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303 "K" STREET 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 

99501 

March 31, 1977 

TO: THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUSTICE 

AND JUSTICES OF THE ALASKA SUPREME COURT 

It is my pleasure to transmit herewith the 1976 Annual 
Report for the Alaska Court System. 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 supplement with 
standardized chart formats that will be used in all subsequent 
reports. 

I wish to take this oPP0rtunity to again express my ap
preciation to the various judicial officers and clerks of the 
trial courts for their cooperation in reporting judicial 
statistics to this office. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~qV~~ 
Arthur H. Snowden, II 

,.. Administrative Director 

/ 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PRE F ACE 

IIWe 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. 1I 

- Charles Evans Hughes 
1907 

I1Where laws end, tyranny begins. 1I 

IIBut as judges, we are 
neither Jew nor Gentile, 
n e i the rCa tho 1 i c nor a 9 nos tic. II 

- Felix Frankfurter 
1943 

- William Pitt 
1779 

It 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;s a special chapter dealing 
with the services of rural, or "bushll 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. 

i . 
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YEAR IN REVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

1976 was an extremely active year for the Alaska Court Syst(sm. In terms 

of caseload and improvement projects initiated and completed; it was the busiest 

y""ar in our history. This section will describe in det~il exactly what took place 

during 1976. 

There were seven judicial appointments in 1976; four for the Superior 

Courts, and three for the District Courts. In the area of administratidn, there 

were many changes in our fiscal and capital funding programs, in our law 

library, and in the application of technology to the courts. r n addition, ther<: 

were several procedural changes that improved the operation of the trial courts. 

A summary of 1976 caseload shows over 100,000 cased filed--the largest 

number since statehood. Finally, we will discuss future programs and 

priorities--what we intend to accomplish in the next few years, 

JUDICIAL APPOINTMENTS 

During 1976, seven persons were appointed to the Alaska Bench, four to 

Superior Court judgeships and three to District Court judgeships. Three of the 

Superior Court positions were new ones established by the Legislature in Sitka, 

!=airbanks, and Bethel. The establishment of the new positions in Sitka and 

Bethel was in keeping with the Court System!s policy of extending a broader 

range of services frr:lm 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 re~\ulting 

from pipeline construction impact. 

Similarly I two of the District Court judges~ips, one in Valdez and the 

other ln Homer, were transfor'med from acting to permanent positions in 

accordance with a demonstrated need f·:lr full-time resident judges jrq the two 

cities. Of the remaining positions, a new Superior Court judge was appointed 

for Juneau ar1d a new District Court judge ~vas appointed for Wrangell

Petersburg to nil vacated posit:ons. 

AHen T,' Compton, 38, was appointed to the Superior Ccurt in JLlneaU, 

riiling the vacancy created .vhen JlIdge Victor Car!son was shifted to the Third 

Judicial District in Anchorage. CCr:1pton, who recsivec nis law degree fr-:::m :he 



I 
University of Colorado in 1963, came to Alaska in 1971 to serve as supervising I 
attorney with Alaska Legal Services l Juneau office. He was in private practice 

in Juneau from 1973 until his appointment to the Bench in February. I 
The new Superior Court judgeship in Sitka was filled by former District 

Court Judge Duane Craske who, at the time of his appointment, was serving in 

Wrangell. .c... 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 SOlS and early 

60 1s. 

Jay Hodges, 39, was installed as the fourth Superior Court judge in 

Fairbanks on December 3. Judge Hodges, a 1964 graduate of the University of 

Colorado Law School, came to Alaska the same year as a Supreme Court law 

I 
I 
I 
1 

clerk. Subsequently, he served as an assistant District Attorney in Anchorage I 
from 1965 to 1966 and then went to Fairbanks as District Attorney in 1967. He 

served in that position until 1968 when he entered 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 Kotzebue. 

From 1971 to '1973 he was supervising attorney for Alaska legal Services in 

Bethel and then entered private practice there. 

John Bosshard III, 30, was appointed District Court judge in Valdez in 

July. Judge Bosshard came to Alaska as a VISTA attorney following his 

graduation from the University of Denver law School in 19i2. He later worked 

as a staff attorney for Alaska Legal Services in Ketchikan and Sitka. 

James C. Hc)rnaday, 3i, a 1964 graduate of the University of Iowa College 

of Law t was appointed permanent District Court judge in Homer in November I 

following several months' service as acting District Court judge. Prior to his 

appoin~ent, Hornaday was in private practice in Kenai since his arrival there 

in 1966. 

Robin Tay!()r, 33, was appointed District Court judge in Wrangell in 

Oecemoer. Judge Taylor graduated fram Willamette University College of Law in 

~969 and was in private practice in Ketchikan from 1970 until the time of his 

appcin::ment. 

Sathel District Court JUdge Nora Guinn was the onfy member of ~he ,~:aSi<a 

Sench to retire during i976. Judge Guinn iert ~he Sench on AL!gust 3~ af~er 
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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 subsequent to 

statehood and as aU. S. Commissioner before then. She was the only Alaska 

Native to serve on the Alaska Bench. 

FISCAL AFFAI RS 

The Legislature annually appropriates all funds for the operation of the 

Alaska Court System from the State general fund in r'esponse 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 bV cases 

involving municipal ordinances, which are returned to the respective 

municipalities; 

The judicial budget has grown at a steady rate for the past three years. 

The increases hay~ been due primarily to rising caseload$ resulting from the 

direct and indirect impact of construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline and from 

inflation I particularly as the tc:rtter has affected personnel costs. The heavy de

mands en the System related to pipeline construction are slowing I due to the 

completion of the project. However, current projections indicate that caseloads 

will not actually decrease, but will only level off temporarily. 

This annual report covers the period January 1 to December 31/ 1976. 

Since the State of Alaska is on a July 1 to June 30 fiscal year, this report 

covers half of Fiscal Year 1976 and half of Fiscal Year 1977. I n the remainder of 

this section, ail budgetary references will be to Fiscal Year 1977. 

Currently, the Court System operating budget accounts for approximately 

2.7 percent of the total SL.:fce general fund expenditures (Figure 1-1). The 

actual expenditures incurred by the System during Fiscal Year 1976 were 

$16,189,600. The total appropriation for Fiscal Year 1977 amounted to 

518,051,300. 

Each year, the budget request for the Alaska Court System is prepared 

centrally by the staff of the Administrative Office and submitted to the 

Legislature. 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 8r~inch 

in the State of Alaska, including judges' salaries, faciiity maintenance, c:erxs l 

offices, and administrative support. 

Figu)re i -1 illustrates the manner in which the Alasi<a budget is divided 

between the varlous program categories, inc!uding the administration of justice. 

The number of positions for each bud9~t. component is shown in Table 1-1. 
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The major expense is personnel costs which I at the level of $10 .500 I 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 63 locations across the State. Jury fees are 

budgeted at $500,000 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 conflkt of interest exists within the Public 

Defender Agency). Due to the remote nature of many court locations and the 

large distances separating various courts, approximately $300,000 is budgeted 

for travel expenses. Other operational expenses of the court, includ;ng com" 

madities, 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 elimination 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 trois trend 

toward a greater Gumber of trials touched many areas of the budget: jury fees, 

attorney fees (for attorneys appointed when a conflict -:If interest exis~5 in the 

Public Defender Agency), and clerical costs resulting from the inc""ease in 

paperwork for ea<;=h case that went to trial. 

Also, another direct effect of the increased 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 l 

component in the preparation of transcripts and records on appeal. 

IMPROVEMENTS IN TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS 

Most of the clerical activity that takes place in the Alaska Court System is 

in support of trial court operations and is handled primarily thrc ~gh the 

Superior and District 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 

pL;blic inquiries. Keeping up with the volume has been a challenge for the 

clerks' offices and ror the tried courts' administration. At each level, ~here is a 

continuing effort to improve ~he clerical and supcort systems in oreer to 

provide the best service possible to the public. 

5 



Some changes initiated in Anchorage dUring 1976 include: 

I. I morovements in Small Claims Procedures. The volume of cases filed 

in small claims court increased 25 percent over the past three years. The small 

claims process is intended as a "non -Iawyer ll general public d~spute 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 

confused as to how to proceed or to obtain necessary information, and also was 

subjected to delays. Also, the small claims process, unlike the normal civil 

process, requires greater advisory participation on behalf of the parties by the 

Court's c!erical staff. 

I n order to overcome these difficulties, small claims matters are now 

handled by a separClte office responsible 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 on 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 greater 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 Handl ing. Over the years I exhibits in storage increased to 

the point where the method of inventory and access was complicated and orten 

inaccurate. The frequency of misplaced exhibits and inability to retrieve them 

when needed was far too gr-eat. Consequently, an ongoing exhibi t control 

project was started. This program requires notices to be sent to ;Jarties 

(pursuant to Civil Rule 74(g)(2)) depositing these items with t:1e ccwrt. These 

are sent by each department that conc!uces the action. The exhibi ts ar:: to be 

picked up (and a t::ceipt Obtained witnin 30 days or tr'.e ex;-,ibits <ire 

ces~royed). Since implementation, the incidenCe::! of misplaced exhibits has been 

greatly reduced. 
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4. Lapsed Cases. The Court has found that frequently civll 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 i sometimes because 

the plaintiff decides not to pursue diligently. This created a burden on the 

Clerk l s office of maintaining these case files. Therefore, the Clerk has 

instituted an ongoing 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. To 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 elsewhere). 

This system will be implemented and operational in early 1977, after delivery of 

the file folders. 

6. New Subooena Procedures. I n the past. when persons were under 

subpoena by attorneys, it was necessary for the cttorney to go to the Cled<.ts 

office to obtain and issue a subpoena. To do so r~quired forms to be filled out 

and clerks to issue them, and resulted in increasinG congestion and confusion in 

the Clerkls public office area. The Clerkls office now issues blank subpoenas. 

This allows the attorneys to prepare and serve the subpoenas without corning to 

the Clerk l s office each time it is necessary 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 tr.iined staff are an essential 

ingredient to maintaining an eff.':.ctive operation I as well as to generate new 

ideas for better programs and procedures. To tl->is end, several supervisors 

have attended the Supervisor Management Course conducted by the State. In

service training continues in the traffic violations office. The office is set up 

so that new clerks will work with new incoming traffic tickets and proceed to 

more respon$ible tasks as soon as they become more knowledg.eable on 

procedure. An effort is made :0 mOve each employee into a new set :)f duties 

af:er having learned an assignment. Working in each of the assignments leads 

to a better understanding by aH personnel of the =n~fre office. 

7 



Pretrial Services which handles the screening of potential Public Defender 

appointment, has prepared a training manual for new employees which covers all 

procedures 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, 

terminology used within the Court System, and thorough explanations of ''''hat is 

happening and what will happe0 to the defendants after initial arrest is made. 

It has considerably reduced the supervisoris training period for new employees. 

8. Warrant Checks. I n the past few months, arrangements have been 

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 office, are checked to eliminate errors. 

9. Billing Procedures. In 1976, Pretrial Services introduced new billing 

and follow-up procedures to collect debts owed by persons represented by the 

Public Defender. As a result, 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 

consol idation allows for better resource allocation. 

COURT CASELOADS 

There were 104,781 cases filed in the trial courts of the Alaska Court 

System during 1976. This represents almost a ten percent increase over 1975 

and a 162 percent increase since 1970. From 1970 through 1976, the population 

of the State increased only a little more than 40 percent. 

The rate of filings in 1970 was one for every seven and one-half citizens in 

the State. Today, that rate is one filing for every four citizens. So, not only 

has the rise in population had an ii71pcrtant effec! upon the i~iaska Court 

System, but the rate of individual citizen involvement with the Court System has 

almost doubled in six years. 
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OVer 90, 000 I or 87 percent, of these 1976 cases were filed in the District 

Courts of Alas ka. This represents a nine percent increase over 1975. SU!,erior 

Court filing::; increased 15 percent. While the increase in total caseload 

continued to be a modest ten percent, there were some surprising tr'ends in the 

types and location of cases filed. For example: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

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. 

Disposition of cases filed in the Superior Court increased 27 
percent over 1975. The largest increase in dispositions, 42 
percent, was in Anchorage. 

Felony filings totaled only 782, an eleven percent decrease 
from 1975 and a 40 percent decrease from 1973. The 
largest decreases in felony ftlings from 1973 were in Juneau 
and Anchorage (59%), and Ketchi kan (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 .. 

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

Filings for civil matters i largely, divorce actions, increased 
17 percent over 1975. These cases have increased 61 
percent since 1973, while the State population has increased 
less than 25 percent during the same period. Fai rbanks ' 
rate of civil filings increased 102 percent since 1973. 

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

The overall increase of filings in the District Courts of 
Alaska hardly represents anyone location. Sizeable 
increases in flIings occurred at Seward (45%), Valdez 
(55%), Kenai (88%), Homer (55%), Palmer (151%), and 
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Fairbanks (25%). Sizeable decreases in filing rates 
occurred at Delta Jct. (-33%), Tok (-48%), Sarrow (-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 ',vith the greatest rate of filing 
decreases were Anchorage (-27%), Juneau (-38%), Ketchi
kan (-33%), Kodiak (-23%), and Sitka (-50%). 

9. Misdemeanor 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 Haines, Kenai, 
Kodiak, Palmer, Valdez, and Wrangell showed significant 
increases in misdemeanor filings over 1975. 

10. Traffic cases filed in the Alaska Court System increased ten 
percent over 1975. Large increases were experienced in 
Fairbanks (40%L Homer (74%), Kenai (121%), Palmer 
(201%), Seward (59%) , and Valdez (21%). Sizeable 
decreases were experienced in Delta Junction (-33%), 
Kodiak (-58%), Tok (-43%), and 'Nrangell (-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 box, attorneysl tables and chairs, railing, 

and spectator seating. The courtroom, jury deliberation room, prisoner holding 

area, and magistrate and judge's chambers must be soundproofed, with walls 

built from the floor to the underside of the roof to ensure the privacy essential 

to the judicial process. Under court administrative rule, electronic recording 

equipment is installed in all courts and electronic recordings constitute the 

official court record. Therefore, special equipment, placement and use of 

microphones and mixers, along with sound reinforcement and acoustical design 

considerations are necessary. Security and safety needs in the holding and 

movement of prisoners to the courtroom reqUire special design for maximum 

public safety. 

Court facilities must include rooms for the Public Defender and District 

Attorney to confer with their clients, rooms for witnesses waiting to testify I a 

room for jury delioeratlon, and (for larger courts) a jury assembiy rocm. 

The:-e are a number of acditional offk:;s and public areas necessary for the 

;'unct;onir.g of the c:)urt. ire judge must have private chambers for consulta-
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tion with attorneys and for review of cases. The clerical and support functions 

of the c!erkls office including filing, recording, and reception, require 

considerable space. A public law library must be provided in each court 

location. Grand jury proceedings 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 rocations, typically served by one full-time District Court 

judge or magistrate with only occasional visits by a Superior Court judge. 

First Judicial District. Keeping pace with the needs of a growing state, 

the Court saw the dedication of the new court and office building in Juneau in 

the early part of 1976. A grant from the National Endowment for the Arts wi" 

provide a sculpture for the plaza which is scheduled for completion in 19i7. 

The new Sitka Court and Office Suilding 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 casts. A grant from the Alaska State Council on the Arts provided 

a sculpture from Alaska Indian Arts, Inc. I in Haines, which is installed in the 

lobby. 

Second Judicial District; There were no capital improvements in this 

district during 1976. 

Third Judicial District. The older 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, brickwork, and the 

replacing of design tile. 

Since the older building is nearly 15 years old I a modernization of the 

interior was needed. Tiled floors were carpeted and the interior was given a 

general and complete overhauling. The District Attorneyis office gained space 

as a result of the relocation of the Alaska Bar Association's offices and the 

Court System was able to 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 completed early in 1977. Planning and 

layout work for a new jury room on the second floor was completed in 1976 and 

the reom is scheduled for use in early 1977. 

In October 1976, work began on a court facility in Homer. The building is 

designed to house a District or Superior courtroom and refated offices for a 
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judge, secretary, and clerk. Additional space is allotted to a law library, 

conference room, holding cells, 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 650 square feet of space. When Superior 

Court trials were held, other space had to be rented, thereby increasing the 

costs Qf trial. 

I n Glennallen in September 1976, the court moved personnel and equipment 

into a new trailer adjacent 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 

~rovide for cou rtroom 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 contr~1 heat or ventilation in 

any portion of th~ 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 i reverberations were creating an overbearing echo wh ich was 

distracting to the legal process and made it difficult to tape record proceedings. 

The correction will be achieved by reshaping the conc;:ave reflective surfaces so 

that sound will be reflected to the rear of the courtroom 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. Completion of construction is 

expected by May 1977. 

The Kodiak Court and Office Building is being remodeled to provide 

adequate space for full Superior Court and grand jury processes. Other State 

agencies occupying space on tl1e second floor were moved to the first floor, thus 

freeing that entire floor for court use. Planning has been completed to provide 

additional library space, a new conference hearing reom, improved jury de

liberation area, and carpeting. 

Fourth Judicial District. Because of space deficiencies, the Fairbanks 

Court Building required major remodeling. The District Court clerk's office was 

overcrowded and no public counter or r<:ception area was provided. The 

District courtrooms were inadequate in size and functional design. Facilities for 

secretaries and law c!er~.s were not available. Jury assembly 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 19i6. 

Remodeling of the fourth floor will be completed during 1977. The description 

of the remodeling is as follows: 

First Floor: The land recording office and law library were moved from 

the third floor., An arraignment eourt and traffic offices were established. 

Improvements occurred in the following areas: state Troopers Judicial Services 

Section, Division of Corrections, Probation and Parole, Division of Buildin9s 

(maintenance and operational space) I Transcript Division I and legislative 

offices. 

Second Floor; An additional Superior courtroom and a new jury assembly 

area were built, along with a grand jury area, jury deliberation area, and 

offices for a judge, secretary, and clerk. Improvements affect the rollowing: 

District Attorney's office, Attorney GeneraJis offics, 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 Superior courtroom. Two jury deliberation rooms and a conference 

room were also constructed. In the space formerly used as the law library I a 

combined District and Superior Court c1erk 's area was established. A new office 

area for a judge, secretary I and clerk was provided. Also, a Probate Court 

area was created. 

Fourth 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 office~ will be incorporated within this 

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

holding cell. 

COURT LIBRARIES 

Prior to s~atehood, there existed in Alaska a small network of law libraries 

supported by the federal government for the use or the Territorial rederal 

District Courts. Varying portions of the federal libraries were seleceed for 
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transfer to the new Stat~ 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 books are sti II federally-maintained. 

During the first decade of the Court library system, the Alaska Supreme 

Court made an effort to organize, establish procedures, and build the book 

collection i however, a chronic lack of funds resulted in a stunted 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 several private law firm 

libraries and contained many materials which had not been updated since the 

federal government donated them to the State. 

During the period of July 1, 1971, tl1rcugh June 30, 1975, S660,OOO was 

spent to establish and upgrade law collections throughout the State for use by 

the courts, practicing attorneys, and the general public. These monies were 

distributed among law library branches from Nome to Ketchikan. 

By some historical accident, but fortunately for our expansive state, the 

organization sometimes fo.lowed in many other states has not been imposed here, 

in that there is no law collection within the State library. To establish such a 

collection would not be aJvisable because of the great expense and unnecessary 

duplication of books alre.?dy ir1 the law library system. Also, whereas the State 

library has only one phY..lical location, the Court System has branches spanning 
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I 
the State, and can acccrdin~lly make legal materials immediately available to 

researchers in many locales. Further, the State of Alaska is unique in that it is I 
the only one contained in the current Directory of the American Association of 

L.aw Libraries having only ~ listing, the Court law libraries; there are no 

cou ["'I ty , law school, or privatt.~ bar association 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 inadequate. As yet, there are no national standards for State 

or Supreme Court libraries, but an interest:ng comparison can be drawn 

between our situation and the r-equirements for ~he accrsditation of a law school 

by the Association of American Law Schools. Current standards require, among 

other things, that a law school library contain a ~otal of at ieast SO,OOO carefully 

s,~lected volumes, providing entree to all aspeccs of United States law. 

The holdings of all the Alaska Court libraries combinee i:otal sl:gnt!y over 

93 .. 0CO volumes, of which probably 30 percen:: constitute dupii.:ate sets of 

1.1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

treatises and reporter vol urnes cantaining federal and State Court decisions. 

There are entire subject areas and historical 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 10,469 

Kodiak 5 1 900 

Nome 8,000 

Palmer 1,027 

Sitka 6,790 

Valdez 2,765 

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 

employees and the racial makeup of the populat!~ns from Which these emoloyees 

were hired. Turnover was more than sufficient to achieve the goals during 

1976, yet those goals were not mec While more minority employees were nired, 

their number falls short of the goals in most cases. 
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The Alaska Court System filled 149 pe:manent vacancies during 1976. Of 

these, 129 were filled by Caucasians, and only 20 by minorities. Of the 149 

permaner't positions filled, 111 were filled by new hires and 38 were filled by 

promoti(Jn. Of the 38 promoted I 35 ,were White and three were minorities. 

Breaking traditional hiring patterns is a difficult tasl<.. White 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 

othe.r minority group in any location has made a perct:ptible breakthrough. 

court locations other than Anchorage need to increase thei r target 

recruitment efforts for all minority group;). Recruitment of minorities has 

suffered ~tatewide because when minorities do apply and non-minorities are 

hired, rt'~e credibility of our Affirmative Action Plan among minorities suffers. 

Attracting and retaining Alaska Natives was a major problem during 1976. 

PERSONNEL 

The year 1976 was the second full year during whkh some 350 classified 

Court System employees worked under a set of merit system Personnel Rules 

first adopted by the Supreme Court at the ei"'d of 1974. Getting accustomed to 

the Rules caused disappointmt:nt for some when they found that there was less 

"flexibility" in personnel acticns. Now all err'Jloyees are treated equally in such 

areas as promotion, eligibility for salary incr~ases, and use of leave. Personnel 

Rules openly state procedures and rights which were formerly inconsisten t and 
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vague. The Personnel Rules provide employees with a right to file grievances I 
and clearly layout the grievance procedure, which includes provision for an 

employee to be heard by an appeal board consisting of non-Coun System 

employees. Promotional opportunities are now published and all employees must 

meet stated minimum qualifications before they can be promoted. Equal pay for 

equal work is now a generally accepted principle of employees and 

administration. 

New employees must met:t published mit ,imum qualifications and are hired 

after competing with others. The Personnel Office processed some 10,000 

applications during 1976 in order t~ establish lists of eligibie candidates. 

During the past year, 149 permanent positions were filled; 38 ',vere filled 0'1' 

promoting Ccurt System employees, but 111 were fll1ed by hiring new 

employees. 

Curing 1976, a classification maintenance plan 'Nas established to provide 

perIodic review of all positions in the c!assif:ed service. Pcsition descriptions 
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are updated and sent to the p··.·sonnel Office where they are carefully reviewed 

to ensure correct classification. This review is a key factor in support of our 

announced merit system principle of equal pay for equal work. Review 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 personnel records has been improvedj employees are now 

sent copies of every personnel action prepared w"ich affects them. Employees 

have a right to information in their own personnel file and are prote-:ted from 

co-workers having easy access to that information. Some persol1nel records 

have been computerized and most Court System employees now 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 I nformation System. 

The designation of several employees as "personnel clerks" in Anchorage, 

Fairbanks, Juneau, and other locations has brought per$onnel rules and 

procedures, as well as information on health insurance and other fringe 

benefits I closer to employees. The larger courts now have a personnel expert 

in their location to answer employee's questions. 

TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Throughout 1976, the Alaska Court System continued its efforts to a!Jply 

technological innovations in order to gain more efficiency, accuracy, and control 

over court pr'ocesses. Innovative proc.;dures and systems ranging from new 

computer applications through new record keeping and information control 

methodologies '.vere expanded during the year. Specific applications include: 

Alaska Justice Information System (AJIS). AJIS is an automated, 

statewide criminal justice system used by the Court System, law enforcement 

agGlncies, correctior.s, and prosecuting agencies. It includes the capability to 

track a criminal defendant through each stage of the criminal justice system. 

During 1976, the law enforcement portion was implemented. I n addition, design 

was completed for the courts and prosecutors' portion of AJ IS. Implementation 

of these "modules fl is expected in mid-1977. 

The courts' portion of AJIS includes an immediately accessible, statewide 

history of criminal activity. I n addition I courts will be able to update case 

events and determine case status immediately. A series of comprerensive 
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suspense and management reports wi!1 be produced to aid in the improvement of 

judicial processes. 

Automated Traffic Processing System (A TPS). This is a statewide system 

compreted in late 1974. All traffic tickets processed through the Alaska Court 

System are transmitted to this automated system at the three central locations of 

Anchorage, Fait~banks, 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 following 

cap-abilities: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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

Immediate inquiry from anywhere in Alaska as to the 
current driver1s history record of anyone in the State 
having been issued a traffic citation. This driver1s history 
record is current as of the last court action; 

Update of the traffic point system operated by the 
Department of Public Safety; 

Daily listing of all Anchorage traffic defendants who will 
appear at arraignment that day. This listing includes the 
current driver1s history record for each person appearing i 

Statistical reporting of traffic processing, to include 
workload by court and issuing agency I processing times I 
conviction and fine data, and types of offenses by age and 
sex. 

Judicial Information Svstem. Implemented in late 1974, this system 

includes information on all criminal, civil, and probate cases processed 

throughout the State. 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 provides the Alaska Court System and 

other members of the criminal justice community with the following report: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

A listing of all cases in which the Speedy Trial Rule g,/ is 
about to expire; 

An alphabetical index of all criminal cases in the State; 

A listing of all old civil, criminal, and probate cases not yet 
closed i 
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4. Workload/backlog statistics for all courts i 

5. Case processing times i 

6. Detailed statistical data dealing with conviction rates, 
sentencing patterns I fine and judgment. amounts, bail 
patterns I 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 AJ I S 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 State voters l registration I 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 states 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 

questionnai res. 

The automated jury management system has been in operation since early 

1974. It produces jury checks and accounting data in jury costs. The 

conceptual and detailed designs for AJIS include the following improvements in 

the jury selection and management system: 

1. AddreSSeS from source flies will be matched against the 
AJIS file which is more current due to its update by the 
Automated Traffic Processing System (A TPS) and the 
driver's license system. This will reduce the current 
number of excusals due to not being able to locate jurors in 
a timely fashion i 

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

3. Summonses will be produced automatically in ready-to-mail 
envelopes just as juror questionnaires are mailed i 

4. Juror service date will be cirectly entered to the computer 
via eRr terminal and juror checkS will be automatically 
produced in ready~to-mail envelopes; 
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5. The voluminous list of statewide eligible jurors will be 
produced on Computer Output Microfilm (COM) rather than 
on paper i 

6. Jury management statistics will be avai lableto allow 'more 
accurate budget and workload projection. 

It is estimated that the new jury system will become operational in the late 

spring of 1977. 

Other Comouter Aoolications. Other automated applications that were 

developed or improved during 1976 include: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Land Recording Index. This system has been in effect 
since 1972. It produces monthly and year-to-date indexes 
in grantee, grantor, location, and Native corporation 
sequence. These indexes are now produced on Computer 
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 Stat6-
land recording function i 

Child Suooort 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 year, the system was operating only in 
Anchorage. During 1976, its use was extended to all State 
locations. This system was transferred to the State 
Department of Health and Social Services along with the 
entire State child support function i 

Personnel System. Using data from the State payroll 
system, we have automated the personnel table, statistics 
in the quarterly Equal Employment Opportunities (EEO) 
reports, and review of employees on their employment 
anniversary dates; 

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

Childrsn1s Matters Information Svstem. An LE.A.A grant has been 

submitted to automate ~he processing of children1s matters in the Alaska Court 

System. The grant is under review c'ld a decision upon it is expected in early 

1977. 
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Microfilm. The Alaska Court System uses microfilm in the following 

applications: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

Land 'Recording. All documents handled by the State 
Recorder are microfilmed and placed on an aperature card,. 
Public inspection of these documents is accomplished 
through the use of microfilm viewers. As stated earlier I 
computer recording indexes are produced on Computer Out
put Microfilm (COM) to facilitate public inspection of these 
indexes; 

Closed Cases. Microfilming of closed case files was begun 
in Juneau in 1974, and in Anchorage and Fairbanks in la;:e 
1975. The project is almost complete. Documents for cases 
deemed to have archival value will be retained for public 
display. All other documents will be destroyed, thus 
saving considerable amount of space. Destruction of filmed 
cases in Anchorage has al ready taken place. The type of 
microfilm used allows for rapid retrieval and copying of the 
documents that have been filmed; 

Microfilm Processing. A microfilm processing center was 
established in Anchorage within Technical Operation::.. 
This center has the capability of processing and duplicatirg 
microfilm originating throughout the Alaska Court System. 
Implementation of this center has resulted in consideral:::e 
cost savings and a more rapid turnaround of microfilme·j 
documents; 

4. Active Cases. A concept dealing with microfilming of active 
cases has been prepared and is under review. This 
concept, wilen implemented in mid-1977 f will call for 
microfilming of Anchorage ~ases-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 docket. 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 

unique among court systems throughout the United States, in that all court 

proceedings are recorded exclusively an magnetic sound tape which constitl,.ltes 

the official court record. I 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 test the feasibility af 

videotape proceedings, several pilot experiments were undertaken with the 

assistance of LE.:;A funding. Th 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 wer~ 

conducted in both the Fairbanks anc Juneau District Courts. The focus of 

these follow-up experiments centered on the courtroom playback of videotapes 

taken by law·:e·nforaement '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 recording of proceedings is now accomplished in 

all Superior, District, and Magistrate Courts. Until mid-year 1974, however, 

many of the smaller magistrate posts were not equipped to record court 

proceedings. Other magistrates had to depend on older, less-sophisticated 

audio recording units. During 1974, all of the 57 magistrate posts were 

supplied with up-to-date Sony recorders untilized in conjunction with cassettes 

to i-ecord all proceedings. 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 avai lable 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. 

I n the larger areas where there is a permanent, secure court building, the 

mainstay of audio recording is the AKAI 6X280D-SS, of which the Court System 

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 /'lecerding equipment technology have also permitted 

improvements in the transcription process. ,i!. Telex 300 tape copier is currently 

used to produce Iltape transcripts ll in ccntrast to the traditional 'Ihardcopyll 

whereby the master tapes are duplicated as cassettes. The advantages ere cost 

and speed'; it t-equires only 7S minutes to reproduce three hours of proceedings, 

and persons requesting cassettes can receive "same day" copies. There are 

presently five r.:epy-orders in service throughout the System. 

Accompanying the technological improvements in recording equipment has 

been the installation of sound reinforcement systems in the c.:urtrOQms in 

Anchorage and Fairbanks to alleviate the outside interference. The Court 

System is also experimenting '.vith wireless micr-:phones in an effort to decrease 

the indiscernibles en t!ie taped tecord which cause delays in the transcription 

process. 80th efforts have improved commun i~ations in the:ourtrccms as well 

as the quality of permanent court record. 
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Statistical Analysis. Using data generated from computer systems 

described above and from special data collection projects, the Administrative 

Office produced several statistical reports, including the fallowing: 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Aooellate Delay. Da~ was gathered from all Supreme 
Court appeals cases from 1974 and 1975 to determine why it 
took so lang to process such appeals. Major causes of 
delay wer-'a discover-ed in the Superior Court preparation of 
the. appellate record and in the graf"lting of extensions for 
the- preparation of .case briefs. Several changes were 
implemented to reduce the time for records preparation and 
to reduce the number of brief extensions. A Significant re
duction in appellate processing time has been not.ed; 

-
Transcription Delav. One of the major problems of delay 
identified in the appellate study was in transcribing case 
records from electronically recorded tapes to paper copies. 
Transcription data was gathered for the first eight months 
of 1976 to determine causes for delay. The causes were 
found to be from e..'<cessive proofreading ( and a large 
increase in cases and peges requested rrorri" 'the Publ ic 
Defender Agency. These increases were related to the 
abolition of plea bargaining in criminal cases which resulted 
in more trials and more appeals. Proufreading requirements 
were relaxed and the Public Defenc~r implemented closer 
screening of transcript requests. 1.1 addition, more jobs 
were directed to commercial transcription firms. As a re
sult, transcription backlog decreasel~ from 10,000 to 2,000 
pages i 

Magistr3te Salaries. A quantitative model 'Nas developed to 
evaluate salaries of magistrates throughout the St.ate. The 
mode! used caseload population to determine equitable 
salar.y levels. Recommendations by the Personnel Director 
based upon this model were implementad by a Supreme 
Court subcommittee on magistrate problems; 

Non-Judicial Positlcn Reaui rements. ..l. mode! using case 
weighting and regression analysis was caveioped to compare 
non-judicial staffing of the trial court. The model 
identified apparently overstaFfed and understaffed 
courts. I t is currently under review i 

Parole in Alasl-<.a. An extensive review was given to the 
imoact of parole in Alaska. It was found that less than 
one-third of the prisoners applying Tor parole were 
released, and these prisoners served one-half of thei r 
sentence berers reiease. ine results of the study shcwec 
that the parole decision accounted for an average of only 
signt percent '::lr the imposed sentence riOt being served. 
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FUTURE PROGRAMS AND PRIORITIES 

The previous sections traced some of the recent developments and 

improvements initiated within the Alas ka Court System during 1976. The overall 

priority has been the contin.ued improvement in the level and quality of judicial 

services provided to both urban and rural courts in the State. During the 

coming year, there will be continued emphasis directed toward further 

improvements in all areas of judicial administration, including ru ral justice 

programs, use of technology, statewide court planning, personnel and fiscal 

operations, capital improvements I trial court operations I and public information. 

Major projects include: 

Rural Justice. Of high priority, is the efficient delivery of judicial 

services in rural Alaska. As part of the effort to develop rural justice 

alternatives, the Supreme Court appointed a Magistrate Advisory Committee in 

1976 to investigate rural needs and to make recommendations to meet those 

needs. It 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 

llcircuit"riding ll 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. I nitiatdd in 

1975 with federal funds, this pi.lot Court Sy.stem 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 Bethe! court. During 1977, efforts will be undertaken to 

translate basic arraignment proceedings into the other major Native languages, 

thereby helping to minimize language and cultural differences. 

The Court System will continue its comprehensive training program for 

magistrates. Specific priorities for i977 include: 

1. initial orientation and ~raining for all newly appointed 
magistrates, including ac~irig magistrates; 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

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

Increased administrative office training in accounting and 
fiscal proceduresi 

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; 

I ncreased capability for magistrates to attend out"or-state 
training courses sponsor~d 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 

developed in 1972, this handbook is a summary compilation of legal concepts, 

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 containing all necessary reference materials for courtroom 

proceedings. The office book will contain new .chapters on specific 

administrative subjects, such as personnel regulations, case reporting forms f 

supply procedures, and basic accounting procedures for the magistrate posts. 

Still another development will be in the area of training media. In 

December 1976 a grant proposal was submitted, requesting five-month funding 
I 

for a training development specialist position. If approved, this specialist will 

begin developing audio-visual training aids to be used whenever possible at the 

regional magistrate training conferences. A second part of this project will be 

to develop a curriculum for correspondence courses to be used as an adjunct to 

the existing training program. 

Use of Tecnf1ologv. Of continuing importance to court operations I is the 

use of available technology to provide data for short and long-range planning 

and to improve basic record-keeping systems. During 1977 there are saveral 

primary priorities in this area. The first of theSe is to coordinate the final 

develc):ment stages for the automated Alaska Justice I n Formation System (AJ IS). 

The conceptual and det3il desi£n phases have been completed I and actual system 
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programming is scheduled to begin in early 1977. It is anticipated final 

programming will be completed no later than June 30, with program testing, 

personnel training, and implementation in a pilot court location scheduled for 

the last six months of this year. Oncs' 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 system has been prepared and 

is awaiting LEAA endorsement. If finally approved, the processing of all 

childrenls matters in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Nome, Ketchi kan, and 

Sitka will be automated. As proposed, data will be collected from these cou rts, 

transferred on secure, machine-(but not human) readable discs, and batch 

processed on a small mini-computer in Anchorage. Systems design and 

implementation is scheduled for 1978, assuming grant approval. 

A third priority is a comprehensive analysis and evaluation of jury 

;nanagement techniques currently in use. Such issues as optimum panel size, 

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 I using 

questio'nnaire forms devised by the Manager of Technical Operations. 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 cit.ations r on the microfilming of case records 

as they are filed, and on the automation of fiscal procedures. 

Court Planninc. I n 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 Directorls Office. Of 

equal importance, is the increasad capability to conduct special reSearch 

projects aimed at improving trial court operations. 

Two comprehensive trial court studies have been initiated and will be 

completed ClL:r!ng 1977: (1) the fairbanks Calendaring Study--a review of 

existing prcceClwres from which will be made recommendations Tor more af;=lc:ent 

processing of cases; and (2) the Anchorage Calendaring and Clerkls CTTice 
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Study I which will recommend changes not only in calendaring operations but 

also in the Clerk's Office organization, procedures t and paperflow. 

A discretionary grant proposal requesting second~year funding for the 

planning staff positions also was sUbmitted to LEAA. If approved, there will be 

sUfficient starf to accomplish the following plarining prioritIes: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

Development of a comprehensive Court System five-year 
plani 

Preparation of Alaska Judges Sentencing Manual i 

Project to identify Court improvement objectives i 

Development of a personnel training plan; 

Legal Process Development Project; 

Third and Fourth Judicial District Clerks' Office Study 
(with the assistance of the. Nationa! Center for State 
Courts) . 

Trial Court Improvements. There are several other programs that are 

anticipated during 1977. Of particular importance is the comprehensive Forms 

Standardization Project, which the Court Sys,tem is undertaking in conjunction 

with the National Center for State Courts. As mentioned earlier I progress has 

been made during 1976 toward the final revision and development of small claims 

forms. During 1977, work will continue on the .criminal and other 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. 

Caoital 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 Offica 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 federal space, which the Court 

currently leases, becomes unavailable during 1977. Within the Third Judicial 

District, remOdeling work will continue on the Anchorage, Kenai, and Kodiak 

Court Suildings. In addition, renovations to the Fairbanks Court Suilding will 

contir.ue through June 1977. 
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As described earlier, remodeling efforts were undertaken to improve and 

increase the overall building space allotted to the grand jury and petit jury 

rooms, courtrooms, and holding cells within the juvenile intake office. During 

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 built 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 space is desperately needed, the Court System will 

be submitting proposals requesting lease/rental space to accommodate this area's 

court needs. Assuming approval of the supplemental budget request prepared 

for legislative review I the City of Barrow could conceivably have adequate court 

and office space by the end of this year. 

Personnel Ooer'3tions. With the development in 1974 and 1975 of class 

specifications, an affirmative action program, and formalized personnel rules, 

the basic framework fOi the Court System personnel system was established. 

The major focus during the :oming year will be on improvement and refinement. 

Specifically I under a newly ,':eveloped 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 Ocerations. The major priorities in the area of fiscal operations 

center on improvements in statewide accounting procedures. Efforts are now 

being undertaken to develop a one-year and five-yeat overall plan for operating 

and capital expenditures for the Court System. As part of the accounting 

control effort, a general expenditure and budget control system will be 

developed in order to acc.urately identify all available fund balances. I n the 

larger courts, mcnthly expenditure analyses will be prepared and distributed to 
, 

area court administrators for use in the day-to-day management of resources. 

Because of the difficulty in traveling to remote posts, it has been difficult 

for Court personnel to visit all court locations during 81y one year. However, 

in the upcoming year, central administration accounting personnel will audit all 

court locacions at periodic intervals. At the same time, general office cperatiors 

and record-keeping procedures will also be examined co insure that uniformity is 

maintained throughout tr;e State. 
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Public I nformation... During 1977, a new public information program will be 

developed to more fully explain the justice system and the role and operation of 

the courts within that system. The program will include a new jury handbook 

for statewide use by petit jurors; revisions in the Small Claims Handbook; and 

other educational pamphlets for primary use in the schools and service clubs. 

It is anticipated that several pamphlets will be translated into some of the major 

Native languages for use in rural Alaska. 

LEGISLATION 

During the 1976 Legislative session I the Administrative Office prepared 

legislation covering a number of subjects. Much of this legislation was enacted. 

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

transfer to the Executive Branch many essentially Executive functions that are 

now I because of historIcal precedents, lodged with the ,Judiciary. During 1975., 

for example, the Court System successfully sponsored le!gislation to remove from 

District Court judges the responsibility of issuing abserltae ballots in the urban 

areas of the State. 

During 1976, the Court System prepared legislation to transfer the 

functions both of vital statistics recording and of land rt:cording to appropriate 

Executive agencies. Although the vital statistics legislation did not pass, the 

Legislature did enact the bi" tranferring land recording functions to the 

Executive's Department of Administration. 

A bill to abolish the existing cC)roner system, which is now lodged in the 

Judiciary, was also introduced but failed to pass the Legislature during 1976. 

This bill would hdve 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 or Superior Court judges. Sethel and Sitka each had been 

served previously with a single resident District Court judge. When these 

judgeships became vacant during 1976, the Judiciary requested the Legislature 

to provide for Superior Court judges in these communities. The District Court 

judgeships in these communities were abolished I and each is now served by a 

Superior Court judge who handles both Superior and District Court matters. In 

Fairbanks, the number of Superior Court judges was increased from three to 

four. 
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The Legislature also acted favorably upon a bill to provide the magistrates 

residing in the outlying areas of the State the same cost-of-living salary 

adjustment that State employees working in those areas receive. I n addition I a 

provision was enacted to allow service credit under judicial retirement for a 

District Court judge with previous judicial service as a deputy magistrate. 

Finally I the Legislatu.re enacted a bill to delete the requi rement 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 actio:; 
occur for one year from the latest proceedingi 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 
defendant charged with either a felony or a misdemeanur shall be tried within 
120 days ... from the date the defendant is arrested I initially arraigned I or from 
the date the charge. 
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BUSH JUSTICE 

During 1976, the Alaska Court System engaged in a number of activities 

directed at the problems of providing justice services to tht:l 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 I consisting of from five to seven local citizens, hear disputes 

between the citizens of their village. The disputes either do not involve 

criminal conduct or involve only minor'_riminal conduct. The boards attempt to 

mediate the disputes, thus diverting them from the criminal justice system. It 

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 I and they may not fine ot' jail. They are each supervised and 

assisted by either a magistrate or a judge. 

Of the six vi lIages originally selected for the project, three were Yupi k 

Eskimo: Napakiak and Kwethluk on the Lower Kuskokwim and Emmonak on the 

Lower Yukon; and three were Inupiag 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 1975 

by the Magistrate System Coordinator and a judge or magistrate. The concilia

tion board project was described to available members of the village councils. 

These 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 board members was 

coliectE!d 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 1975. 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, Emmonak1s 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 Yupi k speaking vi II age 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 

report 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 tn 

other communities in Alaska. Overall supervision of the project is the 

responsibility of the Magistrate System Coordinator. 

COURT INTERPRETER PROJECT 

There ar? 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 

I nupiag. Of the Yupi k branch, that with the largest number of spea kers 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 Alas ka I differing from each other to varying degrees (.t..htna, 

Tanaina, Ingalik, Holikachuk, Koyukon, Upper Kuskokwim, Tanana, 
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Tanacross, Upper Tanana, Han, and Kutchin). Another language fami Iy I 

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 diff.erent langua'ge, '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 book.::) were printed in 1834. By 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 llnfortunate one. From about 

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

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

abandon their language in order to speak ani y Engl ish. In 1972, the Alaska 

State Legislature passed 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 oJ 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 fi rst 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 uncer~tailding of criminal 

justice concepts in Anglo-American law. 

Since the training ended, the two interpreters have been used on an 

irregular oasis to translate materials for the Court System. They have actually 

dene very little in-court interpreting. The Court System is presently 

investigating the reasons far the apparent underutiiization of the interpreters. 

The Court System is also inve5tigating the possibility of developing interpreter 

training programs in other Alas\<.a 0lative langua£es. 
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The interpreter project is being supervised by the Court System l s Staff 

Counsel and Assistant Planner. 

ALASKA1S 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 I while 

District judge civil jurisdiction is $10,000, and (2) magistrates may hear State 

misdemeanor 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 

I is out of town or otherwise unavai lable. Only three of the magistrates have law 

degrees. The rest are laymen. Most magistrates are the only judge in their 
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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. 

I n addition to their judicial responsibilities, magistrates al so act as 

coroners and vital statistics registrars and frequently are the only notary 

publics in their communities. They also process absentee ballots in State 

elections, maintain copies of local land records (not in every location), perform 

marriages I and engage in informal counsel ing in fami Iy matters and informal 

media~on of civil disputes. All magistrates are authorized to take emergency 

action in children1s matters. Almost half of the magistrates have also been 

appointed masters of the Superior Court for children1s matters, and a few have 

been appointed masters for divorce proceedings. 

MAGISTRATE TRAINING 

Magistrate training I as it is presently administered by the Magistrate 

System Coordinator I is not limited to training in' the responslbiUties 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 50 different courts in four separate judicial districts 

toward records keeping I 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 conferenc.es of the 1976-77 training 

series were as follows: 

Magistrates Attending Dates Place 

Acting Magistrates September 13-17, 1976 Anchorage 

Large-court Magistrates October 11-15, 1976 Anchorage 

Fi rst 0 i stri ct 
Mag i strates October 25-29, 1976 Wrangell 

Third and Fourth 
District Magistrates November 15-19, 1976 Anchorage 

Bethel Service Area 
Magistrates 

Second District 
Magistrates 

January 31-February 4, 1977 Bethel 

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 those held in 1975 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 State1s most experienced magistrates . 

In the past, funding for magistrate attendance at training conferences 

outside Alaska was quite limited. In 1976, however, an increase in funding 

enabled a larger-than-usual number of magistrates 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 

Phi ladelphia I Pennsylvania. 

Two magistrates attended the American Bar Association Traffic Court 

Seminar in Denver I Colorado, and five magistrates attended the American 

Academy of Judicial Education's two-week basic course in Boulder I Colorado. 
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One magistrate attended a one-week search~and-seizure :;;eminar 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 

I n order to increase services to magistrates I five District Court judges 

were appointed as "training judges" in early 1975. ,11 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 

thei r magistrates. Their work was to be coordinated by the Magistrate System 

Coordin,;ltor. 

At the first organizational meeting of the trainin~~ judges in March 1975, 

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 magistl~ate's I-:vel of ability, 

legal knowledge, experience, and principle training nee'ds. T,ey were, of 

course, also to engage in whatever training -,vas possible dl,i"ing the time 

available. In early April 1975, the Chief Justice wrote to th,e training judges to 

request that their trips to the magistrate locations be complet'?d by June 30 

rather than September 1 t 1975. By the end of 1975, the tNining 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 1976, 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 offic~\ 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 di$tributiotl tooK 

two months. The forms were all printed on NCR paper. A supply of each 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 pl.anned that the material in the Coroner Handbook 

will be included in the new Magistrate's Handbook when that volume is 

reprinted. The Coroner Handbook includes discussions of procedures for 

investigating deaths, ordering autopsies I preserving the property of deceased 

persons, and holding inquests and presumptive death hearings. A set of 

standard coroner forms 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 ~tandard 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 su.pplies. The requisition forms are 

intended to replace the supply catalo~ in most magistrate courts. I n 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 thei r 

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 1976 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 activlties H (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 were 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 coroner matters. Efforts 

have also been made to revise the reporting form used by magistrates and 

District Court judges to report their formal civi I and criminal cases. The 

Magistrate System Coordinator drafted a ne'v form based on a combination of 

several order forms and various suggestions from both magistrates and Distric;t 

Court judges. The principal difference bet'tv :!en 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 ol'der 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 al'1d District Court judges for their consideration. I f approved I 

the form will probably be printed sometime in 1977. 

In an effort to develop consistent poli~ies 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 tapes, dispOSition of log sheets, color coding of forms and case files, 

accounting procedures I the financial disclosure statement required of 

magistrates! the "Sources of Information" memorandum \vhich all magistrates are 
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to be provided with, and the vi::trious kinds of forms presently in use and in the 

process of being developed for reporting magistrate activi ty. 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 I<inds of confidential documents in court offices. I t 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 questions and implement 

standard office practices across the State. If 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 

On June 25 1975, at the request of the Administrative Director, the Court 

System Staff Counsel and ~!lagistrate System Coordinator prepared a brief 

statement of problems relatin~ ;:0 the del ivery of justice in rural Alaska. The 

Administrative Director submitte : this problem statement to the Supreme Court. 

At its January 1976 conferen 13, the Supreme Cow·t created its second 

Magistrate Advisory Committee to address these problems. Justice Jay A. 

Rabinowitz was appointed chairrr n of the committee. The other members of the 

committee selected by Justice > abinowiu are Judge Gerald J. VanHoomissen 

(Fairban ks) I Judge Alexander O. Bryner (Anchorage), Christopher Cooke 

(8ethel)(subsequently appointed Superior Court judge for Bethel), Jon Larson 

(Nome), and William Timmie (Fairbanks). The reporters for the committee are 

R. Eldridge Hicks, former t:.xecutive Director of the Alaska Judicial Council, 

and Mike Rubinstein, current EXecutive Director of the Alaska Judicial Council . . 
The specific 'subjects ret' -:;, "ed to the committee by the Supreme Court 

were: (1) magistrate salary levels I (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 en the Future of the Magistrate System 

and the Quality of Justice in R:..:ral Alaska. 1I 

The committee met fOLlr times in 1976. At their first meeting in March, the 

committee asked for stater':nts by the Aaministrative Director, the Magistrate 

System Coordinator, the President of the Magistrates' Assf)ciation, and the 

Director of the Bush Justice." ,ef"l~ation Comrnitt€:e. 
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On the first day of their second meeting in May, the committee questioned 

four m<ilgistrates about their jobs. The committee also heard testimony from 

Superior Court Judge Victor Carlson, Anchorage District Attorney Joe Batfe , 

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 Di rector and the Manager of Technical Operations 

concerning the magistrate salary study, which had been conducted by the 

Personnel Director during the latter half of 1975. 

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 

Kodiak Superior Court judge who covers Kodiak Island, Bristol Bay, the Alaska 

Peninsula, and the 1400-miJe-long Ale.utian Chain. They also heard testimony 

from William Nix, former Magistrate Supervisor for the Ala$ka Court System; 

Judge Thomas Stewart, Presiding Superior Court judge of the First Judicial 

Distticti Judge William Sanders, Presiding Superior Court 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 commi ttee 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 I with emphasis on consideration of salary increases, 

based on experience, legal education I and types of work performed. 

The committee's fourth 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) I and Dr. 

Arthur Hippler, the anthropologist at the University of Alaska who, along with 

Steven Conn ( started the original conci liation 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. 

41 



The committee will continue its efforts into 1977 to address bush justice 

problems. as they relate to the magistrate program. 

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

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 Justice resides in Juneau. 

An appeal may be taken to the Supreme Court from a final judgment 

entered by a 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 only when an indictment has been dismissed and its sufficiency is 

in question or on the grounds that a sentence is too lenient. 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 includes 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 I and such review will be granted only in cases justifying deviation 

from the normal appellate procedure and those requi ring the immediate attention 

of the Supreme Court. 

I n order to provide a greater understanding of Supreme Court activity I 

the internal operating pr'ocedures are summarized on the fol/owing pages. 

APPEALS 

Initiation of Aooeal. 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 appeal is 

taken. The transmission of the notice of appeal by the Clerk of the Superior 

Court to the Clerk of the Supreme Court activates the appellate procedures. 

The Clerk of the Supreme Court assigns a file num::Jer to the appeal and 

obtains entries of appearance of counsel. 



Record on Appeal. The d~signation 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. Notice of the certification of the record 

is sent .to the Clerk of the Supreme Court who notifies counsel that 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 justjces. 

Assignments are made on a rotational basis with an equal number of cases 

assigned to each justice, except the Chief Justice, who receives a reduced 

caseload out of consideration for his duties as administrative head of the Alaska 

Court System. To insure the jLlstices share equally in criminal and civil 

appeals, regular rotational assignments are made from separate lists of these 

two broad categories of cases. 

Preoaration for Oral 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 an which oral argument is scheduled. In 

preparation for oral argument, each justice independently studies the briefs, 

applicable portions of the record when considered necessary , and the clerk's 

bench memorandum. 

Scheduling of Oral Argument. If a request for eral argument 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 received in the office of the justice to whom it has been 

assigned. Normally the Court rears four arguments a day . At oral argument 

each side is given 30 minutes. 

Pest -Argument Conference. Following the oral argumen ts, the justices 

cenfer on the argued cases. The justice to whom the case is assigned is 

expected to lead the discL:ssion. i'lorma/ly he presents his is.'.ue-by-issue 

analysis of :r.e appeal and rec:Jmmended disposition. Then, proceeding in 

reverse order of seniority, each justice is given the opportt..;n;ty to express his 

views and his tentative vote on the appeal. If at the conclusion of the 
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confer"encs discussion and vote the justice to whom the appeal was initially 

assigned is in the majority, he then has the task of drafting an opinionj if the ,. 
assigned justice is in the minority, the case is reassigned by the Chief Justice 

to a member of the majority, who then has the task of drafting the Court1s 

opinion. If the Chief Justice is in the minority, the assi$nment 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 I 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 warranted 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 receip~. If no vote is received 

from a participating justice within this 30-day period I 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 expedited final votes requestedj if the changes 

are not significant or are technical, the justices are not required to vote again. 

If the author of the proposed majority opinion declines to adopt a suggestion 

or position of another justice, that justice may circulate a proposed 

concurrence or dissenti the other justices may respond to the dissent or 

concu rrence. 

In order to expedite the decision process and to further inslJre compliance 
compliance with the Court1s agreed-upon internal deadlines, it has been the 

practice of the Court to confer at least twice monthly on all circulating draft 

opinions. At these conferences efforts are made to reach final agreement. 



Publication. After all final votes are cast the opinion is prepared and 

sent to the Clerk of Court'~~ office in Juneau for publication. Publication by 

this office is in the form of unofficial advance sheets which are furnished to 

couns.:11 of record before a §eneral mailing to all ,subscribers is undertaken. 

Petitions for Rehearing. If a petition for rehearing is filed I 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 I if 

appropriate, a draft opinion relating to the petition for rehearing is also 

circulated. The recommended dh;position is to be made 15 days from receipt of 

the assignment. The other ju~stices then have 15 days to vote on the 

recommendation. After votes and suggested revisions are recorded, an order 

or opinion is issued. 

Reports on Appeals. The Cle,rk 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 90 days with no draft 

circulated by the justice to whom assigned; those cases where a draft is 

circulating including the votes I.)f the respective ju~tices i those cases in which 

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

draft has been circulated by the j-.Jstice to whom it was assigned within six 

months from the date of oral argument or submission on the briefs. I n addition 

to the foregoing, the Clerk of Court iS~iues a rT1'Jnthly status report of all 

matters pending in the Supreme Court of Alaska. This status report shows the 

stage in 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-working opinion-writing process of the Court. 

PETITIONS FOR REVI EW 

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 Petitions. Upcn receipt of a petition for review I the Cler!~ 

of Court assigns the case to a justice. The assignments ~re made cn a rctaticnal 

':;)asis, with the Chief Justice taKing a slight~y reduced ·,varklcad . 

Recommendation and Voting. 

assigned justice must ci reulate 

. ~fter the respondent fifes his response, the 

a ;nemorandum 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 justices 

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 I an order is entered advising the parties 

that review has been granted. 

Procedure When Review Granted. When review is granted, one of two 

courses is followed: (I) either the assigned justice drafts an opinion which is 

then circulated and voted on following internal procedures which parallel those 

governing draft opinions in appeal caseSi 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 

concerning petitions for review is usuaHy given precedence over the processing 

Colf appeal opinions. There is no right to oral argument on petitions for 

reviewi the Court will occasionally order oral argument, however, when such 

argument will be of substantial assistance in resolving the issues. 

Reoorts 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 justicei whether or not the justice has made 

his recommended dispOSition within ten days after the matter is referred for 

recommendation i and which justices have voted within the IO-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 reported weekly by the Clerk of Court. These 

monitoring reports are confidential for the reasons noted in the discussion of 

repor.:r:s on app~~als. 
Conferences 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 justice will then vote while at conference:..ll 

SENT~NCE APPEALS 

Internal procedures governing sentence appeals differ somewhat from the 

Courtls 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 ADpeals. A sentence appeal is assigned by the 

Clerk of Court at the time appellantls memorandum is filed. The sentence 

appeals are assigned on a rotational basis from a separate assignment list. 

Procedure After Briering. After the appelleels 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 I 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 ror 

filing petitions, records, briefs, and memoranda, and applicat:rons 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 rou~ine motions, are assigned to the 

justices on a rotational basis by the Clerk of Court, or deputy clerk, for review 

and recommended disposition to the f..ull Court. 

SUPREME COURT CASE ACTIVITY 

Civil and criminal appeals are the major business of the Supreme Court. 

During 1976, 80 percent of all cases filed with the Supreme Court were 

aopeals.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 fi led 

with the Court for 1974, 1975, and 1976. Table 3-1 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 filings, the Supreme Court in 1976 

increased its total dispositions by 12 percent over the dispositions in 1975. The 
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Court disposed of a total of 335 cases during 1976, compared to a total of 299 f9r 

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 cas~s 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 

th ree yea rs . 

Of the total number of cases pending, however, only 29 percent had 

reached the stage in the appellate process where a decision by the Court was 

pending. I n 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. 

I n addition to reViewing briefs, hearing arguments I 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 I V, Section 15, of the Alaska Constitution provides that: 

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
latut'e by two-thirds vote of the members elected to each house. 

Standing Advisory Committees. I n order to assist the Supreme Court in 

fulfilling its constitutional r~J.le-making mandate, the Court has, in recent 

years, appointed standing advisory committees. These committees have been 

composed of justices, trial judges, members of the private and public bar, and 

in some instances non-attorneys. 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 

Association for comments and suggestions prior to final action by the Supreme 

Court. After comments have been received, and upon receipt of a final 

proposed draft rule change, the justices meet to deliberate upon the proposal, 
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I 
proposed draft rule change, the justices meet to deliberate upon the proposal. I 
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 

year, supplements to the Alaska Rules of Court reflecting .previous rule 

amendments are prepared by the publisher and distributed' to all subscribers of 

that publi~tjon. 

During 1976, the Supreme Court promulgated a number· of rule 

amendments. Among these were a number of technical amendments to the Rules 

of Civil Procedure. T~e Court also amended the civil rule governing motion 

practice to reduce delay in those procedures. 

A major revision of 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 adopted a rule governing records retention 

and pt'oviding for the destruction of records that have been preserved en 

microfilm. 

11 Procedures similar to these governing petitions for review are employed 
with original applications for relief. Within ten days of the time the parties 
have .completed their filings, the justice to wham the case is assigned circulates 
a memorandum analyzing the issues and proposing a course of action i the ather 
justices must respond within ten additional days. When the application involves 
particularly complex issues and time is nat of the essence, the Court may 
require additional briefing or may itself study the matter for longer periods. 

21 This includes sentence appeals in crIminal cases and appeals in 
children's matters. 

31 As with motions, an application for a stay of trial proceedings may be 
decided by an individual justice, and if denied by that justice, may be referred 
to the full Court. 

-1./ I ne rollowing s~anding advisory committees have been aooointed: 
.J..dviscry Committee ror C.-imin.al ;~ulesi .~dvisory Cemmi'::ee for Ci~ii RUles; 
Advisory Cemmittee for Appellate RUles; Advisory Cemmittae for Children1s 
ql!les i .u..d'lisory C.:Jmmi~e~ fer Small Claims Rules; and an Advisory Commit-:ae 
fer Proeate Rules. . 
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SUPERIOR COURTS 

There were eight courts in Alaska in 1976 where a Superior Court judge 

was permanently assigned. I n 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 jLJrisdiction 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). 

I n this chapter, we shall highlight 1976 activities of our Superior Courts 

with emphasis upon the three major population and political centers of 

Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau. 

The courts are considered, rarely invited, to be charter members of the 

criminal justice community. Yet, few recognize that only four' percent of the 

cases filed in the Alaska Superior Courts are criminat in natur3 (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 relationsj (2) probate; (3) general civil 

matters and childrens' matters. 

FELON I ES 

A felony is a criminal offense for which a conviction can r'esult in a penalty 

af one or more years' imprisonment. Felonies enter the Alaska Court System 

either at the District Court level (normally when thelre has been an arrest 

preceding the filing of the complaint) or at the Superior Court level. Figure 4-

2 displays how felony filings are distributed statewide according to crime 

categories. 
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The specific offenses included under each crime category are explained in the 

glossary (Appendix 3). 

Nearly one-half of all felony filings are in the Anchorage Court and nearly 

or1e-third in Fairbanks (Table 4-1). 
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The smaller cities (rest of State) have 2 greater proportion of violent felonies 

than do the larger cities. 

Table 4·~2 compares felony filings to ::opulation. 
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The Fairbanks rate of felony filings is more than twice that of Anchorage; 

particularly noteworthy is the Fai roan ks rate for property crimes. 

Most felonies are settled (disposed of) between arraignment and trial 

(Table ,+-3). 
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However, the rate of trial dispositions doubled over 1975, particularly in 

Fc1irbanks where the rate of felony cases disposed of at trial was 25- percent. 

Tr,\e reader is cautioned that we are talking about cases disposed of in 1976. 

wh,~re the case was settled as a result of trial, not 1976 trials. I f the trial 

occt.Jrred in 1970, but sentencing took place in 1976, that case is included in our 

statistics. If the trial occurred in 1976, but the case was still not settled as of 

January 1, 1977, that case is not included in our statistics. 

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

were dismissed (Table 4-,4). 
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The dismissal r3te at this stage was significantly higher in Anchorage as 

compared to ali other Superior Courts. Anchorage had ~he lowest rate of 

"reduced to misdemeanor" results at this S~.:lga (7%) I while Juneau1s ~onvictions 

for felonies at tnis st3ga is a remarkable S3 percant. 
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Two-thirds of the trials in cases disposed of in 1976 were before a jury 

(Table 4-5). 
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The rate of convictions at trial was 7(1) percent (Table 4-6). 
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There were no significant differences in trial results among the different I 
courts. Yet there was a significant difference in the rate of convictions 

between court and jury trials (Figure 4-3). I 
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The statewide conviction rate for felonies was 63 percent (Table 4-7). 
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The conviction rate varied significantly from a low of 54 pelrcent 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 disposition of the matter (Table 4-8). 
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The average time for disposition decreased 16 percent from 1975. 

Figure 4-4 summarizes 1976 felony disposition stages and the results of 

each stage. 
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Detailed statistics for felonies for all Superior Court locations is contained 

in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2). 
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C I V I L MA TT E RS 

The Superior Court is a trial court of general jurisdiction. It 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. 
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The procedures followed in the domestic relations cases are essentially the 

same as for other civil actions (complaint, answer, trial, judgment). However, 

unlike most other civil cases, only a relativeiy small portion of the divorr.:~ 

actions are settled by default judgment prior to answer. Most divorce cases, as 

shown in Table 4-10, proceed to the hearing stage. 
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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 worked out by the two parties, the Legislature established during 1976 

a pro.c.edure for dissolution of marriage. The new process is for couples who 

have decided to end their marriages because of an incompatibility of 

temperaments yet are able to reach agreement upon the terms of the divorce or 

dissolution settlement. 

Under the new dissolution 9f marl"iage statute, a couple wishing to dissolve 

the marriage first obtains a forms and instruction packet from the Court System 

or from offices of the Department of Health and Social 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 little more expense than the $50 filing fee. 

The procedures also permit a husband or wife living in Alaska who is 

unable to locate or contact his or her spouse to file for dissolution. While the 

dissolution decree in these instances is very limited (i. e., no property 

settlement, child custody, or child support issues are "'esolved), this type of 

action 'does permit an individual to dissolve a marriage and to remarry in the 

event that his or her spouse has disappeared. 

Since the dissolution forms were not available until the end of 1976, the 

court has had very little experience to date with this type of case. However, 

judging from the heavy dema'nd for 'i:he forms at the time they were fi rst made 

available, it is evident that dissolution of marriage will replace uncontested 

divorces in a substantial number of cases. 

Becayse domestic relations cases generally are less complicated than most 

other Superior Court civil cases, the disposition times are relatively short 

(Table 4-l1). 'l'acle 4-U 
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The average time for filing to disposition in these cases varies from three 

months in Juneau to eight months in Anchorage, with an average statewide 

disposition time of under seven months. 

Probate cases are unique in the Superior Cqur'l:, in that they do not follow 

the typical pattern of complaint, answer, and trial. I n 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). 
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Probate cases generally requi re 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. 
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Other, or general, civil matters include lawsuits 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 inter'actions 

with the government (e.g., condemnations). Cases of this nature comprise 

approximately one-third of the civil caseload of the Superior Court. However I 

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. 
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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, 

practices involved in many of these cases. 

complex procedural issues upon which the 

and often timely pretrial discovery 

Also, in the larger cas~s, there are 

court must rule prior to trial. The 

"motion practicel! of many attorneys in the general civil area consumes a great 

deal of an attorneyl s time and of the court's resources. Therefore, even though 

only seven, p.ercent of these civil matters ever reach the trial stage (Table 4-

15), the pretrial activities in the remaining 93 percent of the cases consume an 

inordinant amount of judicial time. 
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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 4-16, the average 

time for disposition of these cases is nearly a year and one-half. 
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This length of time for disposition is due primarily to the complexity of the' 

cases and the procedural and discovery issues to be resolved prior to trial. 

The average 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 word 

"juvenile ll is missing from this portion of our report. This is because legislation 

in this State insists the word "juvenileH be rl:placed with t~e 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 role in such problems to a more 

responsible and concerned one than in most states. For example, our courts 

handle not only formal children's matters placed before them, but also the 

responsibility for "intake." This intake function, in many other states the 

responsibility of law enforcement agericies, determines whether or not the 

"child ll involved should be brought before the forma! jurisdiction or the Superior 

Court of Alaska. 

Because of the uniqUe nature of responsibilities of the Alaska Court Sy:...tem 

in this ever-sa-important and visible area of public concern, we have expanded 

upon the summary inror:nation 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 know this is the only Alaskan report containing such 

detailed data. 

Childrl?n's matters ar.e initiated when the child allegedly engages in 

conduct ~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 (CH I NS). 

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 vagrant, vicious, or criminal people; 

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; or 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 school 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. After the 

investigation, the intake officer recommends to the court whether the matter 

should be handled formally or ir formally. If the matter is deemed by the intake 

officer to be a nature so severe that it should be handled formally I he files a 

petition to bring the child within the formal jurisdiction of the court. 

The second sta.ge is that of adjudication, and applies to children within the 

formal jurisdiction of the court. This phase is to determine formally 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 I or custodian I 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). 
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Together, Fairbanks and Anchorage accounted for 87 percent of 1976 statewide 

referrals to the Court System intake officers. 

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

'\ :003,::'00 

A.no.':o~aqe 
%a.:.==ar_,<s 

j.rIl."1eau 
::::e~dl.J.:<a."1 

1!ICm~ 
S.l.':..<:a 

L 
I 

Table 4-H 
$u?e:':'Qr C~ur-::3 

C~ilarans' ~1:.~e:3 
1916 :te':er.::a.)..3 3y Sex 

S<!:t 

:'''!!:1ala I !Uie ! 

559 1313 
~i2 3~g 

J3 1;9 
36 1:J5 
sa 39 
:0 49 

1191 :3.\3 

3:, H' 

67 

22.3i 
1.360 



The percentage of males to total referrals ranged from 59 percer'lt in Nome to 77 

percent in Juneau. 

Caucasians represented 7S percent of the male referrals (Tables 4-19 and 

4-20), but only 64 percent of the female referrals. 
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The percent of . referrals who were Alaska Native was 30 percent for 

females as compared with only 20 percent for males. I n Noms, the percentage of 

total referrals, regardless of sax/ that were Alaska Native was 73 percent. We 

might expect this, given the ethnic composition of Nome. It is interesting, 

however, that the percent of total refarrais who were Alaska Native in the 

68 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

southeastern cities of Juneau I Ketchi kan I and Sitka I was 44 percent as 

compared with a combined 17 percent for Anchorage and Fairbanks. 
... .~ .... "_ .... 

For both females (Table 4-21) and males I (Table 4-22) the bul k of referrals 

were for children over 14 years of age. 
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The concentration of females was in the 14 to 1S·year age g"oup, while that for 

males was in the 16 to 17-age group. 

69 



I 
The percent.age of males or Females in differing levels of school attendance I 

(Tables 4-23 and 4-24) do not differ considerably. 
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As we might expect, the major educational source of children's matters are the 

hi;n schools, particularly in Fairbanks where 68 percent of female and 67 

percent of male referrals were attending high school. I n Anchorage, a 

significantly higher 26 percent elf females and 21 percent of males were not 

attending sc:'ool 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 69 percent for Nome. 
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There is a consistent relationship in adult criminal matters that, the lar~er the 

city, the larger the relative filings by local police. This relationship 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). 
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This disproportionate CH I NS percentage is largely attributed to the female 

runaway I who represented 16 percent of all female referrals, as cQmpared 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 

most in the minds of the public, and the most Ii kely 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). 
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The nuniber of delinquency matters for females is decreasing in Anchorage. 

Anchorage delinquent ma"tters for male children showed only 3 moderate in.crease 

from 1974 to 1975, but decreased two percent from 1975 to 1976. These 
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I 
decreases have occurred while the State popUlation has increased an estimated I 
34 percent during the 1970 to 1976 period. 

The type of delinquecr'.y matters before the courts also provides an 

interesting insight (Tables 4-30 and 4-31). 
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Only six p,ercent 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. Unfortunately I we do not possess nationwide figures 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. 
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The type of informal action varies from a favoring of warning for Anchorage, 

Fai rban ks, and Nome to the usa of a probation officer in Ketchikan. The 

percantage of formal actions varies from 23 percent in Anchorage to 96 percent 
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in Juneau. 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 McLaughlin Youth Center in 

Anchorage. Yet, surprisingly, the rate of institutionalization for Anchorage 

was nine percent, while that for Juneau was 11 percent. 
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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 refer to these as 

higher volume Courts. The remaining IIlow.volume ll District Courts have a part

time judicial officer. The jurisdictions of these courts are explained in 

Appendix 1, "Organization of the Court System. 11 A full range of workload data 

is included in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2). 

We . shall in this chapter highlight 1976 activities of the higher volume 

District Courts, particularly in the three major population and political centers 
of Anchorage, Fairban ks I and Juneau. 

Although the courts are considered to be a major elem8rit in the Criminal 

Justice community I less than a quarter of the cases filed in the District Courts 

of Alaska are for criminal matters (Figure 5-1). 
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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, such as reckless 

driving or operating a motor ,(ehicle while under the influence, are included in 
Ol,Jr misdemeanor rather than our traffic category. 

The four types of cases handled by our District Courts include (1) 

felonies, (2) misdemeanors, (3) traffic, and (4) civil matters. 

FELONI ES 

Crimes of vidence 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 t'/pe felony. 
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The Anchorage and Fairbanks courts handled 55 percent of statewide felony 

fil ings. There were no major differences in types of fil ings 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 5-

2). 

'1'"'roe 
:al~nv 

7:'ole!!cs 
:?=oce:~·, 

:=a~ci ' 
Jr.!;,s 
'-:-:~e= 

':'3.bls 5-2 
Ois=::'c-:: COU.~3 

Ra.~e of :;lony :tl~nqs 
?er 1000 ~es~can1!s 

!:.CC3. :.":"on 

~~c~c~:a~~1 ~';-~a-~s I ............... - . ---~ .~~ .... 

t ;i 1.54 
1.13 2.04 , , 

- .. '1 .47 
.39 ,33 
.:)9 • 3 :. 

2.54 I ~.:? I 

~Q 

I " 

·0 
• I. 

1.00 
• J I 

. 53 -. · ~., 
: .15 I 

?.es~ ~= 
S~at:~ "'."-:~a.!. 

1. ')6 
1..59 

1 , .... 
.43 
.2: 

; . :,, 

.75 
1. s: 

,;;9 
.45 
,:'3 



The disparity between Fairbanks and Anchorage is rather striking in every 

felony category but drugs. Even Juneau1s rate is higher than Anchorage. 

Only 27 percent of felonies in the District Courts were settled at the 

preliminary hearing (Table 5-3). 

Sl:.aqe at: 
Whic!1 Case 
• ... as Diseosed 

30£0::e t'irS'l: 
.U:=aignment: 

.:\rraignme.ne 

.?::el.!...:ti!la..-y 
!Iecu::.,nq 

ae£ora ?::el.i.::l.. 
aecu::..nq 

See-::led in. 
Oisl:. COllI:":. 

Superceded ~y 
!.-:cic::-=:!e.nt 

~o1::a1 

~abla 5-3 
Oist.:'ic":. C.::lur-:s 

1376 Felony Ois~osi:ion Staqes 

U::lc:ation 

Anc::horaae I :'air::,anks I Juneau l Rest: of 
State 

I I I 
37 ( l2 I 0 I 12 

3 
I 

7 2 
I 

20 
I 

51 179 13 I l.!.2 
I I 

344 I 11S JS I 384 

I :!J2 i Sl 23 I 237 
I 

112 31 1.0 I 147 

451 I 315 j 55 l 52S 

'! of 
'!.'ot:al rot.:!l 

61 5 
38 3 

307 ~ ... 
~I 

3S4 65 

579 43· 

306 23 

1350 100~ 

The preliminary hearing is orten called the Ilprobable cause" 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 57 percent for 

Fairban ks and 27 percent for Juneau. The role of the prel iminary hearing is 

currently under study by the entire criminal justice community. 

The disparity in results of preliminary hearing is even more striking among 

the District Court locations of Alaska (Table 5-4). 
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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 

Ii ke percentage of 26 percent for all other locations. 

It must be stressed that almost all of the Anchorage dismissals at the 

preliminary hearing are as a result of the District Attorneyls 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 cases were reduced to 

a misdemeanor (Table 5-5). 
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The Anchorage rate of dismissals is overstated. An un known 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 

Anchorage 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 only 40 percent offe!onies 

filed in the District Courts of Alaska reach the Superior Court (Table 5-6). 
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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 prel iminary 
hearing. 

It took an average. of 47 days for felonies to proceed through the District 

Courts of AL3ska (Table 5-7). 
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I 
Figure 5-3 summarizes 1976 felony disposition 'stages in the District Courts and I the results of each stage. 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1,380 (100'1 

I, 
Co",,, la.Ln:c J 

1289 ") ~9S .,H) 

~ 38 (2.H) A.:=a.ign-.-------1 .::Ie.t11: "' [ ..... _-,.. __ 1 

LOO (7.Hl 

Rl!duc::!!!d :0 
:ilsaemeanor 

306 
(::!.1'\) 

~~~7_5 __ (S_._6_~) ____ __1~~1 L __ S4 __ (_4_.0_1_) ____ ~/~ __ ~ 
... <iea.;::'.'1g t" I .....,.. 

geld eQ 237 
~swer ;17.o~) 

:'i~t::e 5-· 3 
~i3-=i=~ C~l.l.r-:S 

J1spos.L:1cn of :376 ?elon~es 

Again f more detailed felony statistics are presented by location in the Statistica! 

SupplemE:nt (Appendix 2). 

MISOEfvlE.t..NORS 

A misdemeanor is a violation of criminal law for which the maximum jail 
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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). 

E:l1vironmen1.:a.l 
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(13%) 
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~a.e!ic 
(:In) 

C:m~Q3i:ion of ~~7~ ~iacleoeanor ;i:~~gs 

The specifiC offenses included in each of the misdemeanor categories is shown in 

th-e Glossary (Appencix 3). Note that vice misdemeanors comprised only two 
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percent af total filings i violence-related misdemeanors comprised only 11 

percent. 

There were .13,294 1976 misdemeanor filings in the Alaska Court System 

(Table 5-8). 
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I Forty-three percent of the filings were in Anchorage. Fairbanks, with roughly 

one-seventh of the State's population, had one-sixth of the misdemeanor filings. 

I The rate of filings per population is shown in Table 5-9. 
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As might be expected I the rate of misdemeanor"s filed per population is much 

lower in the smaller cities (rest of State), It is also not surprising that the 

Fairbanks rate is higher than that of Anchorage, However I the relatively high 

Juneau rate is somewhat un'expected, Note, however I the relatively small 

differences in violence rates, The Fai rban ks ratio for theft/fraud is 

significantly high, 

Most misdemeanors were disposed of at arraignment (Table 5-10), 

l 
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The tr<ial rate represents a SO percent increase from 1975. This increase is a 

res t.1I t of the abolition of plea bargaining and the prepaid legal services 

condition of Teamster contracts. We have not yet been able to determine which 

has had the greater impact in trial increases. Note the relatively low rate of 

trial dispositions in Fairbanks. 
The rate of dispositions at arraignment in Anchorage decreased from 52 

percent in 1975 to 42 percent in 1976. We cannot see how the abcl ition of plea 

bargaining would cause this decreaSe; we suspecT: prepaid legal Services has 

played a major part in this phenomenon. gut at this point, we de not have the 

facts to substantia~e our suspicions. 

Ninety-five percent of the cases dispOSed ~f at arraignment were pleas of 

guilty or no contest (Table 5-11). 
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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 I in the results of misdemeanors disposed of between arraignment and 

tr.ial (Table 5-12). 
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The dismissal rate for the rest of .:he State was quite a bit higher than for the 

three major cour"ts, particularly higier than the rate for Juneau. 

The rate of jury trials is also lower for Juneau and Fai rban ks than for 

Anchorage and the rest of the State (Table 5-13). 
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There seems to be some relationship between the rate of dismissals at the 

pretrial stage and the rate af jury trials, Those locations with a law pretrial 

dismissal rate have a low rate of jury triars. We wander why. 
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Sixty~nine percent of misdemeanor trials resulted in convictions (Table 5-

T::iaJ. 
:tasul'.: 

~c~i:: .. ::ec 
:'ound 

Guilt1 
X1s'!:::ial 

'!'o'l:al 

:'a.l:Ile S-l-l 
Oist=ic":. Cou:<:.s 

Results oi 1976 Misdemeanor T::ials 
(J~! and ~on-Ju-~) 

~cc3.~ion 
"eSt OJ: 

Mh' r~· .. · T· T State . C4oraa~ :a~=_a~~s ~uneau 

lJO I 59 I 9 I 98 
I I I Z9 J t l04 I H I Z47 

.\ 0 () 1 

4~~ I ~~3 T ~2 r 3.36 

88 

! of 
~o~3.1 "!:'ot:al 

2.35 
I 

30 I 
I 54a 
r 69 

5 1 

I ~ 33 ~JC" 

\ 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

That conviction rate was ama.;dngly consistent between locations. However I it 

varied significantly depending upon whether a )ury was present or not. The 

'Conviction rate for jury trials was only 55 percent while it was 72 percent for 

non-jury (court) trials. The r'elationship 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 conviction rate for misdemeanors was 76 percent (Table 5-15). 
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This rate was slightly lower in Anchorage than elsewhere in the State. Th~a 

major contribution to the conviction rate We;' the arraignment, where 47 percent 

of total dispositions resulted in convictior.s. This varied from a low of 42 

percent in Anchorage to a high of 54 percent for II Rest of State. 1\ Only four 

percent of all misdemeanors 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 1976 were over four months ()Id 

at closing (Table 5-16). 
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This age IS measured from filing of the formal complaint to final disposition. 

This yearls statistics on misdemeanor age are almost impossible to compare to 

previous years I 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 1976. I t shows where the cases were disposed of and what the results were 

at each disposition 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 sl:em to stop here without tal king of 

such subjects as fines and jail sentences. These statistics are displayed by 

location in the Statistical Supplement (Appendix 2). We invite your attention to 

this portion of our report. 

TRAFFIC 

Almost 60,000 traffic citations were processed by the Alaska Court System 

in 1976 (Table 5-17). 

'I".,je~~; ~n 

~ncho:::'"3.<:e I I aeS~ 0': 
'!ea: ';'~. -ban:-:- I Jt.!ne.au 5· t::l '.:e ":'0 ':3.!. ._-- . ~ 

19i3 J02SJ I !..1':'69 I 121.J I H27 0062 
1974 29 JS2 I 1":'J73 I 1.1.08 I 1.000 J l3J6 
lSiS ;2864 1< _. I 22:3 ;963 36:5 _00 

~3 -.; !1':'8ol I :'1:90 I ., 4 ~ - I ~:3 :J ?I)02 ..... .J...:: 

\ of j 
1375 ':'O1!3.! Sol I 20 I ~ J '22 lOa 

92 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

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 State1s citations. 

However, their share has dropped from 61 percent in 1973 to 54 percent in 1976. 

COl.lrts other than Anchorage, Fairban ks, and Juneau (Rest. of State) have 

"a'lmost 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 br(jught Fairbanks filings back up to their expected level. Figure 5-7 

shows the growth trend in traffi'c citation filings during this four-year period. 
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We expect this growth to slow a bit during 1977. 

Most citatiot\s we:re issued for speeding violations (Table 5-18). 
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Speeding and other moving violations comprise over r1alf the citations filed with 

the courts. The largest category of speeding was 11 to 19 miles per hotJr 

(Table S~19). 
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Speeding less than ten miles per hc,ur represented only two percent of speeding 

citations issued. 

Municipal police issued 60 percent of the citations processed by the courts 

(Table 5-20). 
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However I in Fai rban ks I the State Troopers issued more tickets than did the 

Fai rban ks Police Department. Only seven percent of the drivers cited had an 

out-of-State license (Table 5-21). 
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Over half the citations were issued to drivers under 26 years of age (Table 

5-22). 
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The average age of drivers cited for Juneau and Anchorage was slightly 

lowI9r than for other courts. Males outnumbered female defendants by more than 

four to one (Table 5~23). 
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The conviction rates for speeding and other moving violations was well 

over 90 percent (Table 5-24) , 
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The low rates for equipment and license violations is a function of the large 

number of udismissable" offenses in this category. A dismissable offense is one 

for which the citation may be dismissed if the cause for the citation (e. g. I 

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. Most of the dismissals take place in the courts 

outside the courtroom (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). 
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I n raj rban ks I however I this pattern is r'eversed, The conviction rate for I 
Juneau Police Department tickets is 25 percent higher than fer State 7rooper 

tickets :ssl!ed in Juneau, I 
When offenders are convicted of a traffic infraction I ~hey are general! Y 

I 
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fined. Rarely are they assessed time in jail. The sentencing judge has the 

option to I and often does I suspend a portion of the fine asses,sed 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 suspended. The 

average amount of the fine to be paid varies depending on the tYl=Je of violation 

(Table 5 .. 26). 
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Equipment violations have the highest average. 
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Table 5 .. 27 is interesting in that it shows approximate revenue generated 

by traffic convictions. 
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This revenue does not include that from non-contested parkir.g tickets in 

Anchorage. Such tickets never reach the .~nchorage District Court. Ov~r=iI! 

..w percent of the revenue generated was for citations issued by local police. 

0"' -' I 



I 
Implementation of the mail-in bail system in Alaska in early 1975 evoked 

great expectations for decreasing court workload in processing of traffic cases. 'I' 
In 1976, these expectations were shattered (Table 5-28). 
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Only thirteen percent of the citations were resolved by the use of the maii

in option. Only Juneau's percentage of 40 percent is significant. Another 41 

percent of the citations were settled at the trafffic counter by the clerks. The 

conviction rate for the C::lunter cases was 78 percent. Except for dismissable 

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

counter could have been settled by the mail-in option I but were not. Why? 

The reason is that, when a fine is mailed in I 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 led 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. 
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Looking at the tra"ffic system from the judicial resources side, we see that 

whatever the merits of mail-in bail, only 40 percent of the citatic)ns issued result 

in judge time being expended. This figure would be less if it were not for the 

paint system's pressure for contending citations that might otherwise be 

forfeite"d either at the counter or by mail. 

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

C I V I L MATT E R S 

Jurisdiction of the District Court in civil matters incl\..Jdes cases for the 

recovery of money or damages not exceeding $10,000 an6 for recovery of

specific personal property, the value of which docs not exc:eed $10, 000. In 

motor vehicle cases, however, District Court jurisdic'tion is $15,000. Cases 

which involve claims In excess of those amounts must be filed in Superior Court, 

A major portion, 58 percent, of the District Court civil caseload consists' of 

small claims matters, while 42 percent concerns" oth€:!""' matters (Table 5-30). 
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Small claims procedures may be used only in those cases where the amount of 

judgment requested. is less than 51,000. Simplified small claims procedures were 

adopted in 1976 and have been readily accepted by the public. As the public 

becomes .1lore ~ware of the availability of the ilew procedures for small claims} it 

is expected the ~ercentage of such cases probably will increase. As noted, 

small claims ;natt:ers already c::mstitute the most ccmmon form of District Court 

civi I cases. 
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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. Af:;, a result, it is possible for a plaintiff to process a small claims 

case for filing to judgment for less than $10.00. 

Th€! 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 

thi rd parties attempting to collect another's debt. 

Although informal, small claims cases follow the pattern which 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 or 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 or action. 

If the defendant admits the claim against him is proper, the court issues a 

judgment to that effect. If the defendant denies the claim, the case is set for 

trial. 

Smail claims trials are, as are the rest of the small claims procedures, 

informal. Each party speal<.s on his own behalf and may question the, appGsing 

party. The jt..:dge may enter the discussicn, asking questiGns af either party CJr 

of any witnesses present. 

Following the trial, the judge awards a judgment to the prevailing party} 

or, if no claim has been proven, aWClrds nothing to either party. The award 

may be the amount slaimed by the plaintiff (or :he amot..:nt c.:Junterdaimed by tl'"le 

eefendant) or some other .amount, depending upon the facts pres':n1::ed curing 
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If the party owing money refuses to make payment voluntarily, the prevailing 

party must ask the court for a writ of execution. . 

The execution writ directs a peace officer or process server to seize assets 

(e. g., ban k accounts) or to garnish wages in an amount sufficient to payoff 

the judgment. If assets cannot be 

located, the prevailing party may ask the court to conduct a judgment debtor 

examination during which the ;::>arty in debt is required to answer~ questions 

concerning the existence and location af any assets. 

During 1976, a majority of all small claims cases were terminated prior to 

answer (Table 5-31). 
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In most cases, the disposition was by default judgment aW--=3rded 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 
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Disposition of small claims cases generally takes a relatively short time, in 

part because of the simplicity of the new procedures. The .ayerage length of 

time statewide from filing to disposition was approximately seven months I and 

varied from an average of ten months in Anchorage to two months in Juneau. 

OTHER DISTRICT COU RT CIVil MATTERS 

On a statewide basis, 42 percent of District Court civil cases are matters 

other 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. 
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Other District Court civil cases follow the same basic steps as the small 

claim1s process, with the exception that formal Rules of Civil Procedure apply, 

It is the responsibility of each party to send notices to the opposing party and 

to serve certain papers upon the cpposing party as prescribed by the rules. 

During the period between the filing of an answer and trial, each party may 

prepare for the trial through various discovery techniques, including 

interrog.a:ories served on apposing party and depositions of 't',itnesses. 

Trial proceedin,gs under the formal rules are much more structured than in 

small claims. For example, in a small claims trial, any evidence presented by 

the parties would be admissable, I,vhereas the rules of evidence for a trial ur.cer 

the rules restricts the types of evidence which is admissable during the trial. 

The percent.3ge of cases disposed of prior :0 answer was extremely high in 

1976 (76 percent statewice). I n the majority of these cases I a default judgment 
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was awarded to the plail1tiff. Only seven percent of the other' District Court 

civil cases went to trial (Table 5·34). 
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The average judgment awarded in other civi I cases was $1,493. 
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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 

th~a State, but the statewide average was nearly ten months (Table 5-35). 
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We invite your attention to the additional data on District Court civil 

matters which is contained in thea Statistical Supplement (.~ppendlx 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 th6\ 

Territory. The Act of 1868, however, was extremely limited, and merely 

extended to the Territory the laws of the United States relating to customs, 

commerce, and navigation. It further provided that all violations of the laws so 

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 Territorial 

government in Alaska. This Act established Alaska as an organized Territory 

and created aU. S. District Court in Alaska, with provision for the appointment 

of one District Court judge. From 1884 to 1912, the Territory had no legislative 

powers. Limited legislative powers were given to the Territory by Congress in 

the Organic Act of 1912. 

Between 1884 and 1909, Congress increased the number of U. S. District 
I 

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 civi I 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 lIinterim ll court with jurisdiction in State matters for not more 

than three years or until the State1s constitutional courts were organized. The 

first State Legislature had provided initially that the transition from federal to 

State courts \Yould take place in 1962. Because of confusion in the language of 

the Statehood 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 to.ok over their constitutional responsibilities on 



October 5, 1959. The Superior Court and JVlagistrate 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 fllnctions were lodged in 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. 

ORGAN IZATION 

The Alaska Court System is the Judicial Branch of the State government, 

separate and distinct from the Executive and Legislative Branches. It is one of 

the first and perhaps the most completely unififld 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 ap'pointed by the Ch'9f Justice with the concurrence 

of the Supreme Court and assists the Chi·~f 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 COllt'ts, 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 boundaries 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 Statu.tes I define each judicial district in 

detail. 
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First Judicial District. This district covers the "Panhanale" area in 

southeastern Alaska and includes the communities of Craig, Haines, Hoonah, 

Juneau, Kake, Ketchikan, Pelican, Petersburg, Sitka, Skagway, Wrangell, and 

Yakutat. All of these communities have ;qagistrate posts. There is one ristrict 

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 Distr~. Northwest Alaska and the North Slope region 2re 

included in the Second judicial District. Magistrate locations in the district are 

in Barrow, Buckland, Emmonak, Gambell, Hooper Bay, Kiana, Kotzebue, Mt. 

Village, Nome, Noorvi k, Point Hope, Savoonga, Selawi k, 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 bya Superior 

court judge from Fairbanks. 

Third Judicial District. This district includes the Aleutian Chain, the 

Bristol Bay region I the Greater Anchorage area, the Matanuska Valley, the 

Kenai Peninsula, Kodiak, and the Prince William Sound-Copper Ri'.'er region. 

Within the Third District there are seven District ''::ourt judges in .~nchorage, 

one in Valdez, and another in Homer. Magistrates are located a+ Cold Bay, 

Cordova, Dillingham, Glennallen, Homer, Kenai, Kodiak, Naknek, Pjlmer, 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 I nterior Alas ka. Four 

District Court judges reside in Fairbanks, the popuiation center of the district. 

Magistrates serve in Aniak, Bethel, Delta Junction, Fairban ks, Fort Yu kon, 

Galena, Healy, Kasigluk, Mekoryuk, Nenana, Rampart, Tanana, Tok, and 

Tununak. There are four 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 person must 

be a citizen of the United States and a resident of Alaska for three years prior 
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to appointment. A justic~ 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 

years. All appointments are made by the Governor within 45 days of receipt of 

nominations from the Alaska ,.J1Jdicial Council. Each justice is subject to 

approval or rejection by a majori.ty of the voters of the State on a non-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 tiJe 

justice now serving as Chief Justice resides in Juneau. 

An appeal may be taken to the Supreme Court from 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 only to test tlie 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 1969. 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 Superior Court not otherwise appealable. Review of non-final orders, 

however I is descretionary I 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 power 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 procedure 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 bath houses. 

The Supreme Court meets approximately monthly to hear arguments and to 

confer on pending judicial and administrative matters. Arguments are heard en 

banc throughout the year in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan. As 



far as possible, the Supreme Court will hear arguments in the city where the 

case was heard in the trial court.' Approximately 60 percent of the cases heard 

originate in Anchorage and 20 percent in Fai rban ks. Following argument or 

submission on briefs without argument, the Supreme Cow,t 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 ind,ividual justice may also grant applicatIons 

for stays of proceedings, issue orders to show cau-se, and issue writs of habeas 

corpus. Any application submitted to an individual justice 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 requir'ad to be an attorney, preferably with some appellate experience. 

Responsibilities of the Clerk include monitoring the r;aseflow 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. 

service for appellate briefs. 

and Fairbanks. 

THE SUPERIOR COURT 

The Clerk1s office provides, for a fee-, a printing 

Deputy clerks are located in Juneau, Anchorage, 

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 wri ts 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, r.hildren's proceedings, probate, guardianship, and civil commitments. 

the Chief Justice designates a presiding judge in each judicial district to 

serve a term of one year. The presiding jUdge, in addition to his regular 

judicial duties, is responsible for the administration of the trial courts within 

his district, including the assignment of cases, the supervision of court 

personnel, the efficient handling of court business, and the appointment af 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 

longer periods with the judge1s acquiescence. \ 

The qual,ifications of a judge of the superior Court are the same as for a 

Supreme Court justice, except that only five years l a\:tive practice is necessary. 

Each Superior Court judge is subject to approval or rejection by the voters of. 

his judicial district at the first general election held more than three YSlars after 

his appointment. Thereafter I he is subject to approval or rejection every sixth 

year. He is subject to retirement for incapacity, and may retire voluntarily at 

any time. Retired judges may render further servic.e on the bench under a 

special assignment pro tempore. The Chh:'lf 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 

legislatl.lre shall establish such lower or in~erior courts as may be necessary. 

The Legislature has created a District Court fOI' each judicial district, and has 

granted to the Supreme Court the power to increase or decrease the number of 

District Court judges within each judicial district. 

I n criminal matters, the District Court judge has jurisdiction o\(er all State 
" 

misdemeanor violations and violations of or-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 vit:al statistics. He may also 

serve as coroner, hold inquests, and act as the conservator of property of 

deceased persons. 

In civil matters, the District Court judge may hear cases for recovery of 

money or dam&ges not exceeding $10, 000 and for recovery of specific. personal 

property wl1en the value claitned for damages does not exceed $10,000. In motor 

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 d~tain minors in 

emergencies. The criminal and civil jurisdiction of the District Court extends 

aver the whole of the State. 
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A District C.:iurt 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 judg.e or to another judicial district 

by the Chief Justice. A District Court judge, like other judges and justices, 

may not practice 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 nDt 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, whose authority is 

mare limited than the District Court judge. I n civil cases, the magistrate may 

award damages up to $1, 000; issue Sllmmonses, 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 i and issue absentee ballots. He 

also has emergency authority in children's matters. 

I n 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. I 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 prior 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. 

8 

I 
I' 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

·1 
I 
I 

il 

I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 

Coroner-Public Adminjstr~. 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 COURT 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. H:s 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 

court, 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 

Counsel, Manager of Materiel Operations, Grants Planner, Magistrate Training 

Coordinator, Librarian, Special Projects Coordinator, and an Administrative As

sociate. 

ALASKA JUDICIAL COUNCI L 

The Alaska Judicial Council, which operates independently of the Court 

System, has been created by the State Constitution to perform two primary 

~unctions: (1) to solicit, screen, and nominate applicants for guber.natorial 

appointment of vacant 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 appoint~d 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 Legislature and the 

Supreme Court at least once every two years, 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 component of the justice system. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

ALASKA COURT SYSTEM 

1976 ANNUAL REPORT 

STATISTICAL SUPPLEMENT 

A. SUPREME COURT 
B. STATEWIDE TRIAL COURT 
C. SUPERIOR COURTS 
D. DISTRICT COURTS (HIGHER VOLUME) 
E. DISTRICT COURTS (LOW VOLUME) 
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FORE WARD 

This supplement is desi'gned 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 Util i zatton and Management. 

For those charts requiring some narrative explanation) we have re-

ferred the reader to a specific note number. All 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 low volume courts. 

The sale exception to this classification is for Kotzebue, which we 

have included as a low volume court, even though tt 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 

low volume. 

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

statistical supplement, is encouraged to contact the: 

Manager of Technical Operations 
Office of the Administrative Director 
ALASKA COURT SYSTEM 
303 K Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Phone: (907) 274-8611 
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TYPE OF CASE 

Appeals: 

Civil 

Criminal 

Childrens 

Sentence 

Petitions for Review 

Original Applications 

TOTAL 

TYPE OF CASE 

Appeals: 

Civil 

Criminal 

Childrens 

Semence 

Petitions for Review 

Original Apolications 
-

TOTAL 

, 

A-1 
SUPREME COURT 

SUMMARY OF F1L1NGS 
1974-1976 

1974 1975 

I 
148 145 

1976 

214 
r----

46 68 

11 .. 
'" '" 

I I I I 4 23 I 
> 

53 83 
~", .... 

16 6 

278 334 
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SUPREMe COURT 
SUMMARY OF DlSPOSITIONS 

1974 .. 1976 

" 

113 

7 

32 

86 

16 

468 

1974 1975 1970 
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I 

193 141 

I I 58 I 

; I 

I I 9 
I I 

I I ! 
I ! ! 12 , 33 

54 84 82 

21 10 12 , -
262 299 I 335 

-

I 
I 

% INCREASE 
1975 TO 1976 

l+ 48 

+ 66 

1+ 40 

+ 39 

4 

+167 

+ 40 

% INCREASE 
1975 TO 1976 

I 
} I 

8 I..J... , ' 

I , 
I 
, 
; 

1-+-175 

- .., ... 

+ 20 

+ 1 .., 
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DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOS~TION 
1976 

.. -
DISPOSITION BY 
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Appeals: 
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Criminal 
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Petitions for Review 

Original Applications 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 
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SUPREME COURT 
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I 
I 

187 J 

i 
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CASES PENDING AS OF DECEMBER 31 

TYPE OF CASE 1974 ! 1975 1976 

Appeals: 193 

Civil 148 218 

Criminal 70 127 

Childrens 6 5 

I I I Sentence 17 16 
I 1 

Petitions for Review 20 16 20 

Original ,A.pplications 3 1 5 

TOTAL 216 258 391 
.}p~ 
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100 

II 
% INCREASE 
1975 TO 1976 

,I 
:·1 

I 

; 47 
" 

! 
i 01 
I 

! - 17 
I , 

I 

I ! - 6 

J 25 , 

:1 
400 

:/ -? 
lj 

::l_ 

I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 

TYPE OF CASE 

Appeals: 

Civil 

Criminal 

Childrens 

Sentence 

Petitions for Review 

Original Applications 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

A-S 
SUPREME COURT 

REASON FOR CASES PENDING 
1976 

CASE AWAITING 

RECORDS BRJEr:S ARGU· DECISION MANDATE 
MENT 

I :'; 

63- I 69" I2 62 12 

33 59 7 I 22 I .3 

I I 
I a 3 1 I 1 a 

6 2 I a I 6 1 

a 
I 1 0 I 16 2 

Q I a I 0 
, 

5 I i a 
.' 

102 :34 ?a I 112 18 

26 I 34 I 5 I 29 I 5 

I 

I 
STAYED I TOTAL. 

I I 

I 
; 

0 I 218 
1 

I 
i 
! 

3 I 127 I 
I ! 
I I 

I 0 5 I J . 
I i I 

I 1 ! 16 
I 

I 
I 

1 ! 20 I 
I I 0 5 
I I 
, I 
I 5 I 391 I 

I 

I I 
1 I 100 , I ; 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 
I I· 
I 
I 

B~ STATEWIDE TRJAL COURT 

--- -----



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

! 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ALASKA POPULATION 

I [ POPULATION ! % 

I 
INCREASE 

LOCATlON 1970 1975 
INCREASE 1970 TO 

CENSUS ESTIMATE 

I 
1975 

Anchorage 126333 I 177817- I 51484 41 

Barrow 3451 6454 I 3003 87 

Bethel 7244 8053 I 809 10 

Delta Junction 3343 I 4715 1372 41 

Fairbanks 45864 55517 I 9653 U 

Glenallen 774 I 2410 1636- 211 

Haines 1504 I 2069 ! 565 38 

Homer 1083 I U87 I 104 10 

Juneau 13556 I 17714 I 4lsa n 

Kenai "12730 1.3 95 4 I 1224 I 10 
" 

Ketchikan 11717 I 13075 I 135a 12 

Kotzebue 2389 2684 295 12 

Kodicl: 9409 8801 1- 60a I - 6 

Nome 4228 4898 I 670 16 

Palmer 6509 I 12462 I 5953 91 

Seward 2336 I 3149 813 35 

I I I 
Sitka 6109 6595 486 8 

-
Tok 836 1179 I 343 41 

Valdez 2324 I 7229 I 4905 211 
I 

Wrangell 2423 I 2599 176 7 . 
I 

Other (Low Vr ume) 38199 52073 ! 13874 36 

TOTAL 302361 I 404634 I 102273 I 34 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

! Pirst I 4,256 S 50438 7973 19 

I SeCOIO_. 
. 9797 11208 1411. 14 

r- 190471 Third 257920 670149 35 
I 

FIJutth 
--t 59528 3506a 25540 43 , 

1 

3-1 

.--- .. , ..... ~ .. 

(See Note 1) 

I %OF 11975 STATE· 
WIDE 

I TOTAL 

I 
I 

45 I 

I 2 

I 2 

I 1 I 

I 14 

I 1 ; 

! 1 

i .3 

I 4 

I 3 
I 

I 3 

I 1 

I 2 

I 1 

I 3 

I 1 

I 2 

I .3 

! :2 

I 
! 1 

I 
! 13 
; 

I 100 

12 

3 

64 

21 



. L.OCATION 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Junaau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kotzebue 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

Otner (Low Volumel 

TOTAL 

ALASKA COURTS 
AUTHORIZED JUDICIAL POSITIONS 

DeC. 31, 1976 

SUPERIOR IOISTRICT I MAGI· I MAST-RS I 
COURT I COURT I STRATES I C 

8 I 7 I 0 I 2 I I 

0 0 I 1 I 0 

0 1 , 0 0 
I 

0 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 
4 I 4 I 0 0 I 
0 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 
0 I 0 I 1 I 0 I I I 

I I I 0 I 1 0 0 
I 

2 I 1 I 0 0 I 
1 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 
1 1 I 0 0 I 
0 0 I 1 0 I 
1 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
1 1 I 0 I 0 

0 0 I 1 0 

0 0 I 1 0 I 
1 0 I 1 0 

0 0 I 1 
I 

0 I I 

0 1 ! 0 I 0 I 
0 I 1 I 0 0 i 
0 0 I 44 I 0 I 

19 I 18 I 54 I 2 I 

TOTAL 

17 

1 

1 

1 

8 

1 

1 

1 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

44 

93 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 4 ! 3 i 10 - I 0 I 17 I 

Second 1 ! 1 I 10 ! a I 12 

Third 10 ! 
, 

I i 10 I 20 2 I 42 

Fourth 4 I 4. . 14 I 0 I 22 I I I . 
3-2 

I %OF 
rTATEWIDE 

TOTAL 

I 18 

I 1 

I 1 

i 1 

1 9 

1 1 

I 1 

I 1 
'.-

-, 3 

I 2 

-, 2 

I 1 

I 1 

[ 2 

I 1 

I 1 

I 2 

I 1 

I 1 

I 1 

I 47 

I 100 

I 18 . 
! 

I 13 

I 45 

I H 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LOCATION 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

r:airbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kotz!!bue 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrar.gall 

Cth~r (Low Volumel 
, 

TOTAL 

Al.ASKA COURTS 
AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL POSITIONS 

AS OF DEC. 31, 1976 

POSITIONS BY RANGE 

BELOW 10 13 
THROUOH THROUGH OVER 

10 
12 16 

16 

32 I 77 I 19 I 7 I 
0 1 a 0 

2 2 I 0 0 

0 1 I 0 I 0 I 
I I 14 38 I 6 ! 5 

2 1 0 I 0 
I 

I 0 1 I 0 0 

1 I 1 I 0 a 

~ S 3 2. I 
1 2 I 2 0 

1 6 2. 1 I 
0 1 I 0 I 0 

0 3 1 0 

0 I 4 I 1 1 I 
2. 0 I 0 I 0 I 
1 1 I 0 I 0 I 
2 

, 
2. ! 0 I 0 

0 1 I a a I I 

2 1 I 0 I 0 I 
1 I 1 I 0 I 0 

2. 1 
i 

0 I I I a 

I I 67 153 i 34 16 I 

j 
l %OF 
ISTATEWloe 

TOTAL I TOTAL. 

135 50.0 

1 
I 

0,4 

4 1.0 

L 0.4 

63 ! 23.0 

3 1.0 
I 

1 0.4 

2 1.0 

I7 6.0 

5 2.0 

10 I 4.0 

1 0.4 

4 I. 5.0 

6 I 2,,0 

2. I 1.0 

2. I 1.0 

4 ! 1.0 

1 I 0.4 

3 I LJ 
I 

I 

2. I l~O 

I 1.0 3 , 
2iO 1100, \) 

9'( JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

8 I 19 5 3 35 13.0 ;: irst I , , 
~~~or-d 0 Ii 5 1 . i 3.0 .. 
-::Ird 45 88 22 7 152 >sO.,) 

::'.Jur':h 14 41 6 5 66 24.0 

3-3 
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I 

LOCATION 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

ALAKSA COURTS 
FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE) JUDGES 

NUMBER OF JUDGE DA YS 

ADJUSTMENTS 

AS· I TO I FROM 1 NET 
SIGNED I OTHER OTHER TRAVEL 

COURTS, COURTS I 
4250Mol 

I 
, 

-145 +130.5! - 2 4233.5 

250.0 a \+ 10. a I 0 260 

1+ 
I 

250. a 0 79. a i 0 329 

250.0 0 + 8.51 a 258.5 

I 

1+ 75. a I 1750.01 - 43 0 1782 

I 
250.0j - 20 + 2_. a I 

I a J 251-

(See :-iCJts 2) 

I FULL I 
TIME % OF 

EQUIVA·, STATE· 
LENT I WIDE 

JUDGES ' TOTAL 

.1.6.93 21 

1. 04 I 1 
-

1.32 2 

1.03 1 

7.13 9 

1.00 I 1 

Haines 250.0\ a 1+ 
I 9.5 i 0 I 259.5 I 1. 04 I 1 

1+ 10. a ! 1 
I 

Homer 250.0 - 95 a 165 .06 1 1 

Juneau 750. a - 91 + 97. a I - 2 
1 

754 I 3.02 4 
I 

Kenai 500.01 - 77 ... 03. a 1 0 486 i 1. 94 L2_ 

Ketchikan 500.01 -121 1+ 18. a I - 7.5 389.5 I 1.56 t-:-Kotzebue 250. a a 1 + 18. a I a 
1 

268 I 1. 07 
-

250'. a I - + 13.0 I Kodiak 36 a 227 .91 --
Nome 500.0 - 49 ... 1.0 I- 1 451 I 1.80 I 
Palmar 250.01 0 + 16. a 1 a 

-
266 1. 06 1 

Seward 250. a 0 1+ 19.5 I a 269.5 1. 08 1 
, -

437.51 1+90.01- 1 I I --
Sitka - 22 2 503.5 2.01 I ~ 

1+ 
I 

\ 253.5 
! 

Tok 250.0 0 3.5 I a 1. 01 1 
I 

Valdez 250. a I - 24 + 31. a i a I 257 I 1. 03 I 1 
'.-

Wrang'.lli 250. a I -109 + 8. a ! - ~ 2 147 .59 

Otl'gr (Low Volume) 8250.0 ! 0 ~'I+llO.5 ! 0 8360.5 33.44 I 4 ... 

TOTAL 20187.5! -832 s"'" 0 I . ~ -+ w..... -.1.0.:> 20171 lao.58 I lCO 

-' 250 Davs 
1976 vacancies taken into consideration 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE" AREAS, 

Flrst 368 '7.5 ; -343 1+255.0; -13.5 I 3586 114 • 34 I . ' "'w 
--

1
1970 I 2000.01 1+ 

, 
S"cond - 49 20. a ! - 1 7,88 . " 

I 
,,"v 

':"nlrd 10250.0 1 -397 ! +444. a : - 2 110295 i .u. ~8 I 

I -,' 
I !=ou~n 4250.01 - 43 i+'13 0: a I 4320 117.28 i 

,- • ! I '- ! , .. _-, 

5-4 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LOCATION 

Anchorage 

3arrow 

Bethel 

'" Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

"'Glenallen 

'" Haines 

*HQmer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

KetChikan 

Kotzebue 

Kodiak 

Nome 

?a!mer 

Seward 

Sitka 

--rok 

Valdez 

'Nr:;ngell 

"'ether l Low Volume) 

TOTAL 

ALASKA COURTS 
1976 OPERATING COSTS 

(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

I 

PERSONNE1 OTHER TOTAL, 
) %OF 
~SiATEWIDE I ra.TAL 

3251.1 I 3109.4 I 6360.5 48,0 
I 
I 

51.9 I 74.3 I 126 . .3 I 1.0 

124.5 I 181.5 306.1 2.0 I 
~ot Ava~1a.b1e , 
1520.3 945.9 2466.1 I 19.13 

~ot Ava 1able I ! 
Not .\val1able ! I I 

1 
~ot Ava,lable I I 

434.1 I 1098.8 1532.9 U.S 

177 .8 I 44.4 222.1 I 2.0 I 
394~.3 I 23. S' 417.9 3.0 I 

46.0 8.6 54.6 0.4 

97.4 I 42.9 140.1 1.0 

238.9 I 96.6 335.6 2.5 I 
48.8 16.7 I GS.6 I 0.4 I 
55.3 12.1 67.4 I 0.5 I 

119.6 I 27.5 147.1 I l.0 

~ot Ava~lable I 
62.3 I 27.8 I 90.1 I 0.6 j 

81.6 ! 10.0 I 91.6 I 0.6 I I I 

6.32.3 ! 211. 4 I 843.7 ! 6.0 I 
7336.3 I 5931.6 13267.9 1100.0 I 

DOLLAR COST PER 
1976 CASE FILED 

I LESS AL.L TRAFFIC 
FILINGS FILINGS 

121 I 304 

479 616 

378 378 

123 307 

I 

300 570 

46 1:33 

12G 232 

202 I 207 

72 I 84 

400 426 

24 70 

35 156 

109 168 

I 
I 

48 I 103 

175 ! 344 

154 468 

127 I 294 

* All s~aller cour~s in magist=ate ?col not broken down separately. 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I , i I 1137.3 1198.1 . 2325.9 . 17.0 209 3aO F= lrst ! I I 

I I i 

! 
, , 

t 
I i 560 S .. o:o"O 393.4 I 232.7 I 626.1 5.0 523 

!3338.3 
I 

i 
1 I 251 7~'rd 3931. 6 \ 7270.4 55.0 ! :'J3 I I 

I j I ! I 345 <:'J~r~n 1873.6 ! l.1. 71.9 
\ 

;)045.5 ! 23.0 
! 

:39 
_" 
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I 
SUPERIOR 

LOCATION COURT 

Anchorage 7509 I 
Barrow 18 

Bethel 193 I 
Delta Junction 0 I 
Fairbanks 29i7 I 
Glenallen 0 I 
Haines a I 
Homer 0 I 
Juneau 774 

Kenai 440 , 
Ketchikan 551 . 
Kotzebue 0 I 
Kodiak 322 

Nome 249 

Palmer 0 I 
Seward 0 I 
Sitka 217 I 
Tok 0 I 
Valdez 0 

Wrangell 0 

Other (Low Volume) 0 , 
TOTAL 13250 I 

ALASKA COURTS 
1976 FILINGS 

I 
I 

DISTRICT I 
COURT 

I 
TOTAL 

45219 52728 

246 264 

616 I 809 

678 1 '678 

17040 I 20017 

1212 I 1212 

269 I 269 

1406 
! 

1406 i 
4328 I 5102 

I 

4381 4821 

2775 I 3326 

270 I 270 

. 1612 I 1934 

590 I 839 
j 

2764 2764 

1921 1921 

1138 I 1355 

386 I 386 I 

1884 I 1884 I 
524 I 524 

2272 I 2272 ! 
I 

91531 i 104781 
I 

(See Note 3) 

%OF I FILINGS 
STATEWIDE I PER FTE 

TOTAL i JUDGE 

I 

50.0 I 3114 

0.3 I 264 

1.0 I 809 ! 
1.0 I 678 

I 

I 19.0 I 2819 

! 1.0 I 251 j 

, 0.3 i 269 . 
1.0 ! 1406 I 

5.0 I 1701 

I 5.0 
I 

2411 I 

I 3.0 I 
I 

1663 

0.3 i 270 

2.0 I 1934 
I 

I 1.0 I 420 

I 3.0 
I 

2764 

2.0 I 1921 

1.0 I 678 

0.4 i 386 j 

2.0 I 1884 
! . 

1.0 I 524 

2.0 I 69 

I 100.() I 1294 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

,,, .. , 
I 1 I I 

r:irst 1542 ~570 11112 11.0 I 7ii ! I 

I I '-' 249 I 
Second 936 i 1185 I 1.0 ! 246 

i I 

I 
I 

Third 8464 f 62162 70626 67.0 , 1723 I I . i 

I 
I 

Fourth 2995 I 18863 i 21358 21. 0 : 12e6 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LOCATION SUPERIOR 
COURT 

Anchorage 6346 I 
Barrow 13 

Sethel 1.17 

Delta Junction a 

Fairbanks 2110 
, 

Glenallen 0 i 
Hain~ a I 
Homer a I 
Juneau 661 

Kenai 347 I 
Ketchikan 37l 

Kotzebue 0 I 
Kodiak 251 I 

214 
; 

Nome I 
Palmtl( a 

Seward 0 I 
Sitka 119 I 
Tol< 0 I 

\ 

Valdez a I 
I Wrangell 0 I 

Otner (Low Volume) 0 \ 

TOTAt. 10669 I 

ALASKA COURTS 
1976 DISPOSITIONS 

I 
DISTRICT 

I 
COURT TOTAt. 

31784 ' 1 39130 

59 I 72 

I 
~g I 2.05 

500 I 500 

1.l.990 I 14100 

836 ! 836 

50 I 50 

1060 I 1060 

2415 ! 3076 

3155 I 3502 

1525 I 1896 I 

203 I 203 

274 ! 525 

31 I 265 

1825 I 1825 

1489 ! 1489 

480 I 6- Q ::l~ 

210 l 210 I 
; 

1013 I 1013 
: 

258 ~ 25a 

2lH 
I UH ~ 

61349 I 72019 

(See Note 3) 

I 
% OF 'DISPOSITlONS 

STATEWIDE I PER FTS 
TOTAL JUDGE: , 

I 53,0 I 2243 

0.1 I 72 

0.3 I 205 

1.0 500 

19.0 I 2014 

! 
I 

1.0 I 836 

0.01 I 50 

1.0 I 1060 

j 4.0 1025 

5.0 1751 

3.0 I 948 

0,3 203 

~.O I 525 

0.4 133 

2.0 I 1825 

2.0 I 1489 

1.0 I 330 

0.3 210 

1.0 I 1013 

i 
0.4 I 258 

I 3.0 ! 65 . 
I 100.0 1 839 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

f=irst 1211 ! 31.98 I 6409 -I 9,0 l 458 I I 

i 
, 

I I 
S=cond 214 326 , 540 l.0 I 68 -
7hlro il21 

I 

i 01257: H693 ! 6S.0 ; 1212 
I I \ 

=ourth 2113 I 13253 I 15376 ; 21.0 ; 9()4 



ALASKA COURTS 
1976 DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION, COSTS AND JUDGES 

LOCATION 

A.ncnorage 

Barrow 

Sachel 

;:')elta JunctIon 

Fairoanks 

Haines 

>;omer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketcnikan 

I<:otzebue 

Kodiak 

Noml1 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

Ot~er (Low Volume) 

TOTAL 

PERCENTAGE OF STATEWIDE 

1975 I 1976 II 

POPULATION :OPERATING : I COSTS 

45.0 48.0 I 
2.0 1.0 I 
2.0 2.0 

1.0 o I 
H.O 19.0 i 

, 
1.0 o I 

I 

1.0 o 

0.3 I o I 
4.0 I 11.5 I 
3.0 I 2.0 I 
3.0 I 3.0 

1.0 I 0.4 

2.0 1.0 

1.0 2.5 I 
3.0 0.4 

1.0 0.5 

2.0 1. 0 I 
0.3 o I 

I 

1976 
FTE 

JUDGES 

21 

1 

2 

1 

9 

1 

1 

1 

4 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2.0 I 
I 0.6 I 1 

1.0 I 0.6 I 1 

13.0 I 6.0 I 41 

100.0 I 100.0 I 100 

1976 
CASE 

FILINGS 

50.0 

0.3 

1.0 

1.0 

19.0 

I 1.0 

I 
I 0.3 

1.0 

5.0 

5.0 

3.0 

0.3 

2.0 

1.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

0.4 

2.0 

1.0 

2.0 

I 100. a 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

, ;: '''S: 12 
I 
I Ii 

I , 18 i 11 

3 I 5 
I 

! $;conc I 10 1 , I 

! I 7~'rd 64 I 55 I 51 6; 
I 

f 

;:,:..;r'u' 21 ! 23 
I I t ! 21 21 

" 

3-8 

I, 1976 
CASE 

DISPOSITION 

I 53.0 

I 0.1 

0.3 

1.0 

i 19.0 , 

I 1. 0 

! . 
0.07 

:!...O 

4.0 

5.0 

3.0 

0.3 

1.0 

0.4 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

0.3 

1.0 

0.4 

3.0 

I 100.0 

f 
i 9 

I 1 I 

I 69 i 

I 
I :l 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

! I 
I I C. SUPERIOR COURT 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 
I--

Fourth 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
SUMMARY OF FILlNGS BY COURT 

1973 -1976 

% INCREASE 
10-

1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 1975 
to to 

I 
1976 1976 

5841 6003 6646 75C9 I + 29 +13 
j 

0 0 0 18 ! 0 -Q 

124 119 I 193 
I 

I 0 , 0 +62 I 

1631 1937 2471 2977 
I I I + 83 +20 . '. 

. 
I I 763 . 869 677 774 + 1 +14 I 

219 188 I 454 440 I +101 ! - 3 
J 

I 568 681 649 551 I - 3 -IS I 

186 280 250 322 I + 73 I +29 .,. 
273 280 266 249 I - 9 - 6 

·188 206 212 211 I + 15 + 2 

111744 
I 

I 9669 10568 13250 I + 37 +13 ! 

BY JUDJCIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I 1519 1756 1538 1542 ! + 2 0 

273 280 249 
I I 266 i - 9 - ~ 

0 , 

6246 6595 7469 8464 ! , 36 I +13 . , 

I 
, 

1631 1937 2471 2995 ! + 84 +21 

C-l 



.~,~~ ..... 

COURT 

Arlchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

First 

Se<:ond 

Third 

Fourth 

· SUPERIOR COURTS 
COMPOSITION OF 1976 FILINGS 

CRIMINAL CIVIL 

DOMESTIC FE1.0NY OTHER PROBATE RELATIONS OTHEFl 

366 150 979 3201 2256 

3 1 5 1 0 

22 6 46 51 36 

227 I 18 258 1231 825 

23 4 108 I 309 169 

26 I 6 32 I 187 109 

29 4 77 249 80 

51 7 34 154 37 

23 11 I 53 
I 

63 I 48 

12 
I 

2 32 90 I 29 

782 I 209 1624 I 5536 3589 

6 2 12 42 I 27 

i 

I CHIL· 

DREN'S I 
MATTERS I 

I 
I 

557 I 
8 I 

32 I 
418 I 

I 
161 

I 

80 I 
112 I 

39 I 
51 I 
I 

II 52 

1510 I 
! 

11 I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUD,ING SERVICE AREAS 

I I I 64 10 217 648 278 325 
J 

23 I 11 53 I 63 I 48 51 I 
I 

I 

I I 
I 

465 I 169 1091 3593 2438 708 i , 

! I 1 I 230 19 263 I 1232 
, 

825 426 ! 1 

I I 
I 

C-2 

TOTAL 

7509 

18 

193 

2977 

774 

440 

551 

322 

249 

217 

13250 

100 

1542 

249 

8464 

2995 

,.., 
( 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I, 

! I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

1973 

5033 

a 

0 

1477 

684 

173 

545 

176 

239 

178 

8505 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
SUMMARY OF DISPOSITIONS 

1973-1976 

1974 1975 1976 

4196 4482 6346 

0 0 13 

96 ' 94 177 

1591 1806 ... 21:1'0 

919 572. 661 

162 263 347 

607 547 311 

218 218 251 

294 228 214 

193 193 179 

8276 8403 10669 

I % INCREASE 

I 1973 197$ 
to to 

I 1976 1976 

I + 26 I +42 
I 

I 0 0 

I 0 I +88 

I + 43 I +17 
I 

I - 3 I +16 

I +101 +32 

I -32 
f 

-32 

I +43 +15 

I -10 I - 6 

I + 1 - 7 

I I 
, 

+25 +27 

BY JUDICIAL DISTR1CT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

1407 1719 1312 1211 -14 

239 294 228 214 -10 

5382 4672 5057 7121 +32 

1477 1591 1306 2123 +44 

C-3 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
RATIO OF DISPOSITIONS TO FILINGS 

1976 

(See Note 4) 

RAT10 OF 
F1LJNGS DISPOSIT10NS DISPOSIT10NS 

TO FILJNGS 

7509 6346 85 
.. 
18 13 72 

193 177 92 

2977 2110 71 

774 661 85 
-

440 347 79 

551 371 67 

322 251 78 

249 214 86 

217 179 82 

13250 10669 81 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 1542 1211 79 

Second 249 214 86 

Third 8464 7121 84 

Fourth 2995 2123 71 

C-4 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I' 
I 
I' 
1\ 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOS;JIONS PER FULL TIME eQUIVALENT JUDGE 

1976 

(See Note 3) 

FULL.. TIME 

COURT DISPOS1T1ONS EQUIVALENT DISPOSITIONS 
(FTE) PER FTE JUDGE 

JUDGES 

Anchorage 6346 9.96 637 

Barrow 13 .04 13 

Sethel 177 .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 JUDIC1AL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 1211 2.91 418 

Second 214 .89 214 ,,-
Thire; 7121 11.35 627 

Fourth I 2123 3.20 663 
... ~"';"'l ... .,....-,= ...... 

c·,s 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

SUPEfHOR COURTS 
BACKLOG MONTHS 
AS OF DEC. 31, 1976 

(' ) (2) 

AVERAGE 
CASES PENDING DISPOSITIONS 

PER MONTH 
IN 1976 

6666 528.8 

8 1.08 

62 14.8 

1888 175.8 

349 55.1 

306 28.9 

315 30.9 

230 20.9 

173 17.8 

, 
112 14.9 

10109 889.1 

(See Note 5) 

BACKLOG MONTHS 
(1).; .. (2) 

12.6 

7.4 

4.2 

10.7 

6.3 

10.6 

10.2 

11.0 

9.7 

7.5 

11.4 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

Fim 776 100.9 7.7 

Second 173 17.8 9.7 

Third 7264 593.4 12.2 

Fourth 1896 176.9 10.7 

C-6 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

I First 

Se1:ond 

Third 

Founh 

1973 

900 

0 I 
a 

183 

56 

31 

65 

23-

29 

6 

1293 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 -1976 

1974 1975 1976 

710 I 476 366 

0 0 3 

49 19 22 

208 203 227 

59 43 I 23 

6 
·1 

31 26 

75 
1 

21 I 29 

51 32 51 

47 I 33 23 

IS' 17 12 

1220 I 875 I 782 

I % INCREASE 
1 
I 

I 

: 1973 1975 
til to 

: 1976 1916 
I 

I 

I i - 59 -23 I 
I 

0 a 

, 
0 +16 , 

! 
! 
, + 24 +12 
! 
I 

I 
I - 59 -47 
1/ 

i 
- 16 -16 

I 

I - 55 I +38 : 

~ 

I j +122 +59 

I 
I - 21 -30 

ij +100 -29 

ij - 40 I -11 
i 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

127 I 149 I 81 I 64 :1 
- 50 I -21 

29 I 47 33 I 23 - 21 I -30 

t 
I I J I 954 I 816 I 

558 465 - Sl -17 
I 

183 
! 

208 
I 

203 
i 

230 I + 26 I +13 I I I I ! , i I 

C-7 



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

COURT 
VIOLENT 

Anchorage 81 ! 
Barrow 1 I 
Bethel 13 

Fairbanks 51 

Juneau 9 

Kena; 5 

Ketchikan 12 I 
Kodiak 21 I 
Nome 10 I 
Sitka 4 

TOTAL 207 I 
% OF TOTAL 26' I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 
1976 

CASE TYPE 

FRAUD/ PROPERTY FORGERY DRUGS 

113 I Sl I 110 

2 I 0 ~ 0 

9 0 0 

98 I 16 I 51 

7 3 4 

12 O· 7 

8 4 I 3 

22 I 2 3 

9 3 I 0 

7 0 I 0 

287 79 I 178 

37 10 23 

(See Note 6) 

J 
TOTAL 

OTHER I 
I 
i 

I 
, 

11 I 366 

i a 3 
I 

I 
i 

a i 22 
I 

I 

11 
I 

1 227 
I 

! 

0 I 23 
I 

2 
I 

I 
~~6 

I 

2 \ 29' I 

I 

3 I 51 
! 

1 
II 

23 
\ 

1 I 12 
I 

31 1 782 

I 
, 

4 100 

,/ 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I I I 
i 

First 25 22 7 7 3 t:4 

Second 10 9 I 3 I I 
i 

0 1 23 

Third 120 I 156 I 53 I 120 16 465 
l 

, 

Fourth 52 I 100 ! 16 I 51 I 11 I 230 , I 

C-8 
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I, 
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I 
I 
II, 

I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO FILINGS 
1976 

(See Note 7) 

OTHER INFORMATION 

NUMBER RATIO 
CASES OF NUMBER NUMBER 
FILED OF 

DEFENDANTS OF OF 
DEFENDANTS OFFENSES COUNTS 

CHARGED CHARGED 

366 397 1.08 427 487 

3 3 1 3 3 

22 22 1 27 33 
I 

227 244 1.07 286 I 34.8 
, 

23 24- 1.04 26 29 

26 26 1 30 I 33 

29 30 1. 03 33 35 

51 58 1.14- 62 67 

23 24 1.04 25 33 

12 12 1 15 I 15 

782 840. 1. 07 934 I 1083 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

64 66 1. 03 74 79 

23 24 1. 04 25 33 

465 503 1. 08 546 620 

230 247 1. 07 289 35,1 

C-9 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

K ~ enal 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

1973 

-
714 I 

0 

0 
I 

176 

56 

23 

75 

31 

30 

10 I 
1135 I 

SUPER10R COURTS 
FELONY CASES 
DISPOSITIONS 
1973 -1976 

1974 1975 1976 

616 413 r 492 

0 0 3 

21 I 30 35 

169 I 159 192 

49 I 34 I 33 

1 29 21 

57 36 35 

33 I 35 50 

38 
I 

27 26 

9 18 11 

993 
I 

781 I 898 

II • 

~ % INCREASE 
i 

1973 1975 

~ 
to to 

1976 1976 

! 

I 
I -33 +19 

I 

0 a 
; 

: 0 I +17 

I + 9 +21 
, 
, 

I 
" -41 - 3 il 

~ - 9 -28 

, 
i -53 - 3 I 
. 
. +61 +43 i 
I 

I -13 I - 4 ,I 
.i 
I 

I :1 + 1.0 -39 
, 

:1 -21 I +15 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

141 I 115 I 88 I 79 
:/ 

-44 -10 

30 I 38 I 27 I 26 I 
I I 

-13 - 4 

, I 
, 

I 781 , 671 507 I 598 i I , 
I ! I 

176 . 169 I 159 I 195 ! I . . I I 

-23 +18 

-, , -!..23 . _ .... ~--------~------~ 

C-I0 
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I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
'I 
'I 

I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

BAIL 
RESULTS 

REPORTED 

75 

1 

7 

0 

0 

2 

4 

-5 

1 

a 

95 

100 

SUPEi110R COURTS 
FELONY CASES 
BAll RESULTS 

1976 

TYPE OF BAIL 

NON· 
CASH SECURED SECURED SURETY SURETY 

27 33 ° 
° ° 0 

5 0 0 

0 I a a 

a I 0 0 

-1 1 0 

1 0 0 

1 I ° I ° 
0 I ° 0 

0 I 0 I 0 

35 34 I 0 

37 I 36' -

(See Note 8) 

AVERAGE 
AMOUNTOF 

ON OWN INITIAL 
R~IZ..MICE BAIL 

I IS $ 3,899 

1 ° 
2 3,575 

0 0 

° 0 

I 0 2,550 

3 200,000 

4 1,000 

i . 0 

I 0 0 

I 26 $ 5,729 

27 0 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

4 1 I ° I 0 I 3 $200,000 

1 0 0 I 0 I 1 0 

I 
I I 89 34 34 I 0 21 3,517 I 1 

I I 
I 

1 '0 0 0 I 1 0 
; 

C-" 
_ .... 



BEfORE AT 
COURT FIRST ARRAJGN-

APPEAR· MEN,T 
ANCE 

Anchorage 22 11 

Barrow 0 1 

Bethel 0 OJ 

Fairbanks 3 91 

Juneau 1 5 

Kenai 1 7 

Ketchikan 2 8 

Kodiak 4 2 

Nome 1 1 

Sitka 1 2 

TOTAL 35 46 

I 

% OF TOTAL 4 c::: 
...J . 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

STAGE OF DISPOSITION 
1976 

E!C'1Vw1:EN TRIAL 
.ARRAIGN-

MENT 
AND 

TRIAL 
COURT JURY TOTAl. 

392:" 7 47 54 

2 0 0 0 

32 0 3 3 

126 5 43 48 

. 
23 1 1 2 

10 0 3 3 

17 2 5 7 

29 a 14 14 

18 3 2 5 

8 0 0 0 

657 -18 . 118' 136 

73 2 13 15 

~HANGE 
OF OTHER 

VENUE' .. 

2 11 

0 0 

0 0 

2 4 

a 2 

0 0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 0 

4 20 

.4 2 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 4 
r 

15 48 3 6 9 0 3 

Second 1 1 18 3 2 5 0 1 

Third 27 20 463. 7 67 74 2 12 

Fourth 3 10 128 5 43 48 2 4 

* e.g., deferred prosecution. 

C-12 

I 

I 
Ir 

I 

I 

.I 

I 

i 

TOTAL 

492 

3 

35 

192 

"33 

21 

35 

50 

. 26 

11 

898 

100 

79 

26 

598 

195 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

,I 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

DISPOSITIONS BeTWEEN ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL (PRETRIAL) 
1976 

CASES 
PRE-TRIAL RESULTS 

DISPOSED OF PERCENT OF CHANGE OF PLEA TO GUlL TV 

COURT 8ElWEEN TOTAL 
FELONY LESSER ARRAIGNMENT 
CASES 

DISMISSED ORIGINAL INCLUOED 
AND TRIAL CHARGE CHARGE 

Anchorage 392 79 165 201 26 

Barrow 2 67 a 0 2 

Bethel 32 91 6 13 13 

Fairbanks 126 67 34 72 20 

Juneau 23 7Q 4 19 0 

Kenai 10 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 ~3 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 

C-13 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 
1-' 

Nome 

Sitka 

TO""AL 

First 

Second":, 

Third 

Fourth 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

RESULTS OF COURT TR!ALS 
1976 

TRIAL RESULTS 
% OF I MISTRIAL GUILTY 

E:f.lLJRF TOTAL I WITH CHANGE OF 
TRIALS FELONY ACQUITI AL SUB- PLEA TO ORIGINAL 

LESSER 
TRIALS ' £EQUENT GUILTY CHARGE 

INCLUDED 
I DISMIS~AL CHARGE 

7 13 1 0 a 5 1 

0 0 a a a 0 a 

0 0 a 0 a a 0 

5 10 0 0 a 5 0 

1 50 1 a 0 0 a 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 29 0 0 a 2 0 

0 0 a a a a a 

3 60 0 a 0 3 a 

0 0 a 0 I a 0 0 

1§ 13 .2 0 a 15 1 

% OF TOTAL 11 a I a 83. 6 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

3 33 1 a 0 2 I 0 

3 60 0 0 a 3 0 

7 9. 1 a 0 .. 5 I 1 

5 10 0 0 0 5 0 
1 

C-14 
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I 

':'1 

I 
I 

! I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 
. 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 
~-, 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

RESULTS OF JURY TRIALS 
1976 

TRIAL RESULTS 
%OF 

MISTRIAL GUILTY JURY TOTAL CHANGE WITH 
TRIALS FELONY ACQUITTAL SUB· 

OF LESSER 
TRIALS SEQUENT PLEA TO ORIGINAL INCLUDED 

DISMISSAL GUILTY CHARGE CHARGE 

47 87 '9 ·2 0 34 2 
-

0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 

3 100 0 a 0 3 0 

43 90 12 1 2 24 4 

1 50 0 0 a 1 0 

3 100 0 0 a 2 1 

5 I 71 a 0 0 5 0 
.' 

I I 14 100 8 a a 6 0 

2 40 0 0 0 1 1 

0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 

118 8:7:' 29 3 2 76 8 

% OF TOTAL 25 2 2 64 I 7 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

6 67 a 0 a 6 I a 

2 40 a 0 0 1 1 

67 91 17 I 2 I 0 45 3 

43 90 12 1 2 24 4 

C-15 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 
, 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

DtSPOSI· 
TIONS 

492 

3 

35 

192 

33 

21 

35 

50 

26 

11 

898 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

CONVICTION RATES 
1976 

LESS 

NET 
CHANGE NO DISPOSI· iARRAIGN OF APpeAR· 
VENUE ANCE TIONS MENT 

2 22 468 6 

a 0 3 1 

0 0 35 a 

2 3 187 8 

a " 1 32 3 

0 1 20 6 

0 2 33 8 

0 4 46 3 

a 1. 25 1 

0 1 10 2 

4 35 859 38-

% OF TOTAL 100 4 

(See Note 9) 

GUILTY AT 

CONVIC· 
TION PRE· TRIAL TOTAL 

TRIAL RATE 

'227 42 215 59 

2 a 3 100 

26 3 29 83 

92 33 133 71 

19 1 23 72 

9 3 18 90 

- 10 7 I 25 76 

15 6 24 52 

15 5 21 84 

8 a 10 100 

423 100 561 65 

49 12 65 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

79 0 4 75 13. 37 8 I 58 77 

26 a 1 25 1 15 5 21 04 

598 2 I 27 569 15 27.7 54 34'6 61 

195 2 3 190 9 I 94 33 136 72 

C-16 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
'I >-

I-
..1 

5 

'" I I-
0 z 

... 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOSITION OF FELONIES 

1976 

898 

COMPLAINT 

CHANGE OF VENue ( 4 ) 

COMPLAINT WITHDM WN ( 35 D (0) SAIL FORFElTURE 

DISMISS 
ARAIGNMENT 

GUILTY PLEA 
, (8) ~ ~} 

OISMISS CHANGE OF PlEA 

(234 ) (423 ) 

TRIAL 

ACQUIT (1) 
COURT 

CONVICT (6) 

(9 ) 
JURY 

(36) 
ACQUIT CONVICT 

MISTRIAL 

(2. ) DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA (0 ) 

(561) 

SENTENCING 

C-17 
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SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOSITIDN OF FELONIES BY STAGES 

1976 

(8) DISMISS 
ARRAJGNMENT 

GUILTY PLEA( 38) 

NOT 
GUlL TY 
PLEA 

ACQUIT (1) COURT CONVICT (6) 

TRIAL 

MISTRIAL 

DISMISS (0 ) CHANGE OF PLEA 
(0 ) 

_______________________ d _______________________________ _ 

ACQUIT( 9) JURY CONVICT (36' ) 

TRIAL 

MISTRIAL 

( 2) ( 0) 

DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA 

C-18 
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COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

CONVIC· 
TIONS 0 

. -

275 30 

3 2 

29 3 

133 14 

23 5 

18 1 

25 4 

24 4 

21 9 

10 2 

561 74 

100 13 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

SENTENCING PATTERNS 
1976 

SENTENCE IMPOSED LESS SUSPENDED 

LESS ONE FOUR SEVEN 
THAN TO TO TO 
ONE THREE SIX TEN 

YEARS .YEARS YEARS YEARS 

61 6g I 45 14 

1 0 0 0 

13 10 1 0 

20 49 25 7 

10 4 1 0 

6 8 1 0 

5 9 1 1 

5 5 5 0 

4 6 0 1 

2 I 2 0 0 

127- 162 79 23 

23 29 14 4 

OVER 
TEN 

YEARS 

16 

0 

1 

10 

1 

0 

2 

2 

1 

I 0 

33 

6 

BY JUDlCIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERV1CE AREAS 

58 11 17 I 15 I 2 I 1 I 3 

'21 9 4 
-, 

6 0 1 1 

346 38 85 I 92 52 14 I 19 

136 16 21 I 49 I 25 7 10 

C-19 

FINE 
ONLY 

40 

0 

1 

8 

2 

2 

3 

3 

0 
,,-

4 

63 

11: 

9 

0 

46 

8 



o 
I 

N 
o 

FELONY SENTENCING 
1976 

561 
SENTENCING C 

----------,---------------__ -J 

(li-J,s6J%) I 
1 YEAR 

OR LESS 

(297 53~) PRISON 
MORETIiAN 

1 YEAR 

(74 13%) 
PROBATION 

ONLY 

• , ~; 

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





I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

USE OF OMNIBUS HEARINGS 
1976 

(Se o NO"'e 10) - . l.-

CASES NUMBER 
PERCENT 

}'ROCEEDING OF 
OF CASES 

BEYOND OMNIBUS 
HAVHJG 

,oRRAIGNMENT HEARINGS 
OMNIBUS 

HEARINGS 

457 340 74 

2 0 0 

35 8 23 

178 75 42 

27 5 19 

13 2 15 
"",,", .. 

25 8 32 

44 23 52 

24 10 42 

8 1 13 

813 
I 

472 58 

-

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 160 14 9 

Second 24 10 I 42 

Third 549 373 68 

Fourth 180 I 75 42 

-

C-21 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

70TAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
FELONY CASES I 

AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION 1 
1978 

-
AGE AT DISPOSITION 

1976 (IN DAYS) 
DISPOSITIONS 

AVERAGE MEDIAN 

492 221 106 

3 43 30 

35 119 64 

19Z 11·Z 103 

33 76 59 

21 76 53 

35 117 71 

50 105 81 

26 134 102 

11 54 53 

898 155 102 

.,..4.'. 

~--.... .. 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

79 91 63 
... 

26 134 102 

598 183 100 

195 116 102 

JJMeasured from firsr appearance to dismi$sal, acquittal or sentencing. 

C-22 

%OVER 

120 
DAYS 

45 

a 

37 

36 

17 

16 

23 

28 

40 

a 

46 

17 

40 

42 

20 
"-

I 
I i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

. 
Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Se<::ond 

Third 

Fourth 

1973 

186 

a 

a 

7 

a 

8 

13 

1 

2 

0 

217 

SUP-ERIOR COURT FELONY 
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31 

1973 -1976 

1974 1975 1976 

280 343 217 

0 0 a 

28 17 4 

46 83 118 

10 19 9 

13 15 20 

31 . 16 10 

19 16 17 

11 17 14 

6 5 6 

444 531 415 

I % INCREASE 

I 

I 
1973 1976 

to til 
I 1916 1976 
I 

i + 17 -·37 
I 

! a a 
i a -76 I 
I 

I 
+1586 I +42 I 

! 

j 0 I -53 
i 

I I + 150 +33 ! 

I - 23 I -37 

! +1600 I + 6 I , 

II + 600 -18 
.~ 

I 

I I 0 +20 

I 
+ 91 -22 i 

BY JUDICIAL D1STRJCT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I 

I -37 --, 
, 
1 

13 47 40 25 I 

+ 92 I _.' 
i I 2 11 17 14 i + 600 -18 

195 
I , 340 391 258 1 + 32 -34 

, .-
I 

, 

I 7 46 83 118 . , +1586 +42 , 
, - '-

c-23 



COURT CASES 

SUPERJOf1 COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES 
AS OF DEC. 31, "1976 

CURRENT .... \GE 
(IN DAYS) % OVER 

~ 120 DAYS 

I ~EIM;;:'-

I 
I 

~rr~w-'- -- -- r---"-· -;--'1 ' -0 -. 

r--.. ",,~-----.,,- -"...-.-------~J,..'--....... --......... --
Bethel 4 60 61 0 I 

. . 
118 183 100 39 I 

--r--.-~~.-.-~~. 396 _ e--~ -;--- • 

20 300 I 386 60 

~~:~;:---. --'.--:~--- ----3~---T· 273 -.--c·~i---·-7-0-·---1 

Fairbanks 

June3lJ 
1------

Kenai 

! 108 T 86 29 I 
14 -, 403 T 

I-S-it-k-::l---:f---'-6'- ,- 52 ----j-1--·-59---1--~ I 

Kodiak 17 

-438 79 

~-:;~:::-~I-:~;-~T~~;;;I-~-;::T-:---. 
~~,rlU..v~..t:t:;;'~~16a:~t.~~~.!#.-w:r."""~':::'~~'~~'~lI,UA.~U~~~~"~~""'1'-~"lQ"'A.~"~l"'~"''''~»l::U~ 

I 
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDJNG SERVlC2 Ai~1Ei~S 

::~R~~T::=f-~: 
'~~ird ------;~-1--373 I 22.;" I 57 I 
. ;:ou~h _ .. -=.~ __ ~~ ____ ._".:,~._.~~~ __ • 

C-24 I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

~,,-. 

COURT 

. Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

I Fourth 

I 

, 

1973 

0 

a 

0 

11 

5 

0 

a 

a I 
0 

0 I 
16 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 -1976 

1974 1975 1976 
I 

I 
0 117 

/ 
1.50 

0 0 I 1 

0 11 I 6 

21 20 18 

0 17 4 

a 8 6 

a 9 4 

0 I -7 --r 7 

0 I 
. 
9 II 

0 I 2 2 

21 200 I 209 
, 

% INCREASE 

, 1973 1975 
I to to 
i 1976 1976 
: 
I 

i 0 +28 
i 

0 0 

: 

I I a -45 , 

i 

i + 64· -10 
I 
, 
, - 20 -76 , 
: 
I a -25 
, 

I a -56 !\ 
, 
i 

0 0 I 
I 

! 
0 +22 

I 

I 
I 

0 0 
, 

I +1206 + 5 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I I i I 5 
; 

0 28 10 100 -64 

T I I 
I I 

0 0 9 11 
I 

0 
I 

+22 I 
i 

! i I I a , 
0 143 169 I 0 +18 ( j I 

: I . , 
I ' , , 21 20 19 73 
I 

- 5 + I ...... t 
I 

C-25 

] 



Anchorage 

Bethel 1 

fairbanks 9 

I 

Juneau 1 
.. - --

Kenai 5-

Ketchikan 2 L 
Kodiak 3 I 
Nome 2 

Sitka 1 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CR1MINf\L FILINGS 
COMPOSITION OF FILlNGS 

1976 

2 3 I 0 
j 
, 

0 0 
I ..., 

I I 

I 
0 0 j 1 , 

0 0 I 1 

I 
- . 

I 0 a 2 

1 a I 1 

3 0 I 1 

o a 1 

57 50 35 

(See Note 6) 

o 6 

2 4 

6 

4 

11 

o 2 

209 

% OF TOTAL I 16 2 7 I 2 4 I 1 7 16 'I 10 0 
~ ____ ~~~:ilWlt.l/,\lwKIo~~~~~'IfW~~~~W~~~~~~.-~....c...'t.:.I.-..,~~-....u~U.:.'iI.I~r-""t:.I!f~~~ 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SeRVICE A.REAS 

1 I 
- In ;..nchcrJ~e, 3PC93is record :;recar3c;on ;s :r.e'esponsibiiir,/ 0/ ~he SJprer-r:.:: ~':JL(-

C-26 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai. 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

-- . 

1973 

! 
0. 

0. 

0. I 
16 

5 

0. 

a 

a I 
a 

0. 

22 I 

. SUPERJOR COURTS 
OTHER CRJMINAL CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 -1976 

1974- 1975 1976 

a 101 118 

a a 1 

a 9 8 

14 21 19 

0. 14 7 

a 8 6 

c 9 4 
-

0. 3 9 

a 8 5 

0. 1 I 2 

14 174 I 179 

% INCREASE 

I . 1973 1975 
to bl 

1976 1976 
I 

! 
, 

0. + 18 

0. 
I 

0. 

t 
I 0. - 11 

I 
+ 19 - 10. 

, + 17 - 50' 
1 

0. - 25 
, 

0. - 56 

I a +200. 

0. - 37 
I 
I 

0. 100 

+714 I + 3 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRJCT INCLUD1NG SERVICE AREAS 

I 

I 6 0. 24 13 ! +117 - 46 

0. I 0 I 8 5 
, 

0. - 38 I 

a I 0. I 121 141 
11 

0. + 17 
I 

16 I 14 I 21 I 20. 
!I 

+ 25 5 , I -
i 

C-27 
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COURT 

Al1chorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

------------------------------
SUPERIOR COURTS 

OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 
AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSIT10N 

1976 

AGE AT DISPOSIT10N 
1976 (IN DAYS.) 

DISPOSlTl0N 

AVERAGE I MEDIAN 

118 189 I 72 

1 I 0 0 

8 61 76 

19 I 218 143 

7 I IlT 15 

6 28 15 

4 27 l 12 

9 85 I 60 . 

5' 86 30 

2 40 I 40 

179 I 163 I 72 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

13 77 I 18 

5 I 86 30 I . 
141 I 168 

1 
69 I 

20 207 136 I 
I 

C-28 

%OVER 

120 
DAYS 

40 

0 

0 

67 

33 

0 

0 

25 

25 
. 

0 

37 

18 

25 

35 

64 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 

I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 
" 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

1973 

a 

a 
.. 

0 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

0 

a I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CRlMINAL CASES 

CASES PENDING AS OF DEC" 31 
1973 -1976 

-
1974 1975 1976 

a I 16 48 

0 a a 

a '0 a 

7 8 7 

a I 3 a 

a a I a 

a a I a 

a 4 2 

a 1 I 7 

a I 1 1 

7 
I 

33 I 65 

J 

I % INCREASE 
I 

" I 1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 
, , 

~ 0 I +200 
I 

I I 0 0 

: 
I 

0 0 i 

I 

~, 0 - 12 

I a I 0 
, 
, 

a a 
I 

I a a 
I 
J 

0 - 50 

j 

I 0 +600 
I 

\ , 
0 a 

! 

! 
0 I + 97 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I~--~~--~--~----~--~--~----~ I First o o 4 1 o - 75 

Second a o 1 7 o +600 

I Third o o 20 50 o +150 

I Fourth a 7 8 7 o - 12 

I 



r COURT 

---
A.nchC;"3ge 

Barrow 

Bathel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 
f---. 

Ketchi~2n 

Kodiak 

Name 

Sitka 
==r-=. 

TOT,;L 

. 
Fi~st 

S'2c::!nd 

! 11,1 ,.f ~.~ 
I 

-Cu~ n 1- ~' I I ... ~ 

'---

SUPERIOR'COURTS . 
OTHER CRlMINAL CASES 

A.Gt: OF PENDING CASES AS 0:= DEC. 31: 1976 

---
CURREI\JT .~GE 

CASES (IN DAYS) % OVER 
120 DAYS 

AVERAGE I~ . MEDIAN 

- -"-,- . 
.. -. . '" ... - -)-' . - ~ ... _c_ ..... 

I 148 410 398 92 

I I 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 
1 

0 

9 I 319 I 193 56 

0 
1 

0 a 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

2 167 I 120 50 

I 
7 

I 
192 

I 
76 

I 
43 

1 137 137 100 

I 
= 

I 1 I 
,. ,.. 

365 329 81 0:> 

-- -

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUD1NG SERVICE AFn:J~S 
--_.- ... --- I- -----'1 

1 
1 

137 137 l lOa 

.., I 192 I .,r I 43 I I 0 

I 
I 

f 

50 400 I 387 90 

I I 
I 
I 

7 319 2.93 I 
-,.. 
:)0 

... ~ --' 

C-30 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

-" 
Founh 

1973 

673 

a 

a 

237 

99 

21 

81 

3$ 

58 

28 

1233 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE CASES 

FILJNGS 
1973-1976 

1974 1975 

686 896 

a a I 
a 47 I 

227 I 214 

92 100 

16. I 37 I 
69 I 84 

56 40 

68 56 

28 . I 31 I 

1976 

979 

5 

46 

258 

108 

.32 

77 

34 

53 

32 

1242 1505 I 1624 

: 

% INCREASE 
I 

1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 
! 

I 

+45 + 9 

a a 
I 

) a - 2 
! 

I 

+ 9 +21 

+ 9 + 8 
) 

+52 -14 
! 

- 5 - 8 

- 6 -15 
! 

- 9 I -. 5 
, 

+14 I +13 
: 

I +32 I + 8 

BY JUDICIAL DISTR1CT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

208 I 189 I 215 217 + 4 + 1 I . 

I I I ~ 
I 

58 68 ~6 53 - 9 - 5 , 
730 I 758 I 1020 I 1091 

:1 
+49 + 7 I 

i 

! I I ~ 
, 

237 227 214 263 +1~ I +23 
I 

I 

C-31 

., 
! 



COURT 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE CASES 

COMPOSITION OF FILlNGS 
1976 

CASE TYPE 

I I I I I I' , TOTAL 
ADOP· I ' , GUARD· , PROBATE! PROTEC· : 
TION I ESTATES I SANITY I IANSHIP I WAIVER i TtYE I OTHER i 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~~~~~n,_~~ __ ¢"fl~"-__ I\C_~~~~~~~~~-'-"t~~ 

Anchorage ._ .. __ 328 I 290 I 158! 7 I 90 I 100 ! is il 979 I 
Barrow 

1-----." 
31 2 1010101010 LI 

35 ! 10 I 0 II! 0 ! a 1 a ,I Bethel 

Fairbanks 125 

Juneau 29 

Kenai 14 

Ketchikan 30 

Kodiak 15 

Nome 27 

Sitka 16 

I 100 
\ 

60 

15 

31 

8 

1 

I 7 

a 

4 o 

2 o 

1 I 0 i , 

46 

16 1 :1 258 

2 I 5 ~ 108 

o o 
:/ 32 

4 4 77 

I J. 4 5 I 0 I 0 ! 0 1 0 II 34 

I 15 ! 8 I 1 I 0 ! 2! a ~I 53 

32 I 1 0 I 0 i 2 I 0 I l! 3 ;1 
~~--~-7-F---=-·'=-=-========~============~==========-=-·=-~=====F=====9 

I I I I I 'I 19 :;'1 TOTAL 622 I 547 I 203 , 18 , 90 i 1:~S 1624 

I 13 I 1 I 6 I 8 ! 1 il 1 0 0 
~~~~_~~_~ ______ .'a: __ '_""~ __ ~_~_"""_"~" __ ._"'"'--____ --...._~~_. _-.I 
%'01= TOTAL 38 34 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

-~---' i I : Ii. \ 
F' ... - I 10· , 1 - 1 7 I I ' : 

I r5t i :J • J. _ :J I ! 0 , 7 I 12 I 2 1 7 
, \ 

I i 'I , 
! 

Second 27 1 - 3 1 
1 

0 2 
, 

0 -.., ; _:J 
.1 :J..) : 

T:-:ird 392 
j . i I I 329 ' ... I lO \ 90 lOa ... 1091 _0-: 0 

\ 

; I 1 .. 2.23 102 2.6 0 a ' ... 1 
,I 

263 I-C'...lr:n _0 ! . , j 
! ' 1 

-~-~ -....---~-----. . - ----""--_. _~~ .. ~__..~ .. aI'.~ .. "'~Ql"_~ 

C-32 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

! I 
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

-Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

1973 

691 

a 

a 

177 I 
89 I 
17 

58 I 
19 I 
38 I 
13 I 

1102 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE CASES 

D1SPOSJTl 0 NS 
1973 -1976 

1974 1975 

. 

1976 

423 I 461 805 

a "0 a 

a I 34 36 

182 140 199 

88 97 I 57 

13 20 I 27 

64 63 52 

42_ 42 18 

77 I 30 48 

22 33 I 17 

911 I 920 I 1259 

I 
\ % INCREASE 

I 1973 1975 
; to to 
\ 1976 1976 

I 
+17 +75 

i 

I 
I 

I a a 
! 
! a + 6 , 

~ 
ij +12 +42 
I 

-36 -41-
I 

II 
+59 +35 

I 
-10 -17 

I 

I 

I I - 5 -57 II 

ij +26 I +60 
I 

I \ +31 -48 I 

i +14 I +37 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

160 I 174 I 193 I 126 
:1-
!f -21 I -35 

I I 
, 

I 
, 

38 77 30 48 ! +26 +60 
I 

I 

727 I 478 ! 557 I 886 ii- +22 I +59 I j . 
! 

J 

:/ I 177 ! 182 140 I 199 +12 +42 
• 

C-33, 



COURT 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
PROBATE CASES 

AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITION 
1976 

.w..'~'~~oQ~~IW~"QP~_'lP.~,..,~._UiCT~~~~ 

AGE ,a.T DISPOSITION %OVER 
1976 (IN DAYS , ) 

DISPOSITION 
ONE 

I YEAR 
AVERAGE MEDIAN 

I I 
~ -~-- .... ~= --~~-. ?-~.-~ .. ~~ 

I 
I Anchorage 805 I 334 59 22 

Barrow 0 I 0 I 0 a 

I 
I 

I Bethel 36 123 I 66 9 I 
Fairbanks I 

I 

I 199 657 I 113 30 
! 

Juneau 57 
I 

82 I 38 I 4 
I 

Kenai 27 213 I 165 I 32 
r 

Ketchikan 52 I 207 I 80 I 14 

Kodiak 18 
I 

95 I 65 ! I 0 

Nome 48 I 242 I 67 I 21 
I 

Sitka 17 I 226 I 113 I 12 

TO~. [ 
-

I I 

I 1259 I 361 I -, 21 1_ 

l' q "'-,,_ ... ---_ ...... , .... - ...... " .. _- . _ ...... .. = •• e • -

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT I~JCLUDING SeRVICE AREAS 

_._- ~~~._~~~t~_._~~~_.-.;_ 

F;rst 126 
I 

153 I 65 I 9 I 
I i ! 

I ! I I 

Second 48 I 2-12 67 ? 1 
I J ....... , I 

, j I 
:hird 886 i 31 ... I I 

: r.., ; ? 1 -I 0,,) I w_ 

I 
, , 

,= Jur:h 199 557 
, 

113 
I 

: ; 30 
---~------------. 

1""'_" __ ~ ~ ._--

C-3~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
PR08ATECASES 

CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31 

- (See Note 11) 

i % INCREASE , 

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 I 1973 1975 
l , to to 

1976 1976 
if 

Anchorage 666 I 929 1364 1-153

: 

I +131 + 13 I , 

a I 
i 

Barrow 0 0 I 0 0 

Bethel a a I 13 23 a + 77 
i I 

Fairbanks 60 lOS 17~~ 238 
1/ +297 + 33 

. 

Juneau 10 14 . T'" _I 
I 

68 , +580 +300 
i 
, 

Kenai 4 7 24 29 
I 

+625 + 21 , 

Ketchikan 23 28 
/ 

49 
,. 

74 !I +222 + 51 

Kodiak 17 3l. I 29 45 II +165 + 55 

Nome 25 16 42 47 ~ + 88 + 12 

Sitka 15 21 19 34 ~ +127 + 79 

TOTAL 820 1151 I 1736 I 2101 I +156 I + 21 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

48 I 63 I 85 176 
I 

, +267 , I +107 First 

2S + 12 . I 16 I 42 I 47 :1 + 88 

~T-h-ir-d-----+---68-7--~~I---96-7----~I·--1-d-.3-0--~1~1-6-3-5-----r-:138 
Second 

+ 14 

Fourth 60 105 ! 179 I 243 I +305 : 36 

C-3S 



SUPER10R COURTS 
PROBATE CASeS 

AGE OF PE:ND1NG CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

(See Note 11) 
I 

CURRENT AGE 

COURT CASES (IN DAYS) % OVER 
120 DAYS 

AVERAGE l MEDIAN 
....... - ~~--- -----" 4 - -
Anchora,;e 1538 I 1024 I 675 I 71 

Barrow 5 279 273 0 

Bethel 23 267 I 256 26 
'-

Fairbanks 238 296 269 
1 

36 

Juneau 68 237 I 173 10 

Kenai 29 301 
1 

290 34 
,~ 

Ketchikan 74 I 367 304 I 36 --

I 

. 
Kodiak -l - 384 352 46 ..,::> 

Nome 47 351 334 47 

Sitka 34 l 375 I 332 44 -- , .. - -. - . . - . _ . -
r~ 

-.-
I- -6~-=-

-. . _. 
. 

I TOTAL 2101 834 368 
__ ""eo __ • ...... --- .. - ---- '--_ .. I •••• 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDli'IG ScRV1CE AREAS 

~ 
- ._. . . .. _ ... . 

176 
1 318 I 259 I 28 First _ 

~ . I I I I ~~:~r1C 47 351 33~ 47 -

I 
I 

I T:-:ird 1635 983 j 653 "'0 
I 0..-, 

I ='~l ,~ ... :., 2-13 I ?O,. 

I 269 I ...,-! ..... , " _ .... 0 
"):l . - ... . 

C-36 
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" 

COURT * 1973 

Anchorage 

Barrow Not Av 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

,\Jome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 

FJLlNGS 
1973 -1976 

* 1974 * 1975 1976 

I 3201 
I 

Fiilable I I 1 

51 

I 

I 1231 

309 

187 

I I 249 

I I 154 

63 

I 90 

I I 5536 

(See Note 12) 

% INCREASE 

1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 

I 
Not Av f;iila.b1e 

p 

I 

I 

I 
! 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

BY JUDICIA.L DISTR1CT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

..-

First Not A~ailable 
r---~ 

I Seccr.d 
I i----

I Third 
I 
I 

~'Jwnh I 
I * 

I 
Part of Other Civil 

I 
I 
I 

I 648 Not I '1 AvaJ. a.ble 
I 

I I 63 
~ 

I 

f 

, 
I 3593 I I , 

i 1232 I 1 

1"'_1i 





F I 



SUPER10~1 COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 

COMPOSIT10N OF F1LlNGS 
1976 

~~~l~~-"'-~~~~~"'~~'"~~~~t::I~'Inlf.·· 

CASE TYPE 

COURT 
DIVORCE. 

RECIPROCAL 
SUPPORT 

TOTAL 
OTHER 

~ ____ ~~_~~"~"""""",,,,-. • .:tI,1~"""""""--I. ______ .....J......~~~ .. _~.--~..-

114 I Anchorage 2472 615 3201 
/---t-------+----+---+---,-----I 

I a Barrow 1 a 

Bethel 41 1 9 

1 

~ , 
:;)-

~~---~--~----~l------
Fairbanks 887 263 81 1231 

Juneau 221 50 38 309 

Kenai . 138 38 11 187 
1-------1-------+--------+--------+-------1 

I Ketchikan 176 57 

Kodiak 125 20 

10 

16 

9 

2 

249 

1 -.:1 ::> • 

63 Nome 51 I 
~-----__+-----------~----------+_----------+----------4 

Sitka 78 I 4 8 I 90 

288 5536 TOTAL 4190 I 1058 I 
b~~J_,-, _--=:. .. ~_~ 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

~-'-:;-T:::---
~--------~. " 

Second 51 I 1 ,"I 
... V 2 

T~ird 2776 67-1 143 

rour.h 388 I 263 I 81 I 

3593 

1232 
"--,..,.. __ ~~u.~~ __ ... ~~~ __ .. _ .. _ .. '""._... ...... _:.. .. _''''' 11'·"_~'lZ:oI u._~ .. 

C-33 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

*1973 

I 

I 

SUPERJOR COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 

DISPOSIT10NS 
1973 -1976 

*1974 *1975 1976 

I 2856 

1 

Not AvaJ~ab1e 51 
I 

1077 

308 

I 133 

I 216 

I 113 

I 61 

I I 80 

I I 4896 

(Se·e Note 12) -
i 

% INCREASE 

1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 

I I 
Not l\~?-k1able . 

: 

I 
I 

: 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I I 
I , 

I First 604 I 

I 

I I A'Ia~lable Second Not Ava/lIable 61 , Not 
I 

Third ! i I 3153 J I 

! 1 

I :1 

I 

Fourth 
I .' I I - ! 1078 , 

! 

I * Part of other Civil 



BEFORE 
COURT THE 

ANSWER 

- .... 

, ,~.nchfJra~l~ 9")? t.. ... 

------- ---. ---
3 Err:)','. 1 

~---... ,--.-.-
3eth::' 35 

r--------... 

r af;O?r~'~3 337 
_.----- . 

J'Jne3v 200 
,--, 

K::n~i 39 
. .. 

Ketchi!<an 97 
--
Kodiak 5 
------, f--' 

1\~ orr e -32 
1--------

S::;'~3 54 
~"~:-==":"'=""=="'r---'-'''- ----. .-~~ 

TOT.-\L 1722 --,·-----r 
" 0- r-'-AL .0 • r v I' I 33 

, SUPERIOR COURTS 
DOMEST1C RELATIONS CJASES 

STAGE OF DISPOSiTION 
1976 

i 
BETWEEN I I j HEAR If\JG 
ANSWER I I I (UNCON· I AND I 

I 
, TESTED I HEARING/ I DIVORCE) 
I TRIAL I ! . 
I j i I 201 1659 I ! I 

I I 0 0 I , 
I I , 

j i j 

I 13 I 3 I I 
I I . 
i I I 

49 I 674 I I I -r I I I 24 77 I I I I 

I I I 10 78 I , 
I I 

i 

I 
I 

I I 14 97 
! , 

I 
I I 12 92 I -+ . , 

I I I 1.0 17 
, I 

I I 25 0 

TRIAL 

74 

0 

0 

17 

'7 

6 

8 

4 

'2 

1 
.• l --.... ~-- - = 

I I 
\ 

358 2697 119 
I 

I 
I I 7 55 2 I 

II 
I 

I 
I 

II '. 
'j 

II 
'I 
\1 

II 
II 

II 
II 
II 
I' 

" 

II 
1\ 

r 
II 

II 

II 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

BY JUDiCIAL DISTRICT li\jClUDI~JG SERVICE ARE.l\S 

r-" q 
!I 

TOTAL 

2856 

1 

51 

1077 

308 

133 

216 -
113 

61 

80 

4896 
--

. 100 

! :: s: 35::' 63 17d 
~ ............ ----.. --+-.-----------,--.,-------~--------..:.------1 

16 60~ Ii 

ti Is::::.,,: 32 10 2 II 61 
, 

Q1 Ii 3153 v -= :1 

I 
17 I! 1078 11 n __ , 

t·-.. ~--·"' _._-_._- - ---.--.. --.------. 

l~~',~ ~~ : ______ J_._..::~_=_ __ .... _,:2_3_5 _______ 1_8_3 _2. --~---.--~----_l 
I I _ 
I :: ... " I 133 ..!.9 I - .. ! ~ . -_._._----------------------

67-i 

C-40 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
,I 
I' 
I 
I· 
I 

:1 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATION CASES 

AGE OF CASES AT D1SPOSITION 
1976 

1976 
AGE AT DISPOS~TtON 

(IN DAY.S 
DISPOS1TION 

AVERAGE MEDIAN 

2856 -, 247 84 

1 585 585 -

51 167 85 

1077 162 80 

308 89 I 56 

133 126 87 

216 106 56 

113 110 I 55 

61 127 88 

80 169 I 80 

4896 I 202 I 80 

I 

I 

BY JUDiCIAL OISTRIC j INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

604 106 I 59 

61 127 88 

3153 I 236 83 

1078 I 162 I 81 I 

("-.11 

%OVER 
ONE 

YEAR 

15 

lOa 

15 

15 

3 

8 

5 

6 

7 

19 

13 

6 , 

7 

14 

15 



SUPERIOR COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 
CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31 

I. 
I 

~- - ,.1_"'-__ " ___ .... ____ ~A~ ....... ~~.t~.::nr~~~ I %INC~EASE 
-(See ~ote 12) I, 

COURT 1973 1974 1975 1976 1973 
I 

-1975 
to to 

1976 i 1976 
! --- ......... - .... - .. -~~~~. 

Anchorage 
i 

I 
I I 

I I 2041 I I 

I 
I 

I I Barrow I 2 I 
I I 

I I I 
AvJilab1e Bethel Not _'\~Jai1able I I 22 Not 

I~ 
I 1 

Fairbanks I I 573 I . 

I I 
I 

Juneau 109 
I 

I 

Kenai 
I I 120 

Ketchikan I 119 
J I 

Kodiak I I l 107 
1 I 

Nome I I 38 I I 
I 

> 

! I Sitka I 44 I I 
~"'-------=CM== f='='" " = - =. - - ._- =. . ._=== ~-. - - = 

[ TOTAL l I I I 
31~-

1 
I 

_I:) i 

-'"'~ ,~ - -- .. ~r", • 4 .. • ,,",_~ __ -=---,-"'-H"' . -

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

,"-,,-""-- ",-" """- -';~~-,-"'-
---"+-----.-~-.-' ... ~-- . I i 

i-iot A· ... ·ai.~able 38 I Not ,:;"lai':"able 

! 
--

Th;rd 2290 

575 
,_.....l... _______________ , ______ w __ ~. ___ • 

C-42 

I 
'I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I, 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
,I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrovlf 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOT.:l.L 
1 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASES 

AGE OF PENDING,CASES AS OF DEC .. 31 , 1976 

CURRENT AGE 

CASES (IN DAYS) 

AVERAGE MEDIAN 

2041 284 227 

2 543 365 

22 205 I 180 

573 185 149 

109 166 124 

120 226 203 

119 212 161 

1Q7 298 267" 

38 341 315 

',44 196 180 
-

3175 257 I 207 -

% OVER 
120 DAYS 

32 

50 

18 

13 

10 

20 

22 

3S 

42, 

li~ 

27 

BY JUDICJAL DISTR1CT JNCLUD1NG SERViCe AREAS 

f Firs t I 272 191 I 149 16 I 

I 
f 

I ~o""Oi1..l 38 341 315 42 • ___ 1 \,.J 

I Third I 2290 281 227 ~ 31 

i =(:;,----1 -
575 186 150 13 • I -1 .... 

I 
L. 

C-43 

I' 

1 

I 



SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 -1 g76 

I 
,I 

---.-"'-... -~" ----'------~-~,~-~~~, I, 
I ,I 

% INCRE.';SE 

COURT * 1973 *1974 *1975 1976 1973 1975 1 
I to to 

~ __ -_.-------.-,,---- I 1976 

1976 1 
Anchorage 3476 I 3861 _. -'~56 -i

j

··---. 

Barrow a a I a I a 

Bethel o 

Fairbanks 1015 

Juneau 400 

Kenai 126 112 I 290 I 109, I 
Ketchikan 306 337 370 I . 80 i I 

Sitka 

Kodiak 171 I 37 i I I 
I 48 I ,I Nome 

127 173 

98 81 93 

119 I 129 I 127 1;==--=2=9 ='1 I 
=-=T=O=. T=,~=~"--=·=-'*'!_.~~=S_~6 __ =~,=7 =. ~1~~6~.i_.=5~4~~~~_.!=1 ~~~7~7=7 s==_=f=1 3589 :'7"'[=~.=. __ =.~._.~ _= •.. =_ .. =i'l=_==--==~~_~_==: ,I 

~~. 

First 

Second 

0-----
,{hi::: 

• ".J-t .. 1, 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

--
g~~ 

~::> 9'"11 ' ~ ... . 

98 81 

37.29 J""l • .:'..L._ 

10:"5 1223 

92-! 278 

93 -!8 
,--------
5 1~ 7 2438 

151-! 325 

I 
I 

-_ .. 4, ... ___ ...,,~.,., 

~Tct 
I 

C\,.,..,:I ~ ""'" \"'1-=> ... !:-'~~-I,..,oo"-J...,J-_ 

L::"'I'r>t.-, 
,-_..:._---------------'--_._--_._._ .. __ .... .,_ .. --,--"'-.--~., 

~ela~ions 

:i.qure£ :1ct ccm9a~ablc 

I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I. 



I 
I' 
I 
I' 

" I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan, 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

CIVIL 
DAMAGE 

509 

0 

2 

236 

24 

36 

18 

10 

32 

3 I 
870 

24 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 
1976 

CASE TYPE 

ADMINI· DEaTS, HOUSING, 
STRATIVE CONTRACTS, REAL 

REVIEW AND NOTES ESTATE 

60 I 785 302 

a I a 0 

0 3 I 1 

16 291 81 

11 36 21 

1 I 28 23 

5 I 17 8 

2 I 10 2 
I 

a I 3 8 

1 I 17 4 

96 ! 1190 450 

3 I 33 13 

OTHER 

I 600 

a 

I 30 

201 

77 

I 21 

I 32 

13 

5 

I 4 

983 

I 27 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

45 17 I 70 33 I 113 

I 
, I 

32 a , 
3 8 I 5 , , 

I 

! 
I I 

557 63 I 826 I 328 664 
I I 

I 
16 I I 201 236 I I 291 81 

~ I 

C-4S 

TOTAL 

I 
2256 I 

\ a 

I 36 
I 

I 825 
I 

169 

I 
109 I 

I 80 

! 37 

I 48 

! 29 

II 3589 

I 100 

I 
J 278 I 
! 

I 
I 48 I 
, 
! 

i 
2438 

]1 
825 



-v 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 
-

TOTAL 
...... _" u 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

* 1973 

2704 

0 

0 

954 

386 

108 

314 

126 

85 

III 

4788 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 - -1976 

(See )Tote 12) _ ..... -
--~.-------~'-" .......... .,111* ... ..a~ .. ~~,¥!CIU' 

I 
% INCREASE I 

*1974 * 1976 1976 1973 1975 ! to to 
1976 , 1976 

.-- , .. _ ....... _10 , K 

~ 
I 

! 
I 

I 2722 3167 I 1585 
I 

I 0 I 0 I 0 I I 

I 
, 

I I 75 I 21 27 

I 1061 1156 I 512 Not Anol1icab1e ' 
--I 

460 I 317 I 1'45 I I 
107 161 I 57 ! 

:, 

I 308 I 271 I 40 
:1 r 

I I ;1 

, 
143 138 28 

i 

106 I 58 I 24 I 

I 134 I 118 I 31 :1 I - , 

I 
I 

I j J~ 5116 I 5407 2449 
u • ;to PI -_ .. ''1:1 .. _ .. 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

.-. -"··-I~· __ I r ._--.... .. _. .... -.. ~~~ 
I I 

:1 

I 

I 811 ! 902 r 706 I 216 , 
i I 

I ! , I 
! 85 106 : 58 I 24 I i I L 

I I i 

2938 ! I 

3407 I 3.1,37 I 1 "'0- I _0,.,1 I 

9- 1 1061 ,1156 - • ? I :J-:: :J..:.._ 
i : _._. . ..._-

*' I:1c:"::des SCr:'.es~ic ~ela-:':'c:'.s 
1976 ~igu=es ~ot comparable 

C-46 

'I, 
I 
I 
II 

·1 
I 
J 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I I 

I 
I 
I ' 
I, 

I 
I, 
I. 



I 
I 
I! 
I 
I' 
t 
I 

I :1 
I 

t 
I: 
I, 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I ... 

I> 

I 

COURT 

Ancho~age 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

! 
First 

Second 

I 

Third I 

Fourth 

BEFORE 
THE 

ANSWER 

818 

a 

11 

300 

97 

31 

~9 

9 

10 

18 
" 

1323 

54 -....... 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

STAGE OF DISPOSITION 
1976 

BETWEEN TRIAL 
ANSWER 

AND 
TRIAL. 

COURT JURY 

551 95 20 

a a a 

10 a , a 

141 I8 21 I 
3S 2 2 

9 6 j a I 
6 3 a 

15 a 2 I 
6 a 3 I 

11 0 a 

784 124 48 I 
32 5 2 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

115 101 

a 0 

a (5 

39 32 

4 9 

6 11 

3 2 

2 2 

3 5 

0 2 

172 170 

7 7 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 
_0 

I I 
144 52 5 I 2 I 7 13 

1 ') 6 0 I 3 ! 3 5 
I I 

I 
I I ! 

1 869 583 101 
I 

22 123 120 ! .---
I "I) J.41 "18 I 21 39 32 . -, I 

...... -~ '" 

C-47 

, 

TOTAL 

1585 

0 

27 

512 

145 

57 

40 

I 28 

24 

31 

I 2449 

100 

I 216 

I 24 

I 1697 

512 



--i.,------~-- --- -------- -- --- - -------- --------

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

DISPOSITION RESULTS 
1976 

----,....,....------,..-------.. -.--II--~----'----

COURT DISPOSITIONS 

RESULT FOR 

PLAI~TIFF 

*322 
DEFENI)ANT 

* 322 

AVERAGE 
JUDGiVlENT 

" 1--___ -~-------l-,-t .'_¢IDOL III .......... ----P----,~ .. ''''. ,.. ____ .... "'" . r 
Ancnor.:age 1585 428 975 3567 

8arrO'i'l 0 o () 0 

~-------+----------~------------r_----------~----·-------I 

Sethel 27 o 22 1861 
1---

Fairbanks 512 273 157 3367 

Juneau 145 
~-------+----------_4------------~-----------~---,---------~ 

I 52 71 o 

Kenai 57 18 27 3948 

Ketchikan 40 13 22 284 
_. ----1-------+---------1---.. -.-p 

Kodiak 28 5 20 1095 

Nome 24 8 10 590 

Sitka L,- 31 
-----~-

_6_ ... ·' 
.. 
I 19 2225 

TOTAL 2449 804 1323 710 

% OF TOTAL 100 I 46 ""-___ """'-______ :~.~_,_W'II'_, •• ___ ~_,_. I. __ ~II.~~t ...... _ ,,~_-=J 

3176 67 

BY JUDIClAL OlSTR1CT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First ---....,_·--:;-·-T--7:1-::--~ 
~.-------~----------.-

I 8 I 10 I Second 590 

1697 I 451 I 1044 I 35::':' 

I 273 I 157 I -'-3 3-6-7---1 
'---__ ._''''"-___ M __ ' __ • ____ I' ___ ~·~~;oV~1IIW"'~_ ....... ~~ 

Third 

Four.h 

C-48 

I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
.1 
I· 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I' 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

u.. 
u.. 

I j::. 
:z -< 

t 
...j 
C-
o:: 
0 

I 
u. 

.... 

I· 
, 

II 
I) 
I 
I 
I 
f 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
DISPOS1Tl()N OF CIVIL CASES 

(EXCLUDING DOMESTIC RELATIONS AND PROBATE) 
.1976 

(2449) 

COMPLAINT 

I 

(437) Oe.=AUt. T ( *1 72 ). WITiiDRA W'4 (714L .. 

(784) 

ANSWER 

(315) JUDGMENT (*1 28 ) DISMIS~.:n (5 11 ) 
• 

. (172) 

I TRIAL 
(41) (124) 

........ -----.. COURT 
! *' (16) 

(16) I (48Y 
..... ----_ JURY 

* (6 r 

I * 322 for both Detendant and Plaintiff 

I-
2 
< o 
Z 
L1J 
u.. 
UJ 
Q 
0:: o u.. 

, 



,-

COURT 

Anchor399 

Sarrow 

Sethel 

F3irbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

KetchikDn 

Kodiak 

040me 

Sit'<a 
- - . -.. -

TOTAL 

-

. 
F~rs! -,_ ..... __ . 
S-ac ~I": 

r-------.. ---

-,... ~ ... 
'if .... 

r--'-' 

1-',:; .... .- ... 

~ -_. 

. . 

, SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

AGE OF CASES AT DISPOSITIONS 
1976 

- -"""'--~-... - . ..-, • 1i_1II1, 

AGE AT DISPOSITION 
(IN DAYS \ 

1976 I 

DISPOSITION I 

I AVERAGE J MEDIAN 
__ eli - ,,-- -- .. __ <i .... _. ...... " , 

I 1585 ! 550 289 
i , 

t 
0 

j 
0 0 I 

I 

27 
I 

72 I 25 I 

L 

512 I 
I 

400 I 304 

145 I 150 
I 

94 I 
I 

57 I 196 
I 

142 I 

I 
40 I 287 I 15a 

I 

28 I 543 I 411 
I 

24 I 546 I 418 

31 I 363 I 328 
_. __ . -- - 1:;--- =n. -

I I 2449 I 474 275 
I f ..... ------ .... -.--- -- ... ,.', 

* ... ~It:"*'I~~ 

%OVER 

FI FTEEN 
MONTHS 

I~~_~." >c __ * .. --=-_ 

I 43 

I 0 

I 12 

I 45 

t 
9 

I 17 

I 27 

I 54 

, 

55 

! 46 

, 

I 41 

---

8Y JUDICIAL DlSTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE PIREAS 

--... - ... _ .... ... . 
.""*"'~--

:.' - I~""' .. • . . ---
216 I 206 I 139 I 18 

24 : 546 r 413 I 
55 I 

, ! i 
i I , 

1697 i 530 ! 282 42 I 

. : , 
i 512 400 

, 
304 t-. 

i ""!.J 

.-~- -- -- . " .... -

C-50 

'I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
il 
I 



I 
I 
;1 
:1 
,I 

I 
I 

! t 
I 
II 

I 
,I 

'po--"., 

I , 
i COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 
" 

. Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, Fourth 

I 
1973 

Not Ayz 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

CASES PENDING AS OF DEC. 31 

1974 1975 1976 

2722 

1 

13 

ilab1e 950 

163 

137 

112 

59 

67 

27 

I 4251 

(See Note 12) 

% INCREASE 

1973 1975 
I to to 
j 1976 1975 
: 

II I , 

ij 
'--

~ I 
, 

filable 
. 

I Not Ava , 
I 

~ 
: 

I 

1 
, 
; 

I 

J 

i , 

I 
, 

! 
i 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERV1CE AREAS 

I 
r 

I 302 I 

Not AvJi1ab1e ! 67 \ Not Ava k1ab1e I I 
I • 

t 

I 
I 

I I ! 
I 

I I 2931 I I 

j i I :I I ! ! 951 ;1 i f • I 



SUPERlOR COURTS 
OTHER C1VIL CASES 

AGE 0;= PENDlNG CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

.--
I 

r 
CURRENT AGE 

COURT CASES fiN DAYS) 
., 
" 

1 
AVERAGE MEDIAN 

~ '~" 4. -
~ ... 

Anchciag~ 2722 336 287 

Barrow 1 430 I 430 

Bethel 13 213 216 

Fairbanks 950 319 278 

Juneau 1(53 279 250 

Kenai I 137 339 306 

Ketchik'an li2 328 I 317 

Kodiak 59 345 309 
r---

I NOfi'la 67 360 308 

-" .. I 27 I 320 I 273 ;:::Id<:a 
I r TO~AL-~51 = ===== .....-= 

I 
= 

I 358 I 285 
J , 

% OVER 
120 DAYS 

39 

100 

0 

36 

33 

41 

44 

41 

40 

30 
:=-=e:c ....... ~~~ 

38 

BY JUDjCL~L. DISTRlCT INCLUDlj·jG SERV1CE AREAS 

I -. 4~ I 
-- .. _...,...-

I 302 301 I 277 37. ' Il,:)" 

I 

r _ . r ,..., 
I 360 I 308 40 1 ..... "" .......... ~c ..... .:.a_""'., 0, 

'---
I 

I I I ! -·~jt.:i 2931 376 28S 39 
L . 
I _ . 

~ 951 I 320 I 278 
r 

.... ,.. : - .:;, .... ·1 ,,)0 1 I ... , I 'I., 

-

l_ 

I 
I 
1\ 
I: 
'I, 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I~ 

I 
I 
.'1 
I 
II 

I 
I , 

I 

I 



'I 
·1. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 

! 'I 
J 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 

, 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

1973 

7S2 

0 

0. 
I 

185 

203 

41 

116 

-
88 

35 

1460 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
CHILDREN'S MA TTERS 

FILINGS 
1973 -1976 

1974 1975 1976 

746 513 I 557 

0 I 0 8 

0 a 32 

253 420 418 

260 90 I 161 

S4 I 88 I 80 

200 165 112 

- - 39 

84 75 51 

34 3S 52 

1631 1386 I 1510 

~ % INCREASE 
I 

I, 1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1916 

i - 30 + 9 
I 

I 0 0 

0 0 
, 

I +126 0 

- 21 +79 
I 

I , + '95 - 9 
, 

- 3 -32 
! 

, 0 0 

- 42 -32 

I + 49 +49 
, 

+ 3 ! + 9 
I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

354 494 I 290 325 ~ - 8 I +12 
r 

88 I 84 I 75 I 51 
1/ 

- 42 ! -32 

I I I I 833 800 601 708 ; - 15 +18 

I I I I 185 I 253 420 426 +130 + 1 
I I I 



SUPERIOR COURTS 
CHILDREN'S MATTERS 

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 
1976 (See Note 13) .1, 

--"----C~2~~0;~~~~LD -r~=--- I 
IN NEED i 

- " DRUGS/ I VIOLeNCE ALCOHOL 

I I 

COURT 
OTHER TOTAL 

DEPEN· 
DENCY OF i TOTAL I 

SUPER· I 
VISION i 

::::-·1--6-.......:..I-~--~3--i-~~;--f~;-~-1 
5 l 100 I 

Barrow 
tJNKSO'IN -!--_____ II--___ -...I ___ -+ ___ -+-____ ~i __ _ 

I I i 

Bethel G1'-tK:~CNN -,;'0..-..---;...1 ___ -...;.... ___ -+I ___ -+-' ---~:,~. --_o-
j I I :1 

I 

Fairbanks 52 a 26 3 19 , 100 
I 

Juneau 1 9 59 69 6 25 I 100 
I 

Kenai 
I I I 

G~~~----~I------~I· ----~--·----~----~!I------

Ketchikan 6 6 I 67 I 79 I 5 I 16 i 100 

Kodiak 

56 15 29 
1/ 

100 

I I I 
ul.ilI<NO'TN _ ..... , ---~I----+I-----l------!---.---;:f----

~N-O-m-e----~"----l--~1 ---51-~1---4---r1 -----~------+-----_4------~ 

Sitka 46 1 53 I 100 
--

[ 
.,-

81 5 14 100 
~~lM'::\l: ' w"'nwu .. lIIIW 

6 36 I 
~T-O-T~-L---r"·--·---5---~I----1-5---I---6-1---~1------~------~~------~------l 

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

If_ 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERV1CE AREAS 

:--;-r 100 

~~"'. ___ ~~~ ..... r'P ••• _11 

I 7 I 38 I 69 
! I I 

First 4 

I 
I 

, 
... , i 

! 4 I 56 :l_ ! 
i 

Second 1 15 29' 100 
, i i 
I 13 I 

69 
I 

88 j i 
, 

I ! I Third 6 7 5 

19 ! 
52 I ;4 , 

i l I ;: ou r';!1 3 

- .... 
I 100 

__ 0 ____ 1-____ ,_·_..,..:: ....... ~ __ •• s"' • ., ..... • "~~_->em ~ __ 'IM' _'_""_'J"_'111 __ ~~ 
o 26 

C-34 

'I 
I 
I 
·1 
·1 
I' 
I 
I 
'I 
" 

I 
I 



'I' 
I 
,I 

I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
.1\ 

I 
I 
·1 
.1 
I 
I 
I' 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

. Nome 

Sitka 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

III Third 

Fourth 

. 

I 

1973 

904 

0 

0 

154 

147 l -
25 

< 

98 

0 

86 
I 

44 

1458 I 

SUPERIOR COURTS 
CHILDREN'S MATTERS 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 -19i6 

1974 1975 1976 

-435 ~340 490 

0 I 0 8 

0 0 20 

165 330 I 256 

322 110 I 11l 

I 
I 41- 45 103 

-
178 168 24 

0 0 I 33 

73 105 50 

28 23 38 

I 1242 1121 1133 
-

I % INCREASE I 
I 
I 
I 

1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 

- 46 + 31 

I 
0 0 

I 
0 0 I 

I 

! 
I + 66 - 22 

- 24 I 0 
I 

+312 +129 

- 76 - a6 
I 
I 

0 0 
I 
, 

- 42 - 52 , 
I 

1 - 14 I + 65 

I 

'"'" 22 + 1 

BY JUDIC1AL DISTRJCT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

289 I 528 I 301 I 173 
I 

- 40 I - 43 1 

86 
I 

73 I 105 ! 50 I - 42 I - 52 I I 

j 

I 
I 

1 I 929 i 476 385 I 646 - 30 + 68 
I I 

154 165 I :no I 264 
II 

+ 71 I - 20 I 

C-55 



I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
'1 
t 
'I 
I 

, 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I, 
f, 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I: 
I 
I 
1\ 

I~ 

I' 
" 

I 

D, DISTRICT COURT 
(Higher Volume) 



'I 
Ii 
I· 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~I 

I, 

I. 
I 



I 

,I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

COURT 1973 I 
I 

I 

I ,1l,r:cnorage 42079 
\ 

Sarrow 368 I 

" : . 
Sethel 959 I 
Delta Junction 254 I 

I 

fairbanks 13769 I 
Glenallen 304 ! 
Haines 215 i 

I 

Homer 355 I 
Juneau 2573 I 

\ 

Kenai 1522 I 
I Ke.chikan 4296 

\ 

KodiaK 1396 I 
~ome 409 I 

I 

Palmer 1169 i 
S~ward 874 ! 
Sitka 942 I 

I 

Tok 235 I 
'J aldez 202 \ 

I 
I 

763 
I 

,,'!ranga!l I 

~ 

I iOiAL 72684 I 

I 

DISTRlcr COURTS 
FlLINGS 

1976 

I 

I ; 

1974 1975 1976 

I 
I 

I 

40743 45590 I 45219 

471 I 313 I 246 
, 

646 I 663 I 616 

514 I 1005 I 678 I 
14785 I 13682 I 17040 

I I 
678 1157 I 1212 

I 

I 
I 

597 332 I 269 
! 

8a3 I 906 I lA06 

2793 I 4159 I 4S2S I 

1987 I 2421- I 4381 ! 
I 

I 

3373 2788 I 2775 I 
I 

I 1538 i 1615 1612 

561 i 634 I 590 
i 
I 

I 2042 i ll03 2764 
1 

I 
I 

1064 1342 I 192). 
! 

1109 I U36 \ 1138 
I 

I I 533 i 746 386 

554 I 1216 I 1884 

1084 I 80S I 524 

i i 75953 I 81613 88989 . 

%INCREASi: 

1'i73 1975 
to to . 1976 1976 

.;. 7 - 1 

.• 33 I - 21 

- 36 I - 7 
I 

+167 I - 33 

+ 24 + 25 

+299 I + 5 

+ 25 I -19 

+296 I .;. 55 

+ 68 + 4 

+188 I "'" 81 

- 35 I 0 

+ 15 <) 

+ 44 - 7 

+136 I +151 
I 

+120 I ... 43 

.;- 21 a 

.;. 64 ! - 48 

"'933 1 + S5 
! -

- 31 I - 35 I 

I .;. 22 I + 9 

8'( JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDIN3 SERVICE AREAS 

8789 8956 I 9220 9034 I + 3 l - 2 ~ :'S! I f-._-_._- .. . 
, I 

.I i 2,,:c:;r.~j 409 561 634 
, 

590 ... 44 - 7 ! - . -- -.... - '-' . ... . , .. --- ---
- H860 50135 ! I I 

~'rc 36013 \ 61015 ... 25 , ... 9 
~ ... -. --_ .. - - ... f---- - - -.-...... '-- , 

=~· .. r::\ 14626 16303 15746 
I 

13350 I 25 i 17 ,.. + 

D-1 



COURT i 
FELONY I 

! 
I 

Ancncrage 477 
I 

i 

i Sarrow 38 ! 

:,;:tit-:i 56 I 
I 

17 ; 
:>ei~il Junaion i 

i 
F31}OM~S 324 I 

I 

I Glenallen 71 I 
; 
I 

~"l1nes 5 I 
I 

Homer 14 
I 
: 

r--'--
Juneau 56 i 

Kenai 45 I 
I 
I 

Ketchikan 68 ! 
Kodiak 67 i 

I 
I 

Nome 37 I 
I 

Palmer 50 ! 
I 

: 
Sawilrd 2S I 

l . 
I 

Si,ka 20 : 

Tok 13 I 
1--. 

Valdez 57 I 

\·!ra~99f! 9 ; 
I 

= .-- = 

TOTAL 1449 I 
~ .. 

%Oi!TOTAL :: : 

DISTRICT COURTS 
COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 

1976 

-, 

CRIMINAL I 
I i 

MISOE· OTHER , 
TRAFFIC 

M"ANOR CRIMINAL 

7871 594 31784 I I 
, 

I 

I 
I 

149 0 59 i 

4S8 7 
, 

28 I 

152 
i 

! 6 500 

3145 I 394 , 11990 

241 1 1 336 , 

1.58 I 16 50 

208 6 ; 1060 

: 51 2415 965 I 

! 

867 i 4 I 3' - ~ 
i I -::>:;, 

I 

817 i 81 ! 1525 , 
i I 

939 I 15 i 274 I I 

I 

f 
303 i 3 . -, 

I ::>. 
I 

I 610 90 i 1825 
I 

I 1 339 14 1489 I 

I 

I I 445 j 103 I 480 

I ! 
143 i 10 :UO . 
450 I 

I 
35 i 1013 

:'92 ! 4 258 
..... ,:", .. -:== 

: , 
18452 i 1434 , 59002 I 

I ..-. . 
21 '" 

, 
66 i .. 

CIVIL 

SMALL I OTHER 
CLAIMS . 

CIVIL i 
I 

2288 I 2205 

I 
0 I 

I 
0 

37 I 30 
I 

, 
3 i 0 

~~ ... 
::l~ .. I 655 I 

60 i 3 
I 

40 I 0 
I 

94 I 24 

5i4 
I 
I 327 
I 

239 I 71 
I 

217 
/ 

67 

250 I 67 

184 I 12 

167 I 22 

47 I 7 

I 
I 65 I 2S 

I 10 I 0 

183 
; 

l46 I 

55 , 6 , 

4985 I 3667 

6 ! 4 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

r: .. • I. ~. lSS :!37i .,--~:;, :;, • ..,.,c 
~,-~ 891 A"l~ 

.,~;> 

:.~" .. '--~'---I ~t",~:~,'"1c ~.., 303 3 ~ , 13<4 1.2 J, ::>-

~--~.~~ 
a~? 1,':'333 ioo t" • - • 3363 Z3i5 o. '1_'10., 

.. ,::,'...,",:~ 39:! "l-:iQ ., ~ 12759 ~ 1- 655 ... :l ... ", ,,_oJ :> ... ;> 

'--'-

~-2 

I 

TOTAL 

45219 

246 

616 

678 

1704:) 

1212 

269 

1.\06 

4328 

4381 

2775 

1~1'" 0_,,-

590 

2764 

1921 

1138 

386 

1884 

524 
ok 

38989 

100 

I 9034 

r :90 

$1.0.1.5 .-
lS3SC 

I 
I .. 
'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I, 
I. 
I 



I 
I 
I 
,I. 
I 

I 
I. 
I 
I 

I. 
I 
I 
I, 

I 

COURT 1973 

, 

Anchorage 41790 I 
I 
t 

Barrow 373 I 
I 

Sethel 925 I 
! 

Oelta Junction 239 

Fairbanks 14182 ! 
I 

Glenallen 279 I 
I 

Haines 220 I 
Homer 353 I 
Juneau 235i 

Kenai 1412 

I Ketchikan 4267 
I 

Kodiak 1355 I 
Nome 379 I 
Palmer 1116 I 
Seward 849 

I 
Sitka 959 I 
Tok 226 I 

I 
Valdez 207 I 
Wrange!t 7i3 I 

TOTAL 72252 I 

\ 

DISTRICT C()URTS 
DISPOSI110NS 
1973 -1976 

I 

1974 1975 

( , 

37695 363:35 I 
427 I 311 

516 I 520 I 
44l ! aas 

14636 I 10754 I I 

611 ! 546 
, 

I 598 I 309 
! 

515 I aso 1 

2501 2559 

I 
Ii'3 r 2053 

I 

I 3:3a I 2675 

1: 31 I 1476 I 
4')0 I 426 

2042 914 

1087 970 I 
10a3 I 1034 

462 I 562 I 
I 

I I 495 ( 1115 
-! 10a8 , 726 , , 
, 

1976 

41701 

253 

653 

7a5 

15678 

1215 

259 

1393 

3772 

4119 

2777 

1402 

531 

2619 

1894 

1093 

425 

li72 

504 

7lUO 
I 

65140 32915 I I 

% INCREASE 

1973 1975 
to to 

191& 1'976 

I 0 + 15 

... 32 I - 19 

- 29 + 26 

+228 I -11 

+11 I + 46 

+335 + aa 

+ 22 - 13 
,,-

+295 + 64 

+ 50 + 47-

+192 +100 

- 3S + 4 

+ 3 

-1 

- 5 

+ 25 + 40 

+140 +193 

+123 I + 95 

+ 14 + 6 

+ aa I - 24 I 

+756 + 59 
-, 

- 35 I - 31 

I + 15 I + 27 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 9576 1 9708 
, 

7303 SU5 I 2 ! .:. 15 i - I - I , , , 
S~cond 3i9 400 426 531 .f- 40 I .;. 25 , 
-.--"-- --... _,--'. - .. -- --- ..... ---

Thi~d {S::;S7 .\6336 4{889 56828 I + 13 ; + 27 
-----. 

Fo .... r~h 15020 : 15:66 12:522 17:42 I ... 14 , .. 37 

D-3 



DISTRICT COURTS 
RATIO OF DISPOSITIONS TO FILINGS 

1976 

I 

I 
I RATIO OF 

COURT FILINGS I DISPOSITIONS I DISPOSITIONS 
: i TO FILINGS 
I I 

I 

Anchora9~ 45219 I 

41701 i 92 , I 
I 

i I Sarrow 246 I 253 103 I 

Betna; 616 I 653 I 106 , 

Delt3 Junc,ion 678 ! 785 I 116 

;'airb:mks 17040 
i 
i 15678 I 92 
I 

I 

.::llena:ten 121.2 t 1.215 I 100 I 
I j Haines 269 ! 269 100 

1-'--
I : 

Hornet 1406 I 1393 I 99 

Juneau 4328 I 3772 I 87 

Kenai 4381 I 4119 I 94 I 
Ketchikan 2775 I 2777 I 100 

! 

Kodiak 1612 I 1402 I 87 I 

Nome 590 I 531 I 90 

Palmer 2764 
I I I 2679 97 

Seward 1921 I 1894 I 99 

Sitka 1138 I 1093 
, 

96 I 

;ok 
I I 386 i 42Ei ltO I I 

V~ide: 1884 I 1772 I 94 
I 

, 
Wrangsil 524 I 504 I 96 

-r:==-r 

TOTAL 9S989 82916 I 93 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

:: r~t 9034 8415 ! 93 

Sac.~~~ 59;j J I 

531 i 90 -
7'~If= .. , '" ~ .. 0",->.1_;) 

: 
50a~: 93 

;O\l~""\ !oS 35C ..... , t "" I 93 , .. 1_'1~ 

'I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 

I 

I. 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I , 
I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
DISPOSITIONS PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT JUDGES 

1976 

(See Note 3} 

I FUl.l.·TIME DISPOSITIONS 
COURT DISPOSITIONS I EQUIVAl.ENT PER FTS . JUDGES JUDGE 

Anchorage 41701 I 6 •. 97 I 5983 

Barrow 253 I l.00 253 

Bethel 653 I 1.09 652 

Delta Junction. 78S 1.03 785 

Falrbank$ 15678 3.97 3949 

Glerlatlerl 1215 LOa 1215 

Haines 269 1.04 269 

Homer 1393 .66 1393 

Juneau 3772 I l. 24 3772 . 
Kanai 4 19 I 1.24 4119 

Ketchikan 2' 77 .84 2777 

--
Kodiak 1· 12 .46 1402 

~Iome -;1 .91 531 

Palmer 2679 1.06 I 2679 

Saward 1894 I l. 08 1894 

Sitka 1093 I 1.59 I 547 

Tok 425 I 1.01 I 426 I 
I 

'/alcel , ... -"'" .1 '.;. 

.- - ! 1.03 I 1772 

I I 'ilran.,sll 3.]4 I .59 304 
I 

TOTAL 82916 ! 27.81 i 2982 
I 

BY JUDICIAL DIS rRrCr INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

,... 

-!. S-t ... j 5.30 1388 ~'rst 

3;co~c 531 .9: 53: 

-~f'''C . ,- 14,59 :l3 9 5 

,=lju~n 7,Ul 2-149 

J-: 

-----

l 
I 



COURT 

Anc.'lorage 

3arrow 

3<!tnel 

Jelta Junc:ion 

Fairbanks 

~Ienal\en 

'...!;Jines 

Homer 
~ 

Juneau 

,'<enai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Se'N;Jrd 

Sitka 

70K I 
'13lcez 

,V r3M,,;e:! 

~-
L:CTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
8ACKLOG iAONiHS 

AS OF DEC. 31, 1976 

III (2) 
I AVERAGE 

CASSS ! NUMBER OF 
DISPOSITIONS PENDII'JG : PER ,\IONTH IN : 

: 1976 i 

:H15 I 3475 
; 

i I 

34 i 21 I 
I 

I , 

167 54 i 
I 

... i 
65 ...... .1. 

, I 
! I 

I 
, 

5357 I :'307 I 

i 
' - I ... ::lOT : 101 I 

I 

0 i 0 
, I 

325 i 2.16 I I I 
, I 2543 I 314 
; ! 

a68 i 343 I ! 
I I 

249 231 I 
I I 

613 I 117 I I 

487 
; 

I 44 I 
, 

I 302 I 223 
I 

-102 . 158 I . 
! 

, 
i 182 I 91 I I 

, t 
:;06 36 I 

i . 3 ~- , lH :)/ 
t 

64 , 42 ; , ! 

I ; 

30270 I 6910 i 

(See ~Io':.e 5' 

(1) .;. (2) 

3ACKLOG 
,\-tONTHS 

5 

2 

S;' 
! 

2 

4 

:: 

0 

3 

9 

3 

.1 

.5 

... 
J. ... 

1 

3 

2 

-
6 

3 

., .. 

.; 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SEi1'1ICE AREAS 

~-~----~----~--~----~--------------~-~ 
3040 ;0;' -I 

.,., ... ~ , 44 .. 
.." "",:: --"" ... - ~~36 .j 

.... "",.. 
~ ... 0 :'';:9 4 

:-~ 

I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 

. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
,I 
I> 

I 
I 
~ 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

3 "rrow 
-, 

3ethsl 

Delta Junction 

i=airbanks 

::ilenalien 

rl~ines 

:-iome(' 

J'Jneau 

l<enai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiaf( 

'lome 

Palmar 

Seward 

Sitka 

10k 

!,'aicez 

'Nrangeil 

TOTAL 

I 

1 
1973 I , 

I 
f 

I 
:i17 I 

27 I 
I 

78 I 
I 

14 ! 
I 

266 I 
I 
J 

19 i 
! 
I 

21 1 
I 

I 
3 ! 

86 I , 

2S I ,-
108 ! 

S3 I 
J 

! 43 ; 
I 

30 I 
37 

I 
I 

13 I 
I 
t 

9 ! 

6 ! 

1S 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY C~,SES 

FILINGS 
1973 -1976 

) i 

1974 I 1975 ! 
I 

I 
I I 

I , 
.... _' 

581 I I 656 
I 

i I 31 I 30 
I 

, J 

72 I 75 , I 

I 12 ; 19 I 
t ! 264 i 307 

: 
t 

43 62 I 
I 

t I 
6 ·16 i I 

2:2 15 i , 

I 51 
, 

90 I 
: 

35 : 75 I 
135 i 

102 I : 

66 I 87 I 
1 I 48 I 35 
I 

f 
32 , 23 , 

34 I 
17 I t , 

30 , 40 I 
I 

I I 
7 ; 15 I , 

, I 

6 I .\6 ! 
49 , 12 i 

1976 

41,7 

38 

56 

17 

::124 

71 

5 

14 

56 

45 

sa 

67-

37 

SO 

25 

20 

13 

57 

9 -, 
I 1370 i 1324 1723 1449 j 

%!NCREASE 

1973 1975 
to to 

1S76' 1975 
! 

- 8 I - 27 

I + 41 + 27 
I 
, 

- 28 I - 26 \ 

, 
1021 1 - U I 

+ 22 I +- 6 

, +274 ! ... 1S 
'.-, 

- 76 
) 

09 -I 

I , 
7 +367 I -

I 
- 3S - 38· I 

+- 80 I - 40 

- 37 I - 33 

! + 26 I - 23 

- 14 I + 6 
J 

+ 67 I +117 

i 
47 - 32 I + 

.;. 54 
I 
I - so 
, 

+ 44 I - 13 

.;..850 I +24 

I - 40 
i 

25 : -
I 

, 
6 - 1 ~ , _0 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

243 2 ~' I. 250 ------_ ... --'-~-
-13 -13 lS 

lsa 

3i 

I 1~ 
~::l 39 

- :~ .... 6 - .--.-_ ... --.. -'.'.' - -- ----'----_-:..._--------j 
758 391 1061 a52 - ~2 .. 19 

.--,- -'---------;-.-------\ 
3!5 3"1 I. 3 Q " • &. ... :4 ... 05 

'J-i 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

5athel 

Delta Junction 

.c:airoanks 

(;ienallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

KIl":-:;,ikan 

KC'::lak 

Nome 

Palner 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valde: 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRIC'.' COURTS 
COMPOSITION Or: FELONY FILINGS 

1976 

VIOLENT PROPERTY FRAUD! DRUGS 
FORGERY 

126 213 I 46 i-.;, 

16 19 a 0 

26 18 5 6 

8 8 0 1 

9S 153 27 31 

17 30 2 19 

Not Ava ilable 

3 8 1 2 

15 19 7 10 

11 23 6 0 

18 19 7 18 

25 31 1 8 

13 18 5 1 

10 20 9 7 

8 12 0 0 

4 12 a 2 

3 7 1 2 

8 29 4 11 

2 /) a 1 

408 645 121 I 194 

28 45 8 I 13 

OTHER 

17 

3 

1 

a 

18 

3 

0 

5 

5 

6 

2 

0 

4 

5 

2 

a 

5 

0 

76 

5 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRiCT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

r:.lr~-: 39 I 56 I 14- I 31 I 13 

Second 13 I 18 I 5 I 1 I 0 

Tni'O 234 384 T 74 I 128 I 42 

Fol..i--:~ 122 187 I 28 I 34 I 21 I , 
I 

D-8 

(See ~loto 6) -
'I 

I 
I TOTAL I 

~ 
477 

38 

i 56 

17 
f 

324 
I 

l 71 

~ 
14-

/ 

l 50 

45 

68 
, 

! 67 

?7 
, 

50 

I 2S 

I 20 
: 
I 

13 

~ 57 
I 

~ 9 

l 1444 

II 100 

II 
'1 

153 

:1 37 

II 862 

II 
'1 

392 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

AnchQrage 

3arrow 

3ethel 

Oetta Junction 

.= airtlanks 

Glenallen 

'-laines 

Home" 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

,'lome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sit!<a 

10k 

VaIC:U 

Ni3ngsll 

TOTAL 

,- ,· .. 'St 

S~CO.1C 

-- ,·"C 

-
- :'..,j.-:r:. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO FILINGS 
1976 

(Se" ~ote 4) - . 
OTHER INFORMAT10N 

NUMBER RATIO OF CASES OF DEFENDANTS I FILED OFFENsas COUNTS 
DEFENDANTS TO CASES Cl{AilGEO I CHARGED 

I 

477 I 503 1.05 490 I SO~ 

38 38 1. 00 40 I 40 

56 sa 1. 0-4 sa I 57 

17 17 1.00 17 I 17 

324 357 1.10 376 I 389 

71 71 1.00 n ! 71 I 
! 

~Iot Ava 1ablt:: I 
14 14 1. 00 H I 14 

, 
56 58 1. 04 60 I 62 

45 45 1. 00 45 I 46 
I 

6a 68 1.00 71 I 72 

67 68 1. 01 6a I 68 

37 37 1. 00 37 r 37 

50 I SO 1. 00 SO I 50 , 
25 25 1. 00 26 I 26 

20 20 1.00 24 ! H 

13 I 13 1,1]0 14 I 14 

57 57 1. CO 57 I 57 

9 9 1. 00 I 9 I 9 

1444 I 1.508 1. 04 . ! 1327 I 1565 
! 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

153 135 I 1. 01 164 I 1.67 

37 37 :'.00 37 ( 37 . 
S62 I 891 I 1. 03 379 I 901 I . - I - , 

I I )92 I 425 1. OS ~4 ;- I 460 i , 

D-9 



: 
I 

I 
COURT 1973 

l 
Anchorage 519 i 

I 

Barrow 27 I , 

Sethel 78 i 

Delta Junc-cion 14 I 

I 
I 

rairbanks 237 ! 

Glenallen 16 
I 

Haines 20 I 
I 

Homer 3 I 
i 

Juneau 74 I 

Kenai 27 I 
j 

I 
Ketchikan 101 I 
Kodiak 51 I 
Nome 42 I 

I 

Palmer 24 I 
Seward 35 I 

I Sitka 12 I 

Tok 8 I .- i 
i 

Valdez 5 ! 
i 

Wrangell 18 I 
TOTAL 1311 I 

! 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 
DISPOSITIONS 
1973 -1976 

, 
! , 

1974 i 1975 j 

! ; 

606 ! 
I 

523 I 

I , 
31 i 23 I 

57 ! 66 i 
I 

I i 
.1.2 I -16 I 

I I 
I I 

294 318 i 

I i 
, 

38 56 , , ! 
1 ! 

7 I 13 I 
I 

I I 
11 I 12 I 

i 
35 I 74 , 

I , 

30 
j 

68 ! I 
: I 

137 I 76 i , i 

I i 
68 87 , 

I I 

39 I 23 I 
I , 

32 
I 

14 ! I 

38 I 
I 

102 I 
I , 

28 I 39 j 

5 
I 

11 I I I 
, 

7 I 40 
I 

I I 
I 

48 I i i ' ~ .. ~ 
I I 

1523 I 1483 I 

% INCREASE 

I I 1973 1976 1915 
j 

to I to 
1916 

, 
1976 I 

j 

451 - 13 , - 14 
I 

34 + 26 I + 48 

57 - 27 I - 14 

9 - 36 I - 44 

316 + 33 I - 1 , 
I 61 + 281 + 9 i 

'9 I - 55 I - 31 

13 + 333 I 
I 

+ 8 

i 

55 26 I 
- 26 - I 

35 + 30 I -49 

67 - 34 I - 12 

56 + 10 I - 36 

25 - 40 I + 9 

49 + 104 I +250 

24 - 31 ! +l00' 

I 
21 + 75 I - 46 

12 5Q, I 9 + + 
.L-

I 
S8 HMO I + 4S 

7 - 61 
i 
I - 42 
I 

1359 I + 4 i 8 -, 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERV1CE AREAS 

First 2')-.;) 255 214 159 - 29 ; - 26 
--- .. ~ , , 

Second 42 I 39 : 23 25 - 40 
! 
I + 9 

Third 758 
, 

8Si 878 804 + 6 8 -------- ~ ---
FOurth 286 342 368 371 + 30 + 1 

I 

D-10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I. 

I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 

SAIL 
COURT RESUL TS 

'REPORTED 

Anchorage US I 
3arrow 10 

3ethel 21 

O~lta Junction 2 

Fairbanks 60 

Glenallen 19 

Haines ~Tot Ava 

Homer 1. 

Juneau 1 

Kenai 4-
, 

Katcnikan 4 

Kodiak 23 

Nome 2 

Palmer 12 

Seward 1 I 
Sitka 4 

Tok 1 I 
I yaldez 7 
I 

Wrangell .; I 
TOTAL 293 I 
% OF TOTAL 100 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 
BAIL RESULTS 

1976 

TYPE OF SAIL 

I I I SECURED NON-
CASH 

1 SURETY 
I SeC1JRED 
i SURETY , I 
, 

i 
, 

27 70 
I 

2 I 

I 

I 
: 

4 0 I 0 

13 l 0 
I a : 1 

I 
\ 

1 1 I a 
I 

I I 

19 23 ! 2 
I 

I 

i 10 5 I 2 , , 
I I 

i 'lable 1 , 
I ! 

a I 1 I a 

1 I a I a 
I i 

0 I 0 I 0 

1 I a I 0 
I 

7 I 0 J 0 1 

I ! 
1 0 i 0 

8 
i 

1 
: 

I a ! 
I 

1 I 
I 

a I , a 
I 

2 
, 

0 I 0 I ; 

I 
f 

0 I 0 ;) 

, 
4 1 0 

! 
2 1 0 

103 i 103 5 
I 

35 \ 35 2 , 

- ~ -
AVERAGe 

ON AMOUNT 
OWN 

RECOGNI-
OF INITIAl.. 

BAIL ZANCE 

I 19 $ 9,328 
I 

I 5 I 18 1 994-

I 6 2,065 
I 

I 0 15,000 

I 

1 
16 11,359 

I 1 1,988 

I 

f 

I 0 5,000 

I 

I 0 1,000 

I 4 0 

I 3 500 
I 

I 16 1,171 

I 
I 1 500 , 
I 3 I 30,153 ! 
\ a I 250 

I I ! 2 500 

I 

\ 1 0 

j 2 21,365 ! 

1 I 10,000 

I 81 I $ 9,478 , 
I 28 I ~ 

BY JUDICIAL D' STRlCr INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

,-~_:rs_' ____ I ___ :'3 __ ,--__ 6 _-,-____ 1 ____ 0 ______ 6_ j s ,,;u! 
S~coC)d :: 1.') Q l! 500 
---------\--"----- ._-_ .... ----"'- --" -----.-.---,-~-------I 

-'1 1_ i8 31 1 9,353 '-- _____ /-____ ..;. __ • _____ -----_____ -'-1 ___ --1 

73 24 

0-'1 

23 ..... .., .,,.
~.:.~,--;, 

) 



BEfORE 
FlIRST 

COURT APPEAR· 
ANCE 

Anchorage 37 

8arrow 0 

Selha! 0 

Delta Junction 2 

Fairbanks 12 

Glanallen 3 

Haines Not AVe 

Homer 0 

Juneau 0 

Kenai 1 

Ketchikan 0 

Kodiak 0 

Nome 0 I 
Palmer 0 

Seward 0 

Sitka 1 

Tok 1 

Valdez 4 

Wrangell 0 I 
TOTAL 61 I 
% OF TOTAL 5 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

STAGE OF DISPOSITION 
1976 

aETWEEN I 

AT 
ARRAIGN· AT 
MENT AND PRELIMI· 

ARRAIGN. PRELlMI· NARY 
MENT NARY HEARING 

HEARINGS 

9 344 61 

2 14 I 17 

3 SO 4 

0 3 I 4 

7 U8 179 

5 47 I 6 

ilable I ! 
1 I 9 3 

2 38 15 

2 24 8 

3 43 I 21 

I) 44 I 12 

1 21 3 

0 46 3 

0 17 7 

0 13 7 

2 4 5 

1 46 I 8 

0 3 4 

38 884 367 

3 I 65 I 27 

TOTAL 

451 

34 

57 

9 

I 316 

61 

I 
I 13 

I 55 

35 

I 67 

I 56 

25 

I 49 

2'l 

I 21 

12 

I 58 

I 7 

I 1350 

100 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

Fi'st 1- I 5 I 97 I 47 I 150 

Second I 0 I 1 I 21 I 3 I 25 

I 
7lwd I 

r -, 
45 ! 21 L 627 112 805 

, 
1 i I I ;:ourtn 15 I 11 139 205 370 
I f 

D-12 

I MOVED TO 
I SUPERIOR I COURT 

I 
122 

9 

I 20 

I 2 

I 182 

I 25 

I 
I 3 

I 24 

I 22 

I 30 

30 

I 9 

'18 

16 

6 

6 

I 13 

l 6 

I 543 

! 40 

!I 66 

!I 9 
I. 

:J 
;, 269 
I' 

II 199 

I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I, 
I. 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
DISPOSITION OF FELONIES 

1976 

(1380) 

COMPLAINT I 

C 61}' COMPLAINT WITHO;'A WN 

(1289) 

_~(_3_8;..,.) ----1 ARRAIGNMENT] 

(478) 

I 

1(100) 

I 
SU,cSRc.:oeo 

3Y l~lUICTMENT 

(3 a 6) 

( 76) ?REUMINA"Y 1 ( 5 4) /!--.._ -"...-.: ------1 HEARING I --., 

HELD 
TO 

ANSWE~ 

(237 ) 

(543) T 

GR.';NO 
JUr\Y 

!)-~3 

c:: 
o 
z « 
LU 
::E 
L!.J 
o 
~ 
:2! 
o 
l-
o 
LU 
U 
::J 
Cl 
t.U 
c.::: 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Sewa~d 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAl. 

First 

S .. cond 

inird 

::our.h 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

RESULTS OF PRELlMINARY HEARING 
1976 

PREL.IMI. %OF 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESULTS 

NAR't' TOTAL 

1 I HEARINGS FELONY LESSER HEI..U 

HELD CASES DISMISSED INCLUOED iO 
CHARGE ANSWER 

! 

I I 

I 61 15 28 I 23 10 

17 50 3 i 6 I 8 

4 9 2 I 0 2 

4 44 1 
I 

1 2 , 
I 

179 58 22 I 12 I ~.4S 

I 

I 6 12 2 I 4 0 

. 
1able I I Not Ava 

3 30 0 I 0 I 3 

15 32 0 I 1 I 14 
--

I 
I 

a 30 1 2 
, 

5 I 
21 40 1 3 I 17 I 
12 22 6 I 1 i 5 .j 

I 
3 12 1 0 I 2 ! 

I 
1 

3 6 3 0 0 

7 29 0 I 0 7 

7 41 1 I 0 I 6 

5 42 0 I 0 I :-
I 

a 17 5 
i 

1 I 2 I I 
I i 

4 67 0 I 0 I 4 t 

i \ 

1 

367 27 76 I I 

! 54 ! 237 
! 

% OF TOTAL 21 ! 14 
\ 

65 

BY JUOICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

47 31 2 I 4 
i 41 -I I 
! 

I , 

'~ 3 12 1 I 0 i 
; ! 

112 14 47 31 i J.l I 

I 
. --

205 55 .,~ 19 : 160 J .0 , 
• 'f "" .. 

D-14 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 

I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Oelta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valde~ 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

AGE OF 1976 DISPOSITIONS-if. 

AGE AT DISPOGITION 

• CASES (IN DAYS) 

AVeRAGe I MEDIAN 

451 57 I. 
II i 

34 57 -I 27 

57 71 i 46 

9 50 I 13 

316 25 i 
I 

10 

51 33 ! 23 
! 

N'ot Avail h1e , 
I 
i 

13 132 ! 131 

55 5:3 I 29 I 
I 

35 a ! 11 

67 69 ! 39 

56 27 I 12 

25 59 I 27 

49 46 I 24 

24 30 \ 11 ! 

21 13 
I 

I 10 
f 

12 20 
, 

11 I 

58 66 1 22 

7 16 20 

1350 47 ! 19 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First lSO 53 31 I ,- '----------.----
Second 25 59 2i I 1--------'- .------ L_53 ,hid 804 20 

1-----" 

;:"unh 3"'1 I 33 1o!. ! I. 
I 

D-13 

% OVER 
120 

DAYS 

10 

10 

19 

0 
-.:--

4 

!i 

57 

7 

6 

9 
.. -

4 

16 

14 

11 

0 

0 

21 

0 

7 

~ 

' ~ .tI 

10 

.It 



COURT 

AnchQrage 

Sarrow 

aetnal 

Oelta Junction 

Fair!:lanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

~lom~ 
I. 
P?1lmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

1973 

62 i 
0 i 

I 

I 0 I 

0 
I 
I 
I 101 I 

13 I . 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

PENDING 
1973 -1976 

I ! 
1974 1975 , 

; I 

i 
37 l 170 i I 

0 I 7 i 
i . 
i 

1S I 25 I 

0 I 3 I I 
I l 

71 I 60 I 

i I 

18 
I 

24 I , , 

I I Not A~ailab1e 
I 

I . 
I 3 I II I 14 i 

12 I I i 28 I 44 I ! , I 

I 0 5 I "12 
I 

16 I 14 I 40 I 
13 

I 

! 11 I II I 
3 I 12 I 24 I I 

I f 6 6 15 I I 

4- I 0 I 5 I I 

! 
I I 2 I 4 5 

I 
I I 1 3 I 7 

I I 

I 
. 

3 2 I 8 I , I 

I I I 

1 2 2 ! I . 
I i 240 I 239 476 I I I 

I % INC~EASE 
1976 1973 I 1~75 

to to 
1976 ! 1976 

I 
1% + 216 I + 15 

II 0 I + 57 

24 0 I - 4 

II 0 ! +267 

68 - 33 I + 13 

34 + 18:3 I + 42 I 
I 
I 
I 

17 + 467 I + 21 

45 + 275 I + 2 

22 0 I + 83 

41 + 156 I + 3 

22 + 69 I +l00 

36 +llOO I + 50 

16 + 167 I + 7 

6 50 I + 20, 

4 + 100 I - 20 

8 + 700 I + 14 

I 8 + 167 0 
I 

'4- + 300 
, 

100 

573 + 139 I + 20 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I ~Irst 31 i 48 91 94 + 203 + 1 I "--- ---. '-

Se:ond 3 12 24 
I 

I 36 +1100 I ... 50 . I - : I 

";"01r0 104 105 294 I 345 + 232 ! + 21 I 

1-'----- .. • _-._ ..... r-- -
i=::lur,h 102 ! 74 77 98 - 4 I + 27 . , 

D-16 

I 
I. 
I 
II 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 
I 
I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I. 
I 
I 

II 

COURT 

Anchorage 

3arrow 

Semel 

Della Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valde2 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

OISTRICT COURTS 
FELONY CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

CURRSNT AGE 

CASES 
(IN DAYS) 

I 
AVERAGE: ! MEPIAN 

196 lSl f 213 
I 

11 I 263 i 212 , 

24 159 i 14S 
I 

11 156 I 165 i 
I , 

68 487 I 138 
! 

34 83 I 120 : 
: 

Not Avai able 1 

I 
17 138 I 146 

45 216 I 196 

.. 
22 135 I 111 I 
41 194 I 143 I 
22 219 I 120 

36 341 I 286 

16 118 I 120 
I 

6 76 1 61 

I 
, 

4 81 i 11.3 

8 89 ! 120' 
I 

S 71 i 70 

4 212 , 120 I 

573 1 182 , 166 r , 
I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

,:;irst H 
...,.- ... _--- ---
Second 36 

7t.,'rt:: 345 
-_. 
;::~~rth 98 

, 
I 201 
! 

I 341. 

~ 
I 160 
I -...,---------
I 
I 192 

"'_'"7 oJ _. 

I 
166 , 

I 

286 i , , 
;'73 ! 

I 
146 I 

(See ~ote 14) . 
%OVeR 

120 
DAYS 

66 

64 

S8 

87 

53 

25 

as 

65 

45 

54 

SO 

78 

50 

0 

25 

SO 

1.3 

30 

39 

33 

78 

37 

--::, 



( 

COURT 1973 
! 

i 

A"chorClge 7019 
1 

, 

Barrow 268 : 

Bethel 474 , 
; 

Delta Junction 120 , 
I 

Fairbanks 1304 
I 

I 

Glenallen 114 
, 
I 

Haines 60 i 
Homer 76 

; 
I , 

Juneau 573 i , 
Kenai 397 I 
Ketchikan 1214 ! 

I 

Kodiak 552 I 
Nome 230 ! 
Palmer 314 i 

; 

Seward 320 I 
I 

Shka 255 I 
Tok 178 I , 

, 
Valdez 49 

Wrangell 100 I 

TOTAL 13677 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

FIL.INGS 
1973 -1976 

! I 
I I I 

1974 1975 r 1976 
\ 

, , I 1 

I I 6958 , 7559 
L 

7871 
I 

333 I '144 I 149 

I j 
298 ! 43l I 458 I 

119 I 229 t 132 
! 

2132 
I 

3418 I 
I 

3145 

! i 179 I 308 241 , , 

171 
i I 158 I 72 

I 

146 I 197 I 208 
, 

I 821 I 954 965 , 
I 

631 I 623 I 867 

962 I 748 ! $17 

679 I 685 
I 

I 939 

443 I 415 I· 303 

338 I 279 I 610 , 

267 I 342 I 339 

3lS I 384 I 445 

240 I 329 I 143 
I I 

83 I '323 I 450 
I 

143 \ 88 ! 1.92 I . 
, 

I 15258 I 17528 18452 I I 

%INCREAsa 

191:3 I ~915 

to ! to 
1976 1976 i 

I 

+ 12 I + 4 

- 44 I + 3 

I - 3 
, 

+ 6 
I 

+ 27 I - 34 
I 

I 
H41 , - 8 

+111 I - 22 , 

+163 I ~1l9 

+174 I + 6 

+ 68 I + 1 

+118 I + 39 

- 33 \ + 9 
I 

+ 70 I + 37 

I 
+ 32 I - 27 

+ 94 I +119 

+ 6 I - 1 

+ 7S I 
I 

+ 16 

- 20 I - 57 

! +818 I + 39 

+ 20 I +ll8 I 

1 + 35 i + 5 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I , I , 
i=lrst I , 

2262 2412 \ 2246 2577 + 14 i +'15 

i 
, 

Secol\d 230 443 US 303 
i 

+> 32 I - 27 .. -----_. ----, ._---, "'-'--_._- , 
,hlrd 931S 9579 10747 11983 + 29 ! ~ 12 -_ .. .-
i=ourth 1970 2824 4120 3539 i- 92 - 13 , 

D-18 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
II 

- I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 

COURT , 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Sethel 

o el ta Junction 

F~irtJanks 

Glenallen 

~aines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

,'Jome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tek 

Valdez 

'1'1 r3 I".ge II 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

CCi ... 1POSiTION OF 1976 F1LlNGS 

I EN· I I AL· 
Re· 

SIST· 
VIC. trHEFT/ VIROi'/· NUl· caHall ING 

lEN,CarRAUC r~~l'lsANCEIDRUGS THE VICE 

LAW 

784 966 I 538 "10137 374 170 271 , 
57 22 1 0 27 1 2 0 

105 26 52 .51 2S 2 0 

11 17 16 8 8 0 0 

272 536 240 I 504 171 37 40 
, 

35 20 36 21 6 1 6 ... 

Not A Iraila.b~e 

12 15 55 5 4 0 0 . 
95 S5 127 89 40 31 5 

51 74 385 35 10 7 3 

75 53 
! 

21 156 La I 6 0 

109 70 218 
. 

168 81 14 1 

76 34 6/ 75 2 0 0 

33 51 I 111 38 13 0 0 

32 ~8 I 71 30 22 2 0 

8a 33 33 74 5 7 0 

! 
20 16 10 171 36 0 0 

I 
58

1 
63 29 I 4a l 7 7 34 

20 t 
" 

en t 
I 

4 I o! St 11! 0 
-= 

1938 20551 2014 1 2454
1 

algi 286 360 

11i ul 131 
I 

1.1 4.1 2 2, 
; I 

TRAF· 
FIC 

3294 

19
1 

85 

85 

1060 

98 

I 

95 

361 

260 

410 

170 

49 

I 295/ 

8a 

/ 
145 

I 40
1 

! 
J 

130 

I 36 

I 67:°1 
I 37

1 

BY JUDIC:AL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREfAS 

I 
"IU 

.= .. 'St H; , 1 -, .78 I 331i : I I I I 
I 

_:J_ 59 44 5 ~52 I I , , i 

j I "'51 I I .\9/ rs:a 76 r 34 6 2 
I 

0 0 ~:;:"':'Jr. I f : i ! 

r ,:"'~!rC: 1224 ' :; - ~ ~24 
, 

1.\93, I • 542 203 31 :: : -1-' - l 
-~ :J .... :J 

i I ! -' -. I _ I ! , , , 
.-,J:,.;("t:-: 350 ! 

5:; .. . ~" :).:.; " - 3:? i 40 1:04 I --, 
, .. ..,_ ... 

(<:"'''' \ r"I1-a ~\ 

I 

OTHERI TOTAL 

. 387 :1" 7871 

21 . 149 

112:1 458 

d 152 
I 

285. 3145 

18 241 

, 
i 

22;1 20a 

151; 965 

42:1 867 

86! 817 

98 1 939 

61. 303 

69! 61C 

66/ 339 

601/ 44= 

4, 14~ 

70\,\ 45C 

i 
IS! 1.9 .. , 

138alla29~ . 

9, lac 

3"'" .... i 2419 
1 

61 
I 

303 I 

388 ;:'l?S 3 

3'1 .., ;, 
.. I , 35a3 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 
:--

Delt;! Jun~;on 

Fairban!t$ 

Glenallen 

Hain!l$ 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka . 
Tok 

Valdez. 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

\:irst 

Second 

Third 
f..._-

i=ourth 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDErilEANOR CASSS 

RATIO OF DEFENDANTS TO CASE FILlNGS 
1976 

NUMBER 
NUMBER 

RATIO OF NUMBER 
1976 CASES DEFENDANTS OFFENSES 

FILED DEFENDANTS TO CASES CHARGED 

-
7a7l 7896 1.003 7916 

l,49 149 l.000 152 

458 46'7 l.02 468 

152 l53 1. 006 156 

3145 3221 1. 02 3390 

241 241 1. 00 241 

Not Ava lable 

208 208 1. 00 208 

965 965 1. 00 973 

867 867 1. 00 867 

817 817 1:00 823 

939 939 1. 00 945 

303 303 1.00 303 

610 613 1.005 625 

339 339 1.00 339 

445 445 I 1. 00 571 

143 14.3 1.00 145 

450 464 1.03 478 

192. 192 1.00 192 

18294 18422 I 1.007 I 1.8792 

(See Note 7) 

NUMBER 
. COUNTS 
CHARGED 

7964 

154 

478 

160 

3426 

243 

208 

977 

867 

823 

950 

313 

626 

339 

527 

145 

478 

I 192 

I 18870 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

241.9 2419 1.00 2559 I 2519 

303 303 
I 

1.00 303 I 313 

11.983 
I 

12034 1. 004 12087 I 12153 I "-
3589 '--;-666 I 1. 02 I 3843 I 3885 

0-20 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
It 
If 

II 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I, I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

\ 
I 

COURT 1973 ! 
t 
j 

Anchorage 7063 
I 

I 

Barrow 269 
, 
I 

Sethel 437 i 
i 

Delta Junction 112 I 
I 

Fairbanks 1316 I 
112 I Glenallen I 

Haines 61 i 
f 

Homer 84 I 
Juneau S52 I 

I 

I 
Kenai 351 ! 
Ketchikan U91 I 

I 
Ko~lak 539 I 
r-.!ome 227 I 
Palmer 271 ! 

j 

, 
Saward 301 , 

I 

I 
Sitka 240 I 

~ 

I Tok 171. I 

Valdez 61 I 

Wrang:!11 1.56 

TOTAL 13519 I 
i 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 - i976 

i 
I \ 
! I 

1974 1975 
, 

1976 I : 

I , 
i 

6611 ! 6398 I 68S5 

i ! 3ll 145 149 ! , 
I j 

284 ! 365 I 467 
I 

104 ! 175 1 156 
, 

2092 l 2132 I 3060 I 

164 
; 

279 , 1.94 I 
I 

161 
I 
I 70 i l48 

91 I 192 t 
1.!l6 I 

, 
, 

j 1 

559 asa 919 
I I 

\ i 578 I 590 ! 791 
I 

I 

968 I 754 788 r , 

I I 671 703 I 963 

I I 

297 ! 277 I 360 

I j 

338 231 i 56B 
i I 

I 216 253 1 320 I 
I 

I 

328 I 359 400 , 
I 

i 
202 I 285 I 157 , 

71 , 212 4Sa 
: 

1.67 56 19, 

14279 15394 1704.1 

I 
% INCREASE 

I 191j 1975 
10 to 

1916 1916 
j 

I - 3 I + 7 

i - 45 :3 + I 

+ 7 i + 28 

+ 39 - 11 

I +l3J I - 4-

I I + 73 - 30 I 

"-143 I +11:!. 

I +l33 + 2 

+ 66 I + 7' 

+l25 I + 34 

- 34 I + 5 

+ 60 
I , + 23 

I 
+ 59 I + 30 

+110 I +146 

+ 6 ! + Z6 
, 

+ 67 I +11 

I - 8 ! . -- .. ~ 
I 

+651 ! +116 I 
I 
I 

+ 23 t .;.191 

I + 26 ! 
+ ., .... 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

, 
F:rst 2~O'J nag 210; :447 

I 
I + 1! .j. 16 --- I 

Sec"nd 227 297 ?- .. .. 360 ! ... 59 + 30 
- - _ .. - ' ,~ - .. "' ____ "0 ___ 

I :h:rc 9224 9084 92~3 1J712 o!- 16 .. 16 
r--'. --_ .. .--.~--,. ~,-. - .. _- ---

I 

i=ourth 1.35a 2709 3737 "'- .... .., I + 89 - 7 ,Jj", .. 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

rairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Momer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Sewarc.: 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

BEFORE 
FIRST 

APPEAR· 
ANCE 

375 

4 

10 

9 

116 

10 I 

AT 
AR· 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 
DISPOSITION STAGES 

1976 

I BE- TRIAL 
TWEEN 

AR· i 
RAIGN· RAIGN· COURT I JURY 
MENT MENT 

, 

2878 I 3160 I 179 I 238 

67 71 3 I 3 

I 
, 

150 291 4 I 12 

78 54 6 
I 

6 I 
i 

1371 1390 98 L 63 

I 
97 70 3 I 1 

Not Availal: Ie I 
12 87 74 10 I 7 

97 434 365 15 I 7 
1 

34 472 234 16 I 28 

32 497 224 I 17 I 15 

35 559 218 22 I 28 

37 110 205 4 
I 

3 

13 358 134 55 I 2 

14 193 80 18 I 12 

18 208 '163 6 I 5 I 
1.3 .88 45 5 I 1 

! 

1 

35 148 236 23 I 11 , 

:2 133 471 7 i 3 . 
. ~ 

866 7928 7061 491 
I 

447 I , 

5 J I 
, 

47 42 3 
, 

3 

OTHER f 
(E.G. " 

CHANGEi, TOTAL 
TOTAL OF Ii 

VENUE) 11 

417 25 II 6855 

6 1 ij 149 

I 
16 a I 467 

1 

I 12 3 II 136 

I 
jl 

163 20 Ii 3060 

il 4 13 
!I 

194 

I 
il 

II 
17 6 il 196 

I 22 1 
Ii 

919 

44 7 
, 
II 

791 

1 
32 3 ~ 788 

I 50 1 II 
863 

7 1 
II 

360 

I 57 6 
II 

568 

30 3 II 
320 

I 11 0 II 400 

6 5 II 157 

I 34 5 'I I, 458 

I 10 a II 192 
'I 

I 938 100 :116893 

I 6 1 
i/ 

100 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I 
,I 

Fir>: 149 1272 799 45 30 "7- 4 Ii 2299 .;, 
" 

Second 37 110 205 I 4 3 I 7 1 
;1 

360 " I 'I I. ------ i 
I i 

--
i ,-

T:-ird 538
1 

4942 4497 330 339 I ~'Q 66 Ii 10712 ,,0 _ 
, 

1421 
, 

I I =ourtn 1604 I 1560 112 75 ! 187 29 ,I 3522 
I I -

1>-22 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I .. 

I 
t 

I >-r-
-..I -

I =:l 
<-' 
}-
0 

I z 

I 
I • 

I ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. DISTRICT COURTS 
DISPOSITION OF iV1lSDETviEANORS 

1976 
16893 

COMPLAINT 

CHANGeOFV5NUE(100) 

COMPLAINTWITHDAAWN (86 e) 

16027 

OISMISS( 38 6)/ ARRAIGNMENT 
(7542) 

GUILTY PLEA 

DISMISS (3176) CHANGe OF ?L5A 

(3885) 

(938) 

I TRIAL 

I (491) 
ACQUIT (115)! COURT (365 )coNVrCi' 

1(11) 

I 

(447 
(170 ) I 247 

JURY 
ACQUIT 

l(3O) CONVICI 

MISTRIAL 
5 36 

DISMISS CHANGE C;: PLEA 

(12075) I 

• 

.-

.... 



DISTRICT COURTS 
DISPOSITION OF M1SDEMEANORS BY STAGES 

1976 

(386)OISMISS 

(16207) I 
ARRA1GNMENT 

NOT 
GUILTY 
PLEA 

. 
GUILTY PLEA 

(7542) 

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

1 
COURT ( 491) 

C115lA.CQU1T 36SboNVICT 

TRIAL 

MISTRIAL 

( 2) DISMISS ( 9) CHANGE OF PLEA 

II 

• 

---------,-----------,----.-----~-------------------

(17 0) ACQUIT 
. I 

(3) 

I 
JURY (447) 1(247)~ONVICT 
TRIAL 

I 
I ~------~----~ 

MISTRIAL 

(27) 

DISMISS CHANGE OF PLEA 

D-24 

.. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Se1:hel 

Oelt3 Junction 

r:airbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Horner 

JUMau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

;:,r'H 

Sdcond 

T:~trC: 

Fourth 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

ARRAIGNMENT RESULTS 
1976 

DISPOSITIONS %OF ARRAIGNMENT RESUl. TS 

)\T ARRAIGN. TOTAL 

I 
I 

l"IENT 
MISDEMcAN· GUiLTY 

NO 
DISMISSeD CONTEST OR CASES ! PL.EA PL.EA 

2an 42 153 I 2231 I 494 

l I 67 4S 10 I 55 2 

150 32 7 I US 28 
1 

78 SO 1 I sa 19 

1371 45 I 55 I 969 I 347 

97 50 7 I 67 23 
~ 

I 

I ~ot AvaiCLable I 
87 44 2 I 67 18 I 

434 47 16 I 390 I 28 

472 60 9 I 389 I 74 

497 63 17 I 448 I 32 

559 65 40 I 347 I 172 
I 

110 31 23 I 77 10 

358 63 2l I 233 I 104 

I 
193 60 4 I 158 I 31 

208 52 5 I lila 3S 
1 

I 
I 

88 56 a I 62 18 

I 

I 148 32 2. I 117 29 I 

1 I 133 69 6 i 103 24 

7928 47 386 I 6054 i H8S 
l 

I 
I I % OF TOTAL 5 I 76 19 j I j 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCL.UDING SERVICE AREAS 

12;2 I 55 I H U.09 I 119 , i 

I 
I 

no n 23 77 ! 1a 

4942 -\6 I 245 3i24 I 973 , 
1.6Q4 46 

I 
H 1144 : 3815 I 

!J-25 



COURT 

Anchorage 

aarrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN 
ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL (PRETRIAL) 

1976 

DISPOSITIONS %OF PRETRIAL RESULTS 

BETWEEN TOTAL 
ARRAIGNMENT MISDEMEANOR CHANGE OF 

AND TRIAL CASES DISMISSED PLEA TO 
GUIl.TY 

3160 46 1376 I 1784 

71 48 U 30 

291 62 193 98 

54 35 29 I 25 

139Cl 45 616 I 774 

70 36 I 20 
/ 

50 

Not Avail ble ,. 

74 38 28 I 46 

365 40 133 I 232 

234 30 69 I 165 

224 28 76 I 148 

218 25 139 /. 79 

205 57 179 26 

134 24 48 I 86 

80 2S 32 I 48 

163 "41 45 I ll8 

45 29 12 I 33 

236 52 120 I ll6 

47 24 20 I 27 

7061 42 3176 I 3885 

% OF TOTAL 45 I 55 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

779 3S 274 I 525 i 

205 57 179 I 26 

4497 42 2025 i 2472 , 

1560 44 598 \ 862 

D-26 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

.l..nchOrage 

3arrow 

Sathel 

Delta Junction 

~air:l.mks 

:3tenallen 

:';aines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

;<atchik:an 

:<odiak 

'lome 

Palmer 

Saward 

Sitka 

i'ok 

Valcez 

Wranq!!11 

TOTAL 

COURT 
TRIALS 

179 

3 

4 

6 

98 

3 

~jot ,l.. 

10 

15 

16 

17 

22 

4 

55 

18 

6 

5 I 
23 

... I I 

491 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

RESULTS OF COURT TRIALS 
1976 

MISTRIAL % 0:-
TOTAL WITH CHANGE 

MISDE, ACQUIT, SU8SE· OF PLEA 

MEANOR TAL QUENT TO 
DIS- GUILTY 

CASES MISSAL. 

3 S3 LO 4 

2. 0 0 0 

1 2- 0 0 

4 2. Q Q 

3 30 0 1 

2 a a Q 

ailable I 
5 2. Q Q 

2. 4 a Q 

2. 4 0 0 

2 :2 a 0 

3 S 0 Q 

1 a 0 a 

10 2 1.0 2. 

6 '1 0 1 

2 1 0 0 

3 0 a 0 

I 1 5 3 0 . -
I 

I 
4 1 I 0 0 

) 

3 I 1'--" I 2.1J I 9 

% OF TOTAL 23 I 0.4 :2 

GUILTY 

I L!1SScR 
ORIGIN~L \ INCLUOEO 
CHARGe ! CHARGE. 

I 

119 I 2. 

3 i a I 
I 

;: I 0 

3 I 1 

66 I 1 

3 I Q 

I 

I 
a I 0 

10 I 1 

12 I Q 

15 I 0 

13 I 
1 ~ 

4 I 0 

49 I 1 
I 

lS I 1 

.j 
I 

1 , 
5 I 0 

I I 

I 13 I !. 

ti I ,) 
i 

I 335 
, 

10 . 
.' r 

I i2 2 

BY JUDICIAL OISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I :";, I I I 

r I 45 :2 I a 0 0 
~ 

35 • 2 

I C:~~-~d 
I r 

L I r 

I i -. ,_.' r 1 ! 0 I 0 0 I 4 i 0 ., 
I 

~--'-
--.~. 

1 
, 

! I l -:- .... : 330 3 I 75 2.0 a 2J9 6 , I 

i \ I , ( _ .... - ... 112 3 3~ 0 1 I 77 2 ~ ... ".' I .:. 
I 

)-27 



COURT' 

Anchorage 

3arrow 

Bethel 

DelTa Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketcllikal' 

Kodia l.< 

Nome 

Palmer 

Saward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

7hlrd 

Fourtn 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

RESULTS OF JURY TRIALS 
1976 

JURY 
TRIALS 

238 

% OF 
TOTAL 
MISDE· 

MEANOR 
CASES 

3.0 

3 2.0 

12 3.0 

65 2.0 

1 LO 

Not A.~ailable 

7 4.0 

7 1.0 

28 4.0 

lS 2.0 

28 3.0 

3 LO 

2 0.4 

l2 4.0 

5 La 

1 LO 

1l 2.0 

3 2.0 

447 3.0 

% OF TOTAL 

I\-IISTRIAL 
WITH 

ACQUIT· SU8SE· 
TAL QUENT 

.DIS· 
MISSAL 

77 3 

1 a 

6 o 

1 o 

29 o 

o o 

3 o 

4 o 

10 o 

8 o 

12 o 

2 I o 

o o 

7 o 

3 o 

o o 

5 o 

I 2 o 

I 170 3 

I 38 1 

GUILTY 
CHANGE~----~------~ 

OF PLEA I LESSER 
TO ORIGIN-:L ; INCLuoeo 

Gut LTV CHAR.G:: i CHARGE 
, 

21 13S I 2 

a 2 o 

l 4 o 

o S o 

2 34 o 

o 1 o 

a 4 o 

o 3 o 

1 17 i o 

o 7 I o 

o 16 I o 

1 o I o 

o 2 I o 

o 4 I 1 

o 2 I o 

o 1 I o 

o 6 I o 

o 1 1 o 

27 244 3 

6 SS 1 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

30 I 2 I 17 
, 

0 I I i 
0 13 : 0 

3 I 1 I 2 I 0 1 I 0 I 0 I 

339 I 3 I 120 I 3 24 I 189 I 3 I 

7S I 2 ! :it I a 2 ! 42 
, 

0 

D-28 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

CONVICTION RATES 
1976 

LESS 

-IONS CHANGE f NO OISPOSI DISPOSlj I NET 
I OF; APPEAR- TIONS 

VENue: ANCE 

(See ~fote 9) 

GUILTY AT J 
I I I ,CONV1C, 

MI' ! ?RE- ! '\ nON 
RAION. ; TRIAl., i TRIAl. Ii TOTAl., l' RATE: 
MENT 

~ J. 

6855 25; 375 I 6455 
~---------+-----+ 

272S 11784 i 258 i 4767 1 74 

5; 9z:1 64 3arrow 

aettlel 

Delta June-don 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haine$ 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

149 1 i 
467 a ! 10 

156 3 I 
I 9 

3060 20 ! 116 

I 
194 13 I 

, 
I 

~ot ;,.v~ilable 

1~6 6 I 
919 1 I 
79l 7 j 

798 

10 

12 I 
97-

34 

144 
I 

57 ' 30 

457 143 I 
I 98 6 ! 247:1 S4 

144 77! 25 I 9; 111:1 77 
2924 1316 I 774 ! 101 t 2l9l :1 75 

i 'I 
4 ,144- I 84 

I 

90 : 
I 

50 ; 171 

178 i 
85 ! 46 112 ! 143 II 80 

8n us I 232 I 14 I 654 :1 91 

I 
750 I 463 ' 165 ! 29 I 657:1 88 

3 I 32 753 
~K-OO--ia-k------+--S-6-3-+---1~:---35--+--9-2-7-1~5-1-9-~ 

79 I 30 I 

I 650 :1 86 

I 628 :1 76 

Nome 

Palmer 

Sll'lYard 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

F::"s~ 

360 I 1 1 31 322 
1 

87 , 26 I 4 
I , 

I 

337 ! 86 I 6 I 13 sse 549 
I 

I 
i 4S 3 ! l-t 

I 
320 303 189 

a 1 18 I 1118 
! 

400 382 203 

139 I 30 
I 
! 33 

J 

5 i 13 157 

419 1146 11115 I 
5 I 35 "S8 

192 a : ;: 190 1127 i 27 

116893 lOa! tJ66. 3385 

l 100 I "7 I 24 , % OF TOTAL 

in 
I 
In 
I 
I 7 

l 5 

1 t 2S 

7 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUD1NG SERVICE AREAS 

2199 I 4 !A9 I21H 1
1229 ! 525 50 , 

I I 

, 

117 :/ 35 

! I 

! 475 I 87 

I 2Sx :1 83 

! 329,/96 

: 119 

; 287 

, 151 Iss 
l2039 

76 I 

l303 )34 

I I . I Second 360 1 J7 ! 322 i 37 "26 .j 11.7 : 36 
I 

7,ird 10712 I I 
6iS 333 ,10103 4697 2472 437 ·7606 ;:'5 

I i , 
;:ou~h 3522 I 29 .:.-12 I 3351 1530 352 ' " 25:3 75 , .. _-

n-29 



COURT CONVIC· 
TIONS 

Ancnorage 4708 

Barrow 92 

Sathe! 238 

Delta Junction 100 

Fairbanks 2146 

Glenallen 125 

Haines a 

Homer 135 

Juneau 654 

Kenai 608 

Ketchikan 649 

Kodiak 626 

Nome 114 

Palmer 438 

Seward 25~ 

Sitka ::128 

Tok 102 

Valdez 266 

Wrangell 160 

TOTAL 11741 

% OF TOTAL 100 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

SENTENCE/FINES IMPOSED 
1976 

SENTENCE S1:RVED 
AND/OR FINE PAID 

seNTENce I 
, 

FINE 

I 
FINE 

ONl.Y I ONLY AND 
SENTENce 

I 

I 889 I 1541 1783 , 
56 I 20 t 10 

I 
89 I 41 I 43 

11 I 31 I 
I 

45 

I 
, 

554 775 
I 536 I 
, , I 

I 
, I 4 57 46 
I I 

0 I 0 I 0 
I 

I 16 I 58 61 

22 I 315 I 248 I 

4S I 369 I 183 

64 I 445 
, 

91 

I 
, 

119 15S I 157 

40 I 29 I 12 

74 I 169 I 158 
I 

39 I 162 I 49 

10 I 184 I 95 

II I 13 I 32 

18 I 121 I 99 

! 
I 

'10 101 i 30 

I , 
2071 I 4586 

i 
3678 

18 I 39 i 31 

I NO S1:NTENCE 
SERVED OR FINE PAID 
SUSPENDED I SENTENCE 

IMPOSI· I OR 
TION tlF I FINE 

SENTENCE 'SUSPENOEO ,--
495 I 815 

6 I 54 

I 
65 I 83 

13 I 22 

! 281 499 I , 
18 I 29 I 
a I 0 

a I 10 

69 I 74 

11 I 27 

49 I ll6 

195 I 178 

33 I 53 

37 T 116 

2 I 37 

39 I 50 

46 I 36 . 
28 I 44 

I 
I 

19 I 11 
I 

I 1406 
I 

2254 

12 I 19 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

Fi~st 1791 106 I 1045 I 464 I 176 I 251 I I , 
, ; ! 

Second 114 40 29 12 33 i 53 

Tnlrd i396 1293 
I 

2673 , I 
2579 aS1 1339 

I 
, 

I 
, 

Fourth 2440 632 I 839 623 346 I 611 

D-30 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchofage 

Sarrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

DISTRICT COURTS' 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

SENTENCE/~NESIMPOSEO 
1976 

SENTENCES F1NES 

I 

(See ~to~e , ,,\ 

REVENUE GENERATED 
li1-l0USANOS OF OOLl.ARS\ 

NUMBER ,I AVEFfACiI:; 
AMOUNT 

NUMBER ' AVERAOa i AMOUNT STAn: ! LOCAl. \ TOrAl. 
, 

2672 7 3324 

9 30 

132 23 S4 

56 I 
1 1 76 

1090 10 1311 

50 3 103 

~ot: Available 

76 119 J 
270 5 563 I 
228 5 552 I 
155 

1:72 I 
120 

171 

814 

167 I 

I 
181 

107 

152 

114 

I 

J 
I 
I 

I 
! 

I 

I r 571728 

2880 

10080 

12996 

1106115>\ 

17201 

21539 

J 602&41 

;1 83904 

: 61104 I 12 536 I r----------+------'I-------r--- , 
Kodiak 276 I ~ 312 ~ 255 79560 

Nome 52 I a 41 I 78 1 3198 

Palmer 232 8 327 I 139 :! 45453 

Seward 88 7 211 1 95 l 20045 

~3120 

6345 

I 
r----------+--.----~------r------~----~------~-------~----~ 

I 2 -IS i 1.\1 I ! ! 

; 196 I ; I 
Sit\<:a 105 

43 

5 279 I 

Va!cez 220 117 2 

133 j 3710; 

'Nr<lngeil 10' I 131 '376 'I 11.\;756 
I 

TOTAL 5i~S 7 I 8264 
I 

273 I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I ( 
. 

,=irst ... 1509 
I 

273203 570 ( 133 I j$ 

I ! i i 3198 S~cond 
-., I) on 7S ! :J_ , 

f 
i ! 7;--trc 3Sn 7 I 5252 l';''j ; g9Zo:::~ I I 

I -,., -- 9 I !.~62 7~7 \ ~ 

1089375 .=:H.I"::1 
__ :J J 

I 

:-31 



____ c. 
(2071) 
SENTENCE 

ONLY 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR SENTENCING 

1976 

Qil90J) 
FINE 
ONLY ~.'--J (\~7,P )' 

SENTENCE 
&fINE ~J--J (1406) 

5US.'I'ENOEI) 
IMPosmON 

-------------------





I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

1---' 

"\nchorage 

Sarrow 

Sethel 

Oelta Junction 

;:airbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Pal mel' 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

F~r1$t 

So?C?r.d 

~"'lr"J 

-='JI..:(~n 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

AI1E OF 1976 CASE DISPOSITIONS * 

AGE AT CLOSING 

CASES liN DAYS) 

AVERAGE I M!!OtAN : 
; 

6855 61 I 23 , 
149 26 I 8 

j 

457 58 I 49 
i 

156 -.. i 12 ::II , 
I 

3060 45 
, a I 
! 

194 48 r 19 

0 Q a 
! 

196 41$ ! 18 

9:'.:3 43 I 13 

-
791 31 

, 
0 

I 

788 23 ! 4 ! , 
853 27 I 0 

93 
l 

65 360 , 
I 

558 26 i 10 
\ 

22 
I 

6 320 ! 

';';0 22 I "0 

:57 26 3 

453 50 29 
--

'0'" .. ~ i. 51 10 
=--

llS893 48 : 17 

I 
I 
I 
I 

flY JUDI~i;l~. DISTRICT INCLUDING SERViCe: AREAS 

2299 33 a 

360 ?3 60 

, ~, ~ 5a 19 -~ .. L_ --. - "'---
3"~< -~ 

H 3 

0-33 

0/., OVER 
120 

DAYS 

12 

3 

13 

14 

10 

11 

0 

10 

9 

5 

4 

. 
4 

29 

3 

4 

1 

3 

8 

3 

10 

5 



COURT 

An~horage 

Sarrow 

Bathel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

. Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tek 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 
1--

Third 

i'ourth 

1973 

! 836 : 

I 

0 I 

37 I 
8 I 

320 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 

21 I 
46 I 
54 I 
63 I 

3 I 
43 I 
19 I 
15 I 

7 I 
! 

i 
0 I 

29 I 
1501 

! 
I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

PeNDING 
1973-1976 

I 
I I 

1974 I 1975 1976 
I I 

i ; 

: 
1183 I 2344 I 3390 

; 

I 
I 

22 21 , 21 
I 

51 
i 

117 
I 

108 I I 

I 
I 

23 77 I 73 
I 

360 ! 596 ! 681 
I 
I 

15 I 44 i 91 
! 
i I 

0 I 0 i 0 
I I 

I 
I I 

55 I 60 i 72 I ! 
I 

283 I 379 I 425 

99 I 132 I 208 I i 

48 
i 

42 I 71 I I 

71 I 53 I 139 

I I 

149 284 
I 

227 I 

I I -I 43 91 j 133 I 
10 I 99 i 118 

I 

2 I 27 i 72-
I ! 

I 
I 

4S 89 , 75 

I I 12 i 123 
I 

115 

; i 
5 I .27 I 27 

2476 I 4605 I 6046 

% INCREASE 

1973 I 19/5 
to 

i 
to 

1976 1976 
1 

I 

+ 305 I + 45 

0 I 0 

+ 192 I - 8 

+- 812 I - 5 
I 

I + ll3 I +14 

I 0 : +107 , 

0 1 0 
I 

0 I + 20 
; 

+1923 I + 12 

+ 352 I + 58 

+ 31 I + 69 

+- 121 I +162 

I +7467 - 21 I 
I + 209 + 46 I 

+ 521 I + 19 
I 

+ 380 I +1S7 

+ 971 I - 16 

I 0 I ~ 6 

I 

- 7 I 0 

I + 302 I + 31 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

, 
i I I 119 , 

338 475 595 + 400 I + 25 ; 

I 
; I ; I 

3 ! 149 284 227 +7467 I - 21 I ---------
1044 1539 

, 
3063 4374 + 319 ... 43 I ; , .. _-- _.-

335 I 450 783 850 I + 154 ... 9 

0-34 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

3ecnel 

Delta Junction 

!=llirbanks 

Glenallen 

:-!ain~ 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

:<atchikan 

:<cdiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

10k 

V~ldez 

',Vrang!lll 

TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
MISDEMEANOR CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

CURRENT AGE 

CASES 
(IN DAYS) 

AVERAGE ! MEDIAN 

3390 272 I 120 

2l 475 I 591 

lOa 124 r 66 

73 159 I 145 

681 I 116 I 96 
I 

91 11:3 I 120 

Not .~vaillbl.e 
; , 
f 
l 

72 185 I lS6 , 
425 150 I 115 

208 135 I 111 

71 116 I 120 

l:J9 129 I 109 

227 350 I 342 

133 90 I 76 l 

118 77 I 73 
\ 
I 

72 102 I 87 
i 

7S I 60 I 61 ! 
115 I 81 : 

79 I 

I , 
27 !.U I 96 I , 

6046 232 I 119 I 
I 

I 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

~sc f 595 I :40 11.1 I 1 ----
::?r:.:"'~ :;27 I 350 j42 I 

--I- --.- , - --- ··--r·----- I 

-~ ... ~ 437-1 2315 113 I -'--'--- I ~ :'-~:~ ~so 122 101 I 

!)-35 

%OVER 
120 

DAYS 

62 

76 

7 

58 

37 

37 

03 

47 

45 

34 

4S 

77 

20 

11 

30 

" 
23 

37 

53 

43 

7; 

55 

36 



COURT 

:"'1chorage 

Barrow 

3'3thel 

Delta Junction 

Farrbanks 

GenaJien 

,.,am6S 

nomer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

~;ome 

Palmer 

Saward 

Sitka 

Tok 

VaICl'3Z 

Wrangell 

-rOTAL 

:: ~st 

S",=of,d 

-"-ffd 

: '.Jur.h 

1973 

. 
0 

i 

23 
; . 

40 I 

I 

6 ! 
i 

0 I 
i 

4 i , 
, 

0 ! 
I 
, 

0 I 
0 I 

I 

0 I 
I 

0 I 

0 I 
0 I 
0 I ' 

I 
38 , 
56 I 

0 
i 
I 
1 

i 
2 i 

1n I 
I 

187 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 -. 1976 

! 1974 1975 1976 I 

i 
I 

0 I 444 i 594 I , 
38 I 14 I 0 

I I 42 4 7 
I 

I 
I 

1 3 I 6 

0 
I 

3a9 I 394 I 
I 
I I 

21 I 0 I 1 
I 

1 I 13 I 16 

i I 0 I 0 
I 

6 
I 

0 I 34 I 51 

0 I 20 4 

I I 0 
I 

59 81 

0 I 9 I 15 

0 I 8 3 

0 I 59 I 90 

45 I 15 I 14 

30 I 78 I 103 

2 I 7 10 

i I 6 42 35 I 
I , 

28 \ 24 4 I I , 

214 I 1222 I 1434 

% INCREASE 

1!J13 

I 
1975 

to to 
1976 1976 

I 

0 I + 34 
I 

0 I 0 

- 82 I + 75 

0 I +100 

0 + 2 

I 
- 75 I 0 

0 I ... 23 

0 0 

0 I + 50 

0 - 80 

0 I + 37 

0 + 67 

0 - 62 

0 + 53 

- 63 - 7 

+ 84 I + 32 

0 + 43 

+1650 I - 17 

- 78 I - 83 

I + 667 I + 17 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

\ 

74 , 59 
I I 
I 208 I 255 I + 245 I + 23 

I 
I 

0 0 i 8 I 3 0 I 62 , -- .l 
i I 

I I S4 ! 114 593 I 766 I 812 29 ! 
.;- I + -------

I 29 41 I I 
, 

413 I 410 "'1314 I - 1 I , 

D-36 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

carrow 

Sathel 

Dalta Jun~ion 

Fairbanks 

Gienailen 

Haine~ 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

:<etchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Se-.... ard 

Sitka 

Tek 

Valdez 

Wrar.gell 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
. OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

FAILURE 
TO 

SATISFY 

77 

0 

1 

2. 

44 

Q 

~ot ;"va 

0 

3 

Q 

6 

2. 

a 

5 

3 

0 

5 

Q 

0 

148 

10 

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 
1976 

PROBATlONi TRAFFIC ~ TRANSFeR 
REvaCA· ION FORMA CASc* 

TION (OMPLA1NT 

11 210 216 

0 I 0 0 

a 1 1 

Q 2. 0 

1 307 8 

0 Q 0 

.i.lable I 
0 6 a 

0 9 I 2. 

a 2 2. 

0 38 2. 

1 I 6 S 

I a 2 Q 

0 61 0 

Q I ,9 0 

0 81 a 

I 0 I 1 
, 

3 

0 I 26 1 

0 I -I I 0 j 

I 13 iSS 240 

1 54 I 17 

ornER 

80' 

0 

4 

2. 

I 34 

I 1 

0 

J7 

Q 

3S 

1 

1 

24 

2 

22 

1 

a 

I 0 

I 252 

19 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I I ! ,?irst 9 I () :32 -I 94 I I 

I I I I 
Se<.:ond 0 ! 0 2 

I 0 I 1 

I \ i 

2~--! 
38 ! , .., 

321 :25 ~20 : -'" ; , 
, , I 

51 I 1 
, 

3 :0 I II I .,. , 
~ I i=?ur:h ,_ 

I 

~ 
I 

! 
I 
:1 

I 
I 

:1 

II 

:1 

'I 
j 
:1 

I 
,I 
, 
I 
~ 

I 

; 

I 
I 
! 

I 

: 
'\ 

... -
.JI ...1 c.as,e ,·lnet= 3 'cl77aj <':,'7af7ge :;,: /~nf.J~ ,$ .10( :jl-ed =ur eng ~r mar! .. "'l23rlngs ar~ ::)r,cuc=~a 

/I)r J ~3se :Jelongil'1g :0 Jno(/',:r t;OIJrt. 

:)-37 

TotAL 

594 

Q 

., 
I 

6 

394 

1 

6 

51 

4 

81 

15 

3 

90 

14 

103 

10 

35 

~ 

1418 

100 

~39 

3 

.,~~ 

00 

4 :0 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Vaidez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Secane 

Third 

Fourth 

j 
I 

1973 I 

I 
I 

0 I 
I 

23 I 
37 I 

6 I 
I 0 I 
I 

I 2 
I 

I 0 I 

0 I 
0 I 
0 

, 

0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 J 

36 I 
51 I 

I 

0 I 
2 ! 

I 

I 18 ! 

175 i 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CR!MINAL CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 - 1976 

I 
I , 
I I 

J 
I 

1974 I 1975 I 1976 , 
I I 

0 I 314 I 486 I 

22 I 
I 

30 I 0 

57 I 3 ! 8 I 

1 I 1 I 13 

I 

j 0 i 382 307 , 

22 i 0 I 2 

I I 
1 : 13 I 16 

i 

I 0 I 0 6 

I I 
0 ! 24 I 60 

I i 0 i 13 5 

0 I 48 I 85 I 
I 

0 I 9 1 12 

0 I 8 1 1 

0 I 35 I 107 

47 I 13 i 15 I 

25 ! 66 I 101 i 
1 I 0 I 12 I 

6 
! 

41 I 30 ! 
, I 

21 I 27 j 0 i I 
i ! 203 i 1027 1266 

I 

% INCREASE 

I 1973 1975 
to to , 1976 1976 

0 l + 55 
I 

0 I 0 

- 79 + 167 

+ 117 +1200 

i 

0 I - 20 
I 
I 

0 I 0 

i 
0 ! + 23 

i 

0 I 0 
I 

0 I + 150 
I 

0 I - 62 

0 I + 77 

0 I + 33 

0 I - 87 

0 I + 206 

- 58 I + 15 

+ 98 I + 53 

0 
·1 

0 

+1400 I - 27 

0 I 0 

I 

+ 623 I + 23 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

i I 

1 

i 
69 47 i 178 I 262 + 280 I + "0 -

I 0 : 0 8 1 0 I 87 -. ---- J 

I I i 
77 132 428 , 671 .... 771 ! + 57 

29 24 
, 

413 ! 332 I +1045 I 20 -
0-38 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

j 
1, 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

3arrow 

3ethel 

Jelta Junction 

Fairb .. nks 

S:snailen 

-lainas 

Homer 

Juneau 

:<;nai 

Ketchikan 

:<odiak 

·'.'ome 

?almer 

S.,ward 

Si~ka 

r--' 
10k 

'Iafds:~ 

'.'Iran;ell 

~·i,l.L 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

AGE OF 1976 CASE DISPOSITIONS 

NUMBER AGE AT OIS?OSITION 
OF 1976 (IN DAYS) 

CASES 

i AVERAGE MEOIAN 

· 486 52 I 11 

0 0 I 0 

8 113 I .30 

• 
13 96 I 46 

307 107 1 49 
I 
I 

2. 126 I 120 
I -

Not .;;.vai1able i 
I I 

6 55 I 0 , 
60 26 i 7 

5 305 J 15 1 
I 
; 

I as 26 I 11 
.. . 

I 12 3 · 5 
I 

1 1 I 1 

10i 31 I 12 

15 50 I 25 
I 

101 26 I 17 , 
12 91 i 

0 
l 

.30 47 
I 
1 42 
I , 

a 0 i 0 

1250 69 
i 

22 
1 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I ,:: '")'! 2-16 69 1.3 

I S~"~r'td 
.- -

! . 1 1 1. 
~ .oJ .... _.------
~ .. , 6-' so 1.3 I . -

- -- I .: .... , ~ . .., 332 1:lS 47 -- . 

0-39 

%OVER 
120 

DAYS 

13.0 

0 

SO.O 

0.4 

25.0 

50.0 

0 

11.0 

20.0 

S.O 

0 

0 

4.0 

0 

3.0 

17.0 

8.0 

0 

14.0 

6.0 

0 

::. :> 

24.0 



I 
COURT 

Ar.c:-torage 

Sarrow 

Betnal 

:lelta Junction 

Fair:JanKs 

Gienallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kl!nai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 
,,--, 

! 
I 
I 

1973 i 

i 
~ 

i 
0 I 

I 

0 ! 
; 

16 I 
I 

12 i 
i 0 I 
I 

2 I 
i 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

PENDING 
1973 -1976 

I j 

1974 1975 I 1976 , 
! 

I I , 

I 

0 I 130 I 238 
~ 

0 
I 0 I 0 ! 
I 

I 

1 I 2 I 1 
, 

I 12 I 14 7 
I 

, 

I 0 I 7 94 I 
I : 

2 I 0 I 0 j 

!-let A~ailab1e 
I I 
I I I ! 

0 I 0 I 0 I 0 
! 

! I I 
0 0 10 I 1 

I 

0 0 I 7 I 6 
I 

I 
I 

I 0 0 I 11 7 

0 I 0 I 0 3 

0 I 0 0 2 

0 I 0 ! 24 I 7 

2 0 I 2 I 1 

5 I 10 I 22 24 

0 1 I 8 I 6 , 

0 0 ! 30 I 6 
I 

I I 

! 0 7 I 4 8 
I 

37 I 
33 I 271 

, 
411 I I 

% INCREASE 

1973 

I 
1975 

to to 
1976 1976 i 

0 j + 83 
I 

- 0 I 
I 

0 

- 50 I - 94 
I - 42 I - 50 
I 

0 +1243 

0 I 0 
! 

I 
0 I 0 

0 I - 90 

0 I - 14 

0 - 36 

0 0 

0 I 0 

0 - 71 

- 50 I - '50 

+ 380 I + 9 

0 I - 25 

0 I - 80 
I 

0 I + 100 

I 
+lOll + 52 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

~!fst 
I 

I I I 5 : 17 47 : 40 + 700 - 15 
I 

! 
j I 

S~cond I i 0 I 0 , 0 2 0 0 . .. __ a ........ _ I 

7~~rd 20 3 I 195 262 ... 1210 I .j" 34 I I 

-, , ------- --.. 
=our'tl" 12 1 13 29 107 + 792 i .;. 269 I 

D-40 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I , . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

8sthel 

Oelta Junction 

Pairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmsr 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez . 
Wrangell 

TOTAl.. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CRIMINAL CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

CURRENT AGE 

CASES (IN DAYS) 

I 

AVERAGE I M.EOIAN 

238 373 I 362 

0 0 \ a ! 
! 

1 198 i 198 
! 
I 

7 404 I 441 

94 191 1 186 
I 
I 

0 0 I 0 
I 

a 0 I a I 
I 

0 a I () 

! 

1 180 
! 

1.80 I 
6 644 I 627 

7 143 I ~20 

3 I 91 I :n 

2 427 I 355 
, 

7 212 i 236 I 
1 57 I 

t 
57 

24 11i I 100 

5 60 I 61 
r 

6 299 
I 

t 293 

a 264 I 273 

-
411 291 2~3 

! 

I 

I 
I 

BY JUDIClAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

.=irst 40 I 53 l.36 I I ; 

/---.-. --- -._-
S.$C~nd 2 ! 427 365 I , 

I i 

T11rc 262 I 365 356 I 
t----- ~ 

I I ,="u,-:n lui ! 200 ~ 98 

%OVER 
120 

DAYS 

91 

a 

100 

100 

66 

a 

0 

a 

100 

100 

4:: 

33 

100 

100 

a 

39 

a 

92 

100 

ia 

54 

100 

I 90 ! 
58 I 



I COURT 

I 
Ancnorage 

Sarrow 

aetnel 

Delta Junction 

::airbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

J..tneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

!\lome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Si·tka 

Tok 

Vaidez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

~ 

j 

*1973 I 

: 

DISTRICT COUI1TS 
SMALL CLAIMS CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 - 1976 

. 
I 
j , 

i 
" 1974 , *1975 1976 

! 
j 

i 

Not Available i I 2288 

I i 

I I 0 
i I 

: I I 37 : ! , I 

I I 
I 
I 3 
i 

, I I 532 
I 

I 'I i 60 
I 

I I i 40 
: t : 
, 

I i 94 
I I 
I 

I I 

i , J 514 
! I 

I 
I 

! I I 239 

i 

! 
I 

I I 217 
i 

j t 

I I I 250 

I I I 1:84 
I 

I I I 167 
I 

I I I 47 
I 

I I 63 

i I 10 

i I I 183 ! i ! 

I I I 55 
J -i J I 

i J I 4985 
~-

(See Note 
% INCREASE 

, 
1973 15/5 
to to 

1976 1976 

. 
Not Available 

i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

! 
<:: .. It Not Available 

. 
; : 8n 

I 

S,:;cona , ; 184 , .-
7"':rd ~ I 3365 t i - ... _---

I =c...:rth : ! 545 
i 

I 

~ Not available ?a=~ ot Other :ivi1 in these years 

D-42 

I 
Not Avalilab1e 

I 
! 
I 
I 

16) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

3arrow 

Sathe! 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

K~nai 

Ketchikan 

KOdiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

F'rn 

Sec:;,ro 
f--

7""::rd 
f--

,=:;'l;r:'1 

I 

I *1973 

I 
I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 - 1976 

! t 

I 
\ 

'" 1974 I *1975 1976 , 
I 
j 

i 

I I 
Not .i\'iailab1-= ; I 1833 

i i I 
I 0 I i 

I I 61 I 1 ! 

I I ! 0 
I 

t 
I 

I I 376 
I I , 

i ; i , 
'1 i 43 ; 

! i 47 I 1 .t 

I I I I : 68 

I ; I HS I I ! , 
i j ! 

I ! ! 170 
I i I 

I I r 
237 

I I I I 126 
'. 

I I i 76 
I 

i I I 102 , 
1 i i 25 
I i 

I I 67 I 
I 

I ! I 12 
I 

I 

j I 

j : 95 
I 

I : I 38 

! , 3794 

(Se'" 'lot", 15) .. . .. 
% INCREASE 

1913 I 1975 

I to to 
1976 1976 

~ot Ava~lab1e 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I , 
! 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
! 

I 
I 

! 
! 
I 
! 
I 

I 
I 
! 

l , 

1 
! 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

~ot. Avail.allle S07 1 ~rot A'failable .. 

J 
76 ._-_. 

2523 I 
I 1--'---- --_ ... -_._",--
j 

J3a i 

___ ~J 



r 
COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Betnel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

-
Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell . 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
Si'!I1ALL CLAIMS CASES 

DISPOSITION STAGES 
1976 

BEFORE BETWEEN 
THE THE ANSWER 

ANSWER AND TRIAL 

1105 I 383 

0 0 

56 5 

0 I 0 

212 97 

33 9 

Not Avail ~le 

48 10 

351 I 26 

118 36 

190 I 29 

55 34 

60 16 

68 21 

19 I 6 

55 9 

5 2 

57 17 

21 9 

2453 709 

65 19 

i , 
AT ~ 

TRIAL I 
i 
" 

345 ~ 
\ 

0 ! 
0 ! 
0 I 

67 
; 
! 

1 i 
l 
q 
• 

10 I 
41 i 
16 l 

~ 

18 ~ 
H 

37 I 
0 I 

13 I 
0 

a 
I, 
" 

3 j 
5 i 

21 ~ 
-S ! 

585 ! 
16 i , , 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDlNG SERVICE AREAS 

First 617 I 73 I 70 :i 
1/ 

I I 

Seco"d 60 16 0 a 
Ii 

T''Ilrd 1559 T 521 443 I 
Ii 

FC:uJC":h 217 I 99 I 72 I 

0-44 

TOTAL 

la33 

0 

61 

0 

376 

43 

68 

418 

"170 

237 

126 

76 

-102 

25 

67 

12 

95 

38 

3747 

100 

760 

75 

2523 

388 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Bethel 

Delt3 Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haine:! 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Saward 

Siek3 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wr::ll1gell 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS CASES 

DISPOSITION RESULTS 
1976 

. -
RESULT FOA 

DISPOSITIONS 
PLAINTIFF 

, 
OEFENDANT 

*179 ! *179 

1833 840 i 876 

0 0 ( 0 

51 8 I Sl 

0 0 ! 0 
I 
, 

376 156 ; 220 

43 27 I 5 

~lot Avadable \ 

S8 39 
I 
! 27 

418 213 i 192 

170 61 I 107 
I 

237 156 I 7S 
I 

126 68 I 46 

I 
, 

76 32, f 44 
I 

102 67 ' t 3S ) 

25 13 
~ 

10 

I 

67 27 I 31 I 

12 7 4 

I 

95 31 61 

38 23 13 

3H7 I 1168 1800 

100 52 i 53 

I 

I 
I , 

• 

BY JUDICIAL DISTrilCT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

:= i(st 760 I 
I 

419 314 I 
Sc!cOOd 76 I 3: 44 I 

I 

":",:ird I 2523 I :;'54 12!-8 
-

:: 'LJr.n 283 I :'63 :!:: 4 

J-45 

I 
AVERAGe 

JUOGMENT 
ANIOUNT 

511 

. 
0 

S28 

0 

.\88 

0 

495 

310 

373 

3~5 

335 

198 

2H 

422 

196 

340 

319 

;'74 

434 

3,)6 

:'9~ 

.~~ 
.,. I 

I 

483 l 



COURT 

Ancliorage 

Barrow 

Beth'll 

Delta Junc::rlon 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Kfltchlkan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell, -TaTAI. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SMALL CLAJMS 

AGE OF 1976 CASE DISPOSITIONS 

NUMBER I AGE'AT CLOSING 

OF 1976 I (IN MON"I'HS) 

CASES I 

I AVERAGE i MEDIAN 

1833 I 281 I 99 
I 

0 I 0 I 0 
i 

61 I 150 t 90 I 
a I 0 

I 
0 ! 

I 174 
I 

376 i HO 
I 

I 
I 

43 58 I 46 
I 

Not AvailJble 
I 

! \ 

68 I 139 I 110 
I 

418 56 ! 3S 
, 

170 238 I 84 I 

237 94 I 42 

126 I S2 I 42 

76 I 128 I 101 

"102 136 I 106 

2S I 63 I 51 

67 lS1 I U 

12 I 50 I 64 

95 59 1 40 

38 47 I 27 
! 

3747 I 196 I 83 

I 
I 

I 

I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

760 
I 

76 ! 37 I First I I 

i 
, 

I Second 76 . 128 101 , 

Third 2523 241 I 93 I , 

=ourth 383 I 172 
, 

HO I I ! 

D-46 

%OVER 
ONE 

YEAR 

29 

0 

17 

a 

18 

a 

8 

4 

34 

7 

2 

3 

S 

a 

14 

0 

0 

3 

19 

6 

3 

24 

18 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Bethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haine! 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

KcQiak 

~ome 

?afmer 

Seward 

I Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

1973 I 
I 
! 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SMALL CLAIMS CASES 

PENDING 
1973 -1976 

I 
I 

1974 1975 I 1975 

I 
1 
I 
! 

Mot Available I I 2163 
i 

1 I I , 
I 1 , 

i , i 
r ! 22 

J I I I 3 
\ 

I I I 331 

I I I 17 
I ! 
, 

I I i a 
I 

I I I 70 

I I I 22.5 ! 
--' 

i I I 
194-I I . 

I I -I 71 
I - I I I 150 

I -.,....... --
I I I 162 , f 

I I I 106 \ 
I 

I 

I I I I 30 

! ! I 29 
I I 

I ! I 4 
I I , 

I 
, 

I I 121 
, -
; I 

I 23 

i i 
j 

3728 I 
J ! 

(See ~ote 16) 

% INCREASE 

1973 1~i5 
to to 

1976 1976 

~ot Avahab1e 
I 

I 
I 

,,-

I 
J , 

I 
I 

I 
I 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
! 

8Y.' ,;.; -:;/AL. DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AAEAS 

1_~;~.~ ___ I._~jC:. :l.:·all_ab_l_e ___ . ______ -+ _______ ---4 

l:=::~.n~_ . . ._ _ .. _________________ -!--___ -;.. ___ -I 

i I 

354 ~ot .:\,val:able 

I 152 

--"~;:j :573 I 

i 
339 T 

:-47 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Betnel 

Delta Junction 

Filrbanks 
I----

Cmnallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak. 

Nome 
. 

Palmer . 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

G~~' 
Second 

Third 

i=ourth 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SMALL CLAiiviS 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976 

, 
CURRENT AGE 

(IN DAYS) 
CASES 

I 
AVERAGE I MEDIAN 

J 

2163 346 I 333 , 

1 771 i 771 
I 

22 196 I 209 

3 31 I 46 
I 

331 162 , 145 
I 

17 154 I 153 
I 

0 0 I 0 

70 230 I 210 
I 

225 273 I 260 

! 
194 286 I 261 

77 210 i 224 

130 154 I 110 

162 284 I 266 

106 192 I 177 

30 226 I 227 
! 

29 254 I 259 
I 

4 159 I 90 
! 

121 165 i 87 

23 146 I 106 I , -I 
3728 289 ! 272 

I 

Oy JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

354 250 
i 

243 I 

162 284 I 266 

2873 I 312 294 I 

339 I 161 I 143 I I 

D-48 

%OVER 
ONE 

YEAR 

46 

100 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

27 

27 

28 

5 

II 

52 

3 

10 

10 

0 

12 

0 

33 

19 

52 

38 

2 

.-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.1 
I 
I· 

I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

33rrow 

3achel 

Dalta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

:< etch if<an 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Saward 

Sitkl 

Tof< 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOiAl. 

*1973 

I , 
4290 I 

6 j 
I 

474 
i 
I 

5 I 
10'30 

, 
I 

15 I 
S4 I 
32 I 

101 

221 I 
271 

266 

n I 
I 

111 I 
43 I -

118' 

2. 
I 
I 
! 

38 I 
69 i 

i783 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
aTHER CIVIL CASES 

F1L1NGS 
1973 -1976 

I 

I 
* 1974 * 1975 I 1976 

I 
3852 4067 I 220S 

I 

13 I 21 J a 

298 I 431 r 
I I 30' 

6 3 I 0 

10'16 1000 I 635 

49 I 29 I 3 I 

39 I 66 I a I 

I I 
62 86 I 24 

I 

·a!3 I 853 I 327 

291 I 278 I 71 

305 I 428 I 67 I 
196 I 179 I 67 I 

5 I 7S I '12 
I 

l.l7 136 I 22 i 

36 33 I 7 

122 I 119 

, 

I 25 

7 I 27 I a 

I I 
I 

43 71 I 1415 

72 I 75 I 6 I 

10342 I 7977 I 36S7 I 

(See Note 16) 

% INCREASe 

1973 1tr:S 
to \n 

1976 1916 

, 
::lot: App~iCalUe 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
! 

I 
I 

! 
: 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

l213 1351 _j_~S41 , 

[ ___ 3:. _:. ___ ~-+ __ 7._S __ ' __ 1_2 __ +-___ -:--_____ -1 

425 

5496 __ ~_ 44_ .• _' __ 53_1_0' ___ 25_7_5 ________ .;..-. ___ -1 

10'43 lQ42 1051 535 

Jr Small C1.aims ' .• ere incluc.ed i:1 t~is cat.eO'orv i:l these 'tears 
•.•.. 1.9it: ==s-ures are not compa:able to the-previous ~r~a,:'s. 

0-49 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

::letta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Vaide<: 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS 
1976 

CIVIL DEBTS, 
CONTRACTS OTHER 

DAMAGE 
AND NOTES 

266 1626 313 

a 0 a 

3 5 22 

a a a 

107 458 90 

1 1 1 

a a 0 

10 II 3 

13 116 198 

6 61 4 

6 43 18 

10 30 27 

3 4 5 

1 19 2 

3 1 3 

1 13 11 

a a 0 

30 16 100 

1 2 I 3 

461 2406 

I 
800 .. 

12 I 66 22 

, 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 21 I 174 I 230 -I 
Second 3 I 4 I 5 I 
":"nird 330 I 1770 I 475 I 

I 

I I ::ou~h 107 I 458 90 

D-50 

TOTAL 

2205 

a 

30 

a 

655 

3 

0 

24 

327 

71 

67 

67 

12 

22 

7 

25 

a 

146 

6 

3667 

100 

425 

·12 

2575 

655 

I 

I 
I' 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT *1973 

I 
Anchorage 4094 I , 
Barrow 10 

I 

Bethel 56 I 
Delta Junction 5 I 
Fairbanks 1071 

Glenallen 9 I 
HainEY.> 56 I 
Homer 34 I 
Juneau 600 

Kenai 174 I 
Ketchikan 288 I 
Kodiak 237 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

DISPOSITIONS 
1973 -1976 

I 
* 1974 

I 
*1975 1976 

I 
2537 I I 2874 1883 

I 

7 I 32 I (j 
I 

I I 60 26 ! 20 

4 I 3 ) 0 

I I 
1044 

I 
782 ! 676 

42 I 21 I 4 I J 

36 I 53 
i 

0 I t 
I J 

33 I 29 I 22 

S81 I 604 
i 
i 166 

I I 
166 227 I 43 

I 
I 

261 l23 I 51 

146 I 204 I 
lS 

I I 

(See ;.tote 16) 

% INCREASE 

1913 1975 
to to 

1976 1971j 

! 
Not atloiLicable •• I 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
j 

, I 

Nome 7 I 2. I 30 I 8- e.~ ~ 

. . ,~-~ .1. ... .-..... - .... , .••• ~ .... HI_ • 

I 
-, .. 

Palmer 106 I ll7 I 65 I 20 

Seward 42 49 I 12 I 4 I --
I 

I I I Sitka 156 97 I 83 25 I 
Tok 4 I 5 I 3 

I a ! J ! I 

I I \ I Valdez 38 46 : 2S ! 71 
1----

I 
, 

) 
I 

WrangelJ. 70 67 I 57 ) 6 

TOTAL 7063 I 5600 i 5453 j 3037 I 
: I 

BY JUOICIAl DISTFlICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

First 1170 1342 1120 248 ~rot. app~icable 

Second 7 2 30 8 
.~--- ---- J , 

Third 4790 3196 3483 nos I 

- .... _--- --~ 

r:our,h 1096 1060 820 676 

* :~clucies Small Claims :or these vears .'. 
19,6 :iqurss are not ccmparable to ~he previous 7ears. 

'J-51 



BEFORE 
COURT THE 

ANSWER 

:"ilchorage 1453 
\ 

Sarrow 0 

3etite! 16 

Celta JunctIon 0 

Fairbanks 536 

G,ensllen ,3 

Haines Not Ava 

Homer 13 

J:.:neeu 136 

Ksnai 29 

Ketchikan 38 

Kodiak 18 

Nome 6 

, Falmer"----- '-.-. - --- .. -~.~ .. -
Se· .... ard 0 

Sitka 19 

10k 0 

Valdez 30 

','.'rangell 0 

TOTAL 2312 

% OJ- TOTAL 76 I 

D'ISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

DISPOSITION STAGES 
1976 

BETWEEN AT TRIAL 
THE 

I 
ANSWER 

AND COURT JURY 

TRIAL 

317 I 105 I 8 

0 I 0 I 0 

3 1 I 0 

I 
0 0 I 0 I , 

93 42 I 5 

1 0 
, 

0 

lable I 

8 1 I 0 

25 5 I 0 I 
1 

9 5 j 0 

10 2 I 1 

15 4 I 1 

2 0 I 0 

4 1 , 0 
"- --- .... " , 

I 0 4 0 

6 0 I 0 

0 0 I 0 

11 30 I 0 

I 
4 2 I 0 

508 202 
I 
I 15 

17 7 
i 

.4 ! 

Ii 

I 
TOTALl 

, 

i 113 i 
I 0 i 
i 1 i 

0 ! 
I 47 ~ 
I 

II 
0 !I 

I il 

1 r 
II 

5 

I' I 5 II 

I 3 I 

I 
5 

!I 

I 0 

1 II 
, 

4 I 
I 0 I 
I 0 I' ,I 

11 

30 II 
Ii 

I I' ! 2 .I 
, I 

217 !, 

I 7 II 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

, 
I 

, 
11 ;: ~"1: 193 45 9 1 I 10 I ,. 

I :\ ::i,!::;:-:;j 6 2 0 0 I 
0 

I :1 

I 
,-- r---

\1 
7~.r:l 1.577 I 368 I 151 9 : 160 'i 

=o...,r:."" 536 i 93 I 42 
! 

5 4i " 

I I 

!J-52 

TOTAL 

1883 

0 

20 

0 

676 

4 

22 

166 

43 

51 

38 

8 

20 

" 
25 

0 

71 

6 

3037 

100 

248 

8 

2105 

676 

I 
I 
t, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
If 
I 
'I 
J 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

8 arrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kanai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

?alrner 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tak 

Valde:z: 

Wrangell 
1-,-

TOTAl. 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

DISPOSITION RESULTS 
1975 

RESUbil':OR 
.\ ....... ~ 

DISPOSIT10NS 
PLAINTIFF DeFENDANT 
* 95 It 95 

1883 , 939 I 905 

0 a I 0 

20 4 i 15 I 

a 0 0 

I 

676 2$'1 I 365 

4 3 ! a 

a 0 a 

22 1.1 I 10 

166 61 I 103 

43 22 21 

51 22 I 26 

38 15 
1 

6 

8 1 6 

20 13 I 7 
I 

4 :3 J 1 
1 

25 11 ! 14 I 
! 

0 0 i a 
, 

71 50 i 1:3 

6 I 3 I 1 , 

30:37 1449 1493 

AVeRAGE 
JUDGMeNT 

AMOUNT 

1762 

0 

1447 

0 

1485 

0 

0 

2269 

1330 

ll16 

643 

1563 

509 

812 

340 

809 

0 

2011 

iS6 

1373 

% OF TOTAL 100 51 52 

BY JUOICIALDISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I r 

, 

I ,=irst 248 97 1 144 1122 

r~Q: I i I Second 1 I 6 509 ; 
- i I I-;-··ro 1060 I 978 1559 ! 

=oIJr.h I 676 I 291 ~ .. I 1-185 • 0;' 
: 

. -- . 

D-33 



u. u.. 
~ 
Z 
:;: 
-I 
c.. 
c:: 
o u. 

.. 

.. 

* 95 :or both 

DISTRICT COURTS 
DISPOSITION OF CIVIL CASES 

(EXCLUDING SMALL CLAIMS) 

1976 

(3037) 

COMPLAlN'r 

(1101) DEFAULT (*7 3) WITHDRAWN (1138) 

I 
ANSWER 

( 2 4 4) JUDGMENT C* 1 ,5) DISMISS ( 2 4 9 r 

TR1AL(21 r 
(97 ) (99) (202 

,fpg~T I Ii 

(7) (15 1 (7) 
JURY J III 

* (1) 

D-54 

I
Z 
UJ 
C 
Z 
UJ 
U. 
UJ 
Q 
c:: 
o 
u.. 

I 
I 
II 

I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
If 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I, 
I 

I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

:<etchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Sa'Nard 

Sitlea 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell ' 

TOTAL 
.. - .. "-

Firs, 

S~cond 

7h;rd 

Fourth 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

AGE OF 1976 DISPOSITIONS 

197\$ CASES (IN DAYS) 
~ AGEATDISPOSlnON 

AVERAGE I MEDIAN 

1883 I 333 I 145 

0 0 I 0 

20 I 31 12 

Q 0 0 

676 I 281 221 

4 I 66 I 60 

0 0 I 0 

22 I 238 I 216 

166 190 I 49 

43 I 163 12 

5J 191 I 141 

38 132 I 68 

8 178 I 120 

20 I 156 113 

4 S5 I 30 

25 I 190 I 55 

0 0 I 0 

71 I 75 I 55 
, 
I 

6 112 I 71 

3037 282 I 1-' :;)-

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

248 69 69 

-' -
a 178 120 

nos 308 138 

6i6 281 221 

0-33 

(See note 7) 

%OVER 
ONE YEAR 

34 

0 

0 

0 

39 

0 

0 
.. 

16 

23 

15 

20 

8 

13 

12 

0 

2S 

0 

0 

,--, 
32 

23 

13 

31 

39 



COURT 

Ancnorage 

3arrow 

3etr.ef 

:J alta Junction 

=airoanks 

3iena!len 

Maines 
" 

:-Iomer 

J,.;neau 

Kenai 

K2tchikan 

~odiak 

'.;ome 

Palmar 

Sawi!rd 

Sitka 

70k 

Vl'lic~~ 

1--' 
I.'/rangell 

TOTAL 

DISTF!lCT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

I j 

I I 
1973 I 1974 I 1975 1976 

I I , 
, 

- . "'- -
% INCREASE 

I 
197:1 I 1975 

to to 
1976 I 1976 

I I I I Not Avaitable Not Available I 2045 i i 

I I 
i I I 1 ! I 

I i I 12 I I 
I I 
I 

I 
j I ! I 0 
I 

i I 
, 

! SOl ! 
I : I I I i i i a 
, 

I , I ! I 0 
I i . I i I 20 I I ! 

j I 335 I 
I I I 68 I I , I 

I I S3 I 
t I I 49 I L 

I I , 
9 I 

I I I 11 I I 

I I 3 I 
I I I I 
J 17 I 

I I I 0 I I I 

! 
I I I I 1 90 , 

I 
, 

4 I 

I I 
, 

I I 
i 2 

I ! I 3216 I 

BY JUDICIAL D1STRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

--..-. 

I 
I 

, 

Available ;: .~: ~Tot Availlable 
, f 407 , I Not 

:-::o~: 
; I 9 I I -. .. ,---_.'-- ---- I -<-

I ! 
1 

I I -"":,!~ 
I 

: 22?8 
I "".------ .-

j: :;Jrt~ 502 I ! 

D-56 

, 

I 
,I 
'I 
S 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
" 

I 
I 
I 



I
I 
I 

I 
I 
,I, 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 

I; 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Sethel 

Oelta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TO'! Al 

DISTRICT COURTS 
OTHER CIVIL CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31, 1976 

CURRENT AGE 
CAses- (IN DAYS) 

AVERAGe: I MEt'JIAN 

2045 I 306 
1 

;~77 

1 I 633 I 633 

12 144 1.a 

a I 0 I 0 

Sal 203 235 

a a a 

0 a a 

20 241 2~2 

335 319 I 294 

68 298 I 28:3 
, 

53 164 I 8S 

~9 195 l36 

9 314 I 299 
-

E I 161 I 113 

3 212 I 184 

17 243 I 253 

0 0 I a 

90 181 I 161 I , 

I 
1 

I 2 364 I 364 

3216 I 281 I 26:3 
I 

BY JUDlejAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

, I J First 40i I 296 256 I I 
I 

! 
314 

, 
299 ! 

Second 9 I I I \ 

ThIrd ;298 296 268 I 1--------_. 
I 50'2 204 l 236 ~ourth 

I 

D-57 

% OVER 
ONE YEAR 

37 

100 

0 

0 

15 

a 

0 

10 

31 

38 

13 

20 

22 

9 

a 

18 

a 

2 

50 

31 

28 

22 

35 

13 



I, 

COURT 1973 

Anchorage 30253 I 
I 

Barrow 44 I 

I 
Sethel 304 I, 

; 
I 
I 

:latta Junction 109 I 
I 
I 

rairbanks 11169 i 
i 

Glenallen 152 I 
I 

Haines 80 ; 
I , 

Homer 244 I 
Juneau 1213 I 

I 

Kenai 679 I 
i 

Ketchikan 2687 I 
Kodiak 525 I 
Nome 105 

r 
I 

Palmer 708 I 
Seward 436 I 
Sitka 500 ! 
iok 46 I 

I 

Valdez 107 i 
501 

I 

WWlgefi 
\ 

j TOTAL 50062 \ 

OlS1RICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

FILINGS 
1973 - 1976 

\ 

i I 
1974 i 1975 i 

I I 

I I 
I 

I i 29352 I 32864 ! I 

j I 56 · 104 , 

134 I 60 i I 

i 

! I 
376 751 I · i 

1976 

31784 

59 

28 

500 

11373 ! 8568 I 11990 
I 

I 

I 386 I 7sa 836 
. 

380 I 165 I 50 
I \ 

6.5 3 ! 608 I 1060 

1108 \ 2229 I 2415 t 
I I 1030 1425 3155 
I 

I 1972 I 1474 1525 

597 t 655 274 
I I 

65 I 101 I 51 I 

1555 I 606 I 1625 

682 I 935 I 1489 

612 I 515 I 480 

I I 
277 I 368 I 210 I 

416 I 834 I 1013 

792 606 i 258 · 1 , 
51836 53625 I 59002 I I 

% INCREASE 

1973 1975 
to to 

1976 1976 

. 
+ 5 I - 3 

+ 34 I - 43 

- 91 I _. 53 

+ 359 I - 33 

+ 7 + 40 
I 

+ 450 I + 10 

- 37 - 70 

+ 334 I + 74 

+ 99 + 8 

+ 259 I + 121 

- 43 + 3 

- 46 I - 58 

- 51 j - 50 

+ 1.58 I + 201 

+ 242 I + 59 

- 4 I - 7 

+ 357 - 43 

+ 847 I + :?l 

- 49 I - 57 

.;. 18 I .;. 10 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCl.UDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I 

! ;:: ,(st 4981 4864 4988 
I 

4728 , - 5 - 5 

Second 105 i 65 I 101 ! I 
I 51 - 51 I - 50 

, . ... _ .... ""' ...... - ~ . -. \ 

-:-~:rd 33608 34825 38745 41464 23 
I 

7 + I + 
I -- . ~ .----~ .. 

'::ourtn 11368 \ 12082 979l 12759 + 30 I .,. 12 

D-58 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
" 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
'I 
I 



I 
,I' 
I 
I 
I 
I; 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
,I' 
I 
I 
'I 
I 

COURT EQUIP. 
MENT 

Anchor.lg~ 4483 

8 arrow 10 ,. 
Sethel 2 

Oel ta Junc::ion 97 

Fairbank$ 2149 

Glenallen 208 

Haines 5 

Homer 83 

Juneau S9Q 

Kenai 1107 

Ketchikan :"48 

Kodiak 7 

Nome 8 

Palmer ';25 

Seward 358 
I 

Sitka 95 

Tok 60 

Valdez 269 

Wrangell 6 

TOTAL 10llO 

~{OF TOTAl. 17 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

COMPOSITlON OF FILINGS 
1916 

SIGNS/ 
CON· I.JCENSE SPEED· TROL OTHER REsTRte ING MOVING oe· TION 
vIces 

9157 5070 2834 4275 

7 17 a 23 

6 5 2 4 

236 11 24- 54 

2988 1846 522 1220 

425 23 28 81 

15 12 2 11 

729 17 21 107 

752 327 92 3S0 

12~6 196 70 297 

719 89 58 243 

82 24 13 91 

6 9 .3 I 14 

596 2.11 117 229 

658 55 61 193 

1.31 37 23 102 

44 8 ,3 31 

290 118 21 168 

ll3 33 Q I 50 

18290 9114 I 3902 7553 

31 lS ! 7 13 

REGIS. 
TRA- OTHER T1ON/ 

TITl.e 

1094 3851 

0 :2. 

0 9 

25 4.7 

499 2756 

49 22 

3 :2 

52 Sl 

230 64 

158 61 

146 62 

39 18 

4 5 

135 112 

100 54 

41 Sl 

20 44 

52 85 

24 25 

2681 7352 

5 9 
'. 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

::irst 344 1790 498 181 ... ~~ 
100 205 

Second 8 I 6 9 5 1.4 5 

ThIrd 6942 
1
13219 SilS 3167 5445 1689 4283 

FOUr111 2316 3275 .ta88 549 1328 544 2859 

0-59 

, 

TOTAL 

i 

:1 31784 

59 

I 
28 : 

, 
) 

sao I 

I 11990 

i 836 , 

50 

1050 

2415 

3155 

J 
132S 

I 274 
: 

51 
" 

1825 

,I 1489 

480 

l 
,1 no J 
I , 
'I 1013 

j 2Sq 

1 59002 
j 

,1 100 

4728 

51 
, 

41-\64 

l~~~Q 
././~* 



. COURT 1973 

Ancnorage 30109 

t 
Barrow 44 I 

I 

I 

aethel ns I 
I 
I (Jelu Junction 102 i 

I 
Fairbanks 11552 , , 

Gienallen 140 
j 
I 

I 

Haines 83 , 
I Homer 232 I 

Juneau 1131 I 
I 

Kenai 860 I 
Ketchikan 2687 ! 
Kodiak 528 ! 

I 

Nome 103 I 
1---

I 

Palmer 715 i 
Seward 435 I 

I 
I 

Sitka 500 j 
I 

10k 43 i 
I 
i 

Valdez 101 I 
I 

Wrangell 511 I 
I 

TOTAL 50194 I 
! 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 
DISPOSITIONS 
1973 - 1976 

, , 

1974 1975 ! 
I 
I 

I ! 

I 

i 27941 26226 
I , 

56 ! 
I 

81 ! 
I I 

158 60 I , 
, 

I 320 ! 690 i 
I i !.l206 6100 , 

, , , 
345 ! 290 i 

-
387 ! 160 j 

I 

I I 

481 I 617 i 
\ 

I i 
1126 I 1039 i 

I I 101.9 I 1165 
I I 

1972 
i I I 1474 

I 
I 

! 
, 

49'6 I 473 ! 

62 I 88 I 
1555 I 569 I I 

677 I 680 I 
I 

I I 605 
, 

487 I I , 
i i 

249 I 263 I 
I 

, i 

365 I 797 ! 
! 

I i 785 I 564 ! 

49805 I 41823 1 i 
I 

%INCRI:ASE 

1976 1!!73 I 1975 
to 

I 
to 

1976 1976 

30193 0 I + 15 

! 70 + 59 - 14 ; 

40 - 87 i .. 33 

I 607 + 495 .- 12 I 
, 

10943 - 5 ! + 79 
I 

911 ... 551 J + 214 
I 

49 41 
I 

69 - I -
I 

1088 + 369 I + 76 

2154 .,. 90 I + 107 

3075 + 258 I + 164 

1549 - 42 i + 5 

307 - 42 I - 35 

61 - 41 I - 31 

1833 + 156 I + 222 

1506 + 246 I + 121 
I 

479 - 4 i - 2 

I 
233 + 442 I - 11 

I 

1060 -I- 950 i + 33 
I 

261 - 49 i - 54 

56419 I + 12 
; 
! + 35 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

i=lfst 4912 4875 3~'24 4492 9 
I 

+ 21 I - I . 
, , 

S!';cond 103 62 88 
, 

til 4l 31 , - -1------ .-
I 7,'I(d 33438 33037 308i7 40013 + 20 ... 30 - - -.---~---.. 

i=':lL../'t11 l:741 1':231 7134 1.1853 I + 1 . + 66 

0-60 

I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchor1Jga 

3arrow 

Sathel 

Delta Junt:tion 

Fairbanks 

GlenaJren 

'-\aines 

Homer" 

Juneau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

:<odiak 

,'lome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

iok 

Valdez 

',':r:mgell 

'iOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

DISPOSlTION STAGES 
1976 

WITHOUT COURT WITH COURT 
APPEARANCE APPEARANCE 

CLoseo I MAIL WAiveR 
IN AT ARRAIGN. A~RAIGN. AT I BETWeeN I 

STAns. ! 
TICAL.LV' MIL COUNTER MeN" M!:!NT AND 

I TRIAl. I 

15ll I 4879 11942 6941 I 4550 I 
a I 4 8 30 28 

0 0 I 1 S 21 

14 16 I 201 76 241 I 
3::lS I 251 I 7110 1171 I 1983 

1 I 285 I 135 251 I 229 , . 
a I 18 I 5 15 I 5 I 
a I 4 529 169 339 

, 
2 I 852 242 sao 353 I 
a I til l231 659 I 969 

0 527 I 85 523 179 

0 20 I 75 85 86 

0 0 5 23 I 28 I 
3 12 I ~4;-r 317 632 I 
0 38 I 946 17S I 3S2 I I 

a I 169 I 
I 

12 1J4 27 

16 I 1 I 99 31 I as I 

. 11 I 12 I 
i 454 162 401 I 

i I I i 0 I 131 ( 16 91 1 16 i 

t 
, 

I I la9S 7390 i 23644 11441 10554 , ! I 

3 t 13 ! 42 20 18 ! , 

TAIAL. 

370 

a 

10 

S9 

90 

10 

6 

47 

US 

155 

135 

40 ' 

S 

222 

65 

137 

1 

20 

1 

1494 

3 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT iNCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

.= rst :2 1607 i 360 I !.3 43 ! sao i 400 ! 
, 

I S~cond I I , I 

a 0 s 2:3 I 2a : 5 1 I I 
..I. 

I , 
7 ... ·r::1 1S26 5311 15361 I 8761 : 7609 939 

I . 
:~'Jr;n 368 272 7419 , 130$ : 233i : 150 

TOTAl.. 

301.93 

70 

I 40 

Ga7 

j10943 

9U 

j 
49 • 

1088 

US'4 

! 3075 

1549 

307. 

~ 6'1 

l 19;)3 
I 

1506 

~ 419 

~ 233 

~ 1060 I 

I 251 

I 56419 

:1 100 

~~ 

I H92 
i 

I 61. 

I 
140013 
, 
! 1!.8S3 

.~ -----'-



COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

Semel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

:-laines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kenai 
1----

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez. 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

i"ird 

Fcu'\h 

DIS· LESS 
POSI· NO 

TIONS SHOWS 

301931 1511 

70 0 

40 0 

607 14 

10943 338 

9111 1 

49 0 

1088 0 

2154 2 

3075 0 

1549 0 

31)7 0 

61 0 

1833 3 i 
1506 0 

479 0 

233 16 

1060 11 

261 0 I 
S6U9 1896 

% OF TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

CONVICTION RATES 
19i6 

-- . 
I GUILTY AT !I 

NET BAIL ' 
, 1 I , 

DIS?OSI· FORFEIT: AR, 1 PRE. I TRIAL I TOTAL TIONS OR RAIGN, I TRIAL 
COUNTER' MENT , 
WAIVER I . 

2868~1 9326 : 6060 
, I ! 1856711 i 3070 111 

I 

70 9 : 9 i 2 I 0 I 20 II I I , 
I i I 2811 40 11 8 I 9 I 10 
I 

i i I I 45111 593 181 ! 58 ! 154 58 
I ! 

I 

I I 80991 10605 6642 : - 728 I 
697 i 32 

! 

I 
, 

I I II 
910 380 ' 217 I 149 7 [ 753

11 
, 

I I 

I I 
I 

44 !I 49 21 I 12 5 6 I 
I 

1088/ 
I 

I I / 

! 
468 i 146 251 45 910 I I 

2152 903 j 451 I 219 I 98 I 1671 11 I , 

3075 853 I 387 I 822 I 126 I 2188
11 

677 i I I I 
• I 

1549 497 119 119 14121 , I 

307 821 72 I 47 I 35 I 236 

61 4 I 21 I 10 I 4 1 39 
I 

:212 I I I i 
1830 470 I 407 219 1308 

f 

1506 691 I 101 
I 
1 

212 I 63 I 10671 

I I I 

136 I 479 176 I 122 21 I 455 
I . 

23 I I 1 I 217 66 I 53 143 ; : I 

i I I 
191 888 i 1049 402 ! 133 334 I 

~ 

261 140 
I 

86 I 13 I 6 I ~ , 
f 245 !I ! I 

54523121492 ' 9343 !6594 ! 1095 13a524l 

! ! I I 

7111 100 39 17 12 2 I 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUOING SERVICE AREAS 

4492 I I 4490 11917 
; 

! 
I I 

2 : 1168 ! 377 365 : 3327 !I I 

611 ~ i ! ii 61 0 4 21 10 i 
i i 4 I 39 I 

38437 k.!673 i i :1 
40013 1526 ' 7336 :5301 , 635 ,25945! 

1114831 ! 1 
:1 

l.1.853 368 6898 818 i 906 91 8713 !i ,. 

D-62 

-
CON· 
VIC· 

TlON 
RATE, 

82 

'29 

70 

76 

76 

83 

90 

84 

78 

71 

91 

77 

64 

71 
71 

95 

66 

85 

94 

71 

85 

64 

67 

76 

I 
I, 
I 
i 

t 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I. 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
,I. 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COURT 

Anchorage 

Sarrow 

3ethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

.:lIenal/en 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 
-

-Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

Silka 

Tok 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

I S~<:o(]d 

~" ~. 
-:t...r-:h 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

AGE OF 1976 CASE DISPOSIT10NS 

AGE AT CLOSING 

CASES 
(IN DAYS) 

--
AVERAGE MEDtAN 

30193 196 I 177 -
I 70 155 102-

40 237 I 2I2 

601 200 i 156 

10943 183 I 168 

911 168 I 128 

49 325 I 164 

1088 184 166 

2154 180 l 170 

3075 168 I 160 

1349 140 138 

307 192 182 

H 216 199 

1833 182 I 169 

1506 169 167 

479 157 I 157 

233 215 I 189 

1060 190 173 , 
261 144 I 145 

56419 lS9 I 172 

BY JUDICIAl. DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

4492 163 1'\6 

61. 215 199 

t 
40013 193 , --.1 :l 

11853 134 167 

;:'-63 

- - ------, 
I 

% OVER 
120 

DAYS 

6S 

37 

71 

64 

64 

52 

72 

72 

64 

73 

57 

62 

74-

67 

10 

60 

74 

69 

58 

66 

61 

74 

67 

50! 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

1ethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

!. 
Keilai 

,c:tchikan 

• 'Xiiak 
r 

ome 
r-

1lmer 
, 

Sp.waro 

Sitka 

Tok 

Valdez 

'A·-angell 
.... ,. .. " 

i TOTAL 

( 

: ;:irsl' 
I 

I Second 

I ; ;Jtrd 

I -i rOUr1:h 

TOTAL 
FINES 

23722 

20 

29 

452 

8103 

756 

44 

910 

1577 

2191 

1413 

238 

45 

1310 

1417 

455 

143 

995 

245 

44165 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 
FINE AMOUNTS 

1976 

I REVENUE GENERATED L_ 
AVERAGE 

,I i I 
FINE STATE LOCAL I TOTAL 

I I 
I 

i 
I 

25.00 260171 332879 I "593050 

9.00 176 I 4 I ':1:80 

I I 

12.00 297 I 51 I 348 

38.00 17176 I 0 i 17I76 , 
26.00 132811 I 77867 

! 
210678 I i 

64.00 48384 I 0 ! 48384 

18.00 752 I 40 I 792 
I 

J 
I 

26.00 8832 14828 I 23660 

18.00 . 2774 I 27412 i 30186 I 

I 
I 

36.00 62464 15616 I 78080 

22.00 15043 I lS043 I 31086 
I 

20.00 702 I 4096 I 4798 

n.oo 20 I 488 I 508 

20.00 19820 I 5797 I 25617 

17.00 11123 I 12573 I 23696 

25.00 570 I 10826 I 11396 I 
I I 68.00 9715 I 0 9715 

I 

53.00 36445 I 1S941 i 52386 

22.00 I 0 I 5383 I 5383 , 

I i : 
26.43 62'3275 538844 i 1167119' 

I 

8Y JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

I I i 
3834 20.56 20139 I 38704 , 78843 . 

I 
45 11. 29 20 i 488 I 508 

, 
31568 26.93 

I 
448238 ; 401781 i 850019 

I ! 
I ens 27.27 I IS98i8 77871 23i749 

D-64 

I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
,II 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I. 
I' 
I 
.1 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 

COURT 

. .l.nchorage 

Sarrow 

3ethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks .. 
Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

Juneau 

Kanai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Noma 

Palmer 

Seward 

Sitka 

10k 

'talcal 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

S::::ond 

I 
I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

PENDING 
1973 -1976 

I I I 1973 I 1974 I 1975 I 

I I I ! I 

I 

! ! Not Availial:l1e 8193 , 
I I 23 I 
! ! , 
I 

, 

I , I Q i 

I I I 124 1 
I I 2635 I I ! 
I ! I I S31 

1 
I I I 5 

I 

I I 175 i , 
, I I I 1253 

I I 290 I 
I 

, 
24 I , 

I I 283 I 
I 

i I I 
! 18 I , 

I i , 
37 I I ! 

i 
I 

, 
I 261 I I 

! i 35 ! 
I 

I j ! 
136 I 

i 

i i I , I 94 ! ! 
, , , 

49 , 
i , 

i , 

I ! 14156 I 

(See "Tote 18) . 
% lNCBEASS 

I 
1973 1975 1976 

to to 
1976 1976 

9784 I Not + AVailab1 19 

12 I - 48 

0 0 

17 I .• S5 

3682 + 40 

446 I - 14 

6 I + 20 

147 - 16 

I -1514 + 21: 

370 + 28 

0 I 0 

250 I - 12 

51 +183 

29 1 - 22 . 
244 I - 7 

36 + 3 

113 I 'D 17 

47 I - 50 

I I 46 - 6 , 

16794 I ... 19 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

~ot .~...,ailable 1365 I ~ot:. i 
1602 Availablel .,. 17 

13 "'183 5: T __ .. - __ --._ ... -.---- .. ----------1-----+----1 
=:.~ '_'''_. __ ._.,_. ____ , __ !_~_;,-_"_' ___ L_1 3_1_7-t1 ______ .,._1_.5~ 

3824 I 2~18 ... 31 

D-65 



COURT 

Anchorage 

Barrow 

Sethel 

Delta Junction 

Fairbanks 

Glenallen 

Haines 

Homer 

JUfleau 

Kenai 

Ketchikan 

Kodiak 

Nome 

Palmer 

Seward 

SItka 

10k 

Valdez 

Wrangell 

TOTAL 

First 

Second 

7hird 

::OUfih 

DISTRICT COURTS 
TRAFFIC CASES 

AGE OF PENDING CASES AS OF DEC. 31,1976 

CURRENT AGE 
(IN DAYS) 

CASES 
I 

! AVERAGE I MEDIAN 

Not Availabl I 
! 

Not Available I 
Not Available 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I ., ....... 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
~ 

%OVER 
120 

DAYS 

Not .:'vailable 

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS 

+ I 

I 
I , 
i 

I 
I 
! 

0-66 

I 
I, 

.'" 

I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 

I 

'1 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

,I 
I' 
I, -

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

! I 
I 

I I 
I 

E. DISTRICT COURT' 
(Lower Volume) 



,/ 

I 
Ii 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-I 

I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT 

(INCL. SEINICE 
AREA~l) 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

TQ1'AL 

% OF TOTAL 

JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT 

(INCL. SERVICE 
AREASI 

First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

FEl.ONY 

12 

24 

37 , 

25 

99 

4 

FELONY 

9 

II 

24 

23 

57 

3 

LOW VOLUME DISTRICT COURTS 
1976 FILINGS 

MISDE· 
TRAFFIC CIVIL MEANOR 

I 208 I 274 I 42 

I 292- 21 1 9 

I 795 130 185 

! 1150 255 65 

1461 I 580 I 302 

I 57 I 27 12 

LOW VOLUME' DISTRICT COURTS 
1976 DISPOS1T10NS 

MISDE· 
TR.AFrIC MEANOR CIVIL 

180 I 258 23 

246 I 17 1 

765 ( 156 I 163 

181 284 6 

I 1372 715 193 

I 58 I 30 I 9 

~-l 

TOTAL 

. ~ 536 

~ 

il 346 

; , 

! 1147 
I 

II 5]3 

:1 

I 2.542 
II 

1 • 100 

I 

TOTAL 

i 

I 
I 470 
I 
\ 

I 275 I 
I 

I 1108 I 

il 494 

:1 
2347 

11 

II 100 
1 



COURT 

Angoon 
Craig 

"'~ 

Hoonah 

Kake 

Pelican 

Petersburg 

Skagway 

Yakutat 

TOTAL I 

%OF raTAl 

COURT 

Angoon 
Craig 

Hoonah 

Kake 

Pelican 

PetersC. "?, 

Skagway 

Yakutat 

TOTAL 

FELONY 

0 
4 

0 

0 

0 

·7 

1 

0 

12 

2 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 FILINGS 

t I I MISDE· I TRAFFIC 

I I 
MEANOR 

I 
i 1 

I 
0 I 

I 14 20 I 

I 0 
1 

0 I 
I 0 I 1 I 
I 6 I 0 
I 

I 
, I 

141 I 89 I 
I 

I 

46 I 142 I 
I 0 I 22 I 

208 I 274 

I 
39 I Sl 

CIVIL 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

30 

11 

0 

4,2 

8 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 DISPOSITIONS 

FELONY 
MISDE· I 

TRAFFIC MEANOR I CIVIL 

I 
0 

I 
1 

I 
0 

I 
1 

2 4 18 0 

0 I 0 I 0 0 

I I 
, 

0 0 1 I 0 

0 6 I 0 

I 
0 

I , 
J 

I 
7 I 121 , 90 9 

I 
1 

I 
1 I 

0 47 ! 148 i 13 
: 

i I 

0 1 
i 

1 ! I I 0 

, I 
~ 180 I 258 I 23 

I ! 

E-2 

Ii 

I TOTAL 

" 

2 
38 

~ 0 

~ 1 

6 

~ 267 

~ 200 

22 

536 

100 

TOTAL 

~ 
2 

24 

i 
0 

, 
1 

II 
6 

II 
227 

208 

~ 2 

:1 470 
11 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 

COURT 

9uc~l~nd 

Gambell 

Kiana 

Kotzebue 

Noorvic.1c 

Saroonga 

Selawik 

Teller 

Unalakleet 

Wales 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

COURT 

Buckland 

Gambell 

Kiana 

Kotzebue 

Noorvick 

Saroonga 

Selawik 

Teller 

Unalakleet 

Wales 

TOTAL 

%OFTOTAL 
" 
, 

DISTRICT COURTS 
SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 FILlNGS 

FELONY I MISDE· I TRAFFIC I CIVIL MEANOR 

0 

0 

0 

21 

0 

0 

a 
a 
.3 

0 

24 

7 

0 i 0 

. I 10 I a 
7 I 0 

234 I 6 I 
2 I a I 

a I a 

I 20 I a 
a I a 

, 
18 I 15 

I 1 I 0 I 
29'2 I 21 

84 I 6 

DISTR1C7 COURTS 
SECOND JUDICIAL. DISTRICT 

1976 DISPOSITIONS 

1 

0 .. 
0 

a 
9 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
9 

3 

I I FEl.ONY 
MISDE· i TRAFFIC CIVIL MEANOR I 

I 

a I a I a a 
a 10 I a a 

0 I 7 I a I a 

lO 188 I 4 1 

a 2 
I a 0 I 

0 I 0 I a 0 

a I 19 i 0 0 

a a I a a 

1 19 I 13 a 

a I 1 I a a 

11 I 246 I 17 i 1 

4 I 89 I 6 1 

:':-3 

~ TOTAL 

: 0 
I 

10 

7 

270 

2 

a 

I 20 

a 
36 

1 

346 

100 

total 

I a 
10 

7 

203 
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0 

19 

a 

33 

I 1 

2iS 

I 100 



COURT 

Cold 6ay 

Cordova 

:Jillingham 

Naknek 

Sand Point 

Seldovia 

St. Paul Island 

Unalaska 

TOTAL 

% OF TOTAL 

COURT 

Coid Say 

Corcova 

Dilllngham 

Naknek 

Sane Point 

Seldovia 

I So;. Paul Island 

l...ir,alaSKa 

1 TOTAL 
I·· 

DISTRICT COURTS 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 FILINGS 

I 
/ MISDE· I FELONY MEANOR i TRAFFIC I 

0 

15 

10 

3 

0 

2 

2 

4 

36 

3 

I , I , , 

j i 

I , 11 , 5 
i I 

I 166 I 54 I 
I I 

I ! I I 262 I 28 

I I I , 239 8 

I i ! 
0 i 0 I 

, ! 

I I 

I 
, ~ 

I 33 , -~ 
I 

I 23 
t 

1 I 
I 12 1 0 I I I 

I 728 I 129 I I 

I 

I 67 I 12 I 

DISTRICT COURTS 
THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 DISPOSITlONS 

I I 
I I MISDE· 

FELONY 

I MEANOR TRAFFIC 

I I 
I i I 

0 I ),0 I 5 I ........ 
I ! ! 

11 I 149 I 85 i 
I 

3 
I 255 

I I 
I 24 I , I I 

1 -
I I I 2 i 241 13 . I 

0 ! 0 
, 

1 I r I 
I i I 

2 J 19 , 26 
I "' I 
i I ! 

1 21 
, 

1 i I 
! 

i 
, 

2 12 0 i 
I 

1 
" 

I 

21 1 707 155 
I 
I 

:::-4 

" 

CIVIL ~ 
" 

13 
Ii 

10 j 

35 '/ 
II 

126' 
II 

ij 

0 11 

I' 
1 : 

I 

0 
II 

0 ij 

185 I 
17 

CIVIL I 
II 

6 

9 

30 II 

~ 
118 ij 

0 
II 

0 
II 

0 ij. 
0 

:1 

~ 
163 il 

TOTAL 

29 

245 

335 

376 

0 

51 

26 

16 

1078 

100 

TOTAL 

21 

254 

312 

374 

1 

47 

23 

14 

1046 
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COURT ?E!..ONY 

Aniak 1 

Emmonak 0 

Hoopa!" Say a 

Kasigluk 0 

I Nunapitchuk) 

Mekoryuk 0 

Mt. Village 0 
-

St. Marys a 

Tununak a 

TOi'AL. 1. 

% OF TOTAL 1.5 

COURT FELONY 

Aniak 1 

Emmonak 0 

Hooper Say 0 

Kasigluk 0 

(NunaiJitch~lkl 

,lAekoryuk C 

Mt. Village 0 

St. Marys 2 

7ununak 0 

TOTAl. 3 

SETHEL SERVICE AREA 
1976 FtllNGS 

I Mlsoe· 

I MeANOR TRAFFIC 

I :u I a I 
I I I a 0 

I 6 I 0 I 
0 0 

I 1 

! a 11· I 
1 1 I 

19 a I 
I 2 0 

I 57 I 1 I 
97 1.5 

BETHEL SERVICE AREA 
1976 DISPOSITlONS 

MISOe· 
TRAFFIC MEANOR 

I 30 0 I 
I 0 Q 

I 5 0 I 
I a I 0 I 
I I I 

, 

I 

7 I 0 I 
I 1 I 1 I , 
I I I 1 14 0 

I 

1 I 0 I ; I· 

I 
i I S8 1 

i I 

::-5 

-- --- -- -- ------------, 

CIVIL I TOTAL 

0 32 

0 0 

0 6 

0 0 

a 8 

0 2 

a 19 

0 I 2 

0 69 

0 100 

CIVIL I TOTAL 

0 f 31 

0 ( 0 

0 S 

0 I a 

0 I ., 
0 2 

0 16 

0 i 1 

0 ,1 62 







COURT 

Ft Yukon 

Galena 

Healy 

Nenana 

Rampart 

Tanana 

TOTAL 

'roOF TOTAL 

COURT 

Ft. Yukon 

Galena 

Healy 

Nenana 

Rampart 

Tanana 

TOTAL 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 FILINGS 

MISDE-
FELONY MeANOR TRAFFIC 

22 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

26 

S 

I 

I 
I 

76 0 

I -11 0 

21 I 76 

I 18 I 177 I 
1 I 0 I 

I 39 I 2 

166 I 255 

32 I 50 

DISTRICT COURTS 
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

1976 DISPOSITIONS 

FELONY 
MISDE-

TRAFFIC MEANOR 

20 I 76 I 0 

I 
0 4 I 0 

0 I 46 I 104 

0 is I 174 I I 
I 

I 
I 

0 0 I 0 

I 
I 

I 3 40 ! 6 
! 

I 
i I 23 181 I 284 I 

I I j 

E-6 

CIVIL 

0 

58 

0 

0 

0 

8 

66 

13 

CIVIL 

0 

3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

I 
6 I 

TOTAL 

98 

69 

97 

196 

1 

52 

513 

100 

TOTAL 

96 

7 

lSl 
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0 

51 
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COURT FELONY 

?t. Hope a 

Wainwright 0 

TOTAl. a 

r..OFTOTAL a 

COURT FELONY 

Pt Hope 0 

Wainwright 0 

TOTAL 0 

DISTRlCT COURTS 
BARROW SERVICE AREA 

1976 FlI..JNGS 

MISOE· 
TRAFFIC MEANOR 

3 I 0 

0 0 

3 I 0 

100 a 

DISTRICT COURTS 
BARROW SERVICE AREA 

1976 DISPOSITIONS 

MISOE· TRAFFIC MEANOR 

3 0 

0 0 I 
I 3 I 0 

£-7 

- c -- - -- --- --, 

CIVIL TOTAL 

0 3 

a 0 

0 3 

0 100 

CIVIL 
I 

TOTAl. 
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0 0 
I 

0 3 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

NOT E S 

The basis for our 1975 estimates of population was tlCurrent Population 

Estimates By Census Oivisions , u State of Alo,ska, Department of Labor 

(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 
Judges 

= Number of Judge Days Available 
250 

Refer to Note 2 above ~nd Table 8-4. 

The ratio of dispositior: to filings is a common production control 

statistic to measure thf efficiency of a process. If there is 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 formula for computing this statistic is as follows. 

Ratio of Dis~ositions 
to Fil ings 

= Number of Dispositions 
Number of Filings 

I I 5. This is a gross measure of how long it would take to clear up current 
I 

:.1' 
4 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

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 

th.is statistic is a.: f'.Jllows. 

Backlog 
,\lonths 

= Number of Cases Pending (Backlog) 
Average Cases Disposed of 

Pet ~~onth 

We computed average ~a5e~ disposed of per month by dividing 1976 dispos;-

tion by 12. 



6. The cle:sification of types of filings is included in the Glossary of 

Terms (Appendix 3). 

7. The ratio of defendants to filings is important in comparing relative 

workload Between courts. rf 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 court1s workload ts greater. The formula for computing this 

statistic is as follows. 

8. 

Ratio of 
Defendants 
to Filings 

= Number of Defendants 
Number of Filings 

P1eas~ note that this table includes the number of bail conditions 

reporte' , not the number actually experi enced. Our data source is the 

court de :ket sheet and some of our courts have been remiss in completing 

the bai' portion of the docket sheet. 

9. In comp; ting conviction rates,' we include only those dispositions in 

which the courts played 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 ~ore 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 

fo 11 Oltll:' 

Conviction = 
Rate 

W~~re judicial disposition 

Number of Cases Resulting in a 
Guilty Plea or Verdict 
Judicial Dispositions 

is computed as follows. 
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10. 

11. 

Judicial 
Dispositions 

= Total 
Dispositions (

Cases Di sm; ssed + Cases Removed) 
Before First Due to Cha~ge 
Appearance in Venue 

An omnibus hearl~ng is defined as one in wh; ch two or more independent 

matters are heard. Its objectlve is to consolidate as many motions as 

possib.le 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 reflectlon 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 tlcase" in the Glossary (Appendix 3) to see 

where we are heading on this definitional problem. 

12. 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-

II ison to prior years is complicated. 

II 13. The classification of types of children's matters is included in the 

'I 
I 

I 

14. 

Glossary (Appendix 3) and in the chapter on Superior Courts. 

One of the reasons for the increase in misdemeanor dispositions in 

Anchorage and Fa irbanks ~'fas prosecutor di sm; ssa 1 of a 1 arge number of 

old cases with warrants outstanding. 



15. Our computations for sentence served and fine paid are as follows. 

Sentence = Total Sentence. Total Sentence 
Served Da~s ImEosed Da~s SusEended 

Number of Sentences Imposed 

Fine Paid = Total Fine Total Fine 
Dollars Imeosed Dollars Suseended 

Number of Fines Imposed 

16. Prior to 1976, we included small claims under the broad heading of II Ci vi 1 

Cases. 1I We now have separated these cases from other, or general, ci vi 1 

matters. Because of this classiffcation change, however, comparison to 

prior years is complicated. 

17. 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. 

18. 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 CATPS). 
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APPENDIX 3. G~OSSARY 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 ~rong; the punishment of a public 

offense; or a proceeding brought under tne Rules of Children's 

Procedure. Actions are categorized into the following types. 

Type 
Action 

Civil Code 

Administrative Review 

Ci vi,l Damage 

Domestic Affairs 

General Civil Matters 

Small Claims 

Other (e.g., Unlawful Detainer) 

Criminal 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Other (e.g., Failure to Satisfy) 

Other 

Traffic 

Probate 

Children's Matters 

A 

C 

D 

G 

S 

o 

F 

M 

a 

T 

p 

J 

ARRAIGNMENT: First appearance before a court in which the defen-

dant is informed of the charges against him, is appointed counsel, 

if necessary, and may be permitted to plead to the charges. 

1 



ASSIGNMENT: Designating a department or a judge to preside over 

one 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 who 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 judges 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. 

2 
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CASE: Any action or special proceeding initiated through the 

filing of a complaint, petition, indictment) or information. 

Cases are classified according to their status as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

Open: Any case in which final disposition 
ha~ not taken place. Open cases inc1ude 
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 
De scheduled. The most common reason 
is failure to serve a warrant or summons. 

Closei: 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). 

CASE BACKLOG: Tota1 inventory of active cases. 

CASE NUMBER: A ten-pOSition, unique number given to each action 

filed. The number is comprised of the following information: 

3 



Position 

1 
2-3 
4-5 
6-9 
10 

Contains 

Type Court Code 
Location Code 
Cale.ndar Year 
Case Sequential Number 1/ 
Type Action Code 

(e. 9 • , 
(e. g. , 
(e. g. , 
c.(~.g., 
(e. g • , 

I 0 ' ). 
I AN I 1 
'75 ' 1 
'0~75'1 
I F I 1 

CASt NUMBERrNG: A separate set of case sequence numbers will be 

established for at least the following minimum categories for each 

court. 

CRIMINAL 

CIVIL (including probate) 

CHILDREN'S MATTERS 

Additional sequences of numbers may be established depending on 

the needs of the courts. :or example, probate matters may be 

numbered separately from c~vil matters if this is deemed to be of 

benefit to a Darticular co~rt. 

Actions filed within each category will be assigned the 

next sequential number availab1e beginning with 0001 for the 

first action of that category filed in a calendar year. 

11 The one exceptior is for traffic actions for which 
Uniform Traffic Citation (UTC) is filed in lieu of a formal 
complaint. Fo~ these matters, the UTC number will be used as 
the case number. 
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CASE PROCESSING SYSTEM: System employed by a court to move cases 

from filing to disposition. 

A well-managed case processing system would include the 

following elements: 

1. A calendar system (e.g., master, indivi
dual, etc.}; 

2. 

3. 

-- 4. 

5 . 

Consistently applied policies governing 
the processing of cases, especially a 
policy on continuances and court partici
pation in encouraging settlement prior to 
trial; 

Clearly defined responsibilities for judicial, 
clerical, and administrative personnel of the 
court; 

System performance and ti~e standards for 
processing cases; 

Monitoring and evaluating procedures. 

CHILDREN'S PROCEEOINGS: Proceedings browght pursuant to AS 47.10 

and the Rules of Children's Procedure. Such proceedings include: 

1. Oetention 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 supervision. May involve an admission 
by the party, in which case the hearing will 
resemble an arraignment 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 supervision. 
Resembles contested sentencing hearing in adult 
criminal cases. 

5 



4. Waiver ~earing: In-court proceeding to deter
roina what~ar there is probable cause to believe 
a child committed an act which, if committed by 
an adult, would be a crime and. whether the child 
is amenable to treatment. If order is entered 
waiving children's procedure, the children's 
case is closed and the chi1d may be prosecuted 
as an adult. 

CHILDREN'S MATTER rSSLJ~: The nature of the action p1aced before 

the court. Issues are defined as: 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

Delinguenc~: A child ;s 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 criminal people; 

d • 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Engages in an occupation or in a 
situation dangerous to life or limb 
or injurious to health, morals, or 
welfare of himself or others; 

Is an orphan who has no relatives 
willing and able to assume custody 
or care; 

Has been released by his parents or 
guardian for adoptive purposes; 

Is in need of special care or training 
not otherwise prOVided. 

Child in Need of Supervision: This is a child 
who--

a. 

b. 

Is habitually truant from school or home; 

Habitually so conducts himself as to 
injure or endanger the morals or health 
of himself or others; 
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COMPLAtNT: 

c. ay reason of being wayward or habitually 
disobedient is uncontrollable by his parent, 
guardian, or custodian. 

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 fo11o~/s: 

1Y.~.ourt 

Supreme 

Superior 

District (Borough Statutes) 

District (Municipal statutes) 

District (Other) 

Type Court 
Code 

p 

S 

B 

M 

o 

DEFERRED PROSECUTION: Referral of a defendant for education, 

rehabilitation, or treatment during which the criminal proceedings 

are suspended. 

DISPOSITION: Determination of a case, whether by dismissal, 

settlement, verdict, or finding. 
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DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE DAY: The average number of case disposi-

tions for each day a judge is sttting on the bench. I 
O'OCKET: Listing in some fOr'm (e.g., ledger, cards, or microfilm) I 
of all actions taken and all documents filed in a particular case. 

The purposes of the docket are: 

1. To provide a chronological synopsis of 
each 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 criminal 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. "0ther ll Crimes 

Robbery is 'considered a special category of its own, for it con

ta,ins elements of both II violence" and IIproperty" crirr.~$, and has 

unique conviction and sentencing patterns. £/ Each category con

tains the following individual crimes: 

2/ Adapted from Appendix II, Sentencing in Alaska, Judicial 
Co U n c 11, (1 975 ) . 
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Violent 

1-

2 • 

3 . 

4. 

5 • 

All Homicides lmurd~rs, manslaughter, and n~gligent homicide); 

All Assaults (shooting with intent to Kill; assault with a 
dan~erous weapon; assault and cattery; assaults with intent 
to rob, rape, etc.l; 

All "Weapons" charges (felon in possession, careless use of 
firearms, carrying weapon during commission of a felony); 

Rape, and other sex-related crimes that are "violent" (lewd 
and lascfvious acts, statutory rape, sodomy, and incest); 

Kidnapping and child-stealing. 

Prooerty 

1. Surglary in a dwelling, burglary not in a dwelling, attempted 
burglaries; 

2. 

3. 

4. 

\ 

Grand larceny, larceny in a building, larceny from a person, 
larceny of money or property, attempted 1arce nies; 

ReceiVing and concealing, retention of lost property; 

All arsons, burning to defraud insurer, malicious destruction 
of property (not included under 11 Vi 0 1.e n t II because not against 
persons). 
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Fraud and Forgery or Check and Fraud 

1. ChecK forgeries, attempts, and passing forged checks; alter-
ing checks and passing altered checks; 

2. Issuing checks without sufficient funds; 

3. Obtaining property or money under false pretenses; 

4. All forms of embezzlement; 

5. All other forgeries, false statements, and fraudulent use of 
credit card. 

Drugs 

1. All IIsoftll drug charges (hallucinogenic, stimulant or depress
ant drugs, chiefly mariguana, hashish, LSD, etc.)--possession, 
possession for sale, and sale; 

2. All "hard ll 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 

2. Perjuries 

3. Concealment of evidence 

4. Inciting commission of a felony 

5. Tax evasion, and false tax returns 

6. Attempting to procure female for prostitution 

7. Failure to render assistance, leaving scene of accident. 

HEARING (Uncontested): An in-court proceeding having the primary 

purpose 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 
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criminal case; taking of guilty plea and sentencing other than at 

arraignment wRere the sentence is the product of an out-of-court 

agreement between prosecution and defense; hearing on application 

for default judgment or decree. 

HEARING (Contested): An in-court proceeding other than a trial 

requiring judicial determination of one or more contested factual 

or legal matters. Examples include hearing on motions to dismiss, 

mot ion s for s u mm a r y j u d g men t, for new t ria 1, t 0 com pel dis c a v e r y , 

to suppress evidence, etc., in civil and criminal cases and con

tested bail review and sentencing hearings in criminal cases. 

Contested hearings are considered as part of the trial of a case 

if heard during, immed;~tely preceding, or immediately following 

the trial. 

INDICTMENT: Formal ace lsation 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 tha~ a felony has been committed and that 

there ;s probable caUSE to believe that it was committed by the 

person charged. 

JUDGMENT: Final de':','E..:: OY' any final order from which an appeal 

1 i e s . 
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JUDGE DAY: For plannin9 purposes, a judge day is as.sumed to 

comprise five ~ours of benc~ time with the remainder of time spent 

in chambers or ·elsewhere. y 

JUDGE DAYS AVAfLABLE: For planning purposes, an average of so 

many judge days a year are assumed to be ~vailable based upon the 

following computation: 

Available week days per year less 
- Vacation 

Sick Leave 
Conferences/outside travel 
Reduction f~r calendar control 
and administrative functions 
Reduction fo~ intradistrict 
travel on judicial matters 

JUDrCrAL TrME: 

1 ~ Case related. Judge time (covering judges, judges pro tem, 

2 • 

magistrates, or standing masters) spent on activities directly 

related to specific case disposition. These activities 

include bench and chamber activities, time spent on case, 

preparation and review, a! any other activities which can 

be directly related to a specific case number. 

Non-case related. Judge time (c ')'1ering 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. 

~/ Ref ere nee II Adm i n i s t rat i ve A n a 1 y sis 0 f the Kin g Co u n t y 
District Courts," I,~estern Regi;;fl of the National Center for State 
Courts, 8/28/75 (pp 144 and 145). 
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COURT LOCATION: A two-posttton code reflecting court locations. 

This code is as follows: 

Amch;tka- AM Mountain Village MV 
Anchorage AN Naknek NA 
Angoon AG or King Salmon 
Aniak 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 Kasigluk 
Cordova CO Palmer PA 
Craig CR Pelican PL 
Dillingham DI Petersburg PE 
Delta Junction OJ Point Hope PH 
Emmonak EM Rampart RA 
Fairbanks FA Selawik SE 
Fort Yukon FY Seldovia SL 
Galena GA Sewa rd 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 Tok TO 
Ketchikan 'KE Tununak TU 
Kiana KI Unalaska UN 
Kodiak KO Unalakleet UT 
Kotzebue KB Valdez VA 
Manley Hot Springs r~A Wainwright WA 
McGrath MC Wales 'II L 
Mekoryuk ME Wrangell WR 

Yakutat YA 

I MISOE~IEANORS: Violations of criminal law for which the maximum 

I 
I 
I 
I 

sentence that can be leVied is one year. For summarization, we 

have grouped many misdemeanors into nine categories: 
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1. 

5. 

6. 

7 • 

8. 

Violence-Related. Thos~ misdemeanors in 
which 50me physical violence is al.l~ged to 
h.ave. occurred or the- potenttal for violence 
is alleged to have been demonstrated. Included 
in this category are assault and battery~ 
assault, carrying a concealed weapon, and 
malicious destruction of property. 

Theft/Fraud. Those misdemeanors associated 
wit h the. f tor f r au d . Th i s cat ega r y f n c 1 u des 
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, littering and junk-related 
offenses,. and pollution. 

Nuisance-Related. Those misdemeanors 
tating mino~ nuisance to the public. 
category includes disorderly conduct, 
exp6sure, loiter-ing, and trespassing. 

consti
This 
indecent. 

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, solic~tation, and 
~ther misdemeanor crimes dealing with se~. 

ReSisting the Law. Those misdemeanors where 
it is alleged that the defendant thwarted the 
activities of a law enforcement official ~ 
This ~ategory includes aiding escape, escape, 
destroying evidence, fugitive from justice, 
and resisting arrest. 

Traffic-Relatedr Those misdemeanors involving 
driVing. This category includes operating a 
motor vehicTe while under the influence of 
alcohoT 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. 

1 4 
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Other. All misdemeanors not belonging to one 
of the above categories. 

PHASE: Particular stage or point in the judicial process requir.', 

ing judicial or administrative action. The fo1lowing are possible 

phases in civil and criminal actions: 

C i vi 1 

1- Filing of compl~int or petition 

2. Filing answer 

3. Filing memorandum to set 

4. Motions 

5. Conferences: pretri a 1 , settlement, tri a 1 
setting 

6. Tri a 1 

7. Post trial: motions, appeals 

Misdemeanor 

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 
sentencing, a·p pea 1 s 

Felonx 

Filing of complaint 

District Court Arraignment 

report, 

1. 

2. 

3 • District Court Pre-hearing Disposition 

1 5 



4. 

5. 

6 • 

District Court Preliminary Examination 

Grand Jury' 

Filtng of information o~ indictment 

7. Superior Court Arraignment 

8. Plea. 

9. Mati ons 

10. Confer~nces: trial setting, pretrial 

11. Pretrial Disposition 

12. Trial 

13. Post Trial: motions, probation report, 
sentencing, appeal~ 

PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION: Hearing conducted in a lower court to 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

determine whether a felony has been committed and whether suffi- I 
cient cause exists to believe the defendant guilty. 

of the preliminary examination include: 

1. Dismissal 

2. Reduction of ch~rge to a misdemeanor 

The results 

3. Held to Answer (bound over to the Superior court) 

4. Discharge (no formal 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. 
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SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE: Conference with a judge or judicial personnel 

at which the partie~ discuss the possibility of disposing of the 

case without a trial. 

SHORT CAUSE CASE: Case wit~ an estimated trial time of one day 

I or less, as estimated by the parties. 

I SUSPENDED IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE (srs): A condition whereby, if 

a convicted misdemeanant passes a specified period of time (e.g., 

I 
I 
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one year) without another cohviction, 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 jury 

or by court (without jury). The trial is separated into the 

following phases: 

l. Voir Dire. (Jury trial on1Y) The oral 
examination of potential jurors for selec
tion and elimination of jurors from a jury 
pane 1 ; 

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. 

1 7 



Consider~d an uncontested hearing if case 
taken under advisement and decision is 
announced in open court at a later time; 

6. Pretrial/Post~trial Hearing~ Hearings on 
motions occurring immediat&ly before jury 
selection or plaintiff's opening statement, 
or immediately after proceedings, verdict, 
or decision. 

TRIAL BACKLOG: Total inventory of cases at issue. A civil case 

is at issu~ upon the filing of an answer by any defendant. A 

criminal case is at issue when the defendant is arraigned before 

a court having jurisdiction to try the case. 

TRIAL SETTING ~ONFERENCE: Conference held in lieu of pretrial 

conference at which it ;s 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. 

1. 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 trayel, vacation, or assign
ment of judges. to other 1 oca ti ons. 

Dispositions 
Per Judge 

= Number Cases DisQosed of 
Number of Judges Assigned 

b. Dispositions To Filings: The rates by 
which cases disposed of follow cases filed. 
A figure of lOO?~ is optimal. A figure below 
lOO~ indicates an increase in backlog. A 
figure above 100~ indicates a decrease in 
backlog. 
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Dispositions 
To Fil ;n9s 

2. Backlog 

= ~umber of Cases Diposed of 
~umber of Cases Filed 

a. aacklog 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 
Months 

= Number Cases Pending 
Cases D;spos~d of Per Month 

b. Delayed Case Ratio: The percent of cases 
pending after an established period of time. 
For crimlnal cases, this period of time is 
four months, for all other cases it is one 
year. 

Delayed = 
Case Ratio 

Number Cases Pendi'ng Belond Period 
Number Cases Pending 

3. Resources Expended (efficiency) 

a. Personnel Ratio: The number of full-time, 
permanent employees at any location compared to 
case activity at that location. 

Personnel = 
Ratio 

Number Full-Time Peramanent Emplolees* 
Number Cases Disposed Of 

*Including Judicial Personnel 

b. Budget Ratio: The amount of non-personnel, 
non-capital dollars expended per case activity. 

Budget 
Ratio 

= Non-Personnel, Non-Capita1 S Expended 
Number Cases Disposed Of 
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