Appeals on matters :, 
~ of law raising a •Federal question in Alaska and, through £he ~} 

• Chief •Justice, is. responsible for setting policy regarding i 
the administrative procedures of the Judicial Branch. .+ 

Judicial Districts - Trial Courts 
+.;-+. ,.:. + | 

The Superior and District Courts respectively are the -onsti- +. 
tu.tional and legislative bodies that form the trial courts. 

Administrative Services :. ~ . ,: ..-.+ : 

This funct,on supports the administrative operation of the •' 

Trial and Supreme Courts as well as provides certain ser- 

vices directly to. the public .... ~-~ ; .... .~+ 
. . . .  ~'.' • ,'.'~::', ! t" ~ ~' +: ; ." .:~A~ ..'. . ..'." 

The ....... '-" ~" "~'~ " ' ' + Judicial Districts hace primary:responsibility for the 
identification, selectior~, qualification and use of jurists 

~+ as defined in AS 9..20.010-100. Responsibility for the 
• administration of th~ jury selection system has been dele- 

gated to the Technical'Operations Section of 2~Iministrative 
Services.. ::. •, + :. ~' i ',.." .'+-' :,. ' <- • .: :. +. " -... . ........ 

• ''~' ~.;"+" "' ' I ,~ ,,~.'.-''~"/ ;.!~'. '~ :.~:,v ~'+ • ;-"., ~ '" "" . 
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THE JURY SELECTION PROCESS - AN OVERVIEW 

. : , . , 

A state-wide compute r venire listing ~s prepared each year 
on March 15, which lists prospective 5urors for each judicial 
district. This information is obtained from State Income 
Tax rolls, voter registration and ~sident hunting, fishing 
and trapping licenses. 

Since each judicial district has individual control ove~ 
jury selection, there zre system differences between the 
courts. The following information explains the jury selec- 
tion process ~or the Anchorage trial courts (th~ model 
System for the•State). The attached analysis (see Supplemental 
Information) show how effectively people were used by the 
Anchorage jury system for the first three months of 1977. 

THE ANCHORAGE JURY SYSTEM 

About 1,000 people are randomly selected from the venire 
listing each month. The computer lists their ne-es on n 
jury selection run and prepares a jury questionnaire for 
mailing .... 

Returned questionnaires are rev:ewed by the Jury Clerk to 
qualify or to excuse people. The presiding ~udge makes the 

final decision on excusing or deferring people to another 
month. - .  

All qualified people are assigned to a call-in group (con- 
trol group of 20 people) and are summoned for one month of 
jury service. The sununons instructs the people on how tO 
telephone the Jury Clerk each day and explains the purpose 
of the call-i~ groups. A recorded message tells what groups 
must report for jury service the next morning. 

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

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

The selection of a jury from the panel is conducted in the 
courtroom. If the case ~oes to court, the bailiff e~cort~ 
that panel to the courtroom for questioning by the judge and 
attorneys. Those people not picked fo~ a 3ury are excused 
or held to fill absenses on other panets. Srequent~.y, cases 
fold and the need for the panel ne lc"~g~r exists. These 

~--~ 
,.*. ~ 

"~i 

t 7  
:;'4 

°"d 

" • 4  

" ¶ • 

: S  

d. 
I .  

[ -  



1 " "  

, .  . . ~  

,# 

~ ~ , . . ~ * - ~ : : r ~ , % . . ' / : :  . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

. . ° .  

• , . :-:.- . .  ,? 

]' 

. 

i , 

i l  

1 

I 

) 

' l 
A 

t 

jurors are •sent home orassigned toanother panel scheduled 

for tha~ day. 

Jurors are now paid$10.O0 for each half d~y and $20.00 for 
.each ~ull day of jury • service ~, at the end of each month. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
• , " , r • " , 

R 

8 

The Court System has identified and has taken steps to 
improve several aspects of its own operations. As one of 
them, the Jury Selection Process is now bein~i studied and 
revisedby the Techinca! Operations Section. This self- 
determination by Administration and the goal to improve the 
3ury process is commendable. 

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

selection process ..... • ..... 

R ecomm.endation No. i ,  :,.~..~. 

The Court System is not usin 9 people's time efficie~. 
Better ~ury utilization should" be the pr{mary 0bjec£1"~e--for 
t~he ~ury sy%tem; cos~ saving s should result. 

The Court. System is"n O~ respondlnglto problems in its jury 
selection process. Because of an attendance problem and 
scheduling difficulties (calendaring), the ~mchorage courts 
are bringing in twice as many people as they should. During 
our three month review (see Supplemental Infor~mtion), 902 
people showed up_ an average of 4 times each to fi!i797 jury 

Positions. .:..,r,<.-, '" --, "" 

In additio", almost one half of scheduled Jury cases folded 
after people had been paneled in the court building. 

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

6ouri system Should'address and improve th-fonowing 
conditions: ........ -...~ .+ ..... 

• I.'~:'." Improve the Calendaring Process - The Anchorage 
"" ." courts sh~-Id determine why so-many jury cases are 
%:.b. .folding and should consider staggering.jury cases 

• ..so unused people can be ~eassigned to later cases. 
• ,..:~j ! :.~ ' .' ~, . ~ 

Reouire Better Attendance fo= Jury Panels - When 
2,~. • 18% of schedu!&d j'ury panels do not come 'in, the 

..... '~ system is forced to call in extra people. 

.~3. • Develop Standard Jury Panel Sizes - The best size 
. , . ,, 

: ~,n for jury panels should be determined from court 
:!~. room experience. This standar~ size ~hould be 

increased only when the judge feels more people 
.,~.are needed. ' .  

!. 

STAT~ OY ALASKA 7 ~::VISION oF L.EGtSLATIVF. AUDIT 
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;.,4.1 " Develop an Acceptable Jury Usage Plan -The courts 
Should be Wi,l!~ng to accept manor delays in put- 
ting- jury panels tocether when better jury usage 

. , will result. 
. . .  . | 

R e c o m m e n d a t ~  o n  N o .  2 
. .  • . 

he Court System should develop written auidelines and in- 
struc£1ons ~or Its personnel respons~ ~le~for sc~i . . . .  ng, Pr°-- 
=6ssing~ a'.nd--piy-ihq jurists. 

Legislative Audit conducted separate reviews of how the jury 
system works in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Eethel and Juneau. 
None of these courts had complete written instru '~-tions on 
how the Jury selection process Should work or what co,Art 
records should be produced or maintained. 

.• , .. . . 

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

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

Recommendation No. 3 
- "  ' ' . j "  , . . . 0 . . ~  " -  " -  ~ '  ' ' '~ : ' "  " "  ' :  " "  

The Cou'rt System sh0uld" prepare statistical reports on the 
"Su'ry .syste'm. Adm-i-nistration would-the'n' be in a position t_oo 
evaluate how ef-fec£iveiy the jur~ precelss Ls wcrkin~ 

The Court. System hadnot developed a data collection and 
reporting system forethe Jury process'. To control any 
system, feedback information is needed. This is especially 
true when the process is dealing with the public and is 
expending $580,000annually. " " ~:~:i ", 

The U.S. Department of Justice has conducted some exce!|ent 
studies that show step.by step plans for developing complete 
jury management information. Techinal Cperations is very 
knowledgeable of these studies and in the long term plans to 
use muchof this information. 

Legislative Audit feelsthat the entire Court System shc,:!d 
cooperate with this effort and should make a jury management 
system an immediate goal. With good jury,system info,~na- 
tion, the Court System could then develop performance stand- 
ards for evaluating how court personnel are a~ninistering 
this system and related areas such as calendaring. 

• ~ . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ I ' ~ I V I f . I O N  O F  L t = ' G I S L A T | V £  A U D I T  
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ReconLmendation No. 4 

The a~ality of information on the venire listing (stat_e--wide 
listin 9" of people available for jury service) should be im- 

proved. 

The Jury •master file contains a high percentage of informa- 
tion that is not correct or up-to-date. Our review showed 
that the Anchorage and Fai~banks courts both have 30% of the 
questionnaires m~iled returned by the post office. In 
addition, 17~ and 15%, respectively, of the people reached 
werenoteligible and should not havebeen on th e list. 

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

The smaller courts are m~re adversely affected by this 
situation because they have fewer People from which to 
select juries. ...... : ..... ~ ...... ,~Ji.z t-~ " . ~  * "" 

. • . . 1 ¢  . . . .  

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

: i " ~ .  . . . .  " . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  

R e c o ~ , e n d a t i o n  N o .  5 .  ' ~  " "  • : "  . , : " ' . - "  

The C0urt System'sh0uld develop a flexible but consistent ex- 
cusal policy from 5urv service. When t~e presiai~-n-g~udces 
are active in the--~ry qual'l~l~atl---~n ~rocess, the system works 
better. " 

• .. ;~ .~ ~ - 

Our review at Anchorage showed that 80% of the people ques- 
tioned are excused or deferred from ~ury service for various 
reasons. There is :an attendance prob±em throughout the 
entire jury selection process. This juror reluctance tO 
serve is the result of poor usage of time, low payment and 
too long of a service period, in addition, because some 
judicial districts have such poor follow-up procedures, 
there is little fear:of the consequence of ignoring legal 
notices to appear fo~ jury service. - • 

: ~ . .  . . . .  : - . . .  ~ .  . . .  

This situation creates unnecessary paperwork, wastes court 
time and shifts the burden of jury service to those willing 
to serve. 

The Court System should develop a plan to address this 
problem. In the Bethel and Fairbanks courts, the presiding 
judges have become more involved in the jury selection 
process; increased jury yields have resulted. 

~ .  STATE OF ALASKA 9 DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUD:T 
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Recommendation No. 6 

In the larger court districts such as Anchorage, the Court 
System should conslder reduc~nc thh length of jury servic-e-. 

savznqs and better c~tzzen involvement could result. 

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

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

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

Jury usage would improve by having more people serve on a 
jury more efficiently. Nationwide ~tudies have sho~:~ that 
this process works. In our review of the Anchorage courts, 
we'observed that this change wouldhave worked even with the 
present jury selection process. 

Recommendation No. 7 

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

In each judicial district, the Jury Clerk keeps and recon- 
ciles all payment records ~ for jury service. Payment for 
people's time and vendor service are processed through a 
jury payment card. No other person in the Court System 
reviews or approves th4 accuracy of the information on these 
payment cards to juryattendance listings or vendor billings. 

There are other operational problems with the jury payment 
process which should be addressed. They include timeliness 
of payments, incompletecoding of accounting infozqnation and 
duplication of clericalwork. 

To Strengthen internal control, the certifying officer 
signing jury service warrants should revie~z the supportinj 
documentation for jury warrants, allowing at least a s, mp!e 
review to ensure that the Warrants at,? properl[, prepared. 

STATE: OF , ' ,LASKA 10 DIVIS ION OF LEGXSLATIVE A U D I T  
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" Analysis of Jury System Activity - Anchorage 
~hree M0nt~s Ending Mirth 31, 1977 

Information on how many people we[e involved in the jury Drocess, 

, Three Honth 
S te~ 1 : Questioning & Qua lificatio n .Sta~e Tot.a.l " .%. 

QuestiOnnaires Mailed ~ ' " 2900 100% 
. . . .  .. " .. .- 

L e s s :  People Not : Reached (Note A) 1071 
- -  People Excused (Note C) i0!___~9 2090 72___~% 

People "Qualified for Jury Service ": 810 28% 
People Rescheduled From Other Months 61___~7 

Total PeopleAvailable"to Serve ~': 1427 

t "5-" : "" i ,...."~ 

Step 2: Summons &,,Usage stage ° 

• i J .: 

People summoned for Jury" Service '": ' 1427 100% 
, . ; . . : -? . -.. ,. 

Less : People Excused/Rescheduled 
or Did Not Appear (Notes B & C) 525 37% 

• . ,. 

People That. Appeared"forJury Service 90~2 63=~% 

: Jury -, ..--- People Placed on a"" ' " '  540 
:.. .f ,~:°'' 
• • . . .... , .',..~-~', ~.. ; .~ 

-' ~ . ~.":•." ~ .. 

information on how pecple appearing for jury service were used 
by the Court Syste:a. 

- , . ¢ . 

: . .  ~ . ~ , ? V  ~ : " . . :  ' . , . ~  ~ , .  ,. 

People Called in for Jury Service 

Less: People Absent 
• People Excuaed 

.j %.,, . , _ 

People That Appeared for Jur~- Service 

People Placed onJury Panels (Note E) 

Less: People Not Used Because Jury 
Case Folded 

Total Number of 
Times During These 
Three Months 

424! I00~ 

Peopl~ Sent to Courtroom for Trial 

453 
316 769 

People Placed on Jury (Note D) 

3472 

34? ~ 

o. . 

1657 

STATE OF A L A S K A  12 

~'~!5 

v~'7 

DIV IS ION O F  L E G I S L A T I V E  A U D I T  
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82~ 

1001 

48~ 

52~ 
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Analysis of Jury System Activity - Anchorag~ 
Three Months Ending March 31, 1977 

•NOTES• 

i 

i' @ 
r 

¢, 

| 

.R., 

r 

t 

r , : • . . 

(Note A) The people not reached are: 
[ 

. 860 Questionnaires Returned by post office 
" .  ~" 211 Questionnaires Never Heard From 

~" ~-O~Total Not Reached 

(Note B) The system looses track of people during this 
. stage of £he proces s . Follow-up is poo~ on those • 

people that do not show up; some of them are 
excused or rescheduled. Only 190 of the 525 

'~ excusals were doc~nented, the remainder could not 
be identified. 

• . . 

(Note C) People are excused during both phases of the Jury 
Selection Process. A total of 1209 (1019 in Step 

'l and 190 in Step 2) were excused as follows: 

Hardship 
Out of State 
Live Outside of Boundary 
Medical 
Child Care 
Profession 
Non-Resident 
Rescheduled 
Other 

Total Excused 

232 
233 
91 
6! 
61 
58 
53 

322 
98 

1209 

I 
i 

(Note D) During these three months, 
for jury service were_used as such: 

the people appearing 

Not Placed on a Jury 
Placed on a Jury: 

One Time 
Two Times 
Three Times 
Four Times 

People Percentaae 
, _ 0 - 

362 t~0% 

326 36% 
175 19% 
35 4% 
4 i% 

6TATE OF ,:,LASKA 1 3  D I V I S I O N  O F  L E G I S L A T I V E  A U O ! T  

.. .~ 
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(Note E) 

• ° 

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

N~.ber 
of Cases Perce 

Cases Sci~eduled 
Cases that Folded .• 
Cases Sent to Court 

." 204 

- I--09" 

Percer tage 

100% 
47% 
53% 

• . , , . .  

• . ~ : ,  
• • "  L 

• q V  

b 

• ; .%  . ' ~ . ,  

Z 

_ . . . .  ~..,::, ~ , 

".J : " J  . ! ,.,~ . % 

t 
: : L ' , : "  t . , ' , : ,"  ' , ' .  • 

• .  : ." .].;. " , . . .  . : 
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: ,  " ? . ~ i  " . -  . . ,  

' . . 'Gerald L.  Wi lkers~ 'n ,  cPA "' :;" 
Legislat~¢e Auditu~'.. . " • : J. 

Division of Legislative Audit 
• Pouch W 
Juneau, AK 99801 " '  

• .- . .. 

; Dear Mr. :Wilkerson: 

Attached is our respQnse to your Preliminary audit of our 
. . . . .  L " ' . '  . . . . .  ' . , ; 6 : " L . . . " . :  • ' : ,. i .  :~-  ' .  

,. ::jury selection process. We:wish to. thank yo u for your 

' . .::.: assistance.:, "!, L '-Ci~" :~ !':.-i!, ~" "" 

;~ • ; " , . . '  Si$%cerely, - • 

: ; :  :  m:"i ,,e_:._J. 
...,,;: ~ . . : .  t . / ~ , . ~ .  <1~,. y/~x~ -~ 

;"7 ' • ' /~rtnu~ H. Snowaen, II " 

: .... ] ... ~,. :,;.. .. /Administrative Direcnor 
~ i 

Enclosures: ':' '" ~ ........ .'" • ' " 
i. Response to.."A. Performance Review 

of the Jury. Selection Process". 
2. ;" Juror Ut.ilization in the Superior 

annd District Courts, Anchorage, Alaska. 
3. Alaska .Court System Accounting Policy 

. . . .  . ! ~ , a n d  Procedures Manual. ~ . . "  ' "  . .  : , - 

4. ::.The. Petit~QurY " System. in: Alaska, Part I...- 

' ~ ' .  . . . .  l ~ , :  " ; : . ~ : ~ ' i ' : :  ' . : ;  ". 

( 9 o ~ |  z 7 4 - a l  

.i 
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:.... .:>::: RESPONSE TO "A pERFORMANCE ~VI~W 0 F 

, { j  . . : THE JURY SELECTIoN'PROCESS" • 

We began an internal audit of jury selection and management in the 

i, ~:,iii! Alaska~Court System. the second week of March 1977. Our phase one 

I' '/:'," , report dealing with Jury selection' qualification and payment is 

i, ~ '  enclosed as Appendix.-l...The phase two report on juror utilization 

~!~ " '., is currently being typed. The phase Three report, on juror informa- 
") , 

" ~.ion requirements will be completed by the end of this calendar 
[ . • ; . • year. We:,will specifically address each of these recommendations. 

i ' Part of o~Ir reply is based, upon (I) a:memorandum from the Presiding 

" Judge of the Third .Judicial District to the Ad~.,inistrati ve Director 

: of the Alaska Court System (Appendix 2), and (2) a technical 

assistance, visit report zrom Bird ~ Engineering and Associates 

( A p p e n d i x  3 ) ." . . . . .  ~ '  ~:- ~ . : " : ~ " -  ' -  . . . .  ' ' "  ": 

• : "  . .  . . , .  . 2 . .  ~ . . . ~  . -  -.~ , . . . , .  ~ .  • 

• . j 

• .B ,~commendat , ion  N o . ,  ! ~ , . : .  . . . . .  ' " ' :  ~ 

, . -  . -. . . . .  "~ . ~ . i ;  : -  , ' .  , - : - ' - - . ~ . "  

" . . The...Cour t .S~st~ is not using people's ~ime efficiently. Better 

~ :'i. ' jury utilization should.be, the~rimarY objective ,.for the jury s s~m;. 
~: _ ,- 

• ~ cost savin~ should" result..~ i .... ., .:..~ c,..-~,, ............. 
.. . .  • . .~  ~ .:.~ . .  . . . .  . 

~ , . : ~ "  ~ . ; ' ~  ; ~ , , - .  , ~ . : ~  ~ A ~ : ) .  ~ -  • , . ~  . .  . . . .  , . ' , ~ ' ,  " . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  

: . ~  ~ The Court::~.~Systam should address :and improve t h e  following 

"" conditions: .... .': • ~ ~'~'-~ ~ ~.: ........ ~"" • " """ 

, ,  , , ~ . . . . % : . . ~  ~ "  • ,~ . L , ' ~ C . :  " -"  

I.'..,~i !mprove,. the Calendaring Process.- The Anchorage courts 

, ~ -:... should determine why so many Jury cases are folding ~nd 

/ should consider staggering jury cases so unused .pe~Dle can 

: ;:,:~,be reassigned to l~ter cases. 

: 2.. .~ _Requ ire B etter Attendan ce for :~,ury. Pane!~ - When 18~ of 

" " ...," scheduled jury panels do not come in, the system is forced 

:. i...hto.:call ~ in extra people. 

IS(b) 
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.. 

3, . , .  Deve!oo St.[.~n_dard Jury Panel Sizes - The best size for 

. j U r y  pane!~ should be determined from courtroom 

..... -:experience. This standard size should• be increased only 

• :-~.: •when the judge feels more people are needed. 

I 

. !  

' 1  

i 

• 4. Develop an Ac.ceptab!e Jury Usaqe Plan - The courts should 

be willing to accept minor delays in putting jury panels 

~: together wh.en, better jury usage will result. 
--..4 . . . . . . . .  .. 

. . . . . . . .  "' / 

Di.scussion. Thomas Mtunsterman of Bird Engineering investigated the 

folding case problem and found that i£ was caused by (1) la,~ c minute 

changes, of plea on ,the part of the Public Defender, and (2) last 

minute dismissals by the :District Attorney's office due to lack of 

sufficient prosecutor: staff to handle scheduled trials. Both of 

these conditions arg. largely beyond I the control of the courts. 

However, :Anchorage' s. implementation of a 3:30 p.m. trial start time 

the day prior to c aiiing..in the jury panel should cause more cases 

to fold prior to calling in the panel. Some trials are now 

staggered in Anchorage. 

Anchorage. ~will be. implementing a stricter excusal policy and 

followup, on absent jurors upon implementations of the one-day one- . L ,,. .... ' .. ..... "•. - .i- • " ...... '. • . 

trial test in Anchorage. In addition, both Anchorage and Fairbanks 

have reduced panel, s.izes, fro those recommended in our phase one 

report.• Finally, the•judges in.Anchorage have "agreed to accept a 

five percent .delay~ factor in order to make jury utilization more 

efficient.:o,This five.percent, figure is one commonly used by other 

jurisdictions and.wasIecommended to us by Bird Engineering. 

. :  .", } ,  ,;~. ; . . : : , . : ~ . , , 9 : , - ' : . : /  , : .  :.~: :- . / .  " i ; ' .  . , .  .'- , . 

Recommendation No. 2 • \,.~...~.~.. ,., .: . , .  :' : - t . ,  . . . .  

The Court System should develop written ~uidelines and instruc- 

tions for its _personnel responsible for selectinq, processing. 

and paying jurists.. :l.._.::.~ .... , -~.:.~.,: :, 

15(c) 



• chapter,s already C'ompleted. This manual is fo'.-'ecast to be completed 

.... ". ,i" .i by the'end of this calendar year. We will send you a copy when it is 

~" •./:/::• completed; ...... ~ •" 

i • Recommendation No. 3 

The Court System should prepare stati.stical reports on the jury 

: system. " "-" Administration would then. be in. a .position to. evalu~:te 
N - 
-~ ho w' effectively . the jury process is working. 

Discussion: Our revised automated jury management system was im~le- 

mented in October 1977. This system,'.in conjunction with reporting 

• requirements contained - in the above ~referenced jury clerk manual, 

will provide us with i statewide statistics on juror usage. This 

automated system provides information on excusals and payment infor- 

marion • that we have not had before. " .... '. "". 

." ..,. |.C.{.. ~. ." .,~ ,,~ ~..~ j." ,. ~ ". ~ ' ,. . .';., . ." :. 

q 

Recommendation No. "4 ~:'~ : "" -: :: .:-": . . . . .  ~" : . . . . . . . . .  

The quality' of informgtion on the venire listinq (statewide ?.~.~tinq. 

of people "available fo r jury service)should . be improved. 

Discussi0n~- A quarterly/update of our venire •list would increase 

data processing costs' "significantly.. We did improve the currency of 

this year's addresses by the use of the AJIS name file. Finally, 

when we. -*compared one month's Anchorag e questionnaires to .the 

.~ Anchorage telephone directory, (see page 34 of the report in 

Appendix 'I), ~we found :only 47 of 301 (15.6,~/~) with changed addresses. 

.. Thus the •problem is primarily one of transience. "" '' '. 

,' ":~.cf ..." " ": ~"C~..'•.'-. '-. 

I~ .. As for those people who "...were not eligible and should not have 

• been on the list.", ~''this.' is a classic problem when multiple source 

i~ .".'.i lists are used. :~ If:selection is restric'ted to only the voter regis- 

'" . " . ' tratmon' list, then':ahigh percentage of those on the list are 

I eligible for jury duty. .• Vrnen you add other lists the percent •of 

15(d) 
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~ •~i!•i•:/! •:•Discussion: •A ~uai for ju~ clerks is being ,developed wi~ two ' 

] . 
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I :' i thOSe . eligible for ju~y duty decreases due to non-residency and 

• other factors. Bird Engineering has judged our multiple list 

selection process to be among the best in the co,try. The cost of a 

few more questionnaires being sent out to those non-eligible persons 

is a s~all price to pay for this excellent selection process. 

With our new system implemented in October, the jury venire file is 

updated for people serving, deceased, permanently handicapped, or 

with an address change. 

Recommendation No..5 ~ ~:~:" ' 

The Court System should develop a f!ex!ble but consistent/excusa! 

policy from jury service.. When the Presidinq judges a~c active 

in the~ury qua!ificatlon process, the system wor~q bett@[. 

Discussion: Thomas Munsterman of Bird Engineering has recommended 

that we not tightenup.our excusal policyuntil we make jury service 

less inconvenient toour jurors As sho~min Judge Moody's memoran- 

dum, (Appendix 2),• aLtighter and more consistent excusai policy ..~il! 

be implemented in January "1978 at the" same as the one-day one-trial 

policy is begun. . • ~[ 

In addition, our jury clerk's manual will speak to statewideguide- 

lines on excusal criteriai and policy. 

Recommendation No. 6 

In the larger court districts such as Anchoraqe, tb. 9 Court System 

shou___ldconsi.der.reducing the length of jur Z ser%-ice. Cost ~avin~s 

and better citizen involvement could result. 

Discussion: This recommendation was discussed by the areawide 

administrators and the Manager of Technical Operations in ~he March 

I-4, 1977 Juror Usage and Managemenh worksho2 conducted by the 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. It was 

15(e) 

i! 

! 

!: 



¢ - r 

• • : ~ ; ~ , .  . - j  ~ + . . .  , • . .  • . • • [ + ~  

+ + ! ~ , ' . ; . i ~ t " i ~ . "  - .  ~ • + ; - : + ' . ,  " . + ' . +  " • . " ' . +~ • ' + I  

~ + - ' . . ~ : . : + - . ~ , - ;  p l a n n e d ,  at that time t o  t e s t  a s h o r t e r  p e r i o d  o f  service. T h i s  test ~++ 
+ 

.:+:+-.y .. was approved + by the Supreme Court in September 1977 based on ~he 

,,~,' *"i " 'recon+~enda.tions~ .f our phase one report (Appendix I). Since then, 

;:i-e+ Judge Moody has decided to go even further and test a one-day one- 

,~ ~,T , " trial process beginning in January 1978. The delay to January is 

'i:'~:/'/ +necessitated by the two-month lead time required to mail out 

2.. + . + 

• Recommendations No. 7 + 
i I 

The pas~ent p roc,es s for, ,~ury du.tM should be improved ,and brought. 

" + ' under control of a second party revi.ew. -. • • 

• 

/ii" .. • ~ i s c u s s i o n :  J u r y  " a c c o u n t i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  d e v e l o p e d  

(Appendix 4 ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we p l a n  t o  have  a l l  payments  p r o c e s s e d  

through our new automated system for audit and control purposes. We 

... began doing this for the Kodiak Court beginning in November. This 

.: "+ was not a feasible concept until the implementation of our revised 

~ "  . system in October. Administrative +Accounting in automated NOw 

+ ;+.!. + + Anchorage will functiont as a + second party review. Our revised auto- 

- -  - - -  - _ N ' : / ' ; : : + / :  + m a t e d  s y s t e m "  produces reports more a m e n t t b ' i e  t o  + l u d i t  of our jury 

, ,,.....~+ :. payment process. ..z .~,:::,. ++ , ..... :.~..~... 

• " '" " "  . ; ' 2 : .  ." . ' " . .  L ' . . . "  . . . .  "~ 

" " .  . +.. 2; :;.c.?i ' • :. *...::, .:+ " . 
. . . . .  . ' i . ? "  " " . " "  . ~ 

i: . : ;  : • 

i 

. *  • 

. . , ;  . 

s 

. . 7  . " ;  : 

L 

- 1 5 ( f )  

I 

i++ 

!.I 

i 
! 

" • -.-7,;---- • 

• ° + • . . . .  ° + • i - ~ .  



S ...... / ! ;.%7. 2~ : % :  ~". ;" • ' " " ! 7 AUDIT O / l ' l , . , q O #  - i 

.~".i~;~.¢.!~:,.- I- ; ' : - -  . , i  . .... ~.~ . ~ , , . , . , : : , .  , . , ~ . . ~ . . .  / ,,.~,~o,v,~o, " 

~ . . j . '  : ,  L : : '~ [~: . . .  ' : . ; . "  " " " . .  . . ' ~ , . "  . . : .  . . - : , . . , - .  - BUOGH,OIOAUOITt, e~tflHE£ IJ~mEAU99~O, i 

; ; : ' ; . - ' ~ . ' : ; . : , : ~ ' : ;  : . ' . -  • ' : • , . . . . . .  • " .  " / "  November 29, 1977 ! 

. . - -  , : ? . ! : . . ,  . . . .  , . . .  - . . - .  . . . . . . . .  . :.- . . . .  , 

~. : "  - ' : "  " :  :~' " Members of the " ' .  . . . . .  • - ; [ : ? :  . ' ; , . . ' - ,  . .  . . • . , 

" . , ' . . ; . / . -  Legislative Budget and Audit Committee: 
• : i , :  " "  2 . : "  . ..- - . .  i 

. . .  : . : : " . ,  ; ~ ; . ,  ; . . , .  ~. - , .  

~ ,': ...... Z n  addition to the enclosed response, the Alaska Court System 
~ '  " , : ' " : ' "  provided with a copy of each of the following: ,:..~ , :~  C . - " :  ¢ : .  US 

• ,-~ : ' . . ' ) : ,~ ,  '.- : ~ . . . . :  . . . .  . : . . .  .,. • . 

. . . . .  ~ - : ' - ,  . . . .  I. Juror Utilization in the Superior and District Courts, 
~'?" :[; :~' . . . .  Anchorage Alaska, Dated September 23, 1977 7 , ' "  " " . > '  . ' e . 

. " . - : . : ' . , " ' ,  2. -Alaska Court System Accounting Policy and Procedures 
i 0 '" :~.Z:'.'.:~" - , . . .  : Manual !i " .:.: . . . . . . . . .  :;;.L~ :: 
; . , , ~  : . : : , . -  . " . . .  , ' . . * . . . . . ' ;  . " " . . .  . .. ; . , . .  

' , . : ' : ? : • ; ' : ' ; ~ . ~ " • : ~ : ' : -  3 . ' , '  T h e  P e t i t  J u r y :  : S y s t e m  i n  A l a s k a ,  P a r t  I ,  J u r o r  

i .L}.., The above items '' "~':' :" 
• can 'be obtained directly by writing to: ..... • .-~ ::~ ,.-:~.',, .[ ;: . ,.,',...': . . 

~ , ,  : , . .  . . . ~ , , : , - . ~  " . . . . ,  • ~ : ; . ' :  . . . : .  - . .  . . ' . . , , . . . .  

• : ' , " - ' : ' . " -  " : " A l a s k a  Court System:-;' .- i !;::;?;:<~;.:,:;, " " . - ... 

"::'~:~'::'~:; " " '" ' i  ". ":.';'.;i ! " "  " " "" . -  . . . . . . . . .  : ' / ' Z 3 0 3 . " K " .  ~ t r e e ~  . . . , .  " " 

: .:,. ..>..':• ,. • 
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Gerald L..Wilkerson, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 
Division of Legislative Audit 
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