If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

Y
W

:
This microfiche was produced from documents received for \
inclusion in the NCIRS data hase. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resalution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. ]
S e !
= [j22
gz ;
5 140 L
| ,
= 1
L ] '
14 .6 : :
L e | r
3 l{h .
MICROCOFY RESOIUTICN TES: CHART :’*’
NATIONAL BUREAU OF 3TANDARDS-1963-A i 5
Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with ?
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504
¥
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are s Prepared by:
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official Uperations Branch
pasition ar policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. !‘}?‘ Division of Information Systems
e Administrative Office of the United States Courts
'%‘ Washington, D.C.
LS. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ; detaber 1974
[RER
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 3
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531
Date filmed  11/7/7s ,;,, S




TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD.......... e P e e e Pesaeen Vereeneia e st
SECTION l: Juror Ubilizalion...veeeueeneeeneesneenneionaans ceaaee et saas
National Overview of Potil JUrOrS...eeeevesennneens Ceerseiaasean. feseaerians
Petit Juror Usage - Fiscal Years 1971-1974 (Table l) ceetieeaa. feneean veoe
Estimoted Petit Juror "Savings........ hieeieasesesacnbaesnsiaanes beeeane vaes
SECTION 2: Peotit Juror CostS..ciiieersueeeenennann bes i seaeens P feesanassas
Petit Juror Payments - 1972-1974 (Iable 2) e U feeeaa i e
Caleculating Estimated Juror "Savings"................. ..., e h e P
Juror Dxpenditure Breakdown (Mable 3)........, ..., B, ‘e
How Petit Juror Dollars Were Spent in lY 1972- l97H ...... e ..
SECTION 3: Petit Juror Usage by District....cveveevennns. veaeaes f e te i
Juror Usage Reports - Totals (Table W)................... P f e
A Comparison of Juror Usage Rankings (Table 5)............0.t... P bereee
Rank of Districts According to Juror Usage Index (lable b) ...... e

Rank of Districts by Percentage of Jurors Serving on Jury Trials (Dable 7).
Rank of Districts According to Percentage of Jurors Challenged (Table 8).
Rank of Districts by Percentage of Petit Jurors Not Serving on Trials During

Figscal Year LA7H (Lable O) .. vttt e ittt sr s ranraeaenenannas e
Rank of Districts by Daily Estimated CoeL Per Juny Trlal (TabJe LO) ...........
Rank of Districte by Percentage of Jurors Nol Selected, Serving or Challenged
(Table 1LY ..., e e e e ettt
Check Shect on Juror Ubilization Factors that May vao an Effect on the Juror
USACE TN e e iseiseosnsnsoneossassasasassssasnsonssnsusssassssarosnvssareenasss
SECTION UY:  Comparison of Juror Utilization, 107L-1070. ..o reneenrinrnnennnanen

Juror Usage Indexes Ffor Fiscal Years 1971, 1972, 1973, and 197H (Table 12).
Percentage of Jurors Serving on Jury Trials fox Fiscal Years 1971 through

1974 (Table 13) .. iiieicicnnenans Ceaeaene hetitteascctcccnaanacacan feeeesenan
Percentage of Jurors Notb Solchod Serving or Chdllenged for Fiscal Years

1971-1974 (Table 1) . cisiiennnnns G edecaescresaaanace it as s ceveeeaan ‘e

SECTION 5: Juror Usage Profiles...... i eessesuseaa e Cecieenr e eaene. P

Explanation of Juror Usage Profiles.....ceeiiereinnnnannnnn P Geeeanaua

First Circuit..... e esirsecnana Brerareeraanas teeensaitseees e etrcu e vee

Second Circuit......... cscesssaisansane veseasa ceeeann feesuan b eesaveasancues

Third Cirveuit..... Geesienssiessssenssen creeise et eseavacanae iereirisasaneann

Fourth Cinouit. et cr s rivnsrsosncasassnnssssnsnnnnn e  errrraarrearessaes

Fifth Clvcuit.e e iveieneieeroanans PR eaeaas Ceeeeeeinena e e ces s

Sixth Civeuib.iesiieeeeonnnas Chcesiassmumessarenie ieedesrarsecenans ecaaioan .

Sevenlth Clrouil.e. e eeseeresensesaiossvanssnssoncossansns beasans P weees

Bighth Ciyeuwit......... feesens Ceseesaneatonenucreenaaaanne reseens fenenes PR

Ninth Civeudit.......... feewaramens reteaaanns feenaeana ereesraeens feeeeen e

Tenth Circuit...seeeneesananes s hedesasnecassesartesencanenore e ceeneens ceeee

District of Columbia.......... P creeeaas ceisaes teevesvisoauas easeceveann

APPENDIX....... e ecabansenes eeeestesecsenesiraanasnstunnnt remensiserany e
List of U.S. Dnstrlct Courts that Have Adopted Rules Reducing the Size of

Civil Juries as of October 197h..... ceenaes ettt eciiesece et e e acataanans

NATIONAL PROETLE. .. .. ... iiiinnen deedesaesireroan e eace i e ebeaeaen feeaaas

K] )

22
22

23
21,
20

29
34
40
4o
55
74
83
90
160
114
122

123
123
131



R e st

FOREWORD

The present petit juror reporting system was instituted in 1971 and since that time an
annual fiscal year report on juror utilization in the United States district courts has heen
issued. This is the fourth annual Juror Utilization Report. -Each year there have been changes
in and extensions of the format for the purpose of improving the usefulness of this report to
the Federal Judiciary and all those coﬁcerned with the improvement of juror service and utili-
zation.

This report presents a compilation eof juror utilization statistics derived from reports
submitted by each district court during fiscal year 1974 as well as comparison statistics from
the three prior years. It is divided into five sections with each attempting to show the
efficiency, or lack thereof, of the courts in use of petit jurors and the improvements which
have been made in juror utilization in the past four years.

The first section of this report gives the national overview of juror utilization statis-
tics for the past fiscal year. It further contains comparisons of the 1874 data with the
statistics compiled in the three previous years.

Section two contains information on petit juror expenditures for each district court as
well as national figures for juror costs. Also discussed is a method for each district to use
in calculating cost avoidance or cost overage for the past fiscal year.

The third section presents pertinent totals for each district in important areas of juror
usage statistics for fiscal year 1974, Also contained in this section are tables ranking dis-
tricts according to several indices of performance. Further, a check sheet of factors affect-
ing juror utilization is provided as a tool for districts to use in analyzing juror operation
practices.

Section four gives historical comparisons by district in the three significant areas of
the juror usage index; percent selected or serving; and percent not selected, serving, or
challenged. This comparison covers the yeavrs 1971 thru 1974,

The fifth section contains an individual profile page for each of the 94 districts. Each
page presents juror usage data for a particular district and is intended to compile all per-
tinent juror statistics for the past fiscal year into a one page format presenting an overall
picture of juror utilization in that district. Each juror utilization profile gives historical
comparison data for prior years in selected areas.

Some districts' profiles also contain a "Comment" appearing at the bottom of the page.
These comments are derived from information submitted on the monthly reporting forms (JS—ll)
and communications between district courts and the Administrative Office. They are intended

to reflect any unusual occurrences within a district during the past fiscal year which tended




Lo have an effect on that district's utilization data. They also reflect local practices which

had an unusually large effect on the data. It is felt that where it is possible to develop a

comment for a district (comments are only possible when information relating to particular

occurrences or practices within a court is brought to the attention of the Administrative 0ffice

. either by the JS-11 form or direct communication), the inclusion of such, aids in giving a better

overall view of a district's juror utilization performance, especially where the data has been

' adversely affected due to unusual circumstances.

Readers may find it helpful to pull out the last profile page in this report which provides

the relevant national averages. Tnis makes it possible to assess each distriot in terms of the
¢
national statistics.

It is appropriate to indicate that after four years of measurement, we can see savings of
the time of our citizens by better utilization of their apbearance in the courts as jurors.
Further, we have shown real dollar savings by improved utilization. The chailenge of better
juror utilization has been met by the Judicial Conference Committee on the Operation of the
Jury System, by the Circuit Councils, by the seminars held under the auspices of the Federal
dJudicial Center and by the efforts of the Administrative OFfice personnel. But the success of
the juror utilization program is due especially to increased efforts by the United States Dis-
trict Judges, the Clerks of Court and the Juror Clerks.

Rowland F. Kirks

Director
Administrative 0ffice of the U. S. Courts

SECTION 1. JUROR UTILIZATION

Summary statistics on petit juror utilization are presented in the following pages. This
presentation includes statistics for fiscal year 1974 as well as comparisons of this data with
utilization data for previous ycars. The following summary statistics give an overall view of
the increased efforts on the part of judges and court personnel to improve the utilization of

jurors in the district courts.

National Overview of Petit Jurors

The utilization of jurors continues to show improvement for the system as a whole. The
Juror Usage Index or JUI (obtained by dividing total available juror days. by the total number of
jury trial days) decreased from 20.16 in fiscal year 1973 éo 19.12 in fiscal year 1974, a drop
of 5.2%. Since fiscal year 1971, there has been a decrease of 18.0% in the Juror Usage Index.
Thus, approximately one less person was neeled for every day of jury trial in fiscal year 1974
than in fiscal year 1973 and approximately Y less persons for every day of jury trial than in
fiscal year 1971. (Table 1)

The percentage of prospective jurors who were selected for or served on jury trials has
also continued to increase and in fiscal year 1974 was 58.3% of all total available persons.
The comparablé f{sure in 1973 was 56.5%. These figures indicate that a larger percentage of
citizens who attended court as prospective jurors eventually served on a jury trial in 1974
than in 1973. Thus, juror utilization ip the United States district courts is moving steadily
in a positive direction.

The percentage of prospective jurors who were challenged has remained about the same in
fiscal year 1974 as in fiscal year 1973 showing an increase in proportion challenged of only
one-tenth of one percentage point in 197u.

Prospective jurors who were not selected for or who did not serve on jury trials in addi-
tion to those who were not challenged has shown a steady decline since 1971. This group in-
cludes those persons who were never sent as a voir dire panel or were not reached on voir dire
questioning. In fiscal year 1971, 32.8% of the total availahle were in this category while
only 26.5% were not selected, serving or challenged in 1974. This is*a yeduction of 6.3 per-
centage points. The 206,5% compares with 28,42 in Fiscal year 1973 showing a decrease of 1.9%
percentage points in the past fiscal year.

The accompanying table and chart illustrate estimated "savings" (i.e., cost avoidance)
which have been achieved since fiscal year 1971. The number of prospective jurors who would

have been called for service each year had courts continued to call at the 1971 rate (Juror




Table 1 PETIT JUROR USAGE - FISCAL YEARS 1971-1974
1974 over 1973
Petit jurors 1971 1972 1973 1974 (22?22?2) z}elzrcl;relt
Total available........... 512,553 | 547,821 | 573,130 540,628 (32,522) -5,7
Selected or Serving..... 277,878 304,178 324,038 315,419 (8,619) -2.7
Percent...... ieeeeneas” S54.2 55.5 56.5 58.3 - -
Challenged..... 66,314 79,501 86,320 82,152 (4,368) -5.0
Percent....cveveenrenens 12.9 14.5 15.1 15.2 - -
Not Selected, Serving
or Challenged,.,......... 168,361 | 164,142 | 162,592 | 143,057 (19,535) -12.0
Percent.......c.coe... . 32.8 30.0 28.U 26.5 -
Jury Trial Days........... . 21,990 26,176 28,425 28,274 (51) -0.5
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L {
FISCAL YEARS s 1971 1972 19|73 19|74
1971 1972 1973 1974
Actuat Juror Cali 512,553 547,821 573,150 540,628
Juror Jurors - 62,342 89,437 118,439
(..Tall Attend.
Avoidance
Fee - $1,246,840 $1,788,740 $2,368,780
Costs

Usage Index) is shown along with the actual number of persons called each year.

It can be seen

that an estimated total of 270,218 jurors days have been saved since 1971 resulting in an esti-

mated "savings" in juror attendance fees alone of $5, 40U, 360.

Thus,

these "savings" represent

costs avoided by the courts due to the implementation of methods of improved utilization such

as use of the less than twelve member civil jury, jury pooling, the use of multiple voir dire,

established deadlines for settlements or pleas, the staggering of trial starts, reduction in

voir dire size, effective use of pretrial and omnibus hearings, and use of the "oode-a-phone"

for notification of jurors not to report when their attendance is no longer required or is to

be poctponed.




SECTION 2. P?ETIT JUROR COSTS

Payments totalling approximately $13,704,000 were made to petit jurors in fiscal year 1974

This figure is 3.3% less than the total payments for fiscal year 1973 of $14,168,600. These

”

payments are broken down into four categories with 77.8% of the total amount being expended
for attendance fees ($20 per juror per day with federal employees being excluded). O0f the
remainder, 16.4% was expendeé for mileage and tolls, 2.3% for subsistence, and 3.6% for other
miscellaneous expenses including meals and lodging for sequestered jurors, transportation of
jurors during the hours of actual service on a trial and miscellaneous expenses for the com-
fort and convenienge of jurors. The table "Petit Juror Payments - 1972-1974" highlights thte
national totals of the petit juror expenditure breakdown for fiscal years 1972 thru 1974

(Table 2). The accompanying table, "Juror Expenditure Breakdown," provides a district by

district presentation of petit juror expenditures for fiscal year 1974. (Table 3)

United States District Courts

PSR

CALCULATING ESTIMATED
' JUROR ““SAVINGS"

i

1. 1974 JUROR USAGE INDEX:

I

I
O | O w>

2. 1973 JUROR USAGE INDEX:

3. 1974 — NUMBER OF JURY TRIAL DAYS:

i

1974 — NUMBER OF
4. 1973JUl X <JURY TRIAL DAYS)

X =
(BXC=D)

TOTALAVAHABLE!N1974ATTHE1973RATEOR{U[
D = (This is the number of persons you would have had to call in if
youhadconﬂnuedtocaninatyour1973rm£in1974)

5. 1974 — ACTUAL TOTAL AVAILABLE: =E
TOTAL AVAILABLE 1974
6. [ IN1974ATTHE |—[ACTUAL TOTAL }; =F
1973 RATE AVAILABLE
(D—E=F)

Table 2 Petit Jurcr Payments - 1972-197%
1974 over 1973

Petit Juror Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Increase Percent

Payments 1572 1973 1974 (decrease) Change
Total Payments.... $13,424,800 $14.,168,600 $13,704,000 (su6l,600) -3.3
Attendance........ 10,606,500 11,125,900 10,658,000 (467,900) ¢ ~U.2
Mileage...eeavenen 2,183,900 . 2,366,800 2,243,300 (123,500} -5.2
Subsistence....... 342,700 391,800 311,900 (79,900) -20.4
Other.....ccvevne. 251,700 284,10U 490,800 206,700 72.8

F == JUROR DAYS “SAVED" IN 1974 = JUROR CALL AVOIDANCE

$20 ATTENDANCE
7 (JUROR DAYS ) X ATTENDANCE> = | FEECOSTS
* \“SAVED" IN 1974 FEE AVOIDED

x =

(F X $20 = ESTIMATED “SAVINGS")

The cost per juror day in fiscal year 1974 was approximately $25, the same figure as that
recorded in fiscal year 1973. Reduction in the total available jurors in 1974 coupled with
improved utilization of jurors (evidenced by the reduction of the national Juror Usage Index
by more than one index point) resulted in a decrease in t%e cost per jufy trial day from $498
in fiscal year 1973 to $485 per jury trial day in fiscal year 1974.

Had district courts continued to call jurors at the same overall national rate in 1974 as
they did in 19.3 (20.16 jurors per jury trial day as compared to the actual call-in rate. in
1974 of 19.12 jurors per Jjury trial day) the total amount expended for petit jurors would have
been $734,400 more than the actual total juror expenditures. This figure represents juror
costs avoided by the district courts due to their increased efforts to improve the efficiency
of jﬁror operations thus making possible the improved utilization of jurors.

The accompanying chart, "Calculating Estimated Juror 'Savings'," is provided as a tool

which enables each district to calculate its-own estimated “savings® in juror fees in the past

fiscal year. Calculation of "savings" is possible only if a d.strict has improved its utili-
zation of jurors which is shown statistically by a decrease in a district's Juror Usage Index.
Thus, to calculate "savings" during the past fiscal year, a district's JUI must be lower in
fiscal year 1974 than it was in fiscal year 1973 (on the chart, figure A must he lower than
figure B).

If the JUI is higher in 197U than it was in 1973, the chart can be used to show excesses
in juror costs for 1974 by entering the same data for 1973 and 1974 and computing the "Juror
Cost Overage." Such excesses may require an analysis of juror operations using the "Check

Sheet on Juror Utilization Factors! appearing in these pages.



Pable 3 Juror Expenditure Breakdown
Fiscal Year 1974
Est, Total
.District Expenditure Attendance Subistence Mileage Other
Tobtal.eeueonenninnnanns $13,704,000 77.8% 2.3% 16.4% 3.6%
District of Colunbia........ 277,500 84.3 0.0 5.4 10.3
First Circuit
MaiNE. . ieieraeenennnnennann 22,900 73.3 1.2 23.5 2.0
Massachusetts.........c.0... + 168,400 77.9 0.7 18.0 3.4
New Hampshire....iveeeeuiu., 45,300 66.0 3.6 25.9 4.5
Rhode ISlan@...-.veeneeecenns 49,300 . 87.7 0.0 11.2 1.1
Puerto RicO...viininnnvannn. 109,200 65.9 20,2 12.8 1.1
Second Circuit
Connecticut.....oevuennnan.. 77,600 83.3 0.0 15.7 1.0
New York:
Northern...o.eeeuievennnn. 48,000 81.1 0.9 14.7 3.3
Eastern....iiiiinncnnnnan, 543,000 86.0 0.1 12.0 1.9
Southern....covivevennnnnn, 1,438,100 80.4 0.0 11.5 8.0
Western......oiiivnnncennn 116,100 86.9 0.0 11.1 2.0
Vermont...ueeueriienecanenan 65,300 83.1 0.0 15.8 1.1
Third Circuit
Delaware..ueeveeeesncnnnanns 24,200 83.4 0.0 15.1 1.
New JerSeY.c.iieivsennnnnnans 289,200 76.7 0.0 11.0 12.3
Pennsylvania:
Eastern....coviieeienennnans 715,900 77.8 1.6 19.5 1.0
Middle......ooinvnnninn.s 131,000 75.9 1.2 22.3 0.6
WesterNeeweaiiosenennnenea 363,000 75.3 8.5 15.0 1.3
Virgin Islands.............. 239,300 75.8 0.0 1.9 22,2
Fourth Circuit
Marylan@..eeeeeeceneennnensn 227,900 74.9 1.9 21,6 1.7
North carolina:
EasterN.ee.sivinnecennnn.. 82,800 78.0 0.6 21.4 0.0
Middle....uooiiinnrnunnnnn 33,300 83.3 0.3 16.4 0.1
WeSteIN, . vunnerrntaeannns 69,300 83.5 0.0 15,9 0.5
South Carolina.......ecoeu... 190,600 60.6 9.9 26.5 2.9
Virginia:
Bastern.......iieecvennnn, 144,500 80.9 0.1 16.8 2.1
Western. .o iveiriecnnennnns 25,800 67.0 0.7 24.0 8.2
West Virginia:
Northern..........oieuun.. 34,500 76,3 3.8 19.9 0.0
Southern......oviceennnn.. 73,300 77.8 1.9 18.¢ 1.4
Fifth Circuyit
Alabama:
Northern.....eeenveenansa. 162,900 59.7 18.7 21.6 0.0
Middleseverenniinnnnnnennn 63,800 57.6 16.8 24.7 0.9
Southern.....iveveeennnnnn. 84,300 63.5 16.0 156.9 3.6
Florida:
Northern.......vecuvenne.. 53,300 60.1 c.1 9.6 30.3
Middle.. . cneeeenennnnnnan 284,800 78.9 1.7 16.7 2.7
SoUtherfeee iververeneennns 299,000 84.7 2.3 12.3 0.7
Georgia: .’
Northern.....oeeevenenann. 259,600 82.3 1.0 16.4 0.2
Middle..ivieiniienennnanns 88,900 74.0 0.3 15,7 10.1
Southern...c..viiieennnanas 56,800 78.9 2.4 16.3 2.4
Louisiana:
|22 YR -3 o + DA 226,600 77.9 1.2 18.2 2.7
Middleseesinneennnnnnnnnn. 18,000 76.9 0.0 10.8 12.3
Western..oeeieiiineeranne s 83,600 78.4 0.2 19.6 1.8
Mississippi.:
Northern........coevvuu... 60,800 69.9 3.3 25.4 1.4
Southern....ccinneivennonss 86,700 69.6 1.0 18.2 11.2
Texas:
Northern..veeeeeeesneneses 216,400 82.6 0.6 16.8 0.0
ot =R -3 - D 114,100 76.2 0.5 23.2 0.0
Southern...eeecveiesennea. 214,300 81.5 0.4 14.2 3.8
Western..e.onevenenenninnes 146,900 80.9 0.5 16.1 2.5
Canal Zone..uveveivesnnvennas 3,000 99.8 0.0 0.2 0.0

e
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Juror Expenditure Breakdown Table 3
Fiscal Year 1974
Est. Total )
District Expenditure Attendance Subistence Mileage Other
Sixth Circuit
Kentucky:
EasSterNe.ececececoncavonns $215.400 75.0% 2.0% 23.0% 0.0%
WeStern..oeeecereenssoanns 60,300 81.3 1.2 17.5 0.0
Michigan: )
Easzern................... 481,400 82.4 0.2 16.9 0.4
WeSLerN.eeeseeereeneananns 45,000 64.4 7.4 27.4 0.9
Ohio:
Northern....eeeeeeossnoans 262,100 75.0 0.8 24.2 0.1
Southern....veeceerceercans 98,700 78.1 1.1 19.9 0.9
Tennessee:
Eastern........ PR 108,400 78.9 0.0 21.1 g.i
MiGAle..cvavsearannocanens 68,100 82.3 .0 17.7 0.0
RT3 2=3 of o WP 129,700 85.2 0.0 14.8 .
Seventh Circuirt
Illinois:
NOrtherne..eeeeveooncnssns 390,900 81.3 0.0 13.7 i.g
BasterN....eeevees creeeane 81,400 70.9 1.9 26,2 2.7
Southern...ceeececeaes ceen 58,800 80.4 0.1 16.8 .
Indiana:
Northern...eeeeeeeneeas . 107,300 8l.8 1.2 14.0 g.g
Southern........ Cheeesenan 1L5,100 73.0 0.5 23.7 .
Wisconsin:
Bastern........ cerrneceonn 58,290 82.7 0.9 11.2 g.;
Western.....veeveveveocnsns 14,300 75.9 2.0 21.2 .
Eighth Circuit
Arkansas:
Easterlte..eeeenea. resesean 73, 00G% 75.2 3.0 20.0 é.g
WeSterNeeeereaseonoesnsoas 59,900 69.7 8.3 21.3 .
Iowa:
Northern.e.e.ccieceeeennnnan 41,600 80.9 3.3 14.8 i.g
Southern........... PRI 77,000 74.0 3.7 21.1 1.2
Minnesota...... teeerrenaanes 138,300 79.3 5.1 14. .
Missouri:
BasterN.eeececennsocncanns 117,700 81.3 0.2 18.1 g.g
WeSterN.eeeeeesonsssancans 143,400 83.2 1.2 15.6 1.3
Nebraska.eeeieweeeseeesncens 115,200 66.5 12.4 19.9 0.0
North Dakot@....eeeeecascees 69,800 64.9 14.3 23.2 0:7
South Dakota........ cereeans 87,400 58.7 13.4 . .
Ninth Cirecuit
Alask@.eieinerarencennncnane 34,200 76.1 6.2 15.2 i.i
AXiZONA..eeseseeecsecronnses 167,400 82.6 2.5 13.5 .
California:
Northern......oeveeeenvaas 232,300 79.3 0.4 %8.8 i.i
BasteiNieeeeereeensonannns 118,800 68.5 5.6 4.8 1.5
Central..ceeesonsicocscena 493,600 77.5 0.5 20.5 1.0
Southern..ieeeieeceecanenss 208,800 85.2 0.1 ig.g 5.1
Hawaideoooennooiorernnnnnana 42,000 79.2 4.9 . 1.5
Idah0.ciencsneeeararonansnne 39,600 68.9 6.8 22.2 1-0
MONtana@..c.eieeeneereososcans 29,200 68.7 11.7 18. 1.5
Nevada.eeeeoeveosssnesscanns 109,300 80.5 5.1 11.9 2.0
Oregon..cceeseeuessasvoncanes 71,100 82.0 0.9 15.1 .
Washington:
Eastern....ceeecenscncnnes 27,000 79.8 3.5 l:.; 2.?
WesterN.eueeeeeennesoncane 91,200 78.2 2.3 19.O 9:0
GUANM s céonsevesencancasosonee 25,700 82.0 0. .
Tenth Circuit
COLlorado.ivecaceecsassnncsae 130,200 81.9 2.4 14.2 é.;
KanNSaS.s.eceseeesneccosanones 157,300 78.6 1.6 22.9 0.6
New MeXiCO..iveionoisruannen 110,200 65.3 12.2 . .
Oklahoma:
Northern...eveseseeceacans 25,000 81l.9 0.9 ;;.2 g:i
EasterN...eecceccssssonias 28,500 68.8 1.4 17.9 N
Western....coeeaesecvessras 66,700 80.9 0.1 18.8 o8
Utah. .. et neacosneannas 80,600 72.4 8.L 8.8_ 1.0
WYOMingeeeeeeensnssicansasne 17,100 84.7 5.4 . .




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS

SECTION 3, PETIT JUROR USAGE BY DISTRICT

HOW PETIT JUROR DOLLARS
’ Juror usage figures for fiscal year 1974 are presented by district in this section in
WE R E SPE NT IN FY 1972 - 1974‘ E eight tables. The first table, "Juror Usage Reports--Totals,” provides a summary for the year

of the data collected from the JS-11 reports on petit jury activity within a district which are

JUROR USAGE REPORTS - TOTALS

FISCAL YEAR 1974 Table W
PERCENT
85 1 Number of Jurors Days of Jury Trial
Circuit Selected Not Selected Juror
and Total oxr Serving or Usage
district Available Sexving Challenged Challenged Total civil Criminal Tndex*
Total all districts. 540,628 315,419 82,152 143,057 28,274 11,848 16,426 19,12
District of Columbia..... 20,730 11,369 2,850 6,511 940 318 622 22.05
80 — $10,608,500 , et clrenit
$1 1,125'900 : Firs ircul
Maine.sevesesss 842 596 113 33 69 36 33 12.20
$1O'658’000 ! Massachusetts.. 5,445 3,406 520 1,519 343 200 143 15.87
// New Hampshire... 1,535 1,109 231 195 117 76 41 13,12
Rhode Island..ceeceveenes 2,285 1,847 198 240 202 135 67 11.31
Puerto RicO.aeeieevsnannsn 3,148 1,723 509 916 172 88 84 18,30
75 Second Circuit
1972 1973 1974
connecticut..seseaenassns 3,204 2,357 464 383 218 88 130 14.70
New York:
. Northern.e.covaseeeesss 1,954 1,195 255 504 107 46 61 18.26
[ . Bastern....ceececcecsns 23,549 13,543 3,088 6,918 997 214 783 23.62
; Southern........... PR 59,045 25,654 7,420 25,971 2,120 628 1,492 27.85
*Western. 4,799 3,104 405 1,290 222 38 184 21.62
Vermont...... : 2,675 1,462 359 854 173 125 46 15.46
70 —+ Third Circuit
o : :
DElaware.,.eceeseservaans 1,028 579 386 63 52 16 ’ 3% 19.77
New Jerseye...... Cestesan 10,417 7,741 1,201 1,475 544 210 434 16.18
Pennsylvania:
Eastern...... 27,162 13,996 4,103 . 9,063 1,348 890 458 20.15
Middle.. 4,909 3,838 667 404 389 276 113 12.62
20 1 - . ’ WESEEIN. o viresrnasvasas 13,193 7,416 2,101 3,676 765 467 298 17.25
- : Virgin IslandsS...eevesess '6,588 3,253 1,924 1,411 219 50 169 30.08
. $2,366,800 ‘ . Fourth Circuit
. $2.183,900 Maryland....e.eesesecaens 9,402 6,360 1,554 1,488 522 160 362 18.01
' ! $212431300 : North Carolina:
/ o 2T T=R =3 TP N 3,286 2,054 331 901 167 50 117 19.68
/ : Middle...oovevenoananas 1,370 . 919 273 178 91 30 61 15,05
15 — N Western...... e 2,881 2,151 283 447 186 9 20 15.49
South Carolina......ee... 5,985 3,351 1,089 1,545 339 175 164 17.65
Virginia:
' EaSterNiceeeseveancanns 7,200 3,146 2,376 1,684 309 105 204 23.32
Western....ooveveavenes 866 421 329 116 46 30 16 18.83
West Virginia:
Northern....... cerraens 1,249 741 246 262 63 35 28 19.83 ,
Southern.....ciesescvas 2,757 1,534 573 650 135 53 82 20.42
10 Fifth Circuit
Alabama:
Northern....... seesavan 4,389 2,670 954 765 322 245 77 13.63
Middle....: iisenebniaane 1,776 1,454 173 149 139 44 95 12.78
Southern.....eeeeevusia. 2,469 1,798 414 257 163 45 118 15,15
Florida:
Northern...veeeeescanss 1,751 1,196 195 360 96 7 89 18.24
r Middle...cvisaeeronnnans 10,784 7,449 1,262 2,073 608 175 433 17.74
5 ] Southern...eeceeeccanns 12,632 7,506 2,118 3,008 664 206 458 19.02
$391,800 $490 800 Georgia:
’
$284,100 NOTEREIM. s aeeeuensannns 10,697 6,897 2,097 1,703 599 240 359 17.86
$342,700 $311,900 // ‘ AMIAALCw e reeenrenenannss 3,331 1,904 879 548 151 61 90 22.06
o ¥ $291,700 : *SOULRETN. et v ueranrraas 2,274 1,301 460 513 116 72 44 19.60
/ oo Louisiana: .
" Eastern,.ceeieenervenas 8,966 . 5,061 2,167 1,738 557 370 187 16,10
1 Middle.iieevsneosnncoas 562 172 139 251 18 8 10 ' 31l.22 g
: A ,K WesterNeeeeeeoreoseanas 3,361 1,797 534 1,030 204 129 75 16.48
e 77.8% 2.3% - 3.6% = - b Mississippi:
79.0% 78.5% 77.8% 2.6% 2.8% 2.3% 2.2% 2.0% 3.6% 16.3% 16.7% 16.4% Northern.......esveusn. 2,174 1,534 364 256 171 124 47 12.71
/ A ' *Southern....ceicesescase 2,906 1,721 371 814 138 92 46 21.06 k,
Texas: H
ATTENDANCE SUBSISTENCE OTHER MILEAGE *NOLERETN. s vsrarerennans 8,954 5,697 1,545 1,712 465 237 228 19.26 . |
4] EasterN.eeeesescecanaas 4,309 3,107 636 566 321 280 41 13.42
a ) Southern..cveivennianas 8,687 5,832 1,232 1,623 562 161 401 15.46
Western....c.ieeeevacaans 6,434 ‘4,448 1,103 883 453 170 283 14.20
*Canal ZoNee.cececcansioas 358 156 76 126 13 - 13 27.54
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submitted monthly to the Administrative Office of the U. S. Courts.

It gives the Juror Usage

Index for each district which shows the average number of persons reguired by that district For

each day of jury triél. Further, it shows that at this time 82 of the 94 districts have in-

stituted use of the less than l2-member civil jury.

(Table )

JUROR USAGE REPORTS - TOTALS

Table & FISCAL YEAR 1974
Number of Jurors Days of Jury Trial
Circuit Selected Not Selected Juror
and Total or Serving or Usage
district Available Serving Challenged Challenged Total Civil Criminal Index?
Sixth Circuit
Kentucky:
Eastern......... crserae 7,984 4,093 744 3,147 357 139 218 22.36
WeSterfieeeevovneonsanas 2,575 1,177 467 931 125 69 56 20.60
Michigan:
HBAaSEErN. i anas 18,921 11,947 1,534 5,440 947 289 658 19.98
Hestern.ee.veeesnonas 1,423 1,264 99 60 117 69 48 12,16
Ohio:
Northern.v.....cenveens 9,738 5,958 757 3,023 572 318 254 17.02
*Southern...... teesnnens 3,785 2,516 481 788 202 +109 93 18.74
Tennessee:
Bastern....... 4,250 2,692 508 1,050 249 160 89 17.07
Middle.......... 2,801 1,496 363 942 152 93 59 18.43
Western..coeeenavesninan 5,685 4,066 947 672 360 109 251 15.79
Seventh Circuit
Illinois:
Horthern......c.ouueen. 16,386 10,570 1,655 4,161 978 430 548 16.75
Basternecisicsccesensens 2,904 1,402 549 953 116 18 98 25.03
Southern.... 2,471 1,347 341 783 108 14 94 22.88
Indiana:
Northerneeeieeeonns P 4,353 1,984 857 1,512 185 68 117 23,53
Southern....cceeeeneans. 3,508 2,213 504 791 216 az2 134 16,24
Wiscongin: :
EaSEeIN. s vearerinanarna 2,377 1,345 470 562 120 31 89 19.81
Western.....vouiviiiens 588 398 139 51 48 32 16 12,25
Eighth Circuit
Arkansas: 5
*Bastern..... [ 2,816 1,558 718 540 127 32 95 22,17
*WesterN.cecasenenen ey 1,971 1,058 544 369 8 37 41 25,27
Towa:
Northern........ovauunn 1,662 1,087 287 288 112 6L 51 14.84
Southern.iveeeseencasns 2,822 2,092 461 269 189 74 115 14,93
Minnesota.cuveeiervrurnns 5,445 3,099 877 1,469 294 146 148 18.52
Misgouri: -
Bastern....eeeeieesanes ‘74,942 2,499 1,222 1,221 266 137 129 18.58
Western.... cisesaane 5,868 2,771 1,509 1,588 237 79 158 24.76
. 3,732 2,008 648 1,076 223 138 85 16.74
2,127 1,585 351 191 126 54 72 16,88
2,373 1,099 601 673 106 44 62 22,39
Ninth Circuit
AlasKa.s.uieossnaunnnsnsns 1,093 558 57 478 48 13 35 22,71
Arizor2..iisscvessneensnn 7,192 3,632 1,671 1,889 302 34 268 23.81
California:
Northern.eiiecasenasaes 9,999 6,762 1,184 2,053 619 262 357 16.15
Eastern....... emresenna 3,999 2,336 496 1,167 212 61 151 18.86
Centralivesivenracanaas 19,802 12,081 1,779 5,942 286 264 722 20.08
Southern..eiceivscaonns 9,547 4,786 2,060 2,701 389 28 361 24 .54
Hawaile oo viueinmmnnnernns 1,893 1,030 197 666 86 19 67 22,01
IdaNO e evesninnensaias, 1,364 967 155 242 85 64 21 16.03
MONEANA. . ceovenevasossnne 820 410 157 253 47 35 12 17.45
Nevadae.iceseasseoeernsnsn 3,793 2,216 854 723 187 44 143 20.28
O cTe L3 B 2,937 1,653 571 713 183 112 71 16.05
Washington:
BasterNeesssesionsonnns 1,084 658 241 185 72 41 31 15.06
WesterfNeeeaiessanranson 3,599 ' 1,931 731 937 176 ‘45 131 20.45
GUAM. s s s eenrensinecoinnes 1,224 627 191 406 61 21 40 20.07
Tenth Circuit
COLOradO. cvviesernrvninas 5,486 3,742 926 8ls 375 141 234 14.63
Kansas,.oveoevnvarensoans 6,410 4,324 1,027 1,059 405 157 248 15.83
New MeXicOuiieesionorsnss 3,537 2,290 605 642 222 111 111 15.93
GKklahomaz :
Northern....c. ovuveaee, 1,033 348 145 540 37 16 21 27.92
BasterN.eeceeniuerannse 987 464 130 393 45 13 32 21,93
WesterR.ccevrvevessanns 3,183 2,160 359 664 205 70 135 15,53
UEaR.eseiietrenernnnnenen 3,060 1,877 337 B46 143 117 26 21,40
WYoming..sveennvisseaneis 758 558 79 118 64 a7 17 11.80

*Indicates those districts which have not yet adopted local rules reducing the sise of Civil juries. See APPENDIX A.

 potal available jurors divided by total jury trial days.
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A COMPARISON OF JUROR USAGE RANKINGS

FISCAL YEAR 1974 table 5
Rank by
Rank by Percentage
) ) Percentage Rank by cof Jurors Rank by
Cirecuit Rank of Jurors Percentage Not Selected, { Percentage
] and~ by Selected or of Jurors Serving or of Juroxs
district Jur Sexving Challenged Challenged Not Serving
District of Columbia...... 75 64 35 78 64
First Circuit
Maine........ Creeeen PN 4 2 32 1 2
Massachusetts............. 26 39 9 64 39
New Hampshire......... ceen 9 13 42 14 13
Rhode Island............ .. 1 4 6 10 4
Puerto RicO......evevnnn.. 48 65 49 71 85
Second Circuit
Connecticut.......c0.v.... 14 11 40 13 11
New York:
Northern.............. . 47 42 29 55 42
Eastern........... vevsaa 84 52 29 73 52
Southern......... ceeeea. 91 92 25 92 92
Western.........couuuu.. 72 31 5 59 31
Vermont....oeeeveuennnen.. 20 65 32 80 65
Third Circuit
Delawar®....... e cesen 59 58 93 3 58
New Jersey....... ceeeeanaa 32 8 20 19 8
Pennsylvania:
Eastern............... .. 65 74 43 83 74
Middle.................. 6 5 34 4 5
We;tern,.......... ...... 40 60 45 64 60
Virgin Islands........ e 93 82 91 44 82
Fourth Circuit
Maryland......... crreaeaas 45 24 51 23 24
North Carolina:
Eéstern............ ..... 58 40 12 62 4
Middle.......... .. 17 27 72 15 27
Western.. .. 22 6 11 21 6
South Carolina............ 42 61 64 55 61
Virginia: :
Eastern................. 82 90 ez a7 90
Western..... St e eraeaa 53 83 94 17 83
West Virginia:
Northern................ 61 48 69 43 48
Southern................ 67 62 75 48 62
Fifth Circuit
Alabama:
Northern....... cereaaea 11 45 78 29 45
Middle.................. 8 3 10 5 3
Southern...... e 19 12 55
Florida: ° 2
Northern................ 46 20 17 40 20
Middle...... Ceeiaeen e 43 18 21 36 18
Southern........ e 55 47 55 50 47
Georgia:
Nc?rt'hern ............ N 44 33 68 24 33
Middle........oovuuuunn. 76 53 89 25 53
Southern................ 57 53 73 46 53
Louisiana;:
Eij\stern................. 30 57 83 38 57
Middle......... ceeanan .. 94 94 84 93 94
Western...... Ceeeeneeeas 34 72 45 75 72
Mississippi:
Northern...... e 7 15 53 11 15
Southern...... Cerecenena 70 49 27 66 49
Texas:
Northern................ 56 35 60 34 38
Eastern.. 10 14 41 16 14
Southern...... 20 27 38 32 27
Western. 12 18 58 18 18
Canal Zone.......civeuuns.. 90 91 76 86 91
<13



Tahle 5 A COMPARISON OF JUROR USAGE RANKINGS
FISCAL YEAR 1974 (concluded)
Rank by
Rank by Percentage
Percentage Rank by of Jurors Rank by
Circuit Rank of Jurors Percentage Vot Selected,Percentage
and by Selected or of Jurors Serving or of Jurors
district JUI Serving Challenged Challenged ot Serving
Sixth Circuit
Kentucky:
Eastern....... et 78 75 8 89 75
Western........... cecensan 69 88 63 88 88
Michigan:
Bastern........ovneeeen... 62 37 4 &9 37
Western.............. P 3 1 2 2 1
Ohio:
Northern............. ceies 38 42 3 77 42
Southern........couovu. Ceee 52 29 26 41 29
Tennessee:
Bastern.........c.c0..s .. 39 36 23 52 36
Middle......... PN N 49 73 28 84 73
Western.. iveeeeeeeeeeennan 24 15 53 11 15
Seventh Circuit
Illinois:
Northern.........covevuoun 36 33 12 54 33
BEastern.......... Ceanranen 88 84 65 81 84
Southern...veovveerenneess 81 67 36 79 67
Indiana:
Northern............ e 83 89 69 85 89
Southern...... cereeen ceens 33 37 39 45 37
Wisconsin:
Eastern........ [ 60 56 71 48 56
Western........... PP 5 23 82 6 23
Eighth Circuit
Arkansas:
Eastern........cvevnvvevuns 77 63 87 36 63
Western,..... vereeraceaaas 89 70 90 32 70
Towa:
Northern..........couovu.s 15 3¢ 60 28 30
Southern........ooiveeen .o 16 9 50 8 9
Minnesota......ovvveevenna.. . 50 55 48 60 55
Missourdi:
Bastern.....:.ccevnnn cieea 51 78 84 52 78
Western..... chaee e cesan 87 85 88 61 85
Nebraska......... Cerececeens 35 69 62 69 69
North bakota....... Sedeeanas 37 7 51 7 7
South Dakota....covevnennana 79 87 86 68 87
Ninth Circuit
Alaska.......... e 80 7, 1 921 77
AriZONa...oiveerseesonnnann 85 79 81 58 79
California:
Northern........... caeene 31 24 22 39 24
Bastern.......oovvevveennn 54 50 24 72 50
Central.......cvineunnnnns 64 44 7 74 44
Southern....eveveveieennas 86 80 77 67 80
Hawaii........oovviinnnnnnn. 74 68 14 86 68
Idaho. o v rei b ettt 28 17 19 30 17
Montana........coiiieiinenaan 41 8l 66 76 8l
Nevada. . voiarinesesonenanean 66 50 80 34 50
Oregon..c.eisuicesannss Ceenel 28 58 67 51 58
Washington: .
EBastern.......... [P 18 46 79 27 46
Western......oeovieivenvans 68 70 74 57 70
GUAM. s v et nvenseossnnseaa .. 63 76 44 82 76
Tenth Circuit
COlorado.euuveeensensneannns, 13 21 57 20 21
Kansas...............L...... 25 26 47 25 26
New MeXiCO...cuvuiviveoansnn 27 31 58 31 31
Oklahoma:
Northern...........ve.... 92 93 37 94 93
Bastern......eiveevenanees 73 86 31 20 86
Western. ..., upiveeens cevis 23 22 18 42 22
L2 71 41 16 63 41
Wyoming..ov.vurenmessonennns 2 10 15 22 10

The Comparison table is a compilation of the five individual ranking tables which follow

providing a convenient means of comparing each district's various rankings.

It provides an

overall view of where a district stands in comparison to other districts. A comparison rank is

given to each district according

ed or serving, (3) percentage of

to its (1) Juror Usage Index, (2) percentage of jurors select-

jurors challenged, (U) percentage of jurors not selected, serv-

ing or challenged, and (5) percentage of jurors not serving (those who neither served or were

challenged). (Table 5)

-

LS

Following this table are six tables, each showing a distribution of one of the six ranking

categories.

RANK OF DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO JUROR

USAGE INDEX

FiSCAL YEAR 1974

Juror Juror
Usage Usage
Rank District Index Rank District Index
1 Rhode Island 11.31 48 Puerto Rico 18.30
2 Wyoming 11.80 49 Tennessee, M. 18.43
3 Michigan, W. 12.16 50 Minnesota 18.52
4 Maine 12.20 51 Missouri, E. 18.58
5 Wisconsin, W. 12.25 52 Ohio, S. 18.74
6 Pennsylvania, M. 12.62 53 Virginia, W. 18.83
7 Mississippi, N. 12.71 54 California, E. 18.86
8 Alabama, M. 12,78 55 Florida, S. 19.02
9 New Hampshire 13,12 56 Texas, N. 19.26
10 Texas, E. 13.42 57 Georgia, S. 19.60
11 Alabama, N. 13.63 58 North carolina, E,. 19.68
12 Texas, W. 14.20 59 Delaware 19.77
13 Colorado 14.63 60 Wisconsin, E. 19.81
14 Connecticut 14.70 61 West virginia, N, 19.83
15 Iowa, N. 14.84 62 Michigan, E. -~ 19.98
16 Iowa, S. 14.93 63 Guam 20.07
17 North Carolina, M. 15.05 64 California, cC. 20.08
18 Washington, E. 15.06 65 Pennsylvania, E. 20.15
19 Alabama, §. 15.15 66 Nevada . 20.28
20 Vermont 15.46 67 West Virginia, S. 20.42
20 Texas, S. 15.46 68 Washington, W. 20.45
22 North Carolina, w. 15.49 69 Kentucky, W. 20.60
23 Oklahoma, W, 15.53 70 Mississippi, S. 21.06
24 Tennessee, W. 15.79 71 Utah 21.40
25 Kansas 15.83 72 New York, W. 21.62
26 Massachusetts 15.87 73 Oklahoma, E. 21.93
27 New Mexico 15.93 74 Hawaii 22.01
28 Idaho 16.05 75 District of Columbia 22.05
28 Oregon 16,05 76 Georgia, M. 22.06
30 Louisianna, E. 16.10 77 Arkarsas, E. 22.17
31 California, N. 16.15 78 Kentucky, E. 22.36
32 New Jersey 16.18" 79 South Dakota 22,39
33 Indiana, S, 16.24 80 Alaska 22.77
34 Louisiana, Y. 16.48 81 Illinois, S. 22.88
35 Nebraska 16.74 82 Virginia, E. 23.32
36 Illinois, N. 16.75 83 Indiana, N. 23.53
37 North Dakota 16.88 84 New York, E. 23.62
38 Ohio, N. 17.02 85 Arizona 23,81
39 Tenneéssee, E. 17.07 86 California, S. 24.54
40 Pennsylvania, W. 17.25 87 Missouri, W. 24.76
41 Montana 17.45 88 Illinois, E. 25.03
42 South Carolina 17.65 89 Arkansas, W, 25.27
43 Florida, M, 17.74 90 Canal Zone 27.54
44 Georgia, N. 17.86 91 New York, S. 27.85
45 Maryland 18,01 92 Oklahoma, N, 27.92 ,
46 Florida, N, 18.24 93 Virgin Islands 30.08
47 New York, N. 18.26 94 Louisiana, M. 31.22

15

The Juror Usage Index rankings range from Rhode Island leading the list with a JUI

Table 6

Juror Usage
Index for all
bistricts..19.12




of 11.31 to Middle Louisiana with a JUI of 31.22. Fifty-five districts obtained indexes better
than the national index of 19.12 while 39 districts hud indexes above or poorer than the na-
tional index. (Tablie- 6)

A closer look at those districts whose Juror Usage Indexes placed them atthe lower end of
the ranking table reveals that it is sometimes a special problem within a district or an un-
usual set of circumstances, such as one or more notoriety cases requiring large juror panels
or excessive demands for jury trials by the parties, which cause an increase in the JUI. There-
fore the reader must look behind a district's Juror Usuage Index todetermine if any speecial

conditions may have existed to affect its standing in conparison to other districts.

RANK OF DISTRICT BY
PERCENTAGE OF JURORS SERVING
ON JURY TRIALS

Table 7 FISCAL YEAR 1974
Percent- Percent-
Rank District age Rank District age
1 Michigan, W. 88.8 48 West Virginia, N. 59.3
2 Maine 82.7 49 Mississippi, S. 59.2
3 Alabama, M. 81.9 50 California, E. 58.4 Average
4 Rhode Island 80.8 50 Nevada 58.4 for all
5 Pennsylvania, M. 78.2 52 New York, E. 57.5 districts:
6 North Carolina, w. 74.7 53 Georgia, M. 57.2 58.3
7 North Dakota 74.5 53 Georgia, S. 57.2
8 New Jersey 74.3 55 Minnesota 56.9
9 Iowa, S. 74.1 56 Wisconsin, E. 56.6
10 Wyoming 73.9 57 Louisiana, E. 56.4
11 Connecticut . 73.6 58 Delaware 56.3
12 Alabama, S. 72.8 58 Oregon 56.3
13 New Hampshire 72.2 60 Pennsylvania, W, 56.2
14 Texas, E. 72.1 61 South Carolina 56.0
15 Mississippi, N. 71.5 62 West Virginia, 8. 55.6
15 Tennessee, W. 71.5 63 Arkansas, E. 55.3
17 Idaho 70.9 64 District of Columbia 54.8
18 Florida, M. 6971 65 Puerto Rico 54.7
18 Texas, W. 69.1 65 Vermont 54,7
20 Florida, N. 68.3 67 Illinois, S. 54.5
21 Colorado 68.2 68 Hawaii 54.4
22 Oklahoma, W. 67.9 69 Nebraska 53.8
23 Wisconsin, W. 67.7 70 Arkansas, W. 53.7
24 Maryland 67.6 70 Washington, W. 53.7
24 California, N. 67.6 72 Louisiana, W. 53.5
26 Kansas 67.5 73 Tennessee, M. 53.4
27 North Carolina, M. 67.1 74 Pennsylvania, E. 51.5
27 Texas, S. 67.1 75 Kentucky, E. 51.3
29 Ohio, S. 66.5 76 Guam 51.2
30 Iowa, N. 65.4 77 Alaska 51.1
31 New York, W. 64.7 78 Missouri, E. 50.6
31 New Mexico 64.7 79 Arizona 50.5
33 Georgia, N. 64.5 80 California, S. 50.1
33 Illindis, N. 64.5 81 Montana 50.0
35 Texas, N. . 63.6 82 virgin Islands 49.4
36 Tennessee, E. 63.3 83 Virginia, W. 48.6
37 Michigan, E. 63,1 84 Illinois, E. 48.3
37 Indiana, 8§ 63.1 85 Missouri, W. 47.2
39 Massachusetts 62.6 86 Oklahoma, E. 47.0
40 North Carolina, E. 62.5 87 South Dakota 46,3
41 Utah 61.3 88 Kentucky, W. 45.7
42 New York, N. 61.2 89 Indiana, N. 45,6
42 Ohio, N. 6l.2 90 Virginia, E. 43.7
44 Ccalifornia, C. 61.0 91 Canal Zone 43.6
45 Alabama, N. 60.8 92 New York, S. 43.4
46 Washington, E. 60.7 93 Oklahoma, N. 33.7
47 Florida, S: 59.4 94 Louisiana, M. 30.6
16
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The percentage of jurors selected or serving on jury trials ranges from a high of 88.8%

to a low of 30.6% while the percentage of jurors not selected, serﬁing or challenged ranges

from 3.9% to 52.3% (Tables 7 and 11). Note that the percent challenged ranged from a low of

5.2% to a high of 38.0% of total available jurors. This reveals the wide-range of local court

practices in regard to the use of challenges. (Table 8)

RANK OF DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO PERCENTAGE
OF JURORS CHALLENGED
FISCAL YEAR 1974

Table 8

Percent Percent

Rank District Challenged Rank District Challenged
1 Alaska 5.2 48 Minnesota 16.1
2 Michigan, W. 7.0 49 Puerto Rico 16.2
3 Ohio, N. 7.8 50 Iowa, S. 16.3
4 Michigan, E. 8.1 51 ‘Maryland 16.5
5 New York, W. 8.4 51 North Dakota 16.5
6 Rhode Island 8.7 53 Mississippi, N. 16.7
7 california, C. 3.0 53 Tennessee, W. 16.7
8 Kentucky, E. 9.3 55 Alabama, S. 16.8
9 Massachusetts 9.6 55 Florida, S. 16.8
10 Alabama, M. 9.7 57 Colorado 16.9
11 North cCarolina, W. 9.8 58 New Mexico 17.1
12 North Carolina, E. 10.1 58 Texas, W. 17.1
12 Illinois, N. 10.1 60 Iowa, N. 17.3
14 Hawaii 10.4 60 Texas, N. 17.3
15 Wyoming 10.5 62 Nebraska 17.4
16 Utah 11.0 63 Kentucky, W. 18.1
. 17 Florida, N. 11.1 64 South Carolina 18.2
18 Oklahoma, W. 11.3 65 Illinois, E. 18.9
19 Idaho 11.4 66 Montana 19.1
20 New Jersey 11.5 67 Oregon 19.4
21 Florida, M. 11.7 68 Georgia, N. 19.6
22 Ccalifornia, N. 11.8 . ! 69 West Virginia, N. 19.7
23 Tennessee, E. 12.0 69 Indiana, N.: 19.7
24 California, E. 12,4 71 Wisconsin, E. 19.8
25 New York, S. 12.6 72 North Carolina, M. 19.9
26 Ohio, S. - 12.7 73 Georgta, S. 20.2
27 Mississippi, S. 12.8 74 Washington, W. 20.3
28 Tennessee, M. 13.0 75 West Virginia, S. 20.8
29 New York, N. 13.1 76 Canal Zone 21.2
29 New York, E, 13.1 77 california, S. 21.6
31 Oklahoma, E. . 13.2 78 Alabama, N. 21.7
32 Maine 13.4 79 Washington, E. 22.2
32 Vermont 13.4 80 Nevada 22.5
34 Pennsylvania, M. 13.6 81 Arizona 23.2
35 District of Cplumbia 13.0 82 Wisconsin, W. 23.6
36 Illinois, S. 13.8 83 Louisiana, E. 24.2
37 Oklahoma, N, 14.0 84 Louisiana, M. 24.7
38 Texas, S. 14.2 . 84 Missouri, E. 24.7
39 Indiana, S. 14.4 : 86 South Dakota 25.3
40 Connecticut 14.5 87 Arkansas, E. 25.5
41 Texas, E. 14.8 88 Missouri, W. 25.7
42 New Hampshire 15.0 Average 89 Georgia, M. 26.4
43 Pennsylvania, E. 15.1 for all 90 Arkansas, W. 27.6
44 Guam 15.6 Districts...15.2 91 Virgin Islands 29.2
45 Pennsylvania, W. 15.9 92 Virginia, E. 33.0
45 Louisiana, W. 15,9 93 Delaware 37.5
47 Kansas 16.0 94 Virginia, W. 38.0

(¥
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RANK OF DISTRICTS BY
PERCENTAGE OF PETIT JURORS

NOT SERVING ON TRIALS
DURING FISCAL YEAR 1974

Table 9

{Jurors Challenged and Jurors not Selected, Serving or Challenged)

RANK OF DISTRICTS BY
DAILY ESTIMATED COST PER JURY TRIAL
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Fiscal Year 1974 Table 10
Cost per Cost per
trial trial
Rank District day Rank District day
1. Canal Zone $231 48, Kentucky, W. $482 ,
2. Rhode Island 244 49, Wisconsin, E. 485
3. Wyoming 267 50. Indiana, S, 487
4. District of Columbia 295 51. Hawaii 488
5. Wisconsin, W. 298 52, Ohio, S. ’ 489
6. Texas, W. 324 53. Georgia, S. 490
7. Oklahoma, W. 325 54, Massachusetts 491
8. Maine 332 55. North Carolina, E. 496
9. Pennsylvania, M. 337 55. New Mexico 496
10. Colorado 347 57. California, C. 501
11. Texas, E. 355 58. Alabama, N. 506
12. Connecticut 356 39. Michigan, E. 508
12. | Mississippi, N. 356 60. Alabama, S. 517
14. Tennessee, W. 360 60. Nebraska 517
15. North Carolina, M. 366 62. Washington, W. 518
16. Iowa, N. 371 63. New York, W. 523
17. North Carolina, W. 373 64, Pennsylvania, E. 531
18. California, N. 375 65. California, S. 537
i8. Washington, E. 375 66. West Virginia, S. 543
20. Vermont 377 67. Iilincis, S. 544
21. Texas, S. 381 68. New York, E. 545
22. Michigan, W. . 385 69. West Virginia, N. 548
23. New Hampshire 387 70. North Dakota 554
24. Kansas 388 70. Arigzona 554
25. Oregon 389 72. .Florida, N. 555
26. Illinois, N. 400 73. California, E. 560
27. Louisiana, E. 407 74. Virginia, w. . 561
27. Iowa, 5. 407 75. South Carolina 562
29. | Louisiana, W. 410 76. Utah ’ 564
30. | Guam 421 77. - | Arkansas, E. 575
31. Georgia, N. 433 78. Indjana, N. 580
32. Tennessee, E. 435 79. Nevada 584
33. | Maryland 437 80, Georgia, M. 589"
34. Missouri, E. 442 81. Kentucky, E. 603
35. Tennessee, M. 448 82. Missouri, W. 605
36. New .York, N. 449 83. Montana 621
36. New Jersey 449 84. Mississippi, S. 628
38, Florida, S. 450 85. Oklahoma, E. 633 -
39. | Ohio, N. 458 86. Puerto Rico 635
40. Alabama, M. 452 87. Oklahoma, N. 676
41. Delaware 465 88. New York, S. 678
41.- | Texas, N. 465 89, Illinois, E. 702
43, Idaho 466 90. Alaska 713
44, Virginia, E. 468 91. Arkansas, W. 768
44, Florida, M. 468 92. South Dakota 825
46, Minnesota 470 93. Louisiana, M. 1000 -
47, Pennsylvania, W. 475 94, Virgin Islands 1093
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Table 11 RANK OF DISTRICTS BY
PERCENTAGE OF JURORS NOT SELECTED, SERVING
OR CHALLENGED — FISCAL YEAR 1974

Percent- Percent-
Rank District age Rank District age
) 1 Maine 3.9 48 west Virginia, S. 23.6
2 Michigan, W. 4.2 48 Wisconsin, E. 23.6
3 Delaware 6.1 S0 Florida, S. 23.8
4 Pennsylv .+ M, 8.2 51 Oregon 24.3
5 Alabama, M 8.4 52 Tennessee, E. 24.7
6 Wisconsin, W. 8.7 52 Missouri, B. 24.7
7 North Dakota 9.0 54 Illinois, WN. 25.4
8 Iowa, S. 9.5 55 New York, N. 25.8
9 Alabama, §. 10.4 55 South Carolina 25.8
10, Rhode Island 10.5 57 washington, W. 26.0 Average
11 Mississippi, N. 11.8 58 Arizona 26.3 for
11 Tennessee, W. 11.8 59 - New York, W. 26.9 . 31:1
13 Connecticuit 12.0 60 Minnesota 27.0 Districts.
14 New Hampshire 12.7 61 Missouri, W. 27.1
15 North Carolina, M. 13.0 62 North Carolina, E. 27.4
16 Texas, E. 13.1 63 Utah 27.6
17 Virginia, W. 13.4 64 Massachusetts 27.9
18 Texas, W. 13.7 64 Pennsylvania, W. 27.9
19 New Jersey 14.2 66 Mississippi, S. 28.0
20 Coloradeo 14.9 67 california, S. 28,3
21 North Carolina, W. 15.5 68 South Dakota 28.4
.22 Wyoming 15.86 69 Michigan, E. 4 28.8
23 Maryland 15.8 69 Nebraska 28.8
24 Georgia, N. 15.9 71 Puerto Rico 29.1
25 Georgia, M. 16.5 72 California, E. 29.2
25 Kansas 16.5 73 New York, E 29.4
27 Washington, E. 17.1 74 California, C. 30.0
28 Iowa, N. 17.3 75 Louisiana, W. 30.6
29 Alabama, N. 17.4 76 Mongana 30.9
30 Idaho 17.7 77 Ohio, N. 31.0
31 New Mexico 18.2 78 District of Columbia 31.4
32 Texas, S. 8.7 79 Illinois, S. 31.7
32 #  Arkansas, W. 18.7 80 Vermont 31.9
34 Texas, N. 19.1 81 Illinois, B. 32.8
34 ‘Nevada 19.1 82 Guam 33.2
36 Florida, M. 19.2 83 Pennsylvania, E. 33.4
36 Arkansas, B. 19.2 84 Tennessee, M. 33.6
38 Louisiana, E. 19.4 85 Indiana, N. 34.7
39 california, N. 20.5 86 Canal Zone 35.2
40 Florida, N. 20.6 86 Hawaii 35.2
41 Ohio, 5. 20.8 88 Kentucky, W. 36.2
42 Oklahoma, W. 20.9 ]9 Kentucky, B. 39.4
43 West Virginia, N. 21.0 90 Oklahoma, E. 39.8
44 virgin Islands 21.4 91 Alaska 43.7
45 Indiana, S. 22.5 92 New York, S. 44.0
46 Georgia, S. 22.6 93 Louisians, M. 44.7
47 Virginia, E. 23.4 94 Oklahoma, N, 52.3

Juror Utilization Check Sheet

In last year's report the accompanying check sheet was provided. Through extensive study
of juror utiliza?ion problems and a flow of information between the Administrative 0ffice and
the yarious district courts, it has been determined that there are ten basic factors which tend
to rgsult in'a low Juror Usage Index (JUI) as well as factors which adversely influence the
JUI. Because each of the 94 district courts has variations in its local practices, these ten
factors are not a complete listing. Instead, they are a starting point for a court to evaluate
and study why its Juror Usage Index is relatively good, fair, or poor. ‘

In using this list of factors as a check sheet, it has been found that generally more
checks can be entered in the leff hand side of the sheet by those districts with good juror

utilization profiles, while a number of checks in the right hand column often corresponds to

those districts with a poor utilization picture.
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We invite the reader to use this check sheet as a starting point in determining juror

practices. It prehaps can lead to a discovery of the areas within a court which may require

change in order to obtain better utilization of petit jurors within that particular court.

CHECK SHEET ON JUROR UTILIZATION FACTORS THAT MAY MHAVE AN EFFECT ON THE
JUROR USAGE INDEX

POSITIVE FACTORS ADVERSE FACTORS
Factors Which Might Result in a Low Factors Which Might Result in a High
Juror Usage Index Juror Usage Index
Good cooperation and communication be- ] Poor cooperation and communication be- []
tween judges and court personnel. tween judges and court personnel.

A small number of places of holding

A large number of places of holding
court.

court,

Use of a jury pool system.
pool.

The staggering of trial starts where
the number of judges and trials per-
mits.

All judges beginning jury selection at
the same time and on the same day.

O o o o
hr—w—N

L]

Use of multiple voir dires in the jury

A voir dire being called for each trial
selection process.

with a failure to return unused jurors
to the jury pool for further use on
another trial.

wn

Reduction in voir dire size. Use of voir dires larger than recom-

mended.,

Use of civil juries of twelve or more
members.

Use of civil juries of less than twelve
members.

Reduction in the number of challenges

Excessive use of peremptory challenges.
allowed.

Established deadlines for settlements

Allowing settlements or pleas to be
or pleas.

entered up to and during trials.

O O O 0O 0O
O— 00— —O

Little or poor use of pretrial hear-

Extensive or good use of pretrial 1
ings or omnibus hearings.

hearings in civil cases or ommibus
hearings for criminal defendants.

o

[]

Each judge using his own, separate jury D

[l

[

]

]

[

]

. NOTE: Factors are randomly listed with no order as to significance.
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SECTION 4. COMPARISON OF JUROR UTILIZATION, 1971-1974

1974 (Table 12). Fifty-eight districts showed imprecvement in their percent of jurors selected

The last three tables provide a four-year comparison, district by district, o important or serving from 1973 to 1974 while 59 districts have shown improvement in this area when 1971

juror usage data and show the progress that has been made yearly in the federal courts in the is compared to 1974. (Table 13)

Juror Usage Index, percent selected or serving, and percent not selected, serving or challenged It is felt that a prime area of concern for those involved in jurcor management should he

While 65 districts showed a decrease in their JUI in fiscal year 1974 over fiscal year 1973, 77 the reduction of the number of people who attend court and who are not selected For or do not

of the 94 districts have sHown a decrease in their JUI from fiscal year 1971 to fiscal year

Table 12 JUROR USAGE INDEXES FOR
FISCAL YEARS 1971, 1972, 1973 AND 1974
Circuit Circuit PERCENTAGE OF JURORS SERVING ON JURY TRIALS
and and FOR FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1974 Table 13
district 1971 1972 1973 1974 district 1971 1972 1973 1974
Circuit Cirecuit
: . . and and
National Average.... 23.31 20.96 20.16 19.12 Sixth Circuit district 1971 1972 1973 1974 Alstrict 1em1 1072 1973 1074
District of Columbia..... 25.34 24.44 22.22 22.05 Kentucky:
EaSt@rNeeiiearessorsnornnose 21,74 21.96 27.43 22.36 National AVerage.....eees. 54.2% 55.5% 56.5% 58.3% Sixth Ci i
First Circuit HESERIN. + v v varereeensnraenns 25.97 25.38 20.88 20.60 7 ? e Bixth Circult
Michigan: District of Columbia........... 56.7 2.1 57.9 54.8 Kentucky:

MAinG..ovennn 16.58 11.31 10.28 12.20 EaSterN.e..oeeesvvrrnesanacos 18.92 16.97 16.56 19.98 _~ I EASteIN.eeeueerorieeenncsanss 61.2% 61.3% 4B.T% 51.3%

Massachusetts. 16.66 16.23 18.06 15.87 WeSteIN.uesuearroncensrrsons 15,03 15.16 13.97 12.16 First Circuit WESERTMu s eveuneneersnerannnes 37.5 41.0 54.3 45,7

New Hampshire. 18.65 17.03 | 13.87 13.12 Ohio: Michigans

Phode ISland...eecveeeses 18.12 15.80 18.43 11.31 Northem..cooceevoeoarevanns 24.93 20.04 18.89 17.02 Maine.iiuieenoeacrocasaonas . 71.4 76.8 73.5 82.7 EaStern.couivivracirinvraoonsan 71.3 66.4 60.1 63.1

PUETEO RiCO. .t .vusenosenn 26.97 28.28 19.44 18.30 Southern...civeevuecetenevasse 18.46 18.50 19.22 18.74 Massachusetts...... . 76.1 76.9 67.8 62.6 WesterNiseieeweinsen nanseans 80.7 74.3 84.8 88.8

Ta see: New Hampshire....... . 69.0 55.6 69.2 72,2 Ohio:
Second Cirecuit EaSE@IN. s cesvovionssinonnnns 19.96 17.88 16,43 17.07 Rhode Island.......... 70.4 58.4 62.2 80.8 NOTthern. ..vveeee veeiioannas 52.8 54.4 55.5 61.2
_Circuit Middle. . ... 10.74 24.10 23.08 18.43 PUELED RICO..vuerrrnernrrrnnsas 48,5 43.3 54.5 54.7 SOMENEIN. s irvrenivneirennnsnn 71.3 68.1 64.7 £6.5

Connecticut. s, ... D..e.. 19.65 17.55 16.06 14.70 HESEEM . s vrseennanvnrrasssvss 17.39 16.85 15.86 15.79 — Tennessee:

New York: : Second Circuit Basterhe sveerreeeanrnnnseanan 63.1 63.7 61.4 63,3
NOTENeIN. eserseeronass 28,01 23,12 20.80 18.26 Seventh Circuit i L Middle........ovenniaiiannt, 43.2 54,7 46.8 53.4

16.06 35.22 27.82 23.62 Connecticuib,eesiieerinevananas 62,5 70.8 71.4 73.6 WeStOrn. . viveeriarvsnnasanssn 3.8 2.5 71.8 71.5
57.54 31.69 27.23 27.85 Illinois: Ne; Y:ﬁk: -
18.58 18.88 20.16 21.62 NOEEhEIN. s avevvruennsrennans 24.58 17.77 18.41 16.75 E"‘t SLMcevonrrnenrenencarss 45.2 54.7 60.0 61.2 Seveath Circul t
19.27 15.80 19.32 15.46 Eastern... 19.62 19.39 22,22 25.03 ASEELNe ey s enenyes 36.9 39.1 48.8 57.5
Southarn. . 26,48 23.92 25.08 22.88 Southern.......... 21.3 41.8 a7.4 43.4 I11linoas:
Third Circuit Indiana: v West:rn........... 71.5 72.4 68.0 64,7 HOTrtNerN.e. ve e ssaanresonn 55.3 58.3 54.9 64.5
Snire vireblih NOLENEE - « s v nssmssmsnnneees 22.01 17.34 22.89 21.53 OIMONE s evvoncooransoerabinen 63.3 61.1 62.3 54,7 2;2:5:;‘.. 203 53.3 51.2 48.3

DELOWATE . 4 e earrannnnenns 24.96 28.12 | 22.22 19.77 (SOMERGER. .. veeuiaeairees 18.82 16.75 15.18 16.24 Third circuit tndiana: T > 44.2 40-2 4.5

New Jersey...oucevenvenns 19.70 16.28 17.07 16.18 Wisconsin: —_— Northern 52.0 54.4 49.3 a5

Pennsylvania: EaSLerNe.svetiioeiacsnenasns 20.29 14.34 17.44 19.81 DELAWAYE . 4 s e e rruserenensannsios 50.7 45.1 51.6 56.3 SOUERETN . +s v v e vsvneonninios 66.9 66.6 61.2 6:1.?
Eastern...scsess 24.21 18.63 19.89 20.15 WESEBLN. e vssaerensioranannsn 23.40 19.43 26.72 12.25 New JETSEY. v vmmnrrrsen s 9.6 PEA 748 243 Wicoonsine . . 1.
MidALe. .o ) 19.88 21.12 14.27 12.62 - X Pennsylvania: BaSEELM. creerrarannsnonsaanan 61.6 56,9 58.2 56.6
Western...... .- 21.51 18.04 20.74 17.25 Eighth Circuit Eastern. P 52.8 56.7 52.7 51.5 WeSEBIM. s everonsnresnaeessene 49.6 63.7 47.1 67.7

Virgin Islands.. cene 27.12 32.07 41.43 30.08 — Middle. . PR 66.4 61.5 76.3 78.2 —

Arkansas: ‘Western.....‘....... 57.3 44,3 45.3 56.2 Eighth Circuit
Fourth Circuit EaSterNe. ccersoonnqses . 20.23 19.99 19.69 22.17 Virgin Islands......civecensessll 40.2 40.3 29.7 49.4 —_—
WesterN. v eeennenorvosanons 25,64 25.12 22.33 25.27 I Arkansas:

Marylan@. . .oessvoveeonens 41.12 18.95 18.70 18.01 Towas: : Fourth Circuit EaStErN.eurseenserrronraonns 58.3 59,8 62.3 55,3

North Carolina: Northern....seoooea . 20.16 18.34 14.71 14.84 WeSEerN . ireovseroirerannss 52,3 52.2 60.3 53.7
EasterN...esceorasorons 27.07 20.06 21.31 19.68 Southern......... . 18.26 20.33 15.88 14.93 Maryland...oveeeniieensiieean, 28,1 67.7 64.2 67.6 Towa:

Middle.... . 20.48 19.39 18.18 15.05 MINNESOLA. cuvsnnurriunonnnnoss 18,43 16.24 16.15 18.52 : Noxrth Carolina: HOLEROTN. « v vvneeevsronnnnens 60.5 66.) 79,3 65.4
WEBEOL . oo s . 18.28 16.50 15.78 15.49 Missourd: g Easkern. . oouveisiiniiiiiiies 45,2 61.2 55.3 62.5 Southern. FE N 82.1 74.6 70.2 74,1

SOUth CATOLine. oo 20.86 19.41 18.42 17.65 BASERER e v e v s s e snrennnanses 21.42 19.75 50.42 18.58 Middle..ieseennnns .. 58.4 59.2 60.4 67.1 MiNNESOLAL s ensnrvasneansrnsness 59,0 51.7 64.0 56.9

Virginia: Western........ 25.87 25.25 25.51 24.76 Western. . .oo.eveses .. 63.3 67.9 70.1 74.7 Missouri:

EABEETENe o sr s ersssnnnns 26.81 25.44 21.95 23.32 HEbrasKa. . oo ennon 22.48 19.65 17.93 16.74 ; 3{1“!:11\ ?arolma........... N 63,1 66,7 80,5 56.0 Bastern..eiersnceacesoanracnen 58,7 a6.s 56.1 50.6
WESEATN e vaserernnnsns 22.60 18.40 17.31 18.83 North Dakota.. . 18.56 20.57 18.87 16.88 s 1;‘3 ’t’”“ WESEEIN. s erossoasaaorasses 16.0 47.9 45.3 47.2

West Virginia: SOULD DAKOEA: o v st enrsonnaneese 26.07 24.66 26.70 22.139 H was QYNe s isarnenarsaornanaaes 45.1 47.9 43.4 43.7 Nebraska..vservasocessnnnioanss 4.0 56.8 50,2 53.8
Northern 26.10 26.95 25.83 19.83 @BEEYT. L uusriit st 52.1 55.8 53.8 48.6 NOrth DAaKOLa. eesveransrussaors 69.7 61.7 66.0 74.5
Sontharn. e 6 04 21 a2 20,42 Ninth Circuit West Virginia: SOULH DAKOLAs sseviaseseoroenss 47,3 50.8 46.8 46.3

. . . . ; NOYEREIN. v v v sureeriannnnnss 47.8 48.3 47.2 59,3
Fifth Circuit ALASKA. ¢ et eeenreteieeianiaanns 19.59 23.11 20.31 22.77 ; outhern 45.0 48.3 50.8 55.6 Binth circuit
24,42 23.85 21.52 23.81 : i ELh 4

Alabama: Aiiona. - ; Fifth Circuit ALASKA. v trrneesererenenrennnns 69.4 58.6 66.6 51.1
amas 1 H : Ari . . ‘ . .
Northern....ooervevsens 16.70 15.87 13.45 12.63 NOrtherN...oeveventanscsnoes 17.57 18.78 18.b7 16.1% : Alabama: Calzgginxa: 308 469 473 50-3
[T - - N 22.19 18.46 18.54 12.78 Eastern.. 18.66 15.27 20.79 18.86 e 68.3 72.9 64.8 60.8 NOTEREIT. ¢ v v vuvnrenesannunnsn 66.9 64.5 64.6 67.6
SOULNEL M. s veeroenenans 25.48 22.01 18.88 15.15 18.85 19.15 20.44 20.08 Middle.....convuen 58.5 55.4 59.9 8l.2 Eastern.. freresensenebes 66.7 66.8 57.0 58.4

Florida: 25.50 26.98 27.24 24.54 SOUENBIN. . vuter v eaenbenenan 51.9 44.1 54.8 72.8 CENEEAL.eeervsarnrsnnnneannes 68.9 66.3 63.2 61.0
NOXthern. . v.eeeseesss 28.33 23,97 14.92 18.24 21.55 15.98 22,29 22,01 Florida: Southern. 49.0 46.8 43.0 50.1
Middle. . ieovaeae 25.46 23.35 21.84 17.74 20.95 17.12 20.65 16.05 NOrthern. . vereveeoionriensnss 42.9 50.9 GB.1 68.3 Hawaii....... 59.9 57.6 48,2 54.4
SOULNEIN. v e s vrinnranns 29.68 25.20 20.82 19.02 19,22 17.88 18.52 \17.45 diddle... 51.9 52.4 54,0 69.1 Idaho...... 61.3 71.7 61.1 70.9

Georgia: Nevada.. 50.13 23.62 21.87 20.28 L PR P 42.6 44.6 54.1 59.4 Montana. .. 66.5 61.1 66.7 50,0
Northern.....oe.va e 22.52 20.5% 19.94 17.86 OregON..seeresasessnsancansasos 22.33 16.31 14.56 16.05 Georgiaz Nevada..... 25.8 54.2 58.5 58.4
MEQALE. e v e vrnnsn e 22.35 20.68 22.02 22.06 washington: NQrthetn...... 55.6 63.5 1.4 64,5 OLEGON. s e tevrerarssosoarvosnn 48.6 52.1 5G6.7 56.3
SOUEHEIN. cvvsoonvraronn 22.88 23.66 21.30 19.60 EaSterni..ivsevessvascansons 17.94 15.17 19.78 15.06 Middle.......oivvinnnnns 55.1 58.3 57.4 57,2 Washington:

Louisiana: WESEEEN e e s veacorinsarnnnione 21.74 17.72 18.74 20.45 N Southern...... 53.3 51.8 56.7 57.2 EaStEINetsverrcronnnanannnann 67.6 63.9 58.6 60,7
EaBtern..cueveeessoases 21.26 16.96 15.35 16.10 GUAM. e phennvnnarnnnnns . 39.55 26.22 25.46 20,07 oulsiana: WESEEIM. v vrerrnrsanasenrnns 59.0 69.0 55.4 53.7
Miadlen “ ° 30,74 2157 122 i?:;im 57.6 53.3 56.5 56.4 GUAR. 4 v evtvasiionsennnnaninnnes 30.7 45.6 46.6 51.2
WESE@EM. Ve e enusoionans 26.81 23.19 | 24.40 16.48 Tenth Circuit Woaremn ' - 28.8 35.8 30.6 -

Mississippi: EE— K quejtein' 40.9 48.7 38.4 53.5 Tenth Circuit
' 3 g ssissippis R
Northern..v.vs s veessss 25.75 26.79 21.70 12.71 COLOTAdO. v vrveruns 14.83 14.06 13.38 14.63 3
Pt St e e 3108 o OratO 1615 15 10 16 59 is.83 A t;ox‘::ern 52.9 51.2 59.7 71.5 COLOLAAG. v trtnntvronsersocans 66.6 65.9 71.0 68.2

rexnss Now fesiao T 30,85 19,29 2014 1o.03 i Tex:\; Mt eeesirrnreenniann 37.7 45.2 40.5 50,2 KaNSaS-vovoeioteessnansssnssnns 68.9 67.4 62.8 67.5
NOPERErR. s evsvvsiunnnns 19.24 17.64 | 18.34 19.26 Oklahomas ; Northern. . 1.4 60.3 65.5 1.6 gz‘l’ ﬁe"“"' 63.1 59.6 53.4 64.7
EaBEOIN. o vrvnnsensnnes 16.63 15.43 15.65 13.42 NOXEREIN. 44 vvnenrrernersones 25.19 20.31 21.05 27.92 T Eastern. . N7 767 7508 21 Nz :}“:“; ar.5 60.2 - ,
SOULhEIN. cverryinnnerns 22,13 19.77 18.23 15.46 Eastern... 26.64 26,66 19.61 21,93 i South . . . . LR R AR EEERE RS . . 57. 3.

8 ern. .o 55.8 62.8 65.0 67.1 Eastern.. 46.1 48.5 48.2 47.Q

WeSEOrT. s s ovnriornnons 15.34 17.78 17.89 14.20 Western. ..., 21.73 18.29 21.66 15.53 Western
65.5 52.5 55.8 69.1 Western. 56.1 65.1 57.3 67.9
CaANal Z0NC. weersrsorasons 18.33 25.33 29.11 27.54 Utah, vuesvnnnn 24,22 21.11 24.42 21.40 Canal Zone.......ooevooorvniiin 65.5 1g.2 a2 43.6 Utah... 51.0 61.0 51.9 61.3
WYOMING.eessneesronsconssonnns 15,44 14.50 12.19 11.80 ; HYOMANG e v e vevenenrrnnnnnseeeen I2.4 65.4 77.2 73.9
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PERCENTAGE OF JURORS NOT SELECTED, SERVING OR CHALLENGED

Table 14 FOR FISCAL YEARS 1971-1974
Circuit Circuit
and and
district 1971 1972 1973 1974 district 1971 1972 19873 1974

National Average.... 32.8% 30.0% 28.4% 26.5% Sixth Circuit
Digtrict of Columbia..... 31.2 30.7 27.2 31.4 Kentucky:

Eastern... cesacen 28.89% 28.7¢ 4).4g 39.4%

First Circuit Western.e..eeeennanoss 49.5 42.4 28.9 36.2

Michigan:

Maine,.ccoevvecnnocncanes 9.9 8.2 8.3 3.9 Eastern.e..... 20.2 26.5 33.4 28.8

Massachusetts.... . 19.3 18.1 22.6 27.9 Western..... 9.2 13.3 8.3 4,2

New Hampshire...... - 20.5 24.7 1.0 12.7 Ohio:

Rhode Island......... . 22.0 34.2 3L.4 10,5 NOrthCrn.e.eevievinnsas 41.6 39.2 36.6 31.0

Puerto RiCO...eveviaansee 43.6 47.2 28.0 29.% Soulnernee.vecseass ves 19.5 21.6 22.8 20.8

Tennessee:
Second Circuit Easterne...c.eoeees. 27.0 24.0 27.5 24.7
Middle.... rese 49.9 36.4 45.1 33.6
Connecticlteiveaasssanone 23.1 17.3 13.7 12.0 WesStern..eeveerenianss 15.5 13.2 12.2 11.8
New “ork:
Northern....eveeveanane 48.0 36.4 30.5 25.8 Seventh Circuit
Eastern......... . 54,1 50.6 38.4 29.4
Southern.e..s.s. . 68.3 48.6 40.8 44.0 Illinois:
Western.... e 19.2 l9.2 22.9 26.9 Northern..... 36.4 3z2.8 34.4 25.4
VeImONt.caseeceseasavanns 30.6 34,3 30.3 31.9 Easterneesececescincsis 30.2 31.3 25.9 32.8
Southern.............. 48.9 46.8 49.6 31.7

Third Circuit Indiana:

DELaWALE. s ssnnnrrennnnses 31.8 37.2 29.6 6.1 ggs::zﬁﬁ" . gg'g -0 gi'g gg';

New Jersey...........c... 20.3 18.1 15,2 14.2 Wisconsin: o : . . -

FBamtern e, 33.9 28.2 32.2 33.4 Bagtern, .v.vveneenen. 20.1 20.6 1.4 23.6

18.8 22.1 9.6 8.2 WesStern..eeeseecvoosns 31.1 16.9 28.4 8.7
Western,..... 26.5 34.2 36.2 27.9 o . :

Virgin Islands 38.8 34.8 37.7 21.4 Eighth Circuit

Fourth Circuit Arkansas:

- . . Easterneesccicecvsanes 18.7 16.6 16.2 19.2
Maryland...ceeeseecocenen 65.8 18.3 17.3 15.8 Western.osasesereeennn 28.2 17.8 20.4 18.7
North carolina: Towa:

Lastern.... 46.5 29.0 34.7 27.4 Northern....e.oeeeeee. . 38.3 18.8 10.0 17.3
JUR T b - D 21.4 23.8 22.8 13.0Q Southernieeeeeesiaoeas 16.2 19.1 12.9 9.5
WesSterN..eeiereoneovans 29.3 25.4 21.6 15,5 Minnesota.....eveeass P 27.3 27.9 18.4 27.0

South Carolin@.....cecoee 21.1 18.4 22.0 25.8 Missouri:

Virginia: Eastern........ ceeanes 16.4 15.5 18.2 24.7
Eastern..criereeeronnoes 24.1 24.5 22.6 23.4 Western.. 33.9 30.2 33.0 27.1
WesteIrN..esvearennnna . 19.6 15.4 16.8 13.4 Nebraska......... 31.3 27.5 31.2 28.8

West virginia: North Dakota.... 11.3 15.5 14.2 9.0
Northern..... 48.0 34.9 28.9 21.0 South Dakota....... 35.5 28.6 33.8 28.4
SOUtheIN . esesevisannane 44,5 34.8 25.2 23.6 -

j Ninth Circuit

Fifth Circuit -

. Alaska.s.veerevensnnnnss 21.0 24.4 19.2 43.7

Alabama: Arizona......... SRR 28.1 28.6 26.1 26.3
Noxthern..e.oeoesoeonnas 18.2 12.9 15.5 17.4 California:

Middle.soeuiesonncnnoaas 30.7 31.4 22.9 8.4 Northern...veeessvenes 20.0 22.0 23.8 20.5
Southern...cvuieeeveanns 21.9 40.4 24.2 10.4 Eastern..... ceseniaene 21.8 23.2 32.2 29.2

Florida: Centraliseeeerecssanss 23.2 24.3 27.7 30.0
Northern..ceeissseeenens 45.3 33.0 16.7 20.6 Southern.......coeeene 34.3 33.0 35.0 28.3
Middles.oeeenneenaannns 33.5 32.7 32.7 19.2 Hawaii........ 3.6 19.1 37.6 35.2
Southern.e.sesesecessas 48.2 43.0 32.2 23.8 IaN0. .t vt et nresancaasens 23.1 17.1 26.3 17.7

Georxgia: Montana..esvecensns . 19.5 2l.4 16.8 30.9
Northerneie.ossenerocsnns 24.6 15.8 17.3 15,9 Nevada...oeouwoes . 53.1 25.9 23.1 19.1
Middleeesevenreenonnnne 19.3 18.6 20.9 16.5 Oregon.vessvess. . 35.0 34,1 28.0 24.3
Southern.eve.ceaessereass 23.6 19.3 8.1 22,6 Washington:

Louisiana: BasterN..e.evseinnenass 15.5 12.0 15.5 17.1
Eastern..veeevnconacses 24.5 23.2 18.3 19.4 Western...s.oeoeesseees 29.3 17.7 29.0 26.0
Middle.... treeharnen - 43.5 a7.7 44,7 GuaAM: saevesvnnss 52.7 39.9 44.3 33.2
Western..iveeeiesnresnas 48.3 35.0 48.9 30.6 ;

Mississippi: Tenth Circuit
NHorthern..ieeeescavessa 31.5 31.5 20.6 11.8
Southern.ececneeeeronae 54.3 43.4 47.1 28.0 Colorado.... 18.6 14.6 9.7 14.9

Texas: Kansas...... 16.9 15.5 22.2 16.5
Northeir +..ev.vcesanase 23.7 26.8 18.7 19.1 New MeXicO.eeioooersooan 19.5 19.5 25.7 18.2
Eastern . c...eecoveses 14.4 8.0 10.2 13.1 Oklahoma:

Southeria..... cirrane 31.7 25.9 21.7 18.7 Northernis.evsese,ones 39.7 26.1 25.7 52:3
Western,... PR 18.9 28.0 24.9 13.7 Eastern, 42.2 42,0 39.8 39.8
Canal ZoN@...veeecrnsenns 25.5 41.4 37.0 35.2 Western. 26.3 16.8 26.7 20.9
Utah...... 27.9 20.9 25.0 27.6

Wyoming., 15.2 21.6 10.2 15.6
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serve on a jury trial as well as those who are not challenged., This group includes the people

who are not sent to a voir dire because of such factors as an overcall of juror

s for that day or
late

settlements or pleas and also those who are not reached on voir dire questioning due to

such factors as excessively large panels or poor pool management. Many districts, through the

use of Juror utilization techniques, have been able to show improvement in this avea Sixty-

eight districts have shown a decrease in theirp percent not selected, serving or challenged from

1971 to 1974 while 60 districts improved in this area from 1973 to 1974, (Table 1u)

While there is still poom for great improvement in many districts, the utilization of

Jurors in the federal district courts, overall, continues to advance at a steady pace year by

year.
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10

11

12

13

14

15
16
17

18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25
26

27

28

EXPLANATION OF ENTRIES THAT APPEAR ON DISTRICT PETIT JUROR PROFILES

Authorized judgeships (does not include senior judges).

Places of helding court where jurors have been in court and available to serve, whether
or not trial activity actually took place.

Total number of jurors in court and paid, whether "selected or gerving." "challenged,"
or "not selected. serving ov challenged.” :

Total number of jurors who were selected for or serving on one or more trial juries.

Total number or jurors who were challenged - either for cause or peremptorily - and did
not serve on a trial jury.

Total number of jurors in court who neither were selected for or serving on a trial
jury nor were challenged.

Percentage of jurors who were selected for or serving on trial juries.

Percentage of jurors who were challenged.

Percentage of jurors who were not selected, serving or challenged.

Arrived at by dividing the total number of jurors available per fiscal year, by the

total number of jury trial days per fiscal year. Hence, it is the average number of
jurors available (in court whether selected or serving, challenged, or not selected,
serving or challenged) per jury trial per day. if a court's index is 20, an average
of 20 jurors are in court and paid per jury trial day.

Total estimated expenditure for all jurors' expenses. Included are attendance, sub-
sistence. mileage, and miscellaneous costs.

Total estimated expenditure for those jurors who were selected for or serving on trial
juries (based on percent in box # 7).

Total estimated expenditure for those jurors who were challenged (based on percent in
hox # 8).

Total estimated expenditure for those jurors who were not selected, serving or chal-
lenged (based on percent in bhox # 9).

Lstimated cost per trial per day.
Ectimated cost per juror per day.

Potal number of civil and criminal jury tpials. This information is derived from the
JS-10. the Monthly Report of Trials and Pretrial Conferences.

Total number of civil jury trials.

Total number of criminal jury trials.

Percentage OE civil jury trials (based on hox # 18). ’
Percentage of criminal jury trials (based on box # 19}).

Potal number of civil and criminal jury trial days. Three jury trial days could either
he one trial running three days or three trials occurring on one day, or a combination.

Total number of civil jury trial days.

Total number of criminal jury trial days.

Percentage of civil jury trial days (based on box # 23).

Percentage of criminal jury trial days (based on box # 2u).

Rankings - box numbers 7, 8, 9, 10, 15 and 16 are ranked. The rankings show where a
district stands in relation to all other districts in the country. If there is a tie
at a particular standing, then each of the tied courts receives the same standing de-
signation. ALl are ranked in ascending order (lowest value is ranked first) except fov
box # 7 (%served), which is ranked in descending order (highest value ranked first).

A comparison of selected juror utilization data for fiscal years 1971 thru 1974.

26

JURGR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974
LJ__J Judgeships

L.2.J Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total Selected , * Not Selected, |
Available or. v v Challenged Serving or
, ~ Serving . *Chaltenged

i

Jury Ttialé

Fiscal

: e . : % Not 0
Year : e ; Selected, % Se(l)c:cted

Serving or .
Challenged Serving

Q
O
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 MAINE

: 1 1 judgeships

1 2 i Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected - . “Not Selected,
or Challenged = Serving-or

Total

; Available .
s Avala Serving ‘ Chailenged

113

82.7% 13.4 %

'ﬁntm;

Cost per Day

hihail
Ay

P,

Juror Utilization

 &' s % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
— E - Serving or " g
| : Challenged Serving Index

9.9 71.4 16.58

8.2 76.8 11.31

8.3 - 73.5 10.28

3.9 82.7 12.20
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.61 Judgeships

| JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

| 1 | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Available

Sefected

or
 Serving

1 ‘
“Challénged

- Not Selected,

_ Serving or

" - Challenged

MASSACHUSETTS

168,400

105,400

52.2 %

47.8 %

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974

Sy b e 4

HISTORICAL COMPARISON

7 Juror Utilizatin
s;/fema, % Se(l;(:ted '
Servirig or )
Challenged Serving

19 ...3 76.1
18.1 76.9
22.6 67.8
27.9 62.6
30




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 NEW HAMPSHIRE

L1_.1 Judgeships

(1 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

otal Selécted ' Not Selected,

W

Available or - Challenged" Serving or
' : . Challenged

(

/ Trial Days ©

Fiscal

Year : Selected, or
: : Serving or )
Challenged Serving

% Not % Selected

20.5 69.0

2u.7 55.6

16.0 69.2

12.7
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JUROR USAGE PROF

L__Z__l Judgeships

LE — FY 1974

! 1 ; Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

- "Available

RHODE ISLAND

202

135

\_ 100% 63.0 9 37.0 4

100%

66.8 o9

.
NI

[3

=~

Juror Utilization

Juror
Usage
Index

Fiscal % Not p
ted
Year Selected, % Se(l)erc ¢
Serving or A
Challenged Serving
1971 22.0 70.4

34.2

58.4

31.4

62.2

10.5

80.8




JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 PUERTO RICO

L3 1 Judgeships

i1 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selécted g o ‘ot_S"elec,tea‘; 3
“of ., Challenged - Serving or
Serviggf(f ' . Challenged .

. Tetal
- Availaffle

.

Juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

1973

Juror
Usage
index

43.6

48.5

b47.2

43.3

28.0

54.5

29.1

54.7
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

g Judgeships

LY | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total Selected - Not Selected,’

Available’ .

or Challenged ~ “Servingor
Serving . Challenged -

CONNECTICUT

ORICAL ‘COMPARISO

Juror Utilization

Fiscal S e e (Y s %N

L z Lrimin ; o Not % Selected Juror
Year " : ; e SSele_cted, or Usage

5 A ‘ SR erving or Servi ind

i I | Weei|  Challenged erving ndex
1971 (S g7 | IEEN 62.5 19.65
1972 e e 17 3 70.8 17.55
1973 aaalE R EERR 137 71.4 16.06
1974 [EEER SRl 100 73.6 14.70

COMMENT: This district reported an instance where a defense attorney failed to appear thus
causing juror wastage of the entire panel that day, and the judge assessed the cost of the

Jury panel to that attorney.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 NEW YORK NORTHERN

21 Judgeships

Wy Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

' Selected . “ " Not Selecle'd‘, )
or . Challenged . Serving or
Serving _ *+ Challeriged

. 'i'dtal
Available

st v
CESSLTI b e pe ) el

RS

w

R

vriessns
SRR DA

K p T B

ORICALCOMPARISE

; iy Trial : ; Juror Utiization ‘ ; ﬂ 3
Fiscal R e % Not - R Bl el g
Year iU L Sefected, % Selected Juror N 'g‘,ﬁ o
e : L Servingor or Usage - Dt S
rial EEral Challenged Serving Index R A
19711 | F9U bl il us .0 45,2 28.01 :
1972 € iinge e 36.4 | 5U.7 23.12  [d5580
1973 el G50 G0 B 30.5 60.0 20.80  [RUEOE
1974 Bl 15 B8 SlEs s 25.8 61.2 | 18.26  [Efiic
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE -~ FY 1974 NEW YORK EASTERN

L9 Judgeships

L 2y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

<

Selected _ . -Not Selected,
or . Challenged - Serving or
Serving § ‘ . Challerjged :

Total
Available

543,000 312,200 71,100 159,600

- )ui‘y Trials

kmO% 29.6 g 70.4 o 100% 21.5 9 78.5 %J

Juror Utilization

FY'Sec:lrl nge':t%td . % Selected Juror
Serving c;r o-r Usage

. Challenged Serving - Index
1971 54.1 36.9 36.06
1972 50.6 39.1 35.22
1973 38.4 Ug.8 27 .82
1974 ; 29.4 57.5 23.62

COMMENT: A number of notoriety trials were held in this district during the past fiscal
year, especially thosc dinvolving narveoties charges and often with multiple delendants.

Larve juror panecls were required duc to the laryge number of challenves inlierent in this
type of trial. These ocecurrences should be taken into ancecount as a Factor having an adverse
effect on this distvict's JUIL. ' a ) v
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 NEW YORK SOUTHERN

27 Judgeships

1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

’ N

! T(;tal = | S Notsbelecte

| Available K Challenged Serving or

1,438,100, 624,100 | 181,200

K 100% Hu. Lt 9 55.6 % 100% 29.6 % 70.4 %j

Juror Utilization

Fiscal % Not - —

Year Selected, % Se(l;:c e Juror
Serving or ) g
Challenged Serving Index

1971 68.3 21.3

1972 Ug.6 ul.8

1973 40.8 474

\__ o7 T 43 .4

C(E)D'HV.IENT:' In fiscal year 1974, New York Southern experienced a large number of highly pub-
licized trials which often necessitated extra-large panels of prospective jurors due to
sequestration of juries and the large number of challenges anticipated by court and counsel.

These frequent occurrences should be viewed as a factor having an adverse affect on New York
Southern's JUI.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L__31 Judgeships

25 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected

. Total.
.- Aviilable

Challevngé'd
. //

" Not Selecte
* Serying or
Chllenged

NEW YORK WESTERN

Qgﬁ?g

100% 25.0 % 75.0 %

17.1 % 82.9 %

 Juror Utilization

Fiscal 9% Not..

Year Selected,
Serving or .
Challenged

% Selected
- or
Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

19.2

71.5

19.2

72.4

22.9

68.0

26.9

bu.7

38
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 VERMONT

2§ Judgeships

L _j Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected ¥ \ ¥ Not Selected,
or. . Challenged .  Sgrvingor
Serving”’ S . JChallenggdf

s Total™ -
_ Available

[

Juror Utilization

Fiscal
Y % Not % Selected Juror
ear Selected, or Usage
Serving or s B
Challenged serving ' Index

30.6

63.3

34.3

30.3

31.9
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 DELAWARE

3.1 Judgeships

1 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected " Not Selected,
_or Challenged Serving or
Serving ~ Challenged

. Total ‘
Available

HISTORIC MPARISO

. . Juror Utilization
%:;arl Scz/fe?t%z % Selected Juror
' Serving c;r o.r Usage
Challenge’d Servmg Index
1971 31.8 50.7 24..96
1972 37.2 4s5.1 28.12
: 1973 29.6 51.6 22.22
1974 6.1 56.3 19.77
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 NEW JERSEY

L9 Judgeships

3 | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total .. Selected . NotSelected,’
Available or K Challenged Servm’g or
‘ - Serving " Challenged

214,900

k 100% 36.7 | 63.3 ¢4 100% 32.6 % 67.4 %)

Juror Utilization

FYI::‘I S;/fe?'gtj % Selected Juror
Serving o or Usage
: Challenged Serving Index
\
: 1971 20.3 69.6
) 1972 18.1 69.9
1973 748
1974 -

i COMMENT: New Jersey experienced a number of highly publicized criminal cases requiring large
' panels of prospective jurors. This type of occurrence has an adverse effect on a district's
JUI; nonetheless, New Jersey showed a reduction in its JUI from 17.07 in F.Y. 1973 to 16.18
in F.Y. 1974%. ©New Jersey also reported an instance of the court assessing counsel a fine

for non-appearance and the resultant waste of jurors.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974

19+ Judgeships

2 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected i i _
or " Challengéd

Serving

Total
Available

Not Selgéted,
Serving or -
Challenged

PENNSYLVANIA EASTERN

368,700 108,100

Juror Utilization

Fiscal

Year Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

Usage
Index

33.9

52.8

1972

56.7

1973

52.7

1974

51.5
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L4 Judgeships

L5 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

eldcted
«6r . Challenged
Servings-... .

Availablé *

7_ Not Selected
.'Serving or
_Challenged

PENNSYLVANIA MIDDLE

131,000 102,400

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

66.4

19.88

61l.5

21.12

76.3

14.27

Fiscal % Not
Year Selected,
Serving or
Challenged
1971 18.8
1972 22.1
1973 9.6
1974 8.2

78.2

12.62




JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974  PENNSYLVANIA WESTERN

10 4 judgeships

1 2 | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

” Sclected /|
o oor / C
Seiving

Total
Available

204,000 57,700 101,300

" Jury T

100% 63.0 % 37.0 % 100% 61.0 % 39.0 %

Juror Utilization

Yo % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, o Usage

| Serving or . g
Challenged Serving Index

26.5

34.2

536.2

27.9 56.2 17.25

CC-)MMENT:‘ This district reported a large number of settlements or pleas prior to jury selec-
tion during the past fiscal vear. This is undoubtedly a factor accounting for the relatively
large percentage of jurors not selected, serving, or challenged.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

12 3 Judgeships

1 2y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

+ ' Selected
. or
- Serving

”Chaﬂeﬁg@d

. ‘

Not Selected

", Serving or

‘Challenged .

VIRGIN ISLANDS

239,300

118,200

Fiscal
Year.

COMMENT: During fiscal year 1974, t
available with only one, two or no juries selected from these large panels.

Juror Utilization

Selected, A)‘ eoic ¢ g’ ur 0;
Serving or . sag
Challenged Serving Index

38.8

40.2

34.8

40.3

37.7

29.7

21.4

49,4

his district often had large panels of prospective jurors

This was a

factor having a negative result on this district's Juror Usage Index.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

( 74 Judgeships

{ 1 | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Togal
Available

227,900 154,100

115

100% 33.9 9 66.1 %

3 9 Aifd s
Juror Utilization
% Not -
Selected, % Se(l)ected
Serving or or
Challenged Serving
65.8 28.1
18.3 67.7
17.3 Gl 2
15.8 67.6
46
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" JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974  NO. CAROLINA EASTERN

L -3 | Judgeships

{8 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected 2 Not Selected,
- or Challenged = Serving or-
- Serving - ~ Challenged

Total
Available

AK\‘ 100% 37.3 % 62.7 % 100% 29,9 % 70.1 %J)

Juror Utilization

Yer % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, - Uinge
Serving or .
Challenged Serving Index

T 27.07°

61.2 20.06

55.3 21.31

19.68
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L2 1 Judgeships

JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1 G_; Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total '
Available

‘Seléctéd‘

or
Serving

NQ. CAROLINA MIDDLE

77.1 % 100%

33.0 % 67.0 %

Fiscal
Year

3

35

Juror Utilization

. % Not
Selected,
Serving or

Challenged

:

or
Serving

% Selected

Juror
Usage
. Index

214

58,41

23.8

59,72

22,8

60.t%

67.1

48




JURCR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 NO. CAROLINA WESTERN

L2 Judgeships

{5y Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

foﬁal Selected: . Not Selected, »
Available '

or Challenged - Serving or

Serving’- . .. Challenged

2,151 283 .
100% 74.7% 9.8 % 15.5%

Jury Trials

COMPARISON
Juror Utilization

% Not % Selected
Selected, or

' . : Serving or .
‘ : Challenged Serving

29.3 63.3

25.4 67.9

——

21.6 70.1

15.5 4.7
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jUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

5__1 Judgeships

l 6 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

*" Available

otal .

5,985

_Sefécted -

100%

SCUTH CARGLINA

106,700

31,700

149,200

100% u6.3 % 53.7 % 100% 51L.6 % ug. u %
A OMP .. 2 1SO
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or .
Challenged Serving Index
1971 21.1 63.1 20.86
1972 18.4 66.7 19.41
‘ 1973 22.0 60.5 18.42
¥1974 25.8 56.0 17.65
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

64 Judgeships

ity Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total » _?_glected , ' _
Available Wvooor Challenged
s . Serving

2,376

VIRGINIA EASTERN

47,700

100% 35.1 % 6U.9 % 100% 34.0 %
AL COMBARISG :
Juror Utilization

Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror
Year Sele'cted, or Usage

Serving or .

Challenged Serving Index
1971 241 45,1 26.81
1972 24.5 47.9 25, 4L
1973 22.6 B34 21.95
1974 23.4 43.7 23.32

COMMENT: This district reported a substantial number of dismissals, continuances, settle-

ments, and pleas in the past fiscal year which resulted in a large number of jury panels

available but often not utilized.

This distriet also experienced a high percentage of jurors

challenged which necessitates larcer jury panels to meet the challenge demands. These two
considerations probahly account for the increase in this district’s JUI in 1974 over 1973.
There were also a few instances reported where jury cosis were assessed to counsel by tle

court,
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L2 1 Judgeships

L "/ Total ‘_
" Available ,,

Selected -

“Serving

or
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE —~ FY 1974

6 1 Places of Holding Court {with jury * ial activity during this fiscal year)

Us.6 %

VIRGINIA WESTERN

100%. 74.2 % 25.8 % 100% 65.2 % 34.8
AL COMPARISO
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 9%
Year Selected, % Se(l)icted lJJLSl;Og
’ Serying or . 5
Challenged Serving Index
1971 19.6 52.1 22.60
1972 15.4 55,8 18.40
1973 16.8 53.8 17.31
o 197 13.4 48.6 18.€3
52
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974  W. VIRGINIA NORTHERN

1% ; Judgeships

L5y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Selected
or - ,Challenged

Total |,

Avajlable .
. Serving

Not Selqciéd, A
Serving or s
Challenged

262

21.0%

Juror Utilization

% Selected
or Usage
Serving Index

47.8

8.3

47.2

Fiscal % Not

Year Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

1971

1972

1973

1974

59.3
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

(2% 1 judgeships

Y 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Total
Available

Selected,
- or ‘
Serving

N
0

Challenged

Not Selected

W. VIRGINIA SOUTHERN

Fiscal
Year

1971 :

1972

DA 1 6)

Juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror »
Usage
Index

4, 5

45.0

28.65

3.8

48.3

26.04

25.2

50.8

24,32

23.6

55.6
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1 judgeships

8 1 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fisca! year)

Tbtal
A\}aiiabte

Selected

or

ALABAMA NORTHERN

162,900

R

ury Trials -

\ 100% 80.0 % 20.0 % 100% 76.1 % 23.9 %)
£
OR A () /] » 2 P, ()
; Cridl 2 Juror Utilization : no' pere ]
Fiscal % R : + 04 Not 9 j 2
& SErim) 9% Selected Juror : _,
Year - : ; e Selected, or Usage 187 ar
s sl Serving or . b :
{ i o Challenged Serving Index ; e
£ Ere i TR 8 1))
3 Bl 18.2 68.3 16.70
25 o 12.9 72.9 15.87 s
o il 15.5 6U.. 8 13.45 (i
30 17.4 60.8 13.63 06
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 ALABAMA MIDDLE

21 Judgeships

__3 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

05 L4 139 i
\__100% 21.5 % | 100% 1.7 %
A 0 P AR ()
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not -
Year Selected, % Selected lﬂuror
Serving or or sage
Challenged Serving Index
30.7 58.5 22.19
31.4 55.1 18.U6
22.9 59.9 18.54
8.4 81.9 12.78
56




k JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 ALAGAMA SOUTHERN
L2 1 judgeships
12 ) Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

61,400

. 50 16 31 163 45 118
\_ 100% 32.0 % 68.0 % 100% 27.6 % 72.4 %j
Juror Utlhzation
Fiscal ‘ % Not 0
Year Selected, % Se(l)c:cted
Serving or .
Challenged Serving
1971 gun ol 21,9 51.9
1972 I uo.u x
1973 | 2u.2
\_ 1974 10,4

57
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L2 1 Judgeships

LM 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

F

LORIDA NCRTHERN

2
\  100% 5.3 % 9.7 % 100% 7.3 % 92,7 %)
A () DA D () "
juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 1)
{ ted
Year Selected, % ’?elec ¢ lﬁuror
Serving or o‘r $28¢
Challenged Serving Index
1971 U5.3 42.9 28.33
1972 33.0 50.9 23.97
1973 16.7 68.1 14.92
L 1974 20.6 68.3 18.2u
COMMENT: Florida Northern experienced an extensive, highly publicized trial requiring an

unusually larue panel of prospective jurors for jury selection.

adverse influence on the Juror Usage Index.

Such an occurrence had an
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

{6t Judgeships

L5 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

7,449

69.1 %

N

FLORIDA MIDDLE

281,800

196,800

33,300

54,700

100% 28.9 % | 1.1 % 100% 5.8 % 1.2 %)
;P € ; ONMPARISO
Juror Utilization .
Fiscal ot - -
Year Selected, % Secl)frlcte lJJsz:l-o;
Serving or X . &
Challenged Serving Index
s 33.5 51.9 25.U6
i 32.7 52.4 23.35
il 32.7 54.0 21.84
\ il 19.2 69.1 17 .74




JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 FLORIDA SOUTHERN

74 Judgeships

L2 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

177,600

100% 25.3 % 74,7 % 100% 31.0 % 69.0 %

AL

5 ‘ g AR 0
Juror Utilization

Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror |
Year Selected, or Usage

Serving or . &

Challenged Serving Index
1971 yg.,2 2.6 29.68 i
1972 43.0 Ul 6 25.20 i
1973 32.2 54,1 20.82
1974 23.8 59,4 19.02

COMMENT -

' A number of highly publicized cases. often Involving multiple defendants
fgi‘ed in this district in the past fiscal year. Such cases have an
cifeet on the district's JUI a
ever, Southern Flor

, were
wiavoidable adverse

s they require larger juror panels f{or jury selcction. How-
ida decreased its JUI by nearly 2 index points from I.Y. 1973 to F.y. 1974,
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: JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 GEGRGIA NORTHERN

1 61 judgeships

1
t ) Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

A () DARISO

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 0
Year Selected, % Se(l;cted lﬂl;aro;
Serving or \ g
Challenged Serving Index
197
1 24.6 55.6 22.52
1972 15.8 63.5 20.53
1973 17.3 6L.4 19,94
\ 1974 15.9 64.5 17 .86
61
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

t 2| Judgeships

! 7 3 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

GEQRGIA MIDDLE

Fiscal
Year

1971

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

19.3

55.1

1972

1973

18

58

1974

57.

57

62
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L2 1 Jjudgeships

6 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

GEDORGIA SOUTHERN

U9 25 24 116 72 Ly
\_100% 51.0 % 49.0 % 100% 62.1 % 37.9 %
Al:COMPARISO
o Jurer Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected Jjuror
Year Selepted, or Usage
Serving or .
Challenged Serving Index
1971 23.6 53.3 22.88
1972 19.3 51.8 23.066
1973 18.1 56.7 21.30
\ 1974 22.6 57.2 19.60
63
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L9 1 Judgeships

! L | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

LOUISIANA EASTERN

226,600

127,800

1971

1972

1973

1974

Juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

24.5

57

23.2

53

56

56

ou
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 LOUISIANA MIDDLE

L L_1 Judgeships

_L 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

\ 100% 43.8 % 56.3 % 100% uy.u % 55.6 %/

Al COMPARISO

i
0ol
Juror Utilization i

FYr:;arl 5‘7]0 Nto‘fj % Selected juror E i
elected, 4

Serving or or Usage {

Challenged Serving Index it

et

1971 - - - I
iy

1972 43.5 28.8 30.74 {
i

1973 47.7 35.8 21.57
\\‘j974 .7 30.6 31.22 :

COMMENT: In June of 1974, a judge was brought from another district to hear a notoriety
case requirins a panel of 175 persons to select a jury. Before the case was heard, the
matter was trunsferred to a different distriectr. Excluding this case from Middle Louisiana's
. Juror utilization figures, the JUI would have been 22.76. This one case had a dispropor-
q Lo tionately large effect on the JUI due to the small amount of jury trial activity within
' this district.

65
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 LOUISIANA WESTERN

Y1 judgeships s

1 6} Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

100% al.4 g 38.6 ¢ 100% 63.2 g 36.8 9 i

A () PAR 8

’ Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 0
Year Selected, % Selicted LJJu;o;
Serving or 0_ 5ag
Challenged Serving index
1971 48.3 4g0.9 26.81
' 1972 35.0 48.7 23.19 '
1973 ug.9 38.4 24..40 ;|
1974 30.6 53.5 16.48 ;
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JURCR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L__21 judgeships

Uy Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

MISSISSIPPI NORTHERN

60,860

k 100% 64.5 9% 35.5 % 100% 72.5 % 27.5 %j
AL.COMPARISG
Juror Utilization
Fiscal 9% Not
Year Sefected, % Selected LJluror
Serving or of sage
Challenged Serving Index
1971 31.6 52.9 25.75
1972 31.5 51.2 26.79
1973 20.6 59.7 21.70
1974 11.8 71.5 12.71

67




JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 MISSISSIPPI SOUTHERN |
) ‘ : o L3 | Judgeships ‘
| 5 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year) ‘
Iy
|
0o
il
Iy
| a
Il
i
i
:
|
\_ 100% 75.0 % 25.0 % 100% 66.7 % 33.3 %
j}
3} i
A () D ALY () "
Juror Utilization il
Fiscal % Not P ;
Year Selected, & Se(l)?cted lﬂl:;o; J
Serving or . &
Challenged Serving Index ;
1971 54.3 37.7 31.58 ; ‘
1972 43 u 45.2 27.05 !
‘& M
1973 n7.1 0.5 30.63
L 28.0 59.2 21.06
nmm?ﬁim«w“%mmmw“wm_‘m‘w . 68
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974

.05 Judgeships

L7y Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TEXAS NORTHERN

137,600

37,400

RIGAL COMPARISON |
® juror Utilization il
Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror 4 .
Year Selected, or Usage 8
Serving or . 8 i
Challenged Serving Index j,
(0
1971 23.7 63.4 19.24 F;l
.
,
1972 26.8 60.3 17 .64 ii‘
1973 18.7 65.5 18.34 }
ik
\\wj974 19.1 63.6 19.26 i
f
COMMENT: 1In fiscal year 1974 this district tried a notoriety case of extended duration in .f

‘ which jury seleetion taok five days and required a mumber of larse jury pancls for the so- e
lection process. When considering the district's JUI, this occurence should be taken into
account as having an adverse effect.

69
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L3 ¢ judgeships

L b Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TEXAS EASTERN

114,100

81.9

N

2 % 108 %

Fiscal
Year

Juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

1.4

71,7

16.63

8.0

76.7

15.43

10.2

75.8

15.65

13.1

72.1

13.42




L8 1 judgeships

JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

6_ Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TEXAS SCUTHERN

211,300

143,800

171 48

562

16l

401

100% 28.1

100%

28.6 %

Fiscal
Year

Juror Utilization

Sf/;; Not % Selected Juror
elected, or Usage

Serving or .

Challenged Serving Index

1971 31.7
1972 25.9
1973 21.7
1974

\_ 18.7

71
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 TEXAS WESTERN

=S Judgeships

171 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

|
|
|
!
|
i
1
|
146,900 101,500 {?
; : |
|
|

R
.
Q
<
N

100% uo.u % | s59.6 7 37.5 % 62.5 %

A ) P-AR () & ,

Juror Utilization
Fiscal TNoT -
!
Year Selected, % Seo?cted ljJ :;o;
Serving or X 8
Challenged Serving index 3
1971 18.9 65.5 15.34
B o 28.0 52.5 17.78
’ {
17 24.9 55.8 17.89 ‘
1974 13.7 69.1 14.20 )

72 |
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

u t judgeships

12___1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

CANAL ZONE

100% - % |100.0 % 100%

- % |1p0.0 %

Juror Utilization

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror
Usage
index

65.5

18.35

38.2

25.33

41.2

29.11

Fiscal % Not
Year Selected,
Serving or
Challenged
1971 25.5
1972 .4
\ 1974 35,2

43.6 !

27 .54

COMMENT: Canal Zone's small number of jury trials in fiscal year 1974%, along with thr fact
that all were criminal jury trials, must be considered when examining this distriet’s util-
ization figures. Both of these factors hinder improved utilization and may partially ac-

count for the relatively high JUIL.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 KENTUCKY EASTERN

1 2% | Judgeships

L7 4 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

22.36
-~y

215,400 | 110,500 20,000 84,900)

123 30 93 357 139 218
( 100% 2u.u % | 756 % 100% 38,9 % | 611 %j |
i
juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or . .
Challenged Serving Index
197 28.8 61.2 ‘
1972 28.7 61.3
1973 Q1.4 48.7
1974 '
\‘ 36.4 51.3

74




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1315 {1 Judgeships

LM | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

KENTUCKY WESTERN

Juror Utilization

Fiscal
Year

Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or Usage
Serving Index

8.5

37.5

W2, 4

41.0 25.38

28.9

54.3 20.88

5.7 20.60

75




'~ JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 MICHIGAN EASTERN

.10 i Judgeships

! L y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

P

s
no
U1

181, 400 ( 303,800 39,000 lBB,GU(J 508

212 68 LUy ou7 289 658
100% 32.1 % 67.9 %o 100% :

30.5 % | 69.5 %/ "

Juror Utilization

Y % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or X
Challenged Serving Index

1971 20.2 71.3

1972 26.5

: 1973
Lo — —4-
\_ 1974
COMMENT: Michigzan Dastern reported the occurrence of a number of notoriety cases, often
with multiple defendants, which gencrally require very large panels for jury selection. A
mrjority of this district's highly publieized trials invelved either narcoties or anti-trust

: matters. The trial of such cases should be taken into account as having an adverse effect
i on utilization data.

33.4

28.8

St

L S :--».

3 76
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 MICHIGAN WESTERN

L 2, Judgeships

i

L | 2 } Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year) i

100% 64.8 % | 35.2 % 100% 59.0 % | m.o %
A s DA e {
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror Bis
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or .- j
Challenged Serving Index :
1971 9.2 80.7 15.03 ‘
1972 13.3 71.3 15.16 ,;
1973 8.3 8.8 13.97 !
1974 4,2 88.8 12,16
77 . i
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

{ 8 } Judgeships

2 1 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

OHIO NORTHERN

262,100

160,400

79

51

318

254

60.8

% 39.2

~
N

55.6 b

13y, 4

J

luror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected
Year Selected, % Seoic ¢ (ﬂl:;o;
Serving or . &
Challenged Serving Index
1971 41.6 52.8
1972 39.}2 54,4 20.04
1973 36.6 55.5
\ 1974 31.0 61.2
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1 5 j Judgeships

! 3 1 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

OHIO SOUTHERN

70 202 108
100% % 100% 54.0 %
A ODMPAR
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not o ected
Year Seiected, AJ Se[i‘:te LJJ':;Oer
Serving or °, g
Challenged Serving Index
1971 198.5 71.3 18.46
1972 21.60 68.1 18.50
1973 22.8 6u.7 19.22
\ 1974 20.8 66.5 18.74
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

L3 1 Judgeships

( 4y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TENNESSEE EASTERN

108,400

149 92 57 249 160 89
o 1 —_— ———— e e 4_1
\_ 100% 1.7 % 38.3 % 100% 6u.3 % | 357

uror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or ; g
Challenged Serving Index
1971 63.1
1972 63.7
1973 61.U
\ 1974 63.3

80




JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

L__Z__J Judgeships

L3 1 Placesof Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TENNESSEE MIDDLE

Fiscal
Year

1972

1973

\ 1974

Juror Utilization

% Not % Setected
Selected, or
Serving or .

Challenged Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

9.9 43.2

30.74

36.4 54,7

24.10

45.1 6.8

23.08

COMMENT: Tennessee Middle experienced a notoriety case in fiscal year 1974 wh
an extra-large panel for the jury sclection process.

33.6 53.4

18.43 3

i

ich required

Such occurrences generally have an

adverse effect on the JUI of a district; nevertheless, Tennessce Middle showed a decline in
its JUI from 1973 to 1974 of well over 4 index points.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

L 3 i Judgeships

: 3 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

TENNESSEE WESTERN

107 41 360 109
\ 100% 38.3 % 100% 30.3 % | 69.7 % )
A 9 DA e
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 9
Year Sefected, % Selected ljJuror
Serving or O.r S46¢
Challenged Serving Index
1971 15.5 73.8 17.39
1972
. 13.2 72.5 16.85
197_3 12.2 71.8 15.86
\ 1974 11.8 71.5 15.79
82
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JURO

R USAGE PROFILE = FY 1974 ILLINOIS NORTHERN

113 ) Judgeships

2 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

252,100

Juror Utilization

o % Not % Selected

Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or X g
Challenged Serving Index

1971 gy 36- Ll‘ 55. 3

1972 32.8 58.3

1973

1974

83




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 ILLINOIS EASTERN

121 Judgeships

t3__1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

Juror Utilization .

Fiscal % Not % Selected juror
Year Selected, Us:

Serving or o_r S48¢

Challenged Serving index
1971 30.2 50.6 19.62
1972 31.3 53.3 19.39

e

1973 25.9 51.2 22.22
1974 32.8 48.3 25.03

COMMENT: This distwrict reported a substantial number of dismissals, settlements and pleas
in the past fiscal year which resulted in a nuwmbor of Jury panels available but often not
utilized. This consideration probably accounts for the relatively large percent of jurors
not selected, serving, or challenzed and the increase in this distriet's JUI.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1 2 j judgeships

{ Y 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

ILLINDIS SOUTHERN

1972

1973

1974

COMMENT: In fiscal year 1974,

Juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or

Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

48.9

45.7

46.8

i, 2

49.6

uo.2

31.7

54.5

this district reported a few cases fitting into the category

of notordiety trials requiring extra-large panels for jury selection. These trials should
be considered when studying this district’s utilization figures as they had a negative in-

fluence on such figures.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

3.1 Judgeships

L4 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

INDIANA NORTHERN

96 185 117
100% % 100% 36.8 % 63.2
A () [2)
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not % Selected j'urou;
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or \ &
Challenged Serving Index
1971
L 30.0 52.0 22.01
1972 25.0 54.4 17.34
1973 - 34.0 49,3 22.89
\‘71974 34,7 45,6 23.53
COMMENT: This district reported a larcge number of settlements, pleas and continuances which

resulted in jury panels available and often not utilized.

notoriety trial necessitating a large jury panel for selection.

86

This district also experienced a
The two factors should be
taken into account as having an adverse effect on the district's usage figures.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 INDIANA SOUTHERN

Lt judgeships

Lty Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

~

100% 39.7

=
o)
&)
L]
wl
s‘\
—
@
=
=N
w
oo
L]
o

% 62.0 %

A @ AR ()

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 9
, Year Selected, % Selected lﬂuror
| Serving or o.r sage
: Challenged Serving Index
1971 20.7 66.9 18.82
1972 17.8 66.6 16.75
1973 21.5 6l.2 15.18
K 1974 22.5 63.1 16.24
:Miw.,..,,«v‘., 8 7




JUROR USAGE PROFILE —~ FY 1974 WISCONSIN EASTERN

3 Judgeships !

L1 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

1 j
|

b |
|

1 1
: l
3 i
|

, |
]

i

|

i

j

,

]

‘

1

|

{

i

|

|

i

|

H

!

1

;

1

X AR

Juror Utilization

Fiscal m St % Not % Selected

Year » Selected, or
: Serving or .

Challenged Serving

97N j ; 20.1 61.6

1972 - ) 20.6 56.9 : |

1573 & ) : 21.4 58.2

19| ¢ 23.6 56.6

88 |
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1 1 t Judgeships

2

! j Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

WISCONSIN WESTERN

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974

A 0 4D 0 7
Juror Utilization
% Not 0
Se?ected, % Secl::cted LJ) g;oé
Serving or . &
Challenged Serving Index
31.1 49.6 23, U0
16.9 63.7 19.u43
28. U u7.1 26.72
8.7 67 .7 12.25
89
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 ARKANSAS EASTERN

\ 2 1 Judgeships

{ t i Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year) :

Juror Utilization

\ [i;ic;' S«:/ret’t%ii % Selected Juror

f Serving or or Usage

‘ Challenged Serving index

1971 18.7 58.3 20.23

| 1972 16.6 59.8 19.99
1973 16.2 62.3 19.69

| " 1974 19.2 55.3 22.17

| 90




JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 ARKANSAS WESTERN

121 judgeships |

T A e

15 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

o\
wa—
[}
(=)
=N
=
~
L]
=
=X

100% 55.9 % | uuy.1 V 52.6 %

AL COMPARISE

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 0
Year Selected, % Secl:cted LJJl:;O;
Serving or ; 8
Challenged Serving Index
197 28.2 52.3 25.64
i 1972 17.8 52.2 25.19
“‘?
i 1973 20,4 60.3 22.33
; \_ 1974 18.7 53.7 25,27

[Xo)
=
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 IOWA NORTHERN

1% .
21 Judgeships

o L.....%.! Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

AR &)
3 7 $i.

: }uo ilizatin o ‘
: Fiscal % Not o
Year Selected, % Selicted lﬂurog
Serving or O, 5ag
Challenged Serving Index
. 19N 38.3 60.5 20.16
1972 18.8 66.1 18.34
1973 10.0 79.3 14,71
o \_ 1974 17.3 65. U 14,84
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L1 Judgeships

JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

3, Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

IOWA SOUTHERN

Fiscal
Year

1971
1972

1973

K 1974

A B ARASO
Juror Utifization
% Not 0
Selected, % Se(l;cted
Serving or .
Challenged Serving
16.2 82.1
19.1 4.6
12.9 70,2
9.5 4.1

. B
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

n

\ i Judgeships

i 4 j Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

MINNESOTA

; 138,300

Fiscal
Year

juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

27.3

59.0

27.9

51.7

18.4

o4.0

27.0

56.9

COMMENT: This district experienced one notoriety trial during fiscal year 1974 in which

Jury selection lasted nearly a month and required a large number of prospective jurors for
selection. This occurrence should be viewed as a factor having an adverse effect or the

district’s .JUI,

g4
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974

L____Lf_s Judgeships

i 3 i Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

1,222

24.7%

MISSOURI EASTERN

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not T
Year Selected, % e‘ljerc ed lJJ L;;O;
Serving or . )
Challenged Serving Index
1971 16 . L. 58 . 7
1972 15.5 60.5
1973 56.1
\_ 1 50.6
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 MISSOUR! WESTERN

LU 3 judgeships

t 5 | Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

143,400

100% 20.5 % 79.5 % 100% 33,3 % 66.7 %

AL COMPARISO

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % No¥ % Selected juror
Year Selec‘cd, U
Serving or Of s8¢
Challenged Serving Index
1971 33.9 46.0 25.87
1972 30.2 47.9 25.25
1973 33.0 45.3 25.51
L 1974 27.1 47.2 24.76

COMMENT: Missouri Western has a practice of having each new term pancl of jurors report for
a "general charging” of the entire panel. This results in overly large panels reporting to
court only te be "charged” and not actually util.zed for the selection of juries that same
day. 7This practice has a havmful effect on the district’s Juror Usage Index.
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

L 31 Judgeships

{ 3§ Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

NEBRASKA

$ 115,200

100% 59,

%

40.3

’
70

38.1 %

Fiscal
Year

Juror Utilization

% Not

%’ Sefected
Sefected, eoerc
Serving or ;
Challenged Serving

juror
Usage
Index

31.3

54.0

27.5

56.8

31.2

50.2

28.8

53.8
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE -~ FY 1974

L____2___: Judgeships

L.
1 , i Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

NORTH DAKOTA

Juror Utilization

% Selected
or
Serving

69,7

61.7

23.57

66.0

18.87

Fiscal % Not

Year Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

1971

1972 15.5

1973 14.2

\ 1974 9.0

74.5

16.88
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

l__%_...l Judgeships

t H i Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

SOUTH DAKOTA

Fiscal
Year

1972

1973

1974

43 e A rS 9
Juror Utilization
% Not p

Selected, % Secl):Cted
Serving or !
Challenged Serving
35.5 u7.3
28.6 50.8

33.8 46.8
28.4 46 .3

99




SIAWAN

<
Z
<
=
g
Q.

CALIFORNIA

SUUTI

-
[

AR

i Sy i o

ity

"we..

wV.




i

oorD

Rt R e

iy

SR R T .. ...



}

P

JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974

L2 Judgeships

L2 1 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

~ ALASKA

25.0 % 75.0 % 100%

27.1

%

72.9

Juror

Utilization

Fiscal T Not -
Year Selected, % Se(l::cted gj Ls,;og
Serving or ; g
Challenged Serving Index
1971 21.0 69. 1
1972 20y 58.6
1973 19.2 66.6
\__ 1974 43,7 51.1

100




= Judgeships

JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974

1 3§ Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

ARIZONA

167,400

127 120 302 34 268
: 100% 5.5 % gu.5 “% 100% 11.3 % 88.7 %L)
A : () » A [ () ;
Juror Utilization
f Fiscal % Not o
Year Selectod, % Secljicted L}JLSI;O;’
Serving or , g
Challenged Serving Index
1971 28.1 50.6 2442
o 1972 u6.9 23.85
i 1973 u7.5 21.52
: 1974 50.5 23.81
COMMENT: The JUI in this district reflects a practice of having separate empanellment days

affeet the distriect's JUIL.

for each group of jurors at the start of their term.
lized for jury selection on these days, it sometimes occurs that the entire new panel is
only empanclled on that day without further utilization.

Although the jurors are often uti-

This practice appears to adversely




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974  CALIFORNIA NORTHERN

L1y Judgeships

) 2 § Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

1,184

11.8%

232,300 } 157,000

38 63 619 262 357

37.6 % 62.4 % 100% 43.2 % 57.7 %J

31 A 0 DA )

] Juror Utilization
Fiscal [ pmee Chinadl % Not % Selected
Year ¢ ' . *‘ {1 Selected, , % e(l;cte ijt;;oer : 5l
T Serving or ) 8 "
Fek Challenged Serving Index
1971 e | 20.0 66.9 17.57
1972 wraan TS 22.0 64.5 18.78
1973 ey e G 23.8 64.6 18.07
1974 el s g 20.5 67.6 16.15

COMMENT: This district reported a nunber of highly publicized trials in the past fiscal
year which necessitated extra-large jury panels for selection of the jury. Although this
type of trial generally has an adverse effect on the district's JUI, California Northern
was able to reduce it's JUI by nearly 2 index points from 1973 toc 1974,
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 CALIFORNIA EASTERN

\
\
|
(

.3 1 Judgeships

24 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

118,800 69,400 14,700 | 34,700

100% 18.6 % 100% 28.8 % 71.2 %

(0]
;._I
*

£
BN

AL COMPARISO

; Juror Utilization
' Fiscal % N -
‘ Year Selected, % Selicted l}Juror |
“ ; Serving or o sage i
Challenged Serving Index
: 197 21.8 66.7 18.66
| % 1972 23,2 66.8 15.27
: 1973 32.2 57.0 20.79
\ 1974 29,2 58.4 18.86
: "%ﬁ:‘mwwmn_ 103
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 CALIFORNIA CENTRAL

116 1 judgeships

L_}._l Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

301,100 | 44,400

- Juror Utilization

| ; Fiscal % Not 9 ;

. Year Selected, % Selected lﬂuror

3’ Serving or or sage

) Challenged Serving Index
1971 23.2 68.9 18.85

24,3 66.3

3 1972

27.7 63.2

1973

30.0 61.0

1974

COMMENT: California Central calls jurors in at the start of their term of service for a
separate empanellment day. In this’ district, this results in hundreds of jurors being pre-
sent for empanellment, often with only a part of them being utilized that day in jury se-
lection. This practice has a harmful effect on the district's Juror Usage Index.

1o4 :
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

Lo Judgeships

1Ly Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

CALIFORNIA SOUTHERN

208,800

104,600

45,100 59,100

%

7.2 % 92.8 ‘Vj

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974
N\

COMMENT: California Southern conducts separate empanellment days at the beginning of the

term of service of a new jury panel.

Juror Utilization

% Selected

Sefected, or
Serving or .
Challenged Serving

Juror
Usage
Index

34.3 49.0

25.50

33.0 46.8

26.98

35.0 43.0

27 .24

28.3 50.1

24,540

Although some of the hundreds of jurors reporting for
empanellment are utilized further that day, the major part of these large panels often can-
not be utilized for jurv selection or service that day.
on the district’s utilization figures.

105

This practice has a negative effect

A




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

(21 Judgeships

11y Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

1,030

54,4 %

HAWAL

100% % 83.3 % 100% 22.1 % 77.9 %
AL:COMPARISO

Trials Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not 9 i
Year : Selected, % Selected lJjuror

2 Serving or or 5age

i Challenged Serving Index
1971 s 3.6 55.9 21.55
R A
1972 : 2 19.1 57.6 15.98
1973 ‘ 37.6 48.2 22.29 SR
1974 Sias 35.2 S4. 4 22.01 m
COMMENT: In fiscal year 1974, Hawaii experienced a highly publicized case in which jury se-

lection took four days and required large panels of prospective jurors.
should be kept in mind when examining the district's utilization figures as it appears to
have adversely affected the JUI.

106

This occurrence




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L2 ) Judgeships

LUy Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

23 17 G 85 64 21
100% 73.9 % 26.1 % 100% 75.3 % 2y.7 %
7 . A s L' AL °
Juror Utilization

Fiscal % Not 0
Year Selected, % Se(l;cted LJJL;;O;

Serving or X B

Challenged Serving Index
1971 23.1 61.3 20.95
1972 17.1 71.7 17.12
1973 26.3 61.1 20.65
1974 y

\ 17.7 70.9 16.05
107




JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 MONTANA

i L_%___I judgeships

{ 5§ Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

8
100% 61.9 o 38.1

N
w—
o
o
=

~J
=
wn
x
n
u
wn
RN

Al COMPARISO

‘ Juror Utilization

F\i,sezl Szef:t%fj % Selected Juror

Serving o,r or Usage

Challenged Serving Index
1971 19.5 66.5 19.22
) 1972 21.4 61.1 17.88
1973 16.8 66.7 18.52
1974 30.9 50.0 17.45

N\
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JUROCR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 » NEVADA

! L_2_1 Judgeships

: , : : { 2_§ Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

100% 23. % 77.

o |~
N
—t
<
o
xR
n
w
»
U
xR
~
ol
-
Ut

\

A COMPARISO] . e ; ;

Juror Utilization

Ve sohaws, | FS | e

Cﬁ;‘,’,’gfg‘;g Serving index

1971 53.1 25.8 50.13
- 1972 25.9 54,2 23.62

1973 23.1 58.5 21.87

1974 19.1 58.1 20.28

109
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{ 4 i Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

1 3 | Judgeships

JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

OREGON

: 83 51 32 183 112 71
100% Bt g 38.6 4 100% 61.2 % 38.8 %
: GA OMPARISA
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not %
Year Selected, & Se(l)ected lJJLS‘;Oé
Serving or r g
Challenged Serving Index
1973 35.0 H8.6 22.33
1972 34.1 52.1 16.31
1973 28.0 56.7 14.56
1 1974 20,3 56.3 16.05
110
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

1
n__l_/a_s Judgeships

WASHINGTON EASTERN

{ 3 i Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

T Total .
Available .

16,400

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974
-

l-‘ 9 A . a
Juror Utilization
"% Not >
Selected, % Sec':Cted
Serving or :
Challenged Serving
15.5 67.6
12.0 63.9
15.5 58.6
17.1 60.7
111
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 WASHINGTON WESTERN

1_3_31/_1 Judgeships

Perss oy,
omtt i s et
et

L3 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year}

53.7 %

49,000

30.3

%

25.6

%

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not o :
Year Selected, % Sei:c ed Usage
Serving or . §
Challenged Serving Index
1971 29.3 59.0 21,74
1972 17.7
1973 29.0
1974 26.0
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 GUAM

1
1 judgeships

1
1 ) Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

%

Juror Utilization
Fiscal 9% Not
Year Selected, lﬂl:;m
Serving or &8¢
Challenged Index
1971 52.7 39,55
1972 39.9 26.22
1973 4.3 25.U6
L 1974 33.2 20.07
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

LY 3 Judgeships

3

i j Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

e

Challenged ™ "Sévrv_i.ng:
_Challeng

COLORADO

130,200

22,000

l 100% 31.3 % { 68.7 % 100% 37.6 %
A OMPARISO
Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not o
Year Selected, % Se(l;md LJJLS’::
Serving or . 5
Challenged Serving Index
1971 18.6 66.6 14,83
1972 14.6 65.9 14.06
1973 9.7 71.0 13.38
1974 1.9 68.2 14.63
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L4 1 Judgeships

4

{ 1 Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

KANSAS

157,300

106,200

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

K 1974

Juror Utilization

% Not % Selected
Selected, % e-oi ¢
Serving or .
Challenged Serving

16.9

68.9

15.5

67 .4

22.2

62.8

16.5

67.5

115
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974 NEW MEXICO

L3 i Judgeships

. U4 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

110,200

Al GCOMPARISG

Juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not p
Year Selected, % Selected juror
. or Usage

Serving or .

Chailenged Serving index
197 19.5 63.1 20.85
1972 19.5 59.6 19.29
1973 25.7 53.4 20.14
1974 18.2 bu.7 15.93
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

2/3_1 Judgeships

3L | Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

OKLAHOMA NORTHERN

3,500

13,100

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974

s ) 9 AR 9 ‘
juror Utilization
% Not 0
Selected, % Selected Lj)uror
Serving or or sage
Challenged Serving Index
39.7 47.5 25.19
26.1 60.2 20.31
25.7 57.8 21.05
52.3 33.7 27.92
117
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE - FY 1974 OKLAHOMA EASTERN

1 ngg.l judgeships

: [____l__j Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

R
Avatlable \
987

Juror Utilization

oy % Not % Selected Juror

Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or ; g
Challenged Serving index

yz2.2 46.1

42.0 48.5

39.8 48.2

39.8 47.0
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

2 I_gé Judgeships

1_____,:5 Places of Holding Court {with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

664

11.3%
|

20.9 %

OKLAHOMA WESTERN

4 /0 135 ]
100% 42.0 g 58.0 % 100% 34,1 % 65.9 %
Al COMPARISOR '
juror Utilization
Fiscal % Not
Year Selected 7 Selected Juror
y or Usage
Serving or . &
Challenged Serving Index
1971 26.3 56.1 21.73
1972 16.8 65.1 18.29
1973 26.7 57.3 21.66
\ 1974 20.9 67.9 15.53
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

L2 g Judgeships

| 2 j Places of Holding Court {with jury triaf activity during this fiscal year)

UTAH

%

Fiscal
Year

1971

1972

1973

1974

juror Utilization

% Not
Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
or
Serving

27.9

53.0

20.9

61.0

25.0

51.9

27.6

61.3
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE — FY 1974

t_L 4 Judgeships

2y Places of Holding Court (with jury triaf activity during this fiscal year)

WYOMING

Fiscal
Year

Selected,
Serving or
Challenged

% Selected
.or Usage
Serving Index

15.2

72.4

21.6

65.4

10.2

77 .2

15.6

73,9
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JUROR USAGE PROFILE ~ FY 1974 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

115y judgeships

Ly Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

277,500 | 152,100

Juror Utilization

+iscal 9% Not o

Selected
Year Sefected, % orc ¢
Serving or .
Chalfenged Serving

1971 31.2 56.7

1972 30.7 52.1

1973 27.2 57.5

\_ 1974 - ' 31.4 54.8

COMMENT: The Distriet of Columbia experienced nine notoriety trials in fiscal year 1974
requiring extra large Jjuror panels due to the large number of excuses and challenges by

the court expected in this type of trial. 2,470 jurors were required For these rine trials.
If this figure is excluded from the total available for the vear, an estimated JUI of

15.61 would have been obtaincd.
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APPENDIX A ¢

s s

List of U. 8. District Courts That Have Adopted Rules
Reducing the Size of Civil Juries as of Qctober 1971

District of Columbia (April 16, 1971)%

"In all civil cases tried in this Court the jury shall consist of six (6) members,
except in cases of eminent domain." (Effective June 1, 1571)

FIRST CIRCUIT
Maine (November 29, 1971)
". . . In all civil jury cases the jury sﬂall consist of six (6) members.™
Massachusetts (October 8, 1971)
"In all civil jury cases, the Jury shall consist of six membars.
This rule shall become effective November 1, 1971.¢
New Hampshire (July 27, 1971)

"(a) Number of Jurors and Initial Selection

(1) In all civil jury cases, the jury shall consist of six members and
the clerk shall select by lot the names of six persons to be drawn
initially.

{2) In all criminal jury cases, the Jury shall consist of twelve members
and the clerk shall select by lot the names of twelve persons to be
drawn initially." (Effective September 1, 1971)

Rhode Islend (Filed September 20, 1971)

: "(a) Six-man juries. In all civil jury cases, the jury shall consist of six
¢ members. The jury in a criminal case shall consist of twelve members,
except as provided in Rule 23(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.®
(Effective September 27, 1971

g e

Puerto Rico (January 19, 1972)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members."

SECOND CIRCUIT

Connecticut (October 17, 1972)

"Number of Jurcrs. The jury shall comsist of six members in the trial of all
civil cases." (Effective October 1, 1972)

I

New York, Northern (July 3, 1973)

"In all Civil Jury Cases in this District Court, the jury shall consists of
six (6) members. The challenges permitted shall remain as provided in 28
U.8,C. 1870 and Rule 47(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.™
(Effective August 31, 1973)

Mew York, Eastern (July 3, 1973)

"A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons.” (Effect-
tive August 1, 1973) - :

New York, Southern (July 24, 1973)

"A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons.” (Effec-
tive August 1, 1973)

*Date of Court Order, if known.

123 |




Vermont (October 17, 1972)

"Tn all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six members. In pro-
tracted litigation an additional juror, or jurors, may be selected who will
participate in the deliberations and verdict.” (Effective July 1, 1973)

THIRD CIRCUIT

Delaware

"In all civil jury cases, the jury shall consist of six members except that
the parties may stipulate that the jury in any such case shall consist of
any number less than six. (Effective 1-1-73, applicable to all civil trials
commencing on or after that date, without regard to the date upon which the
action was filed).”

New Jersey (May 28, 1971)

"In all civil jury actions, except as may be otherwise expressly required
by law, the jury shall consist of six members." (Effective September 1,

1971)

Pemnsylvania, Eastern (@April 13, 1971)

"(a) Except as provided in (b), juries in civil cases shall consist, initially,
of eight (8) members. ‘*Trials in such cases shall continue so long as at
least six (6) jurors remain in service. If the number of jurors falls below
six (6), a mistrial shall be declared upon prompt application therefor by

any party then on the record. (b)) Trial by a jury consisting of twelve (12)
members may be had if written demand therefor (with notice to all parties) is
filed with the court not less than thirty (30) and not more than sixty (60)
days following service of the last pleading directed to the issue triable of
right by the jury. () This rule shall become effective on May 1, 1971.

All civil jury cases pending on this court on the effective date hereof shall
be tried in accordance with sub-division (a) unless demand for trial by jury
consisting of twelve (12) members is made within fifteen (15) days following
the effective date of this rule." (Effective May 1, 1971)

Pennsylvania, Middle (July 6, 1973)

W(a) Juries in civil cases shall consist, initially, of at least eight (8)
members. Trials in such cases shall continue so long as at least six(6) .
jurors remain in service. If the number of jurors falls below six (6), a
mistrial shall be declared upon prompt application therefor by any party
then on the record.” (Effective July 6, 1973)

Pennsylvania, Western (May 27, 1971)

"Tn all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six members, This Rule
shall be applicable to all civil actions tried in this DMstrict on or after
September 1, 1971." (Effective September 1, 1971) :

Virgin Islands (Febrary 16, 1573)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members." (Effective
March 1, 1973)

FOURTH CIRCUIT

Maryland (June 10, 1971)

*Tn civil cases in which trial by jury has been demanded pursuant to F.R.C.P.
38, the jury shall consist of six jurors, plus such number of altemmate
jurors, as the court may deem necessary. This rule shall apply to all cases
tried on or after the date of this order, effective August 20, 1773."

North Carolina, Middle (October 14, 1371}

#(a) Number of Jurors in Civil Jury Cases. In all civil jury cases the jury
shall consist of six (6) members." (Effective January 1, 1972)
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North Carolina, Western (January 1974)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shull consist of six (6) members.’
(Effective January 1, 197W)

South Carolina (December 29, 1972)

”O?dered that, in all civil jury cases tried on or after January 1, 1973 in
this Court, the jury shall consist of six (6) members." N

Virginia, Eastern (May 22, 1972)

"ﬁhiljury inhagy civil case shall consist of six. The number of peremptory
challenges shall be as provided by law (28 U.S.C,, §1870)." Effecti
July 1, 1972) ( S1870) (BFfective

West Vivginia, Northern

(e} Im civil actions in which trial by jury has been demanded pursuant to
Rule 38, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the jury shall consist ofF six
jurors, plus such number of alternate jurors as the Court may determine
necessary."

West Virginia, Southern (February 15, 1974)

"In civil actions in which trial by jury has been demanded pursuant to Rule
38, Federal Rules of Civil Proeedure, the jury shall consist of six jurors,
plus such number of altermate jurors as the Court may determine necessary."
(Effective July 1, 1973, amended February 15, 1874)

LIFTH CIRCUIT

Alabama, Northerm (May 10, 1872)

"Effective July 1, 1972, in all civil jury cases, the juryAshall consist of
six members."

Alabama, Middle (July 12, 1971)

"In all eivil juwy cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members.m
(Effective August 15, 1971)

Alabama, Southern (August 25, 1971)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members,”

Florida, Northern (fune 29, 1972)

"A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons plus such
altermate jurors as may be impaneled.”

Florida, Middle (June 27, 1972)

"Rule 11A. A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons
plus such alternate jurors as may be impaneled." (Effective July 17, 1972)

Florida, Southern (February 8, 1971)

".h. . all civil jury cases, jurisdiction for which is based upon 28 U.S.C.
§1332, 45 U.5.C. §51, and U6 U, S,C. §688, shall be tried to a jury which
shall consist of six members.” (Effective March 1, 1971)

Georgia, Northern

"ALL civil actions.shall be tried to a jury of six members and challenges
shall be in accordance with Title 28 U,5.C. §1870.%

Louisiana, Eastern (April 20, 1971)

"In all civil jury cases, the jury shall consist of six (6) members."
(Effective May 1, 1971)
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Louisiana, Middle

+

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members.”
(Effective April 16, 1972)

Louisiana, Western (April 9, 1971)

"In all civil jury cases, jurisdiction for which is based on 28 U.5.C. §1332,
u5s U.8.C. 851, and U6 U.S5.C. S688, the jury shall consist of six members,
with three peremptory challenges allowed to each opposing party. One alter-
nate juror, in lengthy cases, will be empanelled, with one peremptory
challenge allowed to each of the opposing parties." (Effective April 15,
1971)

‘ ¢
Mississippi, Northern (September 27, 1872)

"The District Judges for the United States District Court for the Northemn
District of Mississippi do hereby adopt a local rule of court to provide

that in all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six members, with

three peremptory challenges allowed to each opposing party. In its discretion
the court may impanel two alternate jurors, with one peremptory challenge
allowed each of the opposing parties.” (Effective January 1, 1973)

Texas, Eastern (December 3, 1973)

"... in all civil jury cases, except as may be otherwise requived by law, the

jury shall consist of six members; however, it shall be optional with the Presiding
Judge to require a twelve-member civil jury trial rather than six members.”
(Effective January 1, 1974}

Texas, Southern (July 27, 1973)

"A jury For the trial of civil cases shall consist of six (6) persons, plus
such alternate jurors as may be impaneled." (Effective July 30, 1973)

Texas, Western (May 1, 1971)

"In all eivil jury cases, except as may be otherwise expressly required by
law or controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members."”
(Effective July 1, 1971) (As amended July 1, 1971}

SIXTH CIRCUIT

Kentucky, Westemn {(April 24, 1872)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members,”
(Effective May 1, 1972)

Michigan, Western (July 17, 1974)

A qury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons plus such .
alternate jurors as may be impanelled,"

Ohio, Northern (March 2W, 1972)

“"In all ecivil trials, juries shall consist of six members."

Tennessee, Bastern (October 13, 1971)

"Tn all civil jury cases except as may be otherwise expressly required by
law, the jury shall consist of not less than six (6) members."

Tennessee, Middle (March 23, 1972)

"It is therefore ORDERED that from and after May 1, 1972, in all civil jury
cases the jury shall consist of six persons, excluding altermates.”
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Tennessee, Western Mdarch 9, 1972)

"It is thervefore ORDERED that from and after April 1, 1972, in all civil

jury cases the jury shall consist of six ersons, excluding alternates.m
(April 1, 1972) P ¢ ares:

SLVENTH CIRCUIT

Illinois, Northern (May 18, 1971)

"In all jury cases, except as may be otherwise expressly require by law or

controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members.™ (Effective
September 13, 1971)

Illinois, Eastern (December 10, 1970)

In all civil jury csses the jury shall consist of six members,” (Effec-
tive September 1, 1971)

Tllinois, Southern (January 21, 1971)

"In all jury cases[civil], except as may be otherwise expressly required by
law or controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members.” (Effective
May 1, 1971)

Indiana, Northern (March 10, 1971)

"In all civil jury cases, jurisdiction for which is based on 28 U.S.C
§1332 (diversity of citizenship and amount in controversy), 45 U.S.C. §51
(Federal Employers’ Liability Act), 46 U.5.C. §688 (Jones Act), and cases
involving condemnation of real and personal property under the power of
eminent domain under the laws of the United States, the jury shall consist
of six (6) jurors.” (Effective May 1, 1971)

Indiana, Southern (February 26, 1971)

"In all civil jury cases, jurisdiction for which is based on 28 U.S.C.
§1332 (diversity of citizenship and amount in controversy), 45 U.5.C. S51
(Federal Employers' Liability Act), 46 U.S.C. §688 (Jones Act), and cases
involving condemnation of real and personal property under the power of
eminent domain under the laws of the United States, the jury shall consist
of six (6) jurors." (Effective May 1, 1971}

Wisconsin, Eastern (July 26, 1971)

"In all jury cases except as may be otherwise expressly requirved by law ar
controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members." (Effective
September 1, 1971)

Wisconsin, Western (August 28, 1973)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six members, plus
such alternate jurors as may be impaneled,”

EIGHTH CIRCUIT

Towa, Northern

"To better serve the interests of judicial economy and to avoid the calling
of alternates in all civil jury cases the parties shall be bound by the
verdict of not less than six jurors." (Effective November 30, 1971)

fowa, Southern (July 28, 1972)

"Civil cases shall be tried to a jury of six, except in those situations in
which it would ordinarily be advisable to select alternates. In such
situacions an additional juror or jurors may be selected who will par-
ticipate in the deliberations and verdict., Unless the parties stipulate
otherwise, no verdict may be returned by a jury composed of less than

six members. In the abscence of a stipulation pursuant to Rule 48, Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, the jury’'s verdict shall be unanimous.”

127




Minnesota (November 12, 1970)

"Tn all civil jury cases, the jury shall consist of 6 members.”

: Missouri, Eastern (July 30, 1973)

"(g) (1) A jury for :he trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons, plus
such alternate jurors as may be impaneled.”

Missouri, Western (July 1, 1972)

"Unless otherwise specially ordered by the court in a designa?ed civil

action or consolidated actions, the juries snall consist of six members

in all civil cases, including but not limitel to complex cases.™
Nebraska (January 17, 1972)

"In all civil jury cases the juries shall consist of six members.™ .
(Effective March 1, 1972)

South Dakota

“In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six persons."'(Effective
July 30, 1973)

NINTH CIRCUIT

Alaska (October 1, 1973)

(A} In all eivil cases ihe jury shall consist of six (6) members." (Effective
October 1, 1973)

Arizona (October 1, 1971)
"Tn all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members.”

California, Northern (November 18, 1971)

"In all civil cases the jury shall consist of six membecrs unless expressly
otherwise provided in a Final Pre-Trial Order.” (Effective December 6, 1971)

, California, Fastern (October 22, 1971)

"In all cases in which a jury is demanded in civil cases, trial'of a cause
shall be before a jury consisting ot six* (6) members."” (Effective November
5, 1971) .

California, Central (March 8, 1971)

"In all cases in which a jury is demanded in civil cases, trial of thg
cause shall be before a jury consisting of six (6) members." (Effective
March 15, 1971)

California, Southern (March 19, 1971)

In all cases in which a jury is demanded in civil cases, trial of t@e
cause shall be before a jury consisting of six (6) jurors." (Effective
April 15, 1971)

Hawaii (March 31, 1971)

"In alk civil jury cases for which jurisdiction is based on 28 U.S.C.,
Section 1332, U5 United States Code, Section 51, and 46 United Statgs

Code, Section 688, the jury shall consist of six members." (Effective
April 12, 1971)
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Montana (Filed July 14, 1971)

"(d) Jury Trials

(1) A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six persons
plus such alternate jurors as may be impaneled.”

Nevada

"A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six (6) persons,
plus such alternates as may be impaneled.” (Effective November 15, 1973)

Oregon {June 7, 1971)

"(a) 1In all eivil cases tried in this court to a jury the number of jurors
shall be six unless otherwise ordered by the court.
(b} This provision shall not alter the number of challenges available to

a party under 28 U.S.C. Sec. 1870 or Rule 49 (b) Fed. Rules Civ. Proc."
(Effective July 1, 1971)

Washington, Eastern (June 15, 1972)

"A jury for the trial of all civil cases shall consist of six jurors plus
such alternate jurors as may be impaneled.™ (Effective July 1, 1972)

Washington, Western (May 22, 1972)

"A jury for the trial of civil cases shall consist of six jurors plus such
alternate jurors that may be impaneled.” (Effectdve July 1, 1972)

Guam
“In all cases in which a jury is demanded in civil cases, trial of the

cause shall be before a jury consisting of six (6) members, unless
otherwise ordered by the Court." (Effective September 1, 1973)

TENYH CIRCUIT

Colorade (April 21, 1971)

-

"In all civil jury cases] except as may be otherwise expressly required
by law or controlling rule, the Jury shall consist of six membeps.”
(Effective June 1, 1971)

Kansas (March 11, 1971)

In all civil jury cases, except as may be otherwise expressly required
by law or controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members,
(Effective Juns 1, 1971)

New Mexico (February 19, 1971)

"In all ecivil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members.’
(Effective May 1, 1971)

Oklahoma, Northern (August 7, 1973)

"In all civil jury cases the jury shall cousist of six (6) members. The
challenges permitted shall remain as provided in 28 U.S.C. 1870 and Rule
47 (b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Proeedure.” (Entered August 7, 1973)

Oklahoma, Eastern (April 1U, 1972)

"(3) In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members.
The challenges permitted shall remain as provided in 28 U.S.C. 1870 and
Rule 47 (1) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure." (Effective July 1,
1972)
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Oklahoma, Western

"(c) In all civil jury cases the jury shall consist of six (6) members,
The challenges permitted shall remain as provided in 28 U,S.C. 1870 and
Rule 47 (b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure." [Added, effective

8-1-73.)
Wyoming (February 25, 1971) ammended (August 21, 1972)

"In all civil jﬁry cases, except as may be otherwise expressly required by
law or controlling rule, the jury shall consist of six members.”" (Effective

September 1, 1972}

Districts Using Less Than Twelve Member Civil Juries by Stipulation of Parties
(Rule 48, Fed.R.Civ.P.)

virginia, Western (For a period of approximately two years.)

Utah (As of Mawch 23, 1971.)
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LL‘L_Q_Q_J Judgeships

L?.l_ZJ Places of Holding Court (with jury trial activity during this fiscal year)

315,419 143,057

58.3%

26.5%

13,704,000 7,989,400

2,083,000 [3,631,600

8,416 3,569 4,847 28,274 11,8u8 16,426

\_ 100% we.u % | 57,6 %[  100% 41,9 % sg.1 % )

Fiscal % Not 9% Selected Juror
Year Selected, or Usage
Serving or .
Challenged Serving Index
1971 54,2
1972 55.5
1973 56.5
\ 1974 58.3
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