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It is my pleasure to transmit herewith the 1976 Annual

This report covers the

operations of the Supreme Court and the trial courts of Alaska.
In addition, the report contains a description of major devel-
opments during the year and a section dealing with bush justice.
New to the report this year is a statistical supolement with
standardized chart formats that will be used in all subsequent

reports.

I wish to take this opportunity to again express my ap-
preciation to the various judicial cfficers and clerks of the
trial courts for their cooperation in reporting judicial
statistics to this office.

' Report for the Alaska Court System.
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PREFACE

"We are under a Constitution,
but the Constitution is what
the judges say it is,
and the judiciary is the safe-
guard of our liberty and of
our property under the
Constitution."

- Charles Evans Hughes
1907

"Where laws end, tyranny begins."

- William Pitt
1779
"But as judges, we are
neither Jew nor Gentile,
neither Catholic nor agnostic.”

- Felix Frankfurter
1943

[t is important that the Legislative and Executive Branches
of Government, the Bar, and the general public be aware of
what is happening in the courts. This report is prepared
toward that end--to describe how the Alaska Court System
operates and what its results are.

The report begins with a description of the major events
occurring during 1976. There is a special chapter dealing
with the services of rural, or "bush" communities. In addi-
tion, there are separate chapters describing the activities
of the Supreme, Superior, and District Courts of Alaska.

The report contains three appendices dealing with the organ-
ization of the Alaska Court System, supplemental statistics
for all types of cases for each court location, and a
Glossary of Terms.

We wish to thank Mr. Robert L. Stern for his design of the
cover and chapter tabs. In addition, we would like to extend
our appreciation to Mr. Robert Page of the San Francisco
office of the National Center for State Courts. Mr. Page
provided valuable consultation and logistics in the design
of the statistical supplement.
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YEAR IN REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

1976 was an extremely active year for the Alaska Court System. In terms
of caseload and improvement projects initiated and completed, it was the busiest
y~ar in our histaory. This section will describe in detail exactly what took place
during 1978. _

There were saven judicial appointments in 1976; four for the Superior
Courts, and three for the District Courts. In the area of administration, there
were many changes in our fiscal and capital funding programs, in our law
library, and in the application of technology to the csurts. In addition, there
were several procedural changes that improved the speration of the trial courts.

A summary of 1976 caseload shaws over 100,000 cased filed-~the largest
number sinca statehood. Finally, we will discuss future programs and
priorities--what we intend to accamplish in the next few years.

JUDICIAL APPOINTMENTS

During 1978, seven persons were appointed to the Alaska Bench, four to
Superior Court judgeships and three to District Court judgeships., Three aof the
Superior Court positions were new ones established by the Legislature in Sitka,
Fairbanks, and Bethel. The establishment of the new pasitions in Sitka and
Bathel was in keeping with the Court System's palicy of extanding a broader
range of services from a resident court of general trial jurisdiction in areas

where warranted by present and anticipated caseloads. The new position in
Fairbanks brought the number of Superior Court positions there to four in
order to meet demands created in part by the increase in caseloads resulting
from pipeline construction impact.

Similarly, two of the District Court judgeships, one in Valdez and the
other in Homer, were transformed from acting to permanent positicns in
accordance with a demonstrated need far full-time resident judges im the two
cities., Of the remaining cositions, a new Superior Court judge was appeintad
for Juneau and a new District Court judge was appeointad for Wrangell-
Petersburg to {ill vacated positions.

Allen T. Compten, 38, was appointed to the Superior Ccurt in Juneau,
filling the vacancy created when Judge Victor Carison was shifted Lo the Third

Judicial District in Anchcerage. Compten, who recsived nis law degree from the

b
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University of Colorado in 1983, came to Alaska in 1971 to serve as supervising
attorney with Alaska Legal Services' Juneau office. He was in private practice
in Juneau from 1973 until his appointment to the 8ench in February.

The new Superior Court judgeship in Sitka was filled by farmer District
Court Judge Duane Craske who, at the time of his appointment, was serving in
Wrangell. A graduate of the Northwestern School of Law at Lewis and Clark
College, Judge Craske was installed in November. Prior to his appointment to
the District Court in 1975, Craske served as U.S. Attorney in Guam for five
years, and before that had a private practice in Sitka in the late 50's and eariy
6Q0's. )

Jay Hodges, 39, was installed as the fourth Superior Court judge in
Fairbanks on December 3. Judge Hodges, a 1964 graduata of the University of
Colorado Law School, came to Alaska the same year as a Supreme Court law
clerk. Subsequently, he served as an assistant District Attorney in Anchorage
from 1965 to 1966 and then went to Fairbanks as District Attorney in 1967. He
sarved in that position until 1968 when he entared private practice.

Christopher Ccoke, 33, was sworn in as the new Superior Court judge in
Bethel on December 16. Judge Cooke is a graduate of Yale University and the
University of Michigan Law School (1968). He came to Alaska as a VISTA lawyer
in 1968 and worked for the Alaska Legal Services Corporation in Kotzsbue.
From 1971 to 1973 he was supervising attorney for Alaska lLegal Services in
Bethel and then entered private practice there.

John Bosshard 111, 30, was appointed Oistrict Court judge in Valdez in
July. Judge Bosshard came to Alaska as a VISTA attorney following his
graduatian Trom the University of Denver Law Scheol in 1972, He later workad
as a staff attorney for Alaska Legal Services in Ketchikan and Sitka.

James C. Hornaday, 37, a 1964 graduate of the University of lowa Ccliege
of Law, was appointad permanent District Court judge in Homer in Movember,
following saveral months' sarvice as acting District Court judge. Prior to his
appaintment, Hornaday was in private practice in Kenai since his arrival thers
in 1968.

Robin Tayler, 33, was appointed District Court judge in Wrangeil in
cecemper, Judge Taylor graduatad from Willamette University College of Law in
19688 and was in private practice in Ketchikan from 1570 until the time of his
aggeintmeant.

Zathel District Court Judge Nora Guinn was the only member of the Alaska
gl

y to ratire during 1976. Judge Guinn ieft the Sench on August 37 afisr
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nine years of service. Prior to her appointment as District judge in 1967, Judge
Guinn served the Bethel Area for many years as a magistrate subseguent to
statehood and as a U.S. Commissioner before then. She was the only Alaska
Native to serve an the Alaska Bench.

FISCAL AFFAIRS

The Legislature annually appropriates all funds for the operation of the
Alaska Court System from the State general fund in response to requests
centrally prepared by the Court's ‘Administrative Office. Revenues generated
by the Court are turned over to the State, except for those generated by cases

invalving municipal ordinances, which are returned ta the respective
municipalities.

The judicial budget has grown at a steady rate for the past three vears.
The increases have been due primarily to rising caseloads resulting from the
direct and indirect impact of construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline and from
inflation, particularly as the latter has affected personnel costs. The heavy de-
mands on the System related to pipeline construction are slowing, due to the
campletian of the project. However, current projections indicate that casewads
will not actually decrease, but will only level off tempararily.

This annual report covers the period January 1 to December 31, 1976.
Since the State of Alaska is aon a July 1 to June 30 fiscal year, this repart
covers half of Fiscal Year 1976 and half of Fiscal Year 1977. In the remainder of
this section, ail budgetary referencas will be to Fiscal Year 1977,

Currently, the Court System operating budget accounts for approximataly
2.7 percent of the total Siate general fund expenditures (Figure 1~1)., The
actual expenditures incurred by ths System during Fiscal Year 1976 were
$16,189,600. The total appropﬁation for Fiscal Year 1977 amounted o
$18,051,300.

Each year, the budget request for the Alaska Court System is prepared
centrally by the staff of the Administrative Office and submittad to the
Legistature. Following legislative review and appropriation, the budget is then
allocated to each of the four judicial districts, the Supreme Court, and the
Administrative Office. The appropriation covers all costs of the Judicial Sranch
in the State of Alaska, ihcluding judgas' salaries, facility maintenance, clerks'
officas, and administrative suppert.

Figure -1 illustratas the manner in which the Alaska budget is divided
between the various program catagories, including the zaministration of justice.

The number of gositions for sach budg%: csmoonent is shown in Table 1-1.
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The major expense is personnel costs which, at the level of $10.500,000,
represents approximately 60 percent of the total operating budget. The other
major expense iter: for the Court System is rent, maintenance, and insurance on
the facilities housing the Court in 83 locations across the State. Jury fees are
budgeted at 3500,000 and attorney fees at $400,000 (attorneys are contracted to
serve as guardians ad litem in children's cases and to represent indigent
defendants in cases where a conflict of intarest exists within the Public
Defender Agency). Oue to thﬁe remote nature of many court locations and the
large distances separating various courts, approximately $300,000 is budgetad
for travel expenses. Other operational expensas of the court, including com-
modities, phone, postage, and equipment rental, make up approximately
$2,500,000 of the annual expense of the Court.

While the rate of growth of new case filings declined in the past year, the
complexity of litigation and the number of cases progressing to trial increased,
Due to the eliminaticn of plea bargaining, the increase in prepaid legal services,
and the advent of the point system in traffic cases, the number of jury trials
was nearly double the level of previous years. The fiscal impact of this trend
toward a greater number of trials touched many areas of the budget: jury fees,
attorney fees (for attorneys appointed when a conflict of interest exisis in the
Public Defender Agency), and clerical costs resulting from the inc-ease in
paperwork for each case that went to trial.

Also, another direct effect of the increasead number of cases going to trial
was a 66 percent increase in appeals filed with the Supreme Court. This rapid
growth in appeals not only has created additional expense for the Supreme
Court, but also has added a heavy burden and expense to the trial courts'
component in the preparation of transcripts and records on appeal.

IMPROVEMENTS IN TRIAL COURT QPERATIONS

Most of the clerical activity that takes place in the Alaska Court System is
in support of trial court operations and is handled primacrily thrc.igh the
Superiar and Oistrict Court clerks' offices. Also, it is here that most of the
public contact with the Court System occurs. There has been a tremendous

increase in the caseload over the past five years, with a concurrent increase in
public inquiries. Keeping up with the volume has been a challenge for the
clerks' offices and for the trial courts' administration. At each level, there is a
continuing effort to improve the clerical and supeart systams in crcer t0

arovide the best service passible tc the public.
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Same changes initiated in Anchorage during 1976 include:
I Improvements in Small Claims Procedures. The volume of cases filed
in small claims court increased 25 percent over the past thres years. The small

claims process is intended as a "non-lawyer! general public dispute resolution
mechanism. Because filing of small claims cases was being handled in the same
office as District Court and Superior Court matters, the public was occasionally
canfused as to how to proceed or to obtain necessary information, and also was
subjected to defays. Also, ttje small claims process, unlike the normal civil
process, requires greater advisory participation on behalf of the parties by the
Court's clerical staff.

In order to overcome these difficulties, small claims mattaers are now
handled by a separate office respensible for all small claims functions. New
forms and instructions were derived, a color-coded small claims folder was put
in use, and a newly designed face sheet which allows for instant determination
of the status of the action was implemented.

2. Microfilming Project. Progress continued during 1976 aon a project
which will eventually result in most case files being recorded on microfilm.
Existing closed case files were placed on microfilm and the original files
destroyed. Open files are now microfilmed as they close and the original case
files are destroyed after two years. As a result, there is a greatar security for
the files, and losses due to normal wear and tear in misplacement are minimized.
Additionally, because the microfilmed records require considerably less storage
_space, increased areas of floor space have been made available to the Clerk's

Office at a time it is facing increased volumes of filings and service demands to

-

the public.

3. Exhibit Handling. Over the years, exhibits in storage increased to

the point where the method of inventory and access was complicated and often
inaccurata. The frequency of misplaced exhibits and inability to retrieve them

when needed was far too great. Consegquently, an ongoing exhibit control

project was startad. This program requires notices to be sent tae parties
(pursuant to Civil Rule 74(g)(2)) depositing these items with the ccurt. These
are sent by =ach decartment that concludes the action. Tne exhibits are to de

picked up (and a receipt obtained within 30 days or the exnibits are
cesiroyed). Since implementaticn, the incidence of misplaced exhibits has teen
graatly reduced.
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4. Lapsed Cases. The Court has found that frequently civil cases are
filed but no action is taken by the plaintiff to pursue the case. Sometimes this
is because the case is settled and the court is not notified; sometimes because
the plaintiff decides not to pursue diligently. This created a burden an the
Clerk's office of maintaining these case files. Therefore, the Clerk has
instituted an ongaing dismissal project which consists of a periodic review and
the sending of letters to the attorneys pursuant to Civil Rule 41(e). 1/ After 33

days, if the action is not brought current, the material is dismissed by the
presiding judge.

5. New Filings System Designed. Ta further simplify the case file
processing and better utilize space, a new system for file folders and filing
equipment was instituted. A newly designed folder face sheet acts as an index
and history source for the pleadings in the case file (or stored elsawhere).

This system will be implementaed and operational in early 1977, after delivery of
the file folders.

8. New Subpcena Procedures. In the past, when persons were under
subpoena by attorneys, it was necassary for the zttormey to go to the Clerk's
office to obtain and issue a subpoena. To do so r=aquired forms to be filled out
and clerks to issue them, and resultaed in increasing congestion and confusion in

the Clerk's public office area. The Clerk's office now issues blank subpoenas.
This allows the attorneys to prepare and serve the subpoenas without coming to
the Clerk's office each time it is necassary to issue a summons. This also
reduces the congestion and number of people awaiting service at the front
counter.

7. Training. The court recognizes that trained staff are an essential
ingredient to maintaining an effective aperation, as well as to generate new
ideas for better programs and procedures. To this end, sesveral supepvisors
have attended the Supervisor NManagement Course conducted by the Stata. In-
service training continues in the traffic violations office. The office is set up
so that new clerks will work with new incoming traific tickets and proceed to
more responsible tasks as soon as they become more knowledgeable on
precedura.  An effert is made o move each amployee into a naw sat of duties
after having learnad an assignment. Warking in sach of the assignments leads
to a better understanding oy atl perscnnel of the antire cffice.
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Pretrial Services which handles the screening of potential Public Defender
appointment, has prepared a training manual for new employees which covers all
procadures that are conducted by Pretrial. There were five new employees
hired during the past year, and the training manual has proved to be the best
tool that Pretrial has in teaching the employees Pretrial functions. The training
manual has been written to include steps of the court hearing of defendants,
terminclogy used within the Court System, and thorough explanaticns af what is
happening and what will happen to the defendants after initial arrest is made.

It has considerably reduced the supervisor's training period for new employees.
Yy

8. Warrant Checks. In the past few months, arrangements have besn
made with both the City and the State Warrants Office to run a monthly check to
compare our warrant files. Any discrepancies, such as marked for recall but
not yet actually withdrawn in either cffice, are checked to eliminate errors.

9. Billing Procedures. In 1976, Pretrial Services introducad new billing
and follow-up procedures to collect debts owed by persons represanted by the

Public Defender. As a resuit, over $4,000 was collected from persons who had
agreed to reimburse the court for partial or full costs for services rendered by
the Public Defender Agency.

The Fairbanks District and Superior Courts have consolidated their
individual clerks' offices into a single trial court clerk's office. This
consolidation allows for better resource allocation.

COURT CASELOADS

Thera were 104,781 cases filed in the trial courts of the Aleska Court

System during 1976. This represents almost a ten percant increase over 1873
and a 162 percent increase since 18970. From 1970 through 1876, the population
of the State increased only a little more than 40 percent.

The rate of filings in 1870 was one for every saven and one-half citizens in
the Stata. Today, that rate is one filing for every four citizens. So, not only
nas the rise in pcpulation had an impcrtant effect upen the Ajaska Court
System, but the rate of individual citizen involvement with the Court System nhas
almost doubied in six years.

[e3)
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Over 90,000, or 87 percent, of these 1976 cases were filed in the District
Courts of Alaska. This represents a nine percent increase over 1975. Superior
Court filings Increased 15 percent. While the increase in total caseload
continued to be a modest ten percent, there were some surprising trends in the
types and location of cases filed. For example:

1. Superior Court case filings in Fairbanks increased 20
percent and in Kodiak 29 percent over 1975. At the same
time, Superior Court filings in Ketchikan dropped 15
percent. There was also a decrease in Nome of six
percent.

2. Disposition of cases filed in the Superior Court increased 27
percent over 1973. The largest increase in dispositions, 42
percant, was in Anchorage.

3, Felony filings totaled only 782, an eleven percent decrease
from 1975 and a 40 percent decrease from 1973. The
largest decreases in felony filings from 1973 were in Juneau
and Anchorage (59%), and Ketchikan (55%). These large
decreases have statistically outweighed sizeable increases in
felony filings from 1973 to 1976 of 24 percent for Fairbanks
and 122 percent for Kodiak..

4, Probate filings increased eight percent over 1875 and
increased 32 percent since 1973. The Fairbanks Superior
Court had the largest increase over 1975 (21%). VYet
Anchorage's increase of 45 percent since 1973 surpasses all
other statewide Superior Courts.

(62]

Filings for civil matters; largely, divorce actions, increasesd
17 percent over 1875. These cases have increased 61
percent since 1973, while the State population has increased
less than 25 percent during the same period. Fairbanks'
rate of civil filings increased 102 percent since 1973.

5. Farmal filings of children's matters increased only nine
percent over 1875, and has increased only thres percent
since 1973. Only Juneau and Sitka courts reflected a
significant increase in these cases over 1975. Anchorage,
Juneau, and Nome reflect sizeable decreasas since 1973.

7. The overall increase of filings in the District Courts of
Alaska hardly represents any one location. Sizeable
increases in filings occurred at Seward (45%), Valdez
(35%), Kenai (88%), Homer (33%), Palmer (131%), and




Fairbanks (25%). Sizeable decreasas in filing ratas
occurred at Delta Ject. (-33%), Tok (-48%), Barrow (-21%),
Haines (-19%), and Wrangell (-35%). Anchorage, Juneau,
and Nome remained at 1975 levels of District Court filings.

8. Felony filings in the District Courts decreased 16 percent
over 1975. The locations with the greatest rate of filing
decreases were Anchorage (-27%), Juneau (-38%), Ketchi-
kan (-33%), Kodiak (-23%), and Sitka (-50%). ‘

9. Misdemeanar filings finally leveled off after a 35 percent
increase since 1973. .The increase of 1976 filings over those
of 1975 was only five percent. Only Hainss, Kenai,
Kodiak, Palmer, Valdez, and Wrangell showed significant
increases in misdemeanor filings over 1975,

10. Traffic cases filed in the Alaska Court Systam increased tan
percent aover 1973. Large increases were experienced in
Fairbanks (40%), Homer (74%), Kenai (121%), Palmer
(201%), ‘Seward (59%), and Valdez (21%). Sizeable
decreases were experienced in Delta Junction (-33%),
Kodiak (=38%), Tok (-43%), and Wrangell (-57%).

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

Any facility constructed or used by the Court System must meet minimal

structural and size requirements dependent upon its function. Courtrooms for

District Court and Superior Court will vary in size from 900 square feet to 1,500
square feet, but in each instance must include a judge's bench, witness box,
in-court clerk's operating area, jury bcx, attorneys' tables and chairs, railing,
and spectator seating. The courtroom, jury deliberation rocom, prisoner halding
area, and magistrate and judge's chambers must be soundproofed, with walls
built from the floor to the underside of the rcof to ensure the privacy essantial
to the judicial process. Under court administrative rule, electronic recarding
equipment is installed in all courts and electronic recordings constitute the
official court record. Therefore, special equipment, placement and use of
microphones and mixers, aleng with sound reinforcament and acoustical design
considerations are necessary. Security and safety needs in the holding and
movement of prisoners to the courtrcom require special design for maximum
public safety.

Court facilities must include rcoms for the Public Cafender and District
Attorney to confer with their clients, rooms {or witnesses waiting to testify, a
rcam for jury delioeration, and (for larger courts) a jury assembiy rcem.
There are a number cof acditional officss and public areas necsssary for the
functioning of the court. The judge must have private chambers for consuita-

10
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tion with attorneys and for review of cases. The clerical and support functions
of the clerk!'s office including filing, recarding, and reception, raquire
considerable space. A public law library must be provided in each court
location. Grand jury precéedings and various family court or probate hearings
require a specialized area. The minimum amount of space needed for these
court-related rooms is 2,500 to 3,500 square feet. The minimum figures apply
only to smaller court tocations typically served by one full-time District Court
judge ar magistrate with only occasional visits by a Superior Court judge.

First Judicial District. Kéeping pace with the needs of a growing state,
the Court saw the dedicaticn of the new court and office building in Juneau in
the early part of 1976. A grant from the National Endowment for the Arts will
provide a sculpture for the plaza which is scheduled for completion in 1977.

The new Sitka Court and Office Building was occupied in April 1976. This
building provides an additional 25,000 square feet of needed space and houses
city offices and State agencies along with the Court System. Although funded
primarily by the State of Alaska, the City of Sitka contributed the land and site
preparation costs. A grant from the Alaska State Council on the Arts provided
a sculpture from Alaska Indian Arts, [(nc., in Haines, which is installed in the
lobby.

Second Judicial District: There were no capital improvements in this
district during 19786.

Third Judicial District. The oldeér building of the Anchorage Court
compleX was remodeled on the exterior to make it more compatible with the new
court building. The remodeling included painting, brickwaork, and the
replacing of design tile.

Since the older building is nearly 15 years old, a modernization of the
interior was needed. Tiled floors were carpeted and the interior was given a
general and complete averhauling. The District Attorney's office gained space
as a result of the relocation of the Alaska Bar Association's offices and the
Court System was ahle ta allow two additional offices to the Public Defender
Agency.

in the new building of the Anchorage Court complex, remodeling of the
clerk's office began in 1976 and will be completad early in 1577. Planning and
layout work for a new jury raem on the second floor was completed in 1976 and
the rcom is scheduled for use in early 1977.

In Cctober 1978, work began on a court facility in Homer. The building is

designed to house a Oistrict cr Supericr courtroom and refated offices for a
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judge, secretary, and clerk. Additional space is allotted tc a law library,
conference room, holding celis, and jury deliberation area. The building was
completed near mid-February 1977, and the Court System is leasing
approximately 4,000 square feet of ‘space built to its specifications. Previously,
court functions were allocated only 630 square feet of space. When Superior
Court trials were held, other space had to be rented, thereby increasing the
costs of trial. _

In Glennallen in September 1978, the court moved personnel and equipment
into a new trailer adjscent to the building already in use. Before this
relocation, the building served not only as a courtroom but as an office space
for three employees. Since the relocation, the building has been remodeled to
provide for courtrcom use only. The trailer provides 1,100 square feet of
space. This is the first time Glennallen has had separate courtroom facilities.

Improvements and remodeling at the Kenai Court and Office Building
included installation of a chiller system essential to contral heat or ventilation in
any portion of the building, where temperatures ranged as high as 94 degrees.
To insure proper spatial relationships between judge, jury, and witness, the
courtroom dias was remodeled. Planning to correct deficiencies at the clerk and
judge stations is complete. Correction in courtroom acoustics will also be
provided; reverberations were creating an overbearing echo which was
distracting to the legal process and made it difficult to tape record procsadings.
The correction will be achieved by reshaping the concave reflective surfaces so
that sound will be reflected to the rear of the courtrcom rather than to the
center of the counsel area. Planning and bid specifications were completed for
placement of the law library in the basement area. Ccmplation of construction is
expected by May 1977.

The Kodiak Court and Office B8uilding is being remodeled to provide
adequate space for full Superior Court and grand jury processes. OQther State
agencies occupying space on tie second floor were moved to the first floor, thus
freeing that entire flocor for court use. Planning has been ccmpletad to provide
additional library space, a new conference hearing rcom, improved jury de-
liberaticn area, and carpeting.

Fourth Judicial Cistrict. B8ecause of space deficiencies, the Fairbanks

Court 8uilding required major remodeling. The District Court clerk's office was
overcrowdad and no public counter c¢r recaption area was provided., Th
District courtrcems were inadequate in size and functional design. Facilities for

secretaries and law clerks wers not available. Jury assembiy space and grand
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jury facilities were insufficient. Essential witness and conference rooms did not
exist. Security precautions were inadequate. Use of the law library was
restricted because of its location on the third floor. The library is typically
used outside normal working hours and should be easily accessible to legitimate
users at night and during weekends.' ”

Remodeling of the first three floors was accomplished during 1976.
Remodeling of the fourth floor will be completed during 1977. The description
of the remodeling is as follows: ’

First Floor: The land récording office and law library were moved from
the third floor. An arraignment caurt and traffic offices were established.
lmprovements occurred in the following areas: State Troopers Judicial Services
Section, Division of Corrections, Probation and Parole, Division of Buildings
(maintenance and operational space), Transcript Division, and legislative
offices.

Second Floor: An additional Superior courtrcom and a new jury assambly
area were built, along with a grand jury area, jury deliberation area, and
offices for a judge, secretary, and clerk. Improvements affect the follawing:
District Attorney's office, Attorney General's office, Trial Court administrative
offices, duplication and microfilming areas, and exhibit and equipment storage
rooms.

Third Floor: A new courtroom was constructed that can be used as a
District or Superiar courtroom. Two jury deliberation rooms and a conference
room were also constructed. In the space formerly used as the law library, a
combined District and Superior Court clerk's area was established. A new office
area for a judge, secretary, and clerk was provided. Also, a Probate Court
area was created,

Faurth Floor: Planning for remodeling was completed in 1976 with work
scheduled to proceed in early 1977. The present area provided for the Supreme
Court will be transferred to the vacated Superior Court Clerk's area. Improved
Supreme Court library and law clerk offices will be incorporated within this

space. New areas will be provided for the intake office that will include a
holding cell.

CCURT LIBRARIES

Prior to statehcod, there existad in Alaska a small network of law libraries
supportad by the faderal government fer the use of the Territorial Federal
District Courts. Varying portions of the federal libraries were saslected far

-
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transfer to the new State when it came into existence in 1959. The last vestiges
of the federal origin of the Court libraries are found in the Nome and Ketchikan
law libraries where some materials are State-owned, some federally-owned, and
several ,sets of baoks are still federally-maintained.

Ouring the first decade of the Court library systam, the Alaska Supreme
Court made an effort to organize, establish procedures, and build the bcok
collection; however, a chronic lack of funds resulted in a stuntad development.
As late as 1972, in fact, the largest law library in the State of Alaska, the
Court library in Anchorage, was not as well stocked as saveral private law firm
libraries and contained many materials which had not been updatad since the
federal govermnment donated them to the State.

During the period of July 1, 1971, threcugh June 30, 1975, $860,000 was
spent to establish and upgrade law collections throughout the State for usa by
the courts, practicing attorneys, and the general public. Thesa monies were
distributed among law library branches from Nome to Ketchikan.

By same histarical accident, but fortunately for our expansive State, the
organization sometimes folowed in many other states has not been imposad here,
in that there is na law collection within the State library. To establish such a
collection would not be zdvisahle becausea of the great expense and unnecassary
duplication of boaks already in the law library systam. Also, whereas the State
library has only ane phyaiical location, the Court System has branches spanning
the State, and can accerdingly make legal materials immediataly available to
researchers in many locales. Further, the State of Alaska is unique in that it is
the only one contained in the current Directory of the American Association of
Law Libraries having only one listing, the Court law libraries; there are no
county, law school, or private bar associaticn law libraries in this State;
therefore, the entire focus of legal research is on the Court libraries.

Despite the large amount of monies committed to law library improvement in
recent years, and the improvements in our collections, access to legal materials
in Alaska remains inadequata. As yet, there are no national standards for State
or Supreme Court libraries, but an interesting cocmparison can be drawn
betwesn our situation and the requirements for the accreditation of a law scheol
by the Association of American Law Schools. Current standards require, among
other things, that a law scheol library contain a total of at ieast 80,000 caretully
selected volumes, providing entree to all aspects of United Statas law.

The holdings of all the Alaska Court libraries combined total sligntly over
€3,0C0 wveolumes, cof which prcbably 30 percent constitute dupiicats sets of
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treatises and reporter volumes containing federal and State Court decisions,
There are entire subject areas and histarical questions that cannot be
researched in the State of Alaska, because lack of funds has prevented
purchase of not only extraordinary research books, but also certain basic law
books. The best example of such ‘a subject area is that of federal public land
laws passed long ago, prior to Alaska statehood, but which have great current
impact because of petroleum development. Thus, there is no one single law
library in the State of Alaska having a complete collection of legal research
materials, and the resources of all Court libraries together do not equal one
accreditable law school library, ‘

Despite these problems, the Court library system continues to make
improvements to better serve the users of the system.

An estimated volume count of the law library branches open to the public
around the State follows:

Anchorage 24,129
Bethel 2,013
Fairbanks 12,349
Juneau 10,881
Kenai 6,200
Ketchikan 10,4868
Kadiak 5,900
Nome 8,000
Palmer 1,027
Sitka 6,790
Valdez 2,785
Wrangell 3,247

93,770 New Total

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

In the beginning of 1976, goals and timetables were established which would

allow us to overcome any disparities between the ratio of Court System
employess and the racial makeup of the populations from which these emoioyees
were hired. Turnover was more than sufficient to achieve the geals during
1978, yet those goals were not met. While more minority employess were nired,
their number falls short of the goals in most cases.
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The Alaska Court System filled 149 permanent vacancies during 1976. Of
these, 129 were filled by Caucasians, and only 20 by minorities. Of the 149
permanent positions filled, 111 were filled by new hires and 38 were filled by
promation. Of the 38 promotad, 35 .were White and three were minorities.

Breaking traditional hiring patterns is a difficult task. While our
Affirmative Action Plan is not a complete failure, progress has been slow and
difficult. With the notable exception of Blacks in the Anchorage courts, no
aother minority group in any location has made a perceptible breakthrough,

Court locations other than Anchorage need to increase their target
recruitment efforts for all minority groups. Recruitment of minorities has
suffered statewide because when minorities do apply and non-minorities are
hired, #e credibility of our Affirmative Action Plan among minorities suffers.
Attracting and rstaining Alaska Natives was a major problem during 1976.

PERSONNEL

The year 1976 was the second full year during whith some 350 classified
Court System employees worked under a set of merit system Persannel Rules
first adaoptad by the Supreme Court at the ernd of 1974, Getting accustomed to
the Rules caused disappointment for some wrian they found that there was less
"flexibility" in personnel acticns. Now all emroloyees are treated equally in such
areas as promotion, eligibility for salary incrzases, and usa of feave. Personnel
Rules openly state procedures and rights which were formerly inconsistant and
vague. The Personnel Rules provide employees with a right to file grievances
and clearly lay out the grievance procedurs, which includes provision for an
employee to be heard by an appeal board consisting of non-Court System
emplayeses, Promotional cpportunities are now published and all employess must
meet stated minimum qualificétions before they can be promoted. Egual pay for
equal work is now a generally accepted principle of employees and
administration.

New =mployees must meet published mi..imum qualificaticns and are hired
after competing with others. The Personnel Office procassed some 10,0C0
applications during 1976 in order ta establish lists of eligibie candidates.
During the past year, 149 permanent positicns were filled; 38 were Tfilled oy
premeting Court Systam amployees, but 111 were Tfilled by hiring new
employees,

Curing 1978, a classification mainteranca plan was astablished to provide

periccdic review of ali pesitions in the classitied service. Pssiticn descriptions
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are updated and sent to the Pursonnel Office where they are carefully reviewed
to ensure carrect classification. This review is a key factor in suppart of our
announced merit system principle of equal pay for equal work. Raview of a
position description for correct classificaton is accomplished by comparing a
position with class specifications. These class specifications define each group
of positions, or classes, and are published in an effort to make the comparison
of individual positions as objective as possible.

Maintenance of personn'el records has been improved; employees are now
sent copies of every personnel. action prepared wnich affects them. Employees
have a right to information in their own personnel file and are protected from
co~workers having easy access to that information. Some personnel records
have been computerized and most Court System employees rnow have an accurate
and up-to-date record of leave printed on each paycheck stub. It is anticipated
that more efficient use of computerized records will occur in 1977 with the
adoption of a new State Information System.

The designation of several employess as "persannel clerks! in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Juneau, and other locations has brought personnel rules and
procedurses, as well as information on health insurance and other fringe
benefits, closer to employees. The larger courts now have a personnel expert
in their location to answer amployee's gquestions.

TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS

Throughout 1976, the Alaska Court System continued its efforts to apply
tachnological innovations in order to gain more efficiency, accuracy, and control

aver court processes. Innovative procadures and systems ranging from new
computer applications through new record keeping and information control
methodologies were expanded during the year. Specific applications include:

Alaska Justice Infarmation Systam (AJIS). AJIS is an  automated,
statewide criminal justice system used by the Court System, law enforcement
agancies, corrections, and prosecuting agencies. It includes the capability to
track a criminal defendant through each stage of the criminal justice system.
OCuring 1976, the law enforcement portion was implementad. In addition, design
was completed for the courts and prosecutars' pertion of AJIS. Implementation
of these "modules" is expected in mid-1977.

The courts' portion of AJIS includes an immediately accessible, statawice
history of criminal activity. In additien, courts will be able to updats case
svents and determine case status immediately. A saries of comprerensive
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suspense and management reports will be produced to aid in the improvement of
judicial processes. ‘

Automated Traffic Processing System (ATPS). This is a statewide system
compteted in late 1974. All traffic ticksts processed through the Alaska Court
System are transmitted to this automated system at the three central locations of
Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau. Entry is by cathode-ray-tube (CRT)
terminal to an IBM 360/40 computer located in Anchorage using telephone line
and satellite transmission. ATPS provides the courts with the follcwing
capabilities:

1. Elimination of manual traffic index files in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, and Juneau;

2. Immediate inquiry from anywhere in Alaska as to the
current driver's history record of anyone in the State
having been issued a traffic citation. This driver!s history
record is current as of the last court action;

3. Update aof the traffic point system operatad by the
Department of Public Safety;

4. Daily listing of all Anchorage traffic defendants who will
appear at arraignment that day. This listing inciudes the
current driver's history record for each perscn appearing;

S. Statistical reporting of traffic processing, to include
waorkload by court and issuing agency, processsing times,
canviction and fine data, and types of offenses by age and
sex.

Judicial Information System. Implemented in late 1974, this system

includes information on all criminal, civil, and oprobate casas processed
throughout the Stata. Whenever a case is opened or closed, a case history
sheet is sent to Anchorage where data from the case is entered by CRT terminal
to the computer. This statistical system pr‘oQides the Alaska Court System and
other members of the criminal justice community with the following report:

A listing of all cases in which the Speedy Trial Rule 2/ is
about to expirs;

2. An alphabetical index of all criminal cases in the State;
3. A listing of all old civil, criminal, and proobate casas not yet
closad;
13




4. Workload/backlog statistics for all courts;

5. Case processing times;

6. Detailed statistical data dealing with conviction rates,
sentencing patterns, fine and judgment .amounts, bail
patterns, case disposition stages, and use of the Public
Defender.

This system will be replaced by AJIS for the larger volume courts. For

the lower volume courts, the Judicial Information System will operate as a
counterpart to AJIS for statistical purposes.

Jury Selection and Management Systems. Automated jury selection has
been in effect in Alaska since early 1971. A master jury file is produced by
combining Statas voters' registration, fish and game, and income tax files. The
master list is screened for duplicates and all found are eliminated. The
subsequent file is used to produce the annual venire list. Alaska is one of the
few statas to use multiple files to produce a list of prospective jurors.

Upon request from any court in the State, prospective jurors from that
location are randomly selected. This portion of the system provides a listing of
selected jurors, labels for mailing of summonses, and ready-to-mail juror
questionnaires.

The automated jury management system has been in operation since early
7974, It produces jury checks and accounting data in jury costs. The
conceptual and detailed designs for AJIS include the fallowing improvements in
the jury selection and management system:

1. Addresses from source files will be matched against the
AJlS file which is mare current due to its update by the
Automated Traffic Processing Systeam (ATPS) and the
driveris license system. This will reduce the current
number of excusals due to not being able to locate jurors jn
a timely fashion;

2. The computer will Keep track of those jurors excused to a
later date and will automatically select these jurors on that
date;

3. Summonsas will be producad automatically in ready-to-mail

envelopes just as juror guestionnaires are mailed;
4. Juror service date will be directly enterad to the computer

via CRT terminal and juror checks will be automatically
produced in ready-to~mail envelopes;
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5. The wvoluminous list of statewide eligible jurors will be

produced on Computer Qutput Microfilm (COM) rather than
on paper;

6. Jury management statistics will be available to allow '‘more
accurate budget and workload projection.

It is estimatad that the new jury system will become operational in the late
spring of 1977.

Other Computar Applications. Other automated applications that were
developed or improved during 1978 include:

1. Land Recording Index. This system has been in effect
since 1972. It producas monthly and year-to-date indexes
in grantee, grantor, location, and Native corporation
sequence. These indexes are now produced on Computar
Output Microfilm (COM) to decrease paper costs and to
facilitate use of the indexes. The Land Recording Index
system was transferred to the State Department of Admini-
stration ‘on January 1, 1977, along with the entire State
land recording function;

2. Child Suppart Payments. This system was implemented in
early 1970. It accepts payment data and automatically
produces checks to persons to receive payment. It also
produces delinquent notices in ready-to-mail envelopes.
Until this vear, the system was operating only in
Anchorage. During 1976, its use was extanded to all State
locations. This system was transferred to the State
Department of Health and Social Services alang with the
entire State child support function;

3. Personnel System. Using data from the State payroll
systam, we have automated the personnel table, statistics
in the quarterly Equal Employment Oppertunities (Z£0)
reports, and review of employeges on their employment
anniversary dates;

4. Other. Special applications have been daveloped for
assignment of civil casas in Fairbanks, criminal fines due in
Anchorage, and personnel budget requirements.

Children's Mattars Informaticn Svstam. An LEAA grant has been

submitted to automate the processing of children's matters in the Alaska Court

System. The grant is under raview and a decision ugcen it is axpected in =2arly
1977.
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Microfilm. The Alaska Court System uses microfilm in the following
applications:

1. Land Recording. All documents handled by the State
Recorder are microfilmed and placed on an aperature card.
Public inspection of these documents is accomplished
thraugh the use of microfilm viewers. As stated earlier,
computer recording indexes are produced on Computer OQut-

put Microfilm (COM) to facilitate public inspection of these
indexes; '

2. Closad Cases. Microfilming of closed case files was begun
in Juneau in 1974, and in Anchorage and Fairbanks in late
1975. The project is almast completa. Documents for cases
deemed to have archival value will be retained for public
display. All other documents will be destroyed, thus
saving considerable amaeunt of space. Oestruction of filmed
cases in Anchorage has already taken place. The type of
microfilm usad allows for rapid retrieval and copying of the
doucuments that have been filmed;

3. Microfilm Processing. A microfilm processing center was
established in Anchorage within Technical Operations.
This center has the capability of processing and duplicatirg
microfilm originating throughout the Alaska Court System.
implementation of this center has resulted in considerakb:'s

¢ost savings and a more rapid turnaround of microfilme:d
documents;

4. Active Casas. A concept dealing with microfilming of active
cases has been prepared and is under review. This
concept, when implementad in mid-1977, will call for
microfilming of Anchorage cases-related documents as they
enter the clerk's office. The filmed documents will then be
stuffed into individual case microfilm jackets. These
jackets will serve as the official case dacket. They can be
readily reviewed and duplicated, and should serve to
decrease current workload associated with finding, pulling,
and reviewing the actual case file.

Electronic Recording. Since 1960, the Alaska Court System has been

unigue among court systems throughout the Unitad Statas, in that all court
proceedings are recorded exclusively an magnetic saund tape which constitiites
the official court record. [n addition to the innovative use of audio recordings,
the Administrative Rules of Court also authorize the videotaping of any
proceeding to supplement the sound recording. To tast the feasibility of
videotape procsadings, several pilot experiments were undertaken with the
assistance of LEAA funding. Tn first of these experimental projects started in
1972, involved the taping of select Superior Court cases filed in the Ancnorage
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Trial Courts. With the success of this initial project, similar experiments were
conducted in both the Fairbanks anc Juneau District Courts. The focus of
these follow-up experiments centered on the courtrcom playback of videotapes
taken by law--enforcement officials 'at the-time of arrest of drun ken drivers. As
a result of both projects, the Court System obtained a variety of videotape
recorders, monitors, and playback equipment which is currently being used.

While videotaping of proceedings has been limited to the larger metropolitan
trial courts, electronic sound recor‘ding of proceedings is now accomplished in
all 3Superior, District, and Magistrate Courts. Until mid-year 1974, however,
many of the smaller magistrata posts were not equipped to record court
praceedings. Other magistrates had to depend on oclder, Iess-so.phisticated
audio recording units. Ouring 1974, all of the 37 magistrata pasts werse
supplied with up~to-date Sony recorders untilized in conjunction with cassettes
to record all procesedings. This electronic recording capability has a significant
impact on administrative court operations by providing a reliable taped record
on cassette which is readily and immediately available to the trial courts. Prior
to the installation of recording equipment in some of the bush areas, the clerk's
notes served as the official record.

In the larger areas where there is 3 permanent, secure court building, the
mainstay of audio recording is the AKA| 6X280D-53, of which the Court Systam
owns 110 units. This equipment, which provides high-quality reproduction, is
utilized in conjunction with the Lafayette LA 2525 and several microphones to
record the proceedings. This same combination is also used with a footpedal for
transcribing the tapes.

Advances in -recording equipment techﬁology have also permitted
improvements in the transcription process. A Telex 300 tape copier is currently
used to produce "tape transcripts" in ccntrast to the traditional "hardcopy!
whereby the master tapes are duplicatad as cassettes. The advantageas are cost
and speed; it requires only 75 minutes to reproduce three hours of proceedings,
and persons requesting cassattes can receive "same day" copies. There are
presently five copy-orders in service thraoughout the System.

Accompanying the technological improvements in recording equipment has
been the installation of sound reinforcement systems in the ccurtrooms in
Anchorage and Fairbanks to alleviate the outside interferenca. The Court
System is also axperimenting with wireless micropgnonas in an effort to decraasa
the indiscernibles ¢on the taped record which cause dalays in the transcription
process. B8oth afforts have improved communications in the courtrcems as well

as the guality of permanent court record.
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Statistical Analysis. Using data generatad from computsr

systems

described asbove and from special data collection projects, the Administrative
Office produced several statistical reports, including the following:

Appellate Delsy. Data was gathersd from all Supreme
Court appeals cases from 1974 and 1975 to determine why it
took so long ta procsss such appeals. Major causes of
delay were discovered in the Superior Court preparation of
the. appellate record and in the gramting of extansions for
the preparation of .case briefs. Several changes wersa
implementad to reduce the time for records preparation and
to reduce the number of brief extensions. A significant re-
duction in appeliate procassing time has bean naotad;

Transcription Delay. One of the major problems of delay
identified in the appellats study was in transcribing case
records from electironically recorded tapes to paper copies,
Transcription data was gathered for the first eight months
of 1976 to detarmine causas Tar delay. The causas wers
found to be from excessive proofreading, and a large
increase in cases and pages requested fram the Public
Defender Agency. These Iincreasas were relatad to the
abalition of plea bargaining in criminal cases which resulted
in more trials and mere agpeals. Prcofreading requirements
were relaxed and the Public Defencar implementsd closer
screening of transcript requests. i1 addition, more jobs
were directed to commercial transcriotion firms. As a re-
sult, transcription backlog decreasas: from 10,000 to 2,000
pages;

Magistrate Salaries. A gquantitative model was developed to
evaluate salaries of magistrates throughout the State. The
maodel used casslocad population to detsrmine equitable
salary levels. Recommendations by the Personnel Dirsctor
based upon this model wers implementad by a Supreme
Court subcommittee on magistrate problems;

Non~Judicial Pagiticn Raguirements. A mocdel using case
weighting and regrassion aenalysis was daveioped ta compars
non-judicial staffing of the trial court. The model

identified apparently overstaffed and understaffad

courts. It is currently under review;

Parale in Alaska. An extansive review was given to the
impact of parole in Alaska. [t was found that less than
one~third oFf the priscners applying Tor parcle were
released, and these nrisgcners served cgne-half of their
santance hefecres reieasa. The results of the study shewec
that the oarole decision accounted for an sverzge of cnly
2ignt percsnt af the imposed sentancs net teing sarved.




FUTURE PROGRAMS AND PRIQRITIES

The previous sections traced some of the recent developments and
improvements initiated within the Alaska Court System during 1976. The overall
priarity has been the continued improvement in the level and quality of judicial
services provided to both urban and rural courts in the State. During the
coming vYyear, there will be continued emphasis directad toward further
improvements in all areas of judicial administration, including rural justice
programs, use of technology, statawide court planning, personnel and fiscal
operations, capital improvements, trial court operations, and public information.

Major projects include:

Rural Justice. Of high priority, is the eafficient delivery of judicial
services in rural Alaska. As part of the effort to develop rural justice
alternatives, the Supreme Court appointed 3 Magistratea Advisory Committee in
1976 to investigate rural needs and to make recommendations to meet those

needs. |t is anticipated the committee will issue recommendations and develop
policies concerning such programs as the village conciliation board concept; the
expansion of the interpreter project; criteria for the creation of new magistrate
posts; and the feasibility of circuits within the State which could be serviced by
“circuit-riding" District Court judges.

The Magistrate System Coordinator will supervise the evaluation of the
experimental village conciliation board programs in six villages--Kwethluk,
Kivalina, Napakiak, Shishmaref, Emmonak, and Quinhagak. The evaluation
strategy will be completed by April 1977.

The court interpreter program will be expanded during 1977. Initiated in
1975 with federal funds, this pilot Court Syistem program developed a curriculum
of basic legal education to prepare trainees to serve as bilingual interpreters.

Two individuals were trained at the Kuskokwim Community College in
English and Yupik Eskimo. Once fluent, these trainees assisted in many court
proceedings, including arraignments, and are now used to provide bilingual
interpreting in the Bethel court. During 1977, efforts will be undertaken to
translate basic arraignment proceedings into the other major Native languages,
thereby helping to minimize language and cultursl differenceas.

The Court System will continue its comprehensive training pregram for
magistrates. Specific priorities for 1877 include:

1. initial orientation and training for all newly appointed
magistrates, including acting magistrates;




2. Continuation of regional week-long training conferences
held for all magistrates, with six sessions planned for 1977;

3. Increased administrative office training in accounting and
fiscal procedures;

4, Increased  on-the-job  training for magistrates in
administrative operations and calendaring procedures to be
carried out by the training judges in each judicial district;

5. Increased capability for magistrates to attend out-of-state
training <ourses sponsored by the American Academy of
Judicial Education and the National College of the State
Judiciary.

In addition to the priorities listed, other innovative training projects will
be developed. Of particular importance, will be the Magistrate Handbook. First
develaped in 1972, this handbook is a summary compilation of legal concapts,
court procedures, and Alaska statutes relevant to magistrate functions and
duties. The Magistrate Handbook serves not only as an important legal
reference source but also as a training manual for the newer magistrates un-
familiar with legal practice.

Because of its importance, the handbook will be divided into two volumes
for easier reference. The first volume will be a desk book containing all
materials and instructions pertinent to office procedures. The second volume
will be a bench book cantaining alli necassary reference materials for courtroom
proceedings. The office book will contain new .chapters on specific
administrative subjects, such as personnel regulations, case reporting farms,
supply procedures, and basic accounting procedures far the magistrate posts.

Still another development will be in the area of training media. In
December 1876 a grant proposal was submitted, requesting five-month funding
for a trraining development specialist position. |f approved, this specialist will
begin developing audio-visual training aids to be usad whenever possible at the
regional magistrate training confersnces. A second part of this project will be
to develop a curriculum for carrespondence courses o be used as an adjunct to
the existing training program.

Use of Technology. Of continuing importance to court operations, is the
usa of available technology to provide data for short and long-range planning
and to improve basic record-keeping systams. During 1877 there are saveral
primary priorities In this area. The first of these is to coordinate the final
develcpment stages for the autcmatad Alaska Justice Infermation System (AJIS).
The conceptual and detail design pnasas have been completed, and actual system
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programming is scheduled to begin in early 1977. It is anticipatad final
programming will be completed no later than June 30, with program tasting,
personnel training, and implementation in a pilot court location scheduled for
the last six months of this year. Once the court module is operational, the
Court System will have immediate access to all criminal and civil case histories.

A second priority is the development of an automated juvenile justice
system. A grant proposal to fund the development of the system and purchase
of the computer hardware for this fully dedicated systam has been prepared and
is awaiting LEAA endorsement. If finally approved, the processing of all
children's matters in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Nome, Ketchikan, and
Sitka will be automated. As proposad, data will be collectad from these courts,
transferred on secure, machine-(but not human) readable discs, and batch
processed on a small mini-computar in Anchorage. Systems design and
implementation is scheduled for 1978, assuming grant approval,

A third priority is a comprehensive anaiysis and evaluation of jury
mnanagement techniques currently in use. Such issues as optimum panel sizs,
length of jury service, methods of selecting jurors, and proposed legislative
changes will be examined. The first step in this project will be the collection of
all relevant national literature, including similar studies done in other
jurisdictions. Subsequently, a survey of jurors will be taken, using
questionnaire forms devised by the Manager of Technical Cperations. Analysis
of survey results and development of recommended alternatives are scheduled
for completion by June.

Additional efforts will focus on updating the procedures for computer and
non-computer processing of traffic citations, on the microfilming of case records
as they are filed, and on the automaticn cf Tiscal procedures.

Court Planning. In response to the crucial need for additional staff to

carry out statwide Court System planning on a day-to-day basis, a grant
request for LEAA funds was submitted and subsequently approved. With two
additional planning staff positions, it has been possible to enhance the
statistical and analytic capabilities of the Administrative Director!'s Office. OfF
equal importance, is the increasad capability to conduct special ressarch
projects aimed at improving trial court aperations.

Two comprehensive trial court studies have been initiatad and will be
cempleted auring 1977: (1) the Fairbanks Calencaring Study--a review cof
existing prccadures rrem which will be made recommendations Tor more afvicient

processing of cases; and (2) the Anchorage Calendaring and Cierk's Civice
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Study, which will recommend changes not only in calendaring operations but
also in the Clerk's Office organization, procedures, and paperflow.

A discretionary grant proposal requesting second-year funding for the
planning staff positions also was submitted to LEAA. |f approved, there will be
sufficient staff to accomplish the following plarining priorities:

1. Development of a comprehensive Court System five-year
plan;

2.  Preparation of Alaska‘t Judges Sentencing Manual;

3. Project to identify Court improvement objectives;

4. Development of a personnel training plan;

5. Legal Process Development Project;

8. Third and Fourth Judicial District Clerks' Office Study

(with the assistance of the National Center for State
Courts).

Trial Court Improvements. There are several other programs that are
anticipated during 1877. Of particular importance is the comprehensive Forms
Standardization Project, which the Court System is undertaking in conjunction
with the National Center for State Courts. As mentioned earlier, progress has
been made during 1976 toward the final revision and development of small claims
forms. During 19877, work will continue on the criminal and ather civil forms
and corresponding court procedures.

Other continuing priorities at the trial court level include specialized
workflow studies in Anchorage, and surveys of District and Superior bench time
which are used to assess the need for additional judicial positions.

Capital Imorovements and Facilities. There are a number of priorities for

1977 in the area of capital improvements. Much of the effort will be focusad on
needed renovations and remodeling of court buildings in the Third and Fourth
Judicial Districts. Within the First Judicial District, the final site improvements
for the Sitka Court and Qffica Building will be completed early in the year. In
the Second District, preliminary contingency plans are being formulated for a
Nome Court Building in the event that the federsl space, which the Court
currently leasas, becomes unavailable during 1977. Within the Third Judicial
District, remocdeling work will continue on the Anchorage, Kenai, and Kodiak
Court 3uildings. In addition, rancvaticns to the Fairbanks Court Buijlding will
continue through June 1877.

27




As described earlier, remodeling efforts were undertaken to impraove and
increase the overall building space allotted to the grand jury and petit jury
rooms, courtrocoms, and holding cells within the juvenile intake office. Ouring
1977, an additional courtroom will be constructed and renovations on the fourth
floor will continue. All work should be completed by the end of 1977.

in the Bethel Service Area, the City of Bethel bujlt a new court building to
the Court's specifications and is leasing the space to the Court System. The
Court System moved into the new facility in January 1977. ‘

In Barrow, where court s;Saca is desperately needed, the Court System will
be submitting proposals requesting lease/rental space to accommecdate this area's
court needs, Assuming approval of the supplemental budget request prepared
for legislative review, the City of Barrow could conceivably have adequats court
and office space by the =nd of this year.

Personnel Operations. With the development in 1974 and 1973 of class
specificaticns, an affirmative action program, and formalized personnel rules,
the basic framework for the Court System personnel system was established.
The major focus during the zoming year will be on improvement and refinement.

Specifically, under a newly Zeveloped classification maintenance program, every
classified position in the Court System will be reviewed every two years. This
will be done on a staggered basis during 1977. During this same time frame, a
joint salary survey will be undertaken in conjunction with the Executive Branch
and the Anchorage Municipality to collect data from both public and private
employees. Recommendations based on the salary survey will be made in 1977.

Fiscal Operations. The major priorities in the area of fiscal operations

centar on improvements in statewide accounting procedures. Efforts are now
being undertaken to develop a one-year and five-year overall plan for operating
‘and capital expenditures for the Court Systam. As part of the accounting
control effort, a general expenditure and budget controi systam will be
developed in order to accurately identify all available fund balances. In the
larger courts, mcnthly expenditure analyses will be prepared and distributad to
area court administrators fo‘r use in the day-to-day management of resources.

Because of the difficulty in traveling to remate posts, it has been difficult
for Court personnel to visit all court locations during :ny cne year. Howavear,
in the upceming vear, central administration accounting perscnnel will audit all
court locations at periodic intervals. At the same time, general cfiice cparaticns
and recsrd-Keeping procedures will also be examined to insure that uniformity is
maintained thrcughcut the Stats.
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Public Information. Ouring 1977, a new publi¢ information program will be
developed to more fully explain the justice system and the role and operation of
the courts within that systam. The program will include a new jury handbaeok
for statewide use by petit jurors; revisions in the Small Claims Handbook; and
other educational pamphlets for primary use in the schools and sarvice clubs.,
It is anticipated that several pamphlets will be translated into some of the major
Native languages for use in rural Alaska.

LEGISLATION
Ouring the 19768 Legislative session, the Administrative Qffice prepared
legislation caovering a number of subjects. Much of this legisiation was enacted.

A recurrent theme in the Court System's legislative program has been to

transfer to the Executive Branch many essentially Exscutive functions that are
now, because of historical precedents, lodged with the Judiciary. During 1975,
for example, the Court System successfully sponsored legisiatian to remove from
District Court judges the respansibility of issuing absentae ballots in the urban
areas of the State.

. During 1976, the Court System pr’e;ﬁared legislation to transfer the
functions both of vital statistics recording and of land recording to apprapriate
Executive agencies. Although the vital statistics legislation did not pass, the
Legislature did enact the bill tranferring land recording functions to the
Executive's Department of Administration.

A bill to abolish the existing coroner systam, which is now ledged in the
Judiciary, was also introduced but failed to pass the Legislature during 1976,
This bill would have established within the Executive Branch a statewide medical
examiner's office, headed by a certified forensic pathologist. Both the vital
statistics bill and an improved version of the medical examiner legislation are
being prepared for introduction during the 1977 session.

Legislation was also introduced in 1976 at the request of the Judiciary to
increase the number of Superior Court judges. Beathel and Sitka each had been
served previously with a single resident District Court judge. When thesa
judgeships became vacant during 1976, the Judiciary requested the Legislature
to provide for Superior Court judges in thess cammunities. The Oistrict Court
judgeships in these communities were abolished, and each is now served by a
Superior Court judge who handles both Superior and District Court matters. In
Faircanks, the number of Superior Court judges was increased from three to
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The Legislature also acted favorably upen a bill to provide the magistrates
residing in the outlying areas of the State the same cost-of-living salary
adjustment that State employeas working in those areas receive, [n addition, a
proevision was enacted to allow service credit under judicial retirement for a
District Court judge with previous judicial service as a deputy magistrate.
Finally, the Legislature enactad a bill to delete the requirement that
municipalities reimburse the State for judicial services provided in connection
with the prosecution of municipal ordinance violations.

1/ Civil Rule 41(e) provides for the dismissal of a case should no action

aoccur for one year from the latest proceeding; unless good cause is shown why
it should not be dismissed.

2/ Rule 45 of the Rules of Court for the State of Alaska states that "a
cefendant charged with either a felony or a misdemeanar shall be tried within

20 days...frem the date the defendant is arrested, initially arraigned, or from
the date the charge.

2
I
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BUSH JUSTICE

ODuring 1976, the Alaska Court System engaged in a number of activities
directed at the problems of providing justice services to the more remote areas
of the State. This chapter provides a brief description of these activities, as
well as a description of Alaska's magistrate program and its current status.

VILLAGE CONCILIATION BOARD PROJECT
In mid-1975, the Alaska Court System obtained a grant from the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to establish conciliation boards in
siX western Alaska villages.

The boards, consisting of from five to seven local citizens, hear disputes
vetween the citizens of their village. The disputes either do not involve
criminal conduct or involve only minar wriminal conduct. The boards attempt to
mediate the disputes, thus diverting them from the criminal justice system. [t
is hoped that the boards will be able to identify potentially dangerous situations
and, by giving formal recognition to them and offering an alternative to
retaliation, prevent some minor incidents from escalating to major violence. The
boards do not have the power of courts. Appearance before them is entirely
voluntary, and they may not fine or jail. They are each supervised and
assisted by either a magistrate or a judge.

Of the six villages originally selected for the project, three were Yupik
Eskimo: Napakiak and Kwethluk on the Lower Kuskokwim and Emmonak on the
Lower Yukon; and three were [nupiag Eskimo: Shishmareff (Seward Peninsula
on the coast of the Chukchi Sea), Noatak, and Kivalina (northwest of
Kotzebue). Each of the six villages was visited in late January to March 1875
by the Magistrate System Coordinater and a judge or magistrate. The concilia~
tion board project was described to available members of the village councils.
Thess members were asked to discuss the project and then contact either their
nearest judge or magistrate or the Magistrate System Coordinator if they were
interested in participating.

Over the next few months, five of the six villages indicated interest. The
American Arbitration Association was contacted by the Court System's Staff
Counsel and agreed to prepare a one-week training program in mediation
techniques. Various information about the villages and btoard members was
collected by the Court System and conveyed to the Arbitration Association for
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their use in creating its training material. The training session was held at Big
Lake during September 1875. Due in part to communication and transportation
difficulties, the boards from only three villages attended this
session: Napakiak, Kwethluk, and Kivalina. These three boards began
functioning when the members returned to their villages in September 1975.

‘Of the remaining three villages, Emmonak's board began operating in March
1976, the board at Shishmareff was organized in April 1976, and the village of
Noatak continued to indicate no interest in the project. In May 1976, Noatak
was replaced as the sixth village by the Yupik speaking village of Quinhagak
located 100 miles south of Bethel on Kuskokwim Bay.

Evaluation of the project began in late July 1976. The evaluation is being
done by an Anchorage attorney and an anthropologist. After an evaluation plan
was designed, the two evaluators traveled to the village of Emmonak in late
October 1976. They visited the villages of Kwethluk and Napakiak in early
December. It is hoped that they will be able to travel to at least one and
perhaps two more of the villages participating in the project. Their evaluation
repart is expected in the Spring of 1977.

The project was originally scheduled to terminate on October 1, 1976, one
year after it began. An application to extend the grant was accepted and now
the project is scheduled to end on June 30, 1977. By then, enough information
should be available from the evaluation of the project to enable the Supreme
Court to decide whether the boards should be continued and possibly offered to
other communities in Alaska. Overall supervision of the project is the
responsibility of the Magistrate System Coardinator.

COURT INTERPRETER PRQOJECT
There ares 20 Alaska Native languages. The language family with the
largest number of speakers is Eskimo-Aleut. It has two. branches: Aleutian

Aleut and Eskimo. Within the Eskimo branch there are four languages, three of
them Yupik (Sugpiag Aleut, Central Yupik, and Siberian Yupik) and the other
Inupiag. Of the Yupik branch, that with the largest number of speakers is
Central Yupik, which is spoken in the Bethel Service Area and in the Bristol
Bay region of the Third Judicial District.

Another major language family is Athabaskan-Eyak. It also has two
branches: Eyak (nearly extinct) and Athabaskan. There are 11 Athabaskan
languages in Alaska, differing from each other to varying degrees (Ahtna,
Tanaina, Ingalik, Holikachuk, Koyukon, Upper Kuskokwim, Tanana,
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Tanacross, Upper Tanana, Han, and Kutchin). Another language family,
Tlingit, is in some ways distantly related to Athabaskan and Eyak. Haida, a
fourth language family, is a completely different language. Tsimshian is also a
completely different language, 'spoken mostly in Canada. |

None of the Alaska Native languages were written before the coming of the
Russians. The first written Alaska language was Aleut, using a Slavonic
alphabet. The first Aleut books were printed in 1834. B8y now, good writing
systems have been developed for all Alaska Native languages, and books have
been printed in most of them.

The recent history of these languages is an unfortunate one. From about

1900 until the 1960's, Native languages were severly suppressed. Children were

punished for speaking their Native language in schcol. They were forced to |

abandon their language in order to speak only English. In 1972, the Alaska
State Legislature passad the Bilingual Education bill, giving children the right
to use and cultivate their Native language in school. The Legislature also
established the Alaska Native Language Center at the University of Alaska,
Fairbanks. Many important developments are taking place now to maintain for
future generations of Alaskans the precious heritage of their Native languages
and cultures.

One of these developments was the court interpreter program begun by the
Alaska Court System in 1974. The original program was financed by an LEAA
grant. Since Central Yupik is one of the largest of the Native languages, with
approximately 15,000 speakers in the villages along Alaska's southwestern coast,
it was chosen as the language for the first interpreter training project.

Actual training of the interpreters took place from January or February
1975 through January 1976. Although the program had been designed for three
interpreters, only two actually finished the course. The training took place at
the Eskimo Language Workshop in Bethel under the supervision of an Eskimo
language specialist and with the'assistance of a local Bethel attorney. The
training was directed both toward developing language interpretation skills in
all three of the Central Yupik dialects and toward understanding of criminal
justics concapts in Anglo-American law.

Since the training ended, the two interpreters have been usad on an
irregular oasis to transiats matarials for the Court Systam. They have actually
dene very little in-court interpreting. The Court System is presently
investigating the reasons far the apoarent underutiiizaticn of the interpretars.
The Court Systam is also investigating the passibility of deveicping intarpreter

training programs in cther Alaska Native languages.
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The interpreter project is being supervised by the Court System's Staff
Counsel and Assistant Planner.

ALASKA'S MAGISTRATE PROGRAM

Magistrates are judicial officers of the District Court. Their jurisdiction is
nearly the same as that of the District Court judges, the two principle
differences being that (1) magistrate civil jurisdiction is limited to $1,000, while
District judge civil jurisdiction is $10,000, and (2) magistrates may hear State
misdemeanaor trials only if the defendant files a written waiver of District Court

judge. There are approximately 70 magistrates, including over a dozen clerks

“of court who act as magistrates when their resident judge or regular magistrate

is out of town or otherwise unavailable. Only three of the magistrates have law
degrees. The rest are laymen. Most magistrates are the only judge in their
community, and many live in areas quite isolated from the rest of the State.
Thus their access to more experienced fellow judges for help or advice is quite
limited. A training judge (either Superior or District Court judge) from a
central urban location has been designated to provide the magistrates in the
surrounding area with assistance in this area.

In addition to their judicial responsibilities, magistrates also act as
coroners and vital statistics registrars and frequently are the only notary
publics in their communities. They also process absentse ballots in State
elections, maintain copies of local land records (not in every location), perform
marriages, and engage in informal counseling in family matters and informal
mediation of civil disputes. All magistrates are authorized to take emergency
action in children's matters. Almost half of the magistrates have also been
appointed masters of the Superior Court for children's matters, and a few have
been appointed masters for divorce proceedings.

MAGISTRATE TRAINING

Magistrate training, as it is presently administered by the Magistrate
System Coordinator, is not limited to training in' the respansiaiiities listed

above. It also includes the development of improved office procedures and
increased administrative support for magistrates. This involves coordinating
the approach of more than 30 different courts in four separate judicial districts
toward records keeping, case reporting, supply ordering, and the flow of paper
work through the courts. '
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REGIONAL TRAINING CONFERENCES
For the third year in a row, one-week training conferences were held in

four separate regions of the State. The six conferences of the 1976-77 training
series were as follows:

Magistrates Attending Dates Place
Acting Magistrates September 13-17, 1976 Anchorage
Large-court Magistratas October 11-15, 1976 Anchorage

First District
Magistrates October 25-29, 1976 Wrangell

Third and Fourth
District Magistrates November 15-18, 1976 Anchorage

Bethel Service Area
Magistrates January 31-February 4, 1977 Bethel

Second District
Magistrates February 14-18, 1977 Nome

The conferences were funded partially by LEAA and partially by the Alaska
Court System. One of the primary differences between the 1976 conferences
and theose held in 1875 was the use of magistrates themselves as instructors.
This method was particularly successful in the First District training conference
where each magistrate participated as a discussion leader in at least one
subject. No training judges at all were involved in either the acting magistrate
conference or the large court magistrate conference having been replaced at the
former conference by two of the State's ‘most experienced magistrates.

In the past, funding for magistrate attendance at training conferesnces
outside Alaska was quite limited. [n 1976, however, an increase in funding
enabled a larger-than-usual number of magistrataes to attend outside training
courses. Funds were obtained from both LEAA and the Alaska Court System.

Three magistrates attended a new two-week basic course for non-lawyer
judges at the National College of the State Judiciary in Reno, Nevada, and two
magistrates attended an American Bar Association Traffic Court Seminar in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. _

Two magistrates attended the American Bar Association Traffic Court
Seminar in Denver, Colorado, and five magistrates attended the American
Academy of Judicial Education's two-week basic course in Boulder, Colorado.




One magistrate attended a one-week search-and-seizure seminar at the
National College of the State Judiciary in Reno, Nevada.
Ten magistrates, along with about ten District Court judges, attended a

weekend judical seminar on alcohol safety sponsored by the Department of Public
Safety.

TRAINING JUDGES

In order to increase sarvices to magistrates, five District Court judgeas
were appointed as "training judges" in early 1975. 1/ The training judges were
to be responsible for the judicial training of the magistrates in their areas.
They were also to be available to answer the legal and procedural questions of

their magistrates. Their work was to be coordinated by the Magistrate System
Coordinator.

At the first organizational meeting of the training judges in March 1973,
the training judges were asked by the Administrative Director to visit the court
of every magistrate in their areas before September 1, 1975. During these
visits, the training judges were to evaluate each magistrate's lavel of ability,
legal knowledge, experience, and principle training needs. They were, of
course, also 1o engage in whatever training was possible dtring the time
available. 1In early April 1975, the Chief Justice wrote to the training judges to
request that their trips to the magistrate locations be completed by June 30
rather than September 1, 1975. By the end of 1975, the training judges had
not yet visited all their magistrates.

Only one training judges' meeting was held in 1976. The primary subject
of this meeting was the fall regional training conferences. The competing
demands of the trial court calendars made it very difficult to schedule any other
meetings. By the end of 1978, the training judges had still not visited all the
magistrate courts in their areas.

STANDARD FORMS AND PROCEDURES
Perhaps the primary magistrate training project of 1976 was the attempt to

standardize various District Court forms and office procedures for magistrate
locations. The largest of the projects was the standardization of the criminal
forms used by magistrates. The Magistrate System Coordinator's office began
work on the criminal forms in October 1975. A package of 38 criminal forms was
completed and ready for printing in April 1976, Printing and distribution took
twa months. The forms were all printed on NCR paper. A suppiy of sach form

was mailed to almost all of the magistrates.
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A standard set of small claims forms was distributed to all courts in
May 1976, shortly after the new small claims rules were adopted by the Supreme
Court. The forms were originally designed by the small claims committee, but
were heavily revised and redesigned by the Manager of Fiscal Operations and
the Court Improvement Task Force. The Small Claims Handbook, which was to
accompany the new rules and new forms, was rewritten several times during
1976, but at the end of the year had still not been distributed to the trial
courts.

During the summer, the Magistrate System Coordinator's office produced a
60-page Coroner Handbook for all magistrates, District judges and coroner-
public administrators. It is planned that the material in the Coroner Handbook
will be included in the new Magistrate's Handbook when that wvolume is
reprinted. The Coroner Handbook includes discussions of procedures for
investigating deaths, ordering autopsies, preserving the property of deceased
persons, and holding inquests and presumptive death hearings. A set of
standard coroner farms was also distributed to all courts. A set of instructions
for the use of each form and the distribution of various copies of the forms were
sent to each court along with the supply of new forms.

A set of four new supply requisition forms was distributed to all
magistrates in November 1976, It is intended that these forms will replace all
previous filed office requisitions and the Court System supply catalog. The
requistion forms were designed in conjunction with the development of the new
set of standard forms and list all of the current standard forms (criminal, small
claims, coroner, vital statistics, administrative, and emergency children's
forms) and the most commonly ordered office supplies. The requisition forms are
intended to replace the supply catalog in most magistrate courts. In the past,
it proved almost impossible to keep the supply catalog current. Also, most
items in the old supply catalog were not needed in magistrate courts. Another
revision in the magistrate supply system in 1976 was the regionalization of
supply distribution. Rather than ordering all their supplies from the Anchorage
Administrative office as they had in the past, magistrates now order their
supplies from the area court administrator in their judicial district. Most forms,
however, will continue to be supplied from Anchorage, where the forms are
printed.

There were also some developments during (976 in the forms used by
magistrates to report their judicial activity. The original Magistrate Reporting
Form had been designed to collect data on all magistrate activities, both formal
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civil and criminal matters as well as juvenile, coroner, recording, and various
informal counseling and mediation efforts. However, during 1975, the magis-
strates were asked to report their "informal activities" (anything to which a
formal case number was not assigned) on a separate reporting form. Also
during 1975, several magistrates in the larger courts began using criminal and
civil case history reporting forms rather than the magistrate reporting forms.
The result of these two events was that after October 1975, when the informal
reporting forms wer"e discontinued, no information was being collected about the
amount of work magistrates were doing in areas other than their formal civil,
criminal, and traffic cases.

In mid-1976, the Magistrate System Coordinator and the Court System Field
Auditor drafted a supplemental statistical report for District Courts in order to
preserve data on District Court activity in such areas as children's matters,
marriage counseling, search warrants issued, and c¢oroner matters. Efforts
have also been made to revise the reporting form used by magistrates and
District Court judges to report their formal civil and criminal cases. The
Magistrate System Coordinator drafted a newv form based on a combination of
several order forms and various suggestions from both magistrates and District
Court judges. The principal difference betwaen the new form and the present
criminal case history reporting form is that t':e new form attempts to set out the
case events in a more clearly chronological order and also attempts to eliminate
references to Superior Court procedures.

It is hoped that this will make it easier to use the reporting form as a
docket sheet as well as a means for gathering Court System caseload statistics.
The Manager of Technical Operations has distributed a draft of the new form to
the magistrates and District Court judges for their consideration. |If approved,
the form will probably be printed sometime in 1977.

In an effort to develop consistent policies in the area of administrative
support to magistrates, the Magistrate System Coordinator held two meetings of
the area court administrators in 1976. At both the August and September
meetings, a lengthy checklist of administrative matters was discussed. The
matters discussed included: the new supply system, inventories of office
equipment, inventories of magistrate libraries, a survey of magistrate office
supply needs, a training program for court clerks, storage and labeling of
recording tapeé, disposition of log sheets, color coding of forms and case files,
accounting procedures, the financial disclosure statement required of
magistrates, the "Sources of Information" memorandum which all magistrates are

39




to be provided with, and the various Kinds of forms presently in use and in the
process of being developed for reporting magistrate activity. This group has
attempted to develop standard Statewide procedures in the areas of docketing,
case numbering, indexing, the contents of case files, and the treatment of
various kinds of confidential documents in court offices. It was hoped that
many of the new procedures could be introduced in the trial courts effective
January 1, 1977. That group will continue meeting in 1977, and hopefully will
be able to reach agreement on several more procedural guestions and implement
standard office practices across the State. |f these agreements can be reached,

it will be possible to produce an office procedures manual for all magistrates by
the end of 1977. )

SUPREME COURT MAGISTRATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE B

On June 25 1975, at the request of the Administrative Director, the Court
System Staff Counsel and Magistrate System Coordinator prepared a brief
statement of problems relating to the delivery of justice in rural Alaska. The
Administrative Director submitte : this problem statement to the Supreme Court.
At its January 1876 conferen 2, the Supreme Court created its second
Magistrate Advisory Committee to address these problems. Justice Jay A.
Rabinowitz was appointed chairm n of the committee. The other members of the
committee selected by Justice * abinowitz are Judge Gerald J. VanHoomissen
(Fairbanks), Judge Alexander O. Bryner (Anchorage), Christopher Cooke
(Bethel)(subsequently appointed Superior Court judge for Bethel), Jon Larson
(Nome), and William Timmie {Fairbanks). The reporters for the committee are
R. Eldridge Hicks, former txecutive Director of the Alaska Judicial Council,
and Mike Rubinstein, current Exscutive Director of the Alaska Judicial Council.

The specific subjects refui~ed to the committee by the Supreme Court
were: (1) magistrate salary levels, (2) methods of assuring greater
accountability of magistrates and of providing greater exposure of magistrates
to their presiding judges and training judges, and (3) the adoption and
publication of a "Compreher ... Plan cn the Future of the Magistrate System
and the Quality of Justice in Rural Alaska."

The committee met four tiines in 19758. At their first meeting in March, the
committee asked for stater2nts by the Aaministrative Oirector, the Magistrate
System Coordinator, the President of the Magistrates' Assaciation, and the

Diractor of the Bush Justice .. entation Committee.




On the first day of their second meeting in May, the committee questioned
four magistrates about their jobs. The committee also heard testimony from
Superior Court Judge Victor Carlson, Anchorage District Attorney Joe Balfe,
Assistant District Attorneys David Walsh and Don Johnson, and Alaska State
Trooper Captain James Vaden. The committee also heard a description of the
conciliation board project from the Magistrate System Coordinator and heard
testimony from the Personnel Director and the Manager of Technical Operations
concerning the magistrate salary study, which had been conducted by the
Personnel Director during the latter half of 197S.

The committee's third meeting was held in June. At that meeting, the
committee heard testimony from Justice Madison of Whitehorse, Canada--the
circuit~riding judge of the Northwest Territories, and Judge Roy Madsen-~the
Kediak Superior Court judge who covers Kodiak Island, Bristol Bay, the Alaska
Peninsula, and the 1400-mile-long Aleutian Chain. They also heard testimony
from William Nix, former Magistrate Supervisor for the Alaska Court System;
Judge Thomas Stewart, Presiding Superior Court judge of the First Judicial
District; Judge William Sanders, Presiding Superior Caurt judge of the Second
Judicial District; and Judge Nora Guinn, District Court judge at Bethel.

At the June meeting, the committee also considered the recommendations of
its subcommittee on magistrate salaries. The committee adopted the
subcommittee's proposal which was to submit to the Supreme Court an interim
salary schedule for magistrates to become effective in July 1976 and to
recommend that the whole question of magistrate salaries be the subject of a
much more extensive study, with emphasis on consideration of salary increases,
based on experience, legal education, and types of work performed.

The committee's fcurth meeting was held in November in Fairbanks. At
this meeting, the committee heard testimony from Joan Hamilton, a paralegal in
the Bethel Public Defender office, David Case, Alaska Federation of Natives
Bush Justice Implementation Committee Director (concerning the final
recommendations of the October Kenai Bush Justice Conference), and Dr.
Arthur Hippler, the anthropologist at the University of Alaska who, along with
Steven Conn, started the original conciliation board at Emmonak prior to
suggesting that the Court System establish its own present conciliation board
project. At this meeting, the committee divided itself into several subcommittees
to study and report on the justice system problems of various geographic
regions of the State.
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The committee will continue its efforts into 1977 to address bush justice
problems as they relate to the magistrate program.

1/ Since that time, two Superior Court judges have replaced District
Court judges as the training judges in Bethel and Kodiak, respectively.




THE SUPREME COURT

SUPREME COURT OPERATING PROCEDURES

The Supreme Court hears appellate matters from every location in the
State. Its judicial work is not directly affected by judicial district boundaries.
At the present time, three justices reside In Anchorage, one justice resides in
Fairbanks, and the justice now serving as Chief Justica resides in Juneau.

An appeal may be taken to the Supreme Court from a final judgment
entered by a Superior Court in any action ar proceeding. Appeal from a final
judgment is a matter of right tn all parties, except that the State may appeal in
criminal cases only when an indictment has been dismissed and its sufficiency is
in guestion or on the grounds that a sentence is too leriient. The authority of

the Supreme Court to review sentences was set out in statute by the
Legislature in 1969.

An aggrieved party may also petition for review of any order or decision
of the Superior Court not otherwise appealable. This Iincludes certain
interlocutory orders, orders affecting substantial rights which effectively
terminate the proceedings, orders to discontinue an action or grant a new
trial, or where postponement of review until a normal appeal may be taken will
cause injustice. The Supreme Court has discretion to grant or deny a petition
for review, and such review will be granted anly in cases justifying deviation
from the normal appellate procedure and thaose requiring the immediate attention
of the Supreme Court.

In order to provide a greater understanding of Supreme Court activity,
the internal operating procedures are summarized on the following pages.

APPEALS .

initiation of Aopoeal. Appeals comprise the bulk of the caseload of the
Supreme Court. An appeal is commenced by the filing of a notice of appeal and
statement of points on appeal with the Superior Court from which the apgpeal is
takan. The transmission af the notice of appeal by the Clerk of the Superior
Court to the Clerk of the Supreme Court activates the sppellate procedures.

The Clerk of the Supreme Court assigns a file number to the appeal and
obtains antries of appearance of counsel.

AA
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Record on Appeal. The designation of record is filed at the same time the
notice of appeal is filed. When the designation is filed, the Superior Court
clerk prepares and certifies the record. Natice of the certification of the recard
is sent .to the Clerk of the Supreme Court who notifies counsel thdt the record
has been filed and that appellant's opening brief is due 30 days from the day
the certification was mailed by the Superior Court clerk. When the appellant's
brief is ready to file, counsel submits it to one of the three Supreme Court
offices: Juneau, Anchorage, or Fairbanks. )

Assignment of Appeals. At the time the appellant's brief is filed, the
Clerk of the Supreme Court assigns the case to one of the Justices.

Assignments are made on a rotational basis with an equal number of cases
assigned to each justice, except the Chief Justice, who recsives a reduced
caseload out of consideration for his duties as administrative head of the Alaska
Court System. To insure the justices share equally in criminal and civil
appeals, regular rotational assignments are made from separate lists of these
two broad categories of cases.

Preparation for Qral Argument. Before the final briefs are filed, the

justice to whom the case had been assigned directs one of his law clerks to
prepare a bench memorandum. Using the briefs, the record, and additional
research if considered necessary, the clerk's bench memorandum outlines the
facts, issues presented, and the legal arguments of the parties. The clerk's
bench memorandum is duplicated and distributed to all participating justices
at least ten days prior to the day on which aral argument is scheduled. In
preparation for oral argument, each justice independently studies the briefs,
applicabie portions of the record when considered necessary, and the clerk's

bench memorandum.

Scheduling of Oral Argument. If a request for cral argdment is filed, the

case is set for the first round of oral argument to be held at least four weeks
after the last brief is receivad in the office of the justice to whom it has been
assigned. Normally the Court hears four arguments a day. At oral argument
gach side {s given 30 minutes.

Pest-Argument Conferenca. Following the oral arguments, the justicas

cenfer on the argued casas. The justice to whaom the case is assigned is
axpectad to iead the discussicn. Normally he presents his issue-by-issue
analysis of the appeal and racommended disposition. Then, proceeding in
reverse order of senicrity, each justice is given the cpportunity to express his

views and his tentative vate on the appeal. If at the conclusicn of the
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conference discussion and vote the justice to whom the appeal was initially
assigned is in the majority, he then has the task of drafting an opinion; if the
assigned justice is in the minority, the cage is reassigned by the Chief Justice
to a member of the majority, who then has the task of drafting the Court's
opinion. If the Chief Justice is in the minority, the assignment of a justice to
draft the majority opinion is made by the senior justice in ‘the majority,

Cases _Assigned on Briefs. If an appeal is submitted to the Court on the
briefs, without oral argument, the justice to whom it is assigned indicates
whether or not he wishes it placed on the next conference agenda. This
recommendation is to be made within ten days of the time when the Clerk
notifies the justice that the appeal is ready for decision without oral argument,
If the justice determines that a conference is warrantsd because of the

complexity of the issues, his law clerk will then prepare a bench memorandum
prior to the next conference of the Court.

Draft Opinions. The justice to whom an appeal is assigned is required to
circulate a draft opinion within 90 days of the date of oral argument, or the
date on which the last brief was submitted if oral argument was not heard on
appeal. The other justices are required to vote and make any suggestions as
to modifications of the draft within 30 days of receipt. |If no vote is received
from a participating justice within this 30~day period, he is deemed to have
adhered to the draft and his name will appear on the published opinion as a
participant. In the event a participating justice is on vacation for over three
weeks and does not vote, he is deemed to be in agreement with the draft if it is
in accord with his conference vote.

Once comments are received from the justices, the author of the
circulating draft opinion may change the draft in accord with the comments of
his colleagues. |If the changes are substantive or significant, a revised draft
opinion will be circulated and expeditad final votes requested; if the changes
are not significant or are technical, the justices are not required to vote again.
If the author of the proposad majority opinion declines to adopt a suggestion
or position of another justice, that justice may circulate a propesed
concurrence or dissent; the other justices may respond to the dissent or
concurrence.

In order to expedite the decision process and to further insure compliance
compliance with the Court's agreed-upon internal deadlines, it has been the
practice of the Court to confer at least twice monthly on all circulating drait

ogcinions. At these conferences efforts are made to reach final agresment.
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Publication. After all final votes are cast the opinion is prepared ‘and
sent to the Clerk of Court's office in Juneau for publication. Publication by
this office is in the form of unofficial advance sheets which are furnished to
counsal of record before a general mailing to all subscribers is undertaken.

Petitions for Rehearing. If a petition for rehearing is filed, the Clerk of
Court assigns it to the justice who authored the majority opinion. That justice
then circulates a memorandum suggesting a recommended disposition and, if
appropriate, a draft opinion relating to the petition for rehearing is also
circulated. The recommended disposition is to be made 15 days from receipt of
the assignment. The other justices then have 15 days to wvote on the
recommendation. After votes and suggested revisions are recorded, an order
or opinion is issued.

 Reports on Appeals. The Clerk of Court issues weekly status reports
giving the date each appeal was orally argued or submitted without oral
argument; those cases pending decision for over 80 days with no draft
circulated by the justice to whom assigned; those cases where a draft is
circulating including the votes of the respective justices; those cases in which

a draft has been circulating for aver 30 days; and those cases in which no

draft has been circulated by the justice to whom it was assigned within six

months from the date of oral argument or submission on the briefs. In addition
to the foregoing, the Clerk of Court issues a manthly status report of all
matters pending in the Supreme Court of Alaska. This status repart shows the
stage ir; the appellate process of any given matter (that is; record preparation,
briefing, awaiting argument, awaiting decision, petition for rehearing pending,
or awaiting mandate). These reports, .part of the internal monitoring
procedures of the Supreme Court, are kept confidential in order to preserve
the free-warking opinion-writing process of the Court.

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW
Internal procedures governing petitions for rrview differ somewhat from

the Court's procedures for handling appeals, because of the greater need for
more expeditious decisions.,

Assignment of Peatitions. Upcn recesipt of a petitian for review, the Clerk

of Court assigns the case tc a justice. The assignments are made on a rotaticnal
nasis, with the Chief Justice taxking a slightly reducsd worklcad.

Reccmmendation and Veoting. Aftsr the respondent files nis response, the

assigned justice must circulate a memorandum within ten days. In this
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memorandum the justice normally will briefly analyze the issues and recommend
whether review should be granted or denied. The other participating justicas
have ten days within which to vote on the assigned justice's recommendation,
If a majority votes to deny the petition, an order is issued to that effect. If

a majority decides to grant review, an order is entered advising the parties
that review has been granted.

Procedure When Review Granted. When review is granted, ore of two
courses is followed: (I) either the assigned justice drafts an opinion which is
then circulated and votad on following internal procedures which parallel those
governing draft opinions in appeal casss; or (2) the order granting review
calls for additional briefing on particular issues considered necessary to
resolution of the petition. The writing and voting on proposed draft opinions
cancerning petitions for review is usually given precadence over the processing
of appeal opinions. There s no right to oral argument on petitions for
review; the Court will occasionally order oral argument, however, when such
argument will be of substantial assistance in resolving the issues.

Reports on Petitions for Review. All pending petitions for review are
subject to the same monitoring that the Clerk accords to regular appeals.
Thus, the Clerk issues a weekly status report which discloses the date the
matter was assigned to a particular justice; whether or not the justice has made
his recommended disposition within ten days aftar the matter is referred for
recommendation; and which justices have wvoted within the {0-day period
subsequent to the assigned justice's recommendation. In the event a draft
opinion is circulated, then the time constraints applicable to circulation of draft
appeal cpinions are imposed and reportad weekly by the Clerk of Court. These
monitoring reports are confidential for the reasons noted in the discussion of
reports on appeals.

Conferencas on Petitions, All pending petitions for review are placed on

the Court's semi~monthly conference agenda. Frequently, at these conferences
the assigned justice will suggest his recommended disposition of the petition
and the participating justica will then vote while at conference.1/

SENTENCE APPEALS

Internal procadures governing sentence appeals differ somewhat from the
Court's procedures for handling regular appeals. Normally, sentence appeals

are given preferential treatment in order that early decisions can be renderec.
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Assignment of Sentence Appeals. A sentence appeal is assigned by the

Clerk of Court at the time appellant's memorandum is filed. The sentance
appeals are assigned on a rotational basis from a separate assignment list.

Procedure After Briefing. After the appellee's memorandum is filed, the

justice to whom the case is assigned prepares a draft opinion which is
circulated and voted on following the internal procedures governing draft
opinions on appeals. Sentence appeals are monitored by the Clerk of Court in
the same manner as regular appeals.

There is no right to oral argument. However, the Court will occasionally
order oral argument if helpful in resolving the issues. Bench memoranda are
not usually prepared on sentence appeals.

MOTIONS

Routine Motions. Routine motions such as applications to extend time for
filing petitions, records, briefs, and memoranda, and applicatfons to shorten
time for notice of motion, may be presented to and determined either by a
justice without reference to the full Court or may be presented to and
determined by the Clerk without reference to the Court. Any application
submitted to an individual justice may be referred by him to the Court for
determination. If the Clerk denies a routine motion, the motion may be

resubmitted for the consideration of a single justice or for the consideration of
the full Court.

Other Motions. Motions, other than routine motions, are assigned to the
justices on a rotational basis by the Clerk of Court, or deputy clerk, for review
and recommended dispaosition to the full Court,

SUPREME COURT CASE ACTIVITY

Civil and criminal appeals are the major business of the Supreme Court.
During 1878, 80 percent of all cases filed with the Supreme Court were
appeals.2/ Petitions for review.accounted for 18 percent of the cases filed, and
original applications accounted for two percent.

The caseloads in all areas of Supreme Court activity increased sharply
during 1976. The following table shows the number and types of cases filed
with the Court for 1974, 1975, and 1976. Table 3-| indicates, that for all types
of cases, the increase in case filings from 1975 to 1976 was 70 percent.

In the face of such an increase in Tilings, the Supreme Court in 1876
increased its total dispositions by 12 percent over the dispositions in 1875, The
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Taole 3-1

SUPREME I2URT

1376 CASE FILNGS

fersant .aCTrase
Cases F1lad T3landaw Yegr 1973
TYoe to
Case 197¢ 1973 1978 1974
Appeals: 209 T4 34% 32%
Pezizions for
Review 33 33 36 1%
origziaal
Applicazions L5 6 15 -187%
Toegal 73 33Q 468 424
Tabla 3-2
SUPREME COURT
137§ CASZ JISPOSITIANS
Number Cases Disposed of 2y
dpinien Jisxissal
Tyoe and 9T
Case Mandate Othex Total
Appeals: 123 t13 241
Petivions Jor
Review 22 &0 $2
Orizinal
Agpliczzions 3 9 12
Tetal 148 187 333
Saxzsazags 27
Tosal 48 38% 100%
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Court disposad of a total of 335 cases during 19768, compared to a total of 299 for
1975, Table 3-2 indicates the number of cases disposed of either by opinion or
dismissal.

The increase in the number of dispositions was not, however, great
enough to offset the rise in the number of cases filed. Thus, the backlog of
cases pending at the end of 1976 was higher than at the end of 1975, Table 3-3
shows a steady increase in the year-end backlog of pending cases over the past
three years.

Of the total number of cases pending, however, only 28 percent had
reached the stage in the appellate process where a decision by the Court was
pending. In five percent of the pending cases a decision had been published
and only required the Issuance of a mandate. The vast majority of the
pending cases awaited completion of the record, completion of briefs, or oral
argument. Table 3-4 sets out in detail the status of the cases pending at the
end of 1976,

In addition to reviewing briefs, hearing arguments, and rendering
decisions in the appellate matters discussed above, the Supreme Court also
heard and decided motions ancillary to the appellate matters and applications
for stays of proceedings in the trial courts.3/

RULE-MAKING ACTIVITY
Article 1V, Section 15, of the Alaska Constitution provides that:

A

The Supreme Court shall make and promulgate rules governing
the administration of all courts. It shall make and promulgate
rules governing practice and procedure in civil and criminal
cases in all courts. These rules may be changed by the Legis-
lature by two-thirds vote of the members elected to each house.

Standing Advisory Committees. In order to assist the Supreme Court in
fulfilling its constitutional rule-making mandate, the Court has, in recent
years, appointed standing advisory committees. These committees have besen
composed of justices, trial judges, members of the private and public bar, and
in some instances non-attornevs.4/ !t has been the policy of the Supreme
Court to circulate proposed rule changes, advanced either by any of its
standing committees or by individuals, to the membership of the Alaska Bar
Associaticn for comments and suggestions prior to final action by the Supreme
Court. After comments Have been recaived, and upon resceipt of a final

proposad draft rule change, the justices mest to deliberate upon the proposal.
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propased draft rule change, the justices meet to deliberata upon the propaosal.
The Clerk of the Supreme Court then circulates copies of the orders adopting
rule changes to all judicial officers and attorneys in the State. Four times each
vear, supplements to the Alaska Rules of Coaurt reflecting .previcus rule
amendments are prepared by the publisher and distributed to all subscribers of
that publication.

During 19768, the Supreme Court promulgated a number . of rule
amendments. Among these werse a number of tachnical amendments to the Rules
of Civil Procedure. The Cour;t also amended the civil rule governing motion
practice to reduce delay in those procadures.

A major revision aof the Appellate Rules was also adopted during 1976.
This was the first such major review of these rules since 1973. In the area of
Administrative Rules, the Court adeoptad & rule governing records retention

and providing for the destruction of records that have been prssarved on
microfilm.

1/ Procedures similar to those governing petitions for review are emplayed
with ariginal applications for relief. Within ten days of the time the parties
have completed their filings, the justice to whom the case is assigned circulates
a memorandum analyzing the issues and proposing a course of action; the other
justices must respaond within ten additional days. When the application invalves
particularly complex issues and time is not of the essence, the Court may
require additional briefing or may itself study the matter for longer periods.

2/ Fhis includes sentence appeals in criminal cases and appeals in
children's matters.

»

3/ As with motions, an application for a stay of trial procsedings may be

decided by an individual justice, and if denied by that justice, may be refarred
to the full Court.

4/ The following standing adviscry cocmmittiees have teen apoointad:
Adviscry Committae for Criminal Rules; Advisery Committae for Civil Rutes; .

Adviscry Committse 7or Appeliate Rules; Advisery Commitiae for Childran's

Ruies; Advisory Commitiae 7or Small Claims Rules; and an Advisory Commitize
far Prooats Rules. '
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SUPERIOR COURTS

There were eight courts in Alaska in 1976 where a Superiar Caurt judge
was permanently assigned. In addition, the service areas of Barrow and Bethel
were visited on a regular basis by an assigned Superior Court judge near
Fairbanks and Anchorage, respectively. Other locations were also visited by
Superior Court judges on an as-needed basis.

The jurisdiction of the Superior Courts of Alaska is described in some
detail in Appendix 1, Organization of the Alaska Court System. A full range of
workload data is included in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2).

In this chapter, we shall highlight 1976 activities of our Superior Caourts
with emphasis upon the three major population and political centers of
Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau. i

The courts are considered, rarely invited, to be charter members of the
criminal justice community. Yet, few recogni.ze that only four percent of the
cases Tiled in the Alaska Superior Courts are criminat in naturzs (Figure 4-1).
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Even if children's matters be considered criminal in nature, still 81 percent of
1976 cases filed in our Superior Courts were civil in nature.
The types of cases we will discuss include felonies, the triplet of Superior

Court civil matters: (1) domestic relations; (2) probate; (3) general civil
matters and childrens' matters.

FELONIES

A felony is a criminal offanse for which a conviction can result in a penalty
of one or more years' imprisonment. Felonies enter the Alaska Court System
gither at the District Court level (normally when there has been an arrest
precading the filing of the complaint) or at the Superior Court level, Figure 4-

2 displays how felony filings are distributed statewide according to crime
categaries.

ioclence
(263)

Propezsy
(37%)




The specific offenses included under each crime categdry are axplained in the
glossary (Appendix 3). :

Nearly one-half of all felony filings are in the Anchorage Court and nearly
ore~third in Fairbanks (Table 4-1).

Table 4-1
Superior Coures
Typas of 1376 Palonies Pilad

‘ocaricn

T l AL, l Rest oF

Falonw Anchozage Palzhanrks Juneau Staes Total
violanca ar | st e b s | 207

fropenty 113 | 38 I T 53 287

Fraud 31 15 3 9 79

Orugs 0 | 31 ] 4 I 13 173

Othex 11 11 p] 9 31

Total 386 227 23 Lig 782

3 of Total 47% 29% k& ] 211 100%

The smaller cities (rest of State) have z greater proportion of violent felonies
than do the larger cities.

Table 4~2 compares felony filings to nopulation.

. Table 4=2
Sucarior Couxis
Rwarnz of 1378 felony Filings
Yer 1000 Residents

Locazian “]

Toe ’ Rase of

Talony Anghorage :  Fai-banks Juneau 3kaze Jatal
7iolanca 43| .38 'L B BT, SN MY
sIopanty .39 1.8% I 37 | 42 .87
fravd 27 1 Tizs .16 .8 .13
orags .39 ] .38 | 210 ] .38 42
Oxher .36 , 19 - el .7
Tatal 1.38 l 3,32 { 1.2 ' 1.32 L. 32

The Fairbanks rate of felony filings is more than twice that of Ancherage;
particularly noteworthy is the Fairoanks rate for property crimes.

Mast felonies are settled (dispcosed of) between arraignment and trial
(Table 4-3).




However,

statistics.

Table 4-3

Superiozr 22

Qrss

1376 Talony lJisposition Stagas

Location

Staga at
Which Casa Rast of % af
“as Disvosad Ainchoraca fairbanka Juinaayd Skara Total Totil
Safors Tizse ! l l

Apvearanca 22 l 3 I 1 | 9 s 4
Arzaignument 11 9 3 | 2L 48 3
Praczial 373 126 | 23 I 118 £40 71
Trial 10 18 2, 32 133 17
Othex* 13 5 2 1 24 3
Tatal 492 , 132 I 33 [ 131 393 17043

*(2.9.; Changa af Veoua)

the rate of trial

dispositions doubled over 1979,
Fairbanks where the rata of felony cases disposed of at trial was 25 percent.
The reader is cautioned that we are talking about cases disposed of in 1976
where the case was settled as a result of trial, nat 1976 trials.
occurred in 1973, but sentencing tock place in 1976, that case is inciuded in our
If the trial occurred in 1976, but the case was still not settied as of

January 1, 1877, that case is not included in our statistics.

Thirty-five percent of cases disposad of between arraignment and trial

were dismissed (Table 4-4),
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Two-thirds of the trials in cases disposed of in 1976 were before a jury
(Table 4-5),

Table 4-3
Suparior Courts
1376 Rata 2% Jusy Tziala

Locacion
=i l 2est S 3 of
3w Anchorace fairbanks Juneau ! 3kacs | mokal Toral
Jury uo P N R 105 ( 8%
Qmurs 17 s | 1 5 R
Total [ Tl 48 [ 2 } 32 L33 17100%

The rate of convictions at trial was 7@ percent (Table 4-6).
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There were nao significant differences in trial results among the different
courts. Yet there was a significant difference in the rate of convictions
between court and jury trials (Figure 4-3). -

QIID se =al Total Coure (16.7%) <::> Canviceian
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The statewide conviction rate for felonies was 83 percent (Table 4-7).

Table 4-7
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The canviction rate varied significantly from a low of 54 percant in Anchorage to
a high of 75 percent in the less populous locations.

It took an average of 155 days in 1976 between the initiation of a felony
action in the Superior Court and the final dispasition of the matter (Table 4-8).

Table 4=
Superior Cot -tus
Age =% Palonias at 19~ Disvosition

Lovaticou
Age in l Rest 9L
Javs Anchorage fairhanks Junean Scata Towal
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— ' ‘ — e
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| v ‘Years Qld 5 l - - 2
59




The average time for disposition decreased 16 percent from 197S.

Figure 4-4 summarizes 1976 felony disposition stages and the results of
each stage. '

Nor Guilsy Guilew
334 (38.2%) 340 (81.3%)
374+ (lo0w)

iIndictnent |

Dismissal
35 (4.0%)
y/
.‘: Jigmissal ) Guilsy Plea ~
: 3 (0.3%) iniiatah BEERITPETY =
Dismissal Charga of Plaa
e et S
228 (29.9%) 214 (4704 P
y
Acguig=al Trial Guilzy
Sr
16 {4.4%) 107 (l0.1Y)
553 (51.8%)
* 398 adaus 24 J"
Change z{ veage, .
dafarred srosa-
queien, e=2, Sentancing |

Tiguzrs 4-4
Superior Courts
1974 Palony Cisvesicion Stages

Detailed statistics for felonies for all Superior Court locations is contained
in the Statistical Suppolement (Appendix 2).
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CIVIL MATTERS

The Superior Court is a trial court of general jurisdiction. [t has
concurrent jurisdiction with the District Court, as well as exclusive jurisdiction
in all domestic relations cases, children's matters, and probate. As shown in

Table 4-9, over half of the civil cases filed statewide during 1976 were in the
domestic relations area.

Table 4~-9
. Superiozr Courss
Composition oF 1376 Civil filings

Location
roe of
Civil Rast of 3 of
. Mathar Anchonzge Faixbanks Juneau | Skate Taeal Taecal
|
Somastic l |
Rmlaticis 3201 l 23z | 309 795 5538 52
2zobaze 979 358 Lo [ 279 1824 i3
Ganeral Civil [ |
Macsars 2236 825 153 339 3sas 33
Total 5436 2313 348 1413 10749 10093
3} of State-
wida Total 50% 22% <% 13% 100%

The procedures followed in the domestic relations cases are essentially the
same as for other civil actions (complaint, answer, trial, judgment). However,
uniike most other civil cases, only a relatively small portion of the divorcs
actions are settled by default judgment prior to answer. Most divorce cases, as
shown in Table 4-10, proceed to the hearing stage.

Table 4-10
Superior Courss
137§ Oemestic Relations Termination Szagas

Locazion
Termiaazion { l xesT o 3 af
Sraces Anchorace | Fairsbanks Juaneau Staca Tonal T3eal
]
3efors Answer g2z | 337 200 | 263 1722 15
SeTwaen AnswWerz i l
and Tzxal 201 49 . 24 | 34 333 7
Zearing Jncon- } ¥ l
zegta ]
Jiverse pR-X- { 374 77 | 237 2837 33
Trial 73 v ! T 31 113 3
| % ‘ I ! ‘
“szal | 2813 137 | 1e3 535 (4395 ! 120%
l
! N
kg ¥ }
{ Izl Raza | iy | % , 3y | n | 3t l




These are uncontested hearings in which the parties appeal before a judge who
essentially approves an agreement already reached.

Because such a large number of divorce actions are uncontested or
mutually waorked out by the two parties, the Legislature established during 1976
a procedure for dissolution of marriage. The new process js far couples who
have decided to end their marriages because of an incompatibility of
temperaments yet are able to reach agreement upon the tarms of the divorce or
dissclution settlement.

Under the new dissolution of marriage statute, a couple wishing to dissolve
the marriage first obtains a forms and instructicn packet from the Court System
or from offices of the Department of Health and Saocial Services. (The forms and
instructions were jointly developed by the Department of Law and the Alaska
Court System and were first made available in December 1976.) Because the

forms and instructions provided to the parties are relatively simple and

complete, it is generally unnecessary for a couple to engage the services of an’

attorney to initiate the dissolution action. Thus, it is possible for a couple to
have their marriage dissolved for littie more expense than the 350 filing fee.

The procedures also permit a husband or wife living in Alaska who is
unable to lacate or contact his or her spouse to file for dissolution. While the
dissolution decree in these instances is very limites (i.e., no property
settlement, child custody, or child support issues are rssolved), this type of
action does permit an individual to dissclve a marriage and to remarry in the
event that his ar her spouse has disappeared.

Since the dissolution forms were not available until the end of 1876, the
court has had very little experience to date with this type of case. However,
judging from the heavy dema'nd far the forms at the time they were first made
available, it is evident that dissolution of marriage will replace uncontested
divorcas in a substantial number of cases.

Because domestic relations cases generally are less coemplicated than most
other Superior Court civil cases, the disposition times are relatively short
(Table 4-11). maple 4-Lf

Superior Cour<ts
Age of Dcmestic Relations Cases Jlosed {n L3976

]
]V L3carsisn ‘
Days Trom ]
Plling =2 Rest of !
Jissositicn Anchorage ‘ Taizbanks Juneay Skaze Tozal
i
Ararace | 247 ! 132 | 29 [ 134 | 292 I
. 1
Jarcans 35 Tasas Mors Thant I
5§ Menths Jld 23 | 24 } 2 PAR l 23
Sne Taar 23134 13 [ 14 i 3 3 3
TWO 732wy 213 7 ! ' - Z 4
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The average time for filing to disposition in these cases varies from three
maonths in Juneau to eight months in Anchorage, with an average statewide
disposition time of gncéer saven months.

Probate cases are unique in the Superior Court; in that they do not follow
the typical pattern of complaint, answer, and trial. In addition to the probating
of wills and the settling of estates, adoptions, sanity determinations, several
other related case types come under the probate heading (Table 4-12).

Tabla 4-12
Superior Courts
Compesition of L9768 ?robana Pilings

Lacatisn
Type of [ ( Reat of ¥ of
Cisa Anchorage Fiirbanks Juneauq Skata Total 7atal
Adoprion 323 | 125 | 29 T §22 18
Sstatas 298¢ 100 §0 I 97 $47 34
Sanizy 1s5a ] 15 | 3 2 203 13
Proteczive 100 15 2 | 7 115 3
Prchate Waiver 30 | e | 2 30 5
Guardianship 7 ! 0 4 | 7 138 1
Qther 5 L ! s ' 7 19 1
[ l J
Total 379 253 L La8 279 1524 100%

Probate cases generally require a longer time for disposition than do many
other types of civil cases. As Table 4-13 depicts, there is a wide variation in
the average disposition times among the four jurisdictions, but the statewide
average is about one year.

Table 4~L3
Supexior Cour:s
Age of Probata Cases Closed in 1976

. lsgazizn i
Days Irom i '
Fiiiag &2 Rast of
disvesiszion Anchorage | Fairbhanks Juneaun Shacge Tzzal
i | §
Avarace 3234 i 337 , 37 1312 ! 181
H
: Perzans 27 Cases Mora Than: I
y ) H )
4 Monsas Old 29 | 43 . p) 310 ; 32
Sne 7ear Qld 22 8 O T A+
o Yaars Jld 13 { 31 ; p) ! 3 s
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Other, or general, civil matters include lawsujts arising from contracts,
from personal injury or property damage, from debts, and from other areas of
conflict between parties in the private or business world, as well as interactions
with the government (e.g., condemnations). Cases of this nature comprise
approximately one~third of the civil caseicad of the Superior Court. However,
because of their adversarial nature and the complexity which often arises in
their resolution, these cases account for a much higher percentage of total
attorney time and court time expended on civil actions. Table 4-14 depicts

cases of this type filed in the major court locations.

Table 4-14
Sugeriozr Courns
Composition of 1976 General Ciyil Filings

Locanion
pa of [ i Rest cf 3 of
Case Anchoraga | Tairbanks | Juneau | Skats motal | Toweal
I )
Contzacas/ | | ‘

Cabts 798 291 38 73 1130 313
Civil Damage 309 | 236 y 24 101 370 24
dousing/Real | !

Zgcate 02 | 31 | 21 i6 450 13
Quher 360 | 217 38 12 1979 30

| P l
Total 2256 | 328 [ 159 339 1539 \ 1909 J

The procedures in general civil cases are basically identical to those
followed in simpler District Court matters. The primary distinguishing
characteristic is the extensive, complex, and often timely pretrial discovery
practices involved in many of these cases. Also, in the larger cases, there are
complex procedural issues upon which the court must rule prior to trial. The
"motion practice" of many attorneys in the general civil area consumes a great
deal of an attorney's time and of the court's resources. Therefore, even though
only saven percent of these civil matters ever reach the trial stage (Table 4-
13), the pretrial activities in the remaining 93 percent of the casas consume an

inordinant amount of judicial time. '

Table 4-13
Supexior Jsuots
1376 Terminatisn Stages for Seneral Civil Mantars

racasicn
Tarmination ] [ & S 3 of
S=aces Ancharace Faiztanks Junaay Szazgse Tozal Toeal
dedore Answers 313 00 37 1498 1323 34
Sacwesn Answer
and Txial 33l 141 335 37 794 32
Trial 113 39 4 4 172 7
Jthaer 191 12 2 23 LT i
L ozal ! 1338 , 312 l L4 2cT 2449 l L10%
: | -~ | | I
Trial 2a3=e 1 ER 33 | 23 b
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As a result, general civil matters require the longest time for disposition of
any cases filed with the Superior Court, As shown in Table 4-168, the average
time for disposition of these cases is nearly a year and one-half.

Table 4-Ll6
Suparior Courss
Aga of Genezal Ciwvil Matzars Clased in 1376

Lacation
Days Pwom
Plling . Inst of
Oisposition Anchorage Talzhanks Juneay Skass “oeal
Averaga 350 400 130 315 474

Japrzane 9fF Casges More Than:

§ Mesnths 0ld 51 62 28 50 39
Ona Taar Qld 44 47 ] 29 42
W Yaars 914 24 29 o} k] 21

This length of time for disposition is due primarily to the complexity of the'
cases and the procedural and discovery issues to be resclved prior to trial.

The éverage amount of judgment awarded in general civil matters for 1976
was $3,400. This relatively low average judgment is due in part to the practice

of many attorneys to file claims for less than $10,000 in the Superior Court
rather.than in District Court,

CHILDREN'S MATTERS

Those readers outside the State of Alaska may be surprised that the ward
"fuvenile" is missing from this portion of our report. This is because legislation
in this State insists the word "juvenile" be replaced with the word "children,"

This change reflects a unique and forward method of dealing with those

' persons under 19 years of age whose problems are brought before the State.

This unique approach has molded the Judiciary's rele in such problems to a more
responsible and concerned one than in most states. For example, our courts
handle not only faormal children's mattars placed before them, but also the
responsibility for '"intake." This intake function, in many other states the
responsibility of law enforcement agencies, determines whether or not the
"child!" involved should be brought befare the farmal jurisdiction of the Superior
Court of Alaska.

Because of the unigue nature of respensibilities of the Alaska Court Syitem
in this ever-so~important and visible area of public concern, we have expanded

upon the summary information displayed in other types of cases and have
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included in the body of this report detailed information dealing with children's
matters. As far as we Kknow this is the only Alaskan report containing such
detailed data.

Children's matters are Initiated when the child allegedly engages in
conduct V{ithin the purview of AS 47.10.010 (e.g., when a child violates State
laws or local ordinances, is uncontrollable by his parents, or is habitually
truant) or when, by reason of the conduct of his parents, guardian, custodian,
or other persons, requires the attention and protection of the court.

A child brought before the court is considered to be in a status either of
delinquency or dependency, or is a Child in Need of Supervision (CHINS).

A child is considered to be delinquent when he commits an act that would
be a crime were he an adult. A dependent child is one who is abandoned; lacks
proper parental care; associates with wvagrant, vicious, or criminal pecple;
engages in an occupation or in a situation dangerous to life or limb or is
injurious to the health, morals, or welfare of the child or others; is an orphan
who has no relatives willing and able to assume custody or care; ar has been
released by his parents or guardian for adoptive purposes; or is in need of
special care or training not otherwise provided.

A child who meets the definition of Child in Need of Supervision (CHINS)
is one who is habitually truant from schocol or home; habitually conducts himself
so as to injure or endanger the morals or health of himself or others; or is
habitually wayward or disobedient and thus is uncontrollable by his parent,
guardian, or custodian.

Children's matters brought to the attention of the Superior Courts are
processed through three stages. The first is that of preliminary investigation,
where the court assigns to an intake officer the responsibility to determine
whether the facts are sufficient to require further action. Aftar the
investigation, the intake officer recommends to the court whether the matter
should be handled formally or irformally. |If the matter is deemed by the intake
officer to be a nature so severe that it should be handled formally, he files a
petition to bring the child within the formal jurisdiction of the court.

The second stage is that of adjudication, and applies ta children within the
formal jurisdiction of the court. This phasa is to detsrmine {armally whether
the child is of delinquency or dependent status, or both, and whether he is in
need of court supervision.

The third and final stage, the disposition phase, consists of the measures
taken and the orders issued by the court with respect to the child or his
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parent, guardian, or custodian, and is designed to correct any undesirable
situation determined during the adjudication phase.

There were 4,141 referrals to intake officers in 1976 (Table 4-17).

Tahle =17
Superior Coursa
Childrsns’ Matsara
Referrals 1975 and 1976

Calandar 3 of § of
Intaka Vagz 1376 Ingweade
Lacation La7s 1978 Stata=~ 1375 =~
ride 1978
choraga 2351 | 2237 548 - 5%
airbanks 1547 [ 1380 s -12%
uneau 129 167 43 +29%
atziikan 189 | 142 3 -25% .
ame 210 l L8 43 -21%
irka 42 59 2% +64%
{;’ccal 44638 ( 4141 100% - 7Y

Together, Fairbanks and Anchorage accaounted for 87 percent of 1976 statewide
referrals to the Court System intake officers,

Sixty-nine percent of the referrais were male (Table 4-18).

Table 4-13
Superior Jsursts
Childrans' Maszars
1976 2mfezzala 3v Sex

i

l Sex |

Iazake ’ [ i

Logazien Pamala 1 Mala : wokal i

Anchorage 5 8§39 { 1373 2237 :

Fairbanks 472 | 139 1160 f

Junean 33 { L2 187 !

Kesshikan I 3 g ' ng L42 i

tleme 5 i 5é i

Si=xa | 20 : 19 33 :

razal ? 1291 | 2343 | 1241 i
[}

A 2P Taral ' 11y ! 333 l 130y i




The percentage of males to total referrals ranged from 59 percent in Nome to 77
percent in Juneau. ’

Caucasians represented 75 percent of the male referrals (Tables 4-19 and
4-20), but only 84 percent of the female referrals.

Tabla {=19
Supagior Cour:s
Childrens' Hatzazs
1376 Pemala Rafarzrals 3y Racas

Raca
z
Intake s ] :
Lacation %2 % 3 5 Tozal
@ & q -] -
-3 - h:] -
=z a Q =)
Anchorage 129 27 473 26 539
[Fatshanks 146 19 298 2 472
Junean 23 Q 14 L 38
Ratchikan 3 s} 29 L 28
Nome 86 Q 2 0 1]
Sicka 12 Q 3 Q 20
Toeal 334 46 ‘328 37 1293
3 of Total J0% 4% 544 1% 1003
Table {~-20
Superxior Courts
Childzens' Matiars
1976 Male Raferxzals 3y lace
Racea
«
— k]
Intaka 39 E
Lacation =3 % g u Toeal
Q& 3 3 =
-~ -~ g -d
<z 2 Q 2
A "
| Anckorage ras | oge | 1283 bo20 1578
i Falxbanks 175 [ Ll 573 25 333
Tuneay 43 9 l 36 , b 129
Ratchikan 49 | 1 54 2 105
None K] 9 9 | Q 38
Sicka 29 9 | 20 9 12
Tozal 379 134 I 2127 I 47 2343
3 of Tozal ‘ 29% 4% i TSy L 2% 1L30G%
The percent of - referrals who were Alaska Native was 30 percent for

females as compared with only 20 percent for males, in Mome, the percantage of
tatal referrals, regardless of sex, that were Alaska Native was 73 percant. We
might expect this, given the ethnic compcsition of Nome. It is intaresting,
however, that the percent of total refarrzls who were Alaska Native in the
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southeastern cities of Jurneau, Ketchikan, and Sitka, was 44 percent as
compared with a combined 17 percent for Anchorage and Fairbanks.

For both females (Table 4-21) and males, (Table 4-22) the bulk of referrals
were for children over 14 years of age.

Tahle 4-23,
Superior Courts
1976 Children's Mactars
Tumale. Rafarrals 3y Age

Aga
Intake 12 and 13 14 13 1s 17 [Total
recaticn Cnder
Anchorage 33 | ss yrss Jiso |12 | 79 |asy
Fairzbanks 52 44 33 113 101 77 | 472
Juneau AR T R R [ 77 1 1a
Ratchikan 7 4 12 5 3 4 16
Nome 8y 2 7 o2 s 5a
Sitka % 9 5 | s 2 1 20
Total 179 137 254 23§ 247 189 Ji293
3 of Toral 133 [ 11% rm[ 22y [ 19% l 153 | too
Table 4=22
Superior Couz+s
Chaildrens' Magters
1976 Male Referzals 3y Age
Age
E -
Iataka g5 13 14 13 18 17 p
Locasion ~ 3 g
-2 =
- { : ‘ | - -
Apchoraga 139 132 228 i 308 © 340 84 1578
Taizhanks 99 ( 93 | 147 148 [ 179 { L34 388
Suneas 3 7 1 [ a1 25 35 129
Xatshikan 14 [ 4 13 31 [ s | 22 106
Neme 12 3 3 i 2 22 30 38
Siska 5 7 7 14 4 12 49
wonal 127 170 | 308 I 333 335 539 2948
4 af Soeal 114 33 [ 14% l 204 214 74% l 1904

The concentration of females was in the 14 to 15-year age ¢~oup, while that for
malas was in the 18 to 17-age graup.




The percentage of males or females in differing levels of school attendance
(Tables 4-23 and 4-24) do not differ considerably.

Table 4-23
Supezior Courts
Childrens' Mattars
1976 Temals Referxzals 3y
School Atzandance

-

Schcol Attsndance
1 g
Intaks - u - g § Total
Lacation 339 S = =3 a 3
-3 h
33 E) e 2 24
3a AE =4 5 =2
Anchorags 33 174 260 2 172 539
Fai=bhanks 34 113 320 Q 3 172
Juneaun - - - 38 - kf:}
Raetzhican 3 7 7 L9 q 38
Homa 2 3 19 9 l 1s §3
3ieka 0 35 9 2 3 2
Toeal 92 l 308 535 £8 l 190 1293
3 of Tosal 7% ‘ 249 492 33 l 15% 190%
Tahle 4-24
Superior Courzs
Childrans' Matmers
1576 Malas Refarzals 3y
Schaol Aztandanca
Schocl Arstandance
el
Iataka - 4 = 5 :-.“ Tozal
Laeation 3 3 S= =9 2 3
5| 52 | 33 Z 33
Sa Az =aq = 2
Anchorage 138 a3l 730 2 113 s
faizbanks 73 17 395 o] 3 383
Juneau - - - 29 - =39
JatzAikan 7 31 {0 23 3 136
‘tome 4 v 79 2 3 38
Siska L 8 15 3 13 419
Tatal 229 S81 151] 189 183 2348
} of Tosal 31 209 [ 33% 31 12y L00%

.

As we might expect, the major educational sources of children's matters are the
hign scheools, particularly in Fairbanks where 68 percent of female and 57
percent of male referrals were attending high schcol. In Ancherzge, a
significantly highar 25 percant of females and 21 percant of males were not

attending scheol at all.
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Fifty-three percent of statewide referrals came from local police (Table 4~
25), although the relative percentage varied from a low zero percent for Juneau
to a high 89 percent far Nomae.

Taple 4=25
Superior Courws
Childzrens'® Magtars
1976 Sourca 234 Iafarzals

Agency Referzing

Tataka cicy Staza Qther Total

Location: Police T¥Cocers .
Anchorags 1316 3687 354 2237
Pairbanks 723 480 157 L1360
Juneau - 2 185 L8687
Xavchikan 18 L8 108 142
Hone L15 - 51 Lé48
Sicka 1l - 58 59
Toeal 2133 l 1063 393 4141
1% 23 Tomal 513 251% 22% 1204

¢ (Milizazry Polica oxr Stame Ageacy)




There is a consistent relationship in adult criminal matters that, the larger the

city, the larger the relative filings by local police. This telationship does not
seem to follow children's matters.

Twenty-eight percent of female referrals were in the category of Child in

Need of Supervision (CHINS)(Table 4~26) as compared with only eight percent
for males (Table 4-27).

Table 4-26
Superior Courts
Chiidrens’ Yatzsrs
1976 Femala Referxzals 3y Type

Referzal Type
Iatake iochaild Ia
Location Jeliacquency Dapandancy Vaad Of *Total
Supervision
Anchorage 394 30 37 741
Fairbanks 283 3 209 472
Juneau 13 L9 13 : 38
Xatchikan 10 8 138 38
Nome 33 ‘ 12 23 68
Siska [} o) 24 20
matal 965 3y 382 1275
3 o Towal 58% 53 29% [ 1049

* (Child can ba charged wich mors cthan one offense

Table 4=27
Syperior Cour=s
Childrens' Matzers
1976 Mala 2adfsrxals 3y Type

Redazrzal Tyvoe

Intake Child Ia
Lagation Delingquency Segendancy Need Gf *Togal

Superrisicn

Anchorage . 1707 | 123 ( 37 1367
Fairbanks T4l 9 } 138 353
Jeneay 104 f 3 27 131
Xatzaikan 117 2 ! 3 123
Neme 33 | 13 , 15 35
Sizka 32 M L3 49
Zozal | 3753 T 145 ! 151 | 3135
3 9% moral ' 373 | 33 | 33 ! 1n0s

* Child can te changed with mora =han cne offanse
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This disproportionate CHINS percentage is largely attributed to the female
runaway, who represented 16 percent of all female referrals, as compared with
a like male percentage of only three percent.

We've stressed that not all children appearing before the Superior Courts
in Alaska are delinquent (only 81 percent are so). But this is the category

maost in the minds of the public, and the most likely to be subject to editorial
comment.

An interesting trend is occurring in delinquency matters placed before the
Superior Courts in Alaska (Tables 4-28 and 4-29).

Tabla 4-28
Superior Courts
Children's Matzars Tamale Selizauency efarsals
1874 =0 1976

Calandar Taarx Percant
Iacz=asse
Incake 1975 to
Lecacion 1374 1975 1978 1378
Anchorage 412 432 . 594 +38%
Faizbanks 238 288 283 -11%
Juneay N/A 17 13 -23%
Xewchikan S/A 22 10 ~343
Vome N/a 32 33 -38%
Sitka /A 7 Q -100%
Toeal 700 316 905 +10%
Table 4-29

Superior Couzis.
Chaildren's Matisrs Mals Relinquengy Refarzals
1374 =0 1375

-
Calendaxr 7Teaxr Farsant
Iacraasa
Iataka 1973 %9
Location 1974 1373 1578 1378
Anchorage 1584 1334 1707 =23
Fairbanks’ 390 1054 741 -30%
Juneau N/a 38 104 +799
Raechikan N/a 113 117 -1%
Vene /A 92 3 -371
Sitka N/a 23 12 -10%
2otal . 25354 ) 3085 2739 -113%

The nuniber of delinquency matters for Temales is decrsasing in Anchorage.
Anchorage delinguent matters for male children showed only z mocderate increase

from 1974 to 1975, but decreased twa percant from 1975 to 1978. These
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decreases have occurred while the State population has increased an estimated
34 percent during the 1970 to 1976 periad.

The type of delinquei.y matters before the courts also provides an
interesting insight (Tables 4-30 and 4-31).

»

Tabla 4-~30
Superior Courts
1976 Children's Macghars
Female Rafarzals by lelinquancy Trre

delinguency Tvze
> a
2 "R ] u
g | 52 |3 |2
Iataka - - = 5 3 =
Location 3 > S 2 < Tozal
> ~ =
Anchorags a8 38 188 33 79 394
Tairbanks Lo 37 132 3 18 255
Juneau 9 35 2 o} 8 13
Ratchikan 2 2 € 0 Q 10
Nema 0 29 1 1 2 i3
Sitka [s} Q Q o} s} Q
Total 30 21 $37 42 108 305
3oL Total 5% 23% 353 33 12% 100
Tahle 4-31
Superior Couzss
1378 Caildrsn's Manters
‘ Mala Referzals by Jslinquency Tvte v
Selincueagy Trse
> 2
- Py 2]
= - - St
- N 0 2 ) 5 Fl
sndrasce f: Q 2 .‘:‘.. j -—
Locaricn 3 3 4 = a Tatal
> =) =
I
Anchorage 39 238 312 37 171 1797
Faizbanks 33 154 472 ' 24 33 T41
Sunaau 2 X 78 Q 13 104
Zaczhikan 7 7 34 9 3 7
Yeme L 34 3 o] o] 3
Sitka 3 4 20 s} 3 32
Total 130 458 1377 111 433 2789
1ef Total 5% 178 573 1 18y 1003
]

Only six percant of female matters and five percent of male matters are of a
violent nature. The preponderance of numbers in the vice category are for

drug violations. Unfaortunatsly, we do not possess nationwide figuras with
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which to relatively compare these figures. It is clear that Alaska data is now
available to make such a comparison, and it appears to us that it is needed.

Seventy percent of the children (Tables 4-32 and 4-33) do not require
formal action.

Tahle 4=-32
Superior Couxre '
Disposition of 1976 Children's Mattars Referrals

I
[ Informal Action S
@
@ @ T § -
] = a =] S
Q 3] ~ O |nd L FRER:
meake 2 ) 2g | Ig dgy 1898 2.5 3 | Total
- 3 - o 2 W L
mesasien (5% | 28 ) 52 55 1539 3 Pl
C I "™ Yt O [Ued Sy Ud s W Q & Mmool =
38| 85 | 2f =3 le=q 2 Bag
- S o 2 TR
Anchorage 27 1398 176 158 |94 1853 {173 384 2410
Fairbanks 9s 734 [s} 263 10 1104 | 164 2356 1522
Juneau Q 9 2 4 - 6 161 167
Retzhikan — 1 2 5 3 3q 112 142
Nome 3 85 36 1 3 1ls 51 166
Siska 0 3 4 3 5 17 52 §9
Total 123 2202 220 439 Q.23 3125 Basiiols 4474
tof Total 31 49% 5% 10% 3% 708 7% 23% 100%
Table 4-33
Superior Couxr:s
Children's Masters Type Disposition of
Female Tormal Petiticns - 1976
Tyoe Disvosision
-] "3
Intake S '= [ @ Total
Location 2 b - 9
P < 13 153 ~
- 3!_ = o ru)
2 23S 2 ° .
‘:.1 )
Anchozxage 44 9 Q 30 103
Paizbanks 89 -— - —— 69
Juneau 3 3 2 = 223
Xetchikan - 1 - 8 9
Nome -— 1 -~ 17 18
Sitka -— 4 3 3 10
Total 118 18 3 33 232
30f Total 50% 8% 2% {0 100%

The type of informal action varies from a favoring of warning for Anchorage,
Fairbanks, and Nome to the use of a probation officer in Ketchikan. The

percentage of formal actions varies from 23 percent in Anchorage to 26 percent
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in Junesu. This difference reflects differing attitude problems of children in
the different, variant locations of Alaska.

For those formally brought under the jurisdiction of the Superior Courts in
Alaska, the resulting disposition (Tables 4-33 .and 4-34) varies between
locaticns. This we might expect, based -upon available children's detention
facilities. Alaska's pride for such facilities is the MclLaughlin Youth Center in
Anchorage. Yet, surprisingly, the rate of institutionalization for Anchorage
was nine percent, while that for Juneau was 11 percent.

Tabls 4-34
Sypericx Courss
Childzen's Mattgrs Trype Disposition of
4ala Tcrmal Pacisions - 1978

! Trme Discosizion
-
[ ]

= as )

< -t n
Intaka o i a b Total
Location 2 Az z =

a =9 a v

! =3 2z S

&
Anchozage 224 37 2 124 387
Fairbanks 137 - - o 137
Junean 34 10 L 23 38
Ratchikan 5 1 1 3 1s
Veme 3 2 - 25 32
Sitka 2 9 3 9 23
Total 477 55 12 139 737
$of Yotal 543 8% 2% 283 1003
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DISTRICT COURTS

There are 60 District Courts throughout the State of Alaska. Twenty of
these courts ‘have at least one full- -time judicial officer. We refar to these as
higher volume courts. The remaining "low volume" District Courts have a part-
time judicial officer. The jurisdictions of these courts are explained in
Appendix 1, "Organization of the Court System." A full range of workload data
is included in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2).

We .shall in this chapter highlight 1978 activities of the higher volume
District Courts, particularly in the three major population and political canters
of Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau.

Although the courts are considered to be a major element in the Criminal

Justice community, less than a quarter of the cases filed in the District Courts
of Alaska are for criminal matters (Figure 5-1).

Talonias
(2%)

Misdameangrs
(213%)
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To be sure, 65 percent of the matters placed before

the courts are traffic
matters, but these matter

s have become de facto decriminalized and soon the
statutes will reflect that. The more serious traffic offenses,
driving or operating a motor vehicle while under the influence
our misdemeanor rather than our traffic catagory.

such as reckless
¢, are included in

The four types of cases handled by our District Courts include (1)
felonies, (2) misdemeanars, (3) traffic, and (4) civil matters.

FELONIES

Crimes of viclence comprised 30 percent of 1976 felonies filed in the District
Courts of Alaska (Figure §5-2). )
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Table 5-1 shows 1976 felony filings by location and tvpe felony.

Table 35-1
Sistxice Couwss
L3768 Falcay Tilings

( Lacatian

Troe L J AasT Q&

Talanv Anchorace | Pairbanks Jeneau Stacs Tozal
{ t

Violange 126 ( 35 ! L3 ! 72 {08

Sronarty 213 L L33 19 ( 250 643

Traud 45 27 l 7 41 121

Jrugs 73 { il I ot 78 134

Chhar 17 13 ! 3 { 16 T8

| 1 |

Toual 177 ! 324 3 36 ¢ 337 L4444
i

¥ of Total 3% [ 224 ! 43 ( 41% 130%

The Anchorage and Fairbanks courts handled 55 percent of statewide felony
filings. There were no major differences in types of filings for the courts.

Comparing felony filings in the District Courts to population, we see that
Fairbanks has more than twice the relative filings as does Anchorage (Table S-‘
2).

Tabla $-2
Diserics Courmss
Rase of Faleuy Tilings
Perxr L000 Residents

L Location

Troe i28t 2%

Talanwv ancherags | Taizhanks Junesau Stacae Dowal
7iclencs a7 b orse b e b as | s
Progerty 1.3 b 2,84 | 1,00 4 1,39 Q.3
fraud .24 ) L4T [ L3IT .24 .28
drugs .39 | W33 .53 i .43 45
Senas .33 v b g3 L322 )
Taeal 2,34 [ $.33 AI 2.33 [ 3,50 [ 3,37

~ 4
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The disparity between Fairbanks and Anchorage is rather striking in every
felony category but drugs. Even Juneau's rate {s higher than Anchorage.

Oonly 27 percent of felonies in the District Courts were settled at the
preliminary hearing (Table 5-3).

Tahla 5-3
Oistrzics Cour=s
1976 Falony Oisposisicon Stagas

Location ’

Stage at
Which Case Raess of 3 of
‘4as Disoosed Anchorage Ffairbanks Juneau Skatn Total Total
dafors flxsz l f l

Arzaignment 37 [ 12 | 0 | 12 81 5
Arzaigqnment 3 7 2 20 38 3
Praliminarv l | }

Jaaring 51 179 13 l 112 387 27
Jefore Prelin. ' ] [

daaring 344 118 18 l 384 384 §3
Seczled in l |

Oisc. Coux= 232 j 31 23 [ 2137 578 43
Supercedad by |

Trdic=ment 112 37 10 I 147 306 23
Toral 451 f ll6 ' 33 528 1350 1L00%

The preliminary hearing is often called the "probable causa" hearing, in that it
is there that the District Court judge determines if there is a probable cause
that the defendant committed the alleged crime. If so, the defendant is "held to
answer" and bound over to the Superior Court.

The use of the preliminary hearing is discretionary on the part of the
District Attorney. Note that only 14 percent of Anchorage District Court
felonies are settled at preliminary hearing, as compared with 37 percent for
Fairbanks and 27 percent for Juneau. The role of the preliminary hearing is
currently under study by the entire criminal justice community.

The disparity in results of preliminary hearing is even mare striking among
the District Court locations of Alaska (Table 3-4).

Table 3~4
JQizezict Csuztis
1378 ?reliminary Hearing Rasul:zs

~

spcohoracs Tiirhanks

Sisgesizion {
Rasulc

Jismissed 23 l 22
Ialli =2 Angwar X ! 43
Raduced 2 {

- + -
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o
).
0
]
-
.
O O
.
in .

| T3zmal




Eighty-four percent of the preliminary hearings in Anchorage resulted in either
a dismissal or a reduction of charge to a misdemeanor. This is compared to a
like percentage of 26 percent for all other locations.

[t must be stressed that almost all of the Anchorage dismissals at the
preliminary ‘hearing are as a result of the District Attorney's motion for such
dismissal.

For those cases settled in the District Court before the preliminary

hearing, 83 percent were dismissed while the rest of the casas were reduced to
a misdemeanor (Table 5-5).

Table 3-3
Distyisz Couzss
13978 Resulss of Dispasitions 3efore Preliminaxy Fearing
Sautled in Jisurice Couxs

Lacakion
Qispogizion i less 9cr ¥ of
Jasuls Anchorags Pairbanks | Juneau | Skaua Teal Towal
Oismissed 207 | 57 Foaa 1 o192 TRER
Reduged =0 1 ) 1
Wisdemeanor 25 24 bog 1 45 00 b 1
Total 232 31 28 237 373 129%

The Anchorage rate of dismissals is overstatad. An unknown but relatively
small percent of cases were dismissed at this stage, but indicted (brought
before the grand jury) under a different case number up to a month after an
apparent dismissal in the District Court. The District Attorney's office in
Ancheorage instituted procedures in late 1976 to better trace those felonies
dismissed in the District Court but still filed in the Superior Court. During
1977, we shall be better able to count such occurrences.

Given this disparity, our records show that onl'y 40 percent of felonies
filed in the District Courts of Alaska reach the Superior Court (Table 5-8).

Tahle §~-%
Distzice Courss
1976 Falgony Cases
Moved 23 Supericr Csurs

r Taganion

Sisgposisiecn ' Resz 22 3 a2
Jesylt aLhorics Tal-sanks i Tungan { $waza Tosal Ta=al
Jismissed ECPO 38 | oas | 1y 533 | 1
Radycsd =g l ] |

oo , .z . . - R
Misdemaanor 43 28 3 f L 234 P
Meved 1o | | ] ]

Suzexiasr Iousd t22 132 4 L3 342 <3
Towal 4133 I il3 l 32 , 22 L3582 L0




This rate is affected by the low Anchorage figure of 27 percent. The rate in
Alaska minus Anchorage is 47 percent. It must again be stressed that the high
dismissal rate in Anchorage is a function of prosecutor practice rather than
court decision. When a District Attorney moves for dismissal of a felony case
without statements of ensuing intent, the District Court judge involved cannot
determine whether that dismissal is a true dismissal of the crime involved or but
a decision to move that case to the Superior Court without a preliminary
hearing.

It took an average of 47 days for felonies to proceed through the District
Courts of Alaska (Table 5-7).

Tanla =7
Dt3erice Couzss )
Aga o2 Taloniss as Disposizicn

weasisn
Aga i I iestT 3¢
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Figure 5-3 summarizes 1976 felony disposition stages in

the results of each stage.

the Distriet Courts and

Aaduced o
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Again, more detailed felony statistics are presanted by locaticn in the Statistical

Supplement (Appendix 2).

MISDEMEANQORS

A misdemeanor is a violation of criminal law for which the maximum
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sentence that can be levied is one year. The largest category of 1976

misdemeanor filings was traffic-related (Figure 5-4),

.

Tice
(2y)

Nuisance
(13%)

Snvironmenzal
{ll%)

Yiolencea
{L13)

Alcohol/drugs
(4%)

sdemeanor Filincs

The specific offenses included in sach of the misdemeanor catsgories is shown in

the Giossary (Appendix 2). Nota that vice misdemeanaors comprisad only two
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percent of total filings; viclence-related misdemeanors comprisad only 11
percent.

There were 13,294 19768 misdemeanor filings in the Alaska Court System
(Table 5-8).

Table 3-~3
Distxice Cougss
1976 Misdemeanor Filings v Catagory

-
Location

Trpe jest or
Misdemeapsr Rnensrice | Tairbanks Jtneauy | Stace wawal
7iolencs 794 [ 272 [ a5 | 7av 1938
mefz/Traud | 964 |5 5 a7 2055
favizarmencall 333 210 T 1162 2074
Yuisance 1087 | S04 33 704 154
Alccnol/Drugs 174 o1 bt o2 3is
Tice 271 |7 | 5o 169
Regiasing =i

Law 170 | 40 | T 236
Traffic 1294 1060 381 2008 5720
Cimgr 3137 b Taas | 161 753 1538 -
Toral 7871 3145 963 5313 L3334
y 5¢ Toral 113 Ly 53 4 15y 120%

Forty-three percent of the filings were in Ancharage. Fairbanks, with roughly
one-seventh of the State's population, had one-sixth of the misdemeanar filings.
The rate of filings per populaticn is shown in Table 3-9.

Tapla 3=3
Jisszicge Courses
Rare of 1375 Misdemeancr Filings
Per 1Q0Q Residenzs

Zagazicen !

Wroe ese af } a8
Misdameancr Anchor3cel Tarrbanks ] Juneauy | Stats THe3l
7iolenge 1,17 Loyss 1 o530 b osss 4,53
Theds Traed S.14 l 3.24 i 2.35% [ 3.33 4.30
Invizonmencal 2.38 | 4,54 5.53 | 7.%2 f,gs
dulisance 3.73 3.33 .83 | 4.73 3.72
Alczral,Drues| 1,39 | 2,33 [ z..1 MY 1.3t
Vice L.44 54 25 | s .34
jasisaiiag the

aw g0 U bl | .23 57
Traiiic PR N T P i3.30 2.2 L3.73
Zshax 2.8 4,31 3,47 4,33 1.7

i 1

Tazal 11,38 ! T4,22 | 33,3 ' 313,73 2.7




As might be expectad, the rate of misdemeanors filed per population is much
lower in the smaller cities (rest of Stata). It is also not surprising that the
Fairbanks rate is higher than that of Anchorage.
Juneau rate is somewhat unexpectad. Note,
differences in Fairbanks

However, the relatively high
however, the relatively small
violence theft/fraud is

significantly high.

rates. The ratioc for

Mast misdemeanors were disposad of at arraignment (Table 3-10).

. .Tabla S-1L0

Jizszics Jouzas
1978 Misdemeancr Jisvoxizicn Stages

jtage an [ “weacion .
whica Cases. l a25% <2 i a2
Wara Jizvosad lAncheracel PairsanisiJuneay Skaza Toz=al] Tos=al
2gdgors Azmyaign ‘ | |

zans 73 ! 115 | 37 ' 273 65 | 3
Arzaignmens 1373 ; 137 434 3245 7923 48
Preerial Jkéa 13e0 j183 | l4s 7961 | 42
Tz 417 | HER] 22 ! j3s 338 | 3
cttar 25 29 Loy < 130 L
Tazal 5353 1089 219 L 50393 13393 [‘301

The tiial rate represents a 30 percent increase from 1975. This increase is a

result of the abalition of plea bargaining and the prepaid legal servicas

condition of Teamster contracts. We have naot yet beeri able to determine which

has had the greater impact in trial increases.
trial dispositions in Fairbanks.

The rate of dispositions at arraignment in Anchorage decreassed frem 32
percant in 1973 to 42 percent in 1978.

Note the relatively low rate of

We cannot see how the atclition of plea
bargaining would cause this decraasa; we suspect prepaid legal sarvices has
played a major part in this phencmenon. 3ut at this point, we do not nave the
facts to substantiata our suspicions.

Ninety-five percant of the cases dispgsed of at arraignment wers pleas cf
guilty or no contest (Table 3-11).

Tanle 3-L11
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There were no significant differences in arraignment results among the three
major ‘court locations and the rest of the State. There were major differences,

however, in the results of misdemeanors disposed of between arraignment and
trial (Table 5-12).

Table 3=-12
Distzict daurss
1976 Misdemaancor Casas Disgosed of
Satwean Arraignment and Trial

Pratzial rogation

Oisposition last at 3 af
N Resuls Anchoraga | fai-manks Juneau ] Skara Toval (Tseal

X ! i

Dismissed 1378 | 518 ! 133 { los: 1178 ! 45

2lea of { :

Suilsy 1734 774 I 232 b 1993 1835 | 53

Total JLléQ 1392 ‘ 163 2145 708% 1204

The dismissal rate for the rest of the State was quite a bit higher than for the
three major courts, particularly higner than the rate for Juneau.

The rate of jury trials is also lower for Juneau and Fairbanks than for
Anchorége and the rest of the State (Table 5-13).

Table 3-13
Jiseziez Courss
Tyoe of L3975 Misdemeanor Txrials

Locanian
Tvre Rest 293 LI
T=xal Anchorage | faizsanks| Junean Stace Tezal| Tomal
i { |
Jury 238 b a3 7 147 4 43
Cours 179 33 ' L3 199 491 52
Tocwal 417 153 [ 22 l 316 238 ‘ 1203}
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ners seems to De scme relationship betwsen the rate of dismissals at the
ratrial stzge and the rate of jury triais. Those locations with a lew pretrial

0
dismissal rate have a low rate of jury trials. We wonder why.
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Sixty-nine percent of misdemeanor trials resulted in convictions (Table S-

14).

Tabla

514

District Couz=s
Rasults of 1976 Misdemeanor Txials
(Jurvy and Non~-Jurvy)

Locazion

Trial . [ iesc ar 3 of
Rasuls Anchorage | Taizbanks | Juneay Stacs Tozal Total
acguitzed 120 | 39 ' g 1 33 235 : 10
Tound i ] | (

Guilzy 293 1 104 l 14 i 247 543 59
Misszial 1 0 2 1 s 71
Towal 41" , 142 l 22 r 3136 233 LJos
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That conviction rate was amazingly consistent between locations. However, it
varied significantly depending upon whether a jury was present or not. The
conviction rate for jury trials was only 35 percent while it was 72 percent for

non-jury (court) trials. The relationship of conviction rates by type of trial is
portrayed in Figure 5-5. ‘
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Only 41 percent of misdemeanor trial convictions are the result of jury trials.
The overall canviction rate for misdemeancrs was 76 percent (Table 5-13).

Tabla 5-13
Jistrice Courts
1976 Misdemeanor Conviction Ratas

rgeasien
Jarcanz Rest of
Dafendants Anchorage Fairxbanks [Juneau Stags Tocal
Guilkyy Ak
Arzaignment 42 | 48 I 5y : 54 48
Pratzial 23 [ 26 [ 13 24
Trial 4 3 2 | 4 34
Total 74% [ 75% i 313 l 7y 753

This rate was slightly lower in Anchorage than elsewhere in the State. The
major cantribution to the conviction rate was the arraignment, where 47 percent
of total disposftions resuited in convictions. This varied from a low of 42
percent in Anchorage to a high of 34 percant for "Rast of State." Only four
percent of all misdemeanars closed in 1976 were the result of a conviction by
trial. Even with the abolition of plea bargaining in Alaska, the impact of the
criminal trial upon convicition is surprisingly small.

Ten percent of misdemeanors disposed of in 19786 were over four months old
at closing (Table 5-16).
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This age Is measurad from filing of the formal complaint to final dispeosition.
This yearis statistics on misdemeanor age are almost impossible to compare to
previous vyears, in that the District Attorney's offices in Anchorage and
Fairbanks dismissed a great number of old cases--primarily cases in which a
warrant was still outstanding and the defendant had never appeared before the
courts.

Figure 5-6 summarizes the misdemeanor process in the Alaska Court System

for 19768. It shows where the cases were disposad of and what the results were
at each dispasition stage.
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Those readers who are familiar with our annual reports of the past two years
may be momentarily disappointed that we seem to stop here without talking of
such subjects as fines and jail sentences. These statistics are displayed by

location in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2). We invite your attention te
this portion of our report.

TRAFFIC

Almast 60,000 traffic citations were processed by the Alaska Court System
in 1976 (Table 5-17).

Table 3-17
Jistrict Courts
Traffic Tilings by 7Taax
1973 - 1878

"Qcaa-ian
lasz of

‘Taar Ancherace T2 iobangs Juseay Sgana Total
1973 so253 1 oirzss bopas b oqy29 50062
1974 29352 | 11373 b 1108 | 10003 51336
197s 12364 3585 | 3223 3553 33625
1375 3t7gy b ri3gg 2413 P o1=313 £3002
y of

1378 Towall 34 20 3 12 100




This is a ten percent increase from 1976 and almost a 20 percent increase since
1973, The Anchorage District Court handles over half of the State's citations.
However, their share has dropped from 61 percant in 1973 to 54 percent in 1976.
Caourts other than Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau (Rest of State) have
almost doubled their volume of traffic cases in the past four years.

The decrease in traffic cases filed in Fairbanks from 1974 to 1975 reflects a
shortage of local law enforcement officers in 1975. A correction of that problem
in 1976 brought Fairbanks filings back up to their eXpected level. Figure 5-7
shows the growth trend in traffic citation filings during this four-year period.
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We expect this growth to slow a bit during 1877,

Most citations were issued for speeding vialations (Table 5-18).

Table 5-138
Digsrice Couxrss
™roe of 1875 Trafiic 7iclasion
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Speeding and other moving violations comprise over half the citations filed with

the courts. The largest category of speeding was 11 to 19 miles per hour
(Table 5-19).

Table 3-19
ODiguxict Jouxr<s
m™rpe af 1978 Speeding Violation

Lacasisn

TYre
Spaeding Rast of X of
Jiolawisn Anshorage | fairbanks | Juneau | Staze Total Tozal
sasic speed | 2229 | 730 | 127 | 4sq 3566 L3
Lass zhan

10 =.2.4. 15 [ 38 l 31 l 103 443 2
1l w0 13 men| s2s2 ) irea | sao ! 1237 a1t 3
20 =0 29 ashj L244 353 §3 1 4l 207 12
Svax 13 =meh 2327 ‘ 04 , L1 ! piod 423 2
Toeal 3187 i 2943 f T32 I 3383 13299 1]

Speeding less than ten miles per hcur represanted only two percent of speeding
citations issued.

Municipal police issued 80 percent of the citaticns processed by the courts
(Table 5-20).
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However,

Fairbanks Police Department.
out-of-State license (Table 5-21).

in Fairbanks, the State Troopers issued mare tickets tham did the

Only seven percent of the drivers cited had an

Table 3-21
Jistwicn Couxes

Residengy 2f Drivens Issued

1378 Cizations

ennian |
e Rest af 3 of
oriar Anchorags | Mairmanks !Juneau | Stace Total Tacal
| 1 i
In State 29597 10998 I 2403 1+ Ll374 34978 31
Qut of 3Stager 2137 893 | 12 | 338 4026 ?
L_gnt&l 31784 [ 11380 [ 2413 l 1231% 33002 1 130
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drivers lic
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anse.

signed in stata buc with sut-af-gdais

Over half the citations were issued to drivers under 26 years of age (Table

5-22).

Table 3-22
District Couxes
Age of Oriver Zssued

19768 Trzaffic Cikations
Logasion

Age of Past of 1 ot
Ceivar Anchorage | Pairbanks | Suneau | Staze 2oeal 1Tsral
tess =muanzy| 333 | 2170 U 739 1 oj0ms | issis | 2-
21 to 25 8549 | 3toes | 53l | 1oL {13236 | 28
25 =3 10 si3L 20 | 413 23T2 0 110076 | 17
3L =0 49 47138 ) 3 % PO 4321 i 2409 3570 135
Cvar 40 4205 L300 311 L343 3040 L4
Tozal 31784 [ 11920 ' 2415 tagls 39022 1190
Ayerace 23 l 29 ( 27 39 23

The average age of drivers citad

lowar than for other courts. M
four to one (Table 5-23).

3
Sex 3% 137

for Juneau and Anchorage was slightly
ales outnumbered female defendants by more than
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The conviction rates for speeding and other moving violations was well
over 90 percent (Table 5-24).

Table 3-24
Oistrict Couxes
1976 Trafsic Convicaicn Ratas by Type Violaeion

[ . Laganing
Tyoe { st a3z
‘Tialation Anchorace ?iégbanks Junaeay | Stata Tagal
: |

fquipment 5.7 543 [sae | osaus 35
Sgeeding 34.3 96.0 | 95.1 | 36.7 95
Other Moviag 90.5 | 33.0 | 33.8 32,2 31
Licanse 7.3 | §0.0 73.7 “5,9 54
Qther 58,1 §1.9 =5 | 54,3 35
moral ~3,7 73,3 l 19,3 l *9,3 3

The low rates for équipment and license violations is a function of the large
number of "dismissable" offenses in this category. A dismissable offense is ane
for which the citation may be dismissed if the cause Tor the citation (e.g.,
headlight out) is corrected before the court appearance date. These violations
can be dismissed by the issuing agency and probably should never have been
fowarded to the courts at all. Mast of the dismissals take place in the courts
outside the ceurtrcom (they are handled by clerks over the counter).

Conviction rates were slightly higher for citations issued by local police
than those issued by the State Troopers (Table 5-25).

Table 35-23
Jisuzict Courws
1976 Tzafiic Convicuion Racas by
Agency Issuing Cltacian

~ocatisn
Issuiag aegt 32
Acancy Ancharace Fairbangs 4 Juneau Stacs Tssal
| !

Lacal Palice 30.9 1 3.3 1 3L.s5 % 33,3 30.2
Stata Troocers 3.7 v5,3 55,8 “4.3 “2.2

[ﬁ Tazal ~3.° "3, 3 3,3 ~3.,3 ~3.13

In Fairbanks, however, this pattarn is reversad. The convicticn rate for

Juneau Police Department tickets is 25 percent higher than for State Trecper
tiekats issued in Juneau,

When oifenders are convicted of a traffic infraction, they are generazily
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fined. Rarely are they assessed time in jail. The sentencing judge has the
option to, and often does, suspend a portion of the fine assessed on the
condition of no similar violations for a specified period of time. The amount of
fine to be paid is then the fine assessed minus that amount suspendad. The

average amount of the fine to be paid varies depending on the type of violation
(Table 5-26).

Tabla 326
Uistrice Qoures
1976 Averige Tine ?aid 4y
Type Traffic Violation

Qthex 24

Locacion
~rea ] ['=es: 3L
‘Plolavion Anchorige | Fairmanxs | Janeay Ihiss Tonal
|

Iquipment 41 73 ! 13 l 50 52
Speediag i o ooy 28
Qthdr Maving 13 { 17 ] 13 ] L .
License 28 | 25 { 25 : 32 28
Tacal 23 L* 25 [ 13 _{ Sl 26

Equipment violations have the highest average.

Table 5-27 is interesting in that it shows approximate revenue generatad
by traffic convictions.

Tabhla 3-27
Dizexict Ceoures
1978 Average Find 2aid by
Agencwy Iasuing Trafiic litaciosas

~ocazion [
Rroroxeracy

Issuing Resc 2d | Toecal | Tstal
Agency Anchorade | Fasstanks Juneay Shats Revanue
tacal Polics 27 | 14 | 13 23 | 13 | s3esud
Stace ] | | .
TTocgerss 23 33 13 38 3¢ 328273
Sssher 3tace ] i !

Acencias Jazs 28 TescTerg PliuTax |

~gmal s r 25 [ . 11 2c | ras=iia

This revenue deces not include that from non-contested parking tickets in
Anchcrage. Such tickats never raach the Anchorage District Court. Overszil,

-
14 cercent of the revenue generatad was for citations issued by iccal gclice.

O
~J4




.

Imolementation of the mail-in bail system in Alaska in early 1975 evoked
great expectations for decreasing court workload in processing of traffic cases.

In 1976, these sxpectations were shattered (Table 5-28).
Table 3-28
Districs Couzus
1978 7zailic Disposizizn Stages

Location
Znw Cizasion P R@sT or ¥ of
Was Discosed Anchorace | Taizbanks| Junsauw Shatsa Total| Tocal
¥

Can't Locate [ ‘ ‘ !

defandanz st 138 P2 45 1396 3
Mail in 3ail 4379 281 8§62 ] 1398 73%0 L3
Handled an | { |

Counnax L1342 7Ll0 242 4350 13644 42
Couss Appmar- { ] |

ines{s) 11361 3244 1048 1 7336 23489 42
Tmeal L 30123 I 19943 ‘2154 1;3129 55412 J:oo !

Only thirtesn percent of the citations were resclvad by the use of the maii-
in option. Only Juneau's percentage of 40 percent is significant. Anaother 41
percent of the citations were settled at the trafffic cqunter by the clerks. The
conviction rate for the counter cases was 78 percent. Except for dismissable

offenses (the 22 percent non-conviction rate), all the convictions at the

counter could have been settled By the mail-in ootfc;»n, but were not. Why?
The reason is that, when a fine is mailed in, the offender does not have the
opportunity to complain about the citation, fine, or points assessed.

But the low rate of mail-in bail may be a blessing in that we have found
that there is considerable paperwork associated with that option. The
requirement for a receipt, the errors entered on the citation by law enforcement
officers, and the wrong amounts sent through the mail have lad to extensive
processing procedures and personnel time. The amounts of revenue generated
through mail-in bail has (Table 5-29), in our opinion, been exceeded by the ad-
ditional resources required for processing.

Table 3-29
Distzics Courss
1976 Traffic Revm=nune 3v Distosition 3tage
{in =hausands 2f dellars)

Lceazion ;:]
. Zow Jlzazlien [ | , xesT oI ¥ as
4 Has Jlstosad Anganowace | Tairzanks) Juneau ! Igaze r Total | Tseal
Zaa'z locacs ! l {
Jefsndans - | - [ - - - -
Mail in 3ail 13408 3.1 [ L3.3 A4.% 138.3 -
Zandlad ac ] | _
Ssunzars 222,94 | L4303 | 3.3 | 95,2 473,77 54
Jount Agseas- ’
ince 5 2248 | 52,3 IS - I S T Y
Pzzal 332,33 i oR8.3 I 8.1 I 1282 ’--46 T L3t :
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Looking at the traffic system from the judicial resources side, we see that
whatever the merits of mail-in bail, only 40 percent of the citations issued result
in judge time being expended. This figure would be less if it were not for the
point system's pressure for contending citations that might otherwise be
forfeited either at the counter or by mail.

Further traffic data is included in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2).

CIVIL MATTERS

Jurisdiction of the District Court in civil matters inclides cases for the
recovery of money or damages not exceeding $10,000 ané‘i for recovery of
specific personal property, the value of which dogs not exceed 310,000. In
motor vehicle cases, however, District Court jurisdiction is $13,000. Cases

which involve claims in excess of those amounts must be filed in Superior Court.
A major portion, S8 percent, of the District Court civil caseload consists of
small claims matters, while 42 percent concerns. other matters (Table 3-30),

Tapla 3-30
Oisuzics Cour:ss
Composition of 197§ Civil Filings
N Locatign
Tvre of Rast ol 3 of
2iyil Mas=ar Anchoragse | Taizhanks | Juneau{Stars Tasal Taozal
Small clarz 2288 1 s32 1 osig Dousst fasas 33
Sthar Civil | ! i
Maz=«ars 2293 ! 533 1 327 430 3847 33
Towal 4493 l 137 [ 241 l 2231 3432 100
) ! . I
3 of Skazawide | L
Taeal 523 143 91 | 14 L50% -

Small claims procedures may be used only in those cases where the amount of
judgment requested,is less than $1,000. Simplified small claims procedures were
adopted in 1976 and have been readily zccepted by the public. As the public
pecomes more aware of the availability of the new procaduras for smali claims, it
is expected the percantage of such cases probably will increazse. As nctad,
small ciaims matters already constituts the most ccmmon form ef District Court
civil casas.

[F ]
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SMALL CLAIMS

The new small claims rules, which call for increased assistance to the

parties by the Court System, are simple enough that an attorney generally is

not required. As a result, it is possible for a plaintiff to process a small claims

case for filing to judgment for less than $70.00.
The informality of the system, plus the assistance of the Court, generally

allows the parties to pursue their civil disputes without incurring the expense

of legal counsel. However, attorneys may represent any party to a small claims

action and, in fact, are required to represent collection agencies and other

third parties attempting to collect another's debt.

Although informal, small claims casas follow the pattern whic.h applies
similarly to all civil cases, regardless of size or complexity. A plaintiff files a
complaint, which identifies the event or action by a defendant for which the

plaintiff requests compensation. Once filed, a copy of the complaint is served

by certified mail ar by process server on the defendant, along with a summons
advising the defendant of the necessity to answer.

The defendant has 20 days to answer the complaint, or else he can be
found in default and the court may enter a judgment against him. |In his
answer, a defendant may admit the claim against him is valid and proper, may

deny the claim, or, in addition, may file a counterclaim for damages arising from
the same event ar action.

I the defendant admits the claim against him is proper, the court issues a
judgment to that effect. |If the defendant denies the claim, the cases is sat for
trial,

Smail claims trials are, as are the rast of the small claims procedures,
informal. Each party sgeaks on his own behaif and may guestion the oppecsing
party. The judge may antar the discussicn, asking questicns of either party or
of any witnessas preasant.

Following the trial, the judge awards a judgment to the orevailing party,
cr, if no claim has teen proven, awards nothing to sither party. The award
may be the amount claimed by the plainti® (or the amount csuntarclaimed Sy the
defandant) or some other amount, depending upen the facts presentad curing
the triai. The judge mav aiso award 0 the 2ravailing party reimbursament of
“ma costs incurred in litigating the action.

Cnce jucgment is entarsd, a copy is sent To 2ach 2arty. The aravailing

oarsy is raspensibis for o collecting the zmeunt srcered from tne Secesing darty.
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If the party owing money refuses to make payment voluntarily, the preavailing
party must ask the court for a writ of execution.
The execution writ directs a peace officer or process server to seize assats

(e.g., bank accounts) or to garnish wages in an amount sufficient to pay off
the judgment. I[f assets cannot be

located, the prevailing party may ask the court to conduct a judgment debtor
examination during which the party in debt is required to answer questions
concerning the existance and location of any assets.

During 1978, a majority of all small claims cases were terminated prior to
answer {Table 5-31).

Table 3-~31
Disexics Courss
1576 Small Claims Termination Stages

Lacaeion

Tarminazion dest of 3 of
Skagas Anchaorige | Fairzbanks | Juneau Stass “owal | Total
lefore Answer | 1105 | 212 Foysy b gss 2451 | 53
3etwesa Answer { ! !

and Tziz 333 l 37 } 25 1 203 N9 19
meial 343 37 ' 41 132 53% L
Tozal 1333 l 175 l 413 l 1129 31747 l 130

i Trial Raece [ 19% 13% { 193 124 w31 j

In most cases, the disposition was by default judgment awarded to the plaintiff.
Of all cases disposed of during 1976, only 16 percent went to trial. The
average judgment awarded in 1976 small claims cases was $442

Tabla 3-32

Disvrict Couxss
Small Claims Age of Cases Closad in L3758

[ ~acazion . f
Jays Szom Tillng y‘ , Aast 3%
=5 Jisvasicioan Alchcrace Paixbanks!|Jneaun|S¥asza Total
‘ lvarica 231 ! 174 33 LlT l .35
2aerzenz af Jasas More Thaa:
"* 4
3 Mentas 3L s | 3L 5 k]
ne 7aaxr O1d 30 ‘ L7 < 10 20 !
Twg Yazrs Sld L3 2 3 M ]
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Disposition of small claims cases generally takes a relatively short time, in
part because of the simplicity of the new praocedures. The average length of
time statewide from filing to disposition was approximately seven months, and
varied from an average of tan months in Anchorage to two months in Juneau.

QTHER DISTRICT COURT CIVIL MATTERS
On a statewide basis, 42 percent of District Court civil cases are matters
ather than small claims. The types of cases filed in District Court are

numerous. Table 5-33 lists the'major case types and number of filings for each
type. The majority of these District Court cases originate from contracts or
debts.

Tanhls 3-33
2isczict Courss
Other Civil Mat=ers
Compasition of 1376 Filings

Lacation

Tvpa of 85% 2L 3 of
Case Anchcrace' ?ai:banks[ﬁ:uneau [?Sta:e To=al|Toeal
Contracts/ I [ |

Debts 1526 {358 113 208 2406 56
Civil Damage 266 , 107 ] 13 ] 75 461 | 13
Zousing/

Real Zstata 13 18 | s | 13 53 L
Qther 100 72 139 136 T47 20
Toeal 2208 ’ 633 337 +30 1547 | LaQ I

Other District Court civil cases fallow the same basic steps as the small
claim's process, with the exception that formal Rules of Civil Procedure apply.
It is the responsibility of each party to sand notices ta the opposing party and
to serve certain papers upon the cppcsing party as prescribed by the rules.
During the period between the filing of an answer and trial, each party may
prepare ior the trial through various discovery tachniques, including
interrogatories sarved on opposing party and depositions of witnesses.

Trial proceedings under the formal rules are much more structured than in
small claims. For example, in a small claims trial, any evidence presented by
the partiss would be zdmissable, whersas the rules of evidence for a trial uncer
the rules restricts the types of evidence which is admissable during the trial.

The percentage of casas disposed cf pricr o answer was extremely high in

1976 (75 percent statawice). !n the majority of these cases, a default judgment
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was awarded ta the plaintiff. Only seven percent of the other District Court
civil cases went to trial (Table 5-34).

Tabla 3-34
fistrics Courss
1976 Termination. Stages foxr Qther Civil Mathars

Locaticn

Tezmination . e( I‘ {”aes: ax Y of
Staces Anchoragel Tairbanks | Juneau Stazs |Tozal [Total
2efors answer | 1453 |} 33 | 13 | 137 | 1312{ 75
3etwesn Answer | i

and Trial 7y | 93 | 25 | 73 so8f 17
m=ial 113 47 | 5 32 217 T
Total 1983 l 378 [V 156 [ 12 ‘ 3037{160
Tzzal Race I 7y ] 3% { SR

The average judgment awarded in other civil cases was §1,493.

Because District Court civil cases are more complex when handled in a
formal manner, the time for disposition of these cases is greater than that for
small claims. The average disposition times during 1976 varied widely across
the State, but the statewide average was nearly ten months (Table 5-35).

manle 5-35
Oise=igs Courss
Age of Other Civil Manters Cases
Closed in L3768

Locatien
Days Trom ) Rest of
Piling 2o 2iszo. | AnchdgraceiTairzbanksiSunsau [3tasa Tatal
LﬁAverace 333 l 281 124 143 132

Parzant of Caszes Mors Taan:

% 30 37 44
34 24 i1 32
. 3 5 L _4

3 Meoneis Jld
Sne vear 213
™4 ‘Yearsg 212

[ WErEy
Ownmo

We {nvite your attention to the additional data on District Court civil

mattars which is contained in the Statistical Suppiement (Appendix 2).
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APPENDIX 1. ORGANIZATION OF THE ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The history of the law of Alaska covers a relatively short period of time
and does not commence immediately upon the acquisition of the Territory from
Russia. Although the Treaty of Cession was ratified in 1867, it was not until
July of 1868 that the Congress enacted laws concerning the government of the

Territory. The Act of 1888, however, was eXtremely limited, and merely
extended to the Territory the laws of the United States relating to customs,
commerce, and navigation. [t further provided that all viclations of the laws sa
extended could be prosecuted in the District Courts of the United States in
California, Oregon, and Washington.

The Organic Act of 1884 established the first semblance of Territoriél
government in Alaska. This Act established Alaska as an organized Territory
and created a U. S. District Court in Alaska, with provision for the appointment
of one District Court judge. From 1884 to 1912, the Territory had no legisiative
powers. Limited legislative powers were given to the Territory by Congress in
the Qrganic Act of 1812.

Between 1884 and 1909, Congress increased the nulmber of U. S. District
Court judges from one to four. The Territory was divided into four judicial
divisions, with headquarters in Valdez, Juneau, Nome, and Fairbanks. Practice
and procedure in these courts was governed by the Federal Rules of Procedure,
and the courts exercised both federal and Territorial jurisdiction. During the
same period, Congress adopted criminal and civil codes for the Territory
patterned after the Oregon codes.

When Alaska became a state in 1959, the Congressional Statehood Act
provided that the United States District Court for the Territory of Alaska
should remain an "interim! court with jurisdiction in State matters for not more
than three years or until the State's constitutional courts were organized. The
first State Legislature had provided initially that the transition from federai to
State courts would take place in 1862. Because of confusion in the language of
the Statehcod Act, however, the Legislature was forced to provide for immediate
organization of the State courts. The first justices of the Alaska Supreme Court
were appointed and took over their constitutional responsibilities on




Qctober 5, 1959. The Superior Court and Magistrate Court (now District
Court) were in operation by February 20, 1960.

Because of the long delays in establishing a Territorial government in
Alaska, and because of the limitations placed by Congress on the exercise of
local governmental powers, the U. S. District Court was for many years the
major governmental presence in the Territory. As a result, many eXecutive
governmental functions were lodged irn the courts. This historical practice
continued into statehood, with the Alaska Court System responsible for such

tasks as land recording, issuance 6f absentee ballots, and recording of vital
statistics.

ORGANIZATION

The Alaska Court System is the Judicial Branch of the State government,
separate and distinct from the Executive and Legislative Branches. |t is one of

the first and perhaps the most completely unifiad state court system in the
United States. Many experts on the administration of justice consider the
structure of the Alaska Court System to be ideal. Under this system the
judicial power of the State is vested in the Supreme Court, with the Chief
Justice serving as the administrative heac of the Court System. An
Administrative Director is appointed by the Ch'ef Justice with the concurrence
of the Supreme Court and assists the Chizf Justice in supervising the
administration of all courts in the State.

There are three levels of court in the Alaska Court System: Supreme,
Superior, and District. The Supreme Court and Superior Court are established
in the Constitution. The District Court is a legislative court, established by
statute. Jurisdiction and other areas of judicial responsibility for each level of
court are set out in Title 22 of the Alaska Statutes. Rules governing the

administration of all courts, as well as rules of practice and procedure for civil

and criminal cases, are promulgated by the Supreme Court.

JUDICIAL DISTRICTS
The Alaska Constitution provides that judicial districts shall be established
by the Legislature. Judicial districts serve as regional units for administration

and define boundarias for purposes of venue and for judicial retention elections,
The four judicial districts that existed in Territorial days have continued during
statehood. Section 22.10.010, Alaska Statutes, define =sach judicial district in
detail.
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First Judicial District. This district covers the "Panhanaie' area in
southeastern Alaska and includes the communities of Craig, Haines, Hoonah,
Juneau, Kake, Ketchikan, Pelican, Petersburg, Sitka, Skagway, Wrangeil, and
Yakutat. All of these communities have magistrate posts. There is one [Cistrict
Court judge in Juneau, one in Ketchikan, and a third in Wrangell-Petersburg.
Two Superior Court judges reside in Juneau, one in KetcHikan, and a fourth in
Sitka.

Second Judicial District. Northwest Alaska and the North Slecpe region zre
included in the Second Judicial District. Magistrate locations in the district are
in Barrow, Buckland, Emmonak, Gambell, Hooper Bay, Kiana, Kotzebue, Mt.
Village, Nome, Noorvik,) Point Haope, Savoonga, Selawik, St. Marys, Teller,
Unalakleet, Wainwright, and Wales., A District Court judge and a Superior
Court judge reside in Nome. The Superior Court judge is the presiding judge
of the district. A branch Superior Court in Barrow is served by a Superior
court judge from Fairbanks.,

Third Judicial District. This district includes the Aleutian Chain, the
Bristol Bay region, the Greater Anchorage area, the Matanuska Valley, the
Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak, and the Prince William Sound-Copper River region.
Within the Third District there are seven District lourt judges in Ancharage,

one in Valdez, and another in Homer. Magistrates are |ocated a* Cold Bay,
Cordova, Dillingham, Glennallen, Homer, Kenai, Keodiak, Naknek, Puilmer, Sand
Point, Seldovia, Seward, St. Paul Island, Unalaska, and Valdez. The Superior
Court has eight resident judges in Anchorage, one resident judge in Kenai, and
one in Kodiak. Valdez has a branch Superior Court, served on a part-time
basis by Anchorage judges. The presiding judge of this district resides in
Anchorage.

Fourth Judicial District. This district includes Interior Alaska. Four
District Court judges reside in Fairbanks, the popuiation center of the district.
Magistrates serve in Aniak, Bethel, Delta Junction, Fairbanks, Fort Yukon,
Galena, Healy, Kasigluk, Mekoryuk, Nenana, Rampart, Tanana, Tok, and
Tununak. There are feur Superior Court judges in Fairbanks, one of whom is
presiding judge of the district, and a fifth Superior Court judge in Bethel.

THE SUPREME COURT

The Supreme Court is comprised of the Chief Justice and four associate
justices., To be eligible for appointment to the Supreme Court, a oerson must
be a citizen of the United Statas and a resident of Alaska for three years prior
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to appointment. A justice must be licensed to practice law in the State at the
time of appointment and have engaged in the active practice of law for eight
‘year's. All appointments are made by the Governor within 45 days of receipt of
nominations from the Alaska Judicial Council. Each justice is subject to
approval or rejection by a majority of the voters of the State on a nom-partisan
ballot at the first general election held more than three years after appointment,
and every tenth year thereafter. If rejected by the voters, a justice may not
be appointed to fill any vacancy on the Supreme Court or Superior Court for
four years. The Chief Justice is selected from among the justices by a majority
vote. He holds office for three years and may not serve consecutive terms.

The Supreme Court hears appellate matters from every location in the State
and its judicial work is not directly affected by judicial district boundaries.
Three justices reside in Anchorage, one justice resides in Fairbanks, and tke
justice now serving as Chief Justice resides in Juneau.

An appeal may be taken to the Supreme Court trom a final judgment
entered by the Superior Court in any action or proceeding. Appeal from a final
judgment is a matter of right to all parties, except that the State may appeal in
criminal cases anly to test the sufficiency of an indictment or on the ground that
a sentence is too lenient. The authority of the Supreme Court to review sen-
tences was set out in statute by the Legislature in 1869. All appeals brought to
the Supreme Court must be heard, decisions must be reached, and opinions
written.

An aggrieved party may also petition for review of any order or decision of
the Sugerior Court not otherwise appealable. Review of non-final orders,
however, is descretionary, and will be granted only if certain strict criteria are
met that justify a deviation from normal appellate procedure.

The Constitution grants the Supreme Court paower to establish and
promulgate rules governing the administration of all courts in the State, and
rules governing practice and procedure in civil and criminal cases. The
Supreme Court has also adopted rules governing the practice of law in the State
of Alaska, rules governing practice and procadure in children's matters, rules
of probate procedure, and rules of appellate procedure. The Legislature may
change rules governing practice and procedure by an Act expressing its intent
to do so and passed by a two-thirds majority of both heuses,

The Supreme Court meets approximately monthly to hear arguments and to
canfer an pending judicial and administrative matters. Arguments are heard an
banc throughout the year in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan. As
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far as possible, the Supreme Court will hear arguments in the c¢ity where the
case was heard in the trial court.: Approximately 60 percent of the cases heard
originate in Anchorage and 20 percent in Fairbanks. Following argument or
submission on briefs without argument, the Supreme Court will decide the case,
write an opinion, and initiate its publication in the Pacific Reporter, the official
publication of the Alaska Supreme Court. ‘

Routine motions and applications may be presented to and determined by an
individual justice. These matters include applications for extensions of time,
for shortening time for notice of motion, and for other: routine relaxations of the
rules of appellate procedure. An indjvidual justice m‘ay also grant applications
for stays of proceedings, issue aorders to show cause, and issue writs of habeas
corpus. Any application submitted to an individual justicé may be referred by
him to the entire Court for determination.

The central office of the Clerk of the Supreme Court is in Juneau. The
Clerk is requirad to be an attorney, preferably with some appellate experience.
Responsibilities of the Clerk include monitoring the caseflow through the court
and making recommendations for improvements in appellate procedure. The
Clerk is also responsible for all case filing and calendaring, publishing
opinions, and related tasks. The Clerk's office provides, for a fee, a printing
sarvice for appellate briefs. Deputy clerks are located in Juneau, Anchorage,
and Fairbanks.

THE SUPERIOR COURT

The Superior Court is the trial court of general jurisdiction with original
jurisdiction in all civil and criminal matters. The Superior Court has concurrent
jurisdiction in all other judicial matters with the District Court. The Superior
Court may issue injunctions and writs of habeas corpus, review, and mandamus,
and serves as an appellate court for appeals from the District Court. Appeals
to the Superior Court from final judgments of the District Court are a matter of
right.

The Superior Court has exclusive jurisdiction in all domestic relations
matters, children's proceedings, probate, guardianship, and civil commitments.

The Chief Justice designates a presiding judge in each judicial district to
serve a term of one vyear. The presiding judge, in addition to his regular
judicial duties, is responsinle for the administration of the trial courts within
his district, including the assignment of cases, the supervision of court
personrinel, the efficient handling of court business, and the appointment cf the
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magistrates. A Superior Court judge may be temporarily assigned anywhere in
the State by the Chief Justice up to 90 days per year. He may be assigned for
langer periods with the judge's acquiescence.»

The qualifications of a judge of the Superior Court are the same as for a
Supreme Court justice, except that only five years' active practice is necessary.
Each Superior Court judge is subject to approval or rejection by the votars of
his judicial district at the first general election held mare than three years after
his appointment. Thereafter, he is subject to approval or rejection evé}‘y sixth
year. He is subject to retirement for incapacity, and may retire voluntarily at
any time. Retired judges may render further service on the bench under a
special assignment pro tempore. The Chief Justice may appoint a voluntarily

retired judge to serve as judge or justice pro tempore for specified periods of
time.

DISTRICT COURT

District Court Judges. The Alaska Constitution provides that the
Legislature shall establish such lower or inferior courts as may be necessary.
The Legislature has created a District Court for each judicial district, and has
granted to the Supreme Court the power to inc¢rease or decrease the number of
District Court judges within each judicial district. |

In criminal matters, the District Court judge has jurisdiction over all State
misdemeanar violations and violations of o‘i*dinances of political subdivisions., He

may issue warrants as prescribed by law, and acts as examining magistrate in
arraignments in criminal proceedings, which must occur within 24 hours after
arrest. The District Court judge may also perform such non-judicial related
tasks as issuing absentee ballots and recording vital statistics. He may alse
serve as coroner, hold inquests, and act as the conservator of property of
deceased persans.

in civil matters, the District Court judge may hear cases for recovery of
money or damages not exceeding $10,000 and for recovery of specific personal
property when the value claimed for damages does not exceed $10,000. In mctor
vehicle tort cases, the civil jurisdiction in District Court is $15,000. A District
Court judge may handle small claims actions up to $1,000, give judgment without
action upon the confession of the defendant, foreclose liens where the amount in
controversy does not exceed $10,000, and temporarily destain miners in
emergencies. The criminal and civil jurisdiction of the District Court extends
over the whole of the State,
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A District Court judge must be 21 years of age, a citizen of the United
States, a resident of the State for at least one year, and licensed to practice law
in Alaska. Vacancies are filled by appointment of the Governor through
nomination by the Judicial Council. The presiding judge may appoint one or
more acting District Court judges as needed., An acting District Court judge
need not be licensed to practice law.

District Court judges may be temporarily assigned to different places
within the judicial district by the presiding judge or to another judicial district
by the Chief Justice. A District Court judge, like other judges and justices,
may not practiée law or engage in any other profession or business for profit,
nor may he hold office in a political party or unit of government involving
compensation. If he files for elective office, he forfeits his judicial position.

Magistrates. In the smaller, generally rural areas of the State, where the
services of a full-time District Court judge are not required, magistrate posts
have been created. They have been created in metropolitan areas as well to
handle routine matters and ease the workload of the District Court.

The magistrate is a judicial officer of the District Court, whase authority is
more limited than the District Court judge. In civil cases, the magistrate may
award damages up to $1,000; issue summonses, writs of habeas corpus, and
marriage licenses; enforce orders and judgments of the Superior Court; perform
the duties of coroner (including inquests) and notary public; record vital sta-
tistics such as births, deaths, and marriages; and issue absentee ballots. He
also has emergency authority in children's matters.

In criminal matters, he may give judgment of conviction upon a plea of

guilty to any State misdemeanor. He may hear, try, and enter judgment in
State misdemeanors if the defendant agrees in writing to be tried by the
magistrate. He may also hear municipal ordinance violations without consent of
the accused and impose sentence. [n felony preliminary examinations, the
magistrate may set, receive, and forfeit bail, and bind persons over to the Su-
perior Court in the same manner as a District judge. Finally, he may issue
warrants of arrest, summonses, and search warrants.

The qualifications of a magistrate are that the individual be 21 years oid, a
United States citizen, and a resident of Alaska for six months orior to
appointment, which is made for an indefinite period by the presiding judge of
the judicial district in which he will serve. The magistrate serves at the
pleasure of the presiding judge.
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Coroner-Public Administrator. In all four judicial districts, a separate
coroner-public administrator position has been created. The coroner-public
administrator operates within the District Court in his capacity as a coroner. In

his administrative function relating to the probate of small estates, he operates
within the Superior Court.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE COQURT SYSTEM

In addition to his judicial responsibilities, the Chief Justice is also charged
with the responsibility of administering the Alaska Court System. To assist him
in administrative matters, the Chief Justice, with concurrence of the Supreme
Court, appoints the Administrative Director of Courts.

The Administrative Director is generally responsible for the smooth
running of the Court System. HIs responsibilities are numerous and broad in
scope. He establishes and supervises the administrative operation of the
System. He examines the dockets to determine the need for assistance in any

cour't, and makes recommendations to the Chief Justice relating to the temporary
assignments of judges. He also collects and compiles statistical data, and
prepares and submits the budget to the Legislature. He draws all requisitions
for payment of expenses incurred for the maintenance and operation of the
Court System. He acts as advisor to the Chief Justice, and also obtains data
from the clerks of court concerning judicial business that has been delayed
beyond the period of time specified by law.

To carry out these and other responsibilities, he has employed a staff of
functional specialists., His senior staff members include the Manager of Fiscal
Operations, Manager of Technical Operations, Personnel Director, Staff
Counseal, Manager of Materie!l Operations, Grants Planner, Magistrate Training
Coordinator, Librarian, Special Projects Coordinater, and an Administrative As-
sociate.

ALASKA JUDICIAL COUNCIL
The Alaska Judicial Council, which operates independently of the Court
System, has been created by the State Constitution to perform two primary

functions: (1) to solicit, screen, and nominate applicants for guber‘natorial
appointment of wvacant judgeship positions, and (2) to conduct studies for
improvements in the administration of justice and make recommendations to the
Legislature and the Supreme Court. The council is comprised of the Chief
Justice who serves as chairman and ex officio member; three attorney members

9




appointed by the Board of Governors of the Alaska Bar Association; and three
non-attorney lay members appointad by the Governor, subject to confirmation
by a majority of the members of the Legislature in joint session. These six
members serve for six-year terms.

The Judicial Council, which must report to the Legisiature and the
Supreme Court at least once every two vyears, is assisted by a full-time
Executive Director and his support staff. The Executive Director is then
responsible for programs to encourage the most qualified applicants for judicial
positions, and for undertaking research projects concerning the interaction or
coordination of more than one companent of the justice system.

10




moowp

~ APPENDIX TWO

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
1976 ANNUAL REPORT
STATISTICAL SUPPLEMENT

SUPREME COURT

STATEWIDE TRIAL COURT

SUPERIOR COURTS

DISTRICT COURTS (HIGHER VQLUME)
DISTRICT COURTS (LOW VOLUME)




l «- l -

R Y A WmE aE S N EE EE DD N S eE e e




FOREWARD

This supplement is designed primarily for research applications.

The tables and figures have been standardized to provide a common basis for
comparison in succeeding years. We anticipate few changes to the format of
this supplement, with the one exception that we plan to add a sixth section
next year on Jury Utilization and Management.

For those charts requiring some narrative explanation, we have re-
ferred the reader to a specific note number. A1l notes are included in the
last few pages of this supplement.

Finally, our determination of whether a District Court is a higher or
a low volume court is based upon a rather simple test, If the court has at
least one full-time judicial officer, we classify it as a higher volume
court. We collect more detailed case processing data from the higher volume
courts than we do from the Tow volume courts.

The sole exception to this classification is for Kotzebue, which we
have included as a low volume court, even though it has a full-time magistrate.
Detailed data applicable to the higher volume courts was not available in
1976 for Kotzebue, Thus, for this year only, we classified this court as
Tow volume.

Any reader with questions, comments, or suggestions to offer on this

statistical supplement, is encouraged to contact the;

Manager of Technical Operations
0ffice of the Administrative Director
ALASKA CQURT SYSTEM

303 K Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Phone: (907) 274-8611
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SUPREN?E%OURT
SUMMARY OF FILINGS
1974-1976 t

TYPE OF CASE 1974 1975 1976 R4t
Appeals:

Civil 148 145 214 + 48

Criminal 46 68 113 + 66

Childrens 11 :E 7 + 40

Sentence 4 23 32 + 39
Petitions for Review 53 83 86 4
Original Applications 16 6 le +167

TOTAL 278 334 468 + 40

A-2
SUPREME COURT
v SUMMARY OF DISPOSITIONS
1974-1978

TYPE OF CASE 1974 1975 1978 s INCREAE
Appeals: 187

Civil 193 141

Criminal ! 38 } R

Childrens 9

Sentence 12 ; 33 +175
Petitions for Raview 54 84 82 - 2
Original Apoplications 21 10 12 + 20

TOTAL 262 299 335 + 12




SUPHE?V:IE COURT
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION
1976
DISPOSITION BY -
TYPE OF CASE OPINION AND DISMISSAL OR TOTAL
MANDATE OTHER
Appeals:
Civil 71 70 | 141
Criminal 27 31 | 58
Childrens 6 3 ; 9
Sentence 13 E 14 T 33
Petitions for Review 22 60 82
Original Applications 3 S 12
TOTAL 148 187 335
% OF TOTAL 44 56 100
A-4
SUPREME COURT
CASES PENDING AS OF DECEMBER 31
TYPE OF CASE 1974 1975 1976 RANCREASE
Appeals: 193 ’
Civil 148 218 ; 47
Criminal 70 127 ; 81
Childrens 6 5 , - 17
Sentence 17 16 1 - B
Petitions for Review 20 16 20 . 25
Original Applications 3 1 5 400
TOTAL 218 253 391 ‘ 52




A-5
SUPREME COURT
REASON FOR CASES PENDING
1976

CASE AWAITING -

TYPE OF CASE STAYED | TOTAL
RECORDS | BRIEFS | (R3O | DECISION |MANDATE
Appeals: o
Civil g3~ a% I2 62 12 0 218
Criminal | 33 59 7 22 3 3 127
Childrens a 3 1 1 0 0 5
Sentence e 2 Q 6 1 | 1 16
Petitions for Review a 1 0 16 2 1 20
Original Applications Q g 0 5 0 ! 0 5
TOTAL 102 | 134 20 112 18 | s 391
%OF.TOTAL 26 34 5 29 5 l 1 100




S N SN M ar A Mt S tan NS M BN MaE NG MBS A BN B B




B, STATEWIDE TRIAL COURT






ALASKA PCPULATION

(See Note 1)

POPULATION " w OF
LOCATION 1970 1975 u;sgc%e{_:g F 1973\1%21-&.
CENSUs | EesTimaTe | NCREASE 1875 TOTAL

Anchorage 126333 177817 51484 41 '; 45
Barrow 3451 6454 3003 87 2
Bethel 7244 8053 809 10 2
Delta Junction 3343 4715 1372 41 1
Fairbanks 45864 55517 9653 21 14

Glenallen 774 2410 1636 211 1.
Haires 1504 2089 563 38 1
Homar 1083 1187 104 10 .3
Juneay 13536 17714 4158 31 4
Kenai -12730 13954 1224 10 3
Ketchikan 11717 13075 1358 12 3
Kotebue 2389 26384 295 12 L
Kodizk 9409 8801 | - 608 - 6 2
Noma 4228 1898 6§70 15 1
Palmer §509 12462 5953 91 3
Seward 2336 3149 813 35 1
Sitka 6109 §595 486 8 2
Tok 836 1179 343 41 .3
Vaidez 2324 7229 | 4905 211 : 2
Wrangell 2423 2599 } 176 7 3 1
Other (Low Ve ume) 33199 52073 | 13874 36 i 13
TOTAL 3021361 404834 | 102273 34 | 100

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Fist 42563 so438 | 7873} 1s | 12
Secon.. 9797 1208 | 141l ; 14 : 3
Third 190471 257920 | 67449 { 3. ] 64
Ssurth 59528 35063 ', 23349 43 § 21
- 3-1




ALASKA COURTS

AUTHORIZED JUDICIAL POSITIONS

DeC. 31,1976

LocaTioN | SUPERIOR DISTRICT | MAGL |\ crens| ToTaL sTasewios
' TOTAL

Anchorage 8 7 l 0 2 17 18
Barrow 0 0 J 1 0 1 1
Bethel 0 1 0 0 1 1
Delta Junction 0 0 | 1 0 1 1
Fairbanks 4 4 0 0 8 9
Glenallen 0 0 1 0 1 1
Haines 0 0 1 0 1 1
Homer 0 1 I Q 0 1 1
Juneau 2 1 0 0 3 3 ]
Kenai 1 Q 1 0 2 2
Ketchikan 1 1 0 0 2 2
Kotzebue 0 0 1 0 1 1
Kodiak 1 a 0 0 1 1
Nome 1 1 0 0 2 2
Palmer 0 0 1 0 1 1
Seward 0 0 1 0 1 1
Sitka 1 0 1 0 2 2
Tok 0 0 1) 0 1 1
Vaidez 0 1 0 0 1 1
Wrangell 0 , 1 0 0 1 1
Otner (Low Volume) 0 0 ’ 44 0 ! 44 47

TOTAL 19 18 | 34 2 | 3 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First T R A Te
Second 1 A T T 13
Third 10 | 10 ; 20 { 2 ; 42 45
Fourth s Y oo b2 22
3-2 '




AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL POSITIONS
AS OF DEC. 31,1978

ALASKA COURTS

POSITIQNS 8Y RANGE
% QF
LOGATION BE{'QOW THR;(‘JZDUGH THR:O:UGH 0‘,’5“ TOTAL ST%?XLDE
Anchorage 32 77 19 7 138 50.0
Sarrow Q 1 aQ Q 1 0.4
Sethel 2 2 0 0 § 1.0
Delta Junction 0 1 0 0 1 0.4
Fairbanks 14 38 § 5 63 23.0
Glenallen 2 1 0 0 3 1.0
Hainas o] 1 0 Q 1 0.4
Homer 1 1 0 Q0 2 1.0
Juneau 4 g 3 2 7 6.0
Kenai 1 2 2 0 5 2.0
Ketchikan 1 6 2 b3 10 4.0
Kotzebue 0 1 a Q 1 0.4
Kodiak 0 3 1 0 4 5.0
Nome 0 4 1 1 6 2.0
Palmer 2 0 Q 0 2 1.0
Seward 1 1 0 0 2 1.0
Sitka 2 2 0 0 s 1 1.0
Tok 0 S B 0 1 l 0.4
Valdez 2 1 0 Q 3 ! 1.2
Wrangal 1 1| o 0 O R Y
Gthar (Low Volume) 2 1) o CO 1.0
TOTAL 67 153 | 34 16 { 270 100,90
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First I R - R A E R Rt
Sunand I R
—yed 51 a8 ’ 22 i 71 182 | 50.0
2 ourh ; 14, 41 | 6 1 s 1 s i 24,0




ALAKSA COURTS
FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) JUDGES

{See Note 2)

NUMBER OF JUDGE DAYS

FULL
ADJUSTMENTS _TIME % OF
LocATION SiGNED To | GRou | NET | RN | WIBE
SOURTS | couRTs || Ve Jupges ! TOTAL
Anchorage 4250.0| ~145 |+130.5! - 2 |4233.5 | .6.93 21
Barrow 250.0 0 |+ 10.0] 0 | 260 1.04 1
Bethel 250.0 0 |+ 79.0 0 | 329 1.32 2
Delta Junction 250.0 0o |+ 8.5 0 | 258.5 | 1.03 1
Fairbanks 1750.0) - 43 |+ 75.0 0 |1782 7.13 9
Gienallen 250.0) - 20 |+ 2..0) o | 251 1.00 1
Haines 250.0 o '+ 9.5 0 | 2592.51 1.04 ‘ 1
Homer 250.0] - 95 |+ 10.0 0 | 165 66 | 1
Juneau 750.0 - 91 + 97.0 | ~ 2 754 3.02 4
Kenai 500.0] - 77 |+ 63.0’ o | 486 1.94 2
Kerchikan 500.0] -121 |+ la.ut - 7.5 | 389.5 | 1.56 ]
Kotzebue 250.0 o |+ 18.0 o | 268 1.07 :
Kadiak 250.0| - 36 |+ 13.0 o | 227 .91 T
Nome 500.0] =49 |+ 1.0|- 1| 4s1 1.80 ]
Palmer 250.0 0 |+ 16.0 0 | 266 1.06 1
Seward 250.0 o |+ 19.5 0 | 269.5 | 1.08 1
Sitks 437.5| - 22 [+ 90.0- 2 | 503.5| 2.01 } 2
Tok 250.0 o |+ 3.5 o l2s3.5 | 101 | 1
Valdez 250.0{ - 24 [+ 31.0 | 0 | 257 Lo3 | 1
Virangell 250.0] 109 |+ s.0]-. 2 | 147 .59 |
Otrer (Low Volume) | 8250.0) 0 [+110.5 ] 0 |8360.5 |33.44 [ 4.
TOTAL 20187.5! -832 |+832.0 l-ls.s [g0171 30.68 l 1090

25¢ Days
19

76 Vacancies taken into consideration

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS .

—-

Eirst 3687.5) -343 |+255.0 -13.3 3586 |14.3¢ | 1

Second 2000.0) - 48 |+ 20,01~ 1 |1970 | 7.88 |, o

Third lozso.o} -397 lsgsa.0i - 2 lrozes lar.re

Eourtn 4250.00 - 43 Tanrziof o | 4320 :17.28 i _—mg
B4




ALASKA COURTS
1976 OPERATING CQOSTS
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

DOLLAR COST PER
% QF 1976 CASE FILED
LOCATION PERSONNEL QOTHER TOTAL STQ;EIEDE ALL prﬁizc
FILINGS FILINGS
Anchorage 3251.1 3109.4 6360.5 48,0 | 121 | 304
Sarrow 51.9 74.3 126.3 1.0 479 als
Bethel 124,535 131.5 308.1 2.0 378 378
*Qelta Junction Not aAvailable
Fairbanks 1520.3 945.9 2466.) 19.90 123 307
*Glenallen Not Available !
* Haines Yot Available
* Hamer Not Avajlable
Jurteau 434.1 1098.9 1532.9 11.5 300 570
Kenai 177.8 44.4 222.1 2.0 46 133
Katchikan 394.3 | 23.5 417.8 3.0 126 232
Kotzshue 46.0 8.6 | 54.8 0.4 202 207
Kadiak 97.4 42.8 140.1 1.0 72 84
Nome 238.9 96.6 335.8 2.5 400 426
Palmer 48.8 16.7 65.6 0.4 24 70
Seward 5.3 12.1 67.4 0.5 33 158
Sitks 119.86 27,5 147.1 1.0 109 168
*Tok Not aAvaillable I
Valdsz 62.3 | 27.8 | 90.1 | 0.6 | 48 103
‘Mrangell 8l.8 10.0 ‘ 91.6 0.5 1735 344
*Cther (Low Voluma) §32.3 5 2114 ’ 843.7 6.0 154 4638
TATAL 7336.3 i 593,86 (13267.9 100.0 127 l 294

* All smaller courts in magistrate pcol not broken down separately.

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS .

[ fesc 1137.3 |11se.l |2325.9 | 7.0 | 209 1 330
Sesond 393.4 | 232.7 | s26.1 | 5.0 ! s23 | 360
T 39316 13338.3 | 7270.4 § 55,0 1 13 | 281
Fouen 1873.5 11171.9 | 3045.3 g 23,0 iz | 343

3-3



ALASKA COURTS

1976 FILINGS
£ (Seer Note 3)
% OF FILIN

LOCATION S%Z%RR'?- R DéSOTLTA?T TOTAL ST%%*VX' EE ‘ PJs:RDi?E
Anchoraga 7509 | 45219 52728 50.0 3114
Barrow 18 246 264 0.3 264
Bethel 193 616 809 1.0 809
Deita Junction 0 678 ‘678 1.0 678
Fairbanks 2977 17040 20017 15.0 ] 2819
Glenallen 0 1212 1212 o | 251
Haines 0 269 269 0.3 } 269
Homer 0 1406 | 1406 1.0 | 1406
Juneay 774 4328 5102 5.0 3 1701
Kenai 440 4381 4821 5.0 i 2411
Kewhikan 551 2775 3326 3.0 | 1ee3
Kotzebue 0 274 270 0.3 } 270
Kodiak 322 . 1612 1934 2.0 1934
Nome 249 590 839 1.0 420
palmer 0 2764 2764 3.0 2764
Seward 0 1921 1921 2.0 1921
Sitka 217 1138 1355 1.0 678
Tok 0 386 | 386 0.4 386
Vaidez 0 1884 | 1884 2.0 | 1884
Wrangell 0 524 524 1.0 | 524
Other {Low Volume) 0 2272 2272 2.0 69

TOTAL 13250 91531 | 104781 100.0 | 1294

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

t i
First 1542 | esr0 ! 11112 |10 | 7
Secand 249 | s36 | 1185 | Lo | 246
Thitd 8464 | 62162 | 70626 67.0 | 1723
Fourth 2995 | 18863 | 21358 21,0, 1296
5-6




ALASKA CQURTS
! 1976 DISPOSITIONS

(See Note 3)

ME S e NS aE A NN A

LOCATION SUPERICR | DISTRICT | roTaL STATOMIDE | FER e

TOTAL JUDGE

Anchiorage 6346 31784 38130 53,0 2243
Barrow 13 59 72 0.1 72
Bethel 177 8 205 0.3 205
Delta Junction 0 500 500 1.0 500
Fairbanks 2110 11350 14100 19.0 2014
Glenallen 0 836 838 L.0 838
Haines Q 30 30 0,47 30
Hamer 0 1060 | 1060 1.0 1050
Jungau §61 2415 3075 4.0 1025
Kenai 347 ss | 3s02 5.0 1751
Ketchikan 371 1525 1896 3.0 948
Kotzabue 0 203 203 0.3 203
Kodiak 251 274 525 1.0 525
Nome 214 51 i 265 0.4 133
Palmer a 1825 ] 1825 2.0 1825
Seward 0 1489 [ 1489 2.0 1489
Sitka 179 480 ; §59 1.0 ! 33q
Tok 0 20 | 210 0.3 l 210
Valdez o | 1013 | 1013 10 | 1013
Wrangeil 0 ! 258 2 258 0.4 | 258
Giher [Low Volume) o | awae ) 2144 300 | §5
ToTAL 10669 ] 61349 | 720139 100.0 | 889

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Sirse 1211 | 3198, 6409 9.0 i 458
Second 204§ 326 | 340 Lo §8
Thira 2Ly 42572 43633 | 890 | 1202
Ssurh 2123 | 13253 . 13376 | 210 | 904

w
t
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ALASKA CQURTS
1976 DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION, COSTS AND JUDGES

PERCENTAGE OF STATEWIDE

SO S .. g [ R I
] COSTS v JUDGES FILINGS DISPOSITION
Angharage 45.0 48,0 21 50.0 53.0
Barrow 2.0 1.0 1 0.3 0.1
Zethel 2.0 2.0 2 1.0 0.3
wetta Junction 1.0 0 1 1.0 1.0
Fairnanks 13.0 19.0 9 19.0 19.0
Sienatien 1.0 0| 1 1.0 1.0
Haines 1.0 0 1 0.3 |7 a.o7
Haomer 0.3 0 1 1.0 1.0
Juneay 4.0 1.5 4 5.0 4,0
Kenai 3.0 2.0 2 5.0 5.0
Ketenikan 3.0 3.0 2 3.0 3.0
iCotzebue 1.0 G.4 1 0.3 0.3
Kodiak 2.0 1.0 1 2.0 1.0
Nome 1.0 2.5 2 1.0 0.4
Paimer 3.0 0.4 1 3.0 2.0
Seward .0 0.5 1 2.0 2.0
Sitka 2.0 1.0 2 1.0 1.0
Tok 0.3 0 1 0.4 0.3
Valdez 2.0 0.6 i 1 2,9 1.0
\Wrangell 1.0 0.8 1 1.0 0.4
Ciner {Low Volume) 13.0 6.0 41 2.0 ’ 3.0
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100 100.0 l 100.0
BY JUBICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Eirst 12 b 18 11 s
Sscond 3 f 3 ; 10 1 ! 1
Terd 64 185 é s1 67 i 69
Raurtn 21 D23 |21 21 !
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SUPERIOR COURTS

SUMMARY OF FILIMGS BY COURT

1973 -~ 1976
| % INCREASE

COURT 18973 1974 1975 1976 1873 1975
1?76 13?78

Anchorage 5841 6003 6646 7509 + 29 +13
Barrow o] Q aQ 18 0 uil
Bethel 0 124 118 193 : Q +62
Fairbanks 1631 1937 2471 2977 + 83 +20
Juneau 763 869 577 774 ! + 01 +14
Kenai 219 188 454 440 +101 -~ 3
Ketchikan 568 681 649 551 - 3 ~15
Kodiak 186 230 250 322 + 73 +29
Nome 273 280 266 249 - 9 - 6
Sitka " 188 206 212 217 + 15 + 2
TOTAL 9669 10563 11744 13250 + 37 +13

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 1519 1756 1538 1542 { + 2 0
Second 273 280 266 249 ! - 9 - 8
Third 6246 6595 7469 8464 ‘ + 36 +13
Feurth 1631 1837 2471 2995 ' + 84 +21
Cc-1




SUPERIOR COURTS

COMPOSITION OF 1876 FILINGS

CRIMINAL CIVIL
CHIL-

COURT FELONY | OTHER | progaTe | DOMESTIC | gryen MT;-?Z:S TOTAL
Arichorage 366 150 979 3201 2256 557 7509
Barrow 3 1 5 1 0 8 18
Bethel 22 6 46 51 36 32 193
Fairbanks 227 18 258 1231 825 418 2977
Juneau 23 4 108 309 189 161 774
Kenai 26 6 32 187 109 80 440
Ketehikan 29 4 77 249 80 112 551
Kodiak 51 7 34 154 37 39 322
Nome 23 11 53 63 48 51 249
Sitka 12 2 32 SaQ 29 512 217
‘ TOTAL 782 209 1624 5536 3589 1510 13250
% QF TOTAL 6 2 12 42 27 11 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 64 10 217 648 278 325 1542
Second 23 11 53 63 43 51 249
Third 465 i 189 1091 3593 2438 708 8464
Fourth 230 l 13 283 1232 825 4256 § 2995




SUPERIOR COURTS
SUMMARY OF DISPOSITIONS

1973 - 19786
% INCREASE

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 1975
1;36 13;5

Anchorage 5033 4196 | 4482 6346 + 26 +42
Barrow Q 0 0 13 0 0
Bethel Q 96 ‘94 177 0 +88
Fairbanks 1477 1591 1806 L 21F0 + 43 +17
Juneau 684 919 572 661 - 3 +16
Kenai 173 162 263 347 +101 +32
Ketchikan 545 607 547 371 -32 -32
Kodiak 176 218 218 251 +43 +15
Nome 239 294 228 214 ~10 -6
Sitka 178 193 193 179 + 1 -7
TOTAL 8505 8276 8403 L0669 | +25 127

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1407 1719 1312 1211 -14 - 8
]
Second 239 294 228 214 || =10 -6
Third 5382 4672 5057 7121 ! +32 +41
Fourth 1477 1591 1306 2123 | +44 +18
c-3




SUPERIOR COURTS
RATIO OF DISPOSITIONS TO FILINGS

198786
_ (See Note 4)
RATIO OF
COURT FILINGS DISPOSITIONS | DISPOSITIONS
TO FILINGS
Anchorage 7509 6346 85
Barrow 18 13 72
Bethel 193 177 92
Fairbanks 2977 2110 71
Juneau 774 661 85
Kenai 440 347 79
Ketcﬁikan 551 371 67
Kodiak 322 251 78
Nome 249 214 86
Sitka 217 179 82
TOTAL 13250 10668 g1

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1542 1211 79
Second 249 214 86
Third 8464 7121 84
Fourth 2995 2123 71
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SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITIONS PER FULL TIME EQUIVALENT JUDGE
’ 1878
(See Note 3)
FULL TIME
cCouRT | DisPosITIoNs | EQY Y LN B b
JUDGES
Anchorage 63458 9.96 637
Barrow | 13 .04 13
Bethel 177 e 23 177
Fairbanks 2110 3.16 668
Juneau 661 1.78 371
Kenai 347 .71 347
Ketchikan 371 .71 - 371
Kodiak 251 .45 251
Nome 214 .89 214
Sitka 179 .42 179
TOTAL 10669 18.35 581

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1211 2.91 418
Second 214 .89 214
Third 7121 11.35 627
Fourth 2123 3.20 663
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SUPERIOR COURTS
BACKLOG MONTHS
AS QF DEC. 31, 1976

(See Note 5)

(1) (2)
COURT |CASESPENDING Dﬁigf?c?&%:ﬁs Al Frall
IN 1976

Anchorage 6666 528.8 12.6
Barrow 8 1.08 7.4
Bethel 62 14.8 4.2
Fairbanks 1888 175.8 10.7
Juneau 349 55.1 6.3
Kenai 306 28.9 10.6
Ketchikan 315 30.9 10.2
Kodigk 230 20.9 11.0
Nome 173 17.8 9.7
Sitka 112 14.9 7.5

TOTAL 10109 889.1 11.4

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 776 100.9 7.7
Second 173 17.8 9.7
Third 7264 593.4 12.2
Fourth 1896 176.9 10.7
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SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES
FILINGS
1973 — 1976
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1076 1973 1g7s
to <o)
1976 1976
Anchorage 900 710 476 366 - 59 ~23
Barrow 0 0 0 3 C 0
Sethel Q 49 19 22 0 +16
Fairbanks 183 208 203 227 + 24 +12
Juneau 58 59 43 23 - 59 -47
Kenai 31 g 31 26 - 16 -16
Ketchikan 65 75 21 29 - 55 +38
Kodiak 23° S1 32 51 +122 +59
Norme 29 47 33 23 - 21 -30
Sitka 6 15 17 12 +100 =29
TOTAL 1293 1220 875 782 - 40 -1l
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 127 149 81 64 - 50 ~21
Second 29 47 33 23 - 21 ~30
Third 954 ; 816 558 465 - 51 ~17
Fourth 183 | 208 | 203 230 + 26 +13
c-7




SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS
1976
(See Note 86)
CASE TYPE

COURT VIOLENT | PROPERTY | [FRANDI DRUGS OTHER TOTAL
Anchorage 81 113 51 110 11 | 368
Barrow 1 2 0 0 0 3
Bethel 13 9 0 0 0 22
Fairbanks 51 98 16 51 11 | 227
Juneau 9 7 3 4 0 23‘
Kenai 5 12 0° 7 2 _26
Ketchikan 12 8 4 3 2 ; 29°
Kadiak 21 22 2 3 3 ,‘ 51
Nome 10 9 3 0 1 23
Sitka 4 7 0 0 1 : 12

TOTAL 207 287 79 178 31 | 782
% OF TOTAL] 26" 37 10 23 4 100

rd
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 25 22 7 7 3 £d
Second 10 9 3 0 1] 23
Third 120 156 53 120 16 | 465
Fourth 52 100 16 51 11 230
c-3
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SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO FILINGS
1976
(See Note 7)
CATIO OTHER INFORMATION
COURT CASES NUQE‘EH oF NUMBER NuMeER
OF

FILED DEFENDANTS | DEFENDANTS | o —hees COUNTS

CHARGED CHARGED
't Anchorage 366 397 1.08 427 487
Barrow 3 3 1 3 "3
8ethel 22 22 1 27 33
Fairbanks 227 244 1.07 296 348
Juneay 23 24 1.04 26 29
Kenai 26 26 1 30 33
Ketchikan 29 30 1.03 33 35
Kodiak 51 58 1.14 62 67
Nome 23 24 1.04 25 33
Sitka 12 12 1 15 15
TOTAL 782 840. 1.07 934 1083

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 64 66 1.03 74 79
Second 23 24 1.04 25 33
Third 465 503 1.08 546 620
Fourth 230 247 1.07 289 351
c-9




SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES

DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1976
| % INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 | 4973 -
; 0 to
1976 1976
Anchaorage 734 616 413 492 ~33 +19
Barrow 0 a 0 3 a 0
Bethel 0 21 30 35 0 +17
Fairbanks 176 le9 159 192 + 9 +21L
Juneau 56 49 34 33 { -3l -3
Kenai 23 1 29 21 | -9 -28
Ketchikan 75 57 36 35 -53 -~ 3
Kodiak 31 33 35 50 +61 +43
Nome 30 38 27 26 | -13 -4
Sitka 10 9 18 11 +1.0 -39
TOTAL 1135 993 781 898 -21 +15
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 141 115 88 79| -4d -10
Second 30 38 27 26 ! -13 - 4
Third 781 671 507 598 | -23 +18
Fourth 176 169 159 195 l 11 +23
c-10
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SUPERICR COURTS
FELONY CASES

BAIL RESULTS
1978

(See Note 8)

BAIL TYPE QF BAIL Aﬁl\é%iﬁGgF
Anchorage 75 27 33 0 15 $ 3,899
Barrow 1 0 a Q 1 0
Bethel 7 5 Q Q 2 3,375
Fairbanks 0 0 Q 0 0 0

Juneau Q Q aQ Q 0 0 |

Kenai 2 "1 1 a 0 2,550
Ketchikan 4 1 0 0 3 200,000
Kaodiak "5 1 0 0 4 1,000
Nome 1 Q 0 0 1 0
Sitka 0 a 0 0 0 Q
TOTAL 95 35 34 0 286 $ 5,728
% OF TOTAL 100 37 36 - 27 0

First 4 1 0 0 3 $200,000
Second 1 0 0 0 1 9
Third 89 34 34 0 21 3,517
Eourth 1 0 Q 0 1 0




SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
STAGE OF DISPOSITION
1976
BEFORE | a7 mgi TRIAL HANGE
COURT [ FIRST ARRAIGN. | MENT yOF | OTHER TOTAL

ANCE ‘ TRiAL | GOURT | JURY | TOTAL
Anchorage 22 11 392 7 47 54 2 11 492
Barrow 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
Bethel 0 ¢ 32 0 3 3 0 0 35
Fairbanks 3 9 126 5 43 48 2 4 192
Juneau 1 5 23| 1 1 2 0 2 "33
Kenai 1 7 10 Q 3 3 0 O 21
Ketchikan 2 8 17 2 5 7 0 1 35
Kodiak 4 2 29 0 14 14 0 1 50
Nome 1 1 18 3 2 5 0 1 126
Sitka 1 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 11

TOTAL 35 46 657 18 . | 118 | 136 4 20 898

% OF TOTAL | 4 5 73 2 13 15 .4 2 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 4 15 48 3 6 9 0 3 79
Second 1 1 18 3 2 5 0 ‘1 28
Third 27 20 463 7 67 74 2 12 598
Fourth 3 10 128 5 43 48 2 4 195
* e.g., deferred prosecution.

c-12
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SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES
DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL (PRETRIAL)

1976 '
CASES PRE-TRIAL RESULTS
DIsPOSED of | PERCENT OF CHANGE OF PLEA TO GUILTY
COURT | ARAtGNMENT FELONY DISMISSED ORIGINAL LESSER
AND TRIAL CASES CHARGE e
Anchorage 392 79 165 201 26
Barrow 2 67 Q 0 2
Beathel 32 91 6 13 13
Fairbanks 126 67 34 72 20
Juneau 23 70 4 19 Q
Kenai 1a 48 1 9 0
Ketchikan 17 49 7 10 0
Kodiak 29 58 14 13 2
Nome 18 69 3 10 5
Sit.a 8 73 a 3 5
TOTAL 657 73 234 350 73
% OF TOTAL 36 33 11
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 48 61 11 32 5
Second 18 69 3 10 5
Third 463 77 186 236 41
Fourth 128 66 34 72 22




SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES
RESULTS OF COURT TRIALS

1978
% OF TRIAL RESULTS
: ,- MISTRIAL GUILTY
COURT 'ESIL;RLE FEOLTC-)/?\ILY ACQUITTAL. VgL'IBH Cx:ﬁ:f :;:‘g ] ORIGINAL LESSER
e

Anchorage 7 13 1 o 0 5 1
Barrow a 0 0 o Q a 0
Bethel Q 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fairbanks 5 10 Q 0 Q 5 0
Juneau 1 50 1 0 a 0 0
Kenai 0 0 9] 0 Q 0 4]
Ketchikan 2 29 0 0 Q 2 0
Kodiak 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0
Nome 3 60 Q 0 0 3 0
Sitka 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0
TO”AL 18 13 2 0 0 15 1

% OF TOTAL 11 0 0 83. 6

vBY JUDICIAL DISTRICT lNCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 3 33 1 0 0 2 0
Second™, 3 60 0 0 0 3 0
Third 7 9. 1 0 0 5 1
Fourth 5 10 0 0 0 5 0
C-14
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SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
RESULTS OF JURY TRIALS
19786
TRIAL RESULTS
' % OF MISTRIAL GUILTY
JURY TOTAL CHANGE
COURT NY WITH OF
TRIALS | FELO ACQUITTAL|  SUB- pLEATO | ORIGINAL | LESSER
TRIALS SEQUENT GUILTY CHARGE | \NCLUDED
DISMISSAL CHARGE
Anchorage 47 37 "9 2 0 34 2
Barrow g 0 0 Q 0 0 0
Bethel 3 100 q 0 0 3 0
Fairbanks 43 90 12 1 2 24 4
Juneau L 5Q Q 0 0 1 0
Kenai 3 100 0 0 0 2 1
Ketchikan 5 7L Q 0 0 5 0
Kodiak 14 100 8 0 0] ) 0
Nome 2 40 Q 0 0 1 1
Sitka Q 3 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 118 &7 29 3 2 76 8
% OF TOTAL 25 2 2 64 7
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First ) 67 o] Q Q 6 0
Second 2 40 0 0 0 1 1
Third 67 91 17 2 0 45 3
Fourth 43 80 12 1 2 24 4
C-15




SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
CONVICTION RATES
1976
(See Note 9)
LESS GUILTY AT
DISPOSI- NET CONVIC-

POURT Imions | 88wt PRECS PURASY A5, | e | Toma | TG
Anchorage 492 2 22 468 6 "227 42 275 59
Barrow 3 0 0 3 1 2| o0 3 | 100
Bethel 35 0 0 35 0 26 3 29 83
Fairbanks 192 2 3 187 8 92 33 133 71
Juneau 33 0 "1 32 3 19 1 23 72
Kenai 21 0 1 20 6 9 3 18 90
Ketchikan 35 0 2 33 8 “1la 7 25 76
Kodiak 50 Q 4 46 3 15 6 24 52
Nome 26 a L 25 1 15 5 21 84
Sitka 11 0 1 10 2 8 Q 10 100

TOTAL 898 4 35 859 38° 423 {100 561 65

% OF TOTAL 100 4 49 12 65
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 79 0 4 75 13 37 8 58 77
Second 26 0 1 25 1 15 5 21 384
Third 598 2 27 569 15 277 54 346 61
Fourth 195 2 3 190 9 94 33 136 72
c-16




NOT GUILTY

CHANGE OF VENUE (4 )

SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITION OF FELONIES

1976

898

COMPLAINT

coMeLAINT wiTHoRAWN (350 (0)  saiLForreiTURE

o DISMISS GUILTY PLEA _
e T ARAIGNMENT TS -
- DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA N
(234) (423) o
TRIAL
- acourr (1) COURT convicr (6)
- {(9) {(36) .
ACQUIT JURY CONVICT
MISTRIAL
(2) oiswmiss CHANGEOFPLEA (0)
(561) l
SENTENCING
c-17
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SUPERIOR COURTS
DISPOSITION OF FELONIES BY STAGES
19786
(8) Dismiss ARRAIGNMENT GUILTY PLEA(38)

NOT
GUILTY
PLEA
. acaur (1) COURT convier (8)
TRIAL
MISTRIAL
. pismiss (0) cHANGE oF pLea  (O) .
. ACQUIT(9) JURY convict (36')
TRIAL
MISTRIAL
. (2) (0) .
K DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA
— C-18




SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES

1976

SENTENCING PATTERNS

SENTENGE IMPOSED LESS SUSPENDED

cour [cgwvie:| | s | ome | o s | gy | ENE
| YEARS , }'EZEE VEARS viams | YEARS.
Anchorage 275 30 61 69 45 14 16 40
Barrow 3 2 1 4 0 0 0 0 Q
Bethel 29 3 13 10 1 Q 1 1
Fairbanks 133 14 20 49 25 7 10 8
Juneau 23 5 10 4 1 0 1 2
Kenai 18 1 6 8 1 0 0 2
Ketchikan 25 4 5 9 1 1 2 3
Kodiak 24 | 4 5 5 5 0 2 3
Nome 21 ] 4 6 0 1 1 0
Sitka ‘10 2 2 2 0 0 0 4
TOTAL 561 74 127 162 79 23 33 63
% OF TOTAL | 100 13 23 28 14 4 & i
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 58 11 17 15 2 1 3 9
Second 21 9 4 6 0 1 1 0
Third 346 38 85 92 52 14 19 46
Fourth 136 18 21 49 25 7 10 8
c-19




FELONY SENTENCING
1976

561
SENTENCING

0Z-O

: 29
(63 11%) (127.23%) (297 53%) (14 13%)
FINE 1YEAR MORE THAN ONLY
OR LESS 1 YEAR







SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES
USE OF OMNIBUS HEARINGS
18786
(See Note 10)

CASES NUMBER PERCENT

COURT PROCEEDING oF OHFA%AzZS

BEYOND OMNIBUS ommisus

ARRAIGNMENT HEAR!NGS_ HE?AR!NGS
Anchorage 457 340 74
Barrow 2 0 0
Bethel 35 8 23
Fairbanks 178 75 42
Juneau 27 S 13
Kenai 13 2 15
Ketchikan 25 8 32
Kodiak 44 23 52
Nome 24 10 42
Sitka 8 1 13
TOTAL 813 472 58

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1860 _ 14 g9

Second 24 10 42

Third 549 373 63

Fourth 180 75 42
c-21




SUPERIOR COURTS

FELONY CASES y
AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION ~
1978
‘ AGE AT DISPOSITION % OVER
COURT 1976 (IN DAYS)
DISPOSITIONS 120
DAYS
AVERAGE MEDIAN
Anchorage 492 221 lae 45
Barrow 3 43 3a 0
Bethel 35 119 64 37
Fairbanks 197 117 103 36
Juneau 33 76 59 17
Kenai 21 76 53 16
Ketchikan 35 117 ' 71 23
Kodiak 50 105 81 28
Nome 26 124 102 40
Sitka 11 54 53 0
TOTAL 898 155 102 46

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 79 91 63 17
Second 26 134 102 40
Third 598 183 100 42
Fourth 195 116 102 20

Measured from first appearance to dismissal, acquittal or sentencing.




SUPERIOR COURT FELONY
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC, 31

1973 — 1976
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1875 1978 173 1978
to ta
‘ 1976 1976
Anchorage 186 280 343 217 ‘ + 17 -37
Barrow a a a Q 0 0
Bethel Q 28 17 4 0 ~76
Fairbanks 7 46 83 118 ; +1586 +42
Juneau Q 10 19 9 0 -53
Kenai 8 13 15 20 | + 150 +33
Ketchikan | 13 31 .16 10 -~ 23 -37
Kodiak 1 19 16 17 g +1600 + 6
Nome 2 11 17 14 |+ s00 -18
Shka‘ 0 6 s ¢ | o +20
TOTAL 217 444 531 415 |+ 9l ~22

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 13 47 40 25 + 92 -37
Second 2 11 17 14 i + 600 -18
Third 195 340 391 258 f + 32 -34
Fourth 7 45 83 118 1 #1588 +42




SUPERIOR COURTS
FELONY CASES
AGE OF PENMDING CASES
© AS OF DEC. 31, 1976

CURRENT AGE
COURT cASES (IN DAYS) A
AVERAGE MEDIAN

Anchoraysa 217 406 217 72
Barrow 0 0 0 o
Bethel 4 60 61 0
Fairbanks 113 1383 100 39
Junsau 9 340 396 80
Kanai 2Q 300 388 60
Ketchikan 10 306 273 70
Kodiak 17 108 86 29
Nome 14 403 138 79
Sitka 6 52 59 0

TOTAL 415 313 195 59

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT IMCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Fxx . BT
First 25 257 l 265 57
Second 14 i03 ! 138 79

i
Third 233 373 ( 213 57
Zourth 113 133 ] 190 39

3

@
I
.



SUPERIOR COURTS

OTHER CRIMINAL CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1978
| % INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 ! 1973 1975
ta to
1976 1976
- Anchorage 0 Q 117 150 ; aQ +28
Barrow 0 Q Q 1 | 0 0
Bethel Q g 11 6 Q ~-45
Fairbanks 11 21 20 18 | + 64 ~10
Jumeau 5 Q 177 4 - 20 ~76
Kenai 0 0 8 6 c -25
Ketchikan 0 Q 9 4 0 -56
Kadiak 0 0 7 7 0 0
Nome Q0 0 9 11 j 0 +22
Sitka 0 0 2 2 ! 0 0
TOTAL 16 21 200 209 | +12086 + 5

d Fourth

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First
Second
Third

5 ‘ 0 ! 28 , 10 | 100 -84
0 ! 0 i 9 ! T 0 E +22
0 é Q E 143 ! 169 0 ; +18
11 E 21 % 20 % 19 £ 73 1 -5




SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CRIMINAL FILINGS
COMPOSITION QF FILINGS

1976
(See Notes §)
APPEALS
viSpE. | PROBATION '
COURT MEANOR REVOCA- FROM TO OTHER | TOTAL

N | e | sy, f

|
Anchorage 3 51 47 21 23 : 150
Sarrow 1 Q Q ¢ ) 1
Bethel 1 2 3 0 0 )
Fairbanks 9 0 0 % 7 2 ' 18
Juneau 1 Q Q 1 2 4
Kenai 5 0 0 1 N )
Ketchikan 2 0 0 2 ! 4
Kodiak 3 1 0 1 7
Nome 2 3 0 1 - ‘ 11
Sitka 1 0 0 1 0 | 2
TOTAL 33 57 50 35 34 | 209
% OF TOTAL 15 27 24 17 16 5l 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 4 Q 4] % 3 ! Z 10
Second 2 3 0 | 1 ; 5 L1
Chird L7 54 30 23 : 2; 159
Fourh 13 Q 3 é 7 B i L9

1/
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- SUPERIOR COURTS

OTHER CRIMINAL CASES
DISPQSITIONS
1973 — 1976
% INCREASE

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 1975
to to

1976 1976

Anchorage 0 a 101 118 o + 18
Barrow aQ Q 0 1 0 Q
Bethel Q a S 8 0 - 11
Fairbanks 16 14 21 19 + 19 - 10
Juneau 3 0 14 7 + 17 - 50
Kenai . Q 0 8 6 Q - 25
Keatchikan a Q S 4 0 - 56
Kadiak Q a 3 —9 Q +200
Nome Q Q 8 5 Q - 37
Sitka 0 Q 1 2 Q 1Q0
TOTAL 22 14 174 179 +714 + 3

/
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 6 0 24 13 +117 - 44
Secand Q 0 8 S 0 - 38
Third Q Q 121 141 0 + 17
Fourth 16 14 21 20 + 25 - 5




SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES
AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION

1876
AGE AT DISPOSITION %
COURT DISPOSITION o / ?;ER
DAYS
AVERAGE ' MEDIAN

Anchorage 118 189 72 40
Barrow “ 1 0 Q 0
Bethel 8 61 76 0
Fairbanks 19 218 143 67 |
Juneau 7 117 15 33
Kenai & 28 15 0
Ketchikan 4 ' 27 12 0
Kodiak 9 85 60 25
Nome 5 86 30 25
Sitka 2 4Q 40 0

TOTAL 179 163 72 37

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 13 77 18 18
Second 5 86 3Q 25
Tﬁgrd 141 168 69 35
Fourth 20 207 136 | | 64
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SUPERIOR COURTS

OTHER CRIMINAL CASES
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31

1973 — 1878
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 . 1974 1975 1978 1973 1975
to to
1976 1976
Anchorage o a 16 48 0 +200
Barrow a a a 0 0 0
Bethel 0 0 ) 0 i 0 0
Fairbanks aQ 7 '8 7 | 0 - 12
Juneau | a 0 3 0 0 0
Kenai Q 0 ) 0 0 0
Ketchikan 0 0 aQ Q Q Q
Kodiak 0 0 4 2 I o -~ 50
Nome 0 0 1 7 ; 0 +600
Sitka 0 Q 1 1 ¢ 0
TOTAL Q 7 33 65 | 0 + 97
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First C Q 4 1 » 0 - 75
Second g Q 1 7 : Q +600
Third 0 Q 20 50 1 0 +150
Fourth a 7 : 8 7 i 4] - 12




SUPERIOR'COURTS
QTHER CRIMINAL CASES
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976

CURRENT AGE
COURT CASES [N DAYS) 132005/553
AVERAGE MEDIAN

Ancacrage 148 410 398 92
Barrow .O o 0 0
Bathal Q 0 0 Q
Fairbanks 9 318 193 56
Juneau 0 0 0 0
Keanai 0 0 0 0
Ketchikan 0 0 Q 0
Kadiak 2 167 120 50
Nome 7 192 76 43
Sitka 1 137 137 100

TOTAL 63 365 329 81

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1 137 137 100
Szeand 7 192 76 43
Third 50 400 387 90
Feurth 7 319 193 36
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SUPERIOR COURTS

PROBATE CASES
FILINGS
1973 — 1976
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 1975
to to
19786 1976
Anchaorage 673 686 896 979 +45 + 9
Barrow Q 0 0 5 0 0
Bethel 0 ) 47 45 0 -2
Fairbanks 237 227 214 258 + 9 +21
Juneau 9% 92 100 108 + 9 4+ 8
Kenai 21 16 37 .32 +52 ~14
Ketchikan 81 69 84 77 -5 - 8
Kodiak 36 56 40 34 - 6 -15
Naome 58 68 56 53 -9 -5
Sitka 23 28 31 32 +14 +13
TOTAL 1233 1242 1505 1624 +32 + 8
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 208 189 215 217 + 4 + 1
Second 58 68 56 53 -9 -5
Third 730 7523 1020 1091 +49 + 7
Fourth 237 227 214 262 +11 +23




SUPERIOR CQURTS
PROBATE CASES
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

1978
CASE TYPE
COURT 1 400 | cricee | sanry | GUARD: | paosare | srovec | ornen TOTAL
TION JANSHIP WAIVER TIVE ‘ ;
R
Anchorage 328 | 290 158 7 90 | 100 | 5 | 979
Barrow 3 2 Q 0 a Q : 0 1 5
Bethel 35 10 0 1 0 0 ¢ 0 16
Fairbanks 125 | 100 16 2 0 15 1 258
Juneau 29 60 8 4 0 2 | s | 108
Kenai 14 15 1 2 aQ 0 | 0 32
Ketchikan 30 31 7 1 0 A
Kodiak 15 4| s 0 0 0 0 34
Nome 27 15 } 8 1 0 2 0 53
Sitka 16 10 ] 0 2 0 1 S L
TOTAL 622 | 547 | 203 18 50 | 125 | 19 | 1524
%OF TOTAL | 38 34 i 13 1 6 i 8 L1 100
B8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
‘ i i : i
First 75 .10t 15 07 o0 L7 12 | o217
Second 27 i3 3 F 1 0 2 0 ! 33
Third 392 ! 329 154 10 1 90 100 s ’ 1091
Zeurn 123 162 16 o 0 15 1 283




SUPERIOR COURTS

PROBATE CASES
DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1976
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1978 1973 1675
: to to
1978 1976
Anchorage 691 423 461 805 +17 +75
Barrow Q 0 Q a g a
Bethel 0 0 34 36 0 + 6
Fairbanks 177 182 140 199 +12 +42
Juneau 89 88 97 57 =36 ~41
Kenai 17 13 20 27 +59 +35
Ketchikan 58 64 63 52 ~10 -17
Kodiak 19 42 42 18 -5 ~57
Nome 38 77 30 48 +26 +60
‘Sitka 13 22 33 17 +31 -48
TOTAL 1102 911 920 1259 +14 +37
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 160 ‘ 174 193 126 -21 -35
Second 38 ! 77 30 48 +26 +60
Third 727 ;ﬁ 478 557 886 +22 +59
Fourth 177 g 182 140 199 +12 +42

C—331




SUPERIOR COURTS

PROBATE CASES
AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION
1976
AGE AT DISPOSITION /
COURT 1976 (IN BAYS ) % g:\fiﬂ
DISPOSITION YEAR
AVERAGE MEDIAN
Anchorage 805 334 59 22
Barrow Q 0 0 0
f

Bethel 36 123 ‘ 66 9
- j
Fairbanks 199 657 ! 113 30
Juneau 57 82 38 4
Keanai 27 213 165 32
Ketchikan 52 207 80 14
Kodiak 18 95 65 0
Noms 48 242 67 21
Sitka 17 226 113 12

TOTAL 1259 361 71 21

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First i286 § 153 ‘ 65 ; 9
§

Second 13 | 242 g 57 | 21

. | |

Vird 336 ] 317 ! 63 21

! |

Fourth 139 ; 5357 113 : 30
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SUPERIOR COURTS
PROBATE CASES
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31

(See Note 11)

% INCREASE

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 | o7 1678

! to to

I qe78 1976

Anchorage 666 929 1364 1538 +131 + 13
Barrow 0 0 0 5 0 0
Bethel 0 0 13 23 0 + 77
Fairbanks 60 105 179 238 ‘ +297 + 33
Juneau 10 14 17 | 68 +580 +300
Kenai 4 7 24 29 | +625 + 21
Ketchikan 23 28 49 ' 74 i +222 4 5L
Kodiak 17 31 29 45 ' +165 + 55
Nome 25 16 42 47 | + 88 + 12
Sitka 15 1 19 3¢ | 4127 + 79
TOTAL 820 1151 1736 2101 l +156 + 21

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 48 63 85 | 176 | +267 +107
Second 25 ' 16 42 47 + 88 + 12
Third 687 | 9s7 1430 1635 +138 + 14
Fourth 60 : 105 179 243 +305 + 386




PERIOR COU‘T‘

PQOBATﬁCAS
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DE

C. 31,1976

(See Note 11)

.
CURRENT AGE
COURT CASES (N DAYS) RIASN
AVERAGE MEDIAN

Anchorage 1538 1024 675 71
Barrow 5 279 273 0
Bethel 23 267 236 26
Fairoanks 238 296 269 36
Juneau 68 237 173 10
Kenai 29 301 290 34
Ketchikan 74 367 304 36
Kodiak 45 384 352 d6
Nome 47 351 334 47
Sitka 34 375 332 44

TOTAL 2101 334 568 61

BY JUDICIAL MCT INCLUDING SZRVICE AREA

First 1786 318 259 28
Sesond 47 351 334 47
Trird 1635 983 | 833 83
Tt 243 295 2589 33




SUPERIOR CQURTS
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1976
(Sae Note 12)
% INCREASE

COURT * 1973 *1974 * 1975 1976 1973 1978

to to

1976 1976
Anchorage 3201

Barrow Not Available 1 Not Available

Bethel 51
Fairbanks 1231
Junesu 309
Kenai 187
Ketchikan 249
Kodiak 154
Nome 63
Sitka 9aQ
TOTAL 5536
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First Not Awviailable I 6548 Not Av'ailable

r—S_eccnd } 63
]

Tnird i 3593
Faurth | 1232

T 17







v et ambbitant | bt A, Bt s e M o, i Sraie




SUPERIOR COURTS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES
COMPQSITION OF FILINGS

19786
CASE TYPE
COURT DIVORCE A ot OTHER TOTAL

Anchorage 2472 6135 114 3201
Barrow 1 Q 0 1
Bethel 41 1 9 51
Faircanks 887 263 81 1231
Juneau 221 50 38 309
Kenai 138 38 11 187
Ketchikan 174 57 16 249
Kodiak 125 20 9 154
Nome 51 10 2 63
Sitka 78 4 8 350
TOTAL 4190 1058 288 5536
% QF TOTAL 76 19 5 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 475 111 62 543
Second 51 13 2 53
hird 2776 574 143 3383
Fourh 333 253 8L 1232
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SUPERIOR COURTS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES

%

DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1978
(See Note 12)
% INCREASE
COURT %1973 *1974 * 1979 1976 1973 1975
to to
1978 197¢

Anchaorage 2856
Barrow 1
Bethel Not Available 3L Not %§ailable
Fairbanks 1077
Juneau 308
Kenai 133
Ketchikan 2186
Kodiak 113
Nome 61
Sitka 80

TOTAL 4896

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First l 604
- l

Second Not AvaFlable 61 Not Availlable
Third | | 3153
Fourth ‘ 1078

* Part of other Civil




- SUPERIOR COURTS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES
STAGE OF DISPOSITIONM

1978
BETWEEN | HEARING | |l
COURT BETORE | ANSIER (TL.’é\fSCT%I\E’)‘ i TRIAL | TOTAL
ANSWER HEARING/ DIVORCE) l
TRIAL i |
Anchoerags 922 201 1659 | 74 E 2856
N 1 0 0 0 | 1
Satha 35 13 | 3 | 0 | sl
Fairbanks 337 49 674 17 | 1077
funsau 200 24 77 7 308
Kaznal 39 10 78 6 133
Kstchikan 97 14 97 8 216
¥adiak 5 12 92 4 113
Nomre 32 10 17 2 61
Sitka 54 25 | 0 1 80
TOTAL B 1722 358 2697 ‘I 119 '; 45895
% OF TOTAL 33 7 55 g 2 l 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDIMNG SERVICE AREAS
. T | . I
o 51 ! 63 l 174 x 15 1. 604
E 32 10 i 17 | 2 I
- ; 1.01:~ . 233 1832 84 ‘} 3153
N [P , ki
2 333 - 49 574 L1y ‘% 1678

il TaE B EE E.

HE HE e SN EE B S




SUPERIOR COURTS

DOMESTIC RELATION CASES
AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION

1976
AGE AT DIiSPOSITICN g
COURT | isposiTion 57 Ag':‘lsﬁ
YEAR
AVERAGE MEDIAN
Anchorage 2856 247 84 15
Barrow 1 585 585" 10
Bethel 51 167 85 15
Fairbanks 1077 162 8a 15
Juneau 308 89 56 3
Kenai 133 126 87 8
Ketchikan 21¢e 106 56 5
Kodiak 113 110 55 6
Nome 61 127 88 | 7
Sitka 8a 169 80 19
TOTAL 4896 202 80 13
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 604 106 59 6
Second 61 127 88 7
Third 3153 238 83 14
Fourth 1078 162 81 15




SUPERIOR COURTS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31

(See Note 12)

COURT

1973

1974

1975

1978

% INCREASE

1973 1975
to to
1876 1976

Anchorage 2041

Barrow 2

Bethsl Not Ad;"gtilable 22 Not Av%ilable

Fairbanks | 573 [

Juneau 105 %

Kenai 120

Ketchikan 119

Kodiak 107 |

Nome 38 i

Sitka 44 l

~M;I:KOTAL 3175 !

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDIMG SERVICE AREAS

rirst ; 272 {

Second Not A'v'éilable 38 Not A'}a~lasle

Third 2290 '

Faursh 375

Cc-42

- e T @ am =
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SUPERIOR COQURTS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,197

(8

CURRENT AGE
COURT CASES (IN DAYS) SOVER
AVERAGE MEDIAN

Anchorage 2041 284 227 32
Sarrow 2 543 365 50
Bethel 22 205 180 18
Fairbanks 573 1853 149 13
Juneau 109 166 124 10
Kenai .;1.20 226 203 20
Ketchikan 119 212 161 22
Kodiak 1Q7 298 267 35
Nome 38 341 315 42
Sitka 44 1386 180 14

TOTAL 3175 257 207 27

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT ]NCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 272 191 149 16
Second 38 341 318 42
Third 2290 281 227 31
Fourth 575 186 150 13




SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1976
(See Note 12)
% INCREASE
CQURT * 1973 *1974 * 1975 1976 1973 1975
to ta
19786 1976
Anchorage 3476 3861 4644 2256
Barrow 0 qQ Q 0
Bethel Q 75 47 36
Fairbanks 1015 1228 1614 825 Not Appjlicable
Juneau 400 458 427 169
Kenai 126 112 290 109
Ketchikan 306 337 370 "80
Kodiak 127 173 171 37
Norme 98 81 93 48
Sitka 119 129 127 29
TOTAL 5667 6454 7778 3539
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
s ! ] ’ ’
First 825 | 924 | 924 | 278 |
i 1 | i
Second 98 | 81 g 93 ! 18 |
: l i
Thirg 3729 4221 r 5147 1 2433 | Not Applicable
Zeourth 1015 1223 | 1514 323 |
¥ ZIncludss Domestic Relations
L3735 Zigures nct ccmparabla




SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

1976
CASE TYPE

Anchorage 509 60 785 302 600 2256
Barrow Q 0 Q Q g ) Ok
Bethel 2 0 3 1 30 36
Fairbanks 236 16 291 81 201 825
Juneau 24 11 36 21 77 169
Kenai 36 1 28 23 21 109
Ketchikan. 18 5 17 8 32 80
Kodiak 10 2 10 2 13 37
Nome 32 0 3 8 5 48
Sitka 3 1 17 4 4 29

TOTAL 870 96 1190 450 983 3589
% OF TOTAL 24 3 33 13 27 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 45 17 70 33 113 l 278
Second 32 0 3 8 5 ; 43
Third 557 63 826 328 664 2438
Fourth 236 16 291 31 201 | 825




SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

- _

DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1978
(See Note 12)
% INCREASE
COURT %1973 *1974 *1975 1976 1973 1978
to to
1976 1976
Anchorage 2704 2722 3167 1585
Barraw 0 0 0 Q
Bethel a 75 21 27
Fairbanks 954 1061 11586 512 Mot Apn{licable
Juneau 386 460 317 145
Kenai 168 107 16l 57
Ketchikan 314 308 271 40
Kodiak 126 143 138 28
Nome 85 lo6 58 24
Sitks 111 134 118 31
j
TOTAL 4788 5116 ' 5407 2449
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
) | | |
First 811 ’; 902 I 706 | 216 ]
Second 85 | 16 38 | 2 |
B i :
Third 2938 3407 | 3487 | 1537 |
Fourth 954 1061 1156 | 512 |
* Includes Ccomestic Reslazions
1976 Zigures nct comparable

)
- ) -' _-'
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SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

g . -

- -

STAGE OF DISPOSITION
1976
BEFORE BAEJS‘,’&EEEQ‘ TRIAL \
COURT THE AND OTHER | TOTAL
ANSWER | roiaL
COURT JURY TOTAL
Anchorage 818 551 85 20 115 101 1585
Barrow Q Q 0 0 0 0 0
Bethel 11 10 0 0 0 ¢ 27
Fairbanks 300Q 141 18 21 39 32 512
Juneau 97 35 2 ~2 4 9 145
Kenai 31 9 6 0 6 11 57
Ketchikan :9 6 3 0 3 2 40
Kodiak 9 15 0 2 2 2 28
Nome 10 6 0 3 3 5 24
Sitka 18 11 0 0 0 2 31
TQTAL 1323 784 124 48 172 170 2449

% OF TOTAL 54 32 5 2 7 7 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First § ‘144 52 5 f 2 i 7 13 216
Second 19 ) 0 ’ 3 ! 3 5 24
Third | 869 585 101 ; 22 ; 123 120 1697
Fourth .0 141 "18 5 21 j 39 32 512

C-47



SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES
DISPOSITION RESULTS

1976
RESULT FOR
- AVERAGE
COURT DISPOSITIONS - - JUDGMENT
*322 * 322
Anchorage 1585 428 975 3587
Barrow 0 0 ( 0
8ethel 27 Q 22 1861
Fairbanks 512 273 157 3367
Juneau 145 52 71 0
Kenai 57 18 27 3948
Ketchikan 40 13 22 284
[ Kodiak 28 5 20 1095
Nome 24 8 10 5399
Sitka 31 7 19 2225
TOTALWWM N 2449 804 1323 710
% OF TOTAL 109 46 67 3178
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 218 72 112 330
Second 24 8 10 5990
Third 1837 431 lodd 3511
Fourh 512 273 137 33587
* 13% Zor beth Plainsiis and Sefendant

- -: _¢ -

mn M W
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SUPERIOR COURTS

DISPOSITION QF CIVIL CASES

(EXCLUDING DOMESTIC RELATIONS AND PROBATE)

1976

(2449)

COMPLAINT

(437) OEFAULT  (*1|72) WITHDRAWN (714)

FOR PLAINTIFF

(315) JuoaMmenT (*1]28) DISMISYED (511)

| (784)

ANSWER

(41)

i

y (172)
TRIAL
(124) ")

(16

COURT ‘ -
* (18)

487 28
5URY (28) : 2

| % (8]

* 322 for both Defendant and Plaintisf

— .

FOR DEFENDANT




" SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITIONS

1976
COURT 1976 W s rf; ET\:EE;F:J
DISPOSITION MONTHS
AVERAGE MEDIAN
Anchorags 1585 550 289 43
Barrow Q 0 0 0
Sethel 27 72 25 12
Fairbanks 512 400 304 45
Junsgau 145 150 94 9
Kenai 57 1986 142 17
Ketchikan 40 287 158 27
Kodiak 28 543 411 54
Nome 24 546 418 35
Sitka 31 363 328 ’ 46
W‘;;;,;L“ B 2449 474 275 i 41
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Eirst 218 206 139 18
Secane 24 544 s L ss
Then 1897 530 ’ 282 E 42
S 512 420 | 304 l 43




=

SUPERIOR COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31

(See Note 12)

o . P

% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1978 1973 1975
to to
1976 1978
Anchorage 2722
Barrow 1 %
Bethel 13 o
Fairbanks Not Aydilable 980 : Not Avadlable
Juneau 163
Kenai 137
Ketchikan 112
Kodiak 59
Nome 67 ;
' Sitka 27 ;
TOTAL 4251
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 302 ‘
Second Not Avafilable 67 Not available
Third ; 2931
Fourth % i | 951

-



SUPERIOR COURTS |
OTHER CIVIL. CASES
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1975

CURRENT AGE I\

COURT CASES ({IN DAYS) 15”500[‘5//5;158 l
AVERAGE MEDJAN i

Anchorage 2722 336 287 39 I/
Sarrow 1 430 430 100 l
Saothel 13 213 216 0 "

Fairbanks 9350 319 278 36 ”
Junaau 163 279 250 33 !
Kenai 137 339 306 41 l
Katchikan 112 328 317 44 l
Kodizak 59 345 309 41
——:\,!oma 67 360 308 40 l
Sitka 27 320 273 30 a\
TOTAL 4251 358 285 38 l
’

SY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDI{G SERVICE AREAS
, l
! Slst 302 301 277 37.

;[ Sazond 57 360 308 40 I'
i ~aird 2931 376 288 39 ‘l
%“‘: Jurth es51 320 278 38 <|
|




SUPERIOR COURTS

Y N
.

CHILDREN’S MATTERS
FILINGS
1973 — 1876
% INCREASE

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 1975

to )

1976 1976

Anchorage 792 746 513 557 - 30 + 9
Barrow qQ 0 0 3 0 0
8ethel Q Q 0 32 0 0
Fa‘irbanks 185 253 420 418 +126 | 0
Juneau 203 260 aa 16l - 21 +79
Kenai 41 54 88 | 8Q + 95 -9
Ketchikan 116 200 165 112 - 3 -32
Kadiak - - - 39 0 0
Nome 88 84 75 51 - 42 -32
Sitka 35 34 35 52 + 49 +49
TOTAL 1460 1631 1386 1510 + 3 + 9

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 354 494 290 3258 - 8 +12
Second 88 84 75 51 - 42 -32
' Third 833 800 601 708 - 15 +18
Fourth 185 i 253 420 426 +130 + 1




SUFERIOR COURTS
CHILDREN'S MATTERS
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

1978 - (See Note 13)
% OF FORMAL PETITIONS BY CATEGCRY
DELINQUENGY lgHNIElE—EDD ’
DEPEN- |
COURT 1 \1oLence A‘i‘;‘éﬁ%’L OTHER TotaL | DENCY SU?’ZR- i TOTAL
VISION
Anchorage 6 13 69 88 7 5 } 100
Barrow UDNRANTCRR] i :
Bethel NI ! ‘ T
Fairbanks 3 19 52 74 0 26 1 100
Juneau 1 9 59 69 6 25 , 100
Kenai CNEQCHN ; ;
Ketchikan 5 6 67 79 5 16 || 100
Kodiak CRENCIT : :
Nome 1 51 4 56 15 29 : 100
Sitka 4 6 36 46 1 53 } 100
TOTAL 5 15 61 81 5 14 i 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
. . - |
First d4 7 |- 38 ' 59 5 26 | 100
Second 1 51 i 4 ‘ 56 15 29 * 100
Third § 13 | s | e 7 5 | 100
Zourth 3 19 ’ 52 ; 74 9 26 100

i

4=

o i




SUPERIOR COURTS

i
1
|
i
i
i
|
i

CHILDREN’S MATTERS
DISPQSITIONS
1973 — 1978
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1573 1575
to piv}
1976 1976
Anchorage 9504 -435 - 340 430 - 46 + 31
Barrow 0 Q 0 8 0 0
Bethel 0 0 a 20 i 0 0
Fairbanks 154 155 330 256 + 66 - 22
Juneau 147 322 110 111 - 24 0
Kenai 25 41 45 103 +312 +129
Ketchikan 98 178 168 24 - 78 -~ 36
Kodiak 0 0 Q 33 0 0
| Nome 86 73 105 50 - 42 - 52
l Sitka 44 28 23 38 - 14 + 65
TOTAL 1458 1242 1121 - | 1133 = 22 + 1
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 289 , 528 301 173 - 40 - 43
(Second 86 i 73 105 50 - 42 - 52
Third 929 E 476 385 646 - 30 + 68
154 1 163 330 254 + 71 - 20

Fourth
[ i
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DISTRICT COURTS

FILINGS
19786

% INCREASE
COURT 1973 1974 1975 1978 o7 1978
1976 1978

Anchorage 42079 40743 45590 | 45219 + 7 - 1
3arrow 363 471 313 245 . 33 - 21
gethel 959 646 663 616 - 36 -~ 7
Delta Junction 254 ! 514 1005 6738 +167 - 33
£ irbanks 13769 14785 | 13682 17040 + 24 + 25
Gienallen 304 | 678 1157 | 1212 +299 3
, ‘

Haines 215 | 597 332 269 + 25 - 19
Hormer 355 843 906 1406 +296 + 55
Juneau 2573 2793 4159 4328 + 68 + 4
Keanai 1522 1987 2421 4381 +188 £ 81
Ketchikan 4296 1373 } 2788 2775 - 35 0
Kodiax 1396 1538 | 1615 1612 + 15 0
Nome 09 | 561 | s34 590 + 44 -7
Palmer 1169 i 2042 § 1103 2764 #136 +151
Seward 874 | losd 1342 1921 +120 —y
Sitka 942 ] 1109 5 1136 1138 ~ 21 0
Tok 235 | 533 746 336 + 64 - 48
Valdez 202 g 534 I 1216 1884 +333 # 35
Wrangall 763 | losd ; sos | 524 -3 | -5
TOTAL 72684 | 73955 | 81613 | g89s9 w22 |+ 9

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Zge 3789 . 895§ | 9220 . 2034 + 3 |- 2
- ‘ - '
Zucsnu 409 561 634 | 590 =44 = 7
- L LR :
T 48860 50138, 36013 | 6101S =25 o+ 9
o 14526 16303 . 15746 . 18330 ~25 o+ 17
o-1



DISTRICT COQURTS

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

1976
CRIMINAL cIVIL |
. } 3
T o | g, e, e | 2 | |
Angnerage 477 | 7871 ; 594 | 31784 | 2288 ; 2205 | 45219
Sarrow 38 i 149 ! 0 39 0 E 0 246
Sarnai 56 | 433 7 28 3 1 30 516
3sia Junetion v 2 5 500 1o §73
£ 3itbanis 324 | 3143 394 | 11990 | 532 | 653 | 17049
Siznaiien 71 é 241 | 1 838 60 | 3 1212
Haines s 0 138 | 16 50 40 f 0 269
Homer 14 | 208 j 6§ , 1060 94 | 24 1406
Jungau 56 0 965 | 51 2415 | 574 327 4328
Kanai 45 ! 867 ; 4 | 3153 239 71 4381
Ketenikan 88 i 817 % 81 E 1325 217 [ 67 2773
Kodiak 67 L i 15 } 274 | 250 | 67 1612
Nome 30 303 | 3| sy e | 12 590
Saimer se | 610 | 90 i 1825 | 167 ! 22 2764
Seward 25 ; 339 ] 14 f 1489 47 f 7 1921
Sitka 20 ? 445 [ 103 | 4s0 63 { 25 1138
Fok ol b 10t 2 w oo 386
Vaidez 57 ;450 3 35 § 1013 | 183 % 148 1884
Wiranger 5 192 | 4 258 35 ; 6 524
TOTAL 1449 | 18452 | 1434 | 59002 | 4985 | 3667 | 28939
% OF TOTAL : ! 21 2 " es 6 | 4 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Rt 158 2577 253 1728 ! 3s1 423 , 9034
Lezare 37 0 303 3 51 % 154 12 599
T 352 11333 755 41484 ! 3365 2575 | siois
23umn 392 1529 415 12739 ! 543 §55 | 13350
SV

- i -‘

L
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DISTRICT COURTS
DISPOSITIONS
1873 — 1976
% INCREASE

COURT 1973 l 1974 1975 1976 ‘ff 1‘;‘35
b 1978 1978

Anchorage 41790 l! 37695 | 36315 1701 0 + 15
Barraw 373 427 311 253 - 32 - 19
Bethel 926 616 520 §53 - 29 + 26
Delta Junction 239 441 885 785 +2238 - 11
Fairbanks 14182 lL 14636 | 10764 15678 + 11 + 46
Glenallen 278 | 61l 646 1215 +335 + 88
Haines 220 s98 | 309 269 + 22 - 13
Hamer 353 616 850 1393 +295 v 54
Juneau 2357 2601 2559 3772 + 60 + 4T
Kenai 1412 1773 2063 4119 +192 +100
Ketchikan 4267 3238 | 2675 2777 - 35 -
Kodiak 1355 1231 1476 1402 + 3 - 5
Nome 379 40 426 531 + 25 + 40
Palmer 1116 2042 914 2679 +140 +193
Seward 849 1087 970 1894 +123 + 95
Sitka 359 1083 1034 1093 + 14 + 6
Tok 226 182 562 426 + 88 ; - 24
Valdez 207 | 485 | 1115 f 1772 +756 - 59
Weangell 773 g 1088 | 725 L 504 - 35 - 31
TOTAL 72262 | 71410 | 65140 | 82915 + 15 + 27

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDIMNG SERVICE AREAS
First 8576 | 3708 | 7303 3415 - 2 ,f « 15
Secand 379 400 426 | 531 + 40 I + 25
e | ss2e7 16336 . 44889 55828 + 13 . . 27
Fourih 15020 . 15066 - 13522 17142 £ 14 =37
-3



DISTRICT COURTS

RATIO OF DISPOSITIONS TO FILINGS
1876

{822 Note 7)

i

; RATIO OF
COURT FILINGS ! DISPOSITIONS @ DISPOSITIONS
! TO FILINGS

Anchorags 43213 i 41701 92
Barrow 246 ? 253 103
Bathai 516 i 553 106
Deita Junction 678 E 785 118
~airbanks 17040 g 15678 I 92
Glena'len 1212 | 1ms | 100
Haines 269 E 289 J PRy
Homer 14086 1392 l 99
Juneau 4328 3772 87
Kenai 4381 4119 ! 94
Ketchikan 2775 2777 loo
Kodiak 1612 % 1402 87
Nome 590 531 I 90
Palmer 2764 2679 97
Seward 1921 1894 99
Sitka 1138 ! 1093 96
Tok 386 E 426 o
Vide: 1384 s 1772 t 94
‘Wrangsil 524 l 504 | 96

TOTAL 32989 s2316 | 93

Srst 9634 8415 23
3scona sg0 531 90

e 1215 56322 | 33
Sourts 131352 LT 0 93

ﬁ




DISTRICT COURTS
DISPOSITIONS PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT JUDGES

19786
(See Note 3
FULL-TIME DISPQSITIONS

CQOURT DISPOSITIONS | EQUIVALENT PER FTE

‘ JUDGES JUDGE
Ancharage 41701 6..97 5983
Barrow 253 L1.00 253
Bethel 653 1.09 6§33
Oelta Junction 735 1.03 78S
Fairbanks 15678 3.97 3949
Glenallen 1215 l.00 1215
Haines 269 L.04 289
Homer 1393 66 1393
Juneau 3772 1.24 3772
Kenai 4. L9 1.24 4119
Ketchikan 2277 .84 2777
Kodiak 1.2 .46 1402
Nome il .91 531
Palmer 2679 L.06 2679
Seward 1894 l.08 1894
Sitka 1093 L.59 547
Tok 426 | 1.01 4126
Yaldez 1772 1.03 1772
‘Nrangell _;u4 { .59 504

TOTAL 82916 f 27.81 2982

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First §+4.3 ; 5,30 | 1388
- H -
Scenrg 331 i »91 : 33:.
!
—r - - 1
RHEe] i 14.39 ! 3295
M - a1 ' 2
Sauen 7.4 ' 2449

[¥1]




DISTRICT COURTS
BACKLOG MONTHS
AS OF DEC. 31, 1975

{Sea No=zz 3}

Ty ; 2) L h 2
i AVERAGE
i NUMBER OF i
© DISPCSITIONS .
. PER MONTH IN,
X 1976 i

COURT CASES
PENDING

BACKLOG
MQNTHS

< - = i -
Angnorage 113138 t 3475 i 5

Sarrow 34 : 21 ! 2

5
(s}
~3
u
Ko
o

Bewnal

Jelts Junclion

-
Fa
e

wu
[N}
wn
~X

Farbanks

o
(13
J-
b ot
[&] [}
L and -~
.

[
Homer 326 ) Lls | 3

Gienailen ! '
aines Q | Q ' Q

news 245 1 a4 | &

Kenai 868 | 343 ] 3

Ketchikan 249 | 2m } L

Kodiak 613 i 117 l 5

Nome 487 44 i 1 -

Pairer 302 i $223 ! 1

Seward 402 ; 158 ‘i 3

Sitka 182 | e1 | 2

Tok 206 ! 36 | §

amgaz 3387 E 1438 3

Wrangal 84 ; 42 ; 2 l

TGTAL 36276 | 6210 i 4 - |

BY JUCICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

-~ 3048 701 ' 3
Senare 27 44 i
alls- e - 273 4
taurn 5723 t4le 4

(9}
i
]
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DISTRICT COURTS

FELONY CASES
FiLINGS
1873 — 1976

% INCREASE

, ‘ ,
| ? i
COURT 1973 ¢ 1874 | 1e7s ; 1976 w3 1975
| s}
z | | 1978 1976
r | 1
Anchorage 17 58l l §56 | 43y - 8 ! - 27
3urrow 27 b 31 ) a0 1 38 sar 1w 29
Sethsl 78 72176 36 -28 | - 26
, ‘
Jeita Junction 40 12 | 18 17 +#20 | -1
{
Fairbanks 266 264 | 307 324 + 22 a + 6
i !
Glenallen 19 i 43 62 | 71 +274 ! + 15
i { ! H
. ! '
Hainas 21| 6 -18 5 -~76 1 -89
“omer S BPE 15 14 *367 ] - 7
Juneay 86 ! s1o | s0 | 36 ~3s | s
Kanai 25 a 15 0 75 45 + 80 - 40
. — ‘ |
Katchikan o8 ¢ 135 | 102 | s - 37 -3
Kodiak 53 § 66 87 l 67 + 26 - 23
]
Some 43 E 48 33 37 - 14 + 6
! !
Paimar 30 ! kTS 23 ’ 50 + 67 +117
|
Seward 704 M 1 25 - 32 | o+ 47
Sitea T 20 #5410 - 50
: ' p
Tak g i 7 4 15| 13 + 44 | - 13
Vaigez & | & 46 | 37 «350 | o+ 24
Wrangsil 13 49 12 3 -39 1 - 25
TOTAL 1370 i 1524 ) 1723 | 1449 -+ § . =18
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
- 243 271 260 158 -35 -39
Imarg 43 4 is 37 ~ 14 - 5
-~ 758 391 1961 a2z 1 - w2 - 19
Zaysen 315 314 371 392 1 - 24 +
-7




DISTRIC.' COURTS

COMPOSITION OF FELONY FILINGS

1978
(See Notes §6)
COURT VIOLENT |PROPERTY FZF;%%%/Y DRUGS | OTHER TOTAL
Ancharage 126 213 46 75 17 477
Rarrow 16 19 o} Q 3 38
‘éet}m 26 18 5 6 1 56
Delta Junction 8 8 0 1 0 17
£ airaanks 95 153 27 31 18 | 324
CGlanallen 17 30 2 19 3 i 71
Haines Not Available
Homer 3 8’ 1 2 0 14
Juneau 15 19 7 10 5 g6
Kanai 11 23 g 0 3 45
Ke==nikan 18 19 7 18 6 68
Keatak 25 31 1 8 2 67
Nome 13 18 5 1 0 27
Palmer 10 20 9 7 4 50
Seward 8 12 0 0 5 25
Sitka 4 12 0 2 2 . 20
Tak 3 7 1 2 0 ] 13
Valdez 8 29 4 11 5 57
Wrangell 2 6 0 1 0 9
TOTAL 408 645 121 194 76 I 1444
% OF TOTAL 28 45 8 13 5 ] 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 39 56 14 31 13 'i 153
Second 13 L8 5 1 o |
Third 234 384 74 128 42 I] 862
Faumn 122 187 28 34 21 i 392
D-8

~

~




DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES
RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO FILINGS

1978
' (See Note 4)
OTHER INFORMATION
COURT S i Dgégggmﬁrs cvess |
& DEFENDANTS| TOCASES | onsnars ; s
|
Anchorage 477 503 1.05 490 | 502
3arrow 38 38 1.00 40 ’ 4Q
Sathel 56 58 1.04 538 87
Qelta Junction 17 17 1.00 17 17
Faitbanks 324 357 1.10 375 z 389
Glenailen 71 7L 1.0Q 7L 71
—aines Mot Avajilable ’
Homer 14 14 1.00 14 14
Juneau 56 58 1.04 60 62
Kenai 45 45 1.00 45 48
Keatehikan 68 63 1.00 71 72
Kadiak 67 68 1.01 68 68
Norne 37 37 1.00 37 . 37
Palmer 30 50 1.00 50 50
Seward 25 25 1.00 26 26
Sitka 20 20 1.00 24 23
Tok 13 13 1.90 14 l 14
v aidaz 57 57 1.900 57 37
Meangell 9 9 1.00 9 | 9
TOTAL 1444 1508 1.04 1527 { 1585
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Fiest 153 155 1.01 164 ' 167
Sizonc 37 37 1.00 37| 37
L-- 2 362 831 1.93 379 | 901
2 3umn 392 425 1.08 47 450




DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES
DISPOSITIONS

18973 — 1976

i , % INCREASE
COURT 1973 : 1974 : 1975 : 1976 ‘ff g 13075
’ 976 | 17
Anchorage 519 | 606 : 523 | 451 - 13 | -4
Barrow 27 | n 23 1 34 + 26 i + 48 |
Sethel 78 | 57 | g8 LosT | -2 | - .
Deljta Junction 14 i 12 16 ; 9 ~ 36 - 44
Fairbanks 237 | 294 ' 318 ; 316 + 33 1 -1 l
Glenallen 16 | 38 Y el r281 |+ 9
Haines 20 | 7 : 13 é '9 - 55 ! - 31 l
Homer 3 0w, 12 | 13 + 333 + 8
Juneau 74 ; 35 i 74 : 55 - 28 } - 26 '
Kenai 27 g 30 ; 68 | 35 + 30 - 49 l
Ketchikan 0L | 137 | 7% | e - 34 - 12 '
Kodiak 51 s | 87 | s |+ 10 | -3 I
Nome 42 ! 39 23 ‘ 25 - 40 + 9
Palmer 28 | 32 4] a8 + 104 | +250 l
Seward 35 ’ 38 12 | 24 - 31 +100°
Sitka 12 28 } 39 j 21 + 75| - 46 l
Tok 8 5 } 11 } 12 + s | + s v
Valdez 5 7 ! 40 58 +1089 i + 45 l
Wrangell 18 48 § 2 7 - 8L | - a2 .
TOTAL 1311 ) 1523 ¢ 1483 | 1399 R '
i

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

o
w
[
ur
u

Fitst 2 21¢ 159 - 20 i - 28

Second 42 | 39 , 23 . 25 - 40

Third 758 . 887 878 804 + 6 1 - 8

p

D-10

Fourth 286 342 368 1 am + 30 o+ '




DISTRICT COQURTS
FELONY CASES
BAIL RESULTS
1976
. (Sea Yotz 3)
TYPE OF BAIL

COURT REBS?JILE.TS ‘ ! SECURED | o b o ﬁ\gﬂsgtﬁ\?ﬁ
'REPORTED | CASH ; SURETY : P ; RECOGHI- oF g}‘;{"“‘
Anchorage 118 27 } 70 , 2 f 19 $ 9,328
3arrow 10 4 ‘ 0 ] Q l 6 13,994
3athel 21 13 1 ) ; 0 } 5 2,066
Delta Junction 2 1 , 1 ? 0 ‘ ] 15,000
Fairbanks 50 19 g 23 | 2 | 1s 11,359
Glanallen 19 10 ; 5 ‘ 2 , 1 1,988

Haines Vot Avafilable 5 , |
Homer i 0 } 1 ’ 0 0 5,000
Junezu x 1 ’ 0 ) 0 0 1,000
Kenai 4 0 i o | 0 4 0
Katchikan 4 1 o | o ] 3 500
Kodiak 23 7 o | 0 15 1,171
Nome 2 1 0 ; o } 1 500
Palmer 12 8 { 1 0 3 30,153
Seward 1 1 % o 0 b0 250
Sitka 4 2 i o 1 0 } 2 300
Tok L o 0 3 f i 0
Valdez 7 i 1 0 o2 21,363
‘Wrangell 4 2 1 4] 1 10,000
TOTAL 293 103 2 103 5 posL $ 9,472

% OF TOTAL 100 35 ' 35 2 i 23

BY JUDICIAL D'STRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

i ! o
Tirst L3 f ] j 1 2 5 1 s 4,313
< i l .
3zcand 2 ; 1 9 3 1 i 300
-. — e Bt S
- - - - - s e =
~rd 2423 ] 72 78 4 31 § 9,333
 aastm ‘ i
- ) i - -
ot 73 i 24 24 2 23 Posi2,118




DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES
STAGE OF DISPOSITION

1978
BEFORE gggleEéll:J{ AT
COURT ST ARRAIGN. e | PRECVI 1 rotaL 'SUPERIOR
ANCE MENT NARY HEARING COURT
HEARINGS

Anchorage 37 9 344 61 451 122
Barrow 0 2 14 17 34 ]
Zathel 0 3 S0 4 57 20
Delta Junction 2 0 3 4 S 2
Fairbanks 12 7 118 17s 316 182
Gienallen 3 5 47 6 61 25
Haines Vot Available
Hamer 0 1 9 3 13 3
Juneau 0 2 38 15 55 24
Kenai 1 2 24 8 35 22
Katchikan 0 3 43 21 67 30
Kodiak g n 44 12 56 30
Nome 0 1 21 3 25 9
Palmer 0 0 46 3 49 ‘18
Seward 0 0 17 7 23 18
Sitka 1 0 13 7 21 6
Tok 1 2 4 S 12 '8
Vaidez 4 1 46 8 58 13
Wrangell 0 0 3 4 7 6

TOTAL 61 38 884 387 1350 543

% OF TOTAL 5 3 65 27 100 40

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCL_UDING SERVICE AREAS
First 1 5 97 47 150 l[ 66
Second 0 1 21 3 23 ti 9
Third 45 21 6§27 112 805 J, 269
Fourtn 13 11 139 205 370 :‘ 199
D12




DISMISS

DISTRICT COURTS
DISPOSITION OF FELONIES

(GE) COMPLAINT WITHDRAWN

(

1976

1380)

|

COMPLAINT

(1289)
i
- (38) ARRAJGNMENT}
§
) (478) (100)
SUSSRCEDED
Y INDICTMENT
(3086)
¥
(76) PRELIMINARY ((54) L

-

HEARING

i
!

HELD
TQ
ANSWESR

(237)

REDUCED TO MISDEMEANOR




DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES
RESULTS OF PRELIMINARY HEARING

1976
PRELIML % OF PRELIMINARY HEARING RESULTS
COURT NARY TOTAL -
Anchorage 61 15 28 23 i 10
Barraw 17 50 3 6 8
Jethel 4 9 2 0 2
Delta Junction 4 . 44 1 1 2
Fairbanks 179 58 22 12 145
Slenallen 6 12 2 4 ‘ ]
Haines Not Avallable ‘
Homer 3 30 0 0 ’ 3
Juneau 15 32 0 1 14
: —
Kenai 8 30 1 2 ‘ S
Ketchikan 21 40 1 3| 17
Kodiak 12 22 6 1 5
Nome 3 12 1 0 2
Palmer 3 | 6 3 0 l 0
Seward 7 29 0 0 7
Sitka 7 41 1 0 6
Tok 5 42 0 0 3
Valdez 8 17 5 1 } 2
Wrangell 4 67 0 0 i 4
TOTAL 367 27 .76 54 ; 237
% OF TOTAL 21 14 85
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 47 31 2 ! 4 E a1
Sacond 3 12 1 E 0 3 2
Third 112 14 47 31 ; 24
Squrh 205 55 % 1w 180

D-14
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DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES

AGE OF 1976 DISPOSITIONS *

COURT .CASES s %TND‘%PYOS%mON ® ?;_IQER
‘ DAYS
AVERAGE 2 MEDIAN

Ancharage 451 57 : 11 10
Barrow 34 57 ’ 27 10
dethel 57 71 | 46 19
Delta Junction 9 50 13 0
Fairbanks 316 25 ! 10 4
Glenallen 61 33 ; 23 8

Haines Not Availdble i
Homer 13 132 | 131 57
Juneau 55 53 i 29 7
Kenai 33 21 11 8
Ketchikan 67 69 39 3
Kaodiak 56 27 12 4
Nome 25 59 27 186
Palmer 49 46 24 14
Seward 24 30 ; 11 11
Sitka 21 13 ; 10 0
Tok 12 20 ; 11 0
Valdez 58 66 22 21
‘Wrangeil 7 18 20 0
TOTAL 1350 47 13 7

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Rirst 150 53 3L 3
Second 25 39 27 bR
-—»;d T 53 29 10
?J,—h ) L 33 1L 4

% Yazsured ‘rom Sirst 200earsnce 18 Jisrussal. Jequieial oF sentencinyg

D=15




DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES

PENDING
1973 — 1978
| “ % INCREASE
COURT 1973 . 1974 ' 1978 i 1976 ‘fn’:‘ ’:‘35
| i | 1976 | 1976
Ancharage 62 | 37 | 170 196 + 216 + 15
Sarrow o | o L 7 1 om 0 + 57
Zetnel 0 L5 | 2 | 24 o | - 4
Delta Junction 0 0 ; N B £ 1 0 +267
Fairhanks 101 ! 71 g 60 Gé - 33 | +13
Glenatian 13| 1 TR B +183 | o+ 42
Haines Not Aqailable f !
siomer 3 1 14 17 + 467 + 21
Juneay 12 28 44 ’ 45 + 275 + 2
Kenai 0 5 i “12 22 0 + 83
Ketehikan 16 14 40 41 + 156 + 3
Kodiak 13 11 11 22 + 69 +100
Norisg 3 12 ! 24 36 +1100 + S0
-Pa\lmer 6 6 15 16 + 167 l + 7
Seward 4 1 0 ! 5 6 50 + 20
Sitka 2 4 5 4 + 100 - 20
Tok 1 3 7 8 + 700 ‘ + 14
Vaidaz 3 , 2 § ] 8 + 167 0
Wrangell L 2 | 2 4 + 300 100
TOTAL 20 | 239 | 476 | 573 +138 | o+ 20
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
- ! ;
T 31 i 48 . 91 . 94 + 203 + 1
Sesand 30, 12 24 38 +1100 ~ 50
S to4 | 105 284 ' 345 + 232 + 21
Fourth VT2 ¢ 7 11 s - 4 b ey
D-16
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DISTRICT COURTS
FELONY CASES
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976

(See Note 14)

COURT CASES CU(?S %\&QGE " ?%"OER
AVERAGE % MED(AN DAYS
Anchorage 196 181 ? 213 66
Barrow 11 263 | 212 64
Sethal 24 159 ‘ 145 38
Detlta Junction 1l 155 ; 165 87
Fairbanks 68 437 E 138 53
Glenailen 34 83 % 120 25
Haires Not Available i
‘Homer L7 133 t 146 88
Juneau 45 216 196 63
Kenai 22 135 " 111 45
Ketchikan 41 194 143 54
Kodiak 22 219 ] 120 50
Name 36 341 j 286 78
Palmer .16 | 118 ! 120 50
Seward 6 ) 76 t 81 o}
Sitka 4 81 113 25
Tok 8 89 ; 120° 50
Valdez 38 71 i 70 13
Wrangell 4 212 ? 120 50
TOTAL 573 182 168 39
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDIMNG SERVICE AREAS
Rirst 4 201 166 f 53
$econd 35 341 286 : 73
Thig . 345 E 150 ~ 173 , 57
-;mn 98 132 ' 146 ! 37
3=17




DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANQR CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1976

% INCREASE

|

COURT 1973 | 1974 ‘ 1978 [ 1976 1973 1078

! } ! 1876 1976

Anchorage 7019 ‘ 6958 f 7559 : 7871 + 12 + 4
Barrow 268 ' 333 f ‘144 | 149 - 44 + 3
Bethel 474 298 } 431 } 458 - 3 + 6
Delta Junction 120 | 119 | 229 ‘f 152 | +27 | - 34
Fairbanks 1304 } 2132 t 3418 f 3145 +141 i - 8
Gienallen 14 179 ’ 308 I 241 +111 - 22
Haines §0 | 171 ! 72 158 +163 +119
Momer 76 , 146 f 197 208 +174 + 6
Juneay 573 ‘ 821 ; 954 965 + 68 + 1
Kenai as7 | 631 623 867 +118 + 39
Ketchikan 1214 l 962 748 817 - 33 + 9
Kodiak 552 679 685 939 + 70 + 37
Nome 230 443 415 |, 303 +32 | =27
Palmer 314 f 338 279 €10 + 94 +119
Seward 320 ; 267 342 l 339 + 6 - .l
Sttka 255 315 384 445 | + 73 + 16
Tok 178 1 240 | 129 t 143 - 20 - 57
Valdez 49 | 83 f 323 | 450 +818 ; + 39
Wrangall 160 | 143 | ss |, 192 f20 | +118
TOTAL 13677 | 15258 | 17528 | 18452 | %35 | + 5

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
i ) ;

First 2262 2412 | 2246 - 2377 + 14 | +715
Secord 230 443 | a5 303 + 32 ' - 27
—_— 1 eans 9579 . 10747 . 11983 29 1 w12
Fourth 1370 2824 4120 3589 ¢ 92 - 13

D-18




DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES
CCMPOSITION OF 1976 FILINGS

({Saa Matas &)
vinon] nui- | AL Si. 1

GOURT | L10; ITHEFT/ %iﬁfSAsgég%ﬁgé e | vice | TRAF omgaitoTAL

: LAW
Anchorage 784 | 966 | 538 [ 1087 374 | 170 | 271 | 3294 | 387 | 7872
Sarrow 57 22 3 27 1 2 0 19 211 149
3ethel 105 26 52 S1| 28 2 0 8s| 112} d4se
Nelta Junction 11 17 18 8 8 0 Q 85 71 1s2
Fairbanks 272 | 538 | 240 sS04} 171 37| 40 | Losol 285§ 3145
Glanallen 15 20 36 21 6 1 6 98 18] 241
Haines Not Apailabde :
Homer 12 ] 15] 535 5| 4 o] o 95 zz; 208
Juneay 95 | 5s| 127| 83| 40| 31| 5 | 361| 181 963
Kenai s1| 74 38s| 38 1o 7| 3| 20| 42 387
Katchikan 75 53, 21 156 10 6 ¢ 410 86{ 817
Kodiak 109 70 228| 168 8l 14 1 170 98y 939
Nome 76 34 6 75 2 0 0 49 61, 303
Palmer 33 51 111 3g| 13 Q 0 295 sgé 610¢
Seward 32 28 71 30 22 2 0 38 66| 339
Sitka 88 33 33 74 5 7 0 145 60 445
Tok 20 L5 10 17| 38 9 0 40 4] 143
Vaicez 63| 29f 43, sl 7 7| 34! 130 74f 45
‘Mrargell 20 S 97 . 11 4 Q Q 18 3.5~-: 194
TOTAL 1938 | 2055 | 2074 245 4| ars| 295| 380 | s720{ Lsas|13294
% OF TOTAL 11 111 13 4 2 2 37 9 104
BY JUDICEAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
£ st 27¢ ! 151 ; ~73! 330? 59 ! 44 5 } 952% 32:i 2419
Sseand SRR Y 75? 2 § 0 } 0 | 495 611 303
- 1324 1172 fz4§ 1493, 542 L 203 ?315 §4szs§ 389 11383
Fourn 360 ; 5% “T;;_ 535 215 | 39 § 40 ;L264f 117 3582
D=2




DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES

RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO CASE FILINGS

1976
(See Mota 7)

NUMBER NUMBER RATIO OF NUMBER NUMBER

COURT 1976 CASES DEFENDANTS| OFFENSES | . COUNTS

FILED  |DEFENDANTS|"15cAsES | CHARGED | CHARGED
Anchorage 7871 7896 1.003 7916 7964
Barraw 148 149 1.000 152 154
Bethel 458 487 1.02 468 478
Delwa Junction 152 153 1.006 1586 180
Fairpanks 3145 3221 1.02 3390 3425
Glenallen 241 241 1.00 241 243

Haines Nat Ava..lable
Homer 208 208 1.00 208 208
Juneau 963 965 1.00 973 977
Kenai 867 867 1.00 867 887
Ketchikan 817 817 1.00 823 823
Kodiak 939 939 1.00 945 950
Nome 303 303 1.00 303 313
Paimer 610 613 ©1.005 625 626
Seward 339 339 1.00 339 339
Sitkz; 445 445 1.00 571 527
Tok 143 143 1.00 145 145
| Valdaz 450 464 1.03 478 478
Wrangeil 192 132 1.0¢ 192 - 192
TOTAL 18294 18422 1.007 18792 18870
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE ARZAS

First 2419 2419 1.00 2559 2519
Second 303 303 1.00 303 313
_‘_‘lrd 113983 12034 1.004 12087 12153
Fourth 3589 3668 1.02 3843 3885

D=-20Q
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DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES

DISPOSITIONS

1973 — 1978
4 i | % INCREASE

COURT 1973 f 1974 ‘ 1975 ! 1976 e 1S

i f ' 1976 1976

Ancharage 7068 ' §611 1 6398 1 6853 - 3 + 7
8arrow 260 | a1 | 15 D e - 45 * 3
Bethel 437 r 284 363 3 467 7 + 28
Daita Junction 112 104 175 | 136 + 39 - 11
Fairbanks 1315 2092 é 3182 } 3080 »133 - &
 Glenailen 12 | 164 % 279 194 £73 | -0
Haines 61 g 167 g 79 | 148 +143 +111
Hormer 84 l 91 192 1 136 +133 + 2
Juneau 552 I 559 858 |, 919 + 66 + 7
Kenai 3s1 578 590 ‘ 791 +125 + 34
Ketchikan 1191 958 : 754+ 788 - 34 P
Koulak 539 671 ] 703 ! 963 £ 80 | + 23
Nome 227 ; 297 f 2717 | 380 + 59 * 30
Palmer 271 f 338 f 231 : 568 +110 +146
Seward j01 | 276 | 253 1 320 + 8 { + 26
Sitka 240 5 328 t 359 . 400 £ 87 | +11
Tok e 202 ' 285 : 157 - 8 i - 45
Valdez sL 71 i 212 458 w651 | +lie
‘Hrangail 136 157 58 192 + 23 i +131
TOTAL L3519 ¢ 14279 15394 17041 + 26 , + il

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 2209 2189 207 2447 +12 + 18
Second 227 297 277 360 « 59 + 39
e 5224 084 3223 19712 + 16 . 16
oo | 1388 2708 a7ar 3320 + 89 -1
3-21



DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES
DISPOSITION STAGES

1976

BEFORE| AT TWEEN TRIAL O(E‘éﬁ Ir
couaT AE*":? R@%ﬁ- Rf'%g count | way | Torau [CMANGE, TOTAL

| VENUE) |
Anchorage 375 | 2878 | 3160 | 179 | 238 417 25 | 6855
Zarrow 4 67 71 3 3 6 1 149
Bathel 10| 150 | 291 4 12 16 0 467
Delta Junction 9| 718 54 6 6 12 3 | 156
Fairbanks 116 | 1371 | 1390 98 85 163 20 ;; 3060
Glenallan 10| 97 70 3 1 4 13 ! 194

Haines Not {Availafle ’ i
Homer 12| 87 74 10 | 7 17 § 196
Juneau 97 434 365 15 7 22 1 I 919
Kenal 34| 472 234 16 28 44 7 I 791
Ketchikan 32| 497 | 224 17 15 32 3 788
Kodiak 35| 559 | 218 22 28 50 1 | ss3
Nome 37| 110 | 205 4 3 7 1 360
Palmer 13| 358 | 134 55 2 57 6 568
Sewarc 14 193 30 18 12 30 3 320
Sitka 18| 208 | 163 5 5 11 0 400
Tok 13| 88 45 5 1 6 5 f 157
Valdez 35| 148 | 236 23 3 11 34 5 458
Wrangeil 2| 133 47 70 3 10 o | 192
TOTAL s66| 7928 | 7061 | 4s1 | 447 938 | 100 | 16893
% OF TOTAL 5 47 42 303 5 1 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 149| 1272 | 799 45 30 735 4 if 2299
Sesand 37| 110 | 208 4 .3 ! 7 1 l: 360
Third 538] 4942 | 4497 | 330 339 i 569 se b 10712
Zourtn 142| 1804 | 1580 | 112 75 | 187 23 | 1522
y-22




NOT GUILTY

DISTRICT COURTS

DISPOSITION OF MISDEMEANORS

CHANGE OF VENU

1978

16893

COMPLAINT

< (100)

COMPLAINT \WITHDA

AwWN(88

)

[€)1

BAIL FOAFEITURE

DIsMISS(3886)

16027

[

oiswiss (3176)

ARRAIGNMENT

(7542)
GUILTY PLEA

CHANGE CF PLEA

(938)

TRIAL

ACQUIT (115)

Ell)

(491)
COURT

(38853)

(365)CONVICT

(170)

ACQUIT ‘(30)
) }

(447
JURY

247

Y

5

{ISTAIAL

CONVICT

36

DISMISS

CHANGE CFPLEA




DISTRICT COURTS

DISPCSITION OF MISDEMEANORS BY STAGES
1976
(16207)
(386)DISMISS - GUILTY PLEA
ARRAIGNMENT EEr))
NOT
GUILTY
PLEA
}
(491)
_(115Wcaurr COURT [ 365 CoNvICT
TRIAL
MISTRIAL
. (2)  DISMISS (9) CHANGE OF PLEA .
i
(170) AcQuIT  JURY (447) [247iconvicT
TRIAL
MISTRIAL
(3) (27)
DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA

D-24



DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES

ARRAIGNMENT RESULTS
1978
DISPOSITIONS o, ‘OF ARRAIGNMENT RESULTS
COURT  |AT ARRAIGN- |, JTOTAL N o
MENT OR GASES | -DisMisszo auiLT CONTEST

Anchorage 2878 42 153 2231 4954
Barrow 67 45 1w 55 2
8athel 1s0 32 7 115 23
Delts Junction 78 50 1 58 19
Fairbanks 1371 43 33 963 347
Glenallan 97 50 7 67 23

Haines Not availlable
Homer 87 44 2 87 18
Junsau 434 47 16 390 28
Kenai 472 60 9 389 74
Ketenikan 497 63 17 448 32
Kadiak 539 63 40 347 172
Nome 110 31 23 77 10
Palmer 3s8 63 2L 233 104
Seward 193 60 4 i 158 31
Sitka 208 52 5 168 35
Tok 38 38 3 62 18
Valdez 1438 32 2 117 29
Wrangeil 133 §9 6 | 103 24
TOTAL 7928 47 388 6054 1483
% OF TOTAL 5 ; 76 19

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 1272 33 44 1109 119
Sacond 114 31 23 77 10
Thed 4942 46 243 3724 973
Fourth 1604 48 74 1144 388




DISTRICT COURTS

MISDEMEANOR CASES
DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN
ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL (PRETRIAL)

1878
DISPOSITIONS % OF PRETRIAL RESULTS
COURT Aﬂaaimﬁa\ém MISJEOJ?:NOR CHANGE OF
AND TRIAL CASES DISMISSED T

Anchorage 3160 46 1376 1784
Barrow 71 48 41 30
Sethel 291 62 193 98
Delta Junction 54 33 29 25
Fairbanks 1390 45 616 774
Glenallen 70 36 20 50

Haines Not Av;ilzlble
Homer 74 38 28 46
Juneau 365 40 133 232
Kenai 234 30 89 165
Ketchikan 224 28 76 148
Kodiak 218 25 139 ' 79
Nome 205 57 179 26
Palmer 134 24 48 86
Seward 80 25 32 48
Sitka 163 “41, 45 1118
Tok 45 29 12 33
Valdez 236 52 120 116
Wrangeil 47 24 20 | 27
TOTAL 7081 42 3176 3885
| % OF TOTAL 4s ] 55

BY JUDICJAL DISTRIéT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 779 3s 274 ! 525
Second 205 57 179 n 26
Third 4497 42 2025 ‘ 2472
Fourth 1560 44 598 i 862

D~26
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DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANCR CASES
RESULTS QF CQURT TRIALS
1976
Lot i | cange | SUILTY
court | SOUAT | wispe. | ACOUIT| BLBSE | OF FLEA | eicinaL |  LEsseR
MEANOR DIS- | GUILTY | cHaRGe | 'NCLUDED
MISSAL

Anchorage 178 3 53 1.0 4 119 2
3arrow 3 2 0 0 Q 3 g Q
Sethet 4 1 2 0 1) 2 0
Dasita Junction 6 4 2 Q e 3 1
Cairaanks 98 3 30 a 1 66 1
Gienazilen 3 2 Q 0 0 3 ] 0

~Haines Not Atallable
Homer 10 5 2 0 0 8 I 0
Juneay 15 2 4 0 1] 10 1
Kanai 16 2 4 0 0 12 0
Katzhikan 17 2 2 0 0 13 0
Kodiak - 22 3 8 a 0 13 E 1
Nome 4 1 0 0 0 4 0
Paimer 55 10 2 1.0 2 49 1
Seward 18 6 1 0 1 15 1
Sitka 6 2 1 0 0 4 1
Tak 5 3 Q 0 0 5 ] 0
Valdez 23 5 3 0 : 18 1
Wezngall 7 4 i a 0 8 ; 9
TOTAL 491 3 113 2.0 9 355 . 10
% OF TOTAL 23 0.4 2 72 2

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
ST 43 i 2 i 3 9 J s 2
Sezand 3 ) S oo | o £
e e 1 Coms L 20 3 239 :
Fr.mn 112 ' 30 3z | 9 1 77 2
5-27




DISTRICT COURTS

MISDEMEANOR CASES

RESULTS OF JURY TRIALS
1976
% OF MISTRIAL GUILTY
. sway | TOTAL | seayn | sUbse. | GRPLEA l
COURT TRIALS | JSOE | "Sral | QUENT TO_ | omiamaL ! G RER
MEANQR DIs- GUILTY | CHARGE . olikGe

CASES MISSAL i
Anchorage 238 3.0 77 3 21 138 | 2
Jarrow 3 2.0 1 0 0 2 { 0
Bethel 12 3.0 6 0 2 4 g 0
Delra Junction 6 4.0 1 0 0 S i 0
Eairbanks 85 2.0 29 0 2 34 2 0
Glanallen 1 1.0 0 0 0 1 ' 0

Haines Not Available t
Hormer 7 4.0 3 0 0 4 | o
Juneau 7 1.0 4 0 0 3 | 0
Kenal 28 4.0 10 0 1 17 0
Kerchikan 15 2.0 8 0 0 7 0
Kodiak 28 3.0 12 0 0 16 0
Nome 3 1.0 2 0 1 0 0
Palmer 2 0.4 0 0 0 2 0
Saward 12 4.0 7 0 0 4 i
Sltka 5 1.0 3 0 0 2 0
Tok 1 1.0 0 0 0 1 0
Vaidez 11 2,0 5 0 Q 6 0
Wrangell 3 2.0 2 0 0 1 0
TOTAL 447 3.0 170 3 27 244 ‘ 3
% OF TOTAL 38 1 6 55 |1

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 30 2 17 0 0 13 o
Sec’ond 3 1 2 0 1 o ! 0
Thied 339 3 120 3 24 189 l 3
Fourtn 75 2 - A 2 42 1 0
D-28
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DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR CASES

CONVICTION RATES

1976
(See Note 9)
LESS GUILTY AT i
court  [PIPOSHe el wo loistos am e | | o
TIOMS oF :APPEAR- TIONS | RAIGN- | T;F:;:;L j TRIAL © TOTAL | RATE
VENUE | Ance MENT | ! | {
Anchorage §8553 25 E 375 6455 | 2725 {3.784 i 253 | 4787 74
3acrow 149 1§ 4| 144] 5T 30 s ez ] s
3ethel 467 o' 1Q 457 | 143 | 98 6 | 247 | s4
Deita Junction 156 3 { 9 | 144 77{ 25 1 9 5 1L | 77
Fairbanks 3060 | 20 } 116 | 2924 | 1316 % 774 ‘ Lo |21 75
Glenallen 194 | 13 E 10| 171] 90! so bog b aaa gy
Haines Jot Availablfa % : ; .
Homer 198 6 | 12 173 | 85 3 46 i 12 : 143 | go
Juneau 919 1] e | s wis |2z | e { 664 | gy
| Kenai 791 7 f 34 | 750 | 483 | 163 } 29 i 657 | gg
Ketchikan 738 3| 32 753 | 480 ; 148 ? 22 % 630 86
Kodiak 863 L, o35 | 827 519 ' 7 } 30 | 628 |76
Name 360 L ' 37 | 322] a7 | 26 ! 4 f 127 {35
Palmer 568 6 | 13 | s49 337 i 86 & s2 | 475 |97
; : ;
Seward 120 3 2 14 303 | 189 | de boar | 25w | a3
Sitka 400 0 18 382 | 203 {118 | 7 | 328 |85
Tak 157 5 ; 12 1390 30 | 33 f s . 119 |as
Valdez sss | s loas | aus|4e |16 |25 | 2e7 |ss
Wrangell 192 a1 2 130 | 127 D27 0 7 1L fss
TOTAL 16893 | 100 | 266 15927 [7542 3885 1§12 12039 |75
% OF TOTAL wo | 47 Faa b4 1 76
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUCING SERVICE AREAS
Fiest 2298 s we laigs haas 523 50 1a03 a4
Second 360 vo37 35322 Car o2 117 38
Third 10712 | 85 338 10108 4587 2472 437 7606 |73
Fourtn 3522 29 .42 Es:sz 1530 352 121 2523 73




DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANQOR CASES
SENTENCE/FINES IMPOSED

1978
SENTENCE SERVED NO SENTENCE

AND/OR FINE PAID SERVED OR FINE PAID

COURT C‘?I{\é)\!(lls? " | sentence FINE e Sumroa > | =

onLY ONLY | senrance | TIOMSE | NS
Ancriorage 4708 889 1541 ’ 1783 495 l 813
Barrow 92 56 20 [ 10 s | s
Sethe! 238 89 } 41 l 43 §5 i 83
Delta Junctian 100 11 31 ! 45 13 ! 22
Fairbanks 2146 554 775 3 536 281 | 499
Glenaflen 125 £ ] 51 ] 4 18 f 29
Haines 0 o | o | 0 0o 0
Homer 135 16 58 61 0 10
Juneau 654 22 ’ 315 248 §9 74
Kenai 608 45 369 183 11 ' 27
Ketchikan 649 64 445 91 49 116
Kodiak 626 119 155 157 195 178
Nome 114 40 29 12 33 53
Palmer 438 74 169 158 37 116
Seward 252 39 162 49 2 37
Sitka 328 10 184 95 39 50
Tok 102 11 13 32 46 36
Valdez 266 18 121 | 99 28 44
Wrangall 160 “10 01 | 30 19 1 1
TOTAL 11741 2071 4586 | 3878 1406 2254
% OF TOTAL 100 18 39 | 3 12 19

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Fiest 1791 106 ' 1045 | 484 176 | 251
Second 114 s 2 12 3o s
Trird 7396 1203 | 2673 2579 as1 | 1339
Fourth 2440 632 | 839 623 146 | s
D-30
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DISTRICT COURTS’
MISDEMEANQR CASES
SENTENCE/FINES IMPOSED

1976

(Seg_Yoke 13)
e || e
CQURT | [ T
NUMBER ’ AVASE | NuMBER ’ AVEISE | sTaTE | Local | ToTaL

Anchatage 2672 { 7 3324 { 172 E fﬁ 571728
Sarrow 66 '| 9 30 f 96 | 2884
Bethet 132 :1 23 84 ! 120 | Looso
Delta Junction 36 § 1 76 | 171 | 12996
Fairoanks 1090 ! 10 1311 % 814 1 1067154
Glenallen 50 ‘ 3 103 | 167 17201

Haines Not Avazd.la‘ole i
Horner 76 t 14 119 181 | 21539
Juneau 270 { 5 563 107 | 60241
Kenai 228 7 5 532 152 1 s3s04
Ketchikan 155 ﬂ 12 536 114 §1104
Kodiak 276 | 4 32 | s 79560
Nome 52 I 0 41 78 I 3198
Paimer 232 ! 8 327 139 t | 435453
Seward 88 I 7 211 95 | 20045
Sitka 108 } 5 279 133 i 1 37107
Tos 3 2 5] 1 | 8343
Valcez 17 2 220 | 136 3 43129
Weangeil 10 10° 131 a7s , | 114756
TOTAL 5748, 7 s264 ¢ 273 | | :52253411

BY JUDICIAL OISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 570 7 1509 133 | | 's 271208
Sacand 32 9 41 783 ; 3 3 3198
Thirg 3371 : | s 179 | 392533
Zouen 1253 ERNNRA E1 747 4 . 1089375




DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANOR SENTENCING
1976
(11741) R
SENTENCING
R A ' | Y
(2071) (4586) (3670 (1406)
i iy SusrNeED
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DISTRICT COURTS
MISDEMEANCR CASES
ANE OF 1976 CASE DISPOSITIONS *

COURT CASES NS A
DAYS
AVERAGE ! MEDIAN
sAnchorage 6855 61 ! 23 12
Barrow 149 26 | 8 3
j

Bethel 467 58 | 49 13
Delta Juretion 158 37 z 12 14
Fairbanks 30640 45 ‘{ 3 10
Glenallen 194 48 | 19 11
Haines 0 a i Q Q
Homer 196 46 l 18 10
Juneay 913 43 ‘ 13 9
Kenai 791 31 : 0 5
Ketchikan 788 23 E 4 4
Kodiak 863 27 ; 0 Ty
Nome 360 93 ; 68& 29
Paimer 568 26 f 10 3
Seward 320 22 ¥ 6 4
Sitka 400 22 ‘ 6 1
Tok 137 26 ; 3 3
Valdez 453 30 ; 29 3
Wrangeil la2 51 ‘L 10 3

TOTAL zeagnsm : 43 : 17 10

BY JUD'.ip. DISTRICT IMCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Pt 229¢ | 33 3 | 5

'

- - t
Second 164 ] 23 56 { 29

i

- ! . ‘
e 1,02 38 19 : |

S— . ~ 1 . ‘
Sourin 3s82° . 44 3 H 12

Flleasured Srom NSt apoearzt.e .l NI CSEISN e L20enTiagr

£-32




DISTRICT COURTS

MISDEMEANOR CASES p
PENDING
1973 — 1876
: % INCREASE

COURT 1973 1974 ; 1975 i 1976 187 ' ‘fo’s

i ; 1976 f 1976

Anchorage 836 ' 1183 ' 2344 1 3390 + 305 | + 45
Barrow 0 : 22 21 E 21 ] ’ 0
Bethel 37 ; 51 117 i 108 +102 | - 8
Delta Junction a | 23 7T i 73 +812 | - 3
Fairbanks 320 | 360 1 596 ’ 681 + 113 | o+ 14
Glenallen 0 f 15 | 44 ﬁ 91 0 | +107
Haines 0 | 0 ; 0 : 0 0 \! 0
Homer 0 i 55 l 60 ; 72 o | + 20
Juneau 21 283 | 379 | 425 +1923 | + 12
Kenai 46 99 | 132 ! 208 +352 | + 58
Ketchikan s4 | a8 | 42 ! 71 + 31 | + 69
Kodiak 63 71 53| 139 + 121 | +152°
Nome 3 149 284 | 227 +7467 | - 21
Palmer 43 43 91 133 + 209 + 46
Seward 1| 10 f 99 118 +521 | 419
Sitka 15 2 { 27 | T2 + 380 | +167
Tok ‘ 7 l 45 { 89 75 + 971 | - 16
Valdez 0 ; 12 ; 123 115 0 -~ 6
Wrangel! 29 ] 5 ; 27 i 27 - 7 0
TOTAL 1501 j 2476 4605 f 6046 +302 | o+ 31

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 119 ' 338 | 475 ses +'400 | & 25
Second _ 3“_.'. 149 1 284 227 +7467 ! - 21
Third 1044 , 1539 | 3063 | 4374 £ 319 |+ 43
Fourth | ass L 4s0 783 850 + 154 | + 9

D=34




AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976

DISTRICT COURTS

MISDEMEANOR CASES

COURT CASES CU(‘?I\T%X];Q)GE - ?;JOER
AVERAGE ; MEDIAN OAYS

Anchorsge 3390 272 120 62
Sarrow 21 475 391 76
3erthsl 108 124 86 7
Celta Junction 73 139 145 53
Fairbanks 681 116 f} 96 37
Glenailen 21 113 120 37

Haines Not Availdble ;
Homer 72 18s ‘ 188 83
Juneau 425 150 115 47
Kenai 208 135 111 45
Katchikan 71 116 120 34
Kadiak 139 129 109 45
Name 227 350 342 77
Palmer 133 30 76 20
Seward 118 77 ; 73 17
Sitka 72 102 ? 87 30
Tok 75 50 { 61 2
Vildez 115 81 i 79 23
Wrangall 27 141 | 96 37
TOTAL 6048 232 E 119 31

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
~
Fiest 393 40 11l 43
SELEEE o 227 3350 342 77
S e e Y 55
P:;r'r\ o 359 1z2 107 35
9-33




DISTRICT COURTS
CTHER CRIMINAL CASE
FILINGS
1973 — 1978

| ; | % INCREASE
COURT 1973 ? 1974 ! 1975 | 1978 17 197e
) g 1978 ! 1976
Anchorage o % 0 i 444 594 0 + 34
2arrow 23 ; 38 14 0 0 0
3athel 0 1 42| 4 7 - 82 + 75
Daita Junction 5 g 1 3 8 0 +100
7 airbanks o 0 339 394 0 + 2
G-enallen 4 «' 21 ’ 0 1 - 75 o}
maines 0 é 1 13 16 0 + 23
riomer 0 é 0 E 0 } 6 0 0
Junsau 0 ! 0 ] 34 51 0 + 50
Kanai 0 i 0 ‘ 20 4 0 - 80
Katehikan 0 i o} 59 : 81 0 + 37
Kodiak 0 { 0 9 15 0 + 67
Mome 0 | 0 8 3 0 - 62
Paimer o | 0o | 59 90 0 + 53
Saward 38 i 45 13 14 - 63 - 7
Sitka s6 | 30 78 103 + 84 + 32
Tok o | 2 7 10 0 + 43
vaigez 2 § 6 | 42 35 #1650 - 17
Weangel | 28 | 2 4 - 78 | - 83
TOTAL 187 | 214 | 1222 | 1434 + 667 + 17

l‘ { I
S rst 74 . 53 | 208 | 255 b245 | o+ 23
Sscord 0 o i 8 | 3 o | - s2
Trirg s4 0 114, 593 | 768 s812 | o+ 2
*surh 29 414 413 1 410 21314 1 - 1
D-16




‘ DISTRICT CCURTS
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES
COMPCSITION OF FILINGS

~

1478
COURT A TE PRevaca: lon rommadl TRANSTER| oTHER | TOTAL
SATISFY TION  ICOMPLAINT
Anchorage 77 11 210 216 80" | 594
Barrow 0 0 a 0 0 Q@
Sathel 2 0 1 1 4 7
Delta Junction 2 Q 2 0 2 ]
Fairbanks 44 1 307 8 34 194
G;enallen 0 0 0 0 1 L
‘| Haines Yot Available

Hon:uer 0 0 6 0 Q 8
Juneau 3 0 9 2 37 51
Kenai 0 o} 2 2 Q 4
Ketchikan 6 0 38 2 s b s
Kodiak 2 1 6 5 L] 15
Nome 0 ) 2 0 1 © 3
Palmer 5 0 61 0 24 90
Seward 3 0 .9 0 2 14
Sitka 0 9 81 0 22 103
Tok 5 0 1 3 1| 10
\aldez 0 0 26 1 3 1 33
‘Wrangeil a Q ¥ 4 Q 0 i 4

TOTAL 148 13 t 765 240 252 | 1418

% QF TQTAL 1q 1 ‘ 54 17 13 | 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 9 t o | 2 ' T T
Sevand 0 i 9 ‘ 2 é Q g 1 ‘ 3
Thir 38 | 12 D32 225 oz 56
Zaurh st b ST R BTN RS 410

for 3 0358 98100518 IO INOLAEr Court,

D-37
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DISTRICT COURTS
OCTHER CRIMINAL CASES
DISPOSITIONS

1973 — 1976
| : : % INCREASE
COURT 1973 ,' w974 | 1975 5 1976 1973 197
! ! : 197§ 1878

Anchorage 0 f o | 314 i 485 0 + 55
Barrow 23 | 2 | 30 | 0 0 0
Bethel 37 i 57 i 3 [ 3 - 78 .| + 167
Delta Junction s | 1 | 1|13 #1117 | +1200
Fairbanks BT T TR BET'Y 0 - 20
Glenallen 2 ! 22 ! 0 | 2 0 0
Haines o | 1 i 13, 18 0 + 23
Hormer 0 l 0 , 0 ] 6 0 0
Juneau o | o 24 i 60 0 + 150
Kenai 0 0 l, 13 5 0 - 62
Ketehikan 0 o | 48 85 0 77
Kodiak 0 0 | 9 12 0 + 33
Nome 0 0 8 ’ 1 0 - 87
Palmer 0 0 ; 35 107 0 + 206
Seward 36 47 13 15 - 58 + 15
Sitka s1 | 2 66 101 + 98 + 53
Tok 0 1 0 12 0. 0
Vaidez 2 6 f 40 | 30 +1400 - 27
Wrange{l 18 { 21 | 27 ; 0 0 0

TOTAL 175 | 203 | 1027 | 1266 + 623 + 23

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 69 . 47 1 178 | 262 +280 | + 47

Second 0 0 ; 8 ! ° ! - ¥
‘ e : ’ :

Third 77 132 428 871 771 |+ 57

Fourth 29 24 ' 413 © 332 #1045 | - 20

D-383




DISTRICT COURTS

OTHER CRIMINAL CASES

AGE OF 1978 CASE DISPOSITIONS

CASES - DAYS
AVERAGE i MEDIAN
Anchorage 486 52 ; 11 13.0
darrow Q 0 ’ 0 0
Rathst 8 113 30 80.0
Saita Junciion 13 86 46 0.4
Fairbanks 307 lo7 49 25.0
Clenailen 2 128 i 120 30.0
Hainas Mot Avallable l!
Homer 8 55 { 0 Q
lunesu 50 26 ] 7 11.0
Kznai 5 305 | 15 20.0
Katchikan 85 26 i 11 5.0
XKodiak 12 ) 3 5 0
Mame 1 1 L Q
Patmer 107 31 12 4.0
Saward 15 50 | 25 0
Sitka 101 26 } 17 3.0
Tak 12 91 1 9 17.0
‘alday 30 47 :‘ 42 8.0
‘Mrangsil ) 0 : 0 0
TOTAL 1250 59 I 22 14,0
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Siege 248 59 13 6.9
Saa3nd B b L 1 0
. 671 | 50 13 12,9
I 332 | 195 47 24,9
Co-39




DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CRIMIMAL CASES

~

PENDING
1973 — 19786
! ; % INCREASE
COURT 1973 g 1974 5 1975 | 1976 1973 1975
} ‘ | : 1;076 1978
! ; ‘
Archorage 0 "o | 130 f 238 o | + 83
Rarrow 0 0 '| 0 0 Y ! 0
Betnal 16 i 1 § 2 1 - 50 ~ 94
Deita Junction 12 122 | 1 7 - 42 | - 50
Fairoanks o g 0 ;l 7 94 0 +1243
Gignallen 2 2 E 0 u' 0 Q 0
Haings Not A\:;ailable i }
Hamer 0 l o | o | 0 0 0
Juneau 0 ! 0. ' 10 1 0 - 90
Kenai 0 0 ! 7 6 o | - 14
Kerchikan e | 0 | 11 7 0 - 38
Kodiak 0 0 0 3 0 © 0
Nome 0 0 0 2 0 v}
Palmer 0 0 24 7 0 - 71
Seward 2 0 2 1 - 50 | = 50
Sitka 5 10 22 24 + 380 + 9
Tok 0 1 i 8 6 o | - 25
Valdez 0 0 ! 30 ) Q - 80
Wrangell 0 ’ 7 : 4 8 0o | + 100
TOTAL 37 13 o | oan #1011 | + 52

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Bt s fo17 | 4 : 40 + 700 l - 15
Sacond 0 i 0 : 0 ‘ 2 0 ; 0
Tmird 20 i 3 i 195 5 262 #1210 g . 34
Cfeurt 12 b 29 1 107 +792 | + 269




E—

BISTRICT CQURTS
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1978

COQURT CASES " gx\z\*;?)ss " ?ZX,ER
. DAYS
AVERAGE l MEDIAN
Anchorage 238 373 ‘ 362 9l
Sarrow 0 0 ; a 0
3ethel 1 198 | 198 100
Delta Junction 7 404 ‘ 441 100
Fairbanks 94 191 ?' 186 66
Gienallen 0 0 f 0 0
Hainas 0 0 '§ 0 0
Homer o] 0 ! 0 0
Juneau 1 180 ] 180 100
Kenai 6 644 l §27 100
Ketchikan 7 143 f 120 43
Kodiak 3 91 ] n 33
Nome 2 427 { 365 100
Palmer 7 212 i 2386 100
Seward 1 57 ! 57 Q
Sitka 24 117 ‘ 100 39
Tok 5 50 z g1 0
Valdez 3 29¢ i 293 32
‘Mrangell 8 264 ] 273 190
TOTAL A1L 291 293 73
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 40 53 ) 136 54
:Q;_—“ 2 427 365 100
e 252 ; 155 355 20
Faumn 197 i 200 log 53
o-41




DISTRICT COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1978

(See Note 18)

‘ : i % INCREASE
COURT %1973 * 1974 *1975 1976 1973 187
‘ ! v 1976 1976
Angnorage Not Available i : 2288 Not Av;ilable
Sarrow E s 0
detnel . 1 37 ’
Delta Junetion } 3 l
Fairpanks i ! 532
Giznalien ! g 60Q
Hainas ! 2 g 40
Hamer . £ 94
Juneay E ‘ i 514
Kznai 239
Ketchikan é h 217
Kodiak 250
Nome 184
Palmar 167
Seward 47
Sitka €3
Tok l 10
Vaidez i i 183 I
Wrangell [ ! 35 i
TOTAL ; ; L 4oss |
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
£ Not Available . \ 891 Not AVa:;ilable
Secong | , ' 184
T*:;; , ‘ 3385
h::.:urth ' f } 345

* Not available par: of Other Civil in

D~42
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DISTRICT CCURTS
SMALL CLAIMS CASES

DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1978

{Ses MNot= 1l8)

1 i % INCREASE
! T
COURT *1973 | * 1974 | %1375 1976 ‘f’::’ * “-:'ZS
i } & 1978 ’ 1976
! ; 1
Anchorage Not Ayailable | 1833 Not Avallable
i ! 1 "
Barrow ! ; ]‘ 0 I
' ‘ " '
3ethel f i , §1 |
Delta Junction é Q l
. i
Fairbanks ; ' 376 2
Glenallen ' } 43 ;
Haines ; f f 47
Homer { § §9
Juneau E | : 418 !
L i i |
Keanai | ! 170 i
Ketchikan ; 237 ,
]
Kodiak ! f l 126
Naome % 76
Palmer i t 1o02 t
H . i
Seward ! ! i 25 }
| | | |
Sitka ! : i 67 !
:‘ i :
Tak ; ’ { 12 t
; '
Valdez : i 95 !
"Wrangail ? j 38 ! :
TOTAL i L3794 |
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICTINCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First Yot Availahle 307 Mot Availabls
Secord 78
Thurd 2523 j
- - T = ]
r.:cu.':“\ 332 l

*  Naor awvallakbls



DISTRICT COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS CASES
DISPOSITION STAGES

1976
” :
BEFORE BETWEEN 1
COURT THE THE ANSWER AT ' ToTaL

ANSWER AND TRIAL TRIAL
Anchorage 1105 383 345 5 1833
Barrow 0 0 0 0
Betnel 56 5 0 g 61
Deita Junction 0 0 0 ; 0
Fairbanks 212 97 §7 E 376
Glenallen 33 9 1 é 43

Haines Not Available ?!
Homer 48 10 10 68
Junzau 351 26 41 a 418
Kanai 118 36 16 | "170
Ketchikan 190 29 18 237
Kodiak 55 34 37 v 126
Nome 60 16 0 76
Palmer §8 21 13 | 102
Seward 19 6 0 25
Sitka 55 9 3 67
Tok 5 2 5 s 12
Valdez 57 17 21 | 95
Wrangall 21 9 "8 g 38
TOTAL 2453 709 585 U 3747
% OF TOTAL 65 ' 19 16 d 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 617 73 70 ! 760
‘ Second 60 16 Q ,;' 76
Third 1559 521 443 f 2523
Fourth 217 99 72 | 388

D-44




DISTRICT COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS CASES
DISPQSITION RESULTS

1976
RESULT FOR
COURT DISPOSITIONS Jﬁ\éeeméiﬁr
PLAINTIFF DEFENDANT AMOUNT
*179 | *179

Anchorage 1833 340 | 376 511
Sarrow 9 0 : 0 0
Bethel 61 8 ! 51 523
Delta Junction Q 0 ; 0 Q
Fairbanks 376 156 220 188
Glenallen 43 27 i 5 0
Haines Mot Avai:!able
Homer 68 39 I 27 495
Juneau 418 213 192 110
Kenai 170 81 § 107 373
Ketchikan 237 156 { 78 335
Kodiak 126 63 r 48 335
Mome 76 32 { 44 198
Palmer 102 §7 1 35 294
Seward 25 13 10 422
Sitka §7 27 | 1 196
Tok 12 7 4 340
Valdez 95 31 ’ 61 519
‘Wrangell 33 23 13 274

TOTAL 3747 1768 1800 434

% OF TOTAL 100 52 i 53

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Fiest 60 | R 3t | 308
Second 75 | 2 s | es
Thirg 2523 1154 1218 477
:
<surn 283 153 2¢ 483
' 33 far beeh Plaianciff and Defaandant,
3-45




DISTRICT COURTS
SMALL CLAIMS
AGE OF 1976 CASE DISPOSITIONS

COURT OF 1976 ONE
CASES , YEAR
AVERAGE [ MEDIAN
Anchiarage 1833 | 281 ] 99 29
Barrow 0 0 ! 0 0
3ethel 61 150 ; 90 17
Delta Jungtion 0 0 ‘ G v
Fairbanks 376 174 | 110 18
Glanallen 43 58 i 46 0
.

Haines Not Available ‘
Homer 68 139 110 8
Juneau 418 56 35 4
Kenai 170 238 84 34
Katchikan 237 94 42 ‘ 7
Kodlak 126 52 42 2
Noma 76 128 101 3
Palmer Tlo02 136 106 5
Seward 25 63 51 0
Sitka 67 151 41 14
Tok 12 50 64 0
Valdaz 95 59 40 0
Wrangel} , 38 47 27 3

TOTAL 3747 196 83 19

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

Rt 760 | 76 ! 37 6
Second 78 i I2s ; 101 3
Third 2523 ! 241 . 93 24
Fourth 383 j 172 ; 110 18

D-46




DISTRICT COURTS

SMALL CLAIMS CASES
PENDING
1973 — 1976
{See Nota 16)
‘ % INCREASE
COURT 1973 | 1974 1978 1878 1?;13 1:375
1978 1978
Anchorage Not Avaiilable 2163 Not Avaitla.ble
Sarraw : ! 1
8ethel 22
Delta Junetion 3
Fairbanks 331
élenallen ; 17
Haines 'ﬁ % ) Q
Homer | 70
Juneau 228
Kznai 134
Katchikan 77
Kodizk o 150
Namae ' Is2
Patmer | 106
Seward 36
I Sitka ’ i 29
Tok ! : i 4
Valdez I E ; 121
‘Wrangeil i 23 i
TOTAL } ; | 3729 |
BY ' LS AL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Forst _Nex arailable 354 Not Avaélable
Z1cond - 162 \
e s s e -
—rirg . 2873 f
..,;,_,:;w‘ —— b o —— R o t

[ 4]
~3




AGE OF PENDING CASES A3 OF DEC. 31, 1978

DISTRICT COURTS

SMALL CLAIMS

CURRENT AGE
(IN DAYS) % OVER
COURT CASES : ONE
AVERAGE } MEDIAN YEAR
Anchorage 2163 346 333 46
Barrow 1 771 771 100
Batnel 22 196 209 0
Delta Junction 3 31 ! 46 0
Feirbanks 331 162 : 143 2
"é}mauen 17 154 153 0
Haines 0 0 ' 0 o}
Homer 70 230 210 27
Juneau 225 273 I 260 27
Kenai 194 286 261 28
Ketchikan 77 210 224 5
Kodiak 150 154 110 11
Nome 162 284 266 52
Palmer ° 106 192 177 3
Seward 30 226 227 10
Sitka 29 254 259 10
Tok 4 159 ; 30 0
Vaidez 121 165 i 87 12
Wrangeli 23 146 { 106 0
TOTAL 3728 289 i 272 33
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 354 250 3 243 19
ASecond 162 284 i 266 32
Third 2873 312 294 38
Fourth 339 . 161 ! 143 2
D-438




DISTRICT COURTS
QTHER CIVIL CASES

FILINGS
1973 — 1976
_(See Note 16)
‘ % INCREASE
COURT * 1973 * 1374 %1975 1976 s 1953
1976 1978
Anchorage 4290 ; 3852 4067 2208 Not Appg.icable
Sarrow 6 13 21 a
athel 474 298 431 . 30
Dalta Junction 5 3 3 0
Fairbanks 1030 1016 1000 653
Gianallen 15 i 49 29 3
Haines 54 | 39 66 { o
Homer 32 652 86 24
Juneau 701 ‘813 853 327
Kenai 221 291 278 71
Kstchikan 271 305 428 67
Kodiak 266 196 179 67
Nome 31 5 75 "12
Palmer 117 117 136 22
Saward 43 36 33 7
Sitka 118 122 119 Y 25
Tok 2 ! 7 27 Q
;
Vaidez 18 43 71 1 146
Wrangell 69 ‘ 72 75 i ] %
TOTAL 7783 | 10342 7977 | 3667 !
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
¢ st 1213 ;1351 { 1541 428 |
Second 3T 5 TH 12 1
Toorg - 5496 4944 _‘_;___5310 2573 i
o 1043 . 1042 ; 1051 533 5

* 3mall Claims were includsd in this catsgory in these vears
Ifigures are not <omparabls o the grevious vears.

L 197E

D-49




DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

1976
COURT DaMAGE CONTRAGTS OTHER TOTAL
AND NOTES

Anchorage 266 lSZF; 313 22058
Barrow 0 0 ] 0
Sethel 3 5 22 30
Jeita Junction 0 0 0 0
Fairbanks 107 458 90 655
Glenallen 1 L 1 3
Haines 0 0 3 c
Homer 10 11 3 24
Juneau 13 lls 198 327
Kenai 6 61 4 71
Ketchikan 6 43 18 87
Kodiak 1o 30 27 67
Nome 3 4 5 12
Paimer 1 19 2 22
Seward 3 1 3 7
Sitka 1 13 11 2S5
Tok . 0 0 0 0
Vaidez 30 16 100 146
Wrangal 1 2 3 6

TATAL 461 2406 800 3667

% OF TOTAL 12 66 22 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 21 174 230 425
Second 3 4 5 “12
Third 330 1770 473 2575
Sourth 107 458 30 655
D-30
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DISTRICT COURTS
QOTHER CIVIL CASES
DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 1978
(See Note 18)
% INCREASE
COURT 1973 * 1974 £1975 1976 ’f:" 1:3:5
1976 1978
|
Anchaorage 4094 2537 2874 1883 Not apolicable
Barraw 10 7 32 o]
Bethel 56 60 26 | 20
Delta Junction 3 4 3 0
Fairbanks 1077 1044 782 6§76
Glenallen 9 42 21 1’ 4
Haines 55 38 | $3 2 0
Homer 34 33 29 22
Juneau 600 881 6§04 166
Kenai 174 166 227 43
Ketchikan 288 261 323 ‘51
Kodiak 237 146 | 204 18
Mame 7 2 30 ( 8. . - e
Palrer 106 117 63 i 20
Seward 42 49 12 4
Sitka 156 97 83 f 25
Tok 4 5 3 9
Valdez 38 45 25 Z 71 }
. ; T
Wrangell. 70 67 | 57 | 5 I
TOTAL 7063 sg00 | 5453 3037 }
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICEZ AREAS
Eirst 1170 | 1342 ¢ 1120 248 Vot apolicabls
I RO ' —_ .
. ]
Sacond 7 f 2 30 ! 8 {
Third 1730 - 3196 3483 2105
Fourth 1096 1060 . 920 676 5
* Includes Small Claims Zcor these vears .'.
orevious vears,

1976 2igures ars not cocmparable =0 the

9-351
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DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES
DISPOSITION STAGES

1976
BETWEEN | AT TRIAL ’
BEFORE THE _
COURT THE ANSWER TOTAL

ANSWER AND COURT JURY TOTAL ' l
TRIAL )
Anchorage 1453 317 105 8 113 1883 I

Earrow‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Satnel 16 3 1 ] 1 20 I
Ceita Junction 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 ‘
Eairnanks 536 93 42 : S 47 676 l
G:enallen 3 1 ] 0 0 4 o
Haines Not Avallable [I l

Homer 13 8 1 0 1 22
Juneau 1386 25 5 0 5 166 i
Kenai 29 s 5 0 5 43 I
Kartchikan 38 10 2 1 3 51 :
Kodiak ‘ 18 15 4 1 - k] I

Nome 6 2 0 0 Q 8
Paimer el 15 4 1 0 1 20 ) “

Seward 0 &:J—“ T 4 0 4 4 )

Sitka 19 6 0 0 0 . 25 '
Tok o ] 0 o 0 0 ‘
Valdez 30 11 30 0 30 71 l
\Wrangs!! 0 4 2 i 0 ! 2 I 3 ~
TOTAL 2312 508 202 é 15 217 ! 3037 l
% OF TOTAL 76 17 7] . 7| 100 i

Firgy 193 45 9 A T 248

~
(=]
[w)
wn

=13 1577 | 368 151 i 9 i 180

676

£
~3

Sourn 338 93 42 3

D=32
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DISTRICT CQURTS

OTHER CIVIL CASES
DISPOSITION RESULTS

1976
RESULT FQR
CQURT DISPOSITIONS " J%%%%AE?\)%F
PLAINTIRF DEFENDANT AMOUNT
* 95 * 95
Aanchorage 1883 . 939 208 1762
Barrow 0 0 Q 0
Bethel 20 4. ? 15 1447
Ozlta Junction Q q 0 0
Fairbanks 676 291 363 1485
Glenallen 4 3 a 0
Haines g Q 0 Q
Homer 22 11l e 2269
Juneau 168 6l 103 1330
Kanai 43 22 21 1116
Katchikan 51 22 26 643
Kodiak 38 15 6 1563
Narne 8 1l 8 809
Palrner 20 13 7 813
Saward 4 3 1 340
Sitka 28 11 14 809
Tok 0 0 i 0 0
Valdez 7L 3Q ; 13 2011
‘Meangell 6 3 ! 1 756
‘ TOTAL 3037 1440 1493 1373
% OF TOTAL loo 51 52
BY JUDICIALDISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 248 97 g 144 1122
Sacond 8 1 E & 309
Teird 2105 1060 ; 273 1659
Zoueh 6§76 291 385 1485
* 33 for soth Plaintiff and Delandant

D-33
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DISTRICT COURTS
DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES
(EXCLUDING SMALL CLAIMS)

~ (1101) peraucr

1976
(3037)

COMPLAINT

(*713)

withogawn (1138)

FOR PLAINTIFF

(244) Jupgment

ANSWER

(*115)

e

oisasiss (249)

—pe

(87)

Y

TRIAL(217)

(7)

(202]

(59)

oeyT

35 for both

(15]
JURY

(7)

* (1)

FOR DEFENDENT

;|l .

ENR N .

- - - -




DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES

-

-

- .

AGE OF 1978 DISPOSITIONS

(See notea 7)

_ n ’ !
- -1

AGE AT DISPOSITION
CQURT 1976 CASES (IN DAYS) OIEJGEO‘?//'?ER
AVERAGE MEDRIAN
Anchorage 1883 333 1453 34
Barrow 0 a | 0 0
Bethel 20 31 12 0
Deita Junction Q Q 0 0
Fairbanks 676 281 221 39
Glenallen 4 66 60 0
Haines i} 0 0 0
Homer 22 238 2186 16
Juneau 166 130 49 23
Kenai 43 163 72 15
Ketchikan 51 191 141 20
Kodiak 38 132 68 8
Mome 8 178 120 13
Palmer 20 156 113 12
Seward 4 55 30 0
Sitka 25 199 55 28
Tok 0 0 0 o}
Valdez 71 75 53 0
Wrangell . 5 112 71 17
TOTAL 3037 282 151 32
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 248 | 69 | 63 23
Second 8 ; 178 | 120 13
i 205 108 138 a1
.’-'cu.rth 576 f 281 | 221 39
D=-33




. DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CIVIL CASES
PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976

(Sae Mote

j
(=13

!
1973 } 1974

|
|
x
?

% INCREASE

COURT 1975 1976 1973 i 1978
1876 ! 1876
Ancnorage Not Avaiglable E 2045 Not Avaiiable
darrow ‘ ‘ 1 ’
Bathel i| 12
Dzlta Junction ; l o]
Fairoanks 501
, .
Gienalien f | 0 ’
r1aines I g 0 }
somer ; 20
Juneau l 335
Kenai ‘! g 68 l
Ketehikan l ' 53 ]
Kodiak i i 49
ome ‘ 9
Palmar ! 11
Seward I 3
Sitka 17
Tok | 0
Vaicsez 90
Wrangelt ‘k ;, ) ' 2
TOTAL l 3216
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
St Not Available ' s 407 Not Avaiiab 12
»3::0"3 : ’ 9
. * ' 2208
;:urtn ) 502

B

- .




DISTRICT COURTS
OTHER CIVIL. CASES
AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976

il

CURRENT AGE
COURT CASES” (INDAYS) R ER
AVERAGE METIAN
Ancharage 2045 306 277 37
Sarrow 1 6§33 633 100
Berhel 12 144 121 0
Qeita Junction o 0 0 0
Fairbanks 501 203 235 15
Glenallen a 0 0 0
Haines Q Q 0 a
Homer 20 241 242 10
Juneau 338 319 294 31
Kenai 68 298 283 18
Ketchikan 53 164 86. 13
Kadiak 49 iss 136 20
Nome 9 314 299 22
- Palmer 1L 16;. ‘ 113 9
Seward 3 212 184 0
Sitka 17 243 253 18
Tok 0 Q Q 0‘
Valdez 90 181 161 2
Wrangeli 2 364 364 30
TOIAL 3215 281 263 31
BY JUDICJAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 407 ! 296 f 266 28
Second 9 : 314 E 299 22
Third 1298 ‘ 296 268 35
courth 502 § 204 236 15




DISTRICT COURTS

TRAFFIC C

FILINGS

A QW
M

1873 — 1976

% INCREASE

COURT 1973 . 1974 1975 ' 1976 1173 13075
% ‘x 1976 1976

Ancharage 30253 2 29352 | 32864 | 31784 + 5 - 3
Sarrow 44 56 § 104 59 + 34 - 43
Sethel 304 g 154 60 28 - 91 - 53
Delta Junctian 109 i 376 i 751 500 + 359 - 33
Rairbanks 11168 | 11373 g 8568 11990 .7 + 40
Glenallen 152 | 286 i 753 5 336 * 450 + 10
Haines 80 % 330 | 165 ? 50 - 37 - 70
Homer 244 633 }L 608 l 1060 + 334 + 74
Juneau 1213 ] 1108 ; 2228 2415 + 99 8
Kenai 879 1030 | 1425 , 3155 + 259 + 121
Ketchikan 2687 | 1972 1474 1525 - 43 + 3
Kodiak 525 597 655 274 - 48 - 58
Norme 105 65 101 51 - 51 - 50
Palmer 708 i 1555 606 1825 + 158 + 201
Seward 436 682 935 1489 + 242 + 59
Sitka 500 612 515 480 - 4 - 7
Tok 46 277 | 368 ' 210 + 357 - 43
Valdez 107 416 § 834 1013 + 847 s 21
Wrangell 501 | 792 i 605 l. 258 - 49 - 57

TOTAL 50062 | 51836 | s3625 | 59002 . 18 + 10

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 4981 1364 | 4988 1 4728 - s - s
Sacond 10s | e | 101 | 51 - 51 - 50
“mied 33608 34825 | 38745 41464 + 23 s 7
Fourn 1 Ti13es 12082 s7e1 12759 + 30 + 12
b-38
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DISTRICT COURTS

TRAFFIC CASES
COMPOSITION QF FILINGS
1978
ping Licensg| PEGIS
court | ERUIPR. | SPRED- TROL Al RESTRIC) oy | OTHER | ToTAL

VIGES TITLE !
Ancharage 4483 | 9167 | 6070 | 2834 | 4275 | 1094 | 3861 | 31784
Sarraw 10 7 17 0 23 0 2 59
3ethel 2 6 5 2 4 0 9o | 28
Delta Junction 97 | 238 17 24 54 28 17 1 so0
Fairbanks 2149 | 2988 | 1846 | 522 | 1220 | 499 | 2766 | L1990
Glenallen 208 | 425 23 28 81 49 22 | 236
Haings 5 15 12 2 11 3 2 50
Homer 83 729 17 21 107 82 RN ] 1060
Juneau ssa | 752 | 327 92 60 | 230 g4 1 2415
Kenai 1107 | 1266 | 196 70 297 | 158 61 | 3135
Ketchikan w48 | 779 89 58 243 | 146 62 | 1525
Kodiak 7 82 24 12 91 39 18 274
Nome 8 6 9 5 14 4 5 51
Palmer c25 | s96 | 211 | 117 229 | 135 | 112 | 1828
Seward 3ss | &58 55 61 193 | 100 64 | 1489
Sitka " 95 | 131 37 23 102 41 51 480
Tok §0 44 8 3 il 20 44 210
Valdez 269 | 290 | 1la 21 168 62 gs | 1013
Wrangell § | 113 33 ¢ 50 24 2 1 253
TQTAL 10110 |18290 | 9114 | 3902 | 7553 | 2681 | 7352 | sgcoz
% OF TOTAL 17 31 15 7 13 5 9 | 100

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Zirst 944 | 1790 | 4es | 181 | 748 | 444 | 205 } 4728
Sscond 8 8 9 3 14 4 3 ‘ S1
Third §342 !13219 §70.9 | 3ILET | 3445 | 1689 | 4283 ' 41464
2 ourth 2316 | 3275 | lass | 549 | 1328 | 544 | 2959 . 12733
D-39




DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES
DISPOSITIONS
1973 — 18786

g ; % INCREASE
COURT 1873 f 1974 ws | 1eme DA
' f w9t | 1976
Anchorage 30109 27941 ! 26226 l 30193 0 ; + 15
Barraw 44 f 56 | 81 70 + 59 ? - 14
Bethel 18 158 | 50 40 - 87 E o 33
Delra Junction 102 ? 320 ! 690 ; 507 + 495 ; - 12
Faithanks 11552 § 11206 f 6100 | 10943 - 3 f + 79
Gienallen 140 % 45 1 290 § 911 + 351 } + 214
Haines 83 | 387 | 160 | 49 ! g - &9
Homer 232 1 aer | 17 i 1088 + 369 l + 76
Juneau 1131 1126 | lo3s | 2084 | + 90 | + 107
Kenai 860 1019 § 1165 i 3075 + 258 I + 164
Ketchikan 2687 1972 | 1474 § 1549 - 42 |+ s
Kodiak 528 96 | 473 | 307 | - 42 | - 33
Nome 103 62 88 61 - 41 | - 3
Paimer 715 1555 | 569 1833 + 156 | + 222
Seward 435 677 f 680 f 1506 + 246 | 4121
Sitka 500 ] 605 E 487 ! 479 - 4 -2
Tok 43 E 249 | 263 E 233 +442 1 - 11
Valdez 101 ; 365 § 797 f 1050 +950 | + 33
Wrangell 511 g 785 | se4 | 261 - 49 | - s4
TOTAL 50194 | 49805 | 41823 | 58419 12 ) 4 35
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
Rirst 4912 4875 . 3724 4492 - 9 o+ 21
Szcond 103 ‘ 82 t 88 61 - 41 . - 31
- - - : ,
Taied 33438 33037 30877 40013 + 20 . 30
[ 2 ourn 11741 i1e3l | 7134 11853 + 1 o+ 86
=60

Y E 9 = s




DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES
) DISFOSITION STAGES
1976
WITHOUT COURT WITH COURT
APPEARANCE APPEARANCE
COURT cLosep | MaiL | waiver At | SeTWEEN TOTAL
STATIS. IN AT ARRAIGN- MEMT AND TRIAL
TlC{&LLY' i galL COUNTER MENT TRIAL
Anchorage 1511 | 4879 11942 | 6941 4550 | 370 | 30193
3arrow q 4 | 8 30 28 0 70
Sathel 0 0 1 | 21 10 40
Delta Junstion 14 16 201 76 241 59 607
Fairbanks 338 251 7110 | 171 1983 90 | 10943
Glenallen 1 285 | 135 251 229 10 311
“aines 0 18 5 15 s s 49
Homer 0 4 529 169 339 47 1 loss
Juneau 2 862 242 580 353 | 115 | 2154
Kanal 0 61 1231 659 969 | 1S5 3075
Katehikan 0 527 85 523° 179 | 135 1549
Kodiak 0 20 76 85 86 40 107
Nome 0 0 5 23 28 5 61
Patmer 3 12 647 317 632 | 222 1833
| seward 0 38 346 175 392 65 1506
Sitka 0 169 12 134 27 | 137 479
Tok 16 1 99 31 85 1 233
Valdez v 1l 12 ; 454 162 401 20 1080
Wrangel| 0 131 ; 18 al E 16 E 7 281
TOTAL 1396 | 7390 ?23544 11441 | 10534 ! 1434 | 36419
% OF TOTAL 3 13 | 42 20 18 { 3 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
F st 2 ilao7 ' 360 ;i 1343 | ss0 | 400 ! 4492
Sazond 0 , a 3 _% 23 % 28 : S i 81
T 1526 5311 15361 l 9767 | 7600 | o35 140013
22umn R 7418 | 1308 | 2337 ¢ 130 11833
D-41




DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES
CONVICTION RATES

.
% L\ ; — -
,. : A K : i #

1978
(See Note 9)
GUILTY AT CON-
COURT | POk | N |oShostromiir] Ar | pre Tion
TIONS | SHOWS | TIONs [ 08 R:\:Elf#’ TRiAL | TRIAL | TOTAL | RATE |
WAIVER : i
Ancharage 30193 | 1511 | 28682| 9326 | 5060 3070 | 111 |18587| 82
Barrow 70 0 70 9 9 1& 2 0 20| "29
2etnel 40 0 40 1. 8 f 9 | 28] 70
Delta Junction 607 14| 593 1812 58 i 154 58 451] 78
Fairbanks 10943 | 338 | 10605 6642; 728 3 6§97 32 8095 76
Glanallen 911 11 910 380% 217 ‘ 149 7 7ssi 83
Haines 49 0 49|  21] 12 | s § sl 0
Homer 1088 ol 1o8s| 463! 146 } 251 45 | 910] 84
Juneau 2154 2| 2152] 903 451! 219 98 | 1s71| 78
Kenai 3075 0| 307% 353; 387 | 822 | 126 | 2188f 71
Ketchikan 1549 0| 1549} 6771 497 | 119 119 1415.% 51
Kodiak 307 of 307 82| 72| 47 35 1 238) 77
Noma 61 0 61 4 21 10 4 39 64
Palmer 1833 3! 1830 470 212 | 407 | 219 | 1308 71
Seward 1506 0| 1s06| 691 101 | 212 63 | 1067] 71
Sitka 479 o{ 479 176 122} 21 | 138 | 4s55] 95
Tok 233 186 217 66 l 23 53 1 143 6§
Valdez 1060 |- 11 | 1049 4oz§ 133 | 334 19 ] 888 | 85
Wrangell 261 0| 261| 140! 88 | 13 6 | 24s] 94
TOTAL 56419 | 1896 | 54523 (21492 ' 9343 %5594 1095 ’33524 71
%OFTOTAL | 00| 39! 17] 12 | 2 71
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 4492 2 | 4490 1917 | 1168 t 377 ! 365 | 3327 !i gs
Secand 61 0 61 s 21 10 4 ; 39 '% 64
Tirq 40013 | 1525 | 38487 12573 7336 éSBOl ‘ 635 125943 5 §7
Faurn 11853 | 368 |11485| 6898 = 818 | s06 | 91 D g7 i 76
D-62
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DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES

AGE OF 19768 CASE DISPOSITIONS

COURT CASES AGEHQTD%YOSS)WG * ??YDER
DAYS
AVERAGE MEDtAN
Anchaorage 30193 196 177 65
Barrow 70 163 102 37
Sethel 40 237 212 71
Delta Junction 607 200 156 64
Fairbanks 10943 183 168 64
Slenallen 911 168 128 52
Hainé 49 325 L64 72
Hamer loss 184 168 72
Juneau 2154 1380 170 64
- Kanal 3075 168 160 73
Katchikan 1549 140 138 57
Kodiak 307 132 182 62
Nome 61 216 199 74
Palmer 1833 182 169 67
Seward 1306 169 | 167 70
Sitka 479 157 157 60
Tok 233 215 ~ 189 74
Valdez 10690 130 173 69
'‘Wrangell 261 144 145 38
TOTAL 58419 189 172 66
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 4492 183 l 158 81
Sacond 81 216 | 199 74
Thid 40013 183 ' 173 67
Ssurh 11853 134 ' 167 64
2=53




DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES

FINE AMOUNTS
1876
' REVENUZ GENERATED

COURT Tnes | Avemace !
= STATE LOCAL TOTAL

'
Anchorage 23722 25.00 260171 332879 593050
Barrow 20 9.00 176 4 180
Tethal 29 12.00 297 51 348
Delta Junctian 452 38.00 17176 0 17176
Fairbanks 8103 26.00 132811 } 77867 | 210678
Glenallen 756 §4.00 18384 | 0 | 48384
Haines 44 18.00 752 40 l 792
Homer 910 26.00 8832 14828 ; 236860
Juneau 1677 18.00 2774 27412 30186
Kenai 2191 36.00 62464 15616 78080
«etchikan 1413 22.00 16043 15043 31086
. ik 238 20.00 702 4096 4798
] ‘ame 45 11.00 20 488 508
[ stmer 1310 20.00 19820 5797 25617
rSeward 1417 17.00 11123 12573 23696
Sitka 455 25.00 570 10826 11396
Tak 143 68.00 3715 0 9715
Valdez 995 53.00 36445 15941 ; 521386
Weangell 245 22.00 0 5383 | 3383
'lmeOTAL 44165 26.43 523275 | 338844 | 1157119

BY JUDIGIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
: First 1824 20.36 2013¢ } 58704 ' 78843
Second 45 11.29 20 | 488 5 508
rurd 31568 26.93 448238 | 401781 | 8s00l@
Fourth 718 27,27 159878 77871 | 237749

D-64
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DISTRICT COURTS

TRAFFIC CASES
PENDING
1973 — 1978
{See Note 19)
| % INCREASE
COURT 1973 g 1974 1975 | 1978 “;‘:" 1?;’5
E ! 1976 1976
| Not
Ancharage Not Availlable 8193 9784 Availabl% 19
Sarrow ; 23 12 ~ 48
Sathel { Q qQ Q
Oeita Junction ‘ ’ 124 17 - 86
Fairbanks 2 { 2635 | 3882 + 40
Glenallen i } 531 . 446 - 14
Haires 5 g 6 + 20
Hamer 17s 147 - 1€
Juneau I | 1253 1514 + 21
Kanai 290 I 370 + 28
Ketchikan 24 0 0
Kodiak 283 250 - 12
Noma | 18 % 51 +183
Palmer i 37 29 - 22
Seward g 261 244 - 7
Sitka l 35 38 + 3
Tok } | 136 : 113 w 17
‘aldaz ' 5 94 47 - 50
Weangell , 49 | 46 - s
TOTAL 14136 16794 |+ 19
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
; Noe i
Firsy Not Available ' 1363 1602 |availabler + L7
Szcond i 13 51 ~183
r»-: R ) o 9854 11317 Lo o1s
Fom | o 2013 1824 P+ 3l
D-63 .




AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976

DISTRICT COURTS
TRAFFIC CASES

CURRENT AGE
{IN DAYS) % QVER
CQURT CASES . 120
i DAYS
AVERAGE i MEDIAN
Ancharage Not Availablsg
Sarrow Not Availabie
ot Availabl

Sathel Not Available

Oelza Junction

‘Not Available

Fairbanks

Glenallen

Haines

Hamer

Jurieau

Keanai

Ketehikan

Kodiak

Nome

Palmer

Seward

Sitka

Tok

Valdez

Wrangell

TOTAL

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First

Sacond

Third

Fourth

D-66

- .




E. DISTRICT COURT
(Lower Volume)
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LOW VOLUME DISTRICT COURTS

19786 FILINGS

JUDICIAL SoE
(xNgzl.s.Ts-githca FELONY MEANGRA TRAFFIC civIL TOTAL
AREAS)
First 12 208 274 42 538
Secand 24 292 21 3 346
Third 37 795 130 185 1147
Fourth 26 166 255 66 523
TQTAL 39 1461 680 302 2542
% OF TOTAL 4 57 27 12 ‘100
LOW VOLUME DISTRICT COURTS
1976 DISPOSITIONS
JUDICIAL wisDE
(lN?:ILS.TngaCchs FELONY MEANDR TRAFFIC CIvIL TOTAL
AREAS)
First g 180 258 23 470
Second 11 246 17 I 275
Third 24 765 156 163 1108
Fourth 23 181 284 6 494
TOTAL &7 1372 715 193 2347
% OF TOTAL 3 58 30 9 1aa

i1
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DISTRICT COURTS
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT

1976 FILINGS

‘COURT FELONY | thlAS,egR TRAFFIC CIVIL TOTAL
angoon 0 1 0 1 2
Craig 4 14 20 0 38
Hoonah 0 0 0 0 0
Kake 0 0 1 Q 1
Pelican 0 g 0 0 6
Petersburg 7 141 89 30 267
ékagway 1 46 142 11 200
Yakutat 0 0 22 0 22

TOTAL , 12 208 274 42 536
% OF TQTAL 2 3¢ 51 8 100

DISTRICT COURTS
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1976 DISPQSITIONS

COQURT FELONY Mgfl\?éR TRAFFIC CiviL TOTAL
Angoon 0 1 0 1 2
Craig 2 4 13 0 24
Hoonah 0 0 0 0 0
Kake ] 0 1 0 1

Pelican 0 6 Q 0 €
Peterst .y 7 121 ; 90 9 227
i
Skagway 0 47 g 148 ! 13 208
Yakutat 0 o 1 0 2
TOTAL 9 180 ; 258 ; 23 ; 470
E-2




DISTRICT COURTS
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1978 FILINGS

MISDE-

COURT FELONY | mEanNoRm | TRAFFIC CIvIL TOTAL
Buekland 0 o | 0 0 0
Gambell 0 10 | 0 0 10
Kiana 0 7| 0 0 7
Kowmebue 21 234 | 6 . ) 270
Noéorvick 0 2 } 0 ] 2
Saroonga 0 o | 0 0 0
Selawik g 20 | o0 0 20
Teller o] Q 0 0 0
Unalakieet 3 18 15 0 36
Wales a 1 ) a 1

TOTAL 24 292 | 22 9 346
% OF TOTAL 7 84 | & 3 100
DISTRICT COURTS
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1976 BISPOSITIONS
i
COURT FELONY M“;fﬁgg ; TRAFFIC CIviL total

Buckland 0 0 0 0 0
Gambell 0 10 0 0 10
Kiana 0 7 0 0 7
Kowzebue 10 188 4 1 203
Noorvick 0 2| 0 0 2

Saroonga g i 0 0 0

Selawik 0 19 | 0 19

Tellar 0 a ‘ o] 0 0

Unalakleet 1 1 13 0 33

Wales 0 T 0 0 1

TOTAL 11 246 f 17 1 273

% OF TOTAL 4 83| 6 1 100

11}
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DISTRICT COURTS
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1978 FILINGS

" Mispe. | -
COURT FELONY | yganon | TRAFFIC CIVIL TOTAL
| i '
Cald Bay 0 o1 ‘ 5 13 29
}
Cardova 15 AL 54 10 245
‘ :
Oillingham 10 | 262 28 15 I 335
Naknek 3 | 239 8 126 376
‘ 1
Sand Point o | o | 0 o 0
’ | <
Seldavia 2 13 } 33 1 ! 31
{ bt
St. Paul Island 2 23 1 0 26
Unalaska 4 12 0 0 16
TOTAL 36 728 | 129 185 1078
% OF TOTAL 3 67 12 17 100
DISTRICT COURTS
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1976 DISPOSITIONS
|
COURT FELONY l M“’éfﬁg;q TRAFFIC civiL TOTAL
! l
z i i
Coid Bay o | w0 | 5 6 21
! |
Corzova 11 l 149 ] 85 9 254
Dillingham 3 ; 253 ; 24| 0| 12
Naknak 2 |24 | 13 118 374
' |
Sand Paoint 0 I 0 i 1 0 1
[ ' |
Setdovia 2 1y 26 o 47
‘ L }
$:. Paul Isiand 1 21 | 1 o | 23
¥ ’ k
unalaska 2 12 0 ! 0 | 14
TOTAL 22 1 707 ¢ 155 163 | 1ods
=-4




BETHEL SERVICE AREA
1976 FILINGS

COURT FELONY | WSOF | TRaFFic | civiL TOTAL
Aniak 1 31 0 0 32
Emmonak 0 Q ) 0 Q
Hooper Say Q 3 0 Q [
Kasigluk 0 0 0 0 0
{Nunapitchuk}

Makaryuk 0 8 Q. g 8
Mz Village 0 1 1 0 2
St Marys 0 139 Q Q 19
Tununak Q 2 0 0 2
TOTAL 1. 67 ! 1 0 69
% OF TOTAL 1.5 97 1.5 0 100
BETHEL SERVICE AREA
1976 DISPOSITIONS
COURT FELONY | MISDE | TRaFFc | avi TOTAL
Aniak 1 30 0 0 31
£mmonak 0 0 G 0 0
Hooper 8ay 0 S 0 v} 5
Kasigiuk ") Q 0 0 0
{Nunagitehuk)
Mekoryuk o] l 7 0 0 7
Mt Village 0 ‘ . 1 1 0 2
St Marys 2 j 14 0 0 16
Tununak 0 : 1 E 0 3 1
ToTAL 1 s A N R

[y
L
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DISTRICT COURTS
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1976 FILINGS

MISDE-
COURT FELONY | MzaNOR | TRAFFIC CIVIL TOTAL
Ft. Yukon 22 78 ] 0 98
Galena 0 11 0 58 69
Healy 0 21 76 0 97
Nenana 1 18 177 0 196
Hampa(—t Q 1 o] Q 1l
Tanana 3 39 2 8 52
TOTAL 26 166 253 66 513
% OF TOTAL 5 32 50 13 100
DISTRICT COURTS
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
1976 DISPOSITIONS
{SDE-

COURT FELONY M”;ANOR TRAFFIC civiL TOTAL
Ft. Yukon 20 76 a 0 96
Galena 0 4 0 3 7
Healy 0 46 104 1 1s1
Nenana o} 15 ! 174 0 189

I
|
Rarnpart ] 0 ‘ 0 0 0
i
Tanana 3 40 : 6 2 51
TOTAL 23 81 | 284 6 494

1]
]
=




DISTRICT CQURTS
BARROW SERVICE AREA

1976 FILINGS
GOURT FELONY | yoSiGn | TRarric | cvi TOTAL
Pt. Hope Q 3 0 ] 3
Wainwright 0 0 0 g 0
TOTAL 0 3 0 0 3
% QF TOTAL 0 100 o 0 100
DISTRICT COURTS
BARROW SERVICE AREA
1976 DISPOSITIONS
COURT FELONY | MISOS | TRaFFic | civiL TOTAL
Pt Hope b} 3 0 0 3
Wainwright 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 3 0 0 3
;
£-7







NOTES

The basis for our 1875 estimates of population was “"Current Population
Estimates By Census Divisions," State of Alaska, Department of Labar

(July 1, 1975).

There are 250 workdays in a year. We used this as the basis for comput-
ing full-time equivalent (FTE) judges. The number of FTE judges available

is computed as follows.

FTE = . Number of Judge Days Available
Judges 250

Refer to Note 2 above &nd Table B-4,

The ratio of dispositior: to filings is a common production control
statistic to measure the efficiency of a process. If there {s continu-
ally more input to than utput from the system (the ratio is less than
100%), then the system becomes clogged up and its internal processes
swell up. The formuia for computing this statistic is as follows.

Ratio of Dispositions = Number of Dispositions
to Filings Number of Filings

This is a gross measure of how long it would take to c¢lear up current
case backlog in a court. The measure assumes that the court would dis-
pose of cases at the sar. rate as in the past. The formula for computing

this statistic is a. foilows.

Backlog = Number of Cases Pending (Backlag)
Months Average Cases Disposed of
Pey Month

We computed average ~asas disposed of per month by dividing 1976 disposi-

tion by 12.




The clezsification of types of filings is included in the Glossary of

Terms (Appendix 3).

The ratio of defendants to filings is important in comparing relative
workload between courts. If two courts have an equivalent number of
filings, but the first court has a separate case for each defendant

while the second court experiences multiple defendants per case, then

the second court's workload is greater. The formula for computing this

statistic is as follows.

Ratio of = Number of Defendants
Defendants Number of Filings
to Filings

Pleas® note that this table includes the number of bail conditions
reporte , not the number actually experienced. Our data source is the
court dc tket sheet and some of our courts have been remiss in completing
the bai” portion of the docket sheet.

In comp: ting conviction rates, we include only those dispositions in
which the courts p]ayed a judicial role. Cases dismissed by the prose-
cutor before a first appearance before the court are false starts and
are Jeducted from the total number of dispositions. Changes of venue
are more a function of the new court receiving the case than of the
court where the matter was first filed. These are deducted from total

disposition. Our formula for computing conviction rate is thus as

follows -

1

Conviction = Number of Cases Resulting in a
Rate Guilty Plea or Verdict
Judicial Dispositions

Wrore judicial dispesition is computed as follows.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Judicial = Total - [ Cases Dismissed + C(ases Removed
Dispositions Dispositions Before First Due to Change
' Appearance in Venue

An omnibus hearing is defined as one in which two or more independent
matters are heard. Its objective is to consolidate as many motions as

possihle into one hearing rather than schedule separate hearings for each

motion.

The large number of pending cases, particularly in Anchorage and Fairbanks,
is more a reflection of definition than of backlog. There are many pro-
bate cases that require annual accountings or other periodic reviews,

and as such are never really closed, even though judicial action may

have been terminated. A large number of pending probate cases fall in

this category. As we sharpen our definition of pending and closed cases

in the years to come, this number will reduce significantly. Please

refer to our definition of “case" in the Glossary (Appendix 3) to see

where we are heading on this definitional problem.

Prior to 1976, we included Domestic Relations under the broad heading of
"Civil Cases." We now have separated these cases from other, or general,
civil matters. Because of this classification change, however, compar-

ison to prior years is complicated.

The classification of types of children's matters is included in the

Glassary (Appendix 3) and in the chapter on Superior Courts.

One of the reasons for the increase in misdemeanor dispositions in
Anchaorage and Fairbanks was prosecutor dismissal of a Targe number of

0ld cases with warrants outstanding.




15.

16.

17,

18.

Qur computations

Senteance
Served

Fine Paid

i

for sentence served and fine paid are as follows.

Total Sentence - Total Sentence

Days Imposed Days Suspended
Number of Sentences Imposed

Total Fine - Total Fine

Dollars Imposed Dollars Suspended
Number of Fines Imposed

Prior to 1976, we included small claims under the broad heading of "Civil

Cases." We now have separated these cases from other, or general, civil

mattars.

Because of this classification change, however, comparison to

prior years is complicated.

One of the reasons for the increase in civil disposition in Anchorage was

a massive court dismissal of old, inactive cases. This was a one-time

action in Anchorage as compared with Fairbanks, for example, where such

a cleanup is done annually.

If you compare pending traffic cases from this report to previous reports,

you will note some discrepancy in figures. Pending traffic statistics

were inaccurate prior to 1975 when we implemented the Automated Traffic

Processing System (ATPS).




.-l .

APPENDIX 3, GLOSSARY OF TERMS

ACTION: Judicial proceeding in which one party prosecutes another

for the delaration, enforcement, or protection of a right; the
redress or prevention of a wrong; the punishment of a public
offense; or a prcoceeding brought under the Rules of Children's

Procedure, Actions are categorized into the following types.

Type
Actian
Civil Code
Administrative Review A
Civil Damage
Domestic Affairs 0
General Civil Matters G
Small Claims S
Other (e.g., Unlawful Detainer) ‘
Criminal
Felony F.
Misdemeanor M
Other (e.g., Failure to Satisfy) 0
Other |
Traffic T
Probate P
Children's Matters J

ARRAIGNMENT: First appearance before a court in which the defen~

dant is informed of the charges against him, is appointed counsel,

iT necessary, and may be permitted to plead to the charges.




ASSIGNMENT: Designating a department or a judge to preside over

ona or all phases of a case,

CALENDAR: Schedule of cases awaiting hearing, conference, or
trial.

CALENDAR AUDIT: Review of status of all cases on active lists.

The audit might result in the removal of cases from the calendar

and identification of cases which have been delayed excessively.

CALENDAR SYSTEM: System used for assigning and scheduling of

court appearances. The system can be of the following types:

1. Individual: A system in which each case is
assigned upon filing to a judge whe¢ is respon-
sible for all phases of the case through final
disposition.

2. Master (Central): A system of central assign-
ment of cases during all phases of proceedings.
As each successive phase of the case is ready
for a hearing, conference, or trial, the case

is assigned at that point to the next available
judge.

3. Special: A system whereby Jjudges are assigned
to preside over cases in specific areas of legal
practice (e.g., children's matters) or specific
phases of the judicial process (e.g., motions
for continuance).

4, Hybrid: A system which combines features of
various calendar systems. One such system
may employ a special calendar for children's
matters and motions for continuance while
using a master calendar for all other cases.

CALENDARING: Assigning and scheduling of court appearances.




CASE: Any action or special proceeding initiated through the

filing of a complaint, petition, ind{ctment, or information.

Cases are classified according to their status as follows:

CASE BACKLOG:

CASE NUMBER:

Open: Any case in which final disposition
has not taken place. Open cases include
those cases which are:

a. Active: There has not been an unreason-
able time since the last phase of the
case has been completed and the next
phase of the case is subject to
calendaring.

b. Inactive: There is some reason which
prevents the next phase of the case to
be scheduled. The most common reason
is fajlure to serve a warrant or summons.

Closed: Any case in which final disposition has
taken place. This includes those inactive cases
(e.g., warrant not served) which are closed due
to prolonged inactivity, but subject to subse-~
quent court action (e.g., probation revocation,
failure to satisfy).

Reopened: Any case previously closed that is
reinstituted as an active case. This type of
case includes appeals, probation revocations,
failures to satisfy judgments, and cases closed
due to prolonged inactivity (e.g., warrant
unserved) but newly subject to active court
processing (e.g., warrant finally served).

Total inventory of active cases.

A ten-position, unique number given to each action

filed. The number is comprised of the following information:




Position Contains
1 Type Court Code (e.g., 'D")
2-3 Location Code (e.g., 'AN'%
4-5 Calendar Year (e.g., '75"
§-9 Case Sequential Number 1/ (e.g., '0375']
10 Type Action Code (e.g., '"F')

CASE NUMBERING: A separate set of case sequence numbers will be

established for at least the following minimum categories for each
court,

CRIMINAL

CIYIL (including probate)

CHILDREN'S MATTERS
Additional sequences of numbers may be established depending on
the needs of the courts. For example, probate matters may be
numbered separately from civil matters if this is deemed to be of
bepnefit to a marticular court, I

Actions filed within each category will be assigned the

next sequential number available beginning with 0001 for the

first action of that category filed in a calendar year.

1/ The one exceptior is for traffic actions for which
Uniform Traffic Citation (UTC) is filed in lieu of a formal

complaint. For these matters, the UTC number will be used as
the case number.




CASE PROCESSING SYSTEM: System employed by a court to mave cases
from filing to dispoesition.

A well-managed case processing system would include the

following elemants:

1. A calendar system (e.g., master, indivi-
dual, etc.);

2. Consistently applied policies governing
the processing of cases, especially a
policy on continuances and court partici-

pati?n in encaouraging settlement prior to
trial;

3. Clearly defined responsibilities for judicial,
clerical, and administrative personnel of the
court;

— 4, System performance and time standards for
processing cases;

5. Monitoring and evaluating procedures.

CHILDREN'S PROCEEDINGS: Proceedings brought pursuant to AS 47.70

and the Rules of Children's Procedure. Such proceedings include:

1. Detention Inquiry: In-court proceeding to
determine whether a child should be detained
or placed in a foster home or shelter pending
further proceedings. May resemble a contested
hearing to review bail in adult criminal case.

2. Adjudication Hearing: In-court proceeding to
determine the issue of delinquency, dependency,
or need of superv1s1on May involve an admission
by the party, in which case the hearing will
resemble an arrajignment and taking of guilty
plea in adult criminal matters, or may be
contested, in which it will resemble a trial.

3. Disposition Hearing: In-court proceeding to
determine the placement of a child found to be
delinquent, dependent, or in need of superV1510n
Resembles contested sentanc1ng hearing in adult
criminal cases.




CHILDREN'S MATTER ISSUE: The nature of the action placed before

Waiver Hearing: In-court proceeding to deter-
mine whether there is probable cause to beliave
a child committed an act which, if committed by
an adult, would be a crime and whether the child
{s amenable to treatment. If order is aentered
waiving children's procedure, the children's
case {s closed and the child may be prosecuted
as an adult.

the court.

Issues are defined as:

Delinquency: A child is determined delinquent
who commits an act that would be a crime were
he or she an adult.

Dependency: A child is dependent upon the
State if he or she is=--

a. Abandoned;
b. Lacks proper parental care;

c. Associates with vagrant, vicious,
or c¢criminal people;

d. Engages in an occupation or in a
situation dangerous to life or 1limb
or injurious to health, morals, or
welfare of himself ar others;

e, Is an orphan who has no relatives
willing and able to assume custody
or care;

f. Has been released by his parents or
guardian for adoptive purposes;

g. Is in need of special care or training
not otherwise provided.

Child in Meed of Supervision: This is a child
Who=- .

a. Is habitually truant from schoal or home;
b. Habitually so conducts himself as to

injure or endanger the morals or health
of himself or others;




e, By reason of being wayward or habitually
disobedient is uncontrollable by his parent,
guardian, or custodian,

COMPLAINT: In civil practice, the complaint is the first pleading
on the part of the plaintiff in a civil action. In criminal law,

a charge that a person has committed a specified offense, with an

offer to prove the fact, to the end that a prosecution may be

instituted.

COURT TYPE: A code used to identify the type of court in which an

action is filed and, in the case of misdemeanors, the jurisdiction

of the statute alleged to have been committed. The code is defined

as follows:

Type Court
Type Court Code
Supreme P
Superior S
District (Borough Statutes) 8
District (Municipal Statutes) M
District (Other) D

DEFERRED PROSECUTION: Referral of a defendant for education,

rehabilitation, or treatment during which the c¢riminal proceedings

are suspendead.

DISPOSITIOM: Determination of a case, whether by dismissal,

settlement, verdict, or finding.




DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE DAY: The average number of case disposi-

tions for each day a judge is sitting on the bench.

DOCKET: Listing in some form (e.g., ledger, cards, or microfilim)

of all actions taken and all documents fiJed in a particular case.

The purposes of the docket are:

1. To provide a chronological synopsis of
egach case in order to minimize reference
to the official case file;
2. To provide an inventory of all documents
that should be contained in the official
case file.
FELONY: A c¢riminal offense for which the minimum penalty upon
conviction may be one year's imprisonment. For summarization,

felonies are grouped into the following categories:

1. Violent crimes against persons
2 Property crimes

3. .Drug crimes

4, Check forgery

5. Fraud crimes

6. "Other" Crimes

Robbery is considered a special category of its own, for it con-
tains elements of both "violence" and "property" crimes, and has

unique conviction and sentencing patterns. 2/ Each category con-

tains the following individual crimes:

2/ Adapted from Appendix II, Sentencing in Alaska, Judicial
il,

Counc (1975).
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Violent

1. A11 Homicides (murders, manslaughter, and negligent homicide);

2. AT11 Assaults (shooting with intent to kill; assault with a
dangerous weapon; assault and battery; assaults with intent
to rob, rape, etc.):

3. A1l "Weapons" charges (felon in possession, careless use of
firearms, carrying weapon during commission of a felony);

4, Rape, and other sex-related crimes that are "violent" (lewd
and lascivious acts, statutory rape, sodomy, and incest);

5. Kidnapping and child-stealing.

Property

1. Surglary in a dwelling, burglary not in a dwelling, attempted
burglaries;

2. Grand larceny, Tarceny in a building, Tarceny from a person,
larceny of money or property, attempted larcenies;

3. Receiving and concealing, retention of lost property;

4, A1l arsons, burning to defraud insurer, malicious destruction

of property (not included under "violent" because not against
persons).




Fraud and Forgery or Check and Fraud

1. Check forgeries, attempts, and passing forged checks; alter-
ing checks and passing altered checks;

Issuing checks without sufficient funds;
Obtaining property or money under false pretenses;

A1l forms of embezzlement;

L& 2 I = (8] A

. A1l other forgeries, false statements, and fraudulent use of
credit card, ‘

Drugs

1. A1l "soft" drug charges (hallucinogenic, stimulant or depress-
ant drugs, chiefly mariguana, hashish, LSD, etc.)--possession,
possession for sale, and sale;

2. A1l "hard" drug charges (herion, cocaine, etc.)--possession,
possession for sale, and sale;

3. Manufacture of hard drug;

4. Attempted sales, and sales to minors.

Other

1. Escape
. Perjuries

Concealment of evidence

. Tax evasion, and false tax returns

2

3

4, Inciting commission of a felony

5

6 Attempting to procure female for prostitution
7

Fajlure to render assistance, leaving scene of accident.

HEARING (Uncontested): An in-court proceeding having the primary
purposa of placing undisputed factual or legal matters on the
record as may be required by rule or as a prerequisite to entry

of judgment. Examples include waivers of speedy trial in a

10



criminal case; taking of guilty plea and sentencing other than at
arraignment where the sentence jis the product of an out-of-court
agreement between prosecution and defense; hearing on application

for defaylt judgment or decree.

HEARING‘(gontested): An in-court proceeding other than a tfﬁa]

requiring judicial determination of one or more contested factual
or legal matters. Examples include hearing on motions to dismiss,
motions for summary Jjudgment, for new trial, to compel discovery,
to suppress evidence, etc., in civil and criminal cases and con-
tested bail review and sentencing hearings in criminal cases.
Contested hearings ares considered as part of the trial of a case
if heard during, immediately preceding, or immediately following

the trial.

INDICTMENT: Formal acc isation presented by a grand jury which

charges a person with a felony.

INFORMATION: Formal accusation presented by a District Attorney

which charges a person with a felony after waiver of grand jury
and after a finding that a felony has been committed and that
there is probable cause to belijeve that it was committed by the

person charged.

JUDGMENT: Final dec.ee oy any final order from which an appeal

lies.




JUDGE DAY: For p1annfng purposes, a judge day is assumed to
comprise five hours of bench time with the remainder of time spent

in chambers or elsewhere. 3/

JUDGE DAYS AVAfLABLE: For planning purposes, anm avarage of so
many judge days a year are assumed to be available based upon the

following computation:

Avajilable week days per year Jess

- Yacation

- Sick Leaye

- Conferences/outside travel

- Reduction for calendar control
and administrative functions

- Reduction for intradistrict
travel on judicial matters

JUDICTAL TIME:

1. Case related. Judge time (covering judges, judges pro tem,

magistrates, or standing masters) spent on activities directly
related to specific case disposition. These activities
include bench and chamber activities, time spent an case,
preparation and review, or any other activities wﬁich can

be directly related to a specific case number.

2, Non-case related. Judge time (covering judges, judges pro tem,

magistrates, or standing masters) spent on activities in-
directly related to case dispositions. These are activities

which cannot be directly assessed to a specific case number.

3/ Reference "Administrative Analysis of the King County

District Courts," Western Regica of the National Center for State
Courts, 8/28/75 (pp 144 and 145).
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COURT LOCATION: A two-position code reflecting court Jocations.

This code is as follows:

Amchitka- AM Mountain Village MY
Anchorage AN Naknek NA
Angoon AG or King Salmon
Anjak AK Nenana NE
Barrow BA Nome NO
Bethel BE North Pole NP
Buckland BU Noorvik NR
Cantwell CA Nulato NU
or Healy Nunapitchuk NN
Cold Bay CB or Kasijgluk
Cordova co Palmer PA
Craig CR Pelican PL
Dillingham DI Petersburg PE
Delta Junction DJ Point Hope PH
Emmonak EM Rampart RA
Fairbanks FA Selawik SE
Fort Yukon FY Seldovia SL
Galena GA Seward SW
Gambell GB Sitka SI
Glennallen GL Skagway SK
Haines HA St. Marys SM
Hooper Bay HB Sand Point SP
Hoonah HN Savoonga SA
Homer HO St. Paul Island ST
Juneau Ju Tanana TA
Kake KA Teller TE
Kenai KN Taok T0
Ketchikan "KE Tununak TU
Kiana KI Unalaska UN
Kodiak KO Unalakleet uT
Kotzebue KB Valdez VA
Manley Hot Springs MA Wainwright WA
McGrath MC Wales WL
Mekoryuk ME Wrangell WR
Yakutat YA

N

MISDEMEANORS: Violations of criminal law for which the maximum

sentence that can be levied is. one year. For summarization, we

have grouped many misdemeanors into nine categories:

13




Violence-Related. Those misdemeanors in

which some physical violence js aljeged to

have occurred or the potenttal for violence

{s alleged to have been demonstrated. Included
in this category are assaylt and battery,
assault, carrying a concealed weapon, and
malicious destruction of property.

Theft/Fraud. Those misdemeanors associated
with theft or fTraud. This category includes
concealment of merchandise or shoplifting,
concealing stolen property, defrauding an
inkeeper (e.g., refusing to pay a legiti-
mate bill), false statements and reports,
fraudulent use of a credit card, petty
larceny, taking a watercraft, joyriding,

and worthless checks.

Environmental. Those misdemeanors where it
is alleged that some part of the environment
has been damaged. This category includes dog
and animal-related offenses, fish and game
violations, 1ittering and junk-related
offenses, and pollution.

Nuisance-Related. Those misdemeanors consti-
tuting minor nuisance to the public. This
category includes disorderly conduct, indecent
exposure, loitering, and trespassing.

Alcohol/Drugs, Those misdemeanors involving
excessive use of alcohol and drugs, other than
traffic-related offenses.

Vice. Those misdemeanors in which the offense
is related to morals. This category includes
gambling, prostitution, solicitation, and
other misdemeanor crimes dealing with sex.

Resisting the Law. Those misdemeanors where
it is alleged that the defendant thwarted the
activities of a Taw enforcement official.
This 'category includes aiding escape, escape,
destroying evidence, fugitive from justice,
and resisting arrest.

Traffic-Related. Those misdemeanors invoelving

driving. This category includes operating a
motor vehicTe while under the influence of
alcohol or drugs (OMVI), leaving the scene of
an accident, other accident violations (e.g.,
failure to report), operator's license viola-
tions, reckless driving, and negligent driving.

14
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.

PHASE:

9. Qther., Al] misdemeanors not belonging to one

of the above categories.

ing Jjudicial op administrative action.

phases in civil and criminal actions:

Civil

1.

S W M

Filing of complaint or petition
Filing answer
Filing memorandum to set

Motions

Conferences: pretrial, settlement,

setting
Trial

Post trial: motions, appeals

Misdemeanor

Particular stage or point in the judicial process requir-".

The following are possible

trial

1. Filing of Complaint

2. Arraignment

3. Plea and appointment of counsel

4, Pretrial Conference

5. Pretrial Disposition

6. Trial

7. Post trial: motions, probation report,'
sentencing, appeals

Felony )

. Filing of complaint

2. District Court Arraignment

3. District Court Pre-hearing Disposition

15




4, District Court Preliminary Examination
§. Grand Jury

6. Filing of information or indictment

7. Superijor Court Arraignment

8. Plea

9. Motijons

10. Conferences: trial setting, pretria1>
11. Pretrial Disposition

12, Trial

13. Post Trial: motions, probation report,

sentencing, appeals

PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION: Hearing conducted in a lower court to

determine whether a felony has been committed and whether suffi-
cient cause exists to believe the defendant guilty. The results

of the preliminary examination include:

—
-

Dismissal
2 Reduction of charge to a misdemeanor
3. Held to Answer (bound over to the Superior Court)
4 Discharge (no faormal complaint filed)

PRETRIAL CONFERENCE: A conference before a judge, reciting stipu-

lations and admissions, amendments allowed to pleadings, and any
other action which may control the subsequent course of action of

the case. The conference may result in a pretrial conference order.

PROCEEDING: Any hearing or court appearance related to the adju-

dication of a case.

16




SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE: Conference with a Jjudge or judicial personnel

at which the parties discuss the possibility of disposing of the

case without a trial.

SHORT CAUSE CASE: Case with an estimated trial time of one day

or less, as estimated by the parties.

SUSPENDED IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE (SIS): A condition whereby, if

a convictad misdemeanant passes a specified period of time (e.g.,
one year) without another conviction, the conviction on this case

may be set aside.

TRIAL: An in-court proceeding of a contested case (the matter is
in dispute) at which evidence is presented and a final judgment
on all matters in dispute is expected. The trial may be by Jjury
or by court (without jury). The trjal is separated into the

following phases:

1. Voir Dire. ({(Jury trial only) The oral
examination of potential jurors for selec-
tion and elimination of jurors from a jury
panel;

2. Proceedings. Opening statements by counsel,
the presentation of testimony and other
evidence by the parties, motions during
the trial and arguments of counsel;

3. Deliberation. (Jury trial only) The time
required of a jury to weigh the evidence in
order to arrive at a verdict;

4, Verdict. (Jury trial only) Announcement in
open court of jury verdict and polling of
jury, if requested;

5. Decision/Finding. (Non-jury trial) Announce-
ment in open court of court's decision on the
merits immediately following proceedings.




Considerad an uncontested hearing if case
taken under advisement and decisijon is
announced in open court at a Jater time;

6. Pretrial/Post-trial Hearing: Hearings on
motions occurring immediately before jury
selection or plaintiff's opening statement,
or immediately after proceedings, verdict,
or decisian.

TRIAL BACKLOG: Total inventory of cases at issue. A civil case

is at issue upon the filing of an answer by any defendant. A
¢criminal case js at issue when the defendant is arraigned before

a court having jurisdiction to try the case.

TRIAL SETTING ~ZONFERENCE: Conference held in lieu of pretrial

conference at which it is determined whether a case is ready. If
so, a trial date is set. At this conference, procedural details

only are determined and no restatement of the issues is made.

WORKLOAD INDICATORS: These indicators reflect relative workload,

backlog, and resources expended per court.

e |

Workload

a. Dispositions Per Judge: The average amount
of dispositions filed per full-time judge assigned.
This indicator can either be computed on a gross
basis or the number of judges assigned can be
altered to reflect travel, vacation, or assign-
ment of judges. to other locations.

Dispositions = Number Cases Disposed of
Per Judge Number of Judges Assigned

b. Dispositions To Filings: The rates by
which cases disposed of follow cases filed.
A figure of 100% is optimal. A figure below
100% indicates an increase in backlog. A
Tigure above 100% indicates a decrease in
backlog.
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Dispositions = Number of Cases Diposed of
To Filings Number of Cases Filed
2. Backlog

a. Backlog Months: A gross measure of how
long it would take to dispose of current back-
log if cases were disposed of at the same rate
as in the immediate past.

Backlog = Number Céses Pending
Months Cases Disposezd of Per Month

b. Detayed Case Ratio: The percent of cases
pending after an established period of time.
For criminal cases, this periaod of time is
four months, for all other cases it is one

year‘
Delayed = Number Cases Pending Beyond Period
Case Ratio Number Cases Pending
3. Resources Expended (efficiency)

a. Personnel Ratio: The number of full-time,
permanent employees at any lacation compared to
case activity at that Tocation.

Personnel = Mumber Full-Time Peramanent Emplovees®
Ratio Number Cases Disposed Of

*Including Judicial Personnel

b. Budget Ratio: The amount of non-personnel,
non-capital dollars expended per case activity.

Budget = Non-Personnel, Non-Capital $ Expended
Ratio Number Cases Disposed Of
19












