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0IYSES

The purpose of this report is to proposé a system for

cutting down the excess of jurors called into the courthouse

“over the number who .are actually required to supply the

judges' needs. The proposed system is based on a four-

‘month study of the number and timing of panels actually

gent to voir dires comparedAto the number and timing of
panels ordered by judges. The following conclusions
and recommendations are the result of the study:

1. The total number of jurors ordered by the Jjudges
for a given day is-almost always much larger than the
number which is éctually needed for voir dires. This is
aue to the fréduency of postponements, cancellatibns,
wéivers of jury triaié, settlements in civil cases and guilty
pleaé in criﬁinal cases. These factors are largely beyond
the'judges' control, but they ocﬁur with sufficient
regularity to be taken into account in planning the daily
call-in of jurors. |

2. An administrative system invoiving precise scheduling
for starting times of jury trials is not feasible becaLse

of the many factors which cause starting times to vary

widely. A court cannot be run as efficiently as a business



because of the need to preserve procedurai rights - -and
‘safeguards. For this reason proposals for a precise schedule
of staggered starting times of trials are unrealistic within
the pfesent operations of the court. However,'the study has
revealed that there is a natural spread of trial startiné times
| throughout the day. The guidelines presented here are designed
to take advantage of this naturally-occurring spread rather
than to force the court to adopt a new system.
3. The needs of the court could be_supolied 1f there
were 270 jurors available on the Reﬁurn Day (the first day
of each two-week Jury term) dﬁring the court's busy season
from September through June. This number shoculd be reduced
during the court's slack summer seascn. I the number‘of Jjudges
trying oasee is increased, the jury clerk may have to increase
the number of jurors called ih on Return Days correspondingly.
4, Grand jurors should oe selected from the same pool
as petit jurors. The Return-Day call-in should be increased
by approximately 30 when a grand jury is to be selected.
5. Guidelines have been developed for the number of jurors
to call in each day following the Return Day.. Section IV,
"Handbook for the Jury Clerk," sets forth a tabie for the
Jury clerk tO»appiy for each combination of orders from‘judges.
The recommended system would oake it possible to reduce the‘
number of jurors called in by approximately one-third. Section

III, "Analysis of the Recommended System," shows how the

- guldelines could have been applied to the actual juror utilization

during the‘study,period. Thenstudy demonstrated that there
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would very seldom be any delays in4supp1ying panels for voir
dires if the recommended syétem were adopted, and any delaye
which did occur would be only a matter of minutes. Savings
from the recommended system would amount to 13,000 juror-

.days and $300,000 in Jjurors' fees each year in the-Southern

. District of New York.

6. Additional savings could be obtained if the size of
panels sent to criminal and civil voir dires was reduced.

The study showed that a panel of 35 prospective jurors would

- be sufficient for selection of a l2-man jury plus . two

alternates in most every single-defendant criminal case.
Significant savings could also-be obtained if judges trying
cases with mu;tiple defendants or unusual publicioy or length
would agree to start.the volr dire with ordinary-sized panels
and then to take additiocnal prospective jurors later if
needed. Panels of 25 prospective jurors are recommended for
all civil cases with laeman juries. Panels of 18 are recommended
if 6-man civil juriee beccme the rule in the courthouse.

7. Judges should be aware of the costs of the jury system,
both in terms of jurors' fees paid by the courts and of the
time wvhich Jjurors are forced to divert'from other activities.
Juadges may wish to exercise restraint in ordering panels when
they know that there is really very little chance that the
panels will be used.

8. The role of the judges' courtroom deputies in
comnunicating the judges' needs to the jury clerk should be
inoreased. Deputles must keep informed as to their judges'

plans regarding scheduled trials, probability of pleas



and settléments, and other information whiéh would be helpful
to the jury clerk in planning the call-in.

. 9 After the judges have agreed to its adoption, the
recommended system can be put into effect simply by a directive
from the Chief Judge to the jury clerk. The system doesknot
require any changes in the judges' established procedures for
ordering ju.y panels. It can be operated by personnel in the
Jury office. The body of this report presents a table and
instructions for the Jury clerk to use in putting the syStem
into effect. The system has the adVanpaée that it can be
adopted graaually and can be partially retracted if judges
feel that the call-in has beén cut too low.

I0 The emphasis in the instructions given to the
jury clerk should be shifted from "Don'%t run any risk of ever
being caught shqft" to "Don't delay supplying panels too often.”
| This would increase the clerk's discretion to use the "feel" |
he has acguired forvthe court's need for jurors.‘ |

llﬂ A bélance must be struck between reducing costs., and
wasted time of jurors. and assuring little or no delay in
sending panels to'courtrooms.as they are.requested. Thé pfesent
system of assuring'minimum delay is to call in many more Jjurors
than are usually needed, wlth the result of unnécessarily‘high

costs and much wasted time. The study has shown thatkthe

recommended system could result in a significant reduction of
juror costs and wasted time at a vefy small cost 1n terms of a

few minutes' delay per month in Supplying panels.

T

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Certain terms have been given specialiéeq meanings in
this report. Most of these are defined in context, but a few
usages should .be clarified here: o |

"Juror" refers to any person who has been called in

for jury service, whether actually sitting on a case or walting

~in the jury lounge to be sent to a voir dire. Occasilonally

the term "prospecfive.juror" is used to mean the same thing.
The proper term might actually be “venireman,? but this term
is not in common use in the courthouse.

,ﬁCalled in" refers to the prospective jurors who
report into the jury lounge each day in ordér to be available
for voir dires 1f needed. The noun "call-in" refers to the
total number of jurors who have been called in. |

"Panel" refers to the group of prospective jurors sent

- from the jury lounge to attend a voir dire.

"Jury" refers to a group of jurors (customarily 12)

.whé have been selected in a voir dire and are éétually sitting

!

on a case.
"Order" refers to a statement by a judge or his

courtroomvdeputykto the Jury clerk that the judge may’need a

- panel of jurors on some following day.

"Request" refers tova céll from a judge on the morning

or afternoon of a trilal that,thé judge is then ready to begin
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a volr dire and wants a panel to be sent to his courtroom.

"Used" has two different meanings, depending on the
context. When referring to the appropriate call-in for a
given day, 1t means the humber of Jurors who have been sent
from the jury lounge to attend a voir dire. When referring
to the appropriate sizes of panels to send ﬁo voir dires, 1t |
means the number who have been excused, challenged, or
selected to serve oﬁ a jury during the course of a voir dire.

"Courtroom deputy" includes "court clerk" or any other
person on a Judge's staff who communicgtes with the jury
clerk. |

"Jury clerk" includes any member of the jury staff

whe performs the functions described in the report.

T
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I, STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In order to be sure to have enough jurors availablé to
fill any possible need of the judges, the practice in the
United States District Court for the Sou“hzin District of New
York has been to call in many more tﬁan the nﬁmber which
usually proves ﬁo be needed. There is a general attitude that
it is better to pay hundreds of jurors to sit and wait rather
than allow even a slﬁght possibility that a delay could occur
when a panel is requested. The result has been that less than
half of the jdrors called into the courthouse on an average'
day ever attend‘a volr dire. The remainder are paid by the
government to wait for hours in the jury lounge. Table 1 |

summarlizes findings as to the percentage of jurors and the

degree of utilization at each stage of the jury selection

process during the period February through May 1971.

TABLE 1. DEGREE OF JUROR UTILIZATION

Average Average .

Day wverage | 3EIT 108 | on Miternate
Available No. % ) No. q

Monday 300 199 66% 55 189
Tuesday | . 223 | 83 37% 24 11%
Wednesday 162 79 49% 19 12%
Thursday 124 38 312 | 11 9%
Friday 57 20 . 35% 5 9%
fve. Yon. 175 8y | usx | 2 14%




Téble 1 showg that the average daily call-in during the
research period was 175 jurors, of whom 84, or 48%, were sent
to voir dires. This means that an average of 91 people
remained sitting in the jury lounge for the entire day. Only
one person in séven was actually selected as a jury member or
alternate. Monday was the only day on which more than half
of the avallable jurors were sent to volr dires, but because
of the large number called ih there were still over 100
people who waited the entire day in the jury lounge. ‘On
Tuesdays through Fridays an average of iess than 40% of the
available jurors attended voir dires.

During the research period data was kept on the sizes
and times of panels sent to voir dires. An 1llustration of
the hour-by~hour uss actually made of Jurors in a typical
week 1s shown in Chart 1, "Juror Utillization in the Week of
February 22-26, 1971," on the next page. On the chart there
is a separate graph for each day of the week. On each graph
the»vertical axis represents the number of jurors (40 jurors per
space), and the horizontal axis represents the time of day
(10 minutes per space). The chart shows that the number of
Jurors called in falls off markedly towards the end of the
week, and also that most jurors are dismissed between 11:30 a.m.
and 1:00 p.m. vhen it 1s certain that they will not be
needed for the rest of the day. The area shaded diagonally
represents the number of jurors avallable and waiting in the

jury lounge, while the clear area beneath it represents the

T

& A A AT

NPT N A I 2 N ST i e e M AR B e

& e b i inat

3 ..,:-..1»....;.. CHART _n.j :FURO R lmuz A1 a ON ;N mh Wf;cl' Ot- rL BRUARY 12 —za ww,
3 4 t A ¥ , H : , H . . :
mT--;u-Nf..L -;,_J"_;.-J___L.Ni.u:..: SR A AL S S r“-n..g_-gu.q-":.-"_.im-i.-“ium "“J..‘L-.mmui_L}_ﬂ._”_f. 1203
. i i P ] : s
e - L v eeinop ‘.'...L..l RSN Y YU ..,‘.A N T __:.....f.. TR SO T DTRCTU Ll SR SN SRS DO J ' [ R
] j . 7 1 by owe, we jan -v . — . * i ' 3 f : ‘? 4 i
‘MCN ../) l7l 3“0 // / or w8 we =l ow e e e ser e -: ..‘: .‘:,. — ——a -‘:‘- ‘-: o ‘,‘“ Ddeielll Lo . e v‘,. .
3 ) i K / - . - . - ¥ LS . » “ \
; RO S RSP £ // // et e RIS AR P PRSP fid 1F
; 0 s /| 3350 e |FOR__DIAY. T PRI
;{rd‘va" “7) To.r‘qL Tu" SARE 3“, ﬂ. . s a L : . . ( . L : ).;,l
fomimmen oo e g v e | mvee apaen o L ' L IR e
Pk ST QAN ." :... L lf. N P DS ' LI ° ¢ 'é !
{372 jurens. SRR AL Y IR I iy
F rgg‘y to scev - ® cC M L] ) .‘-T‘.‘“ 'l-. :-t _.-:-- T-i‘.
e N BLRETE s o sy gy, EECSRETST PRTOWRESIERY SR S
ol N toned | H i wged 0| O
c 3 =T ' R B
- _,..._.:_~ - e ig b TAL -T{URo S B My NS IR 7t r'“/_::{r e S r:w---;:'-v':\i:‘
F - A TOT AL New TUgors oflpcryd:
— - S AT T — ~4.-;.~ ipmglsnsng s gy 35;
L RN
1 } I ¥ ¥
R L '. Gy
%Tucs,.,f_’% 23/1] . L . T T
t - —t
3‘ _Tl_______ e __( P }___._f.‘)) oA
- : : ()
~_%~L--_.- a1 ' : .
; ' ' ped -;--.-' ].Q : ’ f : »,
1—35‘1’:'1“-9 h-'\ ~—i(0 - - ® : i y vl —_
+ : 1 JEN N :ﬂf{“ ; Ye Pt .
| {177 5 KR N
7 s Ll if;f;;4{ 4 - —-i gt a
T S S £ I I Y p
1 .' . l.-!... NJ voy: D N’n- g7 ,-'-»’:".*"*r:r w:m;‘r-if-':-; s
i K TS . #i30, 3100 7130, -
l | 2’ I ! -L.-, ' I i B
C N SRV L : | i i | :
: ,} L I . i R [ [ H
ORI NN PPN -. . ,,./, . S s g3 e | e o e o el ey er
. . | T H .
Ut ) % AN T ST I
lz't...lmf" |/ TURGRS 1 HuRY  DIBEANSSE c oav (BT BAlC
i l"— /// , j,""-.’" N LR H oo e Y
P d o die L Wise 10230 . oS Miz0 | wiso | W30, 100 3000 4 2330 | 3t00. 4 1i3¢ -
E .—a—‘-.-?..--—«--«.--_:.<..~?.__i._-__: ' — ; ; wimhen f : - : 3 ; : - : . - T 1 ; v
S WL I U R | NN A O O NY S O 1 °% O oy .
R \ T HE A Yy ! [ by ; | f |
A S SR N IR — ——— b ‘M et | N F.
k - —, el B o sl Sl el Fiad W anw oy o | e wvw A o - N fee v ot e frat e e Bt s oo s e -
—thursapsfil oo 7 e e T o N e s p [ R R H AY (o PR
e ) w' s a0 duay Lounes / L SKISEED . FORTHAY (Bry PRTD)|
1§ Jurots ) R e DRI RS M SRR M e e ey (SRR Lol Tt LD LY el
IR B VA VAt trracm A S0 :-L;a'.:v&-&;;bﬂ':i,l&,.)i,f_tﬁ H, LR e et St
. :30a.m, wico ; A E II:GOD ; i:30 e | 13:30 1:25. - XYY 2430 . | 100" T 3i10 o
— . ! L v ' [ ! s . ) 1 H i H i | g r H !
R A L ! T ! :
SR . TPy ; l ' { | l f f I . f i 1 | | 1 i
R DMRIVIORE VY [PV 0 N SNELAY RN NSNS T LA N M A IR -
: 1 [ 1
_-;:,,, ,/,;/1, PR S o O o At 7-_/- Pl ol ity My '[__ ‘— ppdSiar Ay PR LA o ooy Shariors i Jopliiordnmll mifeasiiondl
C R LA D . »
92 Yurors § -0 AUROF SN, TURY LC‘[ Ne o // e LUNCH \Smuseo c FER OAY (Bd:r”Ph‘lD‘)—‘.".' . s s
N B VA S DAV DDA ////i HuneH, - W_VeiR fiRe | Tkt ylectls b
t o, CQc3cawm, , 16V i0.36, . lico, 30 [ (43130, 0 :‘ T 2:eo >:30 A 1N 343¢c
SO SR SRS S .._._-_..L B LT T S —— : bt LRV AL SO SO 't_ TR ANS T S| amne
: R : i E Lo b || T
e w—pm—ram e -—~ LTINS Jperawy ] s o 3-— hhed *---——-1 -—:---—"-——-—1—-—---—-7—- "“""'T’ H ' - ‘ .re - T -l—-'-'—-—:— -———— .
B . N ' H ‘ H ] & .
; EXAMPLE, On Monday morning, February 22, theﬂe vere 372 jurors available to serve,
! Panels were sent to voir dires at 9:35 and 9:50 (two panels). At 10:L5 selection of
the first 13 jurors and alternates was completed, and the 27 jurors left over from
that voir dire returned to the jury lounge and were available for another voir dires.
At 11:00 another voir dire was completed and 28 more jurors returned. At 11:45 LO
more vere sent out, and at 12:30 56 more returned, The clear area representing
; Jurors in veoir dircb vas never more than 110 units (jurors) high, and the shaded

area above the clear-urea was never fewer than 372-minus-110, or 262, jurors avail-
%, ~ able and waiting in the jury lounge,



number of jurors attending voir dires. The gray-shaded area

at the bottom of most of the graphs represents the total number
of jury members and alternates selected each'day. On Wednesday
there were no voir dires and no Juries selected, and on Friday
the only volpr dire and jury selection took place in the
afternoon. At no time (except Friday afternoon) were as many
as one-third of the available jurors actually participating in
a voir direkor sitting on a jury.

Table 1 and Chart 1 show that there is frequently an
exqesé.of Jurors called into the court. 'Most of the jurors are
called in to supply panels for scheduled érials, many of which -
ére‘subseduently cancelledvbecause of postponeménts, waivers of
Jury trial, settlements of civil cases, or guillty pleas in criminal
cases. Alsb some pane;s are ordered because judges think they
might wind up previous trials or'preliminary motions,‘and they
wént to have panéls available in c¢ase they are able to start
'théir next trials. Exéérience has shownpthat few of the panels
ordered on such coenbingent bases are used, and‘even many{of the
panels "definitely" ordered are cancelled after the jurofs have
been called in. However, the jury élerk has beén instructed
never tokdelay in supplying panels for voir dires, even for a
" brief perilod. 'Therefore'he must call in enough jur;rs to fill
allythe Judges!' orders even though he knows there is only slight
‘chance they will be needed.

The basic idea‘behind~the recommeﬁded syétem df‘juror

call-ins is for the Jury clerk to call in fewer thap the number

a , - 11 -
of jurors actually Qrdered by the judges for any given day.
At the same time the system is designed to have enough jurors
on hand so panels can be supplied within a reasonable time after
they are requested in the rare instances where requirements are
higher than predicted. Tue suggested guideline is to call in'
enough jurors to fill approximately two-thirds of the orders
simultaneously, with modifications downward when many of the
orders are doubtful. The system would work equally well with
either a master calendar or an individual assignmeﬁt sysﬁem
sincé all the Jjurors are kepp'}n a "pool" in a common room and
can'bé allocated to those judges who actually need them.
Under this system there would be a possibility that on

some particular day an unexpectedly large percentage of the panels

ordered would actually be requested for voir dires. Because of

the spread of starting ﬁimes throughout the day, the required
jurors for later voir‘dires could almost always be supplied from
those who had returned from earlier voir dires. If sufficient
Jurors had not yet returned from earlier voir dires, the
requested panel would be delayed until enough jurors were -
available, later that same mornlng. The study lindicates that
éuch delays would probably occur once a month or less and would
be a matter of minutes, probably never as long as an hour. In
return for the risk of occasional delays, the proposed system

could cut down considerably on the excess call-in of jurors and

the concomlitant wastage of juror fees and juror time.



II. ANALYSIS OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM

A. HOW THE JURY CLERK DETERMINES THE

'NUMBER OF JURORS TO BE CALLED IN

" The number of jurors summoned on Return Days is
set approximately two months in advance, when the summonses
are mailed out. It cannot be altered according tc the needs
which aotually exist on a oarticular Return Day because most
orders for jurors are received less than a week in advance.
Therefcre the jury clerk’simply summons enough to satisfy
any anticipated need duriﬁg the entire jury.term.

During the rest of each tw04weék“jury term ths clerk
can dismiss a number of the jurors when he knows they will
not be needed. Each day he determines the number to call in
for the next day by obtaining each judge's order forljurors.
This requires good communications between the jury clerk and
the judges' courtroom deputies, as well as courtroom deputies
who keep well-informed as to their judges' plans for futuré
trials and possible needs for jurors; The network of
communications works reasonably well in the Southern District
of New York. The jury clerk keeps track of the judges who
are hearing motions or conducting non-jury trials, and he

follows the progress of Jjury trials which are in session.
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Thus he knows which judges may be needing jury panels in the

~coming days. Each day towards the end of the morning he calls,

or 1s called by, the courtroom deputies for those judges.

Some judges may order panels at specific times, while others

may order panels on "hold" or may not need panels at all. Most

of the orders state what size panel is needed.

The most definite order is "10:00 a.m. in court,”
when the judge believes that there will be no last-minute
motions or other delays and the laWyers will be in court
and ready to start at that time. The second most definite .order
is for a speoific'time, most commonly "10:00 a.m.," when the
judge believes that thefe will probably be no delays. Orders
in these two caﬁegories often go forward with voir dires within
éh hour of the time scheduled, but delays and canoellations
are quite common.
| Less definite orders are for "10:00 a.m. hold" or
"iO:OO a.m. ?" or for later in the morning or afternoon. These
are gsnerally given when the judge expects that there may be
a last~m;nute motion or similar delay, or when he expecte a
settlement or a guilty pléa. Orders of thls nature are more
likely so be postponed or cancelled entirely.

| In addition to the categorles of orders described so
far, there.are a variety of instructions which may be given
depending on the particular circumstances. The judge may eXplain
that he 1s involved in a trial in which he expects.to be able

ﬁo charge the jury the following morning and thereafter expects



to be able to go forward with the voir dire for another trial.
Another possibility is that the judge may personnally be ready
to begin the trial but may have to wait until one of the
lawyers is free from another trial. Sdmetimes the courtroom
deputy (or whbever is reached in the judée's chambers) may
simply not know the judge's plans with respect to jury panels.
‘These and similar cases would be entered on the jury clerk's
worksheet as "?", because it is difficult to predict whether
or when a panel will be needed. h
\ Once his communicatlons from the couftroom deputies
. are réceived; the jury clerk estimates thekneed for jurors for
the next day. Because of his instructions never to run short
of jgrors, he generaily aims to call in enough Jjurors to fill
simultaneously 2ll of the panels.ordéred for definite tiﬁes,
plus enough jurors to fill most of the "hold" orders and
pérhaps some of the "?" orders. In situations where there
are a number of "hold" or "?" orders or where the total number
of jurors is very large (200 or more), he may cut down the
vcall—in below the maximum possible order because of the
predictébility tﬁat not all of the panels or@ered will be
requested simultaneousiy. However, he generally does not reduce
the call-in more than 10% to 20% below;the‘total ordergd.

As a general rule, the number of jurors ordered

decreases each succeeding day of the week. Therefore the

jury clerk is usualiy able to dismiss a few additional Jurors

ol swrag
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each déy. During the first week of the two-week jury term
he dismisses them until the fol;owing Monday (alternate
Monday), and duriné the second week he dismisses them for
good. Occasionally if he has a low total order for one day
and’the'possibility of a higher order for the following day,

he dismisses some jurors for a single day.
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B. TIMING OF VOIR DIRES

Chart 2, "Examples of Utilization and Timing
of Jﬁry Panels in the Southern District of New
York," is on the following eight pages. The
chart shows the actual amount and times of Jjuror
utilization on Monday 4/26/71 and for the
three—wéek period of Monday §/i5/7i"through
Friday 4/2/71. The isolated Monday U4/26/71
was selected because of the comparatively large
number of voir dires and the spread in the
starting times‘of the voir dires:' It was not
a Return'Day, so the number of jurors called
in could be more closely related to the'nﬁmber
actually ordered by the judges. The three-
week period was selected because it is typical of
fhe frequéncy and distribution of Jury trials '
in the Southern District of New York. éFollowing

the chart there is a discussion in the text. |



EXAMPLES OF UTILIZATION AND TIMING OF JURY PANELS IN THE SOQUTHERN |
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

g G TR L 2§

Monday 4/26/71 (not Return Day)
no. (panels)

, ordered: 100 (2) crim. in court (including 1 extra-large panel of 60)
b ‘ 40 (1) civil in court
— ¢ 120 (3) crim. hold
! o 110 (4) civil hold )
_30 (1) civil p.m. (2) .
total for a.m.: 370 (10)
fees
called in:; 317 $7380 '
recommended call-in: 247 5750
SAVING: 70 $1630

GRAPH 1: ACTUAL TIMES OF VOIR DIRES

Lop | s““‘.‘wi»lTJ b 1T Lol | ] o] | e  OmEEEE t
— '1:% i . ﬁt,
| = yi2
P : “"“[ T
S [ U e o [ N
3 aaa— _ T
g Ty ' r
i BT — . — 3 - | [
= R ] Ll
g s e
i it} — b : H“i**
total panels. wied: i 7_bkfore 11:00 a.%,.,l 1lag 12:20,] and 1_Ln,,p.im. ‘ ) , INEN
max S Juror: ﬁéeénd,qnmu}tvnaouoly;_azlm. E SO N T U O S e e wm;mpw~__um%‘“
total delsy wifh'recommendedicalliin: | Q " RN R : ! . b
o " 77T The recommended call-in of 247 ' The black bars indicate the times
jurors was determined by taking two- . - ° which various panels left the jury lounge
thirds of the total number of 370 to attend voir dires. The left-end figure
ordered by the judges for the morning, shows the number on the panel, and the right=-
as suggested in Table 1. The ocne civil end figure shows the number selected on the
panel of 30 jurors ordered for the after- jury. Thus-the first panel of 40 was sent
hoon was not included in the figure of 10 ~ out at 9:50 a.m., and 28 (40 minus the 12
. panels totaling 370 jurors for the morning. Selected) returned to the lounge at 10:45.
The jurors' fees are calculated by taking = These 28 jurors would have been available ’
the average figure cf $23.28 per juror times for use on one of the last three panels of
i the actual and recommended call-ins. i k(continued over)

!
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the day (at 10:50, 12:20 or 2:00 p.m.).
The total number of jurors attending voir
dires at any given time can be found by
adding the left-end figures of all the
voir dires in progress at the time plus
the right-end figures (jurors selected)

of all completed voir dires. For example,
between 10:50 and 11:00 a.m. 12 jurors had
been selected in the first voir dire and
there were 211 (40 + 40 + 40 + 30 + 30 + 31)
jurors attending the next six voir dires,
for a total of 223 jurors in "“use." This
was the highest number in use at one time
during the day, an¢ therefore this figure
appears as the "maximum jurors needed si-
multaneously."

At 12:00 noon selection had been com-
pleted for seven juries totaling 77 jurors,
and there were 240 jurors (= 317 -~ 77) wait-
ing in the jury lounge or in "storage." At
this time 170 of these 240 were dismissed for
the day, 30 were dismissed for lunch and told
"to return at 1:30 p.m., and 40 were kept wait-
ing until they were required for a voir dire
at 12:20. This latter voir dire was completed
after lunch, at 2:00 p.m., and the 28 non-
selected jurors were dismissed for the day.
The 30 jurors dismissed for lunch at 12:00
returned and were sent to a voir dire at 2:00

»om l . . per
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DRILY ORDERS .

ﬁcwm Pmcu.«za aNa TIME ©F UTILIZATION

Monday 3/15/71 (not Return Day) aoe) 4oL [ . lio » { ( ] [W‘ ‘ .. e el il b
, no. (panels) ‘ I D e R et 2 . |
ordered: 80 (2Y civil hold 1 MR N T3 L
40 (1) crim, hold R e = ~ e
Lo ( ]) erim, WM R 177 - - [ -
30 ) civil mon B - SN (SR S S N I, ]
totals 170 (57 o - } _]L
fees RS DU AN O T U N O DO Ut PR D A SRS DUV O I O ) DU 9 L
called in: 27 4E750 tatal._panels ysed:| | | | | | 3
recﬂ:or‘xtme.nded call~in: }_?_% ‘g?_}_‘}g_ 2oL |maximun_J }I*&;’_e need ed| smpfﬁ hng ouily,:____];)oﬁ I . L 7_7
SAVING: 4l 335 tota}!. delav|wilthl recommendedlcallins 0 I
Tuesday 3/16 no. (panels) S NS iy I R I l l : —
ordered: 2Lo (6) crim, hold a.m e — m s e e o — ——
10 (1) crim, hold p.m ARSI R AR L
40 (1) crim, "ow Ho T O 17 l
total: 280 T7) for a.m. - RS - el m =% 14 T
. fees o t l .v y b o [ it e - - - —
called in: 231  $T375 L - JON N O O G R S I - -
recommended callein: 187 1:353 e t?l.{%newl 5 _\sed: | |_, . L I
SAVIIG: pnn $1025 maximun_iurorg nge ed;_s myLt naouuly-___lso . 3 e
tcgtag.-qe;,aytwith é s omeinded call-=in: | 10 !
Viednesday 3/17 no. (panels) go ~ T e , 7 15 I
orderad: “EO (2 5 crim, dei‘lr‘:z.te-' . g e L > l l . = > —
80 (2) crim, hold = - ~f- —r AT U SR T YN N [ (R
90 (3) eivil hold o)l fu fucdenf o f L e IR L L L
total: 250 (7) - IR TR 2 S Sanmms [ NENN!
fees e ) N 2T T T T
called in: w8 LI 1 l4qtah dank1h Wsefis l Trrb b oo L
recommended call-in: 163 3765 9 . l
SAYTHG 13 $309 . AL nurx_jur:rs‘n ird similthne mjs}:{f: Ahs SR S S
total delayl withl recomnénded| calll-in: i0 RN
- Mhursday 3/18 no. (n’va) . ! i . l | | | 1 | l RS
ordereq: IO (T) Grim. definite |25( . LT N PO
- 35 (1) ci-il definite 7| SL TS ——— | - _
25 (1) civil hold - TV e _7" -
: _—2 !;?_)_ non e e ._..}m S .
LS total: 100 (3) plus 2 "N t ' - -~t —
P fees ‘__ totall yanola seds I l 1 2 o
{ called in: 1bhh $3357 maxinug_ jlurogq nead E"‘! simylting 01159:3(.3_. 5 | I
b 143 144 o - .
]?r‘:gg;:ﬁizgfe‘i call-in: ..Z.g g,)%% B titalﬂs!elézi..yn th Feq fnmri .c:‘rtll{-‘.i.)'u 0. T T 1 T o P




DALY ORDERS RETVAL AMOUNT AND TIME OF UTILIZATION

Monday 3/22/71 (Return Day) ool ||| e} 1T Jufes| ‘i. Il Laulee ] ] iefes
no. (nanels) 6T S O O O A O O A O O O
ordereds 235 (&) orim. hold [T [ | o o e
. IO (1) CI"ln. 1 9" SRS SR O ’ \ i | R R e N T IR FOrR

108 (1) civil hold  |—dede | |- | - . } L
altv

total: 383 T11) ee|pinels |in| afternoon rc-'zui.ri.ngﬂ otal,‘qqf_‘..,le_,. Ju-ors)|
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no, (panels) N I O O IO 1 e |
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Wednesday 3/2L/71 g ] e A
no. (panels) e i 4 [ VS B
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- b e e R { N i —_f

98 (L) <civil hold

_ ) i g :(} [ e e e i e 03

Lo (1) erim. 20:30 2 | | | || | 30F Puewsmnemme: S N BN B
Lo (1) crim. pem,

fees - N D IO R
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“Thursday 3/25/71 L‘ - - 1 T ‘ -

i no. (panels) RS N - ) N O DO .
: ‘ ? (L Fadres unknown) __ RN RO R O O I - S S O T —
_ 1O (1) erim, vp.m,

c‘aj:led in: 18] $3618 : l"““ PO U S N Y Y o

SAVING: 8l $1558 o el Maximun juror needed si*m.t moousl:,r: .
. ‘ ‘ total. delayiw th rtr(o an ac¢ calll-in:
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iday 3/26/71
aereds

tgtalz
1led in:

commended call-in:
SAVING:

no, (pane}i)
8O (2) crim.
60 (2) civil hold

IO (LY
fees
70 $7E8
70 768
0 $ 0

hold

total panels used:
maximum jurors needed simulbtaneously:
total delay with recommended call-in:

30
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DHILY ORDERS . BCTURL #HMnuINT asw‘i‘ BE OF u*rau&ﬂTmN
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N T no, (panels) ',
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fees
led in: 121 $2E17 total vanels used: 0
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da* L/2/71
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AVING V) 0 total delay with recommended call-in: O
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B. " TIMING O F VOIR DIRES

At the top of the chart for Monday 4/26/71 is a list
of the orders for jury panels, with the orders broken down
by categories according to thelr degree of "definiteness."
Two criminal panels and one civil panel were ordered "in
court." (This 1is the most definite type of order given,
but even so one of the three panels, an order for 60
prospective jurors, Qas not used becduse a gullty plea
was obtained just before the trial was to begin.) There
were also orders for three criminal panels énd four civil
panels on "hold." This made ten panels with a total of
370 jurors ordered.or the morning. Therefore the
recommended.call—in would have been two-thirds of 370, or
247,

One panel was also ordered for the afternoon, but
orders for the afternoon can be disregarded in calculating
the day's cdll~in since afternoon panels can bevmade up
from leftover jurors from the mdrning (provided sev%ral
panels have been ordered for the morning).

Beneath the listing of orders is a graph showing the
siée and times of panels which were actually sent from the

Jury lounge to courtrooms to attend voir dires. On the

horizontal scale each space of the graph represents a
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five-miﬁute interval, beginning at 9:45 a.m. and running
until mid-afternoon. The heavy black bars indicate the
times during which panels were attending vdir dires. The
number at the left of each bar shows the size of panel

which was sent out, and the number at the right showé how

" many prospective jurors were actually selected to serve on

the jury. The number of Jurors returning to the courtroom

from a given volr dire can be found by subtracting the

right-hand Ffromthe left-hand number. For example, the
first panel of 40 jurors was sent out of the jury lounge

at 9:50 a.m. By 10;“5, 12 jurors had been selected. The

remaining 28 jurors returned tc the lounge and were avallable

for a second voir dire 1f needed.

The number of-jurors in use (attending voir dires

- or selected to serve on juries) at any time can be found

by adding the left-hand figures (panel sizes) for all voir
dipes still in session plus the right-hand figures

(jurors selected) for all the voir dires completed by

that time. PFor example, from 10:50 to 11:00 there were.
223 persons attending voir dires, the highest number all
day. This number is entered at the bottom of the graph as
"maximum Jurors needed ;imultanequsly." Thus the
recommended call-in of 247 would have béen.;arge enough

ﬁo supply the maximum number needed simultaneously but

would not have left a great excess in the jury lounge.
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The npn-selected jurbrs from the first six panels could
have supplied the last three panels of the day.- Of the
2“7 jurors called in, 74 would have attended two voir dires
and the rémaining 173 would have attended one. This 1s an
example of very high juror utilization.

" If the seventh voir dire had begun before 10:45 or the-
elghth peforé 11:00 and the call-in had been the recommended
figure of 2“7, the jury clerk would have had to delay
sending.panels to those voir dires (although it is highly
unlikely that seven or eight volr dilres would begin so
early in the day). Thgs ﬁhe possibllity of some delay
wouldvhave existed, although no delay would actually have
occurred. - However, because the jury clerk has been
instructed not to éllow even the possibility of delay, he
“had to call in considerably more than the 247 persons
recommended here. As a result, hany Jurors waifed the
entire morning without attending a voir dire. If the
clerk were allowed to run tﬂe risk of some delay, the

number of jurors called in could be cut down considerably

even though the actual delays would be very infrequent.

1. The seventh panel of the morning (the one with 31
Jurors, which left the jury lounge at 10:50) could
have been made up of the last 27 jurors left in the
jury lounge plus 4 of those wha had just returned at

. - L10:45 from the first voir dire.

As stated earlier, the chart for Monday 4/26/71

illustrates how the recommended system can handle days of

high utilization, which are the most difficult. The remainder

of Chart 2 illustrates juror utiliza?ion and timiné on the
more typical days during the three weeks from 3/15/71 through
h/2/71. The daily orders appear on the left side of the
page, with graphs illustrating the timing on the right.

The graphs show timing only for the mornings, because most

panels are used in the morning's and afternoon panels can be

made up from the morning's leftovers. An examination of
these weeks (and of the data in Table 1) reveals many days
on which large numbers of jurors were ordered and few were

sent to voir dires. On most days one to four panels were

"actually sent out of the jury lounge, although the number

of panels ordered was usually higher than this (On average,

only 10.2 5ury trials per week actually proceeded with voir
dires.) On days with so few £ria1 starts there would be no
risk of delays in supplying panels under the recommended
system of redﬁced call-ins.

If the "maximum number‘of jurors needed simultaneously“
is larger than the "recommended call-in," it showus tﬁat there
would have been a delay in sending a panel to a voir dire

at some point during the day. Such délays were calculated

and listed at the.bottom of each graph as "total delay with

recommended call-in." No delays in providing panels for voir

dires would have occurred on any

of the days covered 1n Chart 2f
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III. ANALYSIS OF THE RECOMMENDED SYSTEM

A. EFFECT OF REDUCED CALL-INS ON JUROR

UTILIZATION, FEBRUARY-MAY 1971

Table 4, "How the Recommended System Could Have Been
Applied, February-May 1971," appears in the Appendix.
The table gives a recommended call-in for each day of the
four-month study. - The fecommendation is based on the orders
given to the jury clerk by noon of the previous day, when
the call-in was determined. The table should offer helpful
examples for a jury clerk who is deciding how many Jjurors
to call in under the proposed system. The comments on the
right—hand sidg of each page of the table (opposite the
recommended call-in fgr each day) tell how the recommended
figure was determined. The following explain some of the
comments: |

a) A standard call-in of 270 was recommended
for each TFeturn Day.
' b) On many days wh;n the total order was
fairly large and fairly definite, the guideline of two-
thirds—of—maximum~demand was folléﬁed.
¢) On days when two or three pénels were ordered,

Table 3 was used for a guldeline. (Table 3, "Recommended Call-
In:k Panel Sizes of 40 for CriminalFVoir Dires and 25 for

© Cilvil Voir Dires," appears later in this report in the section
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entitled "Handbook for the Jury Clerk.")

d) There were some days on which the jury clerk
called in fewer jurors than the number recommended in Table3 .
On such days the clerk's call-in was entered as the |
recommended number, in reliance on the jury clerk's discretion.

e) There were several days on which a large percent
of the orders were "?" or other indicaiions that they were
gquite indefinite.. On such days the size of the call-in was
somewhat arbitrary, and it was simply commented '"hard to
determine call-in." ;

) Alternate Mondays occasionally present a special

. .problem, since the number called in on such days sets the

maximum for the total number of jurors which can be called in
for the rest of the week. For this reason the recommended
call-in for Monday 3/15/71 is 180 even though the two~-thirds
guideline would be 113.

The bottom line for each day shows "total delay with
recommended call-in." If the recommended system had been
adopted, in the entire four—ﬁonth period of the study there
would have beeﬁ only two delays in supplying panels. . On
Thursday 3/11/71 and on Wednesday 5/5/71 there would have been
delays of 10 to 15 minutes in supplying panels for the second
voir dire of each day. (Possibly these delays could have been
avoided or lessened if the jurors who were challenged or
excused in the'first voir dire each day had been sent back to
the jury lounge as soon as the challenges or excuses had
accurred.) This does not guarantez that the adoption of the

recommendations in this report willl never result in more than
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one l0-minute delay every two months, but it does iﬂdicate
that the system 1s well adapted to filling the needs of the court
for jurors while causing very few delays in supplying panels.

The jurors called in during the study provided a total
of 14,361 available juror-days. At an average cost of $23.28
for fees and mileage, the total cost of having these jurors
available was $334,322. (These figures do not include jurors
or fees for service after the day of selection on cases which
lasted more than one day.) This works out togan average of
slightly over $20,000 pér week to keep‘jurors,available'for-
possible trials. Table 4 shows that a total of u9i§ juror-
days costing $114,372 could have been sa&ed-by abplication of
the recommended system in the Southern District of New York
during the four-month study. Projected savings for the entire
_year would be over 13,000 juror-days and $300,000.
Jurors' fees are a direct cost which must ultimately
" be borne by the téipayers. In addition to this direct cosﬁ,
thére are the indirect costs to the economy resulting from
lost wages and lost man-days of production. Some employees
are paid full or partvwages by their employers while they are
serving on jury duty. Other employees must forego their wages.
In either case somebody must bear the'cost of the lost working |
day. In a survey of 500 Jurors dufing the research period,
62% were found to be wage-earners, 12% were "executives" or
"professional," and 26% were housewives, retired, or unemployed.

If we assume the average daily wage of persons in the first

category is $272 ahd . ¥ . ‘;.f - : ;

o

2. source: Bureau of Labdr Statistics, pféliminary figure for i

March 1971 for New York metropolitan area.
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thg average dally earning of the second category is doubie
1£is,3 the cost to the economy of 13,000 lost man-days of
production would be over $300,000. A rule of thurb might be
that for every dollar of Jurors' fees and mileage paid by the
courts, there was another dollar's worth of production lost to
the economy. Thus every order for criminal panel could cost as
much as 51000 per day to the court system and another $1000

of lost production to the economy, whether or not the panel is
used for a voir dire.

In‘ééonbmic térms, thé above‘figures indicate that a
balancing of costs (or oft"priorities") must be employed in the
decision»of 56w many jurors to call in on a given day. There
is a cost to society if a judge, a courtroom, and all of the
parties, 1awyers, witnesses énd courtroom personnel have been
assembled for a trial and then are requirgd to delay for some
minutes until eﬂough jurors can be supplied for a panel. But
thére is also a very significant cost in the attempt to avoid
all risk of délay at the moment.the voir dire is to begin. The
means of avoiding risg of delay has been to call in fhe maximum

number o_‘jurors which might be needed, rather than limiting the

call-in to the number which probably will be needed. .The

result has been a great waste of jurors' time and fees on many
days. The recommended system is a way to avoid much of this

waste at a small cost in terms of occasional short delays.

~~~~~

| 3. a rough estimate based on figures of the Bureau of Labor

Statisties for assorted supervisory positions.

1



Another intangible but very real cost of the present
overcall of jurors is that citizens may become dilissatisfied

with jury duty when they feel that their time is being wasted.

If a person has been forced to sit and wait several days in the

Jury lounge, he might be reluctant to serve again even though
he was told that his presence had contributed to the seﬁtle—
ment of. a case. If fewer jurors are called in, a larger
percentage of thoge present will be sent to voir‘dires and
will be selected to serve on juries. Jurors might then feel
that their presence served a greater purpose. Thus one of the
benefits of reduced call-ins might be increased public
acceptance of jury duty and increased respect for the judiciai

machinery.

TR

4
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B. REDUCTION OF PANEL SIZES

The size of panels sent to civil voir dires should be
reduced from 30 prospective jurors to 25 for twelve-man juries
and 18 for six-man juries. A panel of 25 would allow for
selection of 12 jury membersyith 3 peremptory challenges on
each side, plus 2 alternates with 1 additional challenge on
each side and 3 dismissals for cause by the court. If a judge

had a civil trial with multiple plaintiffs or defendants,

| he éould request a larger panel. The study showed that

panels of 25 would be sufficient to complete B % of all civil
voir dires. Annual savings of 1100 days-of jurors' timé and
$26,000 in jurors' fees could be obtained from the smaller
éall—ins made ﬁossible by the reduced panel size.

If all civil juries were reduced to six nembers, fewer
jurors would have to be called_into the courthouse becéuse
Smallér panels would be needed for voir dires. At préseﬁt
the jury clerk is unable to plan in advance for smaller panels
because the decision to use a six-man jury is often made on
the morning of the trial.  Smaller panels would require less
"elevator time" to move from the jury lounge to courtrooms,
so judges would receive panels more quickly after phoning

the jury clerk for them.



A standard panel size of 18 is recommended for voir dires
for six-man Juries. This wouid allow for selection of 6 jurors
with 3 peremptory challenges on each side; plus 2 alternates
with 1 additional chellenge on each side. If all of the
challenges‘were exercised, this would require a total of 16
prospective Jurors, which would still allow for é dismissais
for cause by the court. The study showed that an average of
4.5 prospective jurors were challenged or dismissed in voir
dires for six-man juries. In only one of the nineteen cases

studied were more than 16 prbspective jurors required. Panels

of 18 should provide an adequate margin for all such voir dires.

If all civil panels ordered during the four-month study
had been reduced from 30 to 18 and the call-ins reduced
,accofdingly, over 800.jurorédays costing $20,000 could have
been saved. The jury costs for civil trials which last more
?han one day could also be cut by approximately one-half if
- six-man juries replace twelve-man.

Panels for non-capital criminal cases with a single

defendant should be reduced from 40 to 35, with the understanding

~ that Jjudges cOuld recelve larger pahels ifr they requested them.
A panel of 35 would allow the defendant 10 peremptory
.‘Chailenges and the prosecution 6, plus 2 alternaﬁes‘wi%h‘an
additional challenge for each side and 3 disgissals fof cause

/

by the court. Inh‘practice all 16 peremptory challengee are

seldom exercised, SO a pahel of 35 would usually allow for

more than 3 dismissals by the court. The study showed that
panels of 35 would be sufficient to complete the voir dire
in 94% of all criminal cases (including multi-defendant cases).

"Annual savings of more than 800 juror-days and $20,000 could

- be obtained by such a reduction.
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C. EXTRA-LARGE PANELS

There are occasionally difficult trials in which . | Size of - Number
Date Panel . Number), Not - Comments
selection of the jury may require an unusually large number | Ordered Used Used
of jurors because of the anticipated length of the trial, the | 2/8/71 €0 | 0 60 guilty plea
notoriety of a criminal defendant, or multiple civil parties : 2/11/71 50 30 ' 20
or criminal defendants. The present practice in dealing with 2/23/71. 125 o - 125 postponed till 3/1
these orders for extra-large panels is simply to increasevthe' | 3/1/71 125 7h 5l
call-in by the full amount of the extra-large order, thus , : 3/2/71 ' 150 52 ' 98
requiring time and payment of as many as 125 or 150 extra » : 3/3/71 ‘70 \ 45 25
Jurors. » ’ | 3/8/71 . 55 38 17
Table 2, following, shows the extra-large panels which ' i 3/24/71 50 48 2
were sent out during‘february through May 1971, and the - | h/5/71 go - 32 48
number of persdns frbm such panels who were "used" in the sense | 4/5/71 70 - 23 . 47
pbat they were either selected as Jury hembers or alternates ‘ 4/5/71 - 50 "0 . 56 cancelled
or were challenged or excused. ’ 5g v M/12/7i . 50 ; | Ly 6
o | b/26/71 60 0 . 60 adjourned two Qays
" 4/28/71 60 | 35 25 T
5/3/71 1 - .. 80 . 0 80 éostponed one day
\ O 5/4/71 ﬂ 80 0 80 | postponed one day
| s/5/11 80 43 37 |
oo | sem s0 | 32 18
\\ B o R LA e
"\\ I : u(selected as jury member or alternate, or chéllenged or excused)’




Table 2 shows that extra-large panels are not actually needed
too frequently. In only six of the elghteen éases‘were more
than 10 jurors required to complete the voir dire, and in
only two were more than 50 required. |

Juror utilization could be improved if ”difficult“‘voir
dires were started with ordinary-sized panels. The. judge could
notify the Jury'clerk as early as possible of difficult cases,
80 the clerk would be certain to have enough jurors in the
courthouse to satisfy the possible needs. But the initial
panel sent to the voir dire could be limited to 40 ér 50 jurors,
with the understanding that more would be available later if
needed. This would allow some of the jurors to attend other
volr dires before they were required for the difficult case.
It would also mean leés waste of jurors' time and fees if the
extra-large panel was not actually needed due to a iast—
minute gullty plea op‘postponement.5
| If he starts with an ordinary~sized paﬁel, the judge might

have to repeat certain of the voir dire questions if additional

Jurors had to be sent in later. However, extra-large panels

5

A less efficient but also helpful technique is presently in
use 1in the District of Columbila. Judges notify the jury clerk
one or two months in advance when they have trials in which

- extra-large panels will be required. If twe or more are
scheduled for the same day, the jury clerk contacts the judges
involved and arranges to postpone a2l1ll but one of such trials
for a day or two. Thus it is not necessary to call in

enough jurors for more.than one extra-=large panel on the

same day.

- o -~

are unwieldy, and the prospective jurors become réstless
and inattentive while waiting for their names to be drawn
to undergo voir dire questionhing. The disadvaniage of
possibly having to repeat some of the questions to a secoﬁd

group of jurors would be outweighed by the advantages of

less confusion and closer attention as well as the savings in

Jurors!' time and fees resulting from the smaller original
papel.

It judgeé would agree to start difficult voir dires with
ordinary-sized_panels, the recommended call-in for a day
with orders for one extra-large panel and several ordinary
ones might simpl& be two-thirds of the total number of
jurcrs ordered. ’Fbr‘example, on Monday 3/1/71, 355 jurors

were ordered, including one extra-large panel of 125. The

actual call-in was 306. The recommended call-in would be

238 (two-thirds of 355). The next day (Tuesday 3/2/71) 260

- were ordered, including one panel of 150. The actual call-

in was 275. The recommended call-in would have been 177
(two-thirds of 260). On these two days a total of 166

juror-days and $3864 in jurors' fees could have been saved.
|



D, JUDGES' INSTRUCTIONS TO THE JURY CLERK

n :Because of thé pressure on the court to clean criminal
'féases off its calendar, the jury clerk has been instructed
never to fun short of jurors. Once the calendar has been
brought under control, the instructions should be changed
from "Never be caught short"” to "Don't delay supplying
- panels very often.” This would enable the jury clerk to
cut the daily call-in of jurors closer to the number actually
needed. )

The proposed system could be implemented gradually.
The Chief Judge could simply instruct the jury clerk:
"Make cuts where you think possible, but start slowly."
" Later if the judges felt that delays had become t00 frequent
or too lengthy, the jury clerk could be instructed to increase
the call-in slightly.

At present if the clerk delays in supplying a panei
to a particular judge, he is likely to be criticized by that
judge. Under the proposed system, judges agree not to
pressure the jury clerk into preferring one judge over another
when supplying panels. Judges should agree not to invoke

senlority or the question of who ordered a panel first as a

means of appropriating panels which had already been allocated

- Yo -

to other judges. A judge would not be able to "pre-empt"
a panel by ordering it before it was needed, because that
would tie up his courtroom and he could no longer hear
argﬁment on motions or conduct other pre-trial business.
Judges should agree to observe a hgood faith" reguirement
in not tying up jurors longer than necessary, out of
considération to their fellow judges who might be waiting
for some of the same jurors. This would also ensure that
there would be 1o delay for a judge who had ordered a panel
at 10:00 a.ﬁ. and was actually ready to use it at the ftime
ordered. A judge'should also send jurors back to the jury
lounge as soon as they are challenged or dismissed for

cause if he is notified that the jurors are needed to

‘make up a panel for another voir dire.

Judges should be more conscious of the jurors{%omplaints
and the jury staff's problems, because it is only with
judicial cooperation that the situation can be improved. The
judges' main contacts are with jurors who are actually serving
on zases, and they are rslatively insulated from the large
numbers of jurors who have to'sit and wait in the jury lounge.
Each judge should be aware that every time he put in an order
for a panel he was tying up the time of 25 to 4o people and
requiring the payment of $600 to $1000 in jurors' fees. This
does not mean that a judge should hesitate to orde; a panel

if there was a good chance he would have a case going forward

‘the next day or even if the mere presence of the panel would



seltlement or a gullty plea. But the judge should exercise
"Judicial restraint" and not require the panel to be brought
in if there.was 1ittle likelihood it would serve any real

purpose.
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IV. HANDBOOK FOR THE JURY CLERK

Table 3, "Recomménded Call-In: Panel
Sizes of 40 for Criminal Voir Dires and 25 for
Civil Voir Dires," appears on the following
eight pages. Following the table there are
sections on How %o Apply the‘Recommended

Section, Return Days, and Treatment of Jurors.
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TABLE 3

RECOMMENDED CALL~IN:

CRIMINAL VOIR DIRES AND 25 FOR CIVIL

PANEL SIZES OF 40 FOR

VOIR DIRES

Number of Theoretical
Scheduled Kind(s) Recommended Maximum
Trials of Trials Call-In Demand
AR eivil 25 (er)¢ 25
1 ,; criminal,? ho (42) bo
2 . 2 civil {37 (39) 50
2(2) ‘1 1eivil |52 (54) 65
- . 1l criminal ’
2 ff 2 criminalz 54 (56) . 80

(1)

(2)

(Table 3 continued on next page.)

FOOTNOTES AND EXPLANATION

The number in parenthesis is a safety margin intended to
allow for sickness or delays in arrival of jurors. It is also

-intended to allow for extra challenges in criminal cases in

situations where there is no alternative source of extra

jurors (l.e. there are no other panels from which non-

selectees can be obtained). A safety margin is not specifically
provlided in cases where three or more panels are ordered
because it is unnecessary when there is a larger call-in.

On days when only cne panel is ordered, enough Jurofs must
be called in to fill the complete panel regaroless of the
degree of definiteness of the order. :

On days when two panels are ordered, the recommended
call-in is large enough to allow for one voir dire to go
forward at a time. When the first voir dire is completed
and 12 or 14 jurors have been selected, the non-selectees
from the first panel plus the jurors remaining in the jury

lounge would be sufficient to make up a complete panel if

(2)
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continued

a second voilr dire is later called. It is not necessary to
call in enough jurors for both panels because the study
showed that it would be rare for both of the ordered panels
to be used simultaneously. The recommended call-in is large
enough for the orders to be filled sequentially, but it

cuts down on the wastage in the many cases where none or one
of the panels is used.

For example, if panels are ordered for one civil and one
criminal trial, a cali-in of 52 jurors would allow for a
voir dire to be conducted in the civil case with a panel

of 25, from which 12 jurors would be selected. (See the
table entry footnoted (2) ). Thereafter there would be

40 jurors remaining to make up the panel in case the
criminal voir dire went forward. Note that if the criminal
voir dire went forward first, a call-in of only 40 would

be sufficient to allow for selection of a Jury of 14
(irncluding two alternates) and still have 26 jurors

- remaining to make up a panel if it is needed for the civil

case. However, due to poor correlation between the planned
and the actual starting times of trials, the larger call-
in of 52 (safety margin 54) is recommended regardless of the
order in which the trials are scheduled to begin).
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TABLE 3 (continued)

Criminal Panels of 40 and Civil Panels of 25

Theoretical

Number of 2/3 of Theoret-~
Scheduled Kind(s) Recommended Maximum ical Maximum
Trials ‘ of Trials ‘| " Call-In " Demand Demand
3 3 civil 37-50 . 75 (50)
3 2 civil 52-65 . 90 (60)
. 1 criminal
3(3) 1 eivil 54--80 105 (70)
2 criminal
3 - 3 cpiminal | 54-80 120 (80)

(3)

(Table 3 éontinueq on next page)

FOOTNOTES AND EZPLANATION (continued)

On days when three panels are ordered and twe or three of the
orders are fairly definite ("10:00a.m." or "in court"), the
recommended call-in would be the highest number in the
suggested range for the particular combination of civil and
¢riminal panels ordered. This.number would allow two voir
dires to proceed simultaneously, and then a third voir dire
could ‘be started after most of the non-selectees from the
first two voir dires were returned to the jury lounge. It

is not recommended to call in enough jurors for all three
volr dires to go forward simultaneously because delays,
postponements, cancellations and waivers of juries frequently
arise even when the orders are quite definite. Therefore,
the| chance that all three would actually go forward simultaneously
is quite small. The lower number in the suggested range

is recommended when the orders are "hold" or "?". This
number would allow for selection of at least two Jjuries if
the voir dires were carried out successively.

. For example, 1f fairly definite orders had been given for one
~eivil and two criminal panels, the recommended call-in of 80
would allow for two criminal voir dires, or one civil and one
~eriminal, to proceed simultaneously. (See the table entry
- footnoted (3).) When the first two voir dires were completed,

(3)
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continued

there would be 52 to 54 jurors left over, more than enough to
supply a panel for another voir dire if a jury should be
required 1n the third trial. .

If one of the orders (a criminal panel, for example) was
fairly definite and the other two (one criminal and one
civil) were "hold" or "?", a call-in in the midc¢le of the
54-t0~80 range would be vecommended. A call-in of 66

would allow for selection of 14 jurors in the first criminal
voir dire and of 12 in the event that the civil panel on
"hold" should be required, and when these selections were
completed there would still be 40 jurors left over to make
up a panel for the remaining criminal voir dire. If all three
of the orders were "hold" or "?", the recommended call-in
would be 54, the smallest number in the range for the
combination of one c¢ivil and two criminal trials. As stated
above, this number would allow for selection of at least two
Juries. When all. three orders are "hold" or "2", the
likelihood of panels being needed for all three possibly
scheduled trials 1s so small that it 1s not recommended to
call in panels for all three.
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TABLE 3 (continued)

Criminal Panels of L0 and Civil Panels of 25

Number of Theoretical 2/3 of Theoret-
Scheduled Kind(s) Recommended Maximum ical Maximum
Trials of Trials Call~-In Demand - Demand
I ) | _ v
y (1) civil and 2/3 or less of|100 to 160 67 to 107 °
criminal total number -
of jurors
ordered
5 clvlil and 2/3 or less 125 to 200 83 to 133
criminal
6 civil and 2/3 or less 150 to 240 | 100 to 160
criminal , X
7 civil and 2/3 or less 175 to 280 | 117 to 187
: criminal
8 divil ahd 2/3 or less 200 to 320 133 to 213
criminal C
9 : civil and . 2/3 .or less 225 to 360 | 150 to 240
criminal , , :
10 . civil and 2/3 or-less 250 to 400 167 to 267
criminal

(end of Table 3.) . -

FOOTNOTES AND EXPLANATION (continued)

to call in two-thirds or less of the maximum demand for jurors,
depending on the degree of "definiteness" of the orders. If
the orders are for "in court" or for a specific time such as
"30:00 a.m,," then the recommended call-in might be up to the

" full two-thirds guildeline. In the column headed "Theoretical
Maximum Demand," the lower figure for each entry is the total
number of jurors required if all the orders were for civil panels,

(4) On days when four or more panels are ordered, it is recommended

b
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() continued

and .the higher figure is for all criminal panels. TFor example,
if four civil panels were ordered, the theoretical maximum demand
for jurors would be 100 (4 x 25), and the recommended call-in
would be 67 (2/3 x 100). If tvio of the four orders were for
civil panels and two were for ¢riminal, the theoretical max-

imum demand would be 130 (2 x 25 plus 2 x 40), and the
recommended call-in would be 87 (2/3 x 130).

if several of the orders are "hold" or "?", then the call-in
could be shaded downwards from the two-thirds guldeline. (This
is likely to be the case toward the end of the week.) If there
are several definite orders and several more on "?", one
suggestion might be to call in enough Jurors to fill two-thirds
of the definite orders. If mcst of the orders are "hold" or
em, it should be sufficient to call in enough jurors to [ill
one or two panels simultaneously.



IV. HANDBOOK FOR THE JURY CLERK
A. HOW TO APPLY THE RECOMMENDED SYSTEM . for both voir dires simultaneously. Rather, Table 3 is

calculated to provide enough jurors for one volr dire to go

The guideline of two-thirds of the total jurors ordered forward with some prospective jurors remaining "unused" in

must be modified when only one, two or three panels have th? Jury room. When the first jury has been selected, the

been ordered. Table -3 "Recommended Call-In: Panel Sizes leftover jurors from the first voir dire could be combined

of 40 for Criminal Veir Dires and 25 for Civil Voir Dires," with those jurors in the jury room to make up a panel in

sets out specific guidelines for the number of jurors to be case the other voir dire also goes forward. The chance that

called in to satisfy any number of orders from the judges. both voir dires will go forward simultaneously is small.

If only one judge has ordered a panel, the table indicates § Calling in-only enough jurors to supply panels sequentially

that the jury clerk should call in encurh jurors to make up means that fewer Jjurors would be paid to sit around waiting

just that one panel, with a safety margin in case one or two on the large majority of days when neither trial, or only one,

of the jurors are ill or otherwise fail to report. If the proceeds with a voir dire.

judge's order is for a civil panel, the recommended call-in The second portion of Table 3 gives recommended call-ins

would be 25 (or 27 uith a safety margin of 2). If the order on days when three panels have been ordered. ' The call-in should

* was for one criminal panel, the recommended call-in would be be adjusted according to the degree of definiteness of the

Lo (br Lo with a safety margin). orders. A range‘instead of a single number is suggested for

If the size of civil or criminal panels is reduced as each combination of c¢ivil and criminral panels. The top number .

| recommended in Section III B, Table 3 should be adjusted in each range is recommended when two or three of the orders

downwards accordingly.. If six-man civil juries become the ¢ arefairly definite, as for "10:00 a.m. in court" or "10:00 a.m."

rule, the recommended call-in for an order of a single panel For example, if three c¢ivil panels were ordered for "10:00 a.m.,"

would be 18 (or 20 with a safety margin). If the standard the recommended call-in would be the top number in the range

panel size for criminal panels is reduced to 35, the recommended for three civil panels (50). This would allow any two voir
call-in would be 35 (or 37 with a safety margin).
If two judges have ordered panels for the next day, it

~1s not recommended to call in enough jurors to supply'panels




dires to go forward simultaneously. If the third panel was
later requested, it could be made up of jurors left over from
the first two volr dires. It is not advisable to call in
enough jurors for three simultaneous panels because even wheh
the orders are quite definite, many of the voir dires do not

. go forvard at all or are delayed considerably beyond the
scheduled starting time.' The likelihood of actual delays with
the reduced call-in would be small.

The bottom number of each range is recommended when none
or dnly one of the orders is definite. For example, if three
civil panels were ordered and two of them were on "hold," |
the recommended call-in would be the lower number in the range
for three civil panels (37). With this number, one voir dire

could go forward. If a second panel were requested later that

morning, it could go forward with the 13 jurors left over from

the first panel plus the 12 jurofs remaining in the jury lounge.

It 1s .not necessary to call in enough jurors to allow panels
for three voir dires when they are all (or all but one)
questionable. .The study revealed no instance when thfée voir
dires had been set down on "hold" or "?" and all three had
subsequently required ﬁahels. With the reduced call—ig fewer
Jurors would be paid to sit around wailting on the many days

when few or none of them are'actually required for voir dires.

eengEeds
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The remaining portion of Table 3 sets out recommended
call-ins for days on which four or more panels have been ordered.
Here the recommended call-in is two—thirds}or less of the
theoretical maximum demand. If the clerk had definite orders
for four criminal panels (total order of 160), he should call
in two-thirds of thisrnumber, or 103. This would allow two
voir dires té go forward simulteneously. The clerk could supply
a third and a fourth panel later in the day when the earlier
voilr dires were finished. However, as a practical matter a
third 6r fourth panel usually would not be needed.

The jury clerk should adjust the two-thirds guideline .
downward when most of the orders are questionable. For example,
with one definite order and three quest;onable, the clerk
shpuld call in 80 prospective jurors, enough for two simultaneous
vbir dires. If all four orders were questionable, the clerk
should cut the call-in to 65. -These call-ins would allow
several voir dires sequentially if needed, but fewer jurors
would sit around unoccupied when none of the Qquestibnabl%sh
were used. The study showed that a "questiénable" panel has
very little chande of actually being used.

Table 3 is intended to provide the jury clerk with a
guideline, not a rigid rule, for determing call-ins. The

clerk must use his experiencé and discretion in making the

final determination. In fact tﬁe clerk already exerclses



congsiderable discretion, but (as discussed in the previous
Section) he is limited by the courthouse rule that he 1s not
supposed tq alléw any risk of delay. If the judges were to
agree to the édoption of Table 3 as a guideline, the clerk

could cut the call-in when he felt it would be appropriate.

SN

B. RETURN DAYS

The Return-Day call-in could be cut considerably by
taking into account the natural spread of volr dire starting
times and by using, the non-selected jurors from earlier
volr dires to make up panels for later voir dires.6 If the
procedure recommended above for starting difficult voir dires
with ordinary-sized panels is adopted, it would no longer be
necessary to call in extra jurors in résponse to orders for
extra;large panels.

Since the number of jurors available on Return Day sets
the ceiling for the number which will be available during the
entire two-week term{ the nuﬁber must be large enough to
supply jurors for new panels each day after subtracting jurors

who are already sitting on other cases. If 250 jurors were

.available and if 84 were selected for juries on a particular

Return Monday, only 166 jurors would remain in the Jury
lounge the next day. The study showed that if 250 jurors had

beer avallable at the start of every two-week jury term,.there

6 This is a refinement of the recommendation in Interim Report
No. 1 that there be an across-the-board cut of 20% in the
number of jurors called in for each jury term (di.e., those
available to serve on Return Days). That recommendation
was based on a preliminary findirg that the number of
jurors called in was so much in excess ol needs that an
immediate across-the- board cut of 20% would still leave
more than enough jurors for any anticipated need. Since

the time of that report additional data has been compiled, and‘
the system based on the two-thirds guideline has been developed.

This should make possible further cuts in the number called
in each Return Day. ‘
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. vould have been enough jurors to supply each day's recommended

aail—in after subbtracting the jurors previously selected to
Bit on juries. Only one five-minute delay in supplying a panél
of jurowrs would have occurred on all the Return Days studied.

It is difficult to estimate how many people to whom summonses
have been sent will requesé dismissals or postponements of their
jury service. Therefore the jury clerk should aim to have
approximately 270 jurors available each Return Day during the
court's ﬁusy season. This number would allow a safety margin above
the "working minimum" of 250. A call-in of 270 would represent
a savings of 75 from the present average of 345. The jury
clerk could estimate how many summonses should be sent out in
order to end up with 250 to 270 prospective jurors after all
disqualifications,‘excuses‘and postponements. Based on past
experience, he might find that 810 personé‘should be summoned each
term, of whom approximgtely one-third, or 270, would actuall& be
qﬁalified and available to serve. If the number of judges trying
casefs is increaéed, the clerk may find that he has to increase the
Return Day call-in cofrespondingly.

If . 6~man:juries become the rule for civil cases and if

- panel sizes are correspondingly reduced to 18, the call-in for

Return Days could be reduced by approximately 30 jurors.

At present a separate pool of jurors is called in for
selection of grand juries, with resultant wastage because non-
selectbed jurors from this pool are lost to service on petit juries.
If grand and petit Jurors were selected from the same pool, the
total number of jurors called in each Return Day could be reduced,
and duplication of paperwork would’be eliminated. The call-in

would have to be increased by approximately 30 on each Return Day

~When a grand jury was to be selected.

S e g e
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C. TREATMENT OF JURORS

Care should be taken that Jurors are treated in a manner
befitting their status as citlzens who have been summoned
to the courthouse to perform a civic duty. The experience
of many'prospective Jurors on their first day in the court-
house should be improved. The present practlce is to send
those jurors who are ready to serve down to the ground floor
hallway, where they are kept standing until empty rooms can
be found around the courthouse and until members of the Jury
clerk's staff can find time to seat them. Once in the rooms,
the groups of jurors have often been left alone for the entire
m?rning with no explanation as to what was going on or how
long they would be held there.
' This treatment results from the great time pressure
Qﬁ the clericsl staff;'who on Return Days have t¢ collect

summonses from the newly arriving jurors, match a wheel card

. with each summons, record the names of Jurors on panel sheets,

and dondﬁct panels up to the various courirooms immediately
upon recelving telephbne requests from the judges. Consequently,
the staff has little time to devote to the new jurors on the

very day when they are most likely to have questions about

the unfamiliar routine.

The jury staff is working to improve the situation.
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The Jjury clerk is obtaining benches for the new jurors fo

531t on when they first arrive, and one member of the jury

staff tries to find time to go around to the various rooms

where the Jjurors have been taken for "storage" aﬁd answer

any questions they may have regarding their service. One

suggestion for further improvement would be to lend one or

two employees from other parts of the courthouse to the

jury staff to assist with clerical workvand orientation of

nev-jurors on-Return Days. A reduction bf the ﬂumber summoned

on the average Return Day to 270 or 1e$s sﬁould help to cut

the initial press of paper wbrk; Increasing the number of

staflf members and cutting the paper work should‘allow more

time to inform the new jurors as to couf@room procedures.
There is a general attitude in the courthouse that

supplying the néeds of the judges for jurors is the primary

duty of the jury staff and that the needs and desires of the

Jurors themselves are secondary. Still, the jury starff is

awaré of the needs and complaints of the jurors; ané theg are
to bé commended for their courtesy towards the jurors and

for their‘efforﬁs to make jury service as pleasant aé possible.
" But thesstaff cannot do much about the problem of boredom

and dissatisfactlon on the part of jurors who are required

to sit and wailt for hours. The one obvious step (which has
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been the thrust of this whole report) is simply to cut the
number of jurors closer to the actual needs of the court.
The waiting jurors appear toc be less dissatisfied on days
when they feel that there is a faifly good chance that theif
services will actually be needed. Towards the end of ther
week the jury clerk could offer each individual juror the
option of coming in the following day if some but not all

of them were needed. For example, if he had 65 people present

on Thursday and-had only a single order for a panel of 25

for Friday, then he could let each individual choose, with
the- warning that he would draw names and reguire more to

come in if there were not enough volunteers.



. Monday 2/1/71 (not Return Day)
‘ no. (panels)
- 61 - . ordered: 280 (7) crim.
: _78 (3) civil (including one panel of 18)
total: 358 (10) -
fees
called in: 241 $3610
recommended: - . 241 3610  (approx 2/3 of 358)
SAVING: 0 0 .
f total panels used in a.m : : 6 (plus 1L in p.m.)
i maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 230
total delay with recommended call-in: 0
APPENDIX : Tuesday 2/2/71
' ' no. (panels)
ordered: 80 (2) crim.
30 (1) civil
? (3) II?"
TABLE Y. HOW THE RECOMMENDED SYSTEM COULD HAVE. BEEN APPLIED, : total: 110 (3 + 3 "2m)
. , fees
FEBRUARY-MAY 1971 called in: 103 $2398
recommended: * 80 1862 (enough for two simultaneous
SAVING: : 23 -$ 536 panels)
’ - total panels used: 0
The following table is discussed in Section III.A. of ' maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O

the text. total delay with recommended call-in: O

Wednesday 2/3/71
’ " no- (panels)

ordered: . 200 (5) crim.

) ' _90 (3) civil
total: 290 (8)

' . fees

called in: , 162 $3770

recommended ‘call-in: *

total panels used: 0
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O
total delay with recommended call-in: O

* In Table 1 this would appear to be a recommended call~in of
perhaps 197 jurors (= 2/3 x 290). The actual call-in of 162
was below this number. Perhaps because this was a mid-~week
day (Wednesday) the jury clerk anticipated that a smaller
percentage of the scheduled jury trials would go forward with
voir dires and that he could make a smaller call-in. It is
noted that the call-in of 162 was large enough to cover the

~actual needs of the court. -




" phursday 2/4/71

no. (pancls)

ordered: 40 (1) crim. in couxrt

’ 30 (1) civil hold 2:15
? (1) 10:30 a.m.? '

? 2) ll?ll
total: 70 (2 + 3 "2")
o o fees
called in: 105 $2444
recommended: _10 1630 (hard to determine calL in)
SAVING: , 35 $ 8l4
total panels used: 1

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 2/5/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 40 (1) crim. hold
fees
called in: 38 $885
recommended: _.. = 38 885
SAVING: o 0 0
total panels used: 0
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O

 total delay with recommended call-~in: O

Monday 2/8/7) (Return Day)
no. (panels) :
ordered: 300 (7) crim. hold (including one panel of 60)
' 40 (1) crim. in court ’
30 (1) civil hold

total: 370 (9)
fees

summoned & present: 350 sglae
recommended: approx. 270 6286 (Return Day call-in)

SAVING: 80 $1862 '
total panels used in a.m.: 5
maximum jurors needed 51mu11aneously 200
total delay with recommended call-in: 0.

Tuesday 2/9/71

no. (panels)
ordered: 40 (1) crim. hold

30 (1) civil

30 (1) civil "2"

total: 100 (3)
. fees

called in: 200 $4656 .
recommended call-in:_65 1513 (from Table 1, for 3 panels)

SAVING: 135 $3143
total panels used: 2
maximum jurors needed blmultaneouslj 70
total delay with recommended call-in: 1 panel of 40 for 10 minutes

Note: There would have been no delay at all if the civil
panel had contained 25 jurors instead of 30.
Table 1 is calculated on the basis of 25-man civil
‘panels and 40-man criminal panels, while present
"civil panels generally contain 30 jurors.

Wednesday 2/10/71

. no. (panels)
crdered: : 40 (l) crim. in court (later changed to "hold")
‘ ) < 40 (1) crim."?2"
‘ 30 (1) civil"?2"

total: 110 (3)
fees
called in: a3 $2165
recomuended : : _65 _1513
SAVING: 28 $ 652 (from Table l for 3 panels)
total panels used- 0

maximum jurors needed 31multaneously 0
total delay with recommended call-in: O



- U =

Thunrsday 2/11/71

no. (panels).

ordered: ‘ 50 (1) in court. (extra-large)
30 (1) civil “2"
.-2 -gl-l. ll?ll
total: 80 (2 + 1 "2")
‘ fees
called in: 75 $1746
recommended: 175 1746
SAVING: 0 0
total panels used: N 1
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 50
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 2/12/71: holiday

Monday 2/i5/71:

Tuesday 2/16/71‘

ordered:

total:
called in:
recommzndad call-

SAVING:

total panels used

marzimum jurors ne

total delay with

Wednesday 2/17/71

VAN T

holiday

‘no. (panels)

160 (4) crim. hold .
40 ()) crim.

30 (1) civil "2"

230 (6)
fees

317 $7380 .
in: 157 3655 (2/3 of 230)
‘ 160 $3725
: 4
eded simultansously: 120
recommended call-~in: 0

. oxrdered:

total:

called in:
recommended:
SAVING:

- total pansls used

maximum jlirors ne
total delay with

Thursday 2/18/71

ordered:

no. (panels)

40 (1) crim. in court
40 (1) crim.

40 (1) crim.,"2"

60 (2) civil non

? »(—1;)_ II?I!
180 (6 + 1"2")
- fees
<191 $4446
120 2793 (2/3 of 180)
71 $1653
s ' 1
eded simultaneously: 40

recommended call-in: 0

no. (panels)

40 (l) crim. hold

40 (1) crim."2"
7 (3) unknown

total: 80 (2) and 2 unknown |
fees '
called in: 125 '$2910 ;
recommended: _65 1513 (from Table l: assume 3 possible
SAVING: 60 $1397 ‘ panels)
total panels used: ' 1l

maximum jurors ne
total delay with

eded simultaneously: 40
recommended call-in: 0



Friday 2/19/71

no. (pancls)

ordered: ? (zy ="
fees

called in: 45 $1047

recommended: 40 931

SAVING: 5 § 1llo

total panels used:
maximum jurors needed simultaneously:
total delay with recommended call-in:

0
0
0

Monday 2/22/71 (Return Day)
no. (panels)
ordered: 280 (7) crim. hold
40 (1) crim."?2"
_30 (1) civil hold

total: 350 (9)
summoned & present: 372 $8660
recommended call-in: 270 6286 (Return Day call-in)
SAVING: 102 $2374
total panels used: 4
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 110
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Tuesday 2/23/71

no. {(panels)

ordered: 205 (3) crim. hold (including one panel of 125)
} fees
called in: 318 $7403 :
recommended: perhaps 137 3189 (2/3 of 205)
SAVING: 181 - $4214 .
total panels used: 1

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Wednesday 2/24/71

no. (panels)

. ordered: _ ? (5) "2¢*
‘ fees
-called in: - 124 $2886 .
recommended: perhaps _80 1862 (hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING: 44 $1024
total panels used: 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 0
total delay with recommended call-~in: O

Thursday 2/25/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 40 (1) crim. in cournt
' 30 (1) civil hold

_?2 (3) unkunown

total: 70 (2) + three unknown
o fees
called in: 106 $2468 ‘ _
recommended: perhaps_70 1630 (hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING: 36 $ 838 :
total panels used: 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 46
total delay with recommended call-in: .0
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' . Monday 3/1/71 (not Return Day)

Friday 2/26/71 : no. (panels)
no. (panels) ' ordered: 125 (1) large c¢rim. panel
ordered: 80 (2) crim."?" 160 (4) crim. hold
_30 (1) civilvez" 70 (2) civil hold
total: 110 (3) ) total: 355 (7)
fees - i : | o fees
called in: 92 $2142 L called in: 306 $7124
recommended: perhaps 65 1513 (from Table 1, for 3 panels: recommended: - 238 _5541 (2/3 of 355
SAVING: 27 $ 629 middle of range for 2 criminal SAVING: . 68 $1583
: and 1 civil) ,
o total panels used: 4
total panels used: 1 maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 235
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40 total delay with recommended call-in: 0

total delay with recommended call-in: 0
Tuesday 3/2/71

no. {(panels) .
ordered: 150 (1) large crim. panel
80 (2) crim. '
30 (1) civil hold

total: 260 (4)
fees
called in:: 275 $6402
- recommended call-in: 177 _4121 (2/3 of 260)

SAVING: 98 $2281
total panels used: 4
; maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 175
. total delay with recommended call-in: 0

‘Wednesday 3/3/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 70 (1) large crim. panel
40 (1) crim. hold
. ? —(_]__L ] n
total: 110 (2 + 1 "2")
: | | fees
called in: : 233 $5424
recommended: 1.0 2561 (enough for 2 "ordinary" panels
SAVING 123 . $2863 simultaneously)

: -total panels used: 2
E maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 110%*

total delay with recommended call-~in: o*

* Under the recommended system of dealing with estra-large
panels, an initial panel of 40 could have been sent to the
difficult voir dire. Later another panel of 40 could have
been sent to the second veoir dire. By the time there was

. a need for additional jurors for the difficult voir dire,
by the second voir dire would have been completed and there
would have been sufficient leftover jurors to complete theé
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" phursday 3/4/71
) no. (panels)

ordered: ; 80 (2) ecrim. hold
fees
called in: 134 $3119 |
recommended call-in:. 54 1257 (from Table 1, for 2 panels)
SAVING: ' 80 $1862
total panels used: 1
maximum number of jurors needed clmult'meously 40
total delay with recommended call-in: 0
Friday 3/5/71
’ no. (panels)
oxdered: 80 (2) erim. (?)
fees
called in: 82 $1909
recommended call-in: 54 1257 (from Table 1, for 2 panels)
SAVING: 28 $ 652 ~
total panels used: 1
maximum number of jurors needed simultaneously: 40
0

total delay with recommended call-in:

- 72 -

Monday_3/¢,/71 (Return Day)
no. (panels):

ordered: ‘ 135 (3) crim.
: 60 (2) civil hold
? —(_]:l' ll?ll
195 (5 + L "?24)
fees

summoned & present: 325 $7566
recommended call-~in: 270 _6286 (Return Day call- 1n)

SAVING: 55 $1280
total panels used: 5 (in a.m. ,plus 1 in p.m.
maximum jurors needed simlultaneously: 215
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Tuesday 3/9/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 40 (1) crim. in court
120 (3) crim. hold
total: 160 (4)
‘ fees

called in: 215 $5005
recommended: 107 2491 (2/3 of 160)

SAVING: 108 $2514
total panels used: 2

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 52
total delay with recommended call~in: Q

‘Wednesday 3/10/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 120 (3) crim.
: _60 (2) civil hold
total: 180 (5)
. fees
called in: 175 $4074
recommended call-in: 103 2398 (from Table 1, for 5 panels:
SAVING: : 72 " 81676 3 civil and 2 criminal)
total panels used: 4 (2 seriatum by same judge)

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 60
total delay with recommended call-in: 0
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Monday 3/15/71 (not Return Day)
' no. (panels)
ordered: ‘ 60 (2) civil hold

Thursday 3/11/71

no. ‘{panels)

-ordered: - 30 (1) civil "2" 40 (1) crim. hold
‘ 40 (1) exim. “"2¢ 40 (1) crim. "2"
total: 70 (2) 30 (1) civil "o
- fees total: 170 (5)
.called in: 160 $3725 : "fees
- recommended : _54 1257 (from Table 1, for 2 panels) called in: 247 EE?Eb '
SAVING: 106 $2468 recommended:, . 180 _4190 (2/3 x 170 = 113. But have to
‘ ‘ o SAVING: 67 $156% call in perhaps 180 or 200,
totél panels used: ' 2 ' since this was a Monday. See
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 60 - discussion in text.)
total delay with recommended call-in: possibly 10 to 15 minutes total panels used: 3
for the second panel maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 100
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 3/12/71

no. (panels) Tuesday 3/16/71.

ordered: 30 (1) civil/criminal? . no. (panels) ,
o ~ : fees ordered: - 240 (6) crim. hold a.m.
called in: . 34 $§792 40 (1) crim. hold p.m.
recommended call-in: 30 699 , 40 (1) crim."2"
SAVING: : 4% 93 total: 280 (7) for a.m.
o A o : Iees
Lotgl pagels used: . 0 called in: 231 $5378
maximum jvrors needed simultaneously: - 0 recommended call-in: 187 4353 (2/3 of 280)
total delay with recommended c¢all-in: 0 SAVING: T 44 $1025
total panels used: 4
maximum jurzors needed simultaneously: 160
"total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Wednesday 3/17/71

no. (panels . -
ordered: X 80 (2) crim. definite
80 (2) crim. hold
_90 (3) civil hold

total: 250 (7)
: fees
| called in: 178 $4144
recommended call-in:163 3795 (2/3 of 250)
i SAVING: 15 S 349 ’

) total panels used: 4
‘ maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 145
total delay with recommended call-in: 0
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Thursday 3/18/71.

, no. {(panels)
ordered: 40 (l) crim. definite
i 35 (1) civil definite
25 (1) civil hold

? —(2—) Il?n
total: 100 (3 + 2"?%)
) fees
called in: 144 $3352 .
recommended call-~in: 75 1746 (enough for 2 panels simultaneously
SAVING: 69 $1606 '
total panelskused: ' 2

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 65
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 3/19/71

no. (panels)

ordered: , 25 (1) civil hold
: . fees
called in: 33 $768
recommended call-in: 27 629 (including safety mérgin).
SAVING: A 6 $139
total panels used: -0

maximum jurors needed simultaneousiy: 0
total delay with recommended call-in: O

=76 =

Monday 3/22/71 (Return Day)
: no. (panels)
ordered: 236 (6) crim. hold
40 (1) cxim."?"
108 (4) civil hol

total: = 383 (11) :
fees
summoned & present 341 $7938
recommended call-in: 270 ° 6286 (Return Day' call-in)
SAVING: 71 $1652 '

total panels used: 3 in morning and 3 in afternoon
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 115 in afternoon)
total delay with reccmmended call-in: 0

Tuesday 3/23/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 120 (3) crim. hold
30 (1) civil hold
? il)—'ll?ll

total: 150 (4 + 1 "2")

: fees
called in: 182 $4237
recommended call-in: _80 1862 (enough for 2 panels

SAVING: ' 102 $2275 simultaneously)

total panels used: 1 in morning and 1 in afternoon
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 54 in afternoon
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

.Wednesday 3/24/71

no. (panels)
ordered: 90 (2) crim. hold a.m.
- 40 (1) crim. 10:30 ?
88 (4) civil hold
: _40 (1) crim. p.m. '
total: 228 (7) a.m.

fees
called in: 190 $4423
recommended: approx.l50 3492 (2/3 of 228)
SAVING : 40 $ 931 :

total panels used: 4 in morning and 1 in afternoon
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 86
total delay with recommended call-in: 0



Thursday 3/25/71
) no. (panels)

(difficult to estimate call-in)

orderéd: ? (4 judges unknown)
' 40 (1) crim. p.m.
fees
called in: l64 $3818
recommended: _80 _1862
SAVING: ' - 84 $1956
total panels used: 0

~maximum jurors.needed simaltaneously: O
total delay with recommended call-in: O

Friday 3/26/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 80 (2) crim. hold

: _60 (2) civil hold

total: 140 (4)

: fees
called in: 70 $768 : o
recommended call-in: 70 - 768 (end of week: less than maximum
SAVING: ) : 0 for 4 panels from Table 1)

total panels used: B 1
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 30
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

4

" Monday 3/29/71 (not Return Day)

no. (panels)
ordered: : 80 (2) crim. definite
75 (2) crim. hold
80 (3) crim."?"
30 (1) civil definite
60 (2) civil "?n

) ? 'ﬁﬂ |l?ll
total: 325 (9 + 4 "2m)
_ fees
called in: 292 $6798
recommended call-in:219 5098 (2/3 of 325)
SAVING: 73 $1700
‘total panels used: 6

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 115
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Tueséay 3/30/71

no. {panels)

ordered: 70 (2) civil hold

' 40 (1) crim. hold
80 (2) crim."?"

- _40 (1) crim. p.m.

total: 190 (5) for a.m.
fees
called in: 189 $4400
recommended call-in:127 2957 (2/3 of 190)
SAVING:. : 62 $1443 '
total panels used: 2

‘maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 90

total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Wednesday 3/31/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 35 (1) crim. hold
30 (1) ecivil hold
? ﬁ ll?ll
total: 65 (2 + 3 "2")
‘ ‘ fees
called in: 164 = $3818 .
recommended: T2 65 1513 (hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING : - 99 $2305
total) panels used: o 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 0
total delay with recommended call-on: 0
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Thursday 4/1/71
‘ ) no. (panels)

ordered: (2) hold
) -Q—)‘ " ? "
(5 questionables)
fees
called in: 121 $2817 :
recommended: . _65 _ 1513 (hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING: 56 $1304 -

total panels used: . 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O
total delay with recommended call-in: O

Friday 4/2/71 :
: no. (panels)

ordered: (1) possibly
calléd in: 42 $978 : : - B
recommended: . . 42 . 978 (could be 27 if the one "possibly" |

- ————

SAVING: 0] 0 was a civil case)
total panéls used: : 0
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O
tekaledelay with recommended call-in: O

: 80 ;

Monday 4/5/71 (Return Day)
) no. (panels)

ordered: ff‘ 190 (3) crim. in court panels of 80,70 and 40)

- 170 (4) crim. hold (1 panel of 50)
60 (2) civil hold a.m.
i 30 (1) civil hold p.m.
total a.m.: 420 (9) .
| fees

" summoned & present: 340 $7915

recommended call-in: 270 6286 (Return Day call-in)
SAVING: 70 $1629

total panels used in a.m.: 6 (plus 2 panels in p.m.)

- maximum jurors needed -simultaneously’ . 268 . .

total delay with recommended call-in:
Tuesday 4/6/71

no. (panels)

ordered: ‘ 40 (1) crim. in court
- ? Lé)‘ "? 1)
total: 20 (1 + 4 "2m)
' : fees
called in: = 239 $5564 |
recommended : 65 1513 (difficult to estimate call-in)

SAVING : 174 $4051

total panels used:

1
. ‘maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
0

total delay with recommended call-in:

Wednesday 4/7/71
- . no. (panels)
oxrdered: , 80 (2) crim.,"?2"
‘ R 30 (1) civil hold
30 (1) civil 2"

. —_2 Lg)_ ll?ll
total: 140 (4 + 2 "2")
' . fees
called in: 187 $4353
recommended: - . .105 1445 (enough for three voir dires
SAVING: 82 $1908 gim ultaneously)
total panels used: 2

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 60
total delay with recommended call-in: 0



Thursday 4/8/71

ordered:

called in:
recommended call--in: .

1257 (for 2 panels, from Table 1)

- 81 -
no. (panels)
80 (2) crim. hold
fees
84 $1955
_54
30 $ 698

SAVING:

total panels used:

maximum jurors needed simlultaneously:
total delay with recomrended call-~in:

Friday 4/9/71: holiday

gAY,

0
0
0

-~ 82 ~

Monday 4/12/71 (not Return Day)
, ' no. (panels)

ordered: 90 (2) crim. (1 panel'of 50)

120 (3) crim. hold a.m.
60 (2) eivil in court a.m.
60 (2) civil hold a.m.
80 (2) crim. p.m.
total a.m.: 330 (9 4+ 2 panels ordered for p.m.)

fees :
called in: 211 $4912 (this recommended call-in, less
recommended: - ..-_ . 211 4912 than the two-thirds guideline

SAVING : . 0] .0 is based on the "discretion of
the jury clerk") '

total panels used a.m.: 2 (plus 2 in p.m.)
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 95
total delay with recommended call~-in: 0

Tuesday 4/13/71

no. (panels)
ordexed: 40 (1) crim. in couxt

120 (3) crim. hold
40 (1) crim."?*

? (3) "°" a.m.

total: - 200 (5 + 3 "2?")
: . ' fees
called in: 200 $4656 . ,
_recommended: . - 120 '2794 (enough for 3 criminal panels

SAVING: 80 $1862 simultaneously)

. total panels used: | 3

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 92
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Wednesday 4/14/71

. . no. {(panels)
ordered: 40 (1) crim. hold
‘ .+40. (1) crim."2"
30 (1) civil hold

’ - ? —Lgl_ wou ;
total: 110 (3 + 2 "2") ’
: fees
called in: 145 $3375 ‘
recommended: _65 1513 (from Table 1, for 3 panels)
SAVING : 80 $1862
total panels used: 1

“maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 30

total delay with recommended call-in: O



Thursday 4/15/71

ordered:

total:
- called in:
recommended: .. 1

SAVING :

total panels used:

no. (panels)
80 (2) crim. hold

? "(-gl |l?|l
80 (2 4+ 3 "2")
fees
77 $1793
17 1793 (hard to estimate call-in)
0 0

L

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
total delay with reccmmended call-in: 0

Friday 4/16/71

ordered:

called in:
recommended call-in:

no. (panels)

40 (1) crim. held

fees

30 $698 ,

40(?) 931 (The smaller number was called
in because the Jury Clerk felt
it very unlikely that the panel
would be needed).

- 84 -

Monday 4/19/71 (Return Day)
' no. (panels)

total panels used:
maximum jurors needed simultaneously

- total delay with recommended call-in

‘Wednesday 4/21/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 120 (3) crim.
~ ~ fees
called in: 183 $4260
recommended call-in: _80 1862
SAVING: 103 $2398

total panels used:

maximum jurors needed simultaneously:
total delay with recommended call-in:

ordered: . 160 (4) crim.
- 90 (3) civil
total: 250 (7).
o o . fees
summoned & present 382 $8893
recommended call-in: 270 6286 (Return Day call-in)
SAVING: 112 $2607 < '
total panels used: . 3
total jurors needed simultaneously: 130
total delay with recommended call~in: O
Tuesday 4/20/71
no. (panels)
ordered: 40 (1) crim,
40 (1) crim. hold
30 (1) civil in ¢ourt
? »(—:—S_L Ii?ll
total: 110 (3 + 3 "2")
- fees
called in: 245 $5704
recommended: ©  © : - _80 1862 {hard to determine: perhaps
SAVING: 165 $3842 enough for 2 crim. panels)

2
-~

: 70
: 0

(since all 3 orders were fairly
definite, recommend 2/3 guide-
line)

N
‘O O -
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rhursday 4/22/71

‘ no. (panels)
oxdered: - 80 (2) crim. hold
60 (2) civil hold : ‘ i
30 (1) civil "ov

total: 170 (5)
. fees
called in: 124 $2887 .
recommendad: . . .90 2095 (hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING : : 34 © % 792
total panels used: 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O

total delay with recommended call-in: O

Friday 4/23/71 | , b |
r.o. (panels) i !

oxrdered: ‘ 80 (2) crim. a.m.. ' | : i

40 (1) crim. p.m.

‘ ? -—2.)— Il?ll
total a.m.: 80 (2)

fees -
called in: 83 $1932 :
recommended: . .65 1513 (from Table 1, for 3 panels) . '
SAVING: .18 $ 419 f
total panels used: ' o 1 ‘
.maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40 )

total delay: G




total panels used:

Monday 4/:6/71 (not Return Day)
' . no., (panels) :
ordered: - 100 (2) crim. in. court (1 cancelled Mon.9:20 a.w
' 40 (1) civil in court
120 (3) crim. hold
110 (4) civil hold
' _ 30 (1) civil p.m."%
total a.m.: 370 (10)

‘ fees
called in: 317 $7380 _ '
‘recommended call-in: 247 5750  (2/3 of 370)
SAVING : , 70 $1630 : :

| 7 (before 11:00 a.m.,l at
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 223 12:20, and 1 in p.m.)
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Tuesday 4/27/71
o no. (panels)
ordered: 40 (1) crim.
30 (1) civil a.m.
30 (1) civil p.m.
? (2:) “?II

total a.m.: 70 (2 + 3 which conceivably were"?")

_— A - fees
called in: 181 $4214 .
recommended: * ~ __ 70 _ 1630 ( perhaps enough for morning's
SAVING: 111 $2584  orders simultaneously)
total Danels used 0

‘maximum jurors needed 51multaneouuly 0

total delay with recommended call-in: O

Wednesday 4/28/71

FA no. (panels)
ordered: 100 (2) crim. in court
= 40 (1) crim. hold
90 (3) civil hold

total: 230 (6)
’ fees
called in: .207 $4819 .
recommended call-in: 157 3655 (2/3 of 230)
SAVING: © 50 $1164
total panels uscd-‘ 3

maximum jurors needed 51multaneouoly- 130
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Phursday. 4/29/71
' S no. (panels)

ordered: 40 (1) crim. in court

‘ 40 (1) crim. "?"

30 (1) civil hold

total: 110 (3)
‘ fees
called in: 146 $3398
recommended: -~ - . 73 - 1699 (2/3-0f 110)
SAVING : : 73 $1699" : :
total panels used: . ' 1

maximum jurors needed almultancously: 40
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Frlday 4/30/71

no. (panelst

ordered : C 40 (1) crim.

- ~ fees

called in: 55 $1280

-recommended: 40 931

- SAVING: ' 15 S 349
total panels used: 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
total delay with recommended call-in: 0



- 88 -

Monday 5/3/71 (Return Day) _ lf

no. (panels)
ordered} 80 (1) extra-large crim.

g 80 (2) crim.
80 (2) crim. hold
30 (1) civil |
60 (2) civil hold
40 (1) crim. p.m.

/ * total a.m.:330 (8)

v \ fees - :
summoned & present: 318 $7403 i
recommended call-in:270 6286 (Rcturn Day call-in)

SAVING: ‘ 48 $1117

total panels used: 1
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40

total delay with recommended call-in: 0

" muesday 5/4/71

no. (panels)
ordered: 240(1l) ‘crim. in court
160(3) crim. hold (incl. 1 panel of 80)
30(1) civil p.m.

P PSS

? 1 nou
“total a.m.: 200(4 + 1 "2")
. fees
called in: 303 $7054
‘recommended: . 133 3096 (2/3 of 200)
SAVING: 170  $3958 ‘

total panels used: 2
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 80
total delay with recommended call-in: O

Wednesday 5/5/71

no. (panels)
ordered: - 40 (1) crim. in court (later: changed to "hold")
30 (1) civil hold S
[80 (1) held over by judge (not avallable in
__dury lounge)]
, ? _( 8 judges not checked on)
total from lounge: 70 (2)

fees
called Lnto/lounge. 152 $3539 .
recommended :\ . .54 ~ 1257  (from Table 1, for 2 panels)
SAVING \h;;/%’ 98 $2282 -
total panels used from lounge: 2

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 80 4 R :
total delay with recommended call-in: perhaps 1 panel for 15 minute:

(or perhaps no delay, if juro.

had returned from the held-ow

- 89 -

Thursday 5/6/71

no. (panels)

ordered: 90 (2) crim. hald (1 panel of 50)
_60 (2) civil bold
total: 150 (4)
' fees
called in: 178 . $4144 :
recommended: ¢« - v 90 2095 (perhaps somewhat less than 2/3

SAVING: 88 $2049 of total orders, since all orders
: were "hold") ’

total panels used: 1
maximum jurcrs needed simultaneously: 50

total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 5/7/71

no. (panels)‘

oxrdered: 30 (1) civil holad
fees '
called in: 34 $792
recommended: 27 . 629 (including safety margln, see
SAVING: 7 .$163' Table 1)
total panels used: : 1

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 30 (note: this would be
total delay with recommended call-in: O reduced to 27 if all
‘ civil panels are made 25)



.ordered:, 40 (1) crim,

total: - 150 (4)
. . fees
called in: - 178 $4144
recommended: ¢ .. ¢ 100 2328+~ v
SAVING 78 $1816° -(2/3 of 150)
total panels used: i . Y
‘maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40 , i
total delay with recommended call-in 0 ~ 3

A R T VT —

Monday 5/10/71 (not Return Day)
‘ no. (pancls)

320 (8) crim, hold
60 (2) civil in court
30 (1) civil hold
30 (1) ciwvil "2v

totals 480 (13)
- fees
called in: - 209 - $4866 (this call-in, less than the
recommended: 209 4866 two-thirds guideline, is
Spua (a5 0 $ 0 . based on the discretion of

the jury clerk)

total panels used: 5
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 170
total delay with recommended call-in 0]

Tuesday 5/11/71 ) o :
DR no. anels)

ordered 40 (1) crim. in court

' 80 (2) crim. :

30 (1) civil in court

Wednesday/ 5/12/71

no. (panels)

ordered: ; 120 (3) crim. hold
' 30 (1) civil hold
total: 150 (4)

, ' fees : ¥
called in: 122 $2480 (perhaps somewhat less than 2/3 §
recommended: o 190 2095 of total orders, since all ;

SAVING | 32 $ 745 orders wera "hold")
total panels used: - ' 2
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 80

total delay with recommended call-in: 0

" thursday 5/13/71

- 91 -

no. (panels)

ordered 120 (3) crim. hold (one later changed to 2:00
p. m. hold) '
(plus 5 judges who might have been sea¥ch-
ing for cases) ‘
total 120 (3)
: | fees,
called in: 117 $2724
recommended: = . . 30 1862 (somewhat hard to estimate call-in)
SAVING 37 $ 862
total panels used: 2(1 in a.m. and 1 in p.m.)
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 55 ' :
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Friday 5/14/71: No panels ordered, and no jurors called in.

S
e



Monday 5/17/71 (Return Day)

. no. (panels) . ‘ - Thursday 5/20/71
ordered: : 240 (6) crim. hold v ) : : - no. (panels)
30 (1) c¢ivil hold : ordered: 40 (1) crim. in court
30 (1} civil "2" 80 (2) crim. hold
total 300 (8) 60 (2) civil hold
fees ' -2 (3) perhaps three "2"
sunmoned & present: 329 $7659 : total: 180 (5 4+ 3 "?2%)
recommended call-in: 270 6286 (Return-Day call-in) : ' fees
SAVING 59 $1.373 : | _called in: 171 $3980
total panels used: - 5 : *  recommended: - .._120 2793 (2/3 of 180)
“maximum jurors needed simultaneously 198 ‘ SAVING : ' 51 $1187
Tuesday 5/18/71 ' total panels used: : _ 1
no. (panels) : . maximum jurcrs needed simultaneously: 40
ordered: 40 (1) crim. hold ~ total delay with recommended call-in: O
40 (1) crim.
2 _(6) "7 | .. - Priday 5/21/71
total 80 (2) plus 6 "?" (The "?" entries may have no. (panels)
. fees been judges who were not ordered: 40 (1) crim.
called in: 270 $6286 reached rather than who ' : ; 40 (1) crim. hold
recommended: -+ .7 _80 1862 said they were unsure if _60 (2) civil hold
SAVING 190 $4424 they needed panels.) _ total: 140 (4) '
_ . (hard to estimate call-in) : i - fees
total panels used: ‘ 1 . called in: 171 $3980
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40 ' . recommended : .- 80 1862 (enough for 2 simultanheous
total delay with recommended call-in 0 SAVING: ’ o1 $2118 crimu panels)
* Wednesday 5/19/71 _ | - total ‘panels used: 1
. no. (panels) maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 40
‘orcdered: ' " 120 (3) crim. hold a.m. "total delay with recommended call-in: 0

30 (1) civil hold
40 (1) crim. hold p.m.

? —(._5_) Hon
total for a.m.:150 (4) plus 5 "2"
v : fees

called in: 16l $3748
recommended:. . . 100 2328 (perhaps 2/3 of 150)

SAVING ™ 61 $1420 )
total panels used 2 (one a:m. and one p.l.)
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 52

total delay with recommended call-in 0



3

? ; - 947_

_ Monday 5/24/71 (not Return Day)
- 1no. (panels)
ordexed: 120 (3) crim. in court
200 (5) crim. hold
30 (1) civil hold

. ?'_(ﬁ II?H
total: 380 (9 + 3 "2")
fees
called in: 223 $519L
recommended: - . w223 5191 (based on discretion of jury clex

SAVING: 0 0

total 1+ 1els used in a.m.: 5 (plus one in p.m.)
maximum jurors nheeded simultaneously: 172
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Tuesday 5/25/71

no. (panels)

ordered: ? (1) hold
? f6 ll?ll
total: " (6 oxr 7 "2%)
‘ ' fees .
called in: 153 $3561
recommended: . - 80 1862 (very difficult to estimate

SAVING: 73 $1699. call-in: perhaps call enough
for 2 crim. panels simultaneously

total panels used: 1
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: 30
- total delay with recommended call-in: 0

Wednesday 5/26/71

ho. (panels) -

Thursday 5/27/71

ordered: 80 (2) crim. hold
| _40 (1) crim. “2" =

total: 120 (3)

' ' fees
‘called in: ' 85 $1979 :
recommended: 65 1513 (from Table 1: middle of suggested|

SAVING: 20 $ 466 range for 3 crim. panels)

total panels used: o
maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O

total delay with recommended call-in: O

no. (panels)

ordered: © 80 (2) crim. hold

!
Friday 5/28/71

no. (panels)

ordered: '? (2 judges were trying to round up civil
cases)
: fees :
called in: 41 $954 (The jury clerk thought he should
recommended: v 7wy 30 698 have a reserve panel "just in case.”
SAVING: 11 $256 \
total panels used: 0

maximum jurors needed simultaneously: O
total delay with recommended call-in: 0

30 (3) civil hold
? gl! ll?ll
total: 110 (5 + 1 "2")
called in: 80 $1862 i
recommended: 65 1513 (from Table l: middle of
SKVING: 15 $ 349 suggested range for 3 crim. panels

total panels used: 1

maximum jurors necded simultaneously: 30

total delay with recommended call-in: 0





