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~onny B. Drake~~ 
The Da i i as County Jury System 1980 Annua i Report . 

This annual report documents the status of Dallas County's jury system during ,,' 
the 1980 calendar year. Over the past 3 1/2 years-numerous changes to the jury 
system have been inaugurated spearheaded by the adoption of the one-day/one-trial 
length oJ service and other system-wide innovations aimed at increasihg cost 

'ef.ficiency and improving the public's image of jury duty. The major overhaul is 
complete, stability has been attained and a positive evaluation ,of the jury system 
has emerged" based not only upon statistical data but also upon citizens' appraisals 
of their jury duty experience. Additi0nally, Dallas County achieved national recog-, 
nition during 1980 when the Center for Jury Studies in Washington, D.C. evaluated 
the jury operations of the'30 largest metropolitan counties nationwide and rated 12 
counties, including Dallas County, ,as having outstanding jury systems. . 

During 1980 Dallas County's 65 courts held 2~095 jury trials, requiring the 
appearance of 66,369 jurors. Average juror utjlization for the year was 88.1%~ 
meaning that approximately 88% of all persons in the Central J.ury Room were dis·· 

. patched to a courtroom. Juror yield, or the percent summoned who appeared for 
service~ reached a record high 44.4%. This figure indicates a wil~ingness to 
serve; less indivi.duals are claiming exemption and disqualification as public 
awareness of the short one-day/one-trial term of service continues to increase. 

,("'\" . " 

System'Ztosts escalated durtng 1980 compared with last year as a result of the 
statutorily ·mandated increase in minimum juror fees from $5 to $6 per day which 
only affected (~he last four months of 1979 versus all of 1980. Total cost of 
juror fees was $592,712, up from $549,379 in 1979. The average cost per juror, 
which is affected by trial length as well as rate of juror pay, was $9.45 during 
1980 while the average cost per jury trial remained below $300 ($299.22). Another 
measure of comparison and evaluation of costs among various, counties thr,oughout the 
U.S. was devised oy the Center for Jury Studies. This figure, known as administrative 
cost per juror, is computed by adding the annual cost of personnel, data processing, 
summons forms, mailing\\costs~ equipment, supplies, etc. and dividing this total by 
the annual number of persons reporting for jury duty. In a sample survey of 18 
jury systems nationwide, apministrative costs per juror ranged from $2.50 to $35.00 
with the average between $10 and $20 .. Dallas County waS one of only three jury 
systems surveyed to hold administrative costs below $5.00 ($2.67 per juror). 

The overall goal of jury management i,s to provide the court system with a 
sufficient number of qualified jurors at the lowest posstble cost to the County 
while respecting the value of citizens' time. All of these goals were advanced 
during 1980. ,t, I; 
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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to present a composite 

picture of Dallas County's jury sYs.tem during 1980.~' The intent 

of an annual accounting of the jury system is as follows: 

1) to provide valuable descriptive information'and analysis 

regarding the major indices of the jury system) for example) in

formation on the number of persons summoned for jury duty) the 

yield or percent of those summoned who appeared for service) 

juror utilization. (which is the percent of ·those serving who 

were needed for jury panels dispatched to the courtsL) etc.; 

2) to allow for examination of the trends in juror usage) 

illustrated by statistical data displayed graphically and ,on. charts 

and tables; 

3) to contrast the 1980 calendar year with 1979 including 

provision of a comparative cost analysis which permits conclusions 

to be drawn regarding areas where imp~ovement in system efficiency 

has been attained or stability noted; 

4) to prbvide a description of innovations developed) imple

mented or proposed during 1980 which either increased system . 

effectiveness· or enhanced juror awareness; and 

5) to compare ~allas County's jury syste~ with others across 
! 

the country in terms of comparable indexes and' costs. 

This report includes sections on all of these aspects of 

jury management and describes the progress made during the 1980 

calendar year. A visual display of the sumriloning process which 

illustrates the various categories summoned jurors fall into is 

presented on the following page. 
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JUROR UTILIZATION 
'k 

Efficient juror utilization is the maj~J;"_ goal of jury manage-

ment. Jurors' complaints about the jury system are justifiable if 

b f th who appear at the courthouse on their a large num er 0 e persons 

summoned date remain inactive in the Central Jury Room. Attaining 

a high level of juror utilization requires calculating and summoning 

three to four weeks in advance the correct number of jurors that 

Dallas County's 65 courts will need on any given day. 

While achieving 100% juror utilization does' occur occasionally. 

sustaining that level each day is virtually impossible due to a number 

t t t f flux For example. each of factors which are in a cons tan s a eo. 

day the number of jury panel requests as well as the size·of each 

panel differs due to inherent uncertainties in the court sy~t~m such 

as the type of court jurisdiction requesting a panel, last minute 

settlements out of court and delays in trial readiness which neg'ate 

the previously expected need for a jury panel. Additionally. the 

statistical prohibition against placing a prospective juror who has 

been challenged peremptorily or for cause earlier that day on another 

jury panel that afternoon has a detrimental effect upon, maximum daily 

juror utilization. 

Given these system-based shortcomings. the overall annual juror 

80 f 8"'''} a' 0 d This means that utilization rate in 19 0 ',8 ~i.fo was very go. 

approx~TIately 88% of all persons in the Central Jur~ Room were dis-

1 t · 1980 Thl'S l'S a 2% reduction patched on a jury pane to a cour ln . 

from last year's record 90.3% utilization but indicates that juror 

utilization has stabilized from the 1977 and 1978 rates of 79.6% 

-i'Utilization is the percent of those appearing for jury duty who 
are sent to a courtroom on a jury panel. 
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and 84.9%, respectively. 

The graph OIl the following page depicts the monthly utilization 

figures throughout 1980 and 1979. A close examination of the 1980 

graph line reveals that utili?ation plummetted in March (to a low 

of 78.4%),pea~ed in June (99.4%). stabilized frorr. July through 

October (averaging 84%) and ended the year. on the rise (December 

was 93.4%). The danger of a high average monthly utilization (i.e. 

above 95%) is that a shortage of jurors usually occurs on several 

days causing delays in dispatching panels to the courts and an oc-

casional inability to fill a judge's request for .a jury panel which 

is detrimental' to the overall purpose and function of the jury system. 

The graphs on pages 6 through 9. reveal juror utilization by 

day of the week. The f~rst graph shows the regularity of juror usage 

on Mondays which is the most predictable day of the week. On the 

average. fully 45% of all. jurors needed for weekly panels are sent 

the courts on Mondays. The number 9f jurors needed on Mondays is 

. t tl b t 675 and 800 Those prospective J'urors who are conS1S en y e ween . . 

not selected as jury members and are not challenged are returned 

to the Central Jury Room. Due to the -large number of Monday panels. 

quite a few of these extras come back to the jury room and are then 

available to be' sent out on another panel to a different court. 

Therefore. jurors arriving on Monday mornings are virtually assured 
~ 

of at least being dispatched to a courtroom once during the day. 

As a result. maximum utilization efficiency is achieved' on Mondays. 

By comparison Tuesdays show tremendous fluctuation in the number 

of jurors needed to constitute panels. The yearly range was from 

a low of 124 prospective jurors needed' to a high of more than 513 

panel members. Consequently, the ability to project accurately the 

number of jurors to summon diminishes resulting in utilization for 

4. 



., 
• 

(> 

,-) 

r 

r / 
. 

" '\ 

( .1 

! -,; 
, "" I 

, ::r: ' 
: Pol : 
i~: , ' . , 
: t!) , 

0, , 

! 

; ~'-----;-------I-~~-:-~' T-~===r--~~~r-=~- :~l-~'-~-----'~':--=;----~~~-i"='::::':~; , . 
I ; ! I ' i I' I Iii ! ' ! " I I ! I I I I 1 I 'j! I : ; , i I : !: r I ' I I I I: ! I 'I " 'I I ' I I ' ., i"j' I I i I ! !. I I Ii! ! I i I ! ii,' , I I 1 , i j ': i: 'li,1 

, !, I'! I , , . I ' I I' I ! , . f . I' i l i I I I , , I U~IL~Z~~IpN I ! I I! : t I J 
. r I '% SERVING USED AS PANEL MEM.BERS)' : I 

I) " 'I I",! ii' ; : ! Il 't 
, ," ! 1 I:: I I 

1,'11.0% t I I Ii ; ; i I ! ! , 

, 
j10.0% 

I 

I ... , 

i 

I 

80% 

I 
! 
1 

7,0% 

j 

! 

6b% 
;, 

, I 

I , 

, 
• 
1980 ..:. 

1979 

, ...... 

, . 

'. r !' ! I I f 

i I !I: i J 

t 
I I 

i I 
I i 
! I 

I 
I 

, 
i 

! I ' I 
III I 
1 • I . 
" I 

I ! i ! 
I 1 I f 

I 

., 

I 
I 

I 

,I 
I 
1 

; ---".., I 
--, ~ ~'J 

J , 
I . 
J 

'1 I I I 
I , 

- i I . ! I· 

., I' II j' , I' 

I ~ 
1 i,' ',I' II 

Il i )--.,: i Ii 

~/ I :'~" 1\ 
, I, , ~ 11 

: I : I : I I ~ \ !) 
I I I ! I. I . , Ii 
I '! /I! I, ,. , ' , v· " II .,! j ':':--' I'! \. I i\ 

.....,' .--,,- I I. I II I', ' .I, 11,.: 

I ' I \'/ ' ~ , I: I i_L.~1 --- ~ ~ 
I i I L(j .j 

I I ! i II 
I I I I'.' I . ,- 1 

I ! 

I 
i 

I 

I 

. i 
I I 

I 
I 

I I ,. 
I 

! I I I r 

I 
I .i 

T 
,- I -j I I 

I', t_ 

J I i 

i I I I' I ·1 ,. , 
I 

! I ! i , 
I I . , 

I 

, .4-, .. 
O,ct,~ ! NQV'I Dec. , 

I 
I 
! 

Jl .[i~,,_,) ("-] [-~'] [ .J ( 

~----b 

o 

(, 

o 

, 
.-

\ 

" 

t" 

, 



., 
• 

_ ..... -

\ 

d 
~.. . ' 

Il, 

" 

1 
,! 

I" 

= 

.. , 

::r: 
P-i, 

I~ I 
c,!)' 

! 
I 

110'% 

Ii 
, I I 

901. 

: I 
: ! 
! 

70'7. 
I 

I . 

I 

I 
50° 
! 

" , 

i· .. 

I' I I . 
I I . I 

· 

· I 
I' 

, .... ; 
I ,,: 

I 

I .... \ 

i" j .... : 
• 1'- i. ' 
j I.... '" I 

i , 

I' 

I 

, I 

. ~ , 

'i 
! ' 

; 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I, 

i ' 
I 

, / ; 

. 'J . ' -
" 

I 

I I 
i I 

! : 
I ! . . 

I 

i 
I . 
i 

I 
I 
i 
I 

j I'" I j I I I ; 

I , 

, 
! . 

i . 
t i 
I I 

. i 
I J 

I I ' 
! ,. I '. ' 

I 
, i 

I 

{) 

.I 

I 
i·J i 
; ./ .J. 
I I i 

.. t,·1 I 
I : 
i I 

1 "" I 
I 

, 
l' ., 

j 

! . 

, . 
I 
; 
j 

.J 
\ . 

\ 

1 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 
! 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 



o 

\\ 

''::;,-" 

IJ .. 
r' 

~. 

;t I 

j 

1 

I 
! . j 

" ij 

i 
I 
! 

, 
! ' 
rt ! 
ij i 
h 
\j 

~ 
;1 

11 i 
iJ 
n i' 

j I 
il 

\) 

, 
! 
1 

I I 
:130io 

90io 

70% 

; I 

i 50% 
I : 

1 
I 

i""r .... _.~ " ~I i 

I I I I 
t j 

I 
I 
I 

1 
; 

I 

I 
I 

! 
r 

I I 
I I' I ! I 
• t 

--'_ ...... 

i 
.Feb 

I 
. J 

I 1 

-~-----------------.--~~ 

I 
1 
1 
i 

, . 
! 
I , 

! 
.1 
! 

; 
j 

r 
I 
i 

! 
j-
I .. 
I 
i ." ' ,.,: , ,: 

PERCENT 

i 
i 
I' 
j. 

j 

I; I' i ,. I, 

~:---I-l--l--;-'-;"-'T--~I ""r--"--, ---:--. ' 
1 I I ! I I I ii' I j i 
, : i : I I l! I I I j 

UTILtZ.AiIO~T ~y DAY
J

, I ! ./ 
I i I I I I I' ! I ~ 1 

! TU,ESl?AY1 'I ! I' -j. I .l!! 1 
I . t " I I I I I I . . 

I ". I . f I 

: i ! !" I I- r' 

I 
I 
i 

1 ! , , . 
I 
I 

I i I I I I 
1 I I i I 

i I ! ; I 

jl i 1-; 
I ' i I . . I ' I 

I i I I 
: I I I 

; I I 
i : 'I' j ! 
I I~~',! I I 
II I""", I ! ! __ . 

; I ;, i 

11 ' .... ; , 
, , .... ~-....:. i 

I' 1-, !/ ........ t..--- -,- I ................ 

I 

I ; I' ............. 

Y I I " 
, I 

. -~-____ ;!I :- ' :,; 
~ " I / ;, . 

I 1 'l 
\ : I I , I' '\ 

Y / I I 
~ I 
I " I I 

i 

1 
I 

I j 
I 

I I 

i9S'o 

1979 

I', '/ 
, 1 
,~ 

: I 

!Marl 

II I 

I , 
I 
I 

I 1 
i I 

I I I I 
I I 

I .-
I 

I 
I I ! , 

, I 

i 
i " I' . 
I r i-, I i 

I 
I 

I 
I 

-I 

i 
t 

I I 
! i 
I ' . I 
I ,- t 
! I , I 
i , , I 

I· 

r 
j 

Drc., 
, 

-I 

;No'v , . 
r I 

·1 I 
! ' 

t:;;;::;;:: .. 

; f . , 
'( I, 
II 
If , I 
I 

I 
I 
I , 

1'''''''':1 a:::n g='~=n : 

i\ 

)! 
" 

-----~---

.'":" ~-

\ 

" 

.'. 
',' 

\ 

<.1 

I 

''-



., 
• 

~ -, 

, 

/ 

fr I 
. - ' 

~------ ------------------ --~-- .'--------- ----------------

I 

\ 
j 

F: 
It 
!.I 
" 

1\ 
;! 
it 
II 
il 
H 

'II, n 
Ii q 
11 
!J 
Ii 
il 

~ 
~ 
i! 
i 
5 

I 
i. 
I , 
1 
i 

." 

-. , 

1 
I 
! 

1 
I 

t 110% 

~O% 

i 
I 
i 

fIT 
: I -, 

, 
1 

I 
I 
I 

rnTnTTTn~T=T-=r~~=rl-r!r-; ~~riT-i-' 
I P~RqEN';r UTILI2iATIO~ BY DAY I I' I !!: I ; I j ; i 
I : : II I I I I I' I ill I ! f ::; I 

1 
I I ' IWE.PNESD-t\Y -1- I I I I ' ! j ! I I U 
I I I I I I I j , I' I ' 

Ii' I 'I !! i I I I 'I! i 
I \ 'I I I I ',' I r J 

!. 'f 'I I' I I i II 
I I I! f I 1 il 

I' " t 'II : II 
I I t I - I 

! I' I i '\ II ! 
! iii , 11 

\ i ! I i I' 1 II 
\, I I I / ,',' I j ~ 

\ Ii I I i I . I il .-'_-!' I 1 / i i II 
I " I' I' "I II I 1, i '~a-"-I- ',' /. \ l' I /' ' I'll 

• I .; I .f- - - -.-; I \ __ -"---"-I --... 1;.'" I i 

I, ',1 I!;: yf:; I J: / ~ , I 'j i ! , I ,'\ I 1" "1 ' ~ 
I ~ iii I ; , I; I (/1 II I \ iI' , 1\ L;,'/'!, I 00' ~ 
I 1\ I , I ... I I "I I I ;' U 

I '\; I ........ I .... I • Ii! \ I", ~' 
I I .... ... 't I I I' '~ , 

\ ......, ' '... I' I" I I I I I ~ 
i 'r.... I ; ,! ':- 1 1'1 / i I I I j , 

I I • '" /: i I 

1 • ;..-+_~ l/r : I I I -1
1 I ~ 

,-~ i 
I , 
j 

I -;-r- _ 
~ ;. r 

I I 

! 1'1 I --111~r i-I l 

-j I I li~J'--- ~_II 
i 
I 
I 

i , 
'/ 

1980 

, 
.1979:, I' 

f I .-: I 

..... / ! ! . r I ,!- r- --- - j \'! 
I Ii! I I ! ! ! 

, I I 
I 

i 

t, I . I i 

i 

; i , I 
i , I i , 

I I 

I 
! 

I 
30% 

__ ~. ;~I1'JI' 
I I I 

,_,If~b! 
! : 

I J~ne i- I·J~1Y.t. J.AJg. ____ .. sept.\ 
• ; ; I ! I [I I. 

• t 

N 
I J 

OV. I ' 
I ' 

: i I ! 
L Dec "'1" .I , I 

" 

, 
i 

! 
i 

, .. 
I ' i , • i- ':1 I' I '" l' I 

I ' . I; i I I 

L::J ;L_, j ! L "J' C']' ["'j 'C~.l 

" 

~... ..., 

" 

, 

.. 
\ 

t 

" 

-



'~ 

... '''' ........ 

/ 

" 

. , 
0, 

,f! I 
, .. 

, . 

. b 

'0 

, 
, , 

, . 

.. 

g, 

,-

"'" 

..... 

I 
I 
1 

1 

I 
i 
J. 

~ 
ij 

I! 
ii 
Ii 
~ 
~ 
n 
" II I, 
jj 

~ 
1 

! 
I 

,I 
I 

.~ 
11 j, 
:1 
/i , I 
t 1 , 
~, 

.,! , 
I 

~~I 

;. 

. 
. v 

\.0 

::r: 
P-! 

~ 
0 

, j 

I ! " !, i : 

1120% 
; I 
, I 

110% 

90% 

j 

701'0 
! 
} 

! , 
i ' I . I , 
j 1'501'0 , I 
I,·j 1 
! ; : 

! 

p, 

I ;-1-1-I-I ~ ~~i='=!=rr--ri-Ti ;-~-::7-i-i!' 
I .. If: '11- 1'1 I ! PERCEN~ l1TIlIiATlO~ .B .. tll· . I?AY

1

,. 11' III, _ I: :,1 II ! i, ,',', i ! I ! ·Ilill:'il.!! 

I i I I I 1- I II I - , i iT~HDA~-1 . - I 

I :' I j I \ i I," i !1 I 
: j i ~ 

I : 'I : _I : i ! I 

1 
I , 

I I 
I I 

! I I. ___ ,'19,B 0 
-'"", ,-- "'". 

, -- -' 1979 

, , 

., I '!I' ,I! I! f. 
j I I I i 
! !. ! I -j i 
, i I I i I I 

i 
i I I 
ii, 
'I I 

I I;' I 
. I I I 

I i ~. I I 
I ;"'''! I 

I I I _ . I 
I
, ,I l. . .-l- -'I' - .~J. .... 1.. ' . 

'I I '! -..:._ ' : II I -*\ 1
1
• 

! I I , 
I ' , 

i ~ I ' I 
I I: " I 
.1" . I 

i ;.,! 
I I 

'I '" I 
i I I I 
iii I 

.';"''',1 ! ! I 
' . ......- ~ , . i 

.' 

j 

I 
i 

! l' 
I , 

i 1 I I 

·11 
I I 

t. 

/ 

j. , 
j I i 
I 

I 1 i 

.. 1. I I-I I ! , 
! ! , 

! ! I , , 

i 
I 

,I 
I 

I 
I 
I' , 

: 
1 t, , 

I 
I 

"j .. 
! 
! 

I 
I 

I 
i 
I 
I 

l 1,·\ I 
I I I I 
Iii, I 

I 
;, 

1 I j I 
1 I 

, 
i 
! 

I 
I 

)'/ 
I I 
I ! 
! ' 

--I 
j 

" . , 
I I , 
I i 

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

, 

\' 

., 



[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

u 
c 
c 
o 

10j 
'j 

o 

---------------------------------------------------------. 

Tuesdays varying between 65% and 108% each. month. Approximately 

250 to 300 jurors are generally brought in on Tuesday mornings 

with the additional capacity of 50-75 jurors on "standbyll if more 

allows flexibility in coping with are needed. The standby system 

days of high usage in the Central Jury Room. 

of the trials which Wednesdays are also highly variable as many 

began on Monday and Tuesday may still be consuming court time or may 

;n the need for new J'ury panels for the courts. The end resulting .... 

graph on page Overall,.utiliz~tion 8 details the fluctuating pattern. 

on Wednesdays ranged from a low of 50% to a high 'of 105%. 

Thursday between 90-120 jurors are nee_ded. HowOn the average 

- d .' 1980 only 40-50 jurors were needed and ever, several Thursdays ur~ng 

were sent out of the Central Jury Room. on one Thursday only 24 jurors 

several other Thursdays between 160 and 200 juror~ Conversely, on 

were called out for jury panels. The resulting average monthly 

1 · t' f;gures for Thursdays ranged from a uti ~za ~on .... low of 68% toa high 

of 117%. 

Looking at the daily patterns which emerge on Graphs 3 through6 

d;fficulty inherent in attempting to predict clearly illustrate the .... 

1 t he correct number of jurors each day. and summon acc~rding y The 

;s further complicated by the necessity of computer printdifficulty .... 

f k in advance of the summons ing the jury summons three to our wee s 

date. 

THE STANDBY JURY SYSTEM 

Continutation of the policy, initiated last year, to summon 

f 11 J'urors as "standbys" has been most responsible a percentage 0 a 

b 'l' t' of the yearly juror utilization statistics. for the sta ~ ~za ~on 

. . system to respond to increased The standby plan enables the Jury 

10. 
, 
'1; •• ..-. 

needs for jurors on days when a large number of panels are ordered 

by the courts. Under this system, 75% of all persons summoned receive 

a "regular" summons to appear on a specilic day. The remaining 25% 

(increased from 20% last year for more £lexibility) are selected 

randomly by computer to receiVe a "standby" jurysurnmons which instructs 

them to call between 11 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. to determine if their 

service will be required that afternoon. If needed, they are told 

via .a recorded message to report at 1 p.m. and at the conclusion or 

their jury service they are paid in the same manner as the other 

jurors. However, if the recorded message instructs them not to 

appear, they have fulfilled their jury duty requirement without 

even having to come in; however, these individuals do not'receive 
r eimbur semen t. 

The standby system has worked remarkably well ashaving an 

additional group of jurors "on call" enables the system to respond 

to the variability in the number of daily trial starts. However, 

there are limitations to the standby system as only 25% of summoned 

jurors are "on call" and the courts needs for afternoon jurors are 

not always known by 11 a.m. The courts can assist in this effort 

by alerting the jury room staff as SOon as possible of a probable 

or definite need for afternoon jurors which will allow the standby 

system to operate with optimum effectiveness. 

Jurors response to the standby system has been very good. Most 

jurors arrive on time for 1 p.m. orientation. The cost of the stand-

by system is minimal .. Additional summons must be t 
seh at an average 

cost of 5 cents per summons (versus $6.00 per day for each unused 

juror waiting all day in. the Central Jury Room just in case more 

jurors are needed). Tw.o phone lines are used exclUSively for standby 

jUrors in order to keep the lines open. Due to the large volume 
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of calls, the code-a-phone answering machines occasionally must be 

repaired but the annual cost for maintenance has been less than $150. 

EXCESS JURORS 

Hi th juror utilization for the year at 88.1%, the percent of 

excess jurors remaining unused in the Central Jury Room is 11.9%. 

The total number of excess jurors for 1980 was 6,996 out of a 

total 66,369 jurors'appearing for service. This was a reduction o£ 

1,347 over the number of excess jurors in 1979 which figure was 8,443. 

... 
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YIELD 

The total number of persons summoned for jury duty in 1980 

was 189,720 which represents an increase of 2.5% from the 1979 

total of 185,085. Of those sunnnoned, 66,369 appeared for service, 

down from last year's record high 70,554. Therefore, the 1980 
oJ, 

yield, averaged over the l2-month period, was 44.4%.'" Over the 

past four years the yield has continued to increase from 30.5% in 

1977, 39.2% in 1978, 43.1% in 1979 to. 44.4% in 1980. Graph 7 on the 

£ollowing page compares the average yield per month' during 1979 ,and 

1980. .-Chart 5 on' page 35 provides a br-eakdown· of monthly totals. 

Juror yield represents willingness to serve. Past improvements 

in yield have been attributed to the one-day/one-trial system-. Sin'ce 

its adoption in January 1977, public awareness and acceptability of 

jury duty has increased due to the reduction of the jury system' from 

one week to either one day or, if chosen to sit on a jury, t~e duration 

of one trial. Another reason for improvement in yield is that many 

Dallas County citizens over the age o£ 65 who receive a jury sunnnons 

are taking advantage o£ the one ground £or permanent exemption es

tablished by the state legislature during the 1979 session. based on 

age. Approximately 10,000 persons over 65 claimed permanent exemp

tion from jury service during the 1980 calendar year. Therefore, 

the jury list which was reconstituted in August 1980 contained less 

names of individuals likely to claim exemption thereby raising the 

percent of those who are more likely to appear. Additional factors 

such as our sensiti~ty to juror's rights and needs and our continual 

public relations effort contributed to a yield which is one of the 

highest in the country. 

<"Individuals who are summoned as "standbys" and then are instr~cted 
not to appear are subtracted £rom the ~o~a1 number summoned to derlve 
the true yield of jurors, thereby provldlng a more accur~e accounting. 
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When juror yield averages 44.4%, the remaining 55.6% of those 

summoned did not appear for jury duty. Graph 8 on page I7 presents 

a picture of the following categories: exempt, disqualified, dis

abled, unclaimed, postponed and no show. A yearly average of 11.3% 

of those summoned claimed legal exemption under Article 2ll~ of the 
\'.-~ 

Texas statutes for one of the following reasons: 1) 'over the age 

of 65, 2) person with a child or children under the age of 10 if 

that child is left unattended, and 3) students of secondary and post

secondary schools. 

An additional 8.3% disqualified themselves under the provisions 

of Article 2133 for one of the following reasons: 1) not a citizen 

of the state and county in which he/she was summoned, 2) not of 

sound mind or good moral character, 3) not able to read or wr~te, 

4) served as a juror for six days during the preceding six months 

in a District Court or du~ing the preceding three months in a county 

court~ 5) convicted of felony or theft, or 6) under indictment for 

felony or theft. 

Medical disability was claimed by 3.8% of thcfse receiving a 

jury summons. Unclaimed summons returned to us by the post office 

account for 11.9% of those not appearing. Postponements of jury 

duty to another date was requested and granted tv all average of 8.8% 

of those summoned, a decrease of 3.9% from last year. The percentage 

of "no shows" who ignored their jury summons fluctuated from a low 

of 12.1% in March to 41.8% around Christmas. The yearly average was 

20.5% up slightly from 1979. 

While presenting this data on a yearly basis provides an over

rview of the system, the next chart reveals a mor~ microscopic view 

of an ll'average week'" thereby offering a more tangible statistical 

picture of the jury system. The figures on the following page 

15. 

compare 1980 with 1979. 

AVERAGE WEEKLY STATISTICS 

Summoned 

Serving (Yield) 

Exempt, Disqualified, 
Disabled, Unclaimed 

Postponed 

No Shows 

1979 

NUMBER PERCENT 

3856 100% 

1561 40.5% 

1113 28.9% 

466 12.1% 

715 18.5% 

1980 

NUMBER PERCENT 

3953 100% 

1383 44.4% 

1228 35.3% 

328 8.8% 

727 20.5% 
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PANEL USAGE 

The number of jury panels requested by Dallas County's 65 

courts during 1980 was 2,326, down 6.6% from 1979. Graph 9 on the 

following page shows the percent of those panel members who were 

actually chosen to sit on a jury. The yearly average for 1980 

was 29.6%, a drop of 3.5% from 1979, indicating that panel sizes 

have begun to increase beyond the recommended number. The remaining 

70.4% were unselected panel members who were eith~r challenged 

peremptorily or for cause and dismissed, or were unreached during the 

voir dire questioning and, therefore, returned to the Central Jury 

Room for possible later dispatch on another jury panel. 

Graph 10 on page 20 shows the congruence between the number of 

jury panels sent out of the Central Jury Room and the number of 

juries actually selected.. Approximately 11% of all pane13 ordered 

by the courts were returned to the jury room unused compared with 

10% in 1979 indicating that those cases settled out of court while 

the jurors were waiting in the hall to begin. 

of the 2,326 panels sent to the courts during the year, 2,095 

juries were seated. Therefore, only 231 of these panels were sent 

back to the Central Jury Room. 

Of the 2,095 juries selected in 1980, 1,188 or 57% of them were 

l2-person juries deciding cases in District Courts while 945 juries 

were composed of 6 members trying cases in County Courts. These 

figures are exactly comparable with 1979 when 57% of all cas.es were 

also tried by l2-person juries. 

A breakdown of panel usage reveals that the 10 Criminal District 

Courts and two Criminal Annex Courts ordered the largest number of 

jury panels for the year (816 requests). As the average panel size 

for Criminal District Courts is 40, approximately 32,640 of the 
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year's 66,369 jurors left the Central Jury Room for a Criminal District 

Court. The 12 Civil District Courts requested 545 jury panels during 

1980. With an average panel size of 28, approximately 15,260 jurors 

were dispatched to Civil District Courts. The Domestic Relations 

Courts required 76 jury panels during the year with an average size 

of 28. 

The seven County Criminal Courts and County Court of Appeals 

requested 665 jury panels for the year. The average panel size 

is 15 due to the jury composition of 6-persons in county courts. 

Approximately 9,875 jurors left the Central Jury Room for a County.· 

Criminal Court during the year. The five County Courts at Law 

which try civil cases took 151 jury panels, again with an'average 

panel size of 15. 

The jury trial activity of the ,11 Justice of the Peace Courts 

remained constant from 1979 to 1980. In both years 142 panels 

were dispatched to Justice Courts with an average panel size of 12. 

The Chart-on the following page illustrates panel use by court 

jurisdiction for'1980 and offers a comparison with the previous 

year's statistics. 

In every type of court jurisdiction the percent of jury trials 

either remained constant or increased as a percentage of total 

dispositions from 1979 to 1980. This is especially true in Criminal 

District Courts where a significant increase in the percent of 

cases going to jury trial was noted, from 7.1% of all dispositions 

in 1979 to 9.1% in 1980. This increase in time consuming jury 

trials undoubtedly accounts for the decrease in total dispositions 

over the past year. The next chart provides a breakdown of jury 

tira1s as a percent of total dispositions by type of court jurisdic,"tion. i;: 
,'-

"Statistics pl:ovided by the Office of State Court Administration, 
Austin, Texas. 

21. / ~-...
! 

NUMBER/PERCENT OF CASES DISPOSED OF BY JURY TRIALS DURING 1979 & 1980 

1979 . 

#/% JURY TRIALS/DISPOSITIONS 
,'-
" CDC 825(7.1%)/11,612 

CivDC 615(1.6%)/36,276 
, 

DR 75(4%)/1,891 

CCC 687 (1. 2%) /59,035 

CCL 307(1.9%)/16,128 

7( 
CDC ;: Criminal District Courts 

CivDC = Civil District Courts 

DR = Domestic Relations Courts 

CCC = County Criminal Courts 

CCL = County Courts at Law 

.... ' .. .J .. , .. , ... 
Includes cases of deferred adjudication. 

22. 

1980 

#/% JURY TRIALS/DISPOSITIONS 

816(9.1%)/8,935** 

545 (1. 6%) /34,572 

76(4.4$)/1,721 
.J .. " .. 

665 (1. 3%) /51,199"" 

310(2.4%)/13,250 

I; 
! 
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NUMBER OF PANELS CALLED BY COURTS 

:r-l Criminal Civil Domestic County County 
District District Relations Criminal Courts 

-. ~ Courts Court Courts Courts At Law 
::3 
• Co) January 75 56 10 69 23 

February 55 48 4 ·66 15 

March 56 40 4 52 9 

Apri 1 81 57 12 71 17 

May 58 44 5 49 8 

June 51 42 6 38 11 -
July 87 65 10 62 11 

August 76 34 7 42 12 

September 73 43 2 58 12 

October 44 50 3 55 10 

November 98 38 8 53 10 
., 

December 62 28 5 50 13 , 
i 
I 

1:1 

" 

TOTAL 816 545 76 665 151 
H 
:J 
!t COMPARISON OF 1979 WITH 1980 FIGURES I 

il 
II 

" 
1979 825 615 75 687 148 

II 
II 1980 816 545 76 665 151 
11 
l' 

I) 
" . -9 -70 +1 -22 +3 II 
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Probate Justice of 
Courts the Peace 

CQurts 

0 10 

1 6 

1 16 

2 16 
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2 12 

1 20 

1 13 

3 10 
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1 12 

1 9 

17 142 

17 142 

17 142 

0 0 
C-] [ .. ] C= J C'J t.',J 

------- ---

C't") 

C'-I 

['~J 1 

" 'I 

ij 

, 
j 

i 

': 
"1 

" 

. . ~ 
I; 

'/ 
I 

: ~ ' ' 

, ii' 
Ii 
d 
f-

I 

I • 
I 
I 
1 
I 

~ 

, 

, 

.-
\ 

\~ 

It I 

"'-



r-I 
r-I 

~ 

~ 
c.!> 

: . • I 

i' 

.. 
l' 
i 

!/ . 
'I I 

. ~ 

i 
I. 

i , 
I 

. ! 

! 
I 

40% 

30% 
I 

20% 
I 
I 

I 

10.% 
I. 

Criminal 
District 
Courts 

i ! I , 
I 
i 

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

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

01 

I ·1 
" -I . 

I 
i 

Domestic 
Relations 
: Courts 

j 

i 
! 
j 

t!::]~ a:-=:] 

i 

I 
j 

I 
I 
I , . 

I 

! 
I 
I 

! 

: i I 
~ County I 
: Criminal' 

.Courts 

i 
I . 

I I 
!- I 
I I 

I ! 

f["h] 1r~]J 

I ,0 , 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
! I ! I 

i rr=] 

I 
i 

I 
I 

I 
·1 

I 

! ! 
! ; , 
I 

.[~=] 

I 

! 
I 

C] 

I 

; Probate 
Courts 

C] ['"] 

Justice of 
the Peace 
Courts 

..;t 
C"J 

rr:.1 rre~ll 

, 

;1 
!i 
Ii 

~ I· 

l' 
, 



'J\ 
j' 

..... ) 

~ 

> 
... ',.' 

'-:'" ~ . 

,/ -

'. 

\ IT 
! 

00 I 
j 
l 
1 
1 

~ 
I 

1, 
1, 
I: 
" r J 

I 

COST COMPARISONS AND ANALYSIS 

The chart on the following pabe compares the operating costs 

of Dallas County's jury system during the past two years. The slight 

overall increase in total juror fees paid, average cO'st per jury 

trial and average cost per juror is mainly due to the fact that jurors 

were paid $6 per day throughout 1980 compared with $5' per day for 
..r~ 

the ~irst 8 months of 1979: Monthly breakdowns of cost of juror 

fees, summons forms and postage is found on Charts 3 and 4 on pages 

28 and 29 . , 

A new measure of compa~ing and evaluating costs among various 

counties throughout the U.S. has been devised by the Center for Jury 

Studies in Washington, D.C. This figure, known as administrative 

cost per juror, is computed by adding the annual cost of personnel, 

data processing (computer time), summons forms, mailing costs, equip

ment, supplies, etc. and dividing this total by th~ annual number of 

persons reporting for jury duty. The first 18 jury systems nationwide 

evaluated by the Center for Jury Studies using this measure found 

that administrative cost per juror ranged in most counties from $5 

to $25 per juror. The graph of the following page reflects this 

initial survey. Although it witholds the county's names, Dallas County, 

Harris County, Texas and Buncombe County, North Carolina are the 

only three of these· ':8 counties where the administrative cost per juror 

fell below the $3.00 figure which the Center for Jury Studies rated 

as "excellent." The chart on page 26 shows that Dallas County's 

cost per juror was at the very efficient rate of $2.67 in 1980. 

The methodology manual published by the Center for Jury Studies 

discusses the importance of considering this cost figure: "adminis-
J I] P trative costs ... are.Jargely ignored by all but a few jury managers ... 

t tll 7'Th~ 1979 legislative session iu.creas.ed minimum juror fees from $5 
J' .,.fJ ~ to :;>6 per day effective August Z9, 19/9. 

-, ~t· '._,._.~ .. '._, ...... , ........... '" ,. . >,. • ... ,., ..• 2~,' , _ .. 
• c __ ,-~·, "t;:::~~-"-~,.-~-~....-----.---.-."' ._.,.,.«. , .• ------_.~....._c~:::\llr;7.:'~:::.:~t.,.:~~,~,...,.~-T-.....,.~.""." 1< 

/ 

" 



II. 

" 

. (.)-

f I . : . , 

~----- -'-- ------------
-~--

COST CPMPARISON 

1980 1979 Difference 

NUMBER SUM~10NED 189,720 185,085 + 4,635.00 

NU~1BER SERVING 66,369 70,554 - 4,185.00 

COST OF SUMMONING (SUMMONS AND POSTAGE} $ 34,149.85 $ 32,760.06 + $ 1,389.79 

TOTAL JUROR FEES PAID $ 592,712.00 $ 549,379.00 * + $ 43,333.00 

COST OF EXCESS JURORS $ 41,976.00 $ 44,010.00 $ 2~034.00 

NU~\BER OF PANELS DISPATCHED 2,326 2,479 153 

NUMBER OF JURIES SELECTED 2,095 2,253 158.00 

NUMBER OF PANELS SENT BACK TO 
CENTRAL JURY ROOM UNUSED/ % UNUSED 231/11% 226/10% 5/1% 

AVERAGE COST PER JURY TRIAL ** $ 299.22' $ 258.38 + $ 40.84 

AVERAGE COST PER JUROR *** $ 9.45 $ 8.25 $ 1.20 
**** 

ADf~INISTRATIVECOST PER JUROR $2.67 not available 

* Juror fee was increased to $6.00 per day on A,ugust 27, 19.79 

** Average Cost Per Jury Trial i.s computed by combining the Cost Of Summoning wi.th Juror Fees Paid and 
dividing that figure by the Number of Jurors Selected for the year. 

*** Average Cost Per Jury Trial is computed by combining the Cost Of , Summoning with Juror Fees Paid and 
dividing that figure by the Number of Jurors Serving for the year.. 

**** ' Cost of personnel, data processing, ferms, mailing, equipment, supplies, etc. div1ded by total number 
of jurors reporting for jury duty during 1980., 

e'l"'!.·_ ,-

,> 

---

, 

\ 

~ 

~ 
I' 
!l 
rt 
\1 
[I 

II 

I \ ,-

l '\. 

1\ 

,<----, 

\ 
I' ~ 

I' 
I 
I 
\ .. ! . 
I 

I,,) 

it , 
" 

-



" . 

. , 

, , 

/ 

.. ' 

~----

- ~"," 

, .. 
() .. 

. 
• 'I' 

. -

---,--- ---- - ------~-------

in some courts, the cost of getting a juror to the courthouse exceeds 

the fees paid·to the jurors. In well run courts, administrative 

costs are one-half to one-quarter of the jury fee costs." 
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January" 

February 

.,March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

,) August 
!i 

~ 'I September 
, 
~ October 
; 
t 
I 

I November 

'December 
i j , 
~ 

1980 

TOTAL JUROR FEES 

$63,346.00 

54,048.00 

49,572.00 

65,934.00 

41,214.00 

40,560.00 

55,434.00 

48,036.00 

33,780.00 

59,428.00 

38,980.00 

42,528.00 

,~-------

COST ANALYSIS I (auror Fees 1 

1979 

* ** JURORS UTILIZED EXCESS JURORS TOTAL JUROR Fr:.fS JURORS UTILIZED EXCESS JURORS 

$58,282.00 $5,064.00 $48,828.00 $43,873.00 $4,955.00 

49,644.00 4,404.00 43,922.00 40,512.00 3,410.00 

44,382.00 5,190.00 43,301.00 37,551.00 5,750.00 

62,718.00 3~216.00 47,198.00 41,603.00 5,595.00 

38,892.00 2,322.00 51,397.00 47,682.00 3,715.00 

39,030.00 1,530.00 35,327.00 33,397.00 1,930.00 

49,818.00 5,616.00 45,641.00 41,551.00 4,090.00 

44,382.00 3,654.00 47,545.00 43,755.00 3,790.00 

29',754.00 4,026.00 38,780.00 37,064.00 1,716.00 

55,344.00 3,936.00 63,406.00 59,428.00 3,978.00 

36,976.00 2,004.00 47,242.00 43.703.00 3,540.00 

41,514.00 1,014.00 36,792.00 35,250.00 1,542.00 

'I ' 
Ii TOTALS $592,712.00 $550,736.00 $41,976.00 $549,379.00 $505,369.00 $44,010.00 
11 

\l 
11 

11 

IJURORS UTILIZED - Amount of fees spent on jurors who were dispatched to a courtroom on a jury panel. 

1\ EXCESS JURORS - Amount of fees spent on jurors who remained in the central Jury Room. 
i· 
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SUr~~10NS MAILERS 

January $1,000.00 

February 882.50 

March 866.50 

Apr; 1 1,000.00 

May 547.50 

June 604.75 

July 1,040.00 

August 848.75 

September 787.50 

October 755.00 

November 6Q1. 25 

December 552.50 

TOTALS $9,486.25 

. '. 

'\) 

, 
;f I - '\ 

COST ANALYSIS IICCost of Summoning Process) 

1979 

POSTAGE TOTAL SU~1~lONS MAILERS 

$2,600.00 $3,600.00 $878.90 

2,294.50 3,177.00 748.48 

2,252.25 3,118.75 735.55 

2,600.00 3,600.00 794.30 

1,423,50 1,971.00 881.25 

1,572.35 2,177.10 575.28 

2,704.00 3,744.00 891.83 

2,206.75 3,055.50 743.78 

2,047.50 2,835.00 486.45 

1,963.00 2,718. 00 893.94 

1,563.24 2,164.50 639.20 

1,436.50 1,989.00 430.05 

$24,663.60 $34,149.85 $8;699.01 

POSTAGE TOTAL 

$2,431.00 $3,309.90 

2,070.25 2,818.73 

2,034.50 2,770.05 

2,197.00 2,991.30 

2,437.50 3,318.75 

1,591.20 2,166.48 

2,466.75 3,358.58 

2,057.25 2,801.03 

1,345.50 1,831.95 

2,472.60 3,366.54 

1,768.00 2,407.20 

1,189.50 1,619.55 

$24,061.05 $32,760.06 
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- 1 JURY SYSTEM COSTS 

County/Court Dallas County Courts 

Date February 1981 

• 
1980 Fiscal Year __________ _ 

State Costs 
---x--County Costs 

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Present Proposed 
Category Annual Annual 

Description cost Description Cost 
5 FTE, 4PTE 11 0,800 

Personnel , 
Dat~, Processing 18,000 
Forms 8,450 
Mailing 24,665 
Other (badqes.handb( oks.xerox rental 1.15 500 
telephone bill, office supplies, etc) 177,417 TOTAL TOTAL 
Number of Jurors Per Year 66 2369 I Administrative Cost Per Juror $ $2.67 

START-UP COSTS - " 

Category Description Cost 

Personnel 
Data Processing N/A 
Equipment 
Facilities 
Other 

TOTAL 

JUROR FEES AND MILEAGE 

Present Proposed 
Category Juror Days Cost Juror Days Cost 

Fees $592,712 
Mileaqe - - - - - -

TOTAL $592,712 TOTAL 
Number of Trial Starts Per Year 2100 
Cost Per" Trial (Fees and Mileage) $ $282.24 

SUMMARY 

Category Present Proposed Difference 

Administrative $177 ,417 
Start-Up - - -

Mileaqe $592,712 Fees and 

TOTAL $7.70,129 

31. 
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JUROR HANDBOOKS 

Based on s~rveys of jurors' opinions, the Jury Services 

Department developed a new juror handbook early in 1980. The 
, , 

previously used version was published by the State Bar of Texas 

in the 1950's and was not responsive to the major questions and 

COncerns of today's jurors. Randall Hand, an SMU graduate student 

interning at the dC!'p.artment, researched and drafted the new hand

book. During the drafting process, handb90ks from jury systems 

across the country were examined for ideas regarding content and 

layout. The final version emerged from a process of revision by 

the Jury Director and the District Judges' Central Jury Panel 

Conrrnittee. 

The handbook is used to supplement the slide/audio pr~sentation 
shown each morning during juror orientation. Typical questions 

jurors have r.egarding their service are addressed in the handbook 

in a question and answer format. A glossary of legal terms is 

included in the handbook. 

32. 
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LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE 

A continual problem of current Texas statutes that causes 

numerous complaints is that some individuals are selected for 

jury duty every year or two while other individuals rarely if ever 

receive a summons. This is due to the fact that in August of each 

year the source list is reconstituted so that the name of every 

registered voter in the county is eligible for jury selection, 

regardless of whether or not he/she has received one or more 

summons in preceding years. Approximately 200,000 of Dallas 

County's 700,000 registered voters are randomly chosen by compu~er 

each year to receive a jury summons under the one-day/one-trial 

system which has been operational since January 1977. At' the 

end of the year the names of those 200,000 registered voters are 

intermingled with the remaining 500,000 who did not receive a jury 

summons which results in a statistical probability that 15% of 

thse who served the previous year will again be randomly selected 

for the next year. 

An attempt to rectify thi.s inequity is now underway in the 1981 

legislative session in Austin. Bills have been introduced in both 

the House and Senate to allow each county to amend their jury plan 

to provide for the use of the jury list as a source list until it 

ha.s been exhausted (i. e. until everyone has been sUlIllTloned) or for 

a specific period of time (probably two to three years depending 

upon the number of registered yoters summoned each. year). Should 

such legislation be enacted the repeater effect would be either 

reduced or eliminated thereby equalizing the jury duty experience 

among the county's citizens. 
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1980. 
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January 
. February 
March 
April 

May 
June 

July 

August 

September 

o.ctober 

November, 

December 

TOTAL/ AVERAG 

1=:::; 
.'" < •.•. ~ ..•• -' . 

I'. j c.:J 
, 

, 

# Summoned # Serving 

20,0.0.0. 5,720. 
17,650. 6,20.1 
17,325 5,819 
20.,0.0.0 6,797 
10.,950. 4,70.9 

12,0.95 4.350. 

20.,80.0 6,818 

16,975 5,6.45 

15,750. 5642 

15,100 5702 

12,025 4621 

11 ,0.50 4345 

~ 189,720 66,369 
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VI 0 een ,0.. ..... 
ro ::::s ""13 ro 
""1 ocr n <. ""1ro r+ 
-'A Vl""1 ro I I ::::s VI . 0.. 11 % # % to 

.. 

43.3 844 92.6 28.7 241 . 21''"5 :2,977 15.9 1,,278 6.4 I I 

43.3 734 81. 1 24 20.2 180. 2,312 12.3 1 ,0.13 '5.'7 
43.5 865 78.4 25,.8 184 168 2,242 12. 1 1,0.74 6.2 
41. 5 536 9.5.2 30..7 253 231 3,854 19 1,372 6.9 
62.2 387 91.5 29.7 167 . 152 2,0.27 17 1,454 13.3 
42.7 255 99.4 32.1 162 144 2,40.3 18.7 1,0.60. 8.8 
41.9 93.6 82.7 27.7. 249 215 3,724 21.9 1,637 9.7 
42.6 60.9 84.8 27.1 181 1514 2,290. 17.9 1,421 8.4 

40..5 671 '( 84. 1 32.8 185 16~ 4,617 27.8 1,624 1 o.~ 3 -. 
170 ...:::. 

41.8 656 84.5 30..9 187 4,495 36.2 1 .3e3 9.2 c"j 

44.9 334 88.9 29.5 154 142 2,173 17.8 1,268 1 o.. 5 

44.0. 169 93.4 ~6.4 ·161 :147 1,798 41.8 1,171 10..6 

44.4 6996 88J..'. 29.6 2,326 I ~ 

tag5' 34,,912 2 0.5 15,755 . 8.8 
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I cont.-
1 

1980 Disqualified Disablea Exempt Unclaimed Juries Selected 

li 
If 
II 

% Excess Serving Cost'of d 
by Day Jurors '. ~ 

: ~ 
: j 

<:: _________ ~~#~I-~% __ ~~#-~I%~o~~~~1~I~i.~%-O~~#~I~·~%~6---pe-r_so_n~ll_2_-p_e_rs_o~n~M_on_.~I_Tu_e_.~lw_ed_·~IT_h_ur~'------~--------i 
l ~.I 
':1: January 1,662 8.6915 5.2' 2,164 11.3 1,718 8.8 106 109 7 3.7 20 .. 7 22.8 63,346 . ( 

i '1 .~ ~ 
~ February 1,399 7.8 562 3.5 1,923 11.4 1,970 14 . 90 . 906.) 12.9 10.831.3 54,048

j 
i March 1,323 7.5 496 3' 1;753.1Q,4 1,772 lQ,5 75 93 7,9 26,1 12.2 34.3 49,572 'I 
~ April 1,330 6.6 478 2.8 1,784 9.4 1,987 9.3 96 135 0 15.7 1'5.7 18.1 65,934 j 
;1 f! 
II I I Nay 790' 7.5 261 2.8 992 9.7,-,26011.7 63 89 0 15.1 7.329.3 41,214 I 
11 June 727 6.1 285 2.6 1,089 9.81,35310.8 61 83 6.5 1.3 5.515.9 40,560 i I July 1,335 8 584 4.2 1,807 11.2 2,298 13 87 128 1.3 5.7 29.7 49.6 55,434 I 
~ August 1,368 10.5 566 5.4 1,742 13.41',153 13.8 60 96 3:1 8.4 23.8 27.1 48,036 I 
II U') 1 

i Sept~mber 1,343 10.3 729 6.2 1,682 12.1 1,587 11.4 74 112 7.1 1.6 26 4.3 33,780 C"i 
,I I, 
~ October 1,157 8.2 619 5.4 1,731 12.8 1,737 12.6 88 99 6.1 
~ 

i November .887 8.6 357 4.3. 1.122 10.2 ,1,391 13.2 58 83 16.4 
1 
l· 

6.2 6.8 5.1 59,280 

6.4 11.3 I December 929 . 9.9 377 .1 1, 110 13.3 . 1,347 14.0 87 71 .7 10.1 7.9 

.9 

o 

38,980 

42,528 

R 

~TOTAL/AVERAGE ~4,250 8.3 6,229 3.8 ~8,899 11.3 19,573 11.9 945 1188 5.2 9.4 14.8 19.8 592,712 
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CONCLUSION 

An assessment and evaluation of Dallas County's jury' system as 

* one of the best metropolitan jury systems in the c9untry is an 

indication that the changes and improvements which have been ins·ti

tuted step-by-step over the past three years have been successful 

enough to gain national attention. What is notable in terms' of the 

statistical measurements of juror yield, utilization and panel usage 

is the stability which the system maintained during 1980. Experience 

with the one-day/one-trial term 'of service, the standby jurqr call-in 

and additional computerization of daily processes has enabled better 

prediction regarding how many jurors to summon each day and expected 

turnout. 

Cost efficiency has been maintained despite the statutor~ly 

mandated increase in minimum juror fees from $5 to $6 per day late 

in 1979 which caused system costs to grow throughot.:rt· 1980. However, 

despite this unavoidable escalatio~ in total fees paid to jurors, 

the amount of money spent. on excess jurors (i.e. those who remained 

in the Central Jury Room qud were'not needed for jury panels) actually 

decreased by $2,000 compared with 1979. 

Additionally, a sample survey of 18 court jurisdictions across 

the U.S. revealed that Dallas County was one of only three jury 
i~* 

systeTIB to hold administrative costs/juror below $3.00.' Dallas 

County administrative costl:?/juror during 1980 was $2.67 compared 

with an average range of between $10 and $20 per juror. 

i~Th!= Center for Jury Studies in Washington, D. C .. studied . 
the 30 largest counties nationwide and rated ~2 count~7s a~.hav~ng 
outstanding jury systems. Dallas County was ~ncluded ~n tIns 12 . 

.) ..... '. 
""Information provided by the National Center for Jury 'Studies 

in Washington, D.C. 
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Dallas County citizens continue to voice their support for the 

one-day/one-trial term of service; however, complaints are registered 

by a small percent of jurors who feel that they are being summoned 

to jury duty much too frequently. 
Indeed, some Dallas County resi-

dents receive jury summons every year. Although the new Dallas 

County Juror Handbook, which was written and published in 1980 , 
explains how this can happen ;n a randomly' 1 d ' 

~ se ecte system, several 

bills currently under consideration in the 1981 Texas Legislature 

would rectify this problem by allowing each county to amend- their 

jury plan to eliminate this repeater effect and equalize the jury 

duty experience among Dallas County's, 700 000 . d , reg~stere voters. 

In summary, continually striving to achieve and maintain 

a respected, equitable and cost effic,ient J'ury system ;s 
~ an,o?going 

effort in Dallas County. 

,~, '. 
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