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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The jury system, despite its integral position in 

American jurisprudence, represents major constraints upon 

efficient judicial administration. Large numbers of citizens 

must be identified, selected, and screened. Those qualified, 

ready, willing and able must be called, assembled, utilized 

and managed to serve the needs of the court. ~ld this must be 

accomplished without the waste of judicial and private 

resources. 

In 1976 the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice embarked on a mission to improve jury s~rstem 

operations in state and local courts throughout the nation. 

The Jury Utilization and Management Demonstration Program, 

initiated in the Fall of 1976 and completed in the Spring of 

1979, sought to demonstrate the effectiveness of modern jury 

utilization and management techniques in eighteen courts. The 

overall objective of the eighteen participating courts was 

to develop a defensible, improved jury system that would be 

responsive to the court and the judicial system with minimum 

cost and burden to the community. The courts attempted to 

demonstrate specific improvements in jury utilization and 

management in several critical areas, including juror selection 

and service, jury representativeness, sta'/::utes and court rules. 

Reducing the number of persons summoned for jury duty, 

as well as using those summoned most efficiently were key 
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elements in the Demonstration Program. In addition, the program 

sought to establish a "community of court,s" in which ideas 1\', 

and solutions to common problems 'i.,~re exchanged among the 

courts, and which- serves to encourage the best possible 

jury system in each of the courts. 

Concurreni:ly with the initiation of the Demonstration 

Program, the National Institute for Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice commissioned Creighton University's Institute 

for Busj,l1ess, Law, and Social Research to conduct an evaluation 

of the Demonstration Program. The first half of the evaluation 

was conducted by the Creighton Institute and qompleted in 

the Summer'of 1977; the second half was conducted' and completed 

by the National Center for State Courts in August 1979. 

Evaluation Method 

The evaluation design incorporates both summative 

(i.e., outcome, impact) and formative (i.e., process) evaluation 

components. The figure on the following page summarizes the 

,evaluation method. Measures used in the evaluation include 

the number and nature of actual changes made by the courts, 

source list coverage, selection process yield, juror utiliza

tion efficiency, juror attitudes, perceptions of court personnel, 

costs and statute utility. 

Ten of the eighteen demonstration courts were selected for 

the evaluation. Jury system operations in these ten courts were 

iii 



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

Schamaeic ~pra.aneae~on ot tha 
:lae1onal t"aluauon ot eha Jury l4anaqu",nl: and Utili:r:ation Pl."oqr&lll 

Cour~ in 18 Citie. Participatinq in A 
TWo-~aar L&AA Jury Utilization and ~naq~nt 
Damonauauon ProJace 

Ha", Yorle (NY) 
lladi.on (Whc.) 
Wheaton (Ill.) 
Baton 1\ouqa (LA.) 
D .. Helin .. (Ia.) 
Rapid. City (S.D.) 
Boi.a (Idaho) 

, £~ri!!ge_(l1!s.!.. L _ r Santord (Conn.) I 
INa", 8runaviclc (N.J.) I 

HIlda (h.) 
I Lcllhvil1e (lty.) I 
I Aleron (Ohio) I 
I Dallas (:t'x.) 

Clayton (Me.) 
I Salt Lake Ci ty 
I Pboenix IAz.) 

,,!,,~~ 'f.!·!.. 
r-:.monatrat1OD CourtS " 

in 10 Ciu .. 

(cuM 
I 
I 

l-waar';U;Y -(Conn;)'" 
I Elizabath (N.J.) I 

Horriatown (1'&.) I 
Lex.inqton (Xy .l 
Dayton (Obio) 
lore Horeb (h.) 
St. Louh (Mo.) 
PraV'O (Ob.h) 

I 'rucsan (Az.) 

I_:y~~t:.. ~a~b:2 _ ..! 

20 Ccu~ PA~~icipatinq 
in the Nal:ional EVA1Wltiofi of tha 

Jury Otilization and MAnaqemane Demonstration Prajact _"-r_ 

Evaluaeion Ouestion. 
a What is tha nAtw:-;-lina exeene ot t.ha modHicationil 

in jury syatau oplllrAI:,iQ,ns in 'tha pareicipaunq c:ourts? 

a Baa increased aquity in tha sebetion ai! jurors l:,alL!l, ac.'l.iavcd? 

a Is thare increa:ad citi:~ pa~cipation in jury .arvice 
and court ",oxle? 

a Have jury syseam oparations become IDOra ofticiu.1: tor 
tha court and tho cOllllllunity? 

a Haa tha public attituda eoward tha 1u.ry sy.tee :improvad7 

-'\ 
-" 

Measures Obe.rvatiana 

o Procedural. and St=c-
tural Modifications 

a January 1571 (°1) 

o Juror Usaq .. 
a Source ~St c~verA~e a Septmnber 1977 (°21 
0 Salecti.:n yield 
0 Efficiency 
0 tconccy o Hovember 1978 (°3) 
o Juror Attituda 
o Court Paraonnal 

Parc:apdQt\ o liay 1979 (04) 

I I 

Conclusiona 

o Equity 
o Eccnotny 
a S.a cl.. tnc:uon 
o Justice 
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assessed and compared to thos'ein ten "comparison" courts 

not participating in the Demon"stration' Program. 

'rhe evaluation design provided for observation and data 

collection in each of the demonstration and comparison courts 

at ,tour critical points: (1) before the initiation" of the 

Demonstration Program; (2) at an interim point nine to ten 

months into the program~ (3) immediately prior to the formal 

termination of the program; a~d (4) approximately six months 

aft.er termination of the program. 

Results and Conclusions 

Conclusions about the impact of the Demonstration Program 

are focused on the actual modifications of j1:lry operations 

accomplished by 'the demonstration courts I and the achievement 

of the goals of equity in the juror selection process, efficiency 

and economy, the attitude of the citizenry toward jury service, 

and the perceptions of court personnel. Summarized below are 

the conclusions drawn from the evaluation focused in these 

areas. 

It is difficult to guarantee that the intended or desired 

program elements are the actual elements implemented in a 

program. Also, the assumption" that program goals and 

objectives have been successfully translated into activities 

and procedures may be misleading. Were actual changes in 

jury operations, irrespective of consequence, demonstrated? 

v 
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o The goals of change in jury system operations 
are overlapping, and often conflicting. 

o The feasibility of modifications in aspects of 
juror selection, screening, utilizatio\1 and 
management of jurors, as well as the experience 
of jury service for the juror has been 
demonstrated. 

o Demonstration courts initiated approximately 
three times the nun~er of modifications that 
comparison courts did in the areas of 
selection, screening, utilization and manage
ment of jurors, and jury service. 

o That modifications in these areas of jury 
system operations could be or would be 
generally or uniformly applicable to other 
systems has not been demonstrated. 

One of the general goals of the Demonstration Program 

is enhancement of equity in the jury selection process. 

Equity refers to both the degree to which the selection 

process results in jury panels that adequately represent 

the eligible population and the degree to which the selection 

process fairly distributes the obligation of jury service 

among the eligible population. Equ~ty in the jury selection 

process depends upon the source lists, selection methods, 

and screening procedures that are used. 

o Computerization of the selection process 
and statutory amendments comprised the 
most important and numerous changes affect
ing equity in the selection process. In 
these respects, the demonstration courts 
were substantially more successful than the 
comparison courts. Five of the ten demon
stration courts and two of the ten comparison 
courts computerized their selection processes 
either fully or in part. Of the five courts 
that fully computerized their selection pro
cesses, four were demonstration courts and 
only one was a comparison court. 
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C) Personnel in three demonstration courts 
drafted and secured the enactment of leg
islation designed to enhance equity in the 
jury selection process. The drafting and 
passage of Utah's new, comprehensive Jury 
Selection and Service Act is potentially 
the single most pervasive reform that was 
precipitated by the Demonstration Program. 

o Only one demonstration court supplemented 
its source list. 

o The vast majority of demonstration and 
comparison courts employ adequate random 
or quasi-random techniques for selecting 
names of prospective jurors. The only 
court that improved the randomness of its 
selEction method was a demonstration court. 

o Overall, the Demonstration Program resulted 
in significant but not dramatic enhancement 
of equity in the jury selection process. 

The goal of efficiency encompasses savings to the court, 

the juror and the conununity, and generally is achieved 

by means of improved jury system administration. Economy 

as a goal refers not only to savings in monetary costs, but 

also to conservation of human, administrative and ttSlchnical 

resources in the courts and community, and a reduced burden 

on the juror. 

o Demonstration courts and comparison courts 
improved the efficiency of juror usage during 
the period from January 1977 to !<lay 1979. An.. 
average reduction in the Juror Usage Index of 
4.1 among the demonstration courts, compared 
favorably to a reduction of 1.7 among the 
comparison courts over the same period. The 
Juror Usage Index shows great variability 
across courts and measurement points. 

o Estimated annual dollar savings in juror fees 
paid by the courts, based on improvements in 
juror usage exceed $400,000 for all the 
demonstration courts and $100,000 for all the 
comparison courts. 
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o Greater efficiencies in the selection of 
prospective jurors, as measured by the yield 
of jurors obtained by the selection procedures 
of the courts, have not been demonstrated. 
Consistently from 1977 to 1979, an average of 
only one-third of the prospective jurors con
tacted by both the comparison and demonstration 
courts actually served in the courts. None of 
the twenty participating courts achieved and 
maintained the minimum standard of 50 oercent 
yield established by the Demonstration'" Program. 

How do departing jurors feel about various aspects of 

the system that has managed their stay at t~1e courthouse? 

One way of obtaining information about the effectiveness and 

efficiency of a court system is to ask departing jurors to 

give their impressions of jury service. Using a survey 

instrument, the "Jury Service Exit Questionnaire," jurors 

were asked to rate various aspects of the system (e.g., 

orientation, personal safety, and parking and eating facilities) 

and to give their overall impression of jury service. These 

attitudes and opinions serve as indicators of juror satis-

faction or dissatisfaction and call attention to areas in 

which improvement is needed. 

o Jurors' attitudes toward jury service are 
generally and consistently favorable. 

o Jurors' overall impression toward their jury 
duty, however, is affected by scheduling of 
their time, parking facilities, eating 
facilities, loss of income, and prior service. 

One measure of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 

a court's management and utiliza~ion of jurors, in addition 

to the attitudes of departing jurors themselves, is the 

attitudes of court personnel. Judges, clerks, jury 
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t":ommissionex's, and court administrators all work wi thin 

the constraints imposed by the structure and operation of 

the jury system. Their attitudes and opinions thus serve 

both as measures of efficiency and effectiveness with which 

the system is operated and as indicators of areas in 

which improvement is needed. 

o court personnel have generally positive 
attitudes toward the operation and manage
ment of their jury systems. 

o Qualitative analysis revealed a general 
a.greemeni: be'l:we'en what is and what seems to 
be eviden.t in the jury operationls of the court. 
The impression~1 of co\:trt personnel toward 
broad aspects of their jury operations 
generally reflect the trends in the observed 
modificat:ions, as '\vell as quantitative 
measures of juror selection, juror usage, 
and juror attitudes. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Jury Selection, Utilization, and Management: A Brief Overview 

The jury system, despite its integral position in American 

jUrisprudence, represents major constraints upon efficient judi

cial administration. Large numbers of citizens must be identified, 

selected, and screened. Those qualified, ready, willing and able 

must be called, assembled, utilized and managed to serve the 

needs of the court. This must be accomplished without the waste 

of judicial and private resources. 

Not until the late 1960s and 1970s did the administration 

of the jury system, jury selection, utilization and management 

come to the serious attention of the courts, lawyers and the 

public. Much of the interest in jury system reforms has grown 

out of the general movement in the last decade toward stream

lining the administration of justice. The award of a grant 

resulting in the publication of A Guide to Juror Usage in 1974 

marked the first comprehensive research of jury systems at the 

state and local level and it also marked the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration's first major investment in improved 

jury operations in the courts. The Guide set forth a framework 

for the operation of jury systems. A second publication in 

1975, A Guide to Jury System Management incorporated field test 

results of the first pUblication and presented additional 

guidelines for jury system planning and organization. These 

published guidelines were the basis for the Jury Utilization and 

Management Demonstration Program, initiated in 1976 by ~EAA's 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. 

1 
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The Demonstration Program sought to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of modern jury utilization and management techniques 

in eighteen state courts throughout the nation. The overall 

objective of the eighteen participating courts was to develop an 

improved jury system that would be responsive to the needs of 

the court and the criminal justice system with a minimum of 

cost and burden to the community. The courts attempted to 

demonstrate specific improvements in jury utilization and 

management in several critical areas, including juror selection 

and service, jury representativeness, statutes and court rules. 

Reducing the number of persons summoned for jury duty, as well 

as using those summoned most efficiently, were key elements in 

the demonstration program~ In addition, the program sought to 

establish a "community of courts" in which ideas and solutions 

to common problems were exchanged among the courts, and which 

serves to encourage the best possible jury system in each of the 

courts. 

Concurrently with the initiation of the Demonstration 

Program, the National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice commissioned Creighton University's Institute for Business, 

Law, and Social Research to conduct an evaluation of the Demon

stration Program. The first half of the evaluation was conducted 

by the Creighton Institute and completed in the Summer of 1977; 

the second half was conducted and completed by the National 

Center for State Courts in August 1979. This report describes 

the results of the evaluation. 

2 
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1.2 Reporf Organization 

This report is written for evaluators, especially those 

involved in managing state courts, court planners and adminis

trators, as well as those individuals directly involved in jury 

selection, utilization and management. It is organized into 

seven major sections and four appendices. 

Section 2.0, "Evaluation Hethod," describes the evaluation 

rationa~.e and design, measures, instruments and data collection 

procedures. Figure 2-1 in this section graphically summarizes 

the evaluation. This section also describes formative components 

of the evaluation and qualititative analyses performed. Finally, 

several constraints on the evaluation are described. 

Section 3.0, "Changes in Jury System Operations," discusses 

the Demonstration Program in terms of. stated objectives and 

intentions, as well as the actual modifications in jury selection, 

screening, utilization, management, and jury service observed in 

the courts participating in the evaluation. Section 4.0, "Equity 

in the Juror Selection Process," discusses the issues of fairness 

and representativeness as outcomes of the selection and utiliza

tion of jurors in the courts. Section 5.0, "Efficiency and 

Costs," discusses how well the courts have achieved the goal of 

economy in costs and other resources. The final two sections, 

Section 6.0, "Juror Attitudes," and Section 7.0, "Perceptions of 

Court Personnel," discuss the evaluation of satisfaction among 

jurors and court personnel with various aspects of jury operations. 
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sections 3.0 through 7.0 are each introduced by several 

terse statements summarizing the evaluation findings relevant to 

the section. These summaries are qualified and placed in the 

context of the evaluation approach in the text that follows 

them. 

Appendix A, "~1Qdifications in Jury Operations of the T'I.'lenty 

Evaluated Courts," contains tables describing in detail the 

modifications in the courts discussed and summarized in Section 

3.0. Appendix B, "Flow Charts and Narrative Descriptions of 

Jury Operations in Demonstration and Comparison Courts," describes 

in detail the twenty jury systems that constituted the focus of 

the evaluation. Appendix C, "Measurement Instruments," contains 

forms utilized during the data collection efforts in the courts. 

Finally, Appendix D, "Sample of Qualitative Data, I, presents illus

trative transcribed interview responses by personnel in courts 

participating in the evaluation utilized in the qualitative 

analysis. 

4. 



II 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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

2.0 EVALUATION ~1ETHOD 

The National Evaluation of the Jury utilization and 

Management Demonstration Progr~n is a field experiment of a 

program of jury system operations applied in selected courts 

throughout the nation. "Field" is meant to convey a setting 

not specifically created for the purpose of conducting 

research or evaluation. "Experiment" means the set of 

events occurring in the courts in such a way that its 

consequences can be empirically assessed within reasonable 

levels of confidence. The evaluation is schematically 

illustrated in Figure 2-1. 

The major goal of each of the eighteen courtB participating 

in the Jury Utilization and Management Program was to develo9 

a defensible, improved jury system which would maximize 

responsiveness to the court and the criminal justice system 

with minimum cost and burden to the community. The selected 

courts attempted to demonstrate improvements in jury utilization 

and management in several critical areas, including juror 

selection and service methods, jury representativeness, 

statutes and court rules. Operationally, each demonstration 

court sought to study, implement and demonstrate innovations 

and administrative revisions in areas of jury utilization 

and management; selection methods responsiveness to court 

needs; jury service methods; randomness; cost and conditions; 

citizen awareness; paper work; statutes; and jury system 

plan (see Section 3.1, liThe Intended Proqram"). In addition, 
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riqllU %-L 

Schematic Repre.entat~on of the 
114ltl.onal Evalll4lti"n ot the Jllry )lanaqament and UtiUzat~.on Proqram 

COllr~ in 19 Cities ~Articipat1nq in & 
Tvo-Vear ~ Jury UtilizAt~on And lIAnagament 
DamoMtzlltion ProJect 

New York (NY) 
MAdi£on (Wise.) 
Ilh .. ton (Ill.) 
!laton Rollqe (LA.) 
De. ~!oin .. (Ia.) 
Rapid Citt (S.D.) 
Boi .. (Idaho) 

. .£~r1!!g'!U~£.!..· L _ r Hartford (COM.) I 
I New B=awick (N.J.) I 

Madia (Pa.) 
I ~lIinill. (Ity.) I 
I Akron (o/U.o) I 
• ::I4I.t.la.a (Tx.) 
I ~l.:,!yton (Mo.) 
I Sal.!: Lalce Ci ty (OtAh_ 
I Pl1d.I\!X (Az.) 
l.: S~tc.!"~ (Wub.) 

I-WacarDury -(CCnn:i -r 
I Elizabeth (N.J.) I 

NOl:ristown (?a.) I 
Lex1nqt:.on (lty • ) 
oayton (Ol1io) 
Fort Worth (TX.) 
St. Louis (Mo.) 
Pl:OVO (Ot&h) 

I Tucson (lU.) 
I_:v~~t:.. ~&~b:! _ ~ 

20 Cou~ Pllrticipatinq 
in the National EvalUAtion ot the 

Jury Otilization and lIAnaq~nt Demonstration Project 

Evaluation Ollestions 
o What is the nature And extent of the modifications 

in jury sYStems operations in 'the participatinq courts? 

o Baa increased equity in the selection ot jurors been, achieved? 

o Ie tI1~e increased citizen participation in jury servica 
and coUrt work? 

o Save jury system operations baceme 
the coUrt and the cormnunity? 

mora efficient for 

o Has tha publiC atti~de tCWllrd the jury system iMProved? 

I 1 
Me.zlJsures Obaervations 

o Pl:ocedural and Struc- o Janulll:Y 1977 (°1) 
tural Modifications 

o Juror Usaqe 
o Source ~St C~ve=a;e o September 1977 (0:£) 
o S.lecti~ Vie1d 
o Efficiency 
o Econocy o November 1978 (OJ) 
o Juro.r Attitude 
o CoUrt Personnel 

?erception o MAy 1979 (04) 

I I 

Conc111£ions 

0 Equity 
0 Economy 
0 Satistaction 
o Justice 
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the Demonstration Program sought to establish a "community 

of courts" in which ideas and solutions to common problems 

would be exchanged, and whi.ch would serve to implant the 

best possible jury system in each of the courts. 

2.1 Evaluation Design 

The Evaluation utilized a repeated measurement, nonequiva-

lent group design shown schematically in Table 2-1. This 

served the concerns of interim monitoring and formative 

evaluation of the Demonstration Program, as well as those of 

summative evaluation of program outcome. 

Ten comparison courts, with no formal participation in 

NILECJ's Jury Utilization and Management Demonstration 

Program, ~atched with the demonstration courts on jurisdiction 

size and statutory constraints constituted the nonequivalent 

comparison (see Figure 2-1). Operationally, matching of the 

comparison courts and demonstration courts consisted of 

selecting courts of most comparable population size served 

within the state of the first ten demonstration courts 

funded by NILECJ. Courts in the following cities participated 

in the evaluation (the first named within a state is the 

demonstration court site): Phoenix, Arizona; Tucson, Arizona; 

Hartford, Connecticut; Waterbury, Connecticut; Louisville, 

Kentucky; Lexington, Kentucky; Clayton, Missouri; St. Louis, 

Missouri; New Brunswick, New Jersey; Elizabeth, New Jersey; 

Akron, Ohio; Dayton, Ohio; Media, Pennsylvania; Norristown, 

Pennsylvania; Dallas, Texas; Fort Worth, Texas; Salt Lake 

7 



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

Table 2-1 

Basic Design of the National Evaluation of the 
Jury Uti.lization and !·1anagement Demonstration Program , 

Period of Demonstration Program 

Six Months 
Group Start Midpoint End After 

Demonstration Courts °1 X °2 X °3 X °4 

Comparison Courts °1 °2 °3 °4 

Note. 110" in the body of the table designates an observation and 
measurement point; "X" indicates the operation of the 
Demonstration Program. 

8 
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lSi ty, Utah; Provo Utah; Spokane, 1i\Tashin~il'ton; and Everett, 

Nashington. 

The evaluation design provided for observation and data 

collection in each of the demonstration and comparison 

courts at four critical points (see Table 2-1): (01) before 

the initiation of the demonstration program in January 1977; 

(02) at an interim point in the program in September 1977; 

(03) immediately after the formal termination of the program 

in September 1978; and (04) approximately six months after 

termination of the program during Hay 1979. 

2.2 Measures, Instruments, and Data Collection __ --'-______ --'-______ 0., ___ _ 

As indicated in Figure 2-1 the evaluation relied on 

various measures of jury selection, utilization, management 

and service; procedural and structural modifications made by 

demonstration courts and comparison courts during the life 

of the Demonstration Program; selection process yield; 

source list coverage; juror usage and efficiency; economy; 

juror attitudes; and the perceptions of court personnel. 

These measures were utilized to address the evaluative 

questions indicated in Figure 2-1. Data collection instruments 

and techniques, consistent with the measures, were applied 

to accomodate the evaluation design. 

2.2.1 Procedural and Structural Modification 

In applying the scientific method, the aspect of the 

environment that is manipulated and experimentally studied 
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is called the independent variable; the resulting change is 

called the dependent variable. In this evaluation effort, 

the procedural and structural modifications in jury operations 

can be considered both as an independent variable and dependent 

variable. If one considers NILECJ's funding of the demonstration 

courts as the independent variable, then resulting modifications 

of the jury operations in the participating courts can be 

studied as dependent measures. The modifications can also be 

considered the independent variables upon which the other 

measures depend. In this evaluation effort, the type and 

number of modifications in jury operations made by the courts 

were viewed as measures for verification of the Demonstration 

Program, that is, as the independent variables, as well as a 

dependent variable, the result of federal support of jury 

utilization and management reform. 

Changes in jury operations in the participating courts 

were noted by the evaluation staff during 03 and 04' the 

third observation period in September 1978 and the fourth 

period in May 1979. Only those modifications in jury oper

ations initiated in January 1977 or later and maintained 

through May 1979 were recorded. Modifications were initially 

noted by interviews with court personnel and verified by 

the evaluation staff during 03 and 04 site visits to the 

courts. In recording the modifications, no attempt was 

made to weigh or judge the importanr~ or effect of,the 

modifications. 

10 

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



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

Section 3.0, "Changes In Jury System Operation," 

summarizes the modifications in jury op~rations made by 

the comparison courts and demonstration courts in areas of 

selection of jurors, screening of jurors, jury utilization 

and management, and jury service. Appendix A details 

modifications for all twenty courts. 

2.2.2 Selection Yield 

The effectiveness of the selection of prospective jurors 

can be measured by computing the yield of the process of 

selection. The "yield" of jurors is a quantitative measure 

of the selection process. It is based on the nurr~er of 

jurors who actually serve in the court in proportion to all 

jurors involved in the process, including those who are 

contacted by the(court but fail to respond. 

Monthly yields for 0i' 02' 03 and 04 were computed for 

the twenty courts participating in the evaluation. A form 

developed for NILECJ by Pabst and Munsterman was used to 

record and compute individual monthly yields (see Appendix C) . 

Data for individual yields were compiled from available 

records by evaluation staff with the assistance of court 

personnel. 

Section 5.1, IISelection Yield," discusses the results 

of this measure in the context of the achievement of the 

goals of efficiency and economy in jury operations. 

11 
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2.2.3 Source List Coverage 

The first step in the selection process involves access 

and use of a listing of names of potenotial jurors. An adequate 

"source" list is one that does not systematically exclude a 

legally recognizable class of eligible jurors and provides 

an adequate coverage of the eligible population of jurors. 

Source list coverage is a simple measure of the inclusiveness 

of the eligible jurors on the list(s) utilized by the court 

to draw prospective jurors. The percent of coverage is the 

ratio of the number of individuals represented on the source 

list(s) to the populaton of eligible jurors. 

Section 4.2.1, "Source List Coverage," discusses this 

measure for the demonstration and comparison courts. 

2.2.4 Juror Usage 

The "Juror Usage Index" (JUI) is a measure approximat

ing the overall efficiency with which a court utilizes and

manages its jurors. The United States District Courts em~loy 

a "Petit Jurors Used" (JS-ll) form (Administrative Office of 

the United States Courts, 1975) which provides a JUI computed 

for a period of one month. This instrument, adapted for 

computing a JUI with juries composed of other than twelve 

persons, was used in the evaluation (see Appendix C). The 

use of the JUI, including its shortcomings, has been discussed 

th~roughly in NILECJ's Guide to Juror Usage (1974). 

.Briefly; as used in the evaluation the JUI is the total 

12 
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number of jurors available per month in proportion to the 

total number of jury trials per month. It is based on a 

twelve jury member standard. If six member juries ar'e used 

the JUI is appropriately adjusted. Thus: 

JUI = Number of Jury D~ 
Number of Trial Days 

JUIs for 01' 02' 03 and 04 were cq~uted for the twenty 

participating courts. Section 5.2, "Juror Usage," discusses 

the result of this measure. 

2.2.5 Costs 

Costs of jury operations were estimated from change in 

the JUI obtained from the courts over the period of observation. 

Section 5.3, "Costs," discusses the issue of efficiency from 

the point of view of the costs of brinqing the jurors into 

court. 

2.2.6 Juror Attitudes 

The attitudes of jurors toward aspects of their service was 

measured in the participating courts utilizing the "Jury 

Service Exit Questionnaire" (see Appendix C), developed by 

Pabst and Hunsterman and described in the Guide to ,Juror 

Usage (NILECJ, 1974). 

The instrument solicits information about percent of time 

spent in the jury waiting room, the nu~er of times dispatched 

13 
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to a courtroom, the number of times selected to hear a jury 

trial, jurors ratings of various aspects of jury duty including 

overall impression of jury service, as well as suggestions 

for improvement. Over two thousand questionnaires were 

administered in sixteen courts in January 1977, September 

1977 and September 1978. Section 6.0, "Juror Attitudes," 

describes the result of the analyses. 

2.2.7 Perceptions of Court Personnel 

A measure of satisfaction with a court's jury system 

operations, from a perspective different than tbat of departing 

jurors, is the attitude of the court personnel involved with 

the jury system. An eleven-item questionnaire eliciting court 

personnels' rating of various elements of jury. operations (see 

Appendix C) was administered in the demonstration and 

comparison courts. This instrument was completed by judges, 

jury commissioners, court clerks, court administrators and 

others in contact with the jury operations of their court in 

January 1977, Septe~~er 1977, and September 1978. 

Evaluation s·taff also conducted structured interviews 

with court personnel concerning their perceptions of the 

jury system in each of the demonstration and comparison courts. 

Answers to five basic questions were elicited: 

(1) Does the selection procedure used in the court 
(including the use of the source list, qualification, summoning, 
selection of panels, and finally drawing the jury from the 
panel) meet the goal of the representative jury? 

14 _J 
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(2) Are the selection and usage procedures of jurors 
efficient from the point of view of the court? Juror? 

(3) Is the jury system responsive to the needs of the 
court? 

(4) What is the attitude of the citizenry toward jury 
duty? 

(5) ~\7hat improvements have been made in the jury 
system within the last year or year and a half? Are they 
attributable to the Demonstration Program? 

The analysis of this interview data is described in detail 

in Subsection 2.4, "Qualitative Analysis." 

The perceptions of court personnel in demonstration and 

comparison courts measured by questionnaire and interview 

data is described in Section 7.0, "Perceptions of Court 

Personnel." 
" 

2.3 Formative Evaluation 

Evaluation can and usually does 91ay more than one 

role. The evaluation method described thus far, represented 

in summary form in Figure 2-1, is evaluation in the role of 

establishing the worth of the jury operations obse~yedin __ 

the courts, the evaluation of the final product or outcome. 

The methods consist of gathering and combining performance 

data with a set of criteria to yield either comparative or 

numerical ratings; it, further, includes the justificati,'ln 

of the measures and instruments, the importance 9iven to the 

measures aLJ the selection of criteria. This is refered to 

as product, outcome or summative evaluation. 

15 
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Another role that has been sensibly assigned to many 

evaluations is a formative role serving the purpose of 

improvement of the entity under evaluation prior to and in 

addition to the final assessment. The purposes of formative 

evaluation are: 

(1) to support and strengthen inferences based 
on the surnrnative evaluation comnonent (i.e., 
the, quasi-experimental nonequivalent group 
design) and the qualitative analysis; 

(2) to describe the characteristics of a successful 
(and unsuccessful) jury system by monitoring 
and maintaining records of management and 
utilization procedures, outcomes and events 
during and after the demonstration program; 

(3) to provide useful and timely feedback for 
program decisions at the individual court level 
and at the NILECJ policy level; and 

(4) to improve the Demonstration l?'rogram by identifying 
strengths and weaknesses and by recommending courses 
of action. 

In the Jury Utilization and Management Evaluation formative 

evaluation involved: 

(1) Interviews and discussion with court personnel in 
demonstration and comparison courts durinq which 
information about jury utilization and manage
ment was shared. Specifically, strengths and 
weaknesses in jury operations were identified 
as well as courses of action. This interaction, 
the result of which was not specifically measured, 
was an inevitable part of the data collection 
effort in the participating courts. Such inter
actions consistent with the role of formative 
evaluation ranged from the simple, such as 
an explanation of multiple source lists for 
judges, to the relatively involved interactions, 
such as accompanying a court administrator to 
budget hearings pertaining to the purchase of 
computer capabilities for jury operations. 

(2) Meetings for the purpose of linking the potential_ 
users of the evaluation results to the evaluation 
effort. The linkage meetings provided a vehicle 

16 
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through which the project monitor, interested 
agency officials, and other potential users could 
direct the course of the evaluation to maximize 
impact. As other new users and audiences emerged, 
especially as the result of a new federal nrogram, 
they were accommodated. Four of these "linkage" 
meetings were conducted during the course of 
the evaluation. Attendees included, in addition 
to the evaluation staff and NILECJ's evaluation 
monitor, government officials and their agents 
directly involved in jury utilization and manage
ment. 

(3) Periodic feedback of interim evaluation results 
to contacts in the demonstration and comparison 
courts. An interim reoort (Keilitz, Rich, and 
Spohn, 1978) representIng results after the second 
observation-measurement period (02)' a summary of 
03 results and descr~ptions and flow diagrams of 
each court's jury operations were ~ent to each 
demonstration and comparison court. No attempt 
was made to assess the impact of this feedback. 

2.4 Qualitative Analyses 

The desirability of a diversified multiple-measure 

approach in evaluation research is almost a truism. It has 

been stated quite succinctly by ~ebb, Campbell, Schwartz, 

and Secherest (1966, p.3): "Once a proposition has been 

confirmed by two or more independent measurement processes, 

the uncertainty of its interpretation is greatly reduced ... 

If a proposition can survive an onslaught of a series of 

imperfect measures,. with all their irrelevant error, confidence 

should be placed in it. D House (l973, p.25) expresses a 

similar endorsement of a broad, diversified approach when he 

predicts that evaluation's " ... over-all future direction is 

toward greater coverage and recognition of human experience." 

The evaluation has placed considerable reliance on the 
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nonequivalent group, interrupted time series design.~s a 

judgmental aid in evaluating the jury operations of the 

Demonstration Program. The use of multiple measures increases 

confidence in this judgmental aid. Fortunately or unfortunately, 

the application and outcome of such an experimental approach 

are valued less by non-scientists whose bread-and-butter is 

based upon experimentation. Stake (1978) has made the clai~, 

that case studies, frowned upon by researchers as an unsuitable 

basis for generalization, may be a preferred method of social 

inquiry "because they may be epistemologically in harmony 

with the reader's experience and thus to that person a 

natural basis for generalization." 

Program evaluation can be viewed in the narrow, atheoretical 

perspective by simply ascertaining the question of whether a set 

of program objectives has been accomplished. If intelligent 

program and policy decisions are to be made, hm-lTever, evaluations 

should also provide information about the critical elements 

which contribute to program success or ,failure. This information 

is accessible in the comments of system participants. 1jIfuile 

the evaluation of a particular program's outcome may not be 

generalizable to other programs, the knowledge gained from 

participants about how to make a program work may well be. 

An evaluation of an action program such as the Jury 

Utilization and Man.agement Demonstration Program must 

consider the social context of the program, including the 

18 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

process of judging worth as a function of the values held by 

relevant audiences. To a judge, it may be unimportant, for 

example, that the selection process yield is very low as 

long as he/she is allowed to exercise discretion in granting 

excuses and thus maximize appeal to a potential electorate. 

An increase in the selection yield, on the other hand, may 

be close to the raison d'etre of the jury commissioner. 

.. 
As a supplement to the quantitative measures and techniques 

of evaluation research,described thus far, an analysis of 

qualitative data was conducted. The use of the qualitative 

information acknowledges the lore and wisdom which has been 

passed on to us by court personnel -- namely, . that, there is 

more to an efficient court system than what is expressed in 

the demonstration project's standardized measures. 

The general approach that was used in analyzing the 

qualitativ1e information is depicted in Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 

2-4. Basically, the approach uses expert appraisal to make 

ratings of selected materials. The ratings were performed 

using a "blind Q-sort" technique. Ratings were blind in 

that the expert raters did not know which courts the qualitative 

materials came from. The Q-sort is a rating procedure 

accomplished by sorting materials into a series of piles 

from best to worst. The technique yielded two important end 

products. FinJt, there was a test of ~',hether or n0t qualitative 

materials from the successful courts are any "better" according 
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to the olind ratings. And second, qualitative content 

analyses, again performed by an expert panel, revealed 

what it is about the qualitative materials which led to the 

higher ratings f:rom the panel of experts. 

Figure 2-2 shows how the analysis was started. The 

three most successful experimental courts were identified 

through the use e>f quantitative measures. Using the same 

measures, the three least successful courts were identified. 

To complete the sample, three comparison courts were chosen 

randomly from the ten participating comparison courts. 

Utilizing the combination of the measures of selection 

yields, juror usage and the number of structural modifications 
, , 

the Dallas, Clayton, and Spokane courts were designated as 

the most successful among the demonstration courts; Hartford, 

Akron, 'and Salt Lake City were designated as the least successful. 

Provo, St. Louis, and Norristown were the three courts 

randomly chosen to represent the comparison courts. 

Qualitative materials were chosen from all nine of the 

courts in the sample. The qualitative materials comprising 

the data pool were responses of court personnel to five 

interview questions (see Section 2.2.7, "Perceptions of 

Court Personnel"). Each response was transcribed and subjected 

to minor editing and deletions to filter our irrelevant 

information. Any information which identified particular 

courts, or their identities as demonstration or comparison 

20 
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courts, was deleted. Finally, the materials were shuffled 

randomly into a master data pool comprising f.ive sets of 

transcribed responses to five questions. An illustrative 

sample drawn from the data pool is shown in Appendix D. 

Figure~ 2-3 and 2-4 show the process of qualitative 

analysis and expert appraisal. Panel participants with 

differing "expert" perspectives on the jury system were 

asked to read each piece of data and rate it according to 

its favorability. As indicated in Figure 2-4 a total of 42-

pieces of data were rated for each interview question. The 

criterion for favorability was explained to the panel in 

advance. Each expert, working independently, placed the 

qualitative materials into a series of five piles. The panel 

members were asked to adhere to two procedures: the piles 

should be ordered from least successful (pile 1) to most 

successful (pile 5); and only a certain number of materials 

were to be placed in each pile (10% in piles I and 5, 20% in 

piles 2 and 4~ and the remaining 40% in pile 3). This 

rating-by-sorting technique has been used extensively in 

other research, is easy for raters to use, and has produced 

useful results in these types of rating ~roblems. 

At this point the qualitative materials were separated 

into those which show strengths and those which show weaknesses. 

In sorting the materials, the experts were not made aware of 

1;'ihich materials came from which courts. The materials ~Nere 
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Figure 2-4 

Procedure for Rating and Sorting Interview Responses 
to Each Question 
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subsequently identified once again to see whether the successful 

courts (as determined by the quantitative data) tended to 

produce more qualitative information which received favorable 

ratings. Once the expert appraisal, depicted in Figure 2-4, 

produced the sorted data for each question, each of the five 

participants was asked to produce two statements revealing 

the reasons for their rating. 

The analytical task is displayed in Figure 2-5. ~ean 

ratings were determined for the qualitative materials from 

the "best" experimental courts, the "'tl7orst" experimental 

courts, and the comparison courts. This shows whether the 

materials from the "best" test courts are rated significantly 

better than the other materials, and whether the materials 

from the weaker test courts are superior to those of the 

comparison courts. 

The next task performed by means of expert appraisal 

was qualitative analysis of the materials. The purpose of 

this was to analyze the content of the materials to discover 

the characteristic differences irt the materials that l~d to 

the higher ratings. Each panel member was asked to make two 

statements revealing the characteristics of the interview 

data that contributed most significantly to the ratings of 

the responses to the five questions. 

The outcome of this analytical process tested the 
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Figure 2-5 

Analysis of Sorted Qualitative Data 
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success ef the pregram using a nentraditienal appreach, but 

an approach strengly suggested by the system participants. 

It also. yielded descriptive data frem which it may be pessible 

to. understand better what gees into. the making o.f a 

successful jury system. Sectien 7.0, "Perceptiens ef Ceurt 

Persennel," discusses the results ef the qualitative analysis. 

2.5 Censtraints en the Evaluatien 

All evaluatiens are basically seme ferm ef cemparisen. 

Whether cemparing a greup ef ceurts receiving seme kind ef 

special treatment with a similar greup who. did net receive 

the treatment, er cemparing actual accomplishments ef a 

pregram fer a given time peried with planned er expected 

perfermance. The evaluatien design prevides the framewerk 

fer making the cemparisens frem which inferences and cenclusiens 

are drawn. Yet, while data tabulatien and cemparative 

analysis may strengly suggest relatienships and cenclusiens, 

the final decisien (evaluatien is no. substitute fer decisien

making) relative to. "success" er "failure" is still a 

matter ef judgment. There are several specific censtraints 

en the evaluatien, beyend this general caveat, which should 

be peint~d eut. The censtraints cencern issues of internal 

validity, reactivity effects ef the evaluatien precess, 

nenspecificity ef the treatment effect, and validity ef 

measures. 

The methed empleyed in the present evaluatien includes 
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a quasi-experimental design, specifically a repeated measurement, 

nonequivalent group design. As all quasi-experimental 

designs, it meets the minimum requirements: 

(1) A group with spec~al treatment and another 
group with no such treatment. 

(2) The explicit inclusion of time in the design 
to project dif~erences between the treated 
and untreated groups not attributable to the 
treatment. 

(3) Some way to project any differences between 
the groups over time given no treatment effect. 

The third requirement gets at the heart of the major constraint 

of quasi-experimentation -- the issue of plausible, alternative 

explanations of the any hypothesized treatment effects. In 

true experiments, where assignment to groups is random, the 

rival explanation of mean differences between treated and 

untreated groups is sampling error which can be ruled out by 

a significance test. For the nonequivalent group design of 

the present evaluation effort, as for most quasi-experiments, 

sampling error and biased ~election into qroups loom as 

rival explanations of differences between the demonstration 

and comparison courts. Any differential effects may be due 

to differences in the types of courts in the groups rather 

than the fact that one group (the demonstration courts) 

received a different treatment. Rival explanations mayor 

may not be plausible. A difference in favor of the demonstration 

courts may be attributed to the fact that the selection of 

courts as participants in the Demonstration Program indicates 

a predisposition to improvement. A constraint on the evaluation 

is the inability to eliminate such rival explanations. 
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As described in Section 2.3, "Formative Evaluation," no 

attempt was made in the evaluation to shield courts from the 

effects of the evaluation process itself. In ~act this 

"reactivity" effect was seen as a desirable aspect of the 

evaluation. Court personnel were asked to assist in data 

collection efforts of the evaluation, and to continue the 

data collection for their own benefit. Since the monitoring 

of jury operation performance lies at the heart of many of 

the techniques of the Demonstration Program, improvement can 

be plausibly attributed to the reactive effects of the 

evaluation effort. This rival explanation is especially 

relevant in attributing improvement in comparison courts. 

Another constraint on the evaluation is the lack of 

specification of the treatment or program that is hypothesized 

to have effects on some specified dependent measures. The 

argument for causation is weakened when covariance of cause 

and effect cannot be demonstrated; when a potential cause 

cannot be isolated and related to effects. The degree to 

which several specific changes in juror usage (e.g., telephone 

call-in syste~, fixed panel sizes, and pooling of jurors) 

in a court, for example, are related to reductions in the 

Juror Usage Index are not clear frOIn the comparative analysis 

provided by the non-~quivalent group design. 

A final constraint on the evaluation is the measures 

utilized, their validity and justification as well as the 
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criterion of "goodness" established or assumed. The JUI 

(discussed in Sections 2.2.4, "Juror Usage," and Section 

5.2, "Juror Usage"), for example, has several shortcomings 

which limit the conclusions which can be drawn from its 

application. It is biased by the length of jury trials~-~ courts 

with consistently longer trials will demonstrate lower JUI, 

regardless of juror usage efficiency. 
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3. 0 CHANGES IN JURY SYSTE~:1 OPERATIONS 

o The goals of change in jury system operations 
are overlapping, and often conflicting. 

o The feasibility of modifications in aspects 
of juror selection, screening, utilization 
and management of jurors, as ~"ell as the 
experience of jury service for the juror 
has been demonstrated. 

o Demonstration courts initiated approximately 
three times the number of modifications that 
comparison courts did in -the areas of 
selection, screening, utilization and manage
ment of jurors, and jury service. 

o That modifications in these areas of jury 
system operations could be or would be 
generally or uniformly applicable to other 
systems has not been demonstrated. 

It is difficult to guarantee that the intended or 

desired program elements are the actual elements implemented 

in a program. Also, the assumption that program goals and 

objectives have been successfully translated into activities 

and procedures may be misleading. Were actual changes in 

jury operations, irrespective o~ consequence, demonstrated? 

This section attempts to separate the intended program of 

jury utilization and management from the demonstrated 

program by describing the actual modifications initiated by 

the demonstration and comparison courts participating in the 

evaluation. The discussion of actual modifications is 

preceded by a discussion of the goals and intentions for the 

Demonstration Program. 
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3.1 The Intended Program 

The primary objective of the National Institute's (NILECJ), 

Office of Technology Transfer, Jury Utilization and Management 

Demonstration Program was the achievement of a "community of 

courts" to exchange ideas and solutions to common problems, 

and introduce the best possible jury system into each of the 

participating courts. This primary objective is translated 

into the subobjectives of demonstrated improvements to the 

jury utilization and management systems in the demonstration 

courts, and dissemination of this improvement to other 

courts. Operationally, each demonstration court was to 

study, implement and demonstrate innovations and·adr::linistrative 

revisions in nine elements of jury utilization and management. 

These nine elements and the topics subsumed by those el(~ments 

are summarized in Table 3-1. 

The Demonstration Program was to achieve benefici.al 

results in five basic areas (Note 1) : 

(1) Increased defensibility of juror selection 
methods. 

(2) Increased citizen participation in jury serV1ce 
and the work of the courts, with resultant 
improvement in citizen attitudes toward the 
criminal justice system. 

(3) Improved responsiveness of the jury system to 
the court's needs. 

(4) Reduced economic burden upon the individual 
called to serve on jury duty, resulting from an 
examination of hardship factors such as the term 
of service and the repetition rate of jury service. 

(5) Decreased court and communi.ty costs of the jury 
system resulting from the introduction of data 
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Ti'able 3-1 

Elements and Topics of Jury utilization 
and Management To Be Studied, Implemented 
and Demonstrated by Participating Courts 

Elements 'I'opics 

Selection Methods Source List 
Qualification Methods/Cost 
Summoning Methods/Cost 

Responsiveness to Court Needs Number of Jurors Needed 
Judge Waits 
Voir Dire Information 

Jury Ser"ice Methods Enrollment 
Voir Dire/Courtroom 
utilization (Pooling)/Cost 

Randomness Number of Draws 
Size of Lists 
Order of Lists 

Cost and Conditions Terms of Service 
Fee 
Loss of Income 
Repetition of Service 
Cost 

Citizen Awareness Citizen Information 
Juror Problems 
Juror Comfort 

Paper Nork Amount, Repetition, Necessity, 
cost 

Statutes Organize, Evaluate 
Examine Identified Impediments 

Jury System Plan· Jury System Operation and 
Responsibilities 

Note. Adapted from Table 1 of the scope-of-work statement 
(see Note 1) for prospective demonstration courts 
prepared by Bird Engineering-Research Associates, Inc. 
for the National Institute for Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice (Purchase Order 6-0708-J-LEAA, June 
1976, p.5). 
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proce~3sing tech:niques, modern paper ~70rk methods, 
and more efficil:mt utilization of the citizen's 
time 1flhen called to serve on jury d.uty. 

Study, imple'mentat~on and demonstration of jury operations 

improvement was to r~e ac:hieved according to tt'lO guides" 

A Guide to Juror £,sage, (NILE!CJ, 1974), and A Guide to Jury System 

Management, (NILECJ', 1975), developed for NILECJ by W. Pabst 

and T. Munsterman of Bird En9ineering-Research Associates. 

A ser:ies of workshops and seminars sponsored by NILECJ and 

the demonstration courts, as v~ell as the technical assistance 

of Bird Engineering, was to supplement the efforts of the 

demonstration courts toward the achievement of the program's 

objectives. 

Beyond these stated program objectives and the general 

guides only a few loose requirements "suggested as necessary 

concommitants" were placed on participating courts (Note 1): 

(1) a formal study of the nine elements as noted 
in Table 3-1; 

(2) a program director, employed by the demonstration 
court, to devote more than 25 percent of his time 
to the project; 

(3) a budget not to exceed $100,000 provided to each 
of the participating courts by NILECJ; 

(4) a commitment to a course of action based on the 
formal study of the elements of jury utilization 
and management; 

(5) a self-evaluation of the project; 

(6) an information desk to handle questions and concerns 
of the citizenery; and 

(7) a detailed task schedule, including a program of 
transfer of technology. 
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3.2 Balances 

The goals of the Demonstration Program are those of equity, 

responsiveness, economy and satisfaction. The general goal 

of achieving equity includes making juries more representative 

of the eligible population and o,therwise enhancing the 

fairness of the judicial system. Responsiveness refers to 

the alacrity with which the court can respond to the needs 

of judges, lawyers and litigan.ts for properly constituted 

juries. Economy is achieved by reducing the costs borne by 

the courts, as well as those borne by jurors and the community 

as a whole. Satisfaction encompasses the at.titudes of 

jurors, court personnel, and the public. 

Table 3-2 depicts the areas in which the twenty courts 

participating in the evaluation have made modifications in 

their jury operations, and the number of courts initiating 

modifications in each of the specified areas. Table 3-2 

also shows the primary goal and secondary goal, i.e., equity, 

economy, responsiveness and satisfaction, toward which 

specific modifications seem to be aimed. Clearly, there are 

other goals of an improved system, as well as combinations 

of goals achieved by improvements. Efficiency, for example, 

has been touted as a major goal for jury operation change. 

In our view, the contemporary meaning of efficiency is 

monetary savings achieved in the overall costs of jury 

administration - the superordinate goal of economy. Further, 

achievement of one goal may impede thE:! achievement of 

another, as when a decrease in the number of jurors summoned 
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Area of Change 

Selection 

o source list supplementation 
o change in statutes 
o computerization 

Screening 

o qualification questionnaire 
o sununoning 
o excuse procedures 
o change in statutes 
o computerization 

Utilization and Management 

o term of service 
o trial scheduling 
o pooling 
o panel size 
o call-in-procedure 
o jury management responsibility 
o statutes 
o computerization 

Service 

o orientation & juror information 
o jury assembly room improvements 
o payment procedures 
o public relations 
o statutes 
o computerization 

=.~ 

- • .. - - - - -
'l'able 3-2 

Areas of Jury System Change, Number of Courts 
Initiating Change, and Goals of that Change 

Number of Courts Initiating Change 
Demonstration COlllparison 

11 4 

12 5 

24 8 

35 9 

Goal 
primary 

equity 
equity 
equi ty 

e("juity 
equity 
equity 
equity 
equity 

equity 
responsiveness 
economy 
economy 
economy 
responsiveness 
responsiveness 
responsi ve.ness 

satisfaction 
sa tisfaction 
sa tis faction 
sa tis facHon 
satisfaction 
satisfaction 

- - -

Secondary 

responsiveness 
respol1siveness 
responsiveness 

economy 
economy 
satisfaction 
economy 
responsiveness 

satisfaction 
economy 
responsiven/;'!ss 
responsiveness 
satisfactlon 
economy 
economy 
economy 

equity 
responsiveness 
equity 
equity 
equity 
equity 

-
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to service causes a delay in trial starts - in this case 

economy competes with responsiveness to the judicial system. 

As indicated in Table 3-2 not all procedures in one 

change area are aimed toward a single goal. For example, in 

the general area of utilization and management, modifications 

such as pooling, trial scheduling and term of service are 

aimed toward the goals of economy, responsiveness, and 

satisfaction, respectively. Although there is not a perfect 

fit between broad areas of jury system operation and general 

s;"oals, the goal of equity is most directly achievable through 

modifications in the selection and screening procedures of 

jurors. Similarly, the goal of satisfaction is most directly 

achievable through modifications in jury utilization and 

management procedures. 

3.3 Actual Modification in Jury qperations 

Table 3-3 summarizes the number of modifications in 

jury operations initiated by the participating courts during 

the period beginning in January 1977 and ending in May 1979 

coinciding with the life of the Jury Utilization and Management 

Demonstration Program. Modifications have been classified 

into functional areas of the (1) selection of prospective 

jurors, (2) procedures for screening of prospective jurors, 

(3) utilization and management of jurors, and (4) actual 

service phase of jury duty. The area of selection includes 

statute and rule-making changes affecting jury operation, 
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Table 3-3 

Number of Modifications in Jury Opera'tfbns of Participating Courts 
in the Areas of Selection, Screening, Utilization and Service 
During the Period Beginning January 1977 and Ending May 1979 

Courts 

Demonstration 

Phoenix 
Hartford 
Louisville 
Clayton 
New Brunswick 
Akron 
Media 
Dallas 
Salt Lake 
Spokane 

Total 

Comparison 

Tucson 
Waterbury 
Lexington 
st. Louis 
Elizabeth 
Dayton 
Norristown 
Ft. Worth 
Provo 
Everett 

Total 

Selection 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

11 

2 

1 
1 

4 

Screening 

2 

2 
1 
2 
1 
2 

2 

12 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

5 

Utilization & 
Management 

4 

4 
3 
2 
1 
2 
5 

3 

24 

2 
1 
1 

1 

1 

2 

8 

Service 

4 
3 
3 
1 
3 
6 
<4 
4 
5 
2 

35 

1 
1 
1 

2 

3 

1 

9 

Total 

11 
4 

10 
6 
8 
9 

10 
10 

8 
6 

82 

3 
2 
4 

4 
2 
6 

1 
4 

26 
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operational changes in the source of prospective jurors, as 

well as the manner in which the court secures, samples and 

draws the names of prospective jurors from the source list 

and its derivatives. The selection process involves the 

identification of a source list or lists of names, __ such- as 

the voter registration list or a combination of several 

lists,and the selection and maintenance of one or more 

subsets of those lists for the court's use in identifyinq 

acceptable prospective jurors. The area of screening noted 

in Table 3-2 refers to all the operations and procedures 

performed to identify those persons who are not qualified 

for jury service, exempt, validly needing to be excused or 

postponed, and those prospective jurors named but not accessible 

by mail. Utilization and management refers to all activities 

performed by court personnel to direct and allocate juror 

resources in response to the supply and demand of those 

resources. Finally, the area of service includes modifications 

aimed at making jury service as pleasant and meaningful as 

possible for the citizen. Obviously, some, if not all, 

modifications overlap two or more categories. A modification 

was classified in the one area in which its major impact may 

be felt. No attempt was made to account for this overlap in 

Table 3-3. Also, no attempt was made to waigh the effort 

required of the court to make the modification or the importance 

of the modification. Appendix A, Tablf:s A-I through A-IO, 

provides a detailed description of the modifications, as 

sUHunarized in Table 3-3, made in the ten demonstration courts 
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and ten comparison courts. 

A total of 108 modifications in jury operations were 

noted in the twenty evaluated courts between January 1977 

and May 1979. As noted in Table 3-3, 86 changes were made in 

demonstration courts and 26 were made in the comparison 

courts. The number of modifications initiated by the courts, 

a crude early indicator of impact, favors the demonstration 

courts in all four modification categories. In no state did 

the number of modifications observed in the comparison court 

exceed that observed in demonstration courts. 

In the area of selection, each demonstration court 

initiated at least one change. Eleven changes in total 

were noted in the demonstration courts; three comparison courts 

made a total of four changes. As noted earlier, the modification 

was not weighed according to effort required or ascribed 

importance. Modifications in selection varied from the 

supplementation of source lists in Clayton, or the statutory 

elimination of class exemptions in Phoenix, to the inclusion 

of the selection of municipal court jurors along with those 

of the superior court in Spokane (see Appendix A) . 

A total of twelve changes in the screening of jurors 

were made in seven demonstration courts; five comparison 

courts made five changes in this area. Twenty-four modifications 

in jury utilization and management were made in eight of the 
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demonstration courts; only Hartford and Salt Lake, among the 

demonstration courts, did not initiate change in this area. 

Six comparison courts made a total of eight modifications in 

their jury utilization and management practices. By far, 

the most change occurred in the area of jury service. All 

ten demonstration courts made some modification of their 

operations in this area, a total of thirty-five such changes; 

nine changes were noted in six comparison courts. 
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4.0 EQUITY IN THE JUROR SELECTION PROCESS* 

o Equity in the jury selection process depends 
upon the source lists, selection methods, 
and screening procedures that are used. 
Computerization of the selection process 
and statutory amendments comprised 
the most important and numerous changes 
affecting equity in the selection 
process. In these respects, the 
demonstration courts were substantially 
more successful than the comparison 
courts. Five of the ten demonstration 
courts and two of the ten comparison 
courts computerized their selection 
processes either fully or in part. 
Of the five courts that fully computerized 
their selection processes, four weie 
demonstration courts and only one was a 
comparison court. 

o Personnel in three demonstration courts 
drafted and secured the enactment of 
legislation designed to enhance equity 
in the jury selection process. The 
drafting and passage of Utah's new, 
comprehensive Jury Selection and 
Service Act is potentially the single 
most pervasive reform that was 
precipitated by t.he Demonstration 
Program. 

o Only one demonstration court supplemented 
its source list. ' 

o The vast majority of demonstration and 
comparison. courts employ adequate random or 
quasi-random techniques for selecting 
names of prospective jurors. The only 
court that improved the randomness 
of its selection method was a demonstration 
court. 

o Overall, the Demonstration Program resulted 
in significant but not dramatic enhancement 
of equity in the jury selection process. 

*The primary author of this section is William D. Rich . 
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4.1 ~uity Defined 

One of the general goals of the Jury Utilization and 

Management Demonstration Program is enhancement of equity in 

the jury selection process. In this context, equity refers 

to both the degree to which the selection process results 

in jury panels that adequately represent the eligible 

population and the degree to which the selection process 

fairly distributes the obligation of jury service among 

the eligible population. 

The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution 

provides that "In all ciiminal prosecutions, the accused 

shall enjoy the right to a speedy public trial, by an impartial 

jury •... " The Sixth Amendment right to a jury trial 

applies to state criminal prosecutions through the 

Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Clause. l The U.S. Supreme 

Court has held that the systematic exclusion of blacks2 or 

women3 constitutes a violation of the Sixth Amendment right 

to a trial by an impartial jury. The Court has articulated 

the principle that criminal defendants are entitled to juries 

that are selected from representative cross-sections of the 

cormnuni ty. 4 In addition, the states have provisions in their 

own constitutions concerning the right to a trial by an 

impartial jury. 

In order to assure an equitable distribution of jury 

duty among the/eligible population, the jury selection 
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process must minimize the number of times ea.ch citizen 

is called for service. Thus it is necessary to involve as many 

persons in the jury system as necessary, consistent with the 

competing goal of economy. 

According to LEAA guidelines, the Demonstration Program 

is intended to enhance the "defensibility of juror selection 

methods" and increase "citizen participation in jury service." 

(Note 1) The susceptibility of a jury selection process 

to constitutional attack and the degree of citizen participation 

in jury service are affected by the source lists, selection 

methods, and qualification, exemption, and excuse procedures 

used by a court. 

4.2 Source List 

4.2.1 Source List Coverage 

The first step in the juror selection process is to 

obtain a list of names from which to select prospective 

jurors. In order to satisfy the goal of equity in the 

juror selection process, source lists must be representative 

of the eligible population and sufficiently inclusive to 

permit a wide distribution of the burden of jury service. 

The proportion of eligible citizens whose names appear on 

the source list (i.e", the source list coverage) is a measure 

of its inclusiveness. Moreover, other things being equal, the 

likelihood that a particular list adequately represents 
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the eligible population varies directly with the size of 

the list. Therefore, source list coverage is a rough measure 

of representativeness. 

Table 4-1 presents source list coverage data for the 

twenty participating courts in 1976; the upper city named, 

within a state, indicates the location of the demonstration 

court, the lower identifies the comparison court. The 

percentage covered is calculated on the basis of the population 

of persons 18 years or older and the number of persons whose 

names appea~ on the voter registration lists in each 

jurisdiction. This method of estimation is subject to a 

number of errors. First, not all residents of a jursidiction 

who are 18 years or older are eligible to serve on juries 

(e.g., noncitizens and convicted felons). Second, in some 

jurisdictions the geographical area included in the population 

data is not contiguous with the jurisdictional boundaries. 

Third, the nl~ber of names on the source list is assumed to 

be equal to the number of names on the voter registration list, 

even though one jurisdiction (Louisville) supplemented the voter 

registration lists with names from tax rolls. Nevertheless, 

the source list coverage figures in Table 4-1 serve as 

a reasonable estimate of the inclusiveness of each jurisdiction's 

source list as of 1976, immediately prior to the implementation 

of the Demonstration Program. 

The source list coverage in the twenty courts ranged from 
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State Court 

PhoenJ,x 
Arizona 

Tucson 
aarttord 

Connecticut 
Waterburr t.ollisvU. e 

Kentucky 
texington 
clayton 

Missouri 

Table 4-1 

Source ~ist Coverage in 1976 

Source 
List 

Voter 
Registration 

Voter 
Registration 

'lot.er 
Reghtration 
and Tax Lists 

'loter 
Registration 

Sourced 
L.i.st 
Size 

545,163 

205,115 
443,875 

410,883 
347,384 

85,848 
559,905 

ApprOX'l. rna te!:l 
Eligible (18+) 

Potlu1ation 
829,326 

305,894 
S78,a9§ 

538,521 
484,532 

132,379 
661,908 

Source 
List 

Coveraqe(~) 
65. 7 

67.1 
76.7 

76.3 
71.7 

64.8 
84. 6 

St. !.oOUi3 227,000 336,440 67.5 
--------------~N~e~w~a~r.~u~n~s~w~1.~CTk~--·~v~o~t~e~r--------~3~O~O~,~O~9~3-----4~O~9~,~4~8~7~-------~7~3~.~3~---

New Jersey 

Ohi(J 

pennsy1 'lania 

Texas 

Utah 

l'iashington 

elizabeth 
ilion 

Dayton 

Norristown 
Dallas 

i:'ort Worth 
Salt t.akeC 

Provod 
spokane 

Seattle 

Regist::oation 

'loter 
Registration 

'later 
Registration 

Voter 
Registration 

Voter 
Registration 

'loter 
Re9istration 

286,216 382,616 74.8 
213,000 372,488 73.3 

250,000 413,379 60.5 
334,541 415,333 ao.4 

323,586 449,248 72.0 
740,000 934,580 79.2 

341,611 498,114 65.6 
321,5~'1~2~--~3~3~6-,~8~9~4--------~9~5~.~4~.----

103,566 119,194 
173,376 210,912 

147,524 177,555 

86.9 
d2.2 

83.1 

aSource: State Election Commissions of the resnecti'!e stctes. All figures are 
for 1976 and include voter.registration figures only. 

bsource: Sales and Marketing Management 1976 Survey of Buying Power. 
cIncludes only Salt Lake and Tooele Counties of the Third Judicial District. 
dInc1udes only Utah, Uintah and Wasatch Counties of the Fourth Judicial District. 
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60.5 percent in Dayton to 95.4 percent in Salt Lake City. 

The mean source list coverage for the demonstration courts was 

78.3 percent; the mean coverage for the comparison courts was 

71.9 percent. In seven of the ten states, the demonstration 

court had better coverage than the comparison court. Thus, 

prior to the implementation of the Demonstration Program, 

the demonstration courts as a whole exhibited greater 

inclusiveness of their source lis't.s than did the comparison 

courts. 

The standard of 85 percent source list coverage has been 

set as a goal for the demonstration courts (Note 1). 

Only three courts (Salt Lake City, Provo, and Clayton) met this 

standard prior to ~~lementation of the program. Except 

where a court has supplemented its source list during the period 

of the Bemonstration Program (see Section 4.2.3 below), there 

is little reason for the source list coverage to change sub

stantially in any demonstration or comparison court. 

4.2.2 Primary Source L·is! 

The choice of a primary source list is the threshold 

decision affecting the representativeness and inclusiveness 

of jury selection. Property tax rolls substantially under

represent women, racial minorities, and poor persons. Voter 

registration lists tend to underrepresent racial minorities, 

poor persons, and young adults. Drivers license lists are 

thought to be the most representative and inclusive of the 
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con~only used source lists. 

Other factors besides representativeness and size must 

be taken into account when choosing a source list. First, 

the list must be readily available to the court. Federal 

income tax, social security, and census lists are highly 

inclusive and representative, but they are confidential. 

The source list also should contain as few ineligible persons 

as is reasonably possible. For example, convicted felons, 

who generally are ineligible to serve on juries or vo'te, 

are usually not prohibited from operating motor vehicles. 

Thus, the use of a drivers license list as the primary source 

list is likely to result in a nunilier of ineligible persons 

being sent qualification questionnaires who would not be sent 

them if voter registration lists were the sole source. Many 

lists include business organizations and/or minors. The 

recency of the list also affects the number of ineligible persons 

whose names are selected. Property tax rolls, for example, 

are notorious for their inclusion of persons long dead. A 

final pragmatic consideration, for those courts that have 

computerized jury selection processes, is whether the list is 

available in machine-readable form. 

The initial constraint upon the choice of a source list is 

usually statutory. The source lists in the ten states 

involved in this evaluation are presented in Table 4-2. 
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Table 4-2 

statutory Designation of Source Lists 

state 

Arizona 
connecticut 
Kentucky 
Missouri 
New Jersey 
Ohio 
PeBnsylvania 
Texas 
Utah 
Washington 

Source.. List D'esignated 

Voter Registration 
Voter Registration 
voter Registration and Property Tax 
None 
None 
Voter Registration 
Voter Registration 
Voter Registration 
Voter Registration 
Voter Registration 

Of the ten states of the participating courts, only 

Missouri and New Jers~y have not designated the primary source 

list by statut~. Of the eight states 'in which the legislatures 

have specified the primary source list, seven specify the 

voter registration lists and one (Kentucky) specifies a 

combination of voter registration lists and property tax 

rolls. None of these statutory provisions were changed during 

the course of the demonstration project. 

All four courts (Clayton, St. Louis, New Brunswick, and 

Elizabeth) in the ,two states in which the primary source list 

is not statutorily designated used voter registration lists 

at the beginning of the Oemonstration Program. None of these 

courts changed its primary source list, although Clayton 

supplemented the voter registration list with 1:he drivers 

license list. 
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4.2.3 Source List Suppleme,ntatio,!l 

By supplementing the primary source list with another list 

or lists, a court can enhance the size and, if the right list 

is chosen, the representativeness of the pool of names from 

which jurors are eventually drawn. Although constitutional 

attacks on the exclusive use of voter registration lists 

have been unsuccessful,S a number of organizations have 

advocated supplementation. The National Conference of 

Metropolitan Courts' Model Jury Selection and Service Act 

provides for the supplementation of voter registration lists 

with lists of licensed drivers, motor vehicle registrants, 

utility customers, state income taxpayers, and property 

taxpayers. 6 Likewise, the Uniform Jury Selection and Service 

Act, promulgated by the National Conference of Commissioners 

on Uniform State Laws, requires that voter registration lists be 

supplemented with other lists. 7 The American Bar Association's 

Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration made the 

following recommendation: 

Names for petit and grand jury service should 
be selected from multiple lists whose 
combination yields as broad a current 
census of the citizenry of the jurisdiction 
as practical and which minimizes 
duplication of names to the extent possible. 
(Solomon, 1975) 

When deciding whether to supplement a primary source list, 

a court should r of course, consider the possible benefits and 

costs. The potential benefit of supplementation is determined 

partly by the degree of coverage of the primary list. If the 
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primary list is highly inclusive, relatively few names will be 

added by supplementation. The standard of 85 percent coverage 

may serve as a ru.le of thumb. Additionally, the court must 

consider whether, apart from the degree of coverage, supple

mentation is likely to enhance the representativeness of 

the source list. Supplementing a voter registration list 

that mildly underrepresents racial minorities, poor persons 

and young adults with a property tax assessm~nt list that 

grossly underrepresents women, racial minorities, poor persons 

and young adults will detract from the representativeness of 

the source list. 

Source list supplementation involves substantial costs. 

Court personnel must combine lists and eliminate duplicate: 

names. If the selection process is automated, the merging of 

lists can be accomplished by means of a computer. Nevertheless, 

not all duplicate names can be eliminated mechanically. The 

resul tant personnel costs are substantial. To ti1e extent that 

duplicate names remain in the combined list, persons whose names 

appear on both lists have a greater chance of being selected than 

do those whose names appear on only one list. This,of course, 

may impair representativeness. The other type of error also 

is problematic, although less frequent; the mistaken removal 

of non-duplicates creates an additional bias. 

The choice of a particular list with which to supplement 

the primary list should be made after consideration of the same 
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factors that are relevant to the choice of a primary list: 

representativeness, size, availability, inclusion of ineligible 

persons, and type of medium (machine-readable or not). In 

addition to these factors, the court must consider the degree 

to which the supplementary list duplicates the primary list. , 
For example, it would be unwise to supplement a drivers 

license list with a list of motor vehicle registrants because 

nearly everyone whose name appears on ·the list of registrants is 

licensed to drive. 

There are often statutory constraints upon a court's 

ability to supplement. Table 4-3 specified the relevant 

statutory constraints in each of the ten states involved in 

this evaluation. 

Table 4-3 

Statutory Provisions Regarding Supplementa.tion 

Expressly Implicitly Not 
State Required Permitted Permitbad Permitted 

Arizona X 
Connecticut X 
Kentucky X 
Missouri X 
New Jersey X 
Ohio X 
Pennsylvania X 
Texas X 
Utah X 
Washington X 

Total 1 3 2 4 
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In four of the ten states (Arizona, Connecticut, Texas, and 

Washington), supplementation is statutorily precluded. The 

Arizona legislature, however, has enacted legislation, which 

takes effect June 1, 1980, requiring supplementation of the 

voter registration list with the drivers license list and 

permitting supplementation with other lists. Officials from 

the Phoenix eourt assisted in drafting the legislation and 

testified on its behalf. Thus, the Demonstration Program is 

partly responsible for its passage. 

Supplementation is now permitted, either expressly 

or implicitly, in five additional states. Kentucky currently 

requires supplementation of the 'voter registration list with 

the property tax list, despite the unrepresentativeness of 

property tax lists. 

During 1979 the Utah legislature passed a comprehensive 

jury selection and service act that permits the Utah Supreme 

Court to prescribe the use of supplementary lists. The legislation 

does not allow individual trial courts to supplement in the 

absence of an order by the Supreme Court. 

Source list supplementation is statutorily permissible 

in New Jersey, but effective control over supplementation resides 

in the State Administrative Office of the Courts, which has not 

mandated it thus far. 
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The Ohio statu.te, which is slightly ambiguous, has been 

interpreted by court personnel in Akron to preclude 

supplementation. Although a fair reading of the statute8 would 

permit supplementation by order of the trial court, the 

ambiguity appears to have been sufficient to deter court 

personnel from considering supplementation. 

Of the eight participating courts that were legally free 

to supplement their source lists, only one (Clayton) actually 

did so. Ironically, Clayton had one of the highest coverage 

percentages pri.or to supplementation; i.e., 84.6 peroent. 

Thus, rounding to the nearest percent, Clayton already met 

the standard of 85 percent coverage: yet it chose to 

supplement the voter registration list with the drivers license 

list in order to achieve greater representation of young adults, 

racial minorities, and poor persons. Clayton Court personnel 

report that their new master list, which is a combination of the 

voter registration and drivers license lists, includes 766,000 

names, of which an estimated 10 to 20 percent are duplicates. 

Assuming 20 percent duplication, t.he list contains 612,800 

non-duplicate names, providing the Clayton Court new source 

list coverage of 93 percent. (In computing this coverage 

estimate, it has been assumed that the jurisqiction's population 

of eligible persons has remained unchanged.) Thus, supple-

mentation improved source list coverage by 8 percentage points. 

Difficulties attended Clayton's supplementation effort. 
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Some duplicate names were removed by computer, but others had 

to be removed manually. The remaining duplicates, reportedly 

10 to 20 percent of the combined list, result in a selection 

bias in favor of persons who are both registered to vote 

and licensed to drive. Additional problems result from 

the drivers license list's inclusion of non-residents and 

convicted felons. Because drivers are required to renew their 

licenses only every three years, the drivers license list is 

less recent than the voter registration list. Despite the 

attendant difficulties, however, court officials report that they 

are pleased with the results of their efforts. Enhanced 

representativeness, they say, has been worth the cost. Clayton's 

source list supplementation is clearly a result of its partici

pation in the Oemonstration Program. 

Beginning in January 1978, the Lexington court 'supple

mented the voter registration list with the property tax list. 

Compliance with the statutory provision requiring the use of 

the property tax list, however, has been minimal. In light 

'of the inadequacies of property tax lists as sources of names 

of prospective jurors, whole-hearted compliance probably 

would not be beneficial. 

In summary, the Demonstration Program resulted in source 

list supplementation in only one court, despite the fact that 

three demonstration courts had the authority to supplement 

under existing law. Of the three courts with legal authority 
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to supplement, only the court that supplemented met the source 

list coverage standard of 85 percent at the outset of the program. 

Two other demonstration courts were instrumental in amending 

their states' statutes to permit source list supplementation. 

4.2.4 Court Personnel Perceptions ~~~: S'ource·List 
Re~entat·iveness 

Table 7-2 below (see Section 7.0, "Perceptions of Court 

Personnel") presents the results of a questionnaire given to 

court personnel during the first and third observation 

points, which correspond to the initiation and conclusion, 

respectively, of the Bemonstration Program. Judges, court 

administrators and clerks were asked the following question: 

"Do the source and master jury lists oontain a representative 

group of citizens?iI During the initiation of the program, 

4.9 percent of the 64 demonstration court personnel queried 

answered "very good," while 55.7 percent said "adequate" and 

39.3 percent said II improvem~mt needed." During the same period 

of time, 15.4 percent of the 28 comparison court personnel 

queried answered "very good," while 69.2 percent said "adequate" 

and 15.4 percent said "improvement needed." Thus, at the outset 

of the Demonstration Program, the comparison court personnel's 

perceptions of source list representativeness was somewhat more 

favorable than those of the demonstration court personnel, 

but both groups were generally favorable. 

At the conclusion of the Oemonstration Program, both 

56 



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

~ ; 

groups reported more favorable impressions than had been 

reported at the beginning of the program. Of 37 demonstration 

court personnel queried during the third observation, 44.4 percent 

ans~wered the same question "very good," 25.0 percent answered 

"adequate," and 30.5 percent answered "improvement needed." 

Of the 24 comparison court personnel queried, 54.2 percent 

answered "very good," 37.5 percent answered "adequate," and 

8.3 percent answerE~d "improvement .needed." Thus, court 

personnels' perceptions of the representativeness of 

their source lists generally becam~ more favorable by the 

end of the Demonstration Program, but this was true for demon

stration and comparison courts as well. Moreover, comparison 

court personnel remained more sanguine than their demonstration 

court counterparts. Inasmuch as demonstration court 

personnel participated in a program that made them aware of 

possible deficiencies in their source list coverage, 

this difference may be attributable to participation in the 

Demonstration Program rather than any real differences in 

representativeness. 

The results presente~ above should be interpret~d with 

caution for two major reasons. First, the court personnel 

queried during the first observation are not identical 

to those queried during the third observation. Second, 

different numbers of persons were queried in. each court, and the 

results have not been weighted to adjust for this. 
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4. 3 Method of Se·lection 

4.3.1 Non-discrimina·tion 

Juror selection practices that systematically exclude 

women or racial minorities constitute reversible error under 

the u.s. constitution.
9 

Legislative prohibitions of dis-

criminatory selection practices are one way to make explicit 

the policy against such discrimination. The Federal, Uniform, 

and Model Jury Selection and Service Acts each contain such 

h 'b" 10 a pro ~ l.t~on. 

Table 4-4 indicates which of the ten evaluation states 

had statutory non-discrimination provisions at the beginning 

of the demonstration. 

Table 4-4 

Statutory Non-discrimination Provisions 
January 1977 

State 

Arizona 
Connecticut 
Kentucky 
Missouri 
New' Jersey 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Texas 
Utah 
Washington 

Total 

Statutory 
Non-discrimination 

Provision 

X 

x 
X 
X 

4 

58 

No Statutory 
Non-discrimination 

Provision 

x 
X 

x 

X 
X 
X 

6 
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Of the ten states involved in the evaluation only four 

had statutory non-discrimination provisions at the outset 

of the demonstration program. During the course of the 

program, only Utah adopted such a provision. Utah's enactment 

of its anti-discrimination requirement is attributable 

to the ~emonstration program inasmuch as it is a part of the new 

Jury Selection and Service Act which \'las drafted by personnel 

in the Salt Lake City court. 

4.3.2 Randomization 

The u.s. Supreme Court has articulated the principle 

that criminal defendants are constitutionally entitled to 

juries that are selected from representative cross-sections 

of the community. Strictly speaking, the representative 

cross-section requirement is dictum. Moreover, the Court 

concedes that the "fair cross-section principle must have much 

leeway in application"ll and does not require perfectly 

designed statistical sampling procedures. Nevertheless, random 

sampling from a representative source list is the surest 

way to comply with the constitutional standards. Ideally, 

there should be no step in the jury selection process that 

involves the selection of names from a list or wheel by non-

random means. This does not require, however, that 

randomization procedures should be employed at every step. 

Once a random selection has been made, the resulting list may 

be reduced by selecting names in the random order in which they 

were drawn initially. This avoids the possibility of subjectivity 
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or bias entering into the selectton process while minimizing 

costs. 

The statutory status of randomized selection procedures 

in the ten evaluation states at the beginning of the 

Demonstration 'Program is presented in Table 4-5. 

-

State 

- Arizona 
Connecticut 
Kentuc~ky 
Missouri 
New Jeirsey 
Ohio 
pennsylvania 
Texas 
Utah 
Washington 

Total 

Table 4-5 

statutory Status of Randomized 
Selection Procedures 

January 1977 

Completely Random 

x 

x 

X 
X 
X 

x 

6 

Not Completely 
Random 

x 

x 
X 

X 

4 

Statutes in six of the ten states specified random or 

quasi-~'ando~ selection procedures insofar as there were no 

steps involving the selection of names from a list or wheel 

on a non-random or non-quasi-random basis. ( "Quas i -random I, 

includes random-start fixed interval procedures, which are 

treated the same as random procedures for purposes of Table 

4-5.) PennE~~vania also is included in this category, despite 
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its statutory specification of a defective quasi-random procedure. 

Under the Pennsylvania statutes, every twentieth name was 

selected, beginning with the first name on the list. This 

procedure is liable to bias according to the order of the 

list when more or fewer than one-twentieth of the names on 

the list are selected. 

Of the four remaining states, one expressly permitted 

discretionary selection decisions, two required discretionary 

selection decisions, and one was sufficiently unspecific 

that it would permit discretionary decisions. In New Jersey 

the assignment judge was expressly authorized to ~liminate 

names of. prospective jurors at his or her discretion. Utah 

and Connecticut mandated discretionary decisions by requiring 

that jurors meet vague standards of intelligence, reputation, 

and sobriety. Connecticut "S statutes were sufficiently 

unspecific as to permit the exercise of discretion in the 

creation of lists of eligible persons when selection is not 

done by computer. 

Of the ten states, only Utah modified its statutory 

selection procedure. The new Utah Jury Selection and Service 

Act expressly requires the use of random selectiOl'l procedures. 

Thus, statutory selection procedures in three of the ten states 

remain discretionary, and those in one other state are technically 

defective although nominally quasi-random. 
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Of the twenty courts participating in this evaluation, 

only two employed essentially non-random steps in their selection 

processes at the init.iation of the Demonstratlon Program. In 

Lexington, a comparison court, the jury commissioners selected 

names from the source list without a bona fide random or quasi

random procedure. The New Brunswick Court employed a quasi

random procedure that contained an alphabetical bias. During 

the course of the Demonstration Program, New Brunswick, a 

demons'l:.ration court, revised its selection procedures to 

eliminate the alphabetical bias. Thus, the overwhelming majority 

of the courts used adequately unbiased selection procedures at 

the outset of the Demonstration Program. The one court that 

improved its selection procedures was a participant in the 

program. 

4.3.3 Automation of Se-lection 

Although manual selection methods can be random, and 

computerized selection methods need not be random, 

computerization of the selection process reduces the likelihood 

of non-random factors entering into the selection process. The 

status of computerization of the selection processes in the 

twenty participating courts at the beginning of the 

Demonstration Program is summarized in Table 4-6. 
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Table 4-6 

Computerization of Selection Process 
Prior to Demonstration Program 

January 1977 

state 

Arizona 
Arizona 
Connecticut 
Connecticut 
Kentucky 
Kentucky 
1-1issouri 
c.1issouri 
NeW' Jersey 
New Jersey 
Ohio 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Texas 
Texas 
Utah 
Utah 
Washington 
W"1shington 

Total 

Court 

Phoenix (D) 
Tucson (C) 
Hartford (D) 
Waterbury (C) 
Louisville (D) 
Lexington (C) 
Clayton (D) 
St. Louis (e) 
New Brunswick 
Elizabeth (C) 
Ak:ron (D) 
Dayton (C) 
Media (D) 
Norrisltown (C) 
Dallas (D) 
Fort Worth (C) 
Salt Lake City 
Provo (C) 
Spokane (D) 
Everett (e) 

Partly 
Computerized 

x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

(D) x 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

(D) x 
x 
x 
X· 

15 

Not 
Computerized 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

5 

At the initiation of the project, eight demonstration 

courts and seven comparison courts used a computer for some but 

not all of the steps in the selection process. Thus, the 

demonstration courts on the whole began with a slight tech-

nological edge over the comparison courts. No court, however, 

had fully computerized its selection process at the outset. 

Changes in the status; of computerization in the twenty 

participating courts are presented in Table 4-7. Only 
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changes that occurred during the course of the Demonstration 

Program are included. 

Table 4-7 

Changes in Computerization of Selection Proces.s During 
Demonstration Program 

Fully Partly 
Comput- Comput- No 

state Court erized erized Change 

Arizona Phoenix (D ) X 
Arizona Tucson (Cr X 
Connecticut Hartford (D) X 
Connecticut Waterbury (C) X 
Kentucky Louisville (D) X 
Kentucky Lexington (C) X 
Missouri Clayton (D) X 
t1issouri St. Louis (C) X 
New Jersey New Brunswick (D) X 
New Jersey Elizabe°l:.h (C) X 
Ohio Akron (D) X 
Ohio Dayton (C) X 
Pennsylvania Media (D) X 
Pennsylvania Norristown (C) X 
Texas Dallas (D) X 
Texas Ft. Worth (C) X 
Utah Salt Lake (D) X 
Utah Provo (C) X 
Washington Spokane (D) X 
~vashington Everett (C) X 

Total 5 2 13 

Seven of the twenty participating courts computerized 

their selection processes, either fully or partly, during 

the course of the Demonstration program. Five of the se~en 

courts were demonstration courts. Of the five courts that fully 

computerized their selection processes, four were demon-

stration courts. Among compari~,on courts, only Norristown 
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fully computerized its selection process. 

Computerization typically is accomplished either by 

acquisition of a mini-computer or by use of the g'neral 

county mainframe computer'JOf the five courts that fully 

computerized their selection processes, Phoenix and Media, 

demonstration courts, obtained mini-computers with D.emon

stration ~rograrn funding. The other three courts with fully 

computerized selection (Clayton, Norristown, and 

Spokane) tied into the county mainframe computer. 

Although the Salt Lake Court did not computerize its 

selection process during the Demonstration ~rogram, it is 

proceeding with plans to computerize fully by 1980. These 

plans appear to be partly an outgrowth of the D.emonstration 

~rogram. 

Fully or part. computerization of the selection process 

in five of the ten demonstration courts must be regarded 

as one of the more significant accomplishments of the 

Demonstration Program. Both the equity and the efficiency of 

the selection processes were enhanced as a result. 
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4 . 4 The :Screening Process· 

4.4.1 The Nature· o,f·the· Scre.en-ing :Processandi t's E'ffect 
on Equity in the Se1ection ~,:roCess 

In contrast to the arbitrary (random or Jtherwise) 

selection of names from lists, the screening process is 

explicitly purposive. Screening usually has at least three 

components: qualification, exemption, and excuse. 

Qualifications are attributes that a person must have in 

order to be eligible for jury service. An exemption generally 

refers to an attribute, usually occupational, that relieves 

a qualified person of the duty to serve. Prospective jurors 

can be excused from serving during a particular term, usually 

on account of hardship. 

Of course, decisions whether to disqualify, exempt, or 

excuse a prospective juror mu.st be made by a human rather than 

a machine. To the extent that these decisions involve 

the exercise of discretion, they may impair the representa-

tiveness of the selection process. Explicit and objective 

decision criteria reduce the probability of bias. Screening 

decisions also necessarily diminish the pool of prospective 

jurors, thus reducing the inclusiveness of the selection 

process. Numerous and over-inclusive grounds for disquali-

fication, exemption, and excuse exacerbate the problem. 
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4.4.2 Qualification 

Not everyone is eligible to serve on a jury. Juror 

qualifications are established by state statute. Jurors 

ordinarily must be citizens, residents of the jurisdiction 

in which they are to serve, no less than a minimum age 

(usually 18 or 21 years), and able to speak English. In 

some states prospective jurors must meet additional criteria 

of a more subjective nature. 

At the beginning of the Demonstration Program, 

Connecticut statutes required jurors to be "esteemed in the 

community as persons of g90d character, approved integrity, 

sound judgement, and fair education.,,12 Similarly, Texas 

required its jurors to be "of good moral character,,13 and 

Utah required its jurors to be "bf sound mind and discretion. u14 

In none of the other seven states did the statutes contain like 

provisions. By the end of the demonstration Program, 

Connecticut and Utah had legislatively eliminated these 

vague, subjective criteria. Both the Utah amendment and 

the Connecticut amendment are attributable to the Oemonstration 

Program. The Utah amendment was part of the new Jury 

Selection and Service Act. The Connecticut State Jury 

Administrator's office drafted and testified on behalf of 

Connecticut's amendment. 

4.4.3 Exemption 

State legislatures traditionally have exempted certain 
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classes of persons from jury duty. Exemptions usually are 

based on a person's occupation. Statutes in many states 

exempt law enforcement officers, firefighters, state and local 

government employees, physicians, lawyers, judges, and teachers.

Even bridgetenders, ferrymen, and operators of b=lephones 

and telegraphs have been declared exempt in some states. Old 

persons, usually over 65 or 70 years, are exempt in many states, 

as are women having custody of minor children. Indeed, in 

1978 the u.s. Supreme Court struck down a Missouri statute 

that exempts all women from jury duty.15 

Both the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform 

State Laws and the National Conference of Metropolitan 

Courts recommend the abolition of all class exemptions in 

order to enhance the representativeness, inclusiveness and 

efficiency of the jury selection process. 16 At the initiation 

of the P.emonstration ~rogram, eight of the ten evaluation 

states rrovided for class exemptions. Only Ohio and 

Pennsylvania did not have such provisions. By the end of the 

program, Arizona, Kentucky, and Utah had abolished class 

exemptions, bringing the number of states with class exemptions 

down to five. Utah's amendment was part of the new Jury 

Selection and Service Act. 

4.4.4 Excuse 

State statutes typically provide for persons to be 

excused from jury duty in situations where service would 
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constitute a hardship. Statutes vary from liberal to stringent. 

Liberal groun¢l.s for excuse from jury service r€~duce the 

inclusiveness and possibly the representativeness of the jury 

selection process. In order to minimize this problem the 

National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws 

and the National Conference of Metropolitan Courts have 

recommended that the sole grounds for excuse be undue 

hardship, extreme inconvenience, and public necessity.17 

Of the ten states involved in this evaluation, none 

precisely conformed to the two Conferences' reco~nendations 

at the beginning of the project. Kentucky and Pennsylvania, 

however, permitted excuses only for undue hardship or extreme 

inconvenience, although not for public necessity. Utah 

formerly permitted excuses only to avoid material harm to 

property, or when required for the health of the prospective 

juror or his family. The new Utah Jury Selection and Service 

Act follows the recommendations of the two Conferences and 

permi ts excusal on the grounds of undue hardship 1 inconvenience:, 

or public necessity. No other state modified its excuse 

criteria during the period of the Demonstration Program. 

4.5 The Relationship of Jury Be-leotion Process Yield to Equi.ty 

Given an adequate source list and random selection 

procedures, the representativeness of jury panels will be 

determined by the results of the summoning and screening 

processes. Undeliverable summonses, failures to answer 
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summonses, disqualifications, exemptions, and excuses may 

tend to eliminate certain legally cognizable classes of persons 

such as women, racial minorities, and the poor. To this extent, 

the exclusions that occur as a result of summoning and 

screening will detract from the representativeness of jury 

panels. 

The jury selection process yield is the number of persons 

who report for service expressed as a percentage of the 

number of persons who have been selected from the master list 

for summoning. (In jurisdictions where qualification 

questionnaires are sent before summoning, the yield is ex

pressed as a percentage of the number of persons sent 

qualification questionnaires.) A low yield indicates that 

a large proportion of those persons selected from the master 

list have been excluded as a result of summoning and 

screening. Conversely, a high yield indicates inclusiveness 

in the summoning and screening process. 

The average selection process yield percentages for the 

ten demonstration and. ten comparison court.s at four obser

vation points are presented in Table 5-1 in the following 

section (see Section 5.0, "Eff::.ciency and Economy") . 

The comparison courts consistently averaged slightly higher 

yields than the demonstration courts, but there were no 

striking trends or differences in either group's average yield 

percentages over time. 
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The yield data indicate that neither the demonstration courts 

nor the comparison courts generally enhanced the equity of the 

selection process by increasing the selection yield. Moreover, 

it is clear that usually only one out of every three persons 

whose names are selected actually is available for service 

on juries. This filtering involves great potential for 

loss of representativeness. Of course, the fact that two 

out of every three persons are excluded does not necessarily 

~mply unrepresentativeness. The remaining prospective jurors 

may be wholly representative of the eligible population, either 

because the selection process was effectively unbiased or 

because biases in the selection process compensated for 

countervailing biases in the source list. Nevertheless, the 

vagaries of the selection process make it unlikely that 

litigants will have the opportunity to select jurors from an 

array that is truly representative of the eligible population. 
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5.0 EFFICIENCY AND ECONO~IT 

o Both the demonstration courts and comparison 
courts improved the efficiency of juror usage 
during the period from January 1977 to May 
1979. An average reduction in the Juror Usage 
Index of 4.1 among the demonstration courts, 
compared favorably to a reduction of 1. 7 among 
the comparison courts over the same period. 
The Juror Usage Index ShO'V1S great variability 
across courts and measurement points. Conclu
sions based upon this Index should be made 
guardedly. 

o Estimat.ed annual dollar savings in juror fees 
paid by the courts, based on improvements in 
juror usage exceed $400,000 for all the 
de~onstration courts and $100,000 for all the 
comparison courts. 

o Greater efficiencies in the selection of 
prospecti.ve jurors, as measured by the yield 
of jurors obtained by the selection procedures 
of the courts, have not been demonstrated. 
Consistently from 1977 to 1979 an average of 
only one-third of the prospective jurors con
tacted by both the comparison and demonstration 
courts actually served in the courts. None of 
the twenty participating court.s achieved and 
maintained the minimum standard of 50 percent 
yield established by the Demonstration Program. 

The goal of efficiency encompasses savings to the court, 

the juror and the community, and generally is achieved by 

means of improved jury system administration. Economy as 

a goal refers not only to savings in monetary costs, but 

also to conservation of human, administrative and technical 

resources in the courts and community, and a reduced burden 

on the juror. 

Two general measures of efficiency have been used to 

evaluate the jury operations of the courts - the selection 
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yield and juror utilization. The first, the yield of the 

selection process, suggests the degree of success the court 

has in securing the services of the eligible jurors, ready, 

willing and able to serve, identified in a source list. 

The second measure, juror utilization gauges a court" s abil-ity 

to use those, and only those, jurors actually needed to hear 

scheduled jury trials. Together, the measures of selection 

yield and juror utilization provide an overall general indi-

cation of the efficiency of a court's jury operations. 

5.1 Selection Yield 

The "yield" of jurors is a quantative measure of the 

selection process. The yield as a measure of effectiveness 

is based on the number of prospective jurors who report for 

jury service in proportion to the number of prospective 

jurors contacted in the selection process. The yield is 

calculated both at the qualification phase and the summon

ing phase; the product of the two figures provides the 

overall selection process yield for a term of jury service. 

In a court with a direct sunwoning operation, the overall 

yield is' equal to the sununoning process yield. 

Overall 
Yield 

Number of Prospective 
= Jurors Qualified 

Number of Qual. Quest. X 
Mailed 

Number of Jurors 
Serving 

Number of Summonses 
Sent Out 

Table 5-1 shows the selection yields for the demonstra-

tion courts and comparison courts at four observation periods, 
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Table 5-1 

Selection Yields of Demonstration 
lind CClnparl son Courts at Four Observ etlan Po I ntsll 

I Obse,.."atlons 
Oemonstrat Ion 01 o.z 03 °4 W ... un 

_""t_~. 

I 
Phoen 1:1 32.0 33.2 33.3 31.2 3:1..4 

Hartford 18.1 22.8 20.0 25.0b 23.~ 

I 
Loulsv Ilia 36.6 32.3 31.8 32.0b 33.2 

Clayton 23.0 23.3 23.9 23.7 23.5 

New Brunsw I ck 17.5 13.5 12.9 14.6b 14.6 

I Akron 26.1 27.8 27.6 25.9 26.9 

Media 22.4 26.4 27.3 28.7 26.2 

I Dall!!!! 28.8 24.0 32.6 38.7 31.0 

Sal t lillie ~\2.6 53.8 49.6 40.0b 49.0 

I Spokllne 2(\.8 26.1 31.0 29.8 27.9 

,","110 28.2 28.3 29.8 29.0 

I 
Ran911 17 .5-52.6 13.5-53.8 12.9-49.6 14.63-40.0 

ObsB,.."atlons 
Ccmperlson 01 o.z ~ 04 Mo!!n 

I TucSC)n 50.1 47.4 41.:2 46.4 

Le)(lr'll1\'lri 64. ~. 6:\'0 42.8 64.8 56.8 

I St. Loul s 16.9 15.6 19.5 42.4 23.6 

Elizabeth 15.4 12.2 13.8a 13.8 

I DayTon 26.6 30.0 30.011 28.9 

HorrI st()wn 27.1 23.4 24.8 25.0 2!l.1 

I Ft. ~brth 47.3 40.9 41.6 40.3 42.5 

PrO'lO 37.8 33.6 33.9 35.1 

I 
Everett 29.8 24.2 40.5 43.8 34.6 

Mo~n 34.1 3!\.4 30.8 35.5 

F\arlge 15.4--$0.7 15.6-63.0 12'.2-47.4 13.8-64.8 

I ._--, 
Note: 
a 01 ,. January 1977 

I 02 Q September 1977 
03 .• August - OcTober 1978 
04 - ,",erch - M;;y 1979 

b 
estimated 
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January 1977, September 1977, August 1978, and March 1978. 

The mean yields of both groups changed very little from 01 

to 04' maintaining a yield of approximately one-third of the 

prospective jurors in the selection process. 

A comparison of variations in the selection yields of 

individual courts that made modifications in their selection 

process (see Section 3. 0, "Changes in Jury Syst.em Operations") 

suggests that the individual court's yield variations cannot 

be attributed to specific changes in the selection or screen

ing processes, both of which bear on selection yields. The 

st. Louis Court, for example, showed a dramatic increase in 

the selection yield, from an average 17.3 percent over the 

first three observation periods to 42.4 percent at 04' an 

improvement of over 200 percent, with no corresponding change 

in their selection or screening processes. Conversely, the 

Phoenix Court maintained approximately the same yield over 

the course of the four observations, even though all class 

exemptions were eliminated in Arizona. 

Only the Dallas Court, among the demonstration courts, 

and the St. Louis; Court and Everett Court among the comparison 

courts, showed increases in selection yield exceeding ten 

points. Little correlation exists between the number of 

modifications initiated by the courts in selection and screen

ing and improvement in yield (see Section 3.0, especially 

Table 3-1). Further, in terms of overall efficiency, only the 

selection yields of the Salt Lake Court among the demonstration 

courts and Lexington among the comparison courts approach the 
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standard of 50 percent yield, i.e., one out of two pro-

spective jurors identified eventually serves in the court, 

established as the minimum criterion for adequate selection 

yield for the Demonstration Program. 

5.2 Juror Usag~ 

The Juror Usage Index (JUI) is a general measure 

approximating' the efficiency with which the court utilizes 

and manages its jurors. It is used by all United states 

District courts as mandated by the Administrative Office 

of the United S'tates courts. The use of the JUI (or similar 

measures of juror utilization efficiency) is increasing 

among state courts. 

The JUI is the total number of jurors available per 

month (or three-month jury term) in proportion to the total 

number of jury trials per month. It is based on a twelve jury 

member standard. If six member juries are used the JUI is 

appropriately adjusted. Thus: 

JUI = Number of Jury Days 
Number of Trial Days 

While actual values of the JUI are relatively meaning-

less by themselves, some standards and norms may place the 

JUI data reported in a meaningful context. At its simplest 

level, because the JUI is based on a twelve member jury, if 

twelve jurors are available to serve one trial, a JUI of 

twelve is computed, i.e., twelve divided by one. A JUI 

greater than twelve indicates jurors available in the court 
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but not actually hearing trials, i.e., those serving on panels 

who are challenged or not reached, as well as those simply not 

serving on panels or trials. A JUI less than twelve, an 

e~tremely rare occurrence, indicates that some jurors have 

served on more than one trial during a day. A more useful 

standard for the JUI may be the ratio of those jurors actually 

serving on trials and those on the panels not reached during 

voir dire. For example, an optimum low standard might be a 

JUI of 18, i.e., twelve jurors serving on a trial plus six 

jurors challenged or hot reached during voir dire, for a 

total of 18 jurors available for one day. A JUI that exceeds 

this lower standard considerably, e.g., a JUI of 30, is cause 

for considering inefficiencies in juror utilization. 

Table 5-2 compares the Juror Usage Indices for the 

demonstration courts and comparison courts for the four 

observation periods. Assuming that the difference between 

the JUI at 01 or the first observation (the "before" measure 

in January 1977) and the JUls for 02 through 04 indicate 

changes in juror usage, the mean juror usage of both the 

demonstration courts and the comparison courts improved from 

1977-1979. The mean JUI of the demonstration courts at 01 

is 32.17, and the average of the means at 02' 03' and 04 is 

28.06 - a 4.11 reduction in the JUl. For the comparison 

courts the comparable figures are 31.35 and 29.65 - a JUI 

reduction of 1.70. Based on these mean reductions, greater 

juror utilization improvement in the demonstration courts 

has been achieved when compared to that in the comparison courts. 
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Demonstration Courts 

I
I 
I 

Phoen Ix 
Hartford 
LOll! sv file 

I 
CI ayton 
New Brunsw Ick 
Akron 
Media 

I'j- Dallas 
Salt Lake 
Spokane 

I Mean 
Range 
Median 

I ---
I Com par I son Courts 

I 
Tucson 
Waterbury 
Lexington 

I 
st. Louis 
EI I zabeth 
Dayton 
Norrl stown 

I Ft. Itlrth 
Provo 
Everett 

I Mean 
Range 

I 
Median 

aAugust-october 1978 I b~larch-May 1979 

I 
I 
I 

Table 5-2 

JUror Usage I nd Ices (JU /) for 
Demonstration and Comparison Courts 

January 1977 

(01) 

19.96 

60.16 
25.41 
26.38 
31.43 

34.82 
45.87 
28.34 
17.14 

32.17 
17 .14~0.16 

28.34 

24.01 

33.10 
45.97 

33.67 
20.00 

3: .35 
20.00-28.34 

33.10 

September 1977 

(02) 

19.05 

50.25 
30.28 
22.10 
24.01 
18.32 
41.61 

20.69 
24.08 
19.85 

27.02 
18.32-50.25 

23.25 

21.93 

29.28 
58.31 

47.28 

19.18 

35.20 
19.18-58.31 

29.28 

78 

August 1978a 

( 03> 

21.09 

66.66 
31.40 
28.86 
27.09 
17 .62 

23.52 
31.00 
17.90 

29.46 
17.62-66.66 

27.09 

21.93 

31.48 
28.91 
34.71 

28.20 
33.60 
15.60 

27.78 

15.60-34.71 
28.91 

March 1979b 
(04) 

19.47 

68.27 
21.35 
27.73 

17.44 
32.70 

24.31 
19.38 
18.53 

27.69 
17.44-68.27 

21.35 

22.63 

31.57 
28.02 

29.99 

27.40 
16.00 

25.94 

16.0-31.57 
27.71 

Mean 

19.89 

61.64 
27.11 
26.27 
27.51 
17.79 
36.38 

28.60 
25.70 
18.36 

28.93 
17.79~1.64 

26.69 

22.63 

31.36 
40.30 
34.71 

38.63 
28.20 
31.56 
17.70 

30.64 

17.70-40.30 
3i .46 
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A casual glance at Table 5-2, however, is all that is need

ed to see that this measure contains much variability and shows 

little consistency in level or trend. This indicates that the 

means should not be considered strong evidence about the phe

nomenon under study; that is, the conclusions reached about 

jur~r utilization based on these data should be considered as 

speculative. 

Several other aspects of the data are noteworthy. Only 

Phoenix, Akron and Spokane among the demonstration courts, 

and Everett among the comparison courts, exhibited mean JUls 

below twenty, the standard of achievement established by 

NILECJ for efficient usage. The Dallas Court, a demonstration 

court, shows a dramatic improvement in juror usage, an improve

ment coinciding with the major overhaul of their jury system 

to a one day/one trial operation. Yet, paradoxically, the 

St. Louis Court, a comparison court, shows equally dramatic 

improvement in the JUI with no apparent modifications of the 

jury operations from 1977-1979 (see Section 3.0, "Changes in 

Jury System Operations"). Again, the best conclusion may be 

that no firm conclusion about juror utilization can be 

extracted from these data. 

5.3 Costs 

A net social gain results if benefits exceed costs. 

Williams (1974) has suggested assign~ents to which court 

planners may have to commit themselves when they accept the 

principle that jury systems should be modified only if the 
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benefits of the modifications outweigh the costs: 

(1) jury system modifications can be separated 
from one another in a sensible way; 

(2) choices among the modifications, or among 
modification and no modification, are 
possible; 

(3) outcomes associated with the modifications 
can be measured; 

(4) values can be placed on the outcomes; 

(5) costs of each modification can be estimated; 
and 

(6) costs and benefits can be weighed one against 
the other. 

Even when a commitment to the above assumptions is. made, 

and it is not clear that it can have much meaning in view 

of the competing goals of jury syste~ improvement (see 

Section 3.2, "Balances"), answers to the questions, "Who 

benefits?" and "Who bears the cost?" reflect several points 

of view: 

(1) the society as a whole; 

(2) the individual juror; 

(3) the individual court; and 

(4) the government and its agents. 

The Jury Utilization and Management Demonstration Project 

was based, at least from the third and fourth point of view, 

on the economic principle of return on investment. Sav',ing of 

money remains as the major basis for current reforms in jury 

operations even though the promise of savings is often much 

greater than the results achieved by the reforms. The "One 

Day/One Trial" program in Wayne County, Michigan is ill'ustra-
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tive. Annual savings are currently projected at $300,000 

(LEAA Newsletter, Volume 8, Number 5, 13), even though 

such figures have not be substantiated. On the contrary, 

most observers seem to agree that a one day/one trial 

operation does not necessarily save a penny for any court 

(Center for Jury Studies, 1979). 

Are the benefits that result from the demonstration 

worth the costs involved? Costs and benefits (savings) are 

computed in terms of dollars. By far the greatest and most 

obvious cost associated with the presence of jurors in court 

is the compensation paid to jurors for their service. In 

larger courts, 7 5 percE~nt or more of the total costs of the 

jury system will be jury fees. cost components for t.he 

Phoenix court in 1977 are illustrative. 

Ju.ry Fees 79% 
Personnel 13% 

Computer Services 4% 
Forms, Printing, Mailing, etc. 4% 

TOTAL 100% 

Another type of juror co~t is the administrative 

expenses of bringing a juror into court and dealing with 

him while he is there. The cost includes the salaries 

and fringe benefits of personnel assigned to the jury clerk's 

office, full-time as well as part-time. It also includes 

the cost of physical space taken up by the jury lounge and 

jury clerk's offices and the expenses of the selection 

process: arranging for voter lists, creating the master 

and qualified \vheels, summoning the jurors, etc. 
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There are more than court costs involved. The social 

cost of bringing jurors into court has been estimated at one 

to two times the court cost. Thus, bringing one juror into 

court may cost the economy (in terms of lost wages, decreased 

projuctivity, etc.) an additional $25 to $50 per day per juror. 

Cost savings in jury fees only, resulting from improved 

jury management and utilization can be predicted by the JUror 

Usa;e Index. A one-point decrease in the JUI indicates a 

dollar savings equal to the weighted trial days multiplied 

by the daily jury fee of the court(s) in question. Using 

the JUI figures computed for the demonstration courts and 

comparison courts as a basis for computation, cost savings 

can be predi.cted. The average dollar sQ,vings per month for 

I the demonstration courts and comparison courts are as follows: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Demonstration Courts 

Average X Average JUI 
raily Fee Trial rays X P.eductions = (9.25) X (88.1) X (4.11) = 

Annual Savings 

'Ibtal ~nnual Savings for 
All D3r0nstrat.ion Courts 

= $40,192 

= $401,920 

Comparison Courts 

$3,349 

~.verage Average JUI 
D3.ily Fee X Trial D3.ys X Reductions = (9.25) X (58.3) X (1.70) = $917 

Annual Savings 

'Ibtal Annual Savings for 
All CbI11p3rison ~ourts 

= $11,001 

= $110,010 
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These predicted cost savings are based on the assumption 

that JUI reductions calculated as the difference between the mean 

JUI at 01 and the mean of the JUIs at 02' °3 , and 04 (see Table 

5··2), accurately predict actual improvement in jury utilization. 

As mentioned already, however, there is reason to believe that 

the JUI is not a ~eliable indicator. 
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6.0 JUROR ATTITUDES 

o Jurors' attitudes toward jury service are 
generally and consistently favorable. 

o Jurors'\ overall impression toward their 
jury dU'ii;.y, however, is affected by 
scheduling of their time, parking 
facilities, eating facilities, loss 
of income, and prior service. 

How do departing jurors feel about various aspects of the 

system that has managed their st,ay at the courthouse? One 

way of obtaining information about the effectiveness and 

efficiency of a court system is to ask departing jtlrl.:lrs to 

give their impressions of jury service. Using a survey 

instrument, the "Jury Service Exit Questionnaire" (see Appendix 

C), jurors in many' court systems were asked t,i,) rate various 

aspects of the system (e.g., orientation, personal safety, 

and parking and eating facilities) and to give their overall 

impression of jury ser'.)ri<.::e. These attitudes and opinions 

serve as indicators of juror satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

and call attention to areas in which improvement is needed. 

Previous studies have shown that most jurors have very 

~ositive attitudes toward the jury system. Pabst, Munsterman, 

and Mount (1976), for example, discovered that 90 percent of 

the jurors they surveyed were favorably impressed with jury 

duty or felt more favorable toward it than they had before 

their service. Furthermore these positive attitudes were not 

affected by long periods spent waiting in the jury lounge, 
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____ 1 __________ _ ,-----------------'-"-------

by not being selected as a sworn juror in at least one trial, 

or by long terms of jury ser"icE~. Persons se~lected for jury 

dut] , according to Pabst and his colleagues, apparently enjoy 

and are impressed by the expe:t:'ience as long las they feel that 

their time was not wasted and that they weJ::'e able to 

contribute something to the sy,stem" 

Richert: (1977), however, h,3.s challenged the Pabst et ale 

findings and has presented evidence tha't. he asserts contra

dicts their conclusion that low fees and/or lost income have 

no effect on the willingness of jurors to serve. According 

to Richert, the frequency of requests for exemptions, 

"coupled with the force of the messages, suggests that juror 

fees wel:e indeed consequential" (1977, p. 498). Considering 

all persons summoned for jury duty, in other words, alters 

somewhat the finding of overwhelming support for the jury 

system. 

Even if one accepts the'contention that jurors have 

pqsitive attitudes toward the overall jury system, it is 

clear that they have somewhat nega ti VI= a tti tudes toward 

certain aspects of the system. Wben asked to rate seven 

factors (initial orientation, treatmen't. by court personnel, 

physical comforts, personal safety, parking facilities, 

eating facilities, and scheduling of time), jurors are most 

critical of the parking and eating facilities provided for 

them and of the scheduling of their time. Conversely, they 
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are least critical of their orientations and of hov'l they are 

treated by court personnel. 

Given jurors' high positive ratings of jury seI~vice and 

their consistent dissatisfaction with only certain Ellements 

of the system, it can be questioned whethe:r.' any changes made 

in the operation of an individual system (with the exception, 

perhaps, of the provision of more satisfactory parking and 

dining facilities) would influence juror attitudes. An 

analysis of .over two thousand Ju:r;'y Service Exit Questionnaires 

collected in 16 courts in Januar.y 1977, September 1977, and 

September 1978, revealed few changes between the first, 

second, and the third data collection periods in either 

jurors' overall impressions of jury service or their attitudes 

toward specific aspects of the system. Jurors continue to 

have positive attitudes toward the jury system and continue 

to be more critical of the scheduling of their time, parking, 

and eating facilities than of any other aspects of the 

system. 

Table 6-1 depicts jurors' overall impressions of jury 

duty at the beginning, midpoint and at the final stage of the 

Demonstration Project. As indicated by Table 6-1 juror 

attitudes at the beginning of the project were high and on 

the average, these attitudes increased slightly during the 

two-year demonstration project. A few factors that might 

account for the lack of a more dramatic increase in positive 
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Table 6-1 

Overall Impression of Jury Dutya 
At Three Observation Points for Demonstration 

and Compa.rison courts 

Percent Fav'orableb 

January September September 
Courts 1977c 1977 1977 

~~------------~~~----------~~~----------~~~--
\ . 

Demonstrat~on Courts a5.5 87.7 93.8 

comparison Courts 75.4 83.3 

Note: 

aQuestion: After having served, what is your impression 
of jury service (answer one) ; 

A. The same as before--favorable? 
B. The same as before--unfavorable? 
C. More favorable than before? 
D. Less favorable than before? 

bResponses to Parts A and C of the above question were 
combined to compute percent favorable. 

CData collection points represent.ed by January 1977, 
September 1977, and September 1978 wel:e at the initiation of 
the project, an. interim point during the project and at the 
termination of the project respectively. 
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juror attitudes include the notion that jurors' overall 

impressions were sufficiently positive at the beginning of 

the project (85.5 percent favorable) to preclude any further 

change (ceiling effects); and, secondly, the attitudes of 

the small percentage of jurors who were dissatisfied with 

their experience might be unaffected by structural or 

operational changes in the jury system. 

Table 6-2, showing the percent of responses rating various 

categories of jury service related to creature c(,mforts, 

suggests a generally favorable impression of jury service. 

Three categories were rated relatively more frequently as 

II poor." Parking facilities, scheduling of jurot' time and 

dining facilities were ranked as "poor" by 29.3, 20.7 and 

18 ~ercent of the jurors, respectively. 

While the jurors' ratings of parking, eating facilities, 

and time scheduling do not indicate overwhelming dissatis

faction, they are higher than the ratings of "poor" in the other 

four categories. The ratings in these categories may be more 

responsive to change and thus miyht show greater change over 

time. Table 6-3 specifically plots jurors' attitudes on 

scheduling of their time, parking, and eating facilities 

at three observation points and compares the attitudes of 

those serving in the demonstration courts to those in the 

comparison courts. There seems to be a small improvement, 

particularly within the demonstration courts, in the jurors' 
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Table 6-2 

Juror Attitudes in Seven Categories for 
Demonstration and Comparison Courts 

Category Good Adequate 

Treatment 9 J,. 5 7.8 

Safety 81.0 18.1 

Orientation 78.3 18.9 

Physical Comforts 57.2 35.7 

Parking 42.5 28.1 

Scheduling 41.1 38.2 

Eating- 39.5 42.5 
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7.1 

29.3 
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TTIBLE 6-3 

Juror Attitudes About Scheduling of Time, parking Facilities and Eating Facilities 
1\1; Three Observation Points for Demonstration and Comparison Courts 

courts Scheduling of 'l'imea Scheduling of Timeb 

Demonstratiol'l Courts 

Compar ison Courts 

Demonstration Courts 

Comparison Courts 

Demonstration Courts 

Comparison Courts 

Good 

33.3 

34.7 

Good 

42.9 

37.5 

Good 

36.5 

31. .1 

Adequate 

42.7 

34.9 

Parking<l 

Adequate 

2S.5 

25.3 

Eatinga 

Adeqlllltu 

42.5 

50.4 
_________________ .. ~.J', __ ~_ 

Note. 

Poor 

24.0 

30.3 

Poor 

20.6 

44.6 

Poor 

20.9 

10.5 

Good 

46.0 

41.1 

Good 

49.0 

39.0 

Good 

44.0 

36.0 

--aOat:a taken at in1l:iatioo of c1emon~tration project. 
bOatEl taken at interim point: during dem'1nstration pt"oject. 
cl)at:a taken at termination of c1emonstl-:r~don project. 
dOata not available. 
eFigures reflect data from two aourt:s only. 

I\dequate 

37.0 

Parklngb 

Adequate 

20.2 

22.9 

Ea t ingb 

I\dequate 

38.2 

42.7 

Poot' 

16.2 

21.5 

Poor 

24.0 

37.2 

Poor 

17.8 

21.3 

Soheduling of Timec 

Good 

35.0 

d 

Good 

30.0 

d 

1\deq ua te 

40.2 

d 

parkingC 

Aoeq lIa te 

26.6 

d 

Poor 

16.0 

c1 

\>oor 

35.4 

d 

----------------------.. ~-~~ Good AdeqUate Poor 

45':.ae 

d d d 
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attitudes about the use of their time during jury duty. A 

possible explr~ation for the positive change in attitude 

toward scheduling of juror time could be a result of more 

efficient management techniques that were 'introduced by the 

demonstration courts during the project. Unfortunately, the 

attitudes seem to be less favorable at the program's end, 

suggesting either that the measure is not particularly valid, 

or that the management techniques did not endure in improvement 

through the project's life. In both the demonstration and 

comparison courts, a large percentage of jurors at each 

observation period continued. to rate the parking and eating 

facilities as "poor" or merely "adequate." 

The use of jurors' time seems to be a significant factor 

in the overall impression of jury service as indicated by 

responses in all participating courts. As shown in Table 6-4, 

jurors who rate the use of their time while on jury duty as 

"poor" aX"e not as :fi.avorable in their overall impression of 

jury service as are those jurors who rated the use of their 

tim2 as "good." As measured by the Chi Square st.:atistic, 

the relationship of these variables is significa:nt [Chi Square 

(6) = 237.6, p < .01]. 

As indicated by Tables 6-5 and 6-6, jurors who rated 

parking and eating facilities as "poor" were less favorable in 

their overall impre'ssions of jury duty than those jurors who 

ranked parking and eating facilities as' "adequate il or "gOOd.. " 
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Impression of 
Jury Duty 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

Impression of 
Jury Duty 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

Table 6-4 

Scheduling of Juror Time as a Factor in 
Overall Impression of Jury Duty 

Scheduling of Juror 

Poor Adequate 

60.0 90.7 

40.0 9.3 

Table 6-5 

Time 

Parking as a Factor in Overall Impression 
of Jury Duty 

Parking 

Poor Adequate 

81.4 85.2 

18.6 14.8 

Table 6-6 

Eating Facilities as a Factor in Overall 
Impression of Jury Duty 

Eating Facilities 
Impression of 

Jury Duty Poor Adequate 

Favorable 77.9 86.1 

Unfavorable 22.1 13.9 
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Good 

88.2 

11.9 

Good 
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difference in the impression of jury duty is significantly 

affected by parking facilities [Chi Square (6) = 19.3, 

E < .05] and eating facilities [Chi Square (6) = 30.2, 

p < .05] as measured by responses of approximately two thousand 

jurors in the demonstration and comparison courts. 

Jurors' overall impressions of jury service are also 

influenced when faced with income loss, as shown in Table 

6-7. ~ significant difference [Chi Square (3) = 22.5, 

E < .05] concerning overall impression of jury duty was found 

between those jurors who reported income loss and those who 

reported no income loss as a result of jury service. Another 

factor found to have some affe,::t [Chi Square (3) = 9.4, 

E < .05] on the impression of jury duty is prior service. 

Table 6-8 indicates the differences in overall impression 

of jury service by jurors who had served before (87.7 percent 

favorable) and those who had not previously served on jury 

duty (84.4 percent favorable). 
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Table 6-7 

Loss of Income as a Factor in Overall Impression 
of Jury Duty 

Impression 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

Lost Income 

77.8 

22.3 

Table 6-8 

No Income Lost 

87.2 

12.8 

Prior Jury Service as a Factor in Overall Impression 
of Jury Duty 

_________________________ ',·c,_, ________ _ 

Impression 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

Note: 

Prior Servicea 

87.7 

12.3 

~o Prior Serviceb 

84.4 

15.5 

aInclUldes all persons who had served on jury duty at least 
once before~ (some had served several times) . 

b66. 6~) of the respondents had not served before. 
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7.0 PERCEPTIONS OF COURT PERSONNEL 

o Court personnel have generally positive 
attitudes toward the operation and manage
ment of their jury systems. 

o Qualitative analysis revealed a general 
Agreement between what is and what seems to 
be evident in the jury operations of the court. 
The impressions of court personnel toward 
broad aspects of their jury operations 
generally reflect the trends in the observed 
modifications, as well as quantitative 
measures of juror selection, juror usage, 
and juror attitudes. 

One measure of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a 

court's management and utilization of jurors, in addition to 

\ , 

the attitudes of departing jurors themselves, is the attitlldes 

. of court personnel. Judges, clerks, jury commissioners, and 

court administrators all work within the constraints imposed 

by the structure and operation of the jury system. Their 

attitudes and opinions thus serve both as measures of the 

efficiency and effectiveness with which the system is operated 

and as indicators of areas in which improvement is needed. 

Perceptions of court personnel concerning jury operations 

in all courts participating in the evalu?"tion were measured in 

two ways: 1) by use of a survey utilizing a questionnaire 

administered to those court personnel involved with jury 

management either as managers, or members of the jud~ciary and 

2) by qualitative analysis of interviews conducted with many of 

the same court personnel who had responded to the questionnaire. 
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7.1 Survey 

An analysis of 248 Jury System Management Questionnaires 

(see Appendix C) administered in twenty court systems in January 

1977, September 1977, and September 1978 revealed that, overall, 

court personnel have generally positive attitudes toward the 

operation and management of their jury systems. Table 7-1 

shows percent of responses by court personnel in three categories 

of satisfaction with aspects of jury operations aggregated over 

observation periods. Areas of greatest satisfac"t:ion a.re the 

randomness of all stages of the selection process and the 

representativeness of the source list. A total of 83.0, 81.2, 

and 71.8 Ptircent of court personnel in demonstration courts 

thought that equity in qualification and summoning, panel 

assignment, and the source list, respectively, was "adequate" 

or "very goodllj comparable figures for the comparison courts 

were 92.8, 97.0, and 90.0. 

Conversely, the areas of greatest dissatisfaction were 

the juror's fee and the jury assembly facilities. A majority 

of personnel in demonstration courts and compaX'ison courts, 

55.0 percenot and 54.2 percent, respectively, felt that juror 

fees were less than adequate; 53.6 percent and 39.7 percent 

of the personnel in demonstration courts and comparison courts, 

respectively, felt that their jury assembly facilities were in 

need of improvement. There is also a considerable amount of 

concern on the part of the respondents that responsibility for 

jury system management is not adequately defined, that the 
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Demonstration Courts 
Comparison Courts 

Demonstration Courts 
Comparison Courts 

Demonstration Courts 
Comparison Courts 

Demonstration Cou.rts 
Comparison courts 

Demonstration Courts 
Comparison Courts 

Demonstration courts 
Comparison Courts 

Demonstration Courts 
Comparison Courts 

Table 7-1 

Percent of Court Personnels' Responses in Three Categories 
of Satisfaction with Aspects of their Jury System 

Qualification and Summmoninga 

Improvement Adequate 
Needed 

1"7.0 50.3 
7.2 56.4 

Panel Assignment b 

Improvement Adequlate 
Needed 

19.7 49.3 
3.0 46,,2 

Adequacy of Source ListC 

Improvement Adequate 
Needed 

27.7 42.8 
10.0 44.3 

Excuse and Exemptionsd 

Impro'llement Adequate 
Needed 

35.2 46.1 
16." 52.8 

Very Good 

32.7 
36.4 

Very Good 

30.9 
50.8 

Very Good 

29.5 
45.7 

Very Good 

18.8 
30.6 

Efficiency and Effectiveness of Qualifying and Summoninge 

Improvement 
Needed 

29.8 
3.0 

Improvement 
Needed 

30.0 
15.9 

Improvement 
Needed 

55.0 
54.2 

-
97 

Adequate 

50.3 
55.3 

Length of Servicef 

Adequate 

36.0 
52.2 

Juror Feesg 

Adequate 

39.2 
38.9 

Very Good 

19.9 
4l.8 

Very Good 

32.0 
31. 9 

Very Good 

5.8 
6.9 



Table 7-1 (Continued) 

I 
Orientation!'> 

I Improvement Adequate Very Good 
Needed 

Demonstration Courts 28.0 36.0 36.0 

rJ 
Comparison Courts 5.7 50.7 43.5 

I Jury Lounge i 

I morovement ,\:lequate Very Goo~ 
Needed 

I Demonstration Courts 53.6 29.4 17.0 
Comparison Courts 39.7 33.3 27.0 

I Payment of Jurorsj 

Improvement Adequate Very Goed 
Needed 

I Demonstration courts 36.6 41. 2 22.2 
Comparison Courts 15.2 50.0 34.8 

I Definition of Responsibl1itiesk 

I mpro'!emel'lt Adequate Very Good 

I 
Needed 

Demonstration Courts 43.0 3B.0 19.0 
Comparison Courts 14.3 61.9 23.8 

I Communication and Feedback1 

I 
Improv/Ilment Adequate Very Good 

Needled 

Demonstration Courts 44.8 37.2 17.9 
Comparison Courts 1",'.9 65.7 16.4 

I 
Evaluation Inputm 

I Impr'ovement Adequate Vet·y Good 
Nfleded 

Demonstration Courts 36.3 40.4 23.3 

I 
Comparison Courts 42.6 32.8 24.6 

I 
Management Documentationn 

I'mprovement Adequate Very Good 
Needed 

I 
Demonstration Courts 43.4 40.0 16.5 
Comparison Courts 16.1 64.5 19.4 

,I Jury Se1ectiono 

Improvement Adequate Very Good 
Needed 

I Demonstration Courts 7.B 55.8 36.4 
Co~arison Courts 3.3 53.3 43.3 
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Table 7-1 (Continued) 

Improvement 
Needed 

PenaltiesP 

Adequate Very Good 

I Dernonstra t ion COlJrts 
Comparison Courts 

.> 39.6 
22.0 

46.5 
50.8 

13.8 
27.1 

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

Note. 
----Demonstration Courts n • 175 

Comparison Courts n • 73 

aQuestion: What is the quality of the random selection procedures used to pick potential jurors 
during qualification and summoning? 

bQuestiont What is the quality of the random selection procedures used to pick potential jurors 
during panel assignment? 

cQuestion: Do the source and master jury lists contain a represent~tive group of citizens? 

dQuestion: What is your degree of satisfaction with the criteria and procedures used to exclude and 
excuse ju~ors durins qualification and after summoning? 

eQuestion: Is the administrative process of qualifying and summoning jurors effective and efficient? 

fQuestion: What is your opinion of the length of the jurors' term of service? 

gQuestion: what is your opinion of the amount jurors are paid? 

hOuestionl. What is your opinion of the management of jurors at the time they report? 

iQuestion: What is your opinion of the jury lounge and other waiting room facilities? 

jOuestion: What is your opinion of the timing and method of payment for jux,i' sl:!rvice? 

kOuestion: Is the responsibility for each aspect of jury system managerr.ent defined? 

lQuestion: Are channels of communication for reporting and feedback among leve}~ of management 
defined and open? 

mouestion: DO jurors have a sufficient means of providing input concerning their evaluation of 
system operation? 

"Question: Is the documentation of jury system management procedures and responsibilities 
sufficient? 

00uestion: Are the procedures and criteria used for jury selection sufficient to withstand a legal 
challenge? 

PQuestion: Are the penalties for failure to perform jury ~ervice a sufficient deterrent? 
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channels of communication amongr t.he various levels of manage

ment are not identified and open, that the penalties for 

failure to perform jury service are not a sufficient deterrent, 

and that there is not adequate documentation of jury system 

management procedures and respotLsibili ties. 

Interestingly, personnel in comparison courts 'seem to 

have a more favorable impression of their jury operations than 

do their counterparts in the demcmstra tion co'Ux'ts. Only in 

the degree to which the courts ut,ilize the input of jurors 

(see Table 7-1, IIEvaluation Input") do comparison court 

personnel sef; a greater need for improvement. The investment 

made by the personnel in the demonstration courts in lIimprove

ment ll of their system may explain the difference in the two 

groups and the greater percent of ,individuals in demonstration 

courts finding more II improvement n~~eded." Underlying the 

federal granting of funds is 'che ta.cit understanding of a 

need for those funds; also, the demonstration courts explicitly 

documented the areas of need in jury utilization and manage

ment in their application for federal aid. 

Table 7-2 shows court personnels' perceptions of aspects 

of their jury operations at the initiation (Ol) of the 

Demonstration Program and at the formal termination point (° 3). 

with the exception of the defensibility or representativeness 

of jury selection, over one third of the responses from 

personnel in demonstration courts indicated a need for 

lao 
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Jury Systom Aspect 

---------' 
Quali fica ti()n and Summoning 

Panel Assignment 

Adequauy of Source List 

Excuse and Exemptions 

Efficiency and Effectiveness 

I.f!ligth of Service 

,Juror I"ees 

orien tn tion 

Juror I,mmqc 

Payment of Jurors 

~Inn"gement Qf ,Jury System 

Evaluation Input 

-

()ocumenl:al:i.on of System 

Hopresentntivcness of Jury Selection 

I'l'n<l I \:i.es 

- - .. - - - •• 
'fable '1-2 

Percent oE Court Personnels' RC.!lpa115eH !lefore and After the 
Demonstratic,n Program Accordi!lg to Cal!eqories of Satisfaction 

- - - -
Initiation of project (01 ) 'l'ermination of r?roject (0 3) 

Demonstration Courto 

Tmprovement Adequate Vel:Y 
Needcd Good 

35.4 

31. 0 

39.3 

40.4 

49.1 

30.2 

47.5 

33.3 

46.'1 

41.1 

47;.1 

50.0 

51. 0 

13.0 

40.0 

45.1 

48.3 

55.7 

48.4 

30.6 

46.0 

45.9 

50.3 

29.4 

41.7 

46.4 

45.6 

44.4 

46.4 

70.4 

41.7 

19.4 

20.6 

4.9 

3.2 

12.3 

23.0 

6.6 

0.3 

5.9 

11.7 

12.5 

12.3 

5.6 

1.8 

16.7 

18.3 

Comparison Courts 

Imp!:ovement Adcquate Very 
Nceded Good 

9.7 

0.3 

15.4 

32.2 

8.3 

111.5 

51.9 

9.0 

50.0 

19.2 

10.5 

2!).~ 

50.3 

29.2 

9.1 

29.2 

69.5 

70.0 

69.2 

60.7 

75.0 

66.7 

40.1 

80.0 

38.5 

li5.4 

74.1 

59.3 

25.0 

66.7 

01.0 

54.:! 

21. 7 

20.8 

15.4 

7.1 

16.7 

14 .8 

12.0 

11.5 

15.4 

".4 

11.1 

16.7 

4.1 

9.1 

lli.6 

Demonstration courts 

Improvement Adequate Very 
Needed Good 

0.6 

5.0 

30.5 

32.4 

35.1 

37.0 

43.3 

13.0 

41.7 

25.7 

30.2 

45.7 

20.0 

36.4 

5.7 

37.5 

45.7 

32.4 

25.0 

45.9 

37.0 

16.2 

51.4 

19.4 

;'.',3.3 

34.3 

32.4 

25.7 

34.3 

27.3 

37.1 

56.3 

45.7 

61.8 

44.4 

21.6 

27.0 

46.0 

5.4 

66.7 

25.0 

40.0 

29.4 

20.6 

45.7 

36.4 

57.1 

6.2 

Comparison Courts 

Improvement Adequate Very 
Needed Good 

4.3 

0.3 

8.7 

14 .3 

50.3 

52.2 

21.7 

14.3 

~.6. 7 

52.4 

13.6 

25.0 

47.0 

45.5 

37.5 

60,9 

34.0 

47.6 

33.3 

37.5 

21. 7 

39.1 

52.4 

62.5 

20.6 

li3.3 

35.0 

31. 3 

47.0 

54.5 

54.2 

30.3 

65.2 

30.1 

0.3 

62.5 

26.1 

39.1 

33.3 

20.8 

19.0 

22.7 

65.0 

43.7 
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improvement in all aspects of jury operations at the initiation 

of the Demonstration Program. As indicated above, the need 

for improvement is felt less acutely in the comparison courts. 

At termination of the project the demonstration courts 

perceived that many areas that had needed improvement at the 

initiation of the demonstra'l:.ion project had been improved. 

Specifically, in the demonstl:ati.on cour1:s at 03 , the categories 

of randomness for qualification and summoning, representative

ness of the source list, the management of jurors time, jury 

lounge, method of juror payment, juror evaluation of the 

system, documentation of jury management procedures and the 

criteria used for jury selection were areas in which court 

personnel perceived a reduced need for improvement than had 

been perceived at the initiation of the orientation project 

(0 1). Diff,erences over time in the comparison courts were 

much less evident. 

Differences in attitudes of court personnel in demonstration 

and comparison courts may be due, at least in part, to the 

fact that the number of completed management questionnaires 

returned from comparison courts was considerably less than the 

number returned from demonstration courts. Those that did 

return the questionnaires may be different from those that 

did not. The differences may also be due to the fact that 

judges, managers, and other administrators in the demonstration 

courts were more aware of jury innovations generally, and of 
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the juror utilization and management project specifically, and 

thus may have been more critical of their systems than those , 

in the comparison courts were. Unfortunately, -I:he survey data 

do not allow us to choose among these alternative explanations. 

Examination of the responses for all courts, demonstration 

and comparison, showed that the attitudes of court personnel 

became more positive from the first to the third data collection 

period for every item except the juror's fee, excuse procedures, 

and penalties for failure to show for jury duty. The greatest 

improvement in attitudes from 01 to 03 as shown in Table 7-2 

occurred with respect to the jury lounge, the means available 

to jurors to evaluate the jury system, the quality of the 
. 

random selection procedures during panel assignment, and the 

timing and method of payment for jury service. 

Comparisons of the mean responses of perso~nel in the 

demonstration and comparison courts reveals similar patterns. 

In both groups of courts, attitudes became more positive from 

01 to 03 on all survey items except the juror's fee. In 

addition, the greatest degree of improvement in attitudes 

occurred for the demonstration courts on the quality of randoru 

selection process during panel assignment, and for the 

comparison courts on the jury lounge, juror input to system 

evalllation, and the timing and method of payment, for jury 

service. 
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These findings suggest that judges and other persons 

involved in the administration and management of the court 

system have fairly positive attitudes toward the system. 

They are most critical of such things as the jury lounge 

and the juror's fee and less critical of aspects of the 

jury operations that may seem more integral to the efficient 

and effective operation of the system. In addition, the data 

reveal that comparison courts consistently are evaluated more 

positively ~han demonstrat~on courts, a finding that could be 

an artifact of the demonstration project, i.e., participants 

rate their court as "in need of improvement" at the initiation 

of the project and as "improved" at its conclusion. 

7.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Interviews of court personnel involved in jury operations 

were taped by evaluation staff during the second site visits 

(02) to all ~articipating courts. The taped interviews were 

transcribed, deidentified and analyzed by an expert panel 

which sorted responses to the interview questions (see 

Section 2.4 "Qualitative Analyses" for a description of method)'. 

The outcome of the expert appraisal of the interviews with 

court personnel involved in the jury operations of their court 

is shown in rrables 7-3 to 7-7. In the:i.r essence, the tabulated 

data indicates the ranking a panel of experts would give to 

various aspects of a court's jury operations when those aspects 

are not directly observed, but communicated by those involved with 
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the operations. As described in Section 2.4, "Quali~ative 

Analyses," a panel of five experts rated the responses of 42 

court personnel in nine courts to interview questions about 

areas of jury operations. The tabulated means in the five 

tables correspond to rated qualitative data (transcribed 

responses to interview questions) in five areas of jury 

operations, selection process, juror usage efficiency, 

responsiveness, citizenry attitudes, and recent reform in 

jury operations. A nonparametric measure of the correlation 

among the rankings of the five panel members, Kendall's 

coefficient of concordance (Siegel, 1956), was computed 

separately for each area of concern. The rankings, from one 

to nine, of the mean ranking given to each of the nine courts 

were used as the ranked da'ca for computing the coefficient 

of concordance (W). For example, one panel member gave the 

qualitative data in the area of jury selection process of 

the Dallas Court the highes3t mean ratings which was in turn 

given the highest rating among the nine courts (9), the 

Clayton Court the next highest rating (8), the Norristown 

Court the next (7), and so on. Statistically significant 

interrater reliability, the! degree of agreement among the 

panel members, was found for all five areas of jury operations 

presented except the responsiveness of jury operations to the 

needs of the court. 

7.2.1 Selection Process 

Table 7-3 shows the mean (relative) rankings of jury 
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Table 7-3 

Mean Expert Panel Ratings of Qualitative 
Data o,f Jury Selection Proceduresa in Nine 

Courts 

More Successful Less Successful Comparison 
Demonstration Courts Demonstration Courts Courts 

Dallas 3.5 Hartford 2.6 Provo 

Clayton 3.7 Akron 2.5 St. Louis 

SEokane 2.9 Salt Lake 3.4 Norristown 

Mean 3.4 Mean- 2.8 Mean 

2.8 

2.0 

3.0 

2.6 

aThe responses of court personnel in participating courts to th~ 
question "Does the selection procedure used in the court 
(including the use of the source list, qualification, summoning, 
selection of panels, and finally drawing the jury from the 
panel) meet the goal of a'representative jury?" 
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selection procedures as cownunicated by court personnel in 

three "more successful courts," three "less successful" 

court.s and three comparison courts. The Kendall coefficient 

of concordance (W), measuring inter rater reliability, was 

statistically significant ~Chi Square (8) = 24.56, p < .01]: 

The order of the more qualitative data is consistent with 

the ordering based on the quanti ta'ti ve and descriptive analyses 

described in Section 4.0, "Equity in the Juror Selection 

Process." The Dallas Court and the Clayton Court, highly 

successful in improving their selection process, is viewed 

accordingly by knowledgeable observers (the panel of experts) 

when their judgments are based solely on what the court personnel 

say about their selection process. Conversely, the qualitative 
. 

data from the St. Louis Court, a comparison court, was rated 

the lowest by the panel, again consistent with the quantita-

tive data on the selection process obtained from that court. 

The high coefficient of concordance among raters in the 

area of jury selection may be interpreted as meaning that the 

panel of experts are applying similar standards in judging the 

responses of the court personnel to the question of the equity 

in their court's selection process. Each panel member was 

asked to make one or two statements revealing the characteris

tics of the qualitative data presented to him that contributed 

most significantly to the ratings. The following statements 

suggests what it was about the responses of the court 

personnel which led to the rankings of the selection process 
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of the courts. \ 

I validated the component parts of the 
representativeness issue, such as summoning, 
qualification, the use of panel, etq., looking 
for the important issues as stated in the 
question and then looking for the responses 
to those is,sues in the answers. 

The level of discussion regarding representation, 
how the procedures effect l:'epresentativeness of 
the jury system and at what level it occurs, the 
response and the level of confidence for each 
type of role (who is being interviewed), and 
their overall knowledge of the system were the 
important factors in this question and 
response. For e>,ample was the judge able to 
make firm statements regarding the system or 
were the answers open-ended? 

The method of random selection and its effective
ness was the basis of my rating. The support of 
the system in operation by the people who worked 
in the system was also important. The people 
working in the system and whether they thought 
it was good, bad, or otherwise or if they were 
very casual about it. 

Whether the subject'~ reply indicated a bias and 
an unwillingness to instigate a change or whether 
it was positively stated that he recognized a 
problem and wanted to do something about it were 
important in the responses to this question and 
whether an apparent goal of the system was to 
obtain a cross-section on the master list. 

The rating was based upon interview responses, 
taking into consideration the source, knowledge 
of the system which was expressed in the response, 
and the comment indicating whether the system was 
unsuccessful or successful and giving specific 
reasons for either. The kind of improvements that 
could be made (excusal rate, exemptions, not 
enough young, source lists); whether they could 
give specific reasons for either the success 
or lack of success in their system and how 
it can be improved were also important factors. 
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7.2.2 Efficiency of Juror Selection and Usage 

I Table 7-4 shows the mean ranking of the qualitative data 

I 
in the area of juror selection and usage efficiency. The 

Kendall coefficient is statistically significant [Chi Square 

I (8) = 20.0~, E < .05] indicating good interrater reliability . . , 

The expert raters apparently were using similar standards to 

I judge the efficiency of juror selection and usage. However, 
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in this area of jury operations there is no significant 

correspondence between the "success" of the courts as gauged 

by quantitative measures and the ranking of qualitative data. 

In fact, the more successful courts, according to quantitative 

assessments, are ranked lowest in the qualitative analysis. 

The following statements by the members of the expert panel 

reveal the characteristics in the responses of the court 

personnel which contributed to the rankings of efficiency 

in the courts. 

Rankings were made based on who attempts to 
attain the goal of random selection while at 
the same time keeping in mind the cost to 
the system. In other words, while attempting 
to obtain the goal of random selection was it 
done economically? Was maximum use with 
minimum wait afforded the jurors? How effective 
was the use of the juror? Was ample consideration 
given to their comfort and enough explanation 
given regarding their service? 

I looked at responses from the standpoint of 
the court and from that of the jurors. Are 
jurors available when needed? What efforts 
do the courts use to avoid delays and what 
effort is made to educate the jurors regarding 
the court's procedures? Is adequate notice 
given and are jurors told how long they will 
be expected to serve? 
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Table 7-4 

Mean Ratings of Qualitative Data on Efficiency 
of Jury Operationsa in Nine Courts 

More Successful Less Successful Comparison 
Demonstration Courts Dernonstra;t-ion Cour,t s COu'rts 

Dallas 3.3 Hartford 3.0 Provo 

Clayton 2.4 Akron 3.0 St. Louis 

SEokane 2.8 Salt Lake 3.2 Norristown 

Mean 2.8 Mean 3.1 Mean 

a The responses of court personnel in participating courts ,to 
the question "Are the selection and usage procedures of 

3.4 

2.3 

3.7 

3.1 

jurors efficient from the point of view of the court? Juro.r?" 
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Although juror management should be cost effective, 
which will result from good selection and usage 
procedures, are jurors and the taxpayers content 
with the process? What types of procedures are 
used by the cou,rt to improve utilization and 
selection procedures? I ranked according to 
how those issues were addressed by the court and 
whether the jurors needs were considered and 
met. 

The questions I asked were: what is their 
selection procedure? what is their usage? 
what is their effectiveness? I looked at 
the potential for the balancing of "cost" 
after first recognizing the various costs and 
then I looked for specific suggestions for 
meeting the issues of balancing the same. 
A lack of exhibiting an interest or knowledge 
of the issues (utilization/selection) equaled 
a ranking least successful. 

I looked for specifics not general opinions. 
Do they understand the jurors and their 
problems? Is much concern expressed regarding 
the jurors! comfort and are any efforts made 
to accommodate the jurors? I looked for 
positive constructive criticism or praise 
of the system. Is there an efficient use in 
numbers, time, and money? Was there criticism 
for cost, time, and money factors? 

7.2.3 ~esponsiveness of Jury System 

*" 

Is the jury system responsive to the needs of the court? 

Table 7-5 shows the mean ratings of responses of court personnel 

in the three groups of courts to this question. The unreliability 

of rankings in this area, as expressed by an insignificant 

coefficient of concordance [Chi Square (8) = 8.96, E > .05], 

together with the statements below made by the panE!l members 

indicate that the question of responsiveness had little meaning 

to court personnel. 
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Table 7-5 

Mean Ratings of Qualitative Data on the 
Responsivenessa of Jury Operations in 

N in e Co.urt s 

More Successful 
Demonstration courts· 

Less Successful 
Demonstration Cou'rts· 

Comparison 
Courts 

Dallas 

Clayton 

Spokane 

Mean 

3.2 

2.7 

2.8 

2.9 

Hartford 

Akron 

Salt J':"ake 

Mean· 

2.5 

3.1 

3.2' 

2.9 

Provo 

St. Louis 

Norristown 

Mean 

2.9 

3.2 

3.4 

3.2 

aThe responses of court personnel in participating courts to the 
question Uls the jury system responsive to the; needs of the 
courts?" 
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HOW positive was the reply to the question? 
What evidence supported the conclusion? 

I looked for some positive answer. I 'felt 
that people were not responsive to the 
quest.;i.on. • 

Does the system ignore most if not alll other 
considerations to completely satis'fY' the 
court? (Here the court is defined a,s any 
and all judges.) Are any other considera
tions other than complete court satisfac:tion 
considered? A simple reply of yes became the 
midpoint in the rankings. 

Is there a judge wait? Are judges delayed by 
waiting for the jury? The answers fell into 
two categories: (1) an unqualified tl0 or 
(2) an indication of occasional waits. The 
only way I could rate was to put tholse who 
gave an unqualified no in the ranking of 
most successful (#5). Those who indicated 
waits and all the rest I put into category 
#4. The fact of it is, that as the 
question is propounded that this is not 
apparently a problem to the court and to 
the jury system. 

I examined the overall impact of the sub
component parts on the issue of representation. 
Are there sufficient jurors for trial? Is 
the wait reasonable? I provided a relatively 
objective assessment of representativeness 
by respondent and subcomponent parts. 

7.2.4 Juror Attitudes 

The degree of agreement among panel members in ranking 

court personnels' view about the attitude of the citizenry 

was significant [Chi Square (8) = 21.32, ~ < .01], indicating 

the use of similar standards in ranking. As corroborated 

by the direct survey of jurors (see Section 6,,0, "Juror 

Attitudes") the results of the qualitative. analysis summarized 

in Table 7-'6 reveals no difference in juror attitudes among 
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Table 7-6 

Mean Ratings of Qualitative Data on Juror 
Attitudesa in Nine Courts 

More Successful 
Demonstration Courts-

Dallas 3.3 

Clayton 2.8 

Spokane 2.8 

I>1ean 3.0 

Less Successful 
Demonstration Cou'rts 

Hartford 3.5 

Akron 2.9 

Salt Lake 3.2 

Mean 3:.2 

Comparison 
Courts 

Provo 3.0 

St. Louis 2.3 

Norristown 3.6 

Mean 3.0 

aThe responses of court personnel in participating courts to the 
question "What is the attitude of the citizenry towal."d jury 
duty?" 
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the three groups of courts. The responses from personnel 

in the "more successful" demonstration courts were rated no 

higher than the responses from personnel. in the comparison 

courts; the "less successful" demonstration courts were rated 

slightly higher than either of the other two groups of courts. 

The statements below reveal characteristics of the 

qualitative data that contributed to the ratings. 

Assuming -that most unintiated citizens have a 
negative image about jury service from a 
viewpoint of their personal inconveniences, 
I measured the evidence which influenced the 
reply. Some responses did not seem to deal 
with the question--these received a lower 
rating. 

Is the general impression of the community 
favorable? Has the court made any effort to 
enlighten the conu.nuni ty? Do citizen jurors 
leave jury service with a favorable impression? 
How I felt in general about their responses. 
I gave points for each of the above and then 
ranked them accordingly. 

The question deals with the attitude of 
citizenry toward jury duty. The responses 
fall into two categories--before and after 
jury service. Those rated more successful 
dealt with both categories and were 
affirmative answers. I considered those 
indicating some reluctance of citizens 
before duty and efforts to increase aware
ness of the system; those indicating receptive 
responses after d',J.ty; those pointing out areas 
for improvemen-ti and those claiming no 
information or basis for assessment and I 
then ranked them accordingly. The greatest 
need for improvement seems to be in the 
education of citizens of the judicial system. 

What can be done to improve the image of jury 
service to the citizen who has not served? 
Unfamiliarity and lack of education should be 
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main concern. What are 
improve this situation? 
improve the attitude of 
serving? The responses 

the courts do:i.ng to 
What can be done to 

the juror who is 
seemed to be good. 

I tried to determine if the staff recognized 
the need of the jurors and I noted a complete 
lack of knowledge in this area. What is the 
staff's attitude toward the jurors who are 
serving? I looked at the request for 
excusals and how many excusals were actually 
granted. I found a lack of knowledge or 
perception of citizens' needs on behalf 
of the staff. Also, a negative attitude 
toward jury service was expressed in the 
attitude of the staff. Problems with the 
jurors' .atti tudes seemed to be directly 
influenced by staff attitude. 

7.2.5 Modifications in Jury Operations 

Table 7-7 shows the mean ratings of the qualitative data 

on modifications made in the courts, as viewed by the 

relevan t actors in the court. A high degJ~ee of agreement 

among panel members was evident in this area of rating [Chi 

Square (8) = 28.64, p < .001]. The qualitative data confirms 

the actual observations of structural and procedural changes 

made in the participating courts (see Section 3.0, "Changes 

in Jury System Operations"). There was variability in the 

number of modifications initiated by the demonstration courts, 

some courts making more changes in their jury systems than 

others; yet overall, a comparison of the degree of change in 

demonstration and comparison courts clearly favors the former group. 

The statements made by the expert panel, in support of 

their ranking summarized in Table 7-7, suggest important 
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Ta.ble 7-7 

Mean Ratings of Qualitative Data on Mod.ificati.ons 
in Jury Operationsa in Nine Courts 

More Successful Less Successful Comparison 
Demonstration Courts Demonst·rat·ion' Courts Courts 

Dallas 4.0 Hartford 2.8 Provo 

Clayton 2.8 Akron 3.3 St. Louis 

Spokane 2.8 Salt Lake 3.0 Norristown 

Mean 3.2 Mean 3.0 Mean 

2.4 

1.9 

3.5 

2.6 

aThe responses of court personnel in participating courts to the 
question IITflhat imprG:l'l1ements have been made in the jury system 
within the last year or year and a half? Are they attributable 
to the Demonstration Program?" 
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areas of change in the courts. 

The scoring basis was in three categories: 
(1) those replies indicating no change, no 
anticipated change; (2) some changes made because 
of program; (3) substantial change locking to 
future. Courts were ranked according to above 
criteria. 

The ratings were based upon improvements 
reflected in response to inquiry. TheGe covered 
various changes in the jury system, etc. 
Ratings were based on those courts showing 
greatest improvement in the following areas: 
expansion of the source listv improvement of 
the qualification questionnaire, use of 
orientation for general public a.nd jurors, 
shortening the length of waiting t.ime and 
actual days reporting for duty, utilization 
and methods to reduce unnecessary appea~ances 
and delays, improvement of facilities, and 
reduction of costs. There seems to be an -
overall indication that most worked for 
improvement in most areas--particularly in 
the areas of attitude of court personnel 
and their recognition of the importance of 
improvements needed to make the system more 
efficient and responsive to the needs of 
those affected by it. 

I was looking for positive improvements and 
changes in the system and positive steps and 
plans that are to be implemented, not nebulous 
ideas or pies in the sky. Also, I looked for 
those who recognize the problem and those with 
an eye to future needs-. In most instances 
improvements, however large or small, could
be attributable to the 'E>emonstration :,E?rogram. 

Did the court have any improvements in the last 
year and a half? Could they be attributed to 
the Demonstration Program? If so, what were 
they? 

I checked the number and the type of changes being 
reported. Was there a willingness expressed to 
continue to review and make changes as needed 
to improve the system over a period of time? 
I rated poor those who: (1) expressed the 
belief that the present juror system is all right, 
(2) reported no changes, and (3) gave no answer. 
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REFERENCE NOTES 

1. Bird Engineering-ResE!arch Associates. Program Announce
ment for Jury utiliza.tion and Management Demonstration 
Program. (Purchase Order 6-070 8-J-LEAA) National 
Institute for Law EnforcE=ment and Criminal Justice, 
June 1976. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1Duncan v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 88 S. ct. 1444, 
20 L. Ed. 2d 491 (1968). 

2Strauder v. west Virginia, 100 U.S. 303, 25 L. Ed. 644 
(1880); Neal v. Delaware, 103 U.S. 370, 26 L. Ed. 567 (1881). 

42 L. 
3Tay1or. v. Louisiana, 419 U.S. 522, 95 S. 
Ed,2d 690 (1975) . 

4Tay1or v. Louisiana, supra at note 3. 

5Annot . , 80 A .. R.L.3d 869 (1977) . 

6Mode1 Jury Selection and Service Act § 5. 

7Uniform Jury Selection and, Service Act~ 

80hio Rev. Code §2313.09. 

ct. 692, 

9strauder v. West Virginia, suera a~ ~ote 2; Neal v. 
Delaware, supra at note 2; Taylor v. Lou~5~ana, supra at 
note 3. 

1028 U.S.C. § 1863(c); Uniform Jury Selection and Service 
Act § 5 i ('lode1 Jury Sel.ection and Service Act § 5. 

11Taylor v. Louisiana., supra at note 3. 

12Conn. Gen. Stat. § Sl-2l7. 

13 Tex. Civ. Code art. 2133. 

14Utah Code Ann. § 78-46-8. 

15Duren v. Missouri, 24 Crim. L. Rep. 3037 (1979). 

16UniforIJt Jury Selection and Service Act § 10 (see comment). 

17Uniform Jury Selection and Service Act §lli Model Jury 
Selection and Service Act §11. 
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APPENDIX A 

Modifications in Jury Selection, .Utilization and 
Management in Twenty Participating Courts in Ten States 

Arizona 
Connecticut 
Kentucky 
Missouri 
New Jersey. 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Texas 
Utah 
Washington 

(Phoenix, Tucson) 
(Hartford, Haterbury) 
(Lou:isville, Lexington) 
(Clayton, st. Louis) 
(New Brunswick, Elizabeth) 
(Akron, Dayton) 
(Media, Norristown) 
(Dallas, Ft .. Wo:rth) 
(Salt Lake City, Provo) 
(Spokane, Everett) 
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SELECTION 

SCREENING 

UTILIZATION 
AND 

HANAGEHENT 

SERVICE 

Table A-1 

Modifications in Jury Selection, Utilization and Hanagement, 1977-1979 

ARIZONA 

Maricopa County Superior Court (Phoenix) 

o An Arizona statute change, effective June 1, 
1980, allows supplementation of voter 
registration list with the drivers lic.!mse list. 

a An Arizona statute change allows establishment of 
combined summoning-qualification, effective 
September 1, 1979. 

o A statute change eliminates class ~~emptions. 

o A change in Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure 
allows extensive use of mini-computers in 
day-to-day jury operations. The mini-computer 
introduces the capability of computerizing 
!ehe daily tasks of jury management. It has 
reduced the manual amount of paperwork to a 
minimum. Instead of a clerk tracking prospec
tive jurors using a manual system, all informa
tion is entered into the mini-computer Which 
displays and/or prints this information. Util
izing the mini-computer has reduced to zero the 
number of typing of forms or lists by a clerk. 

a A Jury System Plan was written and adopted and 
is to be updated on a yearly basis. 

a Although fixed panel siz~s were not adopted in 
the Super ior Cour t. the Municipa.J. Cour t adopted 
a fL~ed panel of 14 (instead of 16) for a 
six-per son jury. 

a Voir dire starts have been scheduled more 
frequently in the afternoon. 

o The juror handbook was rewritten and used 
beginning in the Spring of 1977. 

o Instructions to the bailiffs were written and 
distr ibuted to improve their cOlllJllunications to 
jurors. 

o Juror infol:mation regarding parking facilities, 
restaurants, etc. was developed and distributed 
to jurors. 

a Comfortable chairs and a television set were 
provided in the juror lounge area. 

A-l 

Pima County Superior Court (Tucson) 

o Trial start dates and times have been staggered 
since the Spring of 1978. 

a Jurors are supplied to four Justice of the Peace 
Courts, in addition to the Superior Courts. 
Effective in May 1979 jurors for the city courts 
of Tucson will be selected, screened, and 
dispatched by the Superior Court Jury 
COlllJllissioner's Office. 

a Jury fee was raised from $4.00 to $12.00 per day 
in courts of limited jurisdiction (A.R.S.21-221 
by a change in statute). 
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Table A-2. 

I ~lod1fications in Jury Selection. Utilization and Hanagement 1977-1979 

CONNECTICUT 

I Hartford Superior Court Waterbury Super ior Cour t 

o Legislatiol1 was drafted to changed individual 
voir dire to group voir dire, to change 

SELECTION ex.emptions, to raise the compensation of 
jurors, and to eliminate jury commissions. I 

I SCREENING 

UTILIZATION o An over lapping call of 150 to 2.00 jurors every 3 
AND weeks, instead of 2.00 every 4 weeks, was 

!·1ANAGEMENT initiated. I 
o A short film Was produced in which local judges 

explain the process of selection and jury service o An orientation film was purchased. 
in Connecticut. I 

I 
o The jury room was painted, a T.V. set and coffee 

SERVICE pots were purchased to provid,~ a more 
comfortable place for jurors to wait for panel 
calls. 

o The court employed an individual fot' one year to 
show the orientation film and discuss c,he jury 
system with high school students in Conecticut. I 

--
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I.U •• 

!1odif1cations in Jury Selection, Utilization and !·!arlagement, 1977-1979 

KENTUCK.Y 

Jefferson County Circuit Court (Louisville) 

o The master list of jurors is computer generated, 
replacing manually prepared 11st. 

o The format of the jury summons has been 
drastically changed. A juror qualification 
form has been pr in Ced on the back of the 
summons form. In the past, jurors were not 
notified on their summons of the duration of 
their service. This presented problems with 
jurors making arrangements with their 
employers, babysitter, etc., since they did 
no~ know how many days they were expected to 
serve until they were notified on their first 
day in cour t. Now, the information on the 
summons explains in fUll about the duration 
of their term of service. 

o The excuse procedures have been streamlined. The 
daily review of all requests for excuse, 
di,squalification and postponement from jury duty 
are now handled by the Chief Judge. The jury 
pool staff then no ti.fiea all per sonS of the 
Judgas's ruling on their requests by ~ost card. 

a A juror pool operatiotll was initiated, replacing a 
procedure of summoned j~ors reporting directly 
to assigned courtrooms. This change has relieved 
the trial judges of thp; ~lQrk of selecting, 
orienting and managing jut'ors prior to voir dire. 

a Panels are now drawn from a single "drum" in the 
jury pool instead of individual drums maintained 
by the judges. 

a Jurors are now identified by badges w.)rn by th~\ 
individual jurors. 

a A standard two-week jury term has been adopted 
for all jurors. In the past, criminal trial 
jurors served for either a two or three-week 
period, with cilretl"'loIeek periods being most 
common. 

a The Adminiscrative Judge is now responsible 
for the orientac1.on of jurors on each Monday 
and Tuesday of a new jury term. Ac this time, 
the orienta cion of jurors is done only by an 
oral presencation by the Judge combined with a 
slide show presented on the first day. 

o New juror facilities have been provided 
(coinciding with the Circuit Courts' move to a 
new building). 

a The payment procedure of juror fees has been 
modified. In the past, the jurors' checks 
were made out in the Circuit Clerk's office. 
They were ehen delivered to the different 
courts for disbll.rsement. !~ow the jury office 
completes and i.ssues the ~hecks. The checks are 
6iven to the j'JI'Y manager '.lho t:ompletes the 
checks and thlm issues them on their Last day of 
service. A code-a-phone ~s installed When the 
pool '-as instituted. 

A-3 

Fayette County Circuit Court (L~~ington) 

o Effective January 1, 1978 the voter 
registration 11st was supplemented by the 
properey tax lists as a. source of prospective 
jurors. 

a Improved selection was accomplished by means 
of computer generated source lists of 
'l.'egistered voters and county taxpayers. Prior 
to this change, jury commissioners screened 
the voter registration lists excluding some 
names on the list (e.g., older individuals). 

a EffectiVe April, 1978 the Lexington Court 
initiated a modified pooling operation where 
jurors report to one of two judges who is 
responsible for operating (including orientation) 
one mini-pool (or panel, as they refer to it in 
the Fayette Cour t). Sharing of jurors among 
judges and between these mini-pools is 
accomplished. Prior to this modified pooling 
operation panels were assigned to each of the 
four trial judges. 

a Jurors are now assigned identification numbers 
indicating where and to whom to report (also 
aids phone answering service). 

---------------------------------------------------------------
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Table A~4 

Hodifications in Jury Selection, Utilization anci. l1anagement, 1977-1979 

MISSOURI 

St. Louis County Court (Clayton) 

o Clay!:on merged the county voter registration 
list with the state ,!river's license file in 
1977. This alltomated system has created one 
master file enlarging the pool from 523,000 to 
766,000 persons. Frior to this modification 
Clayton used only the county voter registration 
list as its source for the juror pool. 

St. Louis City Circuit Court (St. Louis) 

----------~----------------------------------------~-------------------,--------------------
SCREENING 

o In ~larch, 1979 the Clayton Court completed the 
procedures neces.sary for a combined qualifiying 
and summoning process. 

- -------+--------------------------.--------------~----------------------------------------

UTILIZAT!<:!N 
AND 

~IA.'IAGEHENT 

SERVICE 

o IUth ~he introduction of a larger pool of 
prospective jurors, Clayton has reduced its 
term of juror service from one week to two 
'.'lays. New jurors report to the Jury Assembly 
r.~0(1;'1 on Mondays (approximately 200) and 
Wudnesdays (approximately 100). 

o The jury assembly room has been equipped with 
an on-line computer terminal and high speed 
printer which is being used to check 1n 
prospective jurors, to print panel lists with 
biographical information (8 copies), to ke~p 
lists of available jurors in the jury assembly 
room, and to provide payroll information for 
each juror. 

o During the qualification process each prospec
tive juror fills out an information card. If 
I:he prospective juror is summoned and reports 
:eor duty, this in,formacion is printed on panel 
sheets. Copies of this biographical 
information are sent to the lawyers to use in 
voir dire. 

o Partitions were constructed and telephones 
installed in the jury assembly room. 

A-4 
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Table A-5 

:1odifications in Jury Selection, Utilization and :'ianagell1.ant, 1977-1979 

MEW JERsty 

~!iddlesel( County Cour t (New Brunswick) 

o A revision of the 1973 New Jersey ~~nual on the 
Selection of Grand and Petit Jurors preven:es
alphabetical bias and non-random selection of 
prospective jurors. 

o Regular first class mailing of petit juror 
summons was initiated; registered mailing was 
eliminated. 

o Excuses ar e allowed in wr i ting thus speeding up 
enrollment and achieving uniformity in excuse 
procedures. ~ 

Union County Court (Elizabeth) 

o A~ improved qualification questionnaire was 
c;rea.ted for ehe purpose of more efficient 
seJ:'eening of returned queselonnaires •. 

o A two week overlapping term 
sequential two week term in 
judges t reJ,uctance to start 
of a term. 

of service replaced a 0 

an effor t to Qffset 
The Jury Commissioner's Office and one appointed 
clerk's position has been eliminated: ehose 
funceions are now under the Office of Cour t 
Administrator. 

tr ials near the end 

o Seandard panel sizes wieh an Mover-ride" option 
are exercised by \o1r,ttten notice. 

o Telephone stand-by option is exercised by 
prospective jurors on summons, allowing telephone 
check-in prior to sGrvice. 

o Juror facilities were remodeled and unproved 
providing jurors with a cafeteria, smoking 
areas, a library and a television. 

o There has been increased interest in the jury 
system and jury service on the part of the 
public as evidenced by editorial broadcasts and 
newspaper ar ticles. 

A-S 

o Printed juror instructions are given prior to 
service. 

o ImprGvements in the juror assembly room include 
painting ~~d the addition of smoking sections, 
vending machines, and more comfortable chairs. 

........ ~ ...... ___ .. , .... ~ ________ aB ______________________________________________ ~ ______ --------------
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Table A-6 

Modi,eications in Jury Selection, Util.izatilJn and Management, 1977-1979 

OHIO 

Sununit County COIlllllCIQ Pleas Court (Akron) 

o New legislation prOViding fewer exemptions was 
passed. 

o Summons Jre now mailed first class replacing 
personal service by a deputy sheriff. 

o A code-a-phone has been installed to instruct 
prospective Jurors on a daily basis as to the 
cour t' s needs for jurors. 

o A slide show to be used at orientation of jurors 
at the beginnini& of each three week. term has 
been developl~d. 

o Comfortable cha:IJ:~ and other furnishings to 
have been added to the jury assembly room. 

a Several faculty members at Akl'on tl'niversity, 
with the guidance and assistance of court 
personnel, have developed a credit course that 
concentrates on the court system in Ohio and 
more specifically Summit County's jury 
system. 

o Prospective jurors were given one free ,ound 
trip ticket plus ten 7:ound trip tic\(e,ts at half 
price for the Metro Transit System. 

o Jury fees loo'ere increased from $5 to $lO/day 
for the first two weeks and $15/day for the 
third week.. 

o Jurors are issued certificates of service. 

A-6 

MI)ntgomery County Common Pleas Court (l}llyton) .. 
a New legislation exempts elected public officials, 

physicians, dentists, attorneys, those over 70, 
or those who have serv<!d in the past year. No 
longer exempt are teachers, registered nurses 
priests, nuns, police and fire personnel, 
cll~gymen. or mothers of small children. 

o A new qualification questionnaire listing ~w 
exemptions was created. 
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Table A-7 

Hodifications in Ju-cy Selection, Utilizaion and Hanagelllent, 1977-1979 

PENNS'lL V AMIA 

Delal~are County Court of Common Pleas (Hedia) 

o The jury selection and usage procedures were 
computerized, i.e. selection from the master. 
list, the printing of qualification and 
summons forms, the generation of the roll call 
lists, and panel selection. 

o The sheriff's role in jury selection was 
eliminated. 

o The requests for ~cusals are now handled by 
the Administrative Assistant to the Jury Board 
rather chan by the individual judges. 

o Combined qualification and summoning was put 
into effect. 

Hontgolllery County Court of Common Pleas (Norristown) 

o The jury selection and managelllent system has 
been com?letely computerized, but not including 
pa~'t'oll procedures for juror fee disbursements. 

o All requests for ~cusals are required to be 
submitted in writing at l.east five days prior to 
the first day of service. Formerly, some 
requests for excuses \.'ere \ItlHc11eti on the first 
day of service. 'these genet'ally occupied an 
entire morning. 

I ---------~--------------------------"------------------r_----------------------,---------------
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o The panel size has been increased from 50 to 60. 

o A juror pooling procedure has been implemented. 

o A snow eIIIergency number has been established so 
that jurors will not have to report on days 
during which court has been cancelled !lecause of 
snow. 

o A slide show is now used during or1entacion. 

o A new parking garage has been built for the use 
of court personne,! and jurors. 

o A juror assembly room has been create,d. 

o Responsibility for management of ~he j~ty system 
has been shifted from a designateD judge to the 
cour t admini:strator. 

o A film entitled "And Justice FOJ: All" I is shown 
during orientation. 

o County officials appear in the jury assembly ro()m 
periodically to discuss with we·iting jurors the 
various functions and offices of the county 
government. 

o Jurors are asked routinely to complete exit 
questionnaires to provide feedback. to the court. 

--------------------------------------------------------------~----------.---------
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Table A-Il 

~1edificatiens in Jury Selec· \'en, Uti.l.izt\tien and Hanagwnent, 1977-1979 

TEXAS 

Dallas Ceunty CeUrt (Dallas) Tarrant Ceunty Court (Ft. !ol'erth) 

---------r----------------------------------------~~------------------------------'---------

SELECTION 

SCREENING 

10 Dallas County Courts have changed te a One 
Day/One Tr~!1l term ef service. Previeusly the 
term ef setvice was lOne week. Prespective 
jurers either serve en one trial (ef various 
le:flgths) or are available fer service in the 
Assembly Room fer one day. 

----~----------------------------------------~------.--------~----------------.----------,. 

UTILIZATION 
AND 

~lANAGEHENT 

10 A permanent positien of Jury Directer nas been 
established te direct all jury system operatiens 
fer Dallas County Courts. The directer is 
respensible fer daily management as well as leng 
range planning fer the system. 

o Dallas County Court is using a daily stand-by 
system fer exl:ra jurors "in reserve" fer 
une.'tpectedly heavy demand on the jury poel. 
Twenty percent of all summoned jurers receive 
randemly mailed standby mummens. They call in 
te see l.f they are needed. 

10 A part-time person was hired te assist every 
merning With cheek-in precedures. 

o Summening cards are cellee.ted at the de or 
replaCing the calling ef the rell during 
enrellment. 

o Pestpenements are now handled by cemputer. 

--------~r---------------------------------------_+------------------------------------------

SERVICE 

o A set of slides have been developed fer use 
during erientatien te aid in explaining the 
ceurt system as well as ce save judges' time. 

10 Payment precedures are computerized. 

10 Public relations precedures have been utilized in 
an effert ~e acquaint the public with the One 
Day/One Trial System. 

o Central Jury Room imprevements include a game 
reem; speakers in the resl:reems; and smeking 
and non-smeking sectiens. ~ ______ ~=-_______ • ________ _cu. __________________________________ .u ____________ ----mM--______________ ... ~ 
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Table A-9 

Hodifications in Jury Selec tion, Utilization and :tanagement, 1977-1979 

UTAH 

Tr~rd Judicial Court (Salt Lake City) 

o A comprehensive jury selection and service act 
has been enacted by the state legislature with 
minimal amendment. 

Fourth Judicial Court (Provo) 

-----------4------------."~---------------------------~--------_r------------------------------------------------------

SCREENING 

o A new qualIfication questionnaire was developed 
in order to eliminate obviously disq'.1al1.fied 
persons. (Excuses and ~emptions are still 
handled in person on the day of orientat'ion.) A 
~e-designed Juror Qualification Form is used, 
eliminating enclosure envelopes for SUbmission of 
forms to the Circuit Courts. 

o A computer generated lIlailer is used for 
summoning jurors at the beginning of each term. 

o First class lIlail1n6 of the initial qualHication 
questionruidre has replaced registered lIlailing. 
According to the trial court executive, this has 
increased che response rate by approximately 15% 
because the questionnaires are left in the 
addressees lIlailboxes rather chan returned co the 
post office. 

----------l----------------------.-------.------+-------------------------------
UTILIZATION 

A..'ID 
HANAGEHENT 

SERVICE 

o An orientation film is used. 

1
0 Parking tickets issued to jurors while serving 

are not enforced. 

o Ju~or Exit Questionnaires are used to provide 
feedback to che court. 

o Juror pay and rotleage records have been 
com.pucerized. 

o Certificates of appreciation are issued to jurors 
after the completion of service, 

-------------------"------------------------------.,'----------------------------
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Table A-10 

Modifications in Jury Select:!.on, Utilization and Hanagement, 1977-1979 

WASHINGTON 

Spokane County Superior Court (Spokane) Snohomiah Coun~y Superior Court (Everett) 

--------~~--------------------------------------~------------------------------------------o With little discernible increase in cost and 
administrative IolOrkload, the superit~r court's 
jury operations now includes selection of jurors 

SELECTION for the municipal as well as the dj.str ic t 
courts. While no specific cost sa'ring figures 
are a~ai1ab1e, this centralization of jury 
selection has lifted and administrative burden 
from the municipal and district CC)urts. 

o Request for excuses are processed by the court 
administrator. Prior to this eKcuses were handled 

SCREENING by the Office of the Presiding Judge. 

UTILIZATION 
AND 

HANAGEMENT 

SERVICE 

o The term of service for a prospective juror was 
shortened from four weeks to two weeks. The 
two-week terms are overlapping; a new jury pool 
is sworn on each ~londay. 

o A recorded telephone message notifies jurors if 
they are not to report on a particular day. This 
system replaces personal telephone calls to 
jurors by chs court administrator's staff. 

o On-line access to the Spokane C~unty computer 
facilities was installed in the cour t 
administrator's office. The system includes the 
automated preparation of summonses mailers, the 
printing of daily attendance lists, the 
calculation of individual juror reimbursements 
and other administrative responsibilities. 

a Improved juror orientation consists of a 
welcoming speech by the presiding judge and jury 
clerk. An orientation film purchased as part of 
the demonst:,:ation project is also utilized during 
jury oriental:ion. 

o A jury lounge was cons::ructed during the life of 
the demonstration projec t. Also, other creature 
cq,mforts >lere pro1?ided to jurors in the jury 
lounge, including books, magazines, comfortable 
furnil;,ure, carpets, etc. 

o Jury trials are scheduled to begin only on the 
first cwo days of the week. Prior to this 
modification in scheduling of jury trials, trials 
were set for Monday through Thursday. 

o Jurors are personally telephoned by the cour't 
administrator if their service is not required on 
the day that they have been summoned. 

o A lounge equipped with tables, chairs and 
couches was made available to juror s. No such 
facilities were available to jurors prior to 
this time. 

_____________ === __ u ... ____ ~ ______________ ~~ ________________ ~ ______ ~ ______________________________ ~ ______ ~= ______ ____ 
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APPENDIX B 

Flow Charts and Narrative Descriptions 
of Jury Operations in Demonstration and 

Comparison Courts 
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Maricopa County Supe~lo~ Court 
(Phoenix, A~lzona) 

Vott!l~ Re9Ist~a'tlon List 

Masta~ List 

Qualification Questlonnal~e Mailed 

Qualified LlstlRoste~ 

Summons MalledlNotlflcetlon of Ju~~s 

Telephone Ju~o~s I Day P~lo~ to Service 

Report fo~ Service 

I 

~ostponedl 

I , 
I postponed I 

--------------- Centr-al Ju~ Room .----__________ _ 

I tmpllneledl 

I 
ChallengedlNot Used - ____ _ 

L _______________ _ 

I 
EJ 
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Jury Selection and utilization 

Maricopa County Superior Court 

(Phoenix, Arizona) 

In Maricopa County, Phoenix, AZ, the jury corrmissioner is charged 

with the responsibility and authority for the management of jury 

operations. The jury commissioner is appointed by and is responsible 

to the presiding judge. The office of the jury commissioner is 

staffed by a jut.'y commissioner, an assistant jury conunissioner, and a 

clerical staff of five. The office is equipped with mini-computer 

facilities for selection, utilization, and payment of jurors. The 

Maricopa County Information Systems and Services Department assists in 

the establishment of the master in qualified lists of prospective 

jurors. (Jurors are supplied to the superior court, Phoenix Municipal 

Court, eighteen Justice Courts, in both county and state grand juries 

when sitting in Maricopa County.) 

The source of jurors in Maricopa County is the pool of electors 

as listed on the voter registro,tion list. The voter registration 

lists will be supplemented by the drivers license list effective June, 

1980. Four times each year, the jury commissioner's office begins the 

process of qualifying prospective jurors for service in the superior 

and municipal courts for the next three months. Currently, 

apPJ~'oximately 40, 000 names are selected annually from the source 1 ist 

of 530,000 names to be mailed a qualification questionnaire; i.e., 8% 

of the source list is used each year. 
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To accomplish the selection the jury commissioner begins by 

determining the number of prospective jurors that will be required. 

Then, using past response yield records (the qualification yield is 

currently averaging 50%~ the summoning yield is averaging 65%, with an 

overall yield of approximately 33%), he estimates the number of 

persons on the source list who should receive qualification 

questionnaires~ To insure randomization, an "interval of selection" 

is determined by dividing the total number of registered voters by the 

total number of names to be selected. The beginning number is 

determined by drawing a number by lot from the field determined by the 

interval number. Using this interval of selection and this start 

number, the Information Services and Systems Department (ISSD) selects 

the appropriate names from the total list of registered voters. The 

voter registration is contained on magnetic tape. Selection is 

accomplished by the computer and a master list is generated. The list 

contains alphabetized names, identification numbers, the addresses, 

and the birthdates of prospective jurors. After automated addressing 

of the qualification questionnaires, they are sent to prospective 

jurors via first-class mail to be completed and returned within ten 

days. 

Returned questionnaires are screened by the jury commissioner's 

office in order to eliminate those persons unqualified to serve as 

jurors and those who have valid excuses. There are no class 

exemptions. Some telephoning of prospective jurors is done to 

facilitate the screening of returned questionnaires. 
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Coded questionnaires are entered into the computer. For those 

who are qualified; occupation, children and ages, name of spouse, 

spouses' employer, and other information is entered. 

biographical information and supplied to attorneys. 

Th is is used as 

Approximately one 

month after the questionnaires are mailed, a follow-up mailing is made 

to those prospective jurors to whom a questionnaire was mailed but no 

response received. This mail ing ins tructs these "no repl ies" to 

report to the jury commissioner on a certain date; usually this second 

mailing results in a returned qualification questionnaire or a 

telephone call from the prospective juror. Again, as a courtesy to 

the prospective juror, some questionnaires are completed over the 

telephone. These additional questionnaires are compiled along with 

the previous listing. The jury commissioner periodically sends the 

county sheriff after a final no response if there is evidence that 

there is a refusal to respond; in most cases this process is generally 

considered to be a waste of time. 

Postcards notify those individuals who are excused from jury duty 

for a period of one year. The remaining qualified prospective jurors 

make up the qualified jury roster. A magnetic tape containing the 

qualified jury roster is prepared by ISSD and sent to the jury 

commissioner's office to be loaded into the mini-computer. This 

completes the qualification process. 

Currently qualified jurors are summoned for eight weeks of 

service, although the average length of actual service is 
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approximately 3.65 days. Once a person has "served" for an eight-week 

period, he or she is not subject to selection for another two years. 

Approximately two weeks before an eight-week term of service a 

specific number of prospective jurors drawn from the qualified jury 

roster are summoned for a certain attendance date. The selection is 

random and the number is based on the jury commissioner's calculations 

of previous summoning yields and th~ anticipated jury trial calendar. 

The computer listing of those individuals summoned, their names 

and addresses plus pertinent biographical information is made 

available to the county attorney if requested, and to others for a 

nominal fee. Some prospective jurors summoned are excused or deferred 

for later service after they have been summoned but before their 

actual service. This information is entered into the mini-computer. 

On the day prior to the start of a jury trial, trial courts 

communicate to the jury commissioner with regard to the number and 

type of cases to be scheduled the following day. Phoenix uses a pool 

system where prospective jurors may be assigned to various trial 

divisions. Based upon the jury trial information received, the jury 

commissioner determines the size of the juror pool necessary to 

accommodate the jury trials scheduled. No more than 280 prospective 

jurors comprise a daily pool. prospective jurors who will make up the 

daily pool are notified a day in advance by the jury commissioner'S 

office. Notification of prospective jurors is made from a random 

listing. Prospective jurors ~7ho are listed but not reached and those 

who have requested valid excuses and postponements are deferred for 
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use in subsequent daily pools. A person who has been chosen to serve 

on one day is eliminated from selection the following day; this is the 

only limitation to the service of a particular juror during the 

eight-week service period. As stated above however, actual average 

juror service is less than four days. 

prospective jurors comprising the daily pool are seai:ed in the 

jury assembly area. To verify attendance, role is taken ctnd checked 

against the computer generated list of those summoned 0 An. orientation 

(,,)f approximately twenty minutes is provided by the jury commissioner 

to those prospective jurors who are serving as jurors for the first 

time. After attendance verification, another current listing of 

prospective jurors present is generated. As each court indicates its 

readiness to proceed, the prospective jurors are dispersed into 

panels. 

The size of the panel dispatched to the court, that is, the 

number of actual jurors needed to hear a case, an allowance for 

alternates, and the number of peremptory challenges allowed to each 

side, is specified by statute. The jury commissioner sends panels of 

the following sizes: thirty-six jurors or more for capital offense 

cases, thirty for major felonies, twenty-six for simple felonies, 

twenty-three for civil cases, and sixteen for trials in the municipal 

court. Panel requirements are communicated to the mini-computer. 

The mini-computer then randomly selects names for assignments and 

generates individual jury lists for each panel; one copy of this list 

remains in the jury commissioner's office, two are sent to the 
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judicial clerk, one to the judge, and one to the court reporter. 

Additionally, biographical information is printed by the mini-computer 

and sent to all the courts with the jury lists. The jury commissioner 

then orally communicates the assignments on the jury list to the 

prospective jurors sitting in the pool, stating the name of the 

prospective juror, the trial division to which the juror has been 

assigned, the location of the courtroom, and the time the juror is 

scheduled to appear. 

Once a jury has been sworn the jury list is returned to the 

office of the jury commissioner, showing those jurors struck for cause 

and peremptory challenges, as well as those selected to serve on the 

jury. Those jurors on the panel who are not sworn as jurors, i.e., 

those who are not reached, those who are challenged, or those 

prospective jurors for cases which settle before voir dire, are 

instructed to return to the jury pool. Their names are reentered into 

the mini-computer for additional service on that same day. 

Jurors in Maricopa County are paid $12.00 per day and a one-way 

mileage fee of $.20 per mile. Payroll procedures are fully automated. 

At their first appearance in the courthouse, the juror's mileage is 

entered into the mini-computer. After attendance has been taken, a 

daily request for payment is entered into the computer~ 
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PIma County SuperIor Court 
(Tucson, ArIzona) 

Voter Ruglstratlon List 

QualIfIcation QuestIonnaire ~Iled 

QUalified List of '1Jrum~ 

---------------' 

Manual Draw for Servlca/Notl'Icatlon of Ju~rs 

Telephone Summoning 

I 
Fused I 

Report tor Serv Ice 
--------------- Central Jury Room ----__________ _ 

Ilmpllneledl 

I 
Challenged/Not Used ----.--

L _______________ _ 

I 
B 
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Jury Selection and utilization 

Pima County Superior Court 

(Tucson, Arizon&) 

In Tucson, jury selection, utilization and management are the 

responsibility of the jury commissioner who is appointed by, and 

reports to, the presiding judge of the superior court. The jury 

commissioner and court administrator have established a close working 

relationship in activities that are facilitated by cooperative 

efforts, e.g., the scheduling of ju~y trials and notification of 

adequate numbers of jurors to serve those trials. The jury 

commissioner's office supplies jurors to the Superior Ccu~t and the 

Justice of the Peace COllrts (effective May 1979, the Tucson City 

Courts will obtain its jurors from the jury commissioner's office 

also) • 

Pima County has a population of about 306,000. Currently, the 

source of prospective jurors is the Maricopa County voter 

registration list. In 1978, approximately 16,000 names, or five 

percent of the source list, were drawn to establish the master list of 

prospective jurors. Effective June 1980, this source will be 

supplemented with the county motor vehicle drivers license list. A 

county-wide data processing operation, administered by the county 

recorder's office, provides access to and selection from the source 

list(s). New voter registration lists are prepared after every 

general election; additions are made every six months. 
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Four times a year the jury commissioner makes a request of the 

data processing department in the recorder's office for a random 

drawing of 3,000 names from the sour.ce list. This drawing establishes 

the master list. The data processing department furnishes the jury 

commissioner's office with a master listing, an individual card for 

each name drawn, and addressed qualification questionnaires for the 

names drawn bundled according to zip codes. Qualification 

questionnaires are mailed via regular first-class mail. 

Qualification questionnaires are returned to the jury 

commissioner's office where they are reviewed and screened. 

Currently, forty-five to fifty percent of those prospective jurors 

queried are typically found to be qualified to serve. Excused jurors 

are notified in writing. Those names to which a questionnaire has 

been sent but not returned are sent a second mailing, this time by 

certified mail. Failure to respond to the certified mailing results 

in a summons t.o appear in court for the put"pose of completion of the 

qualification procedure. Individual cards with the names of those not 

screened (i.e., those who are not disqualified, ex.cused, and not 

responding) are placed into a "qualified drum". 

Every two months, approximately 1000 cards are randomly drawn 

from the qualified drum. Those prospective jurors chosen are notified 

in writing that they are subject to be summoned by telephone during a 

period of 120 days. Jurors are actually "on call" for 60 days. 

Prospective jurors with newly validated excuses or requests for 

postponements must contact the jury commissioner in writing. 
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pima County m3.intains a daily juror pool wher;eby jurors may be 

shared by the various divisions of the court and "reused" a number of 

times within ONe day of service. Prior to a juror service day the 

court administrator informs the jury commissioner of the number and 

types of jury trials scheduled for the following day. The jury 

co~nissioner then determines the number of jurors to be summoned to 

the following days' juror pool. The number of jurors needed for the 

daily pool are randomly drawn from those jurors "on call" and notified 

a day in advance of their service by staff of the jury commissioner's 

office or designated bailiffs. Jurors selected but not contacted by 

telephone are summoned in wri ting to the court for a specified da te. 

On each day of se:rvice jurors summoned to the court report to the 

jury assembly room. After attendance is taken, a thirty to forty-five 

minute orientation presentation is made by the jury commissioner or 

a deputy. Jurors in the daily pool are then randomly assigned to 

panels requested throughout the day. Jurors are assigned to another 

panel if necessary. 

Although jurors in Pima County are "on call" to serve 120 days, 

the average actual service in the courts is less than 5 days. Juror 

fees in Pima County are $12.00 per day with a mileage supplement. 

Payment of jurors is made on demand by means of vouchers validated by 

the jury co~nissioner and cashed by the county treasurer. 
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Hertford Superior Court 
(HGrtfo~d. Connecticut) 

Vc;ter Registration List 

Rendom Nemes Chosen by Elich District & 

Sent to Stete Jury Administrator 

Qualification Questionnaires Mailed 

non-dellverebles 

Report for servlc:el------~-------------
Centrlll Jury Rooml I 

I 
I excused ! 

1 I exempt! 

I 
EJ I postponed! 

---------- IHe&r Trllll! Chllilenged/Not Used ---------

I -----------------
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Hartford Superior court 

(Hartford, Connecticut) 

Voter registration is the sole source list for prospective jurors 

in Connecticut. This list is maintained locally by each town. The 

jury system in Connecticut is partially statewide; that is, some of 

the process (qualification and mailing of summons) is handled by the 

State Jury Administrator's Office (S.J.A.) in Hartford and the 

individual court districts handle concerns specific to their courts 

(excuses, postponements, jury pool and panel calls). This description 

for Hartford will include information on the state's responsibility as 

well as the process particular to the Hartford District. 

The annual process of qualification of prospective jurors in 

Connecticut is performed by the State Jury Administrator's Office and 

the individual tOvlnS in Connecticut. Each town sends the S.J.A.'s 

office a list of names selected at random from the locality's voter 

registration list. This list of prospective jurors from the voter 

registration list contains twice as many names as the locality 

perce.ives it will need for the upcoming year of jury service. The 

doubling of the list is due to the state statute requiring that fifty 

percent (no more, no less) of the list be qualified for jury service. 

The statute also requires that each town must submit a specific 

percentage, based on population, of the total registered voters to be 

called in a district for the year. The list of registered voters 

drawn for each town is sent to the S.J.A.'s office where it is 

computerized and the qualification questionnaires are mailed. 
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The qualification questionnaires are returned to the S.J.A.'s 

office where they are classified as qualified or not qualified. If 

more than or less than fifty percent of the list for anyone town i.s 

qualified, the qualified list is sent to the jury commission for the 

district (eight jury commissions in the state) where it is reduced or 

added to in order to reach the number (fi.fty percent) required by 

statute. This procedure of selecting names to be omitted from or 

added to the list (very rarely does a district need to add names to 

reach the fifty percent requirement) is performed at the discretion of 

the jury commissioners. The S.J.A.'s office has no conBrol over this 

procedure. After a fifty percent qualified list is reached, the eight 

jury commissions return the annual qualified list to the S.J.A.'s 

office where it is computerized. The S.J.A.'s office then maintains 

the annual list of qualified jurors for the State of Connecticut. 

Every two weeks each district makes a written request to the 

S.J.A.'s office for the number of jurors needed. This request 

specifies the number of persons to be drawn for each town (percentage 

based on population) from the qualified list. The S.J.A.'s office 

inputs this information on an office terminal and the names are 

selected randomly from each town, recorded on a master list, and the 

summonses are printed. The summonses are mailed to prospective jurors 

and the master list is sent to the district requesting jurors. From 

. this point the system is handled on the district l~vel by the superior 

court clerk's offices. 

In Hartford, the jury clerk receives written requests for excusal 

and postponement before the jury service date. The acceptance or 
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denial of these requests is mailed to the prospective jurors and noted 

on the master list. Unless excused or postponed in advance by 

writing, the prospective juror is instructed to report to the jury 

room in the Hartford Superior Court. 

prospective jurors report for a four week term. Orientation 

includes a film and a discussion on jury service by one of the judges 

(rotational basis). At this time the judge will hear further requests 

for excuses and postponements. Excusals and postponements are noted 

on the master list. As each prospective juror reports for service, a 

ballot with the jurors name printed on it is placed in a ballot box. 

When a judge calls for a panel, the jury clerk draws ballots from the 

box for the number needed on the panel. These names are called and 

prospective jurors are sent to the courtro()m for voir dire. If not 

used or challenged, the prospective jurors report back to the jury 

room to wait for another panel call. All prospective jurors will be 

called to serve on.a panel before anyone serves twice. 

A note on voir dire in Connecticut: By statute, Connecticut 

conducts individual voir dire as opposed to group voir dire. This is 

a lengthy process and results in an unusually high demand on the jury 

pool. Generally, a panel of twenty-five is requested for a six-man 

jury trial. Although the jurors are being utilized, their time is 

utilized more in voir dire than in trial. (On the average, eight or 

mQre hours are spent in voir dire for a criminal casei three or more 

hours in a civil case). The Jury Usage Index measures efficiency 

based on the num.ber in trial rather than the number in voir dire thus 

inflating (perhaps unjustly) the JUI for a particular court in 

Connecticut. 
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Waterbury Superior Court 
(Weterbury, Connecticut) 

Voter RegistratIon LIst 

. 
Random Names Chosen by Each DIstrict 

Sent to State Jury Administrator 

QualIfication Questionnaires Mailed 

---------------- Report for Service ------.-------------
Central Jury Room 

Ildlsquallf ledl 

I J J 
I excused I !ex8~tl 

I 
Ino showl 

I 
I postponed I 

Chlillenged/Not Used ---------

L _______________ _ 
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Jury Selection and Utiliz~tion, 

Waterbury Superior Court 

(Waterbury, Connecticut) 

" 

The Office of the state Jury Administrator annually receives 

twice the number of prosp1active jurors that the Distt·~tct of Waterbury 

perceives it will need. The number needed is doubled due to the state 

statute which provides ,for a fifty percent qualification of the list. 

If the qualification yield is higher than fifty percent then names are 

dropped randomly; if the yield is lower than fifty percent, each 

district, through veniremen, is expected to "randomly" make up the 

difference. [Waterbury has never had to "find" more jurors]. The 

state jury administrator is responsible for mailinq the jury 

qualification questionnaires and completing the list of qualified 

jurors by district (This process is described in detail in the 

description for Hartford). 

Although the term of service is four weeks, courts in Connecticut 

call in jurors every three weeks. This provides a continuous one-week 

overlap to allow for a tria~ 1oin9 over into another term of service. 

The summoning process in the District of Waterbury, as in most 

districts in Connecticut, consists of the superior court jury clerk 

mailing a "request for summons" form every two weeks to the state jury 

administrator's office. On this form the jury clerk indicates the 

number of persons to be summoned from each town within the Waterbury 

District. Upon receiving this information the S.J.A.'s office uses 

the computer terminal on location to feed in the Waterbury 
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information. Summons are then prepared by the computer and a master 

list of those summoned is created. This master list is mailed to 

Waterbury. 

Prospective jurors are instructed on the summons to appear in the 

Waterbury Superior Court jury room on a specific date \mless they 

write the jury clerk requesting an excuse or postponement. All 

excuses and postponements are handled by the chief clerk and the 

judges. On the first day of service the judge conducting orientation 

also hears request for excusal. All prospective jurors receiving 

excuses or postponements are noted on the master list. 

Upon reporting for service jurors see an orientation film and are 

given further orientation by a judge (judges rotate this respon

sibility). As a judge needs a panel, he indicates the number of 

panelists and time needed to the assistant clerk who notifies the 

deputy sheriff assigned to the jury pool. The panel is selected 

randomly by the jury clerk who picks ballots (one in the box for each 

juror) from a box until he/she has the number requested by the judge. 

These names are called by the jury clerk and panel members a~e told to 

which courtroom they are to report and its location. As jurors are 

challenged or not used they report back to the deputy sheriff in the 

jury room. All prospective jurors will serve on a panel before any 

prospective juror serves a second time. This process continues for 

four weeks. Jurors may be dismissed in the afternoon if the jury 

clerk perceives there will be' no more panels called that day; however, 

it is rare for jurors to be dismissed for an entire day. 
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Jefferson County Court 
(Louisville. Kentucky) 

·····-1·········· 

E~ 
I 

Report for SttrvlCd --.-_______________ _ 

Central Jury Room 

I 
[~ans'·4 

I 
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Jury Selection and utilization, 

Jefferson Circuit Court 

(Louisville, Kentucky) 

prospective jurors for the sixteen trial courts in the Jefferson 

Circuit Court are selected from the county tax roll list provided by 

the county court clerk and the voter registration list provided by the 

state. The procedures for the selection of sample lists are as 

follows: 

1) The tax roll is a compilation of all tax districts. Each 

district is made up from a specific personal property list, 

i.e., cars, houses, boats, etc. Duplications are not struck 

from the master list by computer. Each year the data 

processing unit is notified of the prospective jurot needs 

for the following year. A percentage (depending on the 

court,s I needs) of names are selected from each tax district. 

From this list, the computer draws every thirty-fifth name. 

This list is then sorted by name and compated with the sample 

list from the last three years. The sample size in 1976 

totaled 16,490. 

2) The master list is grouped in alphabetical order by precinct. 

Individual jury lists are ordered. They are selected by 

computer by precinct from the master list. 

Terms of jury service run two weeks unless there are unusual 

circumstances preventing this. As a general rule, the civil and 
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and criminal courts schedule trials throughout t.he year, assigning 

cases Tuesday through Thursday. 

Fi ve weeks prior to the jury term the tria.l schedule for each 

court is obtained. The number of summonses bo be mailed is 

ascertained from the trial information. 

The jury list .is taken to the sheriff who issues summons by 

first-class mail. The summOI1S directs the juror to report on a 

specific date to the jury lounge at 8:00 A.M~ A juror information 

form is at::tached to the summons. If an e,ccuse or disqualification is 

requested, the form and the request are to be completed and returned 

to the jury off ice. The chief judge approves the requests and the 

prospective jurors are notified by mail. Jurors may also have their 

service P()stponed. Generally excused are jurors in the following 

categories: 1) full-time stutlents; 2) mothers with preschool 

children; and 3) empJ.::>yees whose pay would be wi thheld. Under 

Kentucky statute, those disqualified are the following: 

1) noncitizens; 2) nonresidents; 3) unpardoned felons; 4) under 

indictment; 5) physically or mentally handicapped; 6) unable to speak 

and understand English; or 7) those who have, served within the 

previous year. 

Once the enrollment proces:s has been cClmpleted, an orientation 

sl ide show is shown. A judge thEm welcomes t:he jurors and comments on 

their role in the judicial system. Additional requests to be excused 

are heard by the judge. 
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A judge has his sheriff report to jury room and notify the jury 

clerk when it is determined that a jury panel is needed. The jury 

clerk assembles the panel by randomly drawing X on juror informa'l:ion 

form. The forms are xeroxed for ~oir dire and given to the bailiff. 

The\ bailiff then escorts the jury panel to the respective courtroom. 

Once voir dire is completed, the bailiff returns all remaining 

jurors to the jury pool lounge. The assistant court administrator 

records on the jury panel from the time the jurors return to the jury 

pool lounge. These jurors either are placed on a new panel as needed 

or are released with instructions to return to the jury pool lounge at 

9:00 A"M. the following morning or to call the courthouse for further 

ins tructionfs" 

On the last day of the jury term, the clerks complete a payroll 

form. This is signed by each juror and money due is tabulated. 

Attendance is marked from a sign-in sheet and on the last day of the 

jury term the clerks complete a payroll form. Jurors must wait for 

their checks in the event of an open court. Usually though, this can 

be completed within one hour of opening court. Jurors are paid $12.50 

for reporting for service even if they are not used and are 

immediately excused for the day. 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Fayette Circuit Court 

(Lexington, Kentucky) 

The county voter reg istration 1 ists and the county property tax 

rolls serve as the source of prospective jurors for Fayette Circuit 

Court. Once every year by November 15, three jury commissioners 

appointed by the chief judge (irll 1976, a bank president, a black 

housewife and a retired Army colonel served as commissioners) examine 

computer printed lists of county registered voters and county tax 

rolls and select the names to be included in the master list. This 

selection is arbitrary, perhaps unbiased. The lists are ordered by 

precinct and the commissioners attempt to select a numberin proportion 

to the precinct's population. Individuals, who have served witbin the 

last twelve months a\l:e excluded at this stage. Property tax r()lls are 

not utilized in any systematic fashion to supplement the voter 

registration list. 

The names selected by the commiss ioners are typed on 1abel.s, 

inserted into small capsules, and placed into a drum. The minimum 

number of names se1ecte!d for the drum in the Fayette Court is 3,700. 

The Fayette Court USt:s a one s\tep qual ificatiotl-summoning 

procedure. Once every month juro:cs are summoned to the court fc)r a 

one-month term of service. Actual duration of service is 

approximately seven to eight days. Those to be summoned are drawn by 

lot from the drum and sent summonses via regular first-class mail. 

Along with the summons, the prospecti',e juror receives a qualification 
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questionnaire. Individuals who fail to respond to the summonses are 

served personally by the sheriff. 

The summonses inform the prospective juror~iI of their assignment 

to one of two judges, each responsible for approximately one-half of 

the "pool" of jurors. Each month, one judge is typical.ly assigned to 

criminal trials. This judge maintains one panel or one-half of the 

"pool." The other judge controls the other half of the pool and 

handles all cases other than the criminal cases. The prospective 

jurors are informed that they "may be used in several divisions of 

this court and also for jury trials in District Court." They ate also 

informed to call the court during their term of s~\~rvice and receive a 

recorded message informing them of their obligatiQ~s on a day-by-day 

basis. Only the jurors n.~eded are summoned to the courthouse. Jurors 

summoned may request excuses~ Requests are typically made in writing 

to the court administrator and are either granted, denied, or the 

service is postponed. 

On the first day of servic,e, prospective jurOl:7S, summoned and 

informed by the recorded telephone message, conV(~nei' in the courtroom 

of the judge to whom they have been assigned and are oriented by the 

assigned judge. At this time prospective jurors may be impaneled in 

the court of their assigned judge or sent to anothE~r courtroom. 

Sharing of jurors occurs between "panels" assigned to the two judges; 

additionally, each panel is utilized as a traditi.onal juror pool would 

be utilized. 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Clayton County Court 

(St. Louis, Missouri) 

The St. Louis County Court in Clayton enlarged its juror pool 

from which jurors are selected by merging the drivers' license file 

with the registered voters file. This new master file contains 

766,000 names from which prospective jurors are chosen. In January of 

each year, 100,000 persons are selected from the merged computer files 

by using a random selection program, and all jurors for the year are 

selected and called from that 100, 000 names. The selection ,is made 

six weeks in advance of the service date and again it is made by a 

random computer program. Names selected are then eliminated from the 

file for the balance of the year so that no one person is called more 

than once during a calendar year. 

For each jury week combined qualification questionnaires and 

summonses are sent to a predetermin.ed number of persons (approximately 

11, 000) to provide the aes ired number of jurors to serve on Monday and 

Wednesday. The combined qualification and summoning process includes 

sending a biographical information questionnaire to each prospective 

juror and a summons which includes informatioh on disqualifications 

and exemptions. The following statutory conditions would cause a 

pe~son to be ineligible for service: a) conviction of a felony and 

not restored to civ.il £'ights; b) unable to read, write, speak and 

understand the English language; c) active duty in the armed services 

of the united States; 0) licensed attorneys at law; 3) judge of a 
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court of record, and f) mental or physical illness or infirmity. If 

the juror is eligibleto serve, he or she will complete the short 

questionnaire indicating: a) marital status, b) employer, c) 

occupation, d) spouse's occupation, e) number of children, f) when 

last served on jury, g) whether related to police officer, and h) 

whether the juror drives a car. 

The usual number of jurors required to service the Circuit Court 

and Magistrate Court is two hundred on Monday and one hundred on 

Wednesday. As the jurors report to the Central l.Tury Room, they are 

checked in and any corrections or additions to the biographical 

information are entered. As a panel is requested by court, the panel 

list, including biographical information, is printed using a program 

that scrambles and prints the names of the requested number of 
, 

panelists. A juror reporting on Monday, not serving in a trial by 

Tuesday afternoon, is excused from further service since a n.ew panel 

reports Wednesday morning. 

Twenty-five percent of the jurors summoned to report on Wednesday 

receive a notice to call the court on Tuesday night if they desire to 

be excused. The answering service (code-a-phone) is programmed to 

instruct those jurors whether to report on Wednesday. 

At the time a juror is excused from further service, an entry is 

made on the on line-terminal and payroll information is automatically 

recorded. Simultaneously, the biographical information is purged from 

the computer and it is cleared for the next jury reporting. 

Payment of jurors is $6 p(;,r da,y plus mileage and is completed 

approximately two weeks after service. 

8-28 



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

I 
I 
I 
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(st. Lauls, M'ssau,.,) 
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lex:~~1 

Secand Quellflc:atlan QUBstlallnal,.e Mailed 

fa,. Summan I ng Peal 

--.------------.-- Repart fa,. Se,.vlce -------------------

I 
I 
I 
1 

I 

\ 1 
\ex~~tl 

----------

Cent.-a I Jury Ream 

1 I excused I 
I 

Ina Shawl 
I 

1 pastpanedl 

ChellengedlNat Used 

1 ______ -----------
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

St. Louis City Circuit Court 

(St. Louis, Hissouri) 

The sole source list for prospective jurors in the St. Louis City 

Circuit Court is the voter registration list. The active juror wheel 

of 165,000 is updated annually. The jury commissioner is responsible 

for estimating the number of prospective jurors needed annually o\nd 

mailing the qualification questionnaires. The name of each person 

qualified at this st!=p is placed on a ballot and put in th1;! master 

wheel for the year (approximately 45,000 names). Each week the jury 

commissioner draws a number (approximately 500) of qualified ballots 

from the master wheel. Those persons drawn are sent a second 

qualification questionnaire, of which approximately 450 are qualified. 

Those qualified a~e sent summonses instructing them to report to the 

Central Jury Room on a specific date (three weeks hence) for a 

one-week term of service. Postponements can be requested in person to 

the jury commissioner. Approximately 325 prospective jurors report 

each Monday at which time further requests for excusal or postponement 

are heard by the jury commissioenr. Jurors are checked in and 

assigned a badge with a number corresponding to the identification 

number on the summ.ons. Simultaneously, a "ballot" with the same 

number is placed in the jury wheel in the Central Jury Room. 

As the judges require panels, bailiffs notify the central jury 

room and the panE:l 1 ist is made up by drawing ballots from tbe jury 
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wheel. The number of jurors selected for a panel is set at thirty for 

criminal cases and twenty for civil cases. As the ballots are drawn 

from the wheel, the panel list is typed and jurors are called and 

instructed to report to a specific courtroom. Jurors report back to 

the Central Jury Room aft.er trial for further instructions. 
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(New Bruns~lck. New Jersey) 

QUDllflcatlon Questionnaire Mailed 

I I 
Eused J [exe~t] 

I 
le~USedl 

---------------- Report for Service __________________ _ 

1 I excused I 

I 

Centr'lll Jury Room 
!------,_ .. -

J 
[no show I I 

I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
---------- IHear Trlllil I'"'C-h-II-'I-e-ng-e':"dlN-o-t-U-s-ed" __________ 1 

L _______________ _ 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Middlesex County Court 

(New Brunswick, New Jersey) 

The selection and utilization of juries in the Middlesex County 

Court are governed generally by statutes and the Manual on the 

Selection of Grand and Petit Jurors developed by the New Jersey 

Administrative Office of the Courts in 1973. Revisionf:l of the manual 

to prevent alphabetical bizls and nonrandom selection was effected by 

Middlesex Court personnel in 1978. 

voter registration lists, according to municipalities, are the 

sole source of prospective jurors. From these lists, the selection of 

prospective jurors is made in accordance with the selection procedure 

described below. 

Three times a year, the assignment (chief) judge determines the 

jury requirements for the next four-month court session~ 

Four factors determine how many jurors are needed: 

1. Are there any cases which will require a much larger number 

of jurors because of notoriety, etc.? 

2. How many judges are hearing civil cases and how many are 

hearing criminal cases? This question relates to different 

jury sizes needed in civil and criminal cases. 

3. The use of any additional information received from personnel 

with knowledge of the civil and cr.iminal calendars. 

4. Past experiences with juror utilization. 
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If, for any municipality or ward within a municipality, the 

number of prospective jurors returning questionnaires is abnormally 

low, or the number of prospective jurors who are ineligible, 

disqualified, or e:<cused from service is abnormally high, the jury 

commissioners notify the chief judge. Upon his authorization, the 

jury corrunissioners Celn send a. greater number of questionnaires to that 

municipality or ward so it will be proportionately represented in the 

pool of qualified jury questionnaires from which selection of jury 

panels will be made. 

The next step is the actual selection of names from the voter 

registry for each municipality. The data processing department has 

overall responsibility for selection of names from the municipally 

ma,intained voter registries and for the handling of the questionnaire 

and su~nons. The jury commission clerk informs data processing of the 

number of questionnaires to be sent to each municipality. The number 

is predetermined by how many jurors should be taken from each 

municipality based on its percentage of the county's population. 

Names are selected using a random start-fixed interval procedure. The 

jury commission clerk provides data processing with the random 

starting numbers obtained from the assignment judge. 

The jury commission, consisting of the chief clerk and two 

assistants, have the overall responsibility for developing and 

maintain.ing the pool of qualified prospective jurors. When the 

computer p~ints the requested number of questionnaires, a list of the 

names and addresses of those voters receiving questionnaires is also 

printed. The returned questionnaires are checked against this list. 
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If p by the end of a cert.ain time period, a questionnaire has not been 

returned, a second questionnaire is sent, The number of voters who 

fail to return either questionnaire has b~en termed "insignificant." 

There is no follow-up procedure beyond the second questionnaire. 

The jury commission reviews the returned questionnaires. Those 

questionnaires which are rated as "qualified" are returned to the 

computer room where keypunch operators feed the occupation code and 

any changes on to punch cards. No attempt is made to verify the 

information supplied on the questionnaire. If the respondent is found 

to be unqualified r the reasons are noted on the computer list. No 

evaluation of the responses is kept. The "qualified" questionnaires 

are sent to cata processing for keypunching. When the panels are 

picked, the questionnaires are sorted and stored. However, they are 

rarely used for verification in excusing, although they are available. 

The master list of qualified jurors is then sorted and reduced to 

the size requested by the assignment judge. The computer sorts the 

list into ten subpanels. 

The sheriff's office receives computer printed' summonses along 

with a list of names and addresses of the summons recipients drawn 

from the master list. The summonses and the list are taken to the 

post office where the summonses are counted and checked against the 

list. Each page of the list is stamped by the postal clerk to indicate 

receipt of the summonses listed. Postage fees are paid from an 

account maintained for this purpose by the sheriff's office. 

The post office makes two attempts to serve the summonses. Those 

summonses which have not been served are returned to the sheriff's 
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office approximately one week prior to the commencement of the jury's 

service. For those summonses successfully served, the receipts are 

returned to the sheriff's off ice where they are checked against the 

computer printed list and stored. Copies are made of the summons and 

attached to the original. They are then distributed among the deputy 

sheriffs who act as process servers according to the area they cover. 

Their report on service is placed on the back of the copy which is 

then filed in the manner of the returned receipts. 

On Wednesday or Thursday preceding the start of jury service, a 

list of those summonses which remain unserved is prepared listing the 

jurors not served, and the reasons for nonservice. The word "pend ingll 

indicates that neither the summons nor the receipts were returned from 

the post office. 

On the date of service, a list of those jurors not'reporting is 

prepared by the clerks taking attendance in the jury assembly room. 

The report is then forwarded to the presiding judge who then forwards 

it to the sheriff's office. This is checked against the list of 

people not served by the post office. If a reason for the juror's 

nonappearance can be determined, it is reported to the judge. The 

judge h~s the option to detail a deputy sheriff to bring the absent 

jurors in, an option which is rarely exercised. 

When a prospective juror is summoned for jury service, he is 

admonished on his summons that hE~ must appear in person to be excused 

from service. However, jurors can and do request to be excused by 
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writing to the judge in charge of the jury prior to the date of 

service. Every month an average of 200 to 275 jurors ~ut of 550 to 

600 summoned submit written requests to be excused. Many more 

prospective jurors may telephone the judge and they are discouraged 

from writing if their excuses are deemed insufficient~ 

Of those requesting to be excused, a certain number of these 

requests ar.e handled automatically; such as a situation when the juror 

is no longer residing in the county. The great majority, however, do 

require an exercise of discretion in deciding the meri ts of the 

request. While the summons indicates that such discretion rests solely 

with the judge, often the demands on the judge's time are such that 

his secretary will have to decide on the merits of the request with 

Ii ttle or no guidance from the judge. There are no formal guidel ines 

upon which to determine whether a juror's request merits excusing. 

The decision is usually made with minimal, i1 any corroboration. ~his 

means the judge or his sec~etary must rely upon the honesty of the 

writer. Assuming the legitimacy of the request for excuse, there is 

no set criteria to evaluate the merits of the request, and each judge 

generally has his own standards, usually his past experience, upon 

which excuses are judged. Juror questionnaires are available to the 

judge upon request but are rarely, if ever, consulted. 

Letters from doctors requesting excuse of a juror are usually 

granted automatically. One secretary voiced what is probably a common 

fear that a juror's service might lead to an agqravation of the 

condition, and the possible liability of the county. Letters written 
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by attorneys on behalf of jurors are also usually honored. After 

that, it becomes a matter of the judge's particular preference. 

Self-employed individuals are generally excused. However, people who 

earn a living on co~nission, i.e., sales, mayor may not be excused. , . 
Tradespeople, such as p¥l.umbers, carpenters, or people who are pald 

only if they work, are generally excused while a student mayor may 

not be excused. Some requests are set aside until later when an idea 

of the number of excuses becomes clear. If a smaller number than 

usual have been excused, then the excuse will be granted. However, if 

the number is greater than usual~ then it will not be granted. 

Jurors whose request for an excuse is denied are usually advised 

that they may renew their application on the day of their service. 

Judges do not ordinarily advise jury room personnel that the juror has 

previously been denied. 
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Union County Court 
CEIIZllbtl'th, New Jerseyl 

Qualification Questionnaire Mailed 

non-dellverllble 

---------------- Report for Service -------------_____ _ 
Centra I Jury Room I 

leXCUSUdl Ino Showl 

Challengad/Not Used 

I -----------------
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Jury selection and Utilization, 

Union County Court 

(Elizabeth, New Jersey) 

The oelection and utilization of jurors in Union County are 

governed by statute and the ~~nGal on the:Selecti6n:6f Grand ~nd p~tiE 

Jurors developed by the New Jersey Administrative Office of the 

Courts. This latter document is loosely adhered to in Union County. 

voter registration lists, maintained according to twenty-one 

municipalities in union County, are the sole source of names of 

prospective jurors. In October 1976 this source contained 286,422 

names. Three times a year approximately 20,000 to 30,000 names to be 

sent questionnaires are selected randomly by computer. Selection is 

made proportionately according to the population of the municipality. 

If, for any municipality or ward within a municipality, the 

number of prospective juro}s returning questionnaires is abnormally 

low, or the number of prospective jurors who are inel£gible, 

disqualified or excuse'd from service is abnormally high, the jury 

commissioners notify the chief judge. 'Upon his authorization, the 

jury commissioners can send a greater number of questionnaires to that 

municipality or ward so that it will be proportionately represented in 

the pool of qualified jury questionnaires from which selection of jury 

panels will be made. In Union County this formal procedure is not 

strictly followed. The court administrator simply detepmines the 

existence of a disproportionate yield from any municipality - in Union 

County the cities of Elizabeth and Plainfield typically return a low 
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yield - and compensates by sending such a municipality a higher number 

of questionnaires. 

The jury commission clerks, under the supervision of the court 

administrator, review the returned questionnaires, and place the names 

of qualified prospective jurors into an "active file." The 

approximate number of names in the active file is 17,000. Names in 

the file for a year or more are purged. 

Three times a year, the court administrator determines the number 

of jurors required for the next four months. The determination is 

translated into a number of "panels' each containing the names of 500 

prospective jurors. At least fifty percent of the names are placed 

into a master file. Again this selection from the "active file" to 

generate the master file is accomplished by computer according to 

municipality voter registration. The assignment judge reviews the 

master list to determine additional disqualifications. In practice, 

no juror is disqualified at this stage. 

The court administrator sends out approximately 500 summonses by 

first-class mail for a two-week term of service. Approximately 220 to 

250 prospective jurors arrive in the courtroom in response to the 

summonses. Jurors report to the assembly room on the first day of 

service, are shown a film, and are further oriented and instructed by 

the sheriff and county clerk (elected officials). The county clerk's 

office assumes the responsibility and control of the jury room, 

attendance, selection of panels by lot (pellets drawn from a wheel), 

and the dispatch and receipt of jurors from the courtroom. The 

sheriff's office manages the summoning procedure, handles the payment 

8-41 



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

of jurors, as well as the movement of jurors between the assembly room 

and the courtroom. 

In add i tion to the judges I three depart.ments are involved in jury 

utilization and management in union County: the offices of the court 

administrator, the sheriff, and the county clerk. Union County is one 

of the few counties in New Jersey that has eliminated the office of 

the jury commission. 
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Summit County Common Plaas Court 
(Akron, Ohio) 

Voter Registration List 

[ Master L 1st I 

Qual/fleatlon QUflStlonnalre '·1011 lad 

~~:~:'-----I----~I-~--~I----------~ 
lo)(Cused I t~3 Inon-~'\"Verable5 

QUill If led 

Isummons Malledl 

Report for Sal"Vlce ------____________ _ , 
I 
I 

Cantril I Jury ROO~ I 

II----_~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,----------

I 
Ino showl 

I 

I' '"Paneledl 

I 
ErTrllllj Challenged/Not Used 

I 
------------~----

Call In For Next Assignment 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Summit County Court 

(Akron, Ohio) 

Under the Ohio revised code, Summit County uses only the voter 

registration list as a source of potential jurors. The voter 

registration list is computerized and updated annually. In April, 

qualification questionnaires are sent to approximately 17,000 

registered voters chosen randomly, from which appro){imately 9,000 are 

qualified for jury service. Those categories not qualified include 

excuses and statutory exemptions. Those qualified for jury service 

are then placed on a master list for the year. Every three weeks, 250 

of those qualified for jury service are mailed summonses and 

instructed to report to the Summit County Courthouse Jury Room on a 

specific date. 

At the summoning stage, a few summons are returned by those 

exempt or disqualified. Those requesting excuse from service or 

postponement must report to the Jury Assembly Room on the day 

specified in the summons. The judges alternate responsibility for 

orientation and the granting of excuses during the first day of the 

three week t.erm. During orientation prospective jurors are instructed 

to call each day after 4 P.M. for instructions as to whether to report 

the following day; if reporting, to which court and at what time. 

Therefore all prospective jurors are "on-call" for three weeks but 

actual service will vary. After serving on a jury or being 
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challenged or not reached all jurors report to the Jury Room or remain 

on call for further instructions from the jury bailiff. If there is 

no need for jurors for the remainder of the day, the jury bailiff will 

excuse those jurors and instruct them to call in after 4 P.M. for the 

following day's assignment. This cycle continues for three weeks. 
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Montgomery ~ounty Common Plees Court 
(Dayton, OhIo) 

Voter RegIstratIon LIst 

QUallflcetlon Questlonnelre ~Ialled 

I 
le~e~tl non-dellverables 

Ballots Placed In Jury Wheel 

INames Drawn from Jury Whee~ 

I 

Report for ServIce 
Courtroom 

II mpaneledl 

! 

fall-In for Next Asslgnme'lt 
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Jury Selection and utilization, 

Montgomery County Court 

(Dayton, Ohio) 

The voter registration list is the source list used for 

selection of prospective jurors in Montgomery County, Ohio. Each 

year the jury conunissioners send out "jury mailers" to approximately 

25,000, or ten percent, of the registered voters chosen randomly 

from the voter's list. The data mailer is an information form used 

to qualify prospective jurors. These forms are to be returned by 

prospective jurors indicating disqualifications, exemptions, or 

excuses. The annual jury list is made from those returning the jury 

mailers who are qualified to serve. Once qualified, the remainder 

of the voter list is used for qualifying before anyone will be 

qualified a second time (therefore, it takes almost ten years to be 

~ualified again). From the annual jury list, "ballots" (name, 

address, telephone number, and voter registration number) are made 

up for each j U'.l:or and placed in the jury wheel. 

There is no pooling operation in the Montgolltery County Court. 

Every three weeks each of the judges or his representative draws 

approximately forty-five to sixty-five names from the jury wheel. 

This is approximately 600 persons drawn for each judge for the four 

month period. The names from each judge are sent to data processing 

where summonses are printed and lists (fourteen copies) for each 

judge are generated. The summonses are then mailed by the sheriff. 
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Upon receiving a summons a prospective juror is informed as to 

the date and time of service, name of the judge under whom he/she 

will serve and where to report. The starting date of the three-week 

term of service will vary by judge. On the first day of service, 

the judge hears requests for postponements and excusals and 

dismisses those found disqualified or exempt. The judge informs the 

prospective jurors of the call-in system used to give them 

instructions for the following day's service. The answering service 

is programmed each night informing them: "jurors of Judge X 

should (not) report for service the following day." The answering 

service is a responsibility of the deputy jury commissioner who is 

in daily contact with each courtroom. When prospective jurors are 

challenged or not used, they are instructed to call in for 

instructions concerning service the following day. Each bailiff 

(eleven judges, eleven bailiffs) keeps records for his court 

including the names, the number of days in court, and the number of 

days serving on a jury. This information is sent to data processing 

for payroll purposes. Jurors are paid $5 per day when they come in 

but do not serve, $10 per day II/hen they serve on a jury, and $15 per 

day after two weeks of service. 
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Description of Juror Selection and Utilization 

Dela¥lare County Court of Common Pleas 

Media, pennsylvania 

voter registration lists are the exclusive source of names for 

jury selection. These lists are organized by municipality. The 

judges of the Court of Common pleas determine the number of names tel 

be dra\'/n from the source list for the year. For 1979,35,000 names 

were selected. The jury commission determines the start number to be 

used in the random start/fixed interval procedure, as well as the 

municipality with which the procedure begins. This information is 

forwarded to the county data processing department, which selects by 

computer the appropriate number of names from the source list during 

January for use beginning in the following March. The selected names 

and other information are recorded on magnetic computer tapes, which 

are sent t:o the administrative assistant to the jury board. 

The administrative assistant to the jury board is responsible for 

the day-to-day operation of the jury system. Approximately five weeks 

before the beginning of each month, the court administrator informs 

the administrative assistant to the jury board of the number of jurors 

needed for each week during the month. The administrative assistant 

to the jury board sends the computer tapes to be adapted for use on 

the court's mini-computer. 

Approximately four weeks before the beginning of each month, the 

court administrator informs the administrative assistant to the jury 

board of the number of jurors needed for that month. Approximately 
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450 or 475 persons are summoned each month. The court's mini-·computer 

randomly selects the requisite number of names and prints the 

summonses and qualification questionnaires, which are mailed by the 

administrative assistant to the jury board~ Prospective jurors are 

instructed to return the questionnaires within ten days of receipt. 

Each summons is assigned a letter indicating the week that the 

prospective juror will serve during the month. 

As the completed qualification questionnaires are received by the 

administrative assistant to the jury board, they are sorted according 

to the week of service and determinations of disqualifications, 

exemptions, and excuses are made. Letters clre sent to the/se who are 

found to be disqualified, exempt, or excused, as well as to those 

whose service has been ~escheduled. The names of qualified jurors is 

entered into the mini-computer. On the Friday preceding each week, 

the computer generates a roll call list and a list of jurors for the 

following Monday. 

On each Monday, jurors i:eport to the jury assembly room. Jurot's I 

attendance is recorded on their summonses as they enter the room. 

(This procedure is repeated at the beginning of each day of service.) 

An orient~tion film is shown and judges ar.e available to answer 

juror's questions. During orientation, the names of absentees are 

entered into the computer and panels are selected randomly. The 

computer prints out panel lists for use by the administrative 

assistant to the jury board, the judge, and the attorneys. The 

administrative assistant to the jury board calls the courtrooms. 

Meanwhile~ absentee jurors are called by telephone. 
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Panel members who are not chosen to serve on juries are returned 

to th~ jury pool and made available for further service. The pool is 

not depleted before rejected panel members' names are reentered. 

Panels consiste of thirty-seven person~ unless the trial judge 

specifies otherwise. 

The term of service is one week, although most jurors are not 

required to serve on Fridays. At the end of the week, the 

administrative judge talks to the jurors, thanks them for their 

service, and answers questions. The administrative assistant to the 

jury board collects jurors' summonses (which have been punched for 

each day of service) and hands them certificates of appreciation. 

The administrative assistant to the jury board d~livers the 

summonses to the clerk of courts and subsequently to the comptroller. 

The SLlmmons are used as records for payment purposes. Jurors usually' 

receive payment approximately one month following the end of service. 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Montgomery County Court of Common pleas 

(Norristown, Pennsylvania) 

The voter registration list is the exclusive source list. Almost 

all jury selection and management functions are performed by computer 

in the court's data processing division. The courts share access to 

the county's mainframe computer 0 During February, 20,000 names are 

randomly selected from the voter registration list for use during the 

following calendar year. Printed qualification questionnaires are 

processed by computer and mailed on May 1 to all 20,000 persons whose 

names have been drawn. 

Of the 20,000 qualification questionnaires that are mailed, 1,000 

generally are undeliverable, and 4,000 are generally not returned. 

Responses are returned to the jury board. The jury board eliminates 

all physicians, lawyers, p'~rsonE'1 who have been convicted of crimes" 

out-of-town students, elderly persons who have health problems, and 

some mothers of children undet:' eight years of age (depending upon the 

father's occupation). Corrections in names and addresses are entered 

into the computer. The list is reduced to 9,000 persons who are 

available to serve for the following calendar year. 

Six weeks preceding each calendar quarter the nanrtas of 300 

qualified persons are drawn randomly by the computer. Each person 

whose name has been drawn is assigned to one of six two-week terms of 

service during the quarter. 
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Thirty days before the term of service, summonses are printed by 

computer and mailed out. prospective jurors are instructed to write 

to the court administrator's office at least five days before the 

beginning of the term of service to request excusal. Excusals are 

handled by the secretarial staff in the court administrator's office, 

except that more difficult determinations are made personally by the 

court administrator. Excusals are recorded by entering them into the 

computer on-line. 

On the first day of service (Monday), jurors report to the jury 

assembly room. Roll call is conducted by the attendant and 

orientation is conducted by the court administrator. A film is also 

shown during orientation. Jury panels are selected randomly by 

computer and dispatched to courtrooms beginning at 10 a.m. Those 

panel members who are challenged or not reached are returned to the 

jury pool. Virtually every transaction involving jurors is entered 

on-line into the computer. Jury status reports are generated by the 

computer routinely during each day. These reports include information 

about each judge'S trial activity, length of voir dire, trial length, 

cost (mileage and juror fees) per trial, the number of panel calls for 

the day, and the number of trials for the day. 

In criminal cases, individual judges request juries as needed. 

In civil cases, a central assignment office informs the jury assembly 

room attendant of needs for juries, and they are impaneled in advance 

to save court time. 

The Montgomery County Court has begun a small program to bring 

county officials into the jury assembly room as occasional speakers. 
~.' 
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These officials inform the waiting jurors of the roles and 

responsibilities of their departments or divisions. 

The jury pool is not exhausted before jurors who have already 

served on panels are eligibile to serve on other panels. 

At the end of the term of service, j ur01:S are asked to complete 

exit questionnaires. They are thanked for their service by the court 

admini.strator. Juror payment information is generated by computer and 

sent to the comptroller's office on the last day of service. However, 

checks are received by jurors from the comptroller approximately six 

weeks after the end of service. The court is prohibited from issuing 

the checks itself. 
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Jury Selection and utilization, 

Dallas County Court 

(Dallas, Texas) 

voter registration is the exclusive source list in Dallas. The 

list is maintained on computer tapes and it is updated monthly for 

address and name changes. The names of those who have died, 

emigrants, or new registrants are deleted or added annually. The 

list is maintained on computer tapes. 

The jury manager sends a request three weeks in advance for 

a specified number of names to be drawn for a three-week period. 

The number of jurors summoned is determined by the jury manager 

according to past yield data and expected seasonal fluctuations. 

The request is approved by the presiding judge. 

The computer uses a random number procedure to select the 

names. Numbers are assigned to the names in the order in which they 

are drawn. The computer prints the summonses which are sent by 

first-class mail ten days in advance along with a response form (for 

disqualifications and exemptions) and an information card. 

Those who are disqualified or exempt are instructed to complete 

and return the response form. Those desiring postponements are 

instructed to call or come to the central jury room, at which time a 

central jury room staff person decides whether to grant the 

postponement. If a postponement is granted, the prospective juror 

is advised of the new service date immediately -- no second summons 
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is issued. Those postponed are added to the appropriate list by the 

computer, according to their assigned number. 

Jurors are instructed to appear on a specified date in the 

central jury room. At 8:00 A.M., an assigned judge and three 

bailiffs report to the jury room to decide questions concerning 

disqualifications, exemptions, and postponements. At 8:30 A.M., two 

other assigned judges appear and one of the three judges conducts 

orientation while the other two make further decisions about 

exclusions. Concurrently; prospective jurors view a slide 

presentation explaining jury service. Orientation takes 

approximately one-half hour. The assignment of three judges to 

"jury duty" is done on a monthly rotational basis. 

Judges vlho have tr.ials scheduled request panels from the jury 

manager. Each judge specifies the size of the panel needed. The 

panels are drawn in the order in which the p~ospective juror.s were 

drawn originally. Panel lists are compiled by the central jury room 

staff by xeroxing juror information cards. The list is given to one 

of the panel members, who takes it to the courtroom and hands it to 

the bail iff when the panel reports. 

Voir dire is conducted and challenges for cause are heard. 

Of the remaining panel members, the first twelve (or six) are chosen 

in order of juror number (original order of selection from master 

list). Those not reached are returned to the central jury room. 

Those challenged, either peremptorily or for cause, are dismissed 

for the day. 
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Persons who have been returned to the jury pool are not 

assigned to other panels until all persons in the pool have been 

assigned to at least one panel. 

Service reco~ds are kept on the juror information cards. These 

records are used for payment of jurors, which takes about two weeks. 
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Jury Selection and utilization, 

Tarrant County Court 

(Fort Worth, Texas) 

The source list is the voter registration list exclusively. 

The voter registration list is maintained by computer and is updated 

annually in August. The board of judges, once a year, schedules the 

jury and non-jury weeks for the year. Approximately three out of 

every four weeks are jury weeks. The board of judges determines the 

number of persons to be summoned. The district clerks office has 

the computer randomly draw the appropriate number of names 

(presently 600) for each week at least one month in advance. An 

equal number of persons are drawn from each voting district. 

However, the voting districts (8) are unequal in population. The 

computer produces two lists, one alphabetical and one in random 

order. The computer also prints the summonses. 

Summonses are mailed by the district clerks office two weeks in 

advance of service. A qualification questionnaire and instructions 

accompany the summons. Recipients are instructed to return the 

qualification questionnaires if they are disqualified or wish to 

claim an exemption. The chief bailiff of the jury room deletes from 

the master list the names of those persons ~'lho are disqualified or 

exempt. The chief bailiff also receives telephone calls from 

persons who wish to have their service postponed. These requests 

are granted routinely by a judge and apparently without question. 
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The name of each person whose service is postponed is placed on a 

list for another week. 

The summons instructs all those who are not disqualified or 

exempt to report to the jury room at 8:45 A.M. on Monday. A judge, 

assigned on a two-week rotational basis, conducts orienta.tion and 

hears requests for excuses, exemptions, disqualifications and 

postponements. 

The judges request panels immediately prior to trial. Upon 

receiving a request for a panel of a specified size, the chief 

bailiff reads off the requested number of names from the top of the 

randomly ordered master list. The panel members are instructed to 

report to the appropriate courtroom and to pr~sent their summonses 

to the courtroom bailiff. A list of the panel members is typed by 

the clerk. This list is used by the attorneys during voir dire. 

Some judges have the panel members complete forms indicating age, 

occupation, and other biographical information. 

Those panel members who do not serve on the jury are instructed 

to return to the jury room with their summonses. They are subject 

to further panel service after the chief bailiff has gone through 

the master list once. Depending upon the needs of the court, some 

persons are sent home for the day or for the week. This is done on 

a voluntary basis. 

Those persons who serve on juries are returned to the jury room 

at the conclusion of the trial. They too are subject to further 

service, but may be excused as the needs of the court permit. 
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At the end of the week, the summonses are turned in to the 

chief bailiff, who records the number of days served by each person 

on his or her summons. The summonses then are delivered to another 

member of the district clerk's office, to print the checks for 

jurors fees ($10 per day, no mileage). These checks are mailed 

within a few days. The names of persons who have ~erved are not 

removed from the source list, and therefore may be drawn again at 

any time. 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Third JUdicial Court 

(Salt Lake City, Utah) 

The source list is the voter registration list exclusively. Two 

jury commissioners, one Democrat and one Republican, are appointed by 

the judges of the district cour.t. They oversee the process, but only 

in a nominal sense. The number of names to be drawn from the voter 

registration list to make up the master list is determined by the 

number of votes cast within each voting district during the previous 

general election. In conformity with the prior statute, four names 

are drawn for each hundred votes cast within each voting district. 

(The new Jury Selection and Service Act provides for a more flexible 

sampling ratio.) The drawing of names from the master list is done by 

a computer using a random number procedure. For 1978 approximately 

9,600 names were drawn for the master list. 

The master list, in the form of a computer printout, is sent to 

the clerk's office. Names and addresses are also printed out on 

gummed labels. These gummed labels also are sent to·the clerk's 

office. The clerk.places the labels on small cards which are then 

placed in a large barrel. In the presence of the county attorney and 

the county treasurer, the clerk draws names from the jury barrel. The 

names drawn are alphabetized and typed into a list by the jury clerk. 

The labels are placed on summonses which are then inserted into window 

envelopes. Also enclosed are a qualification ~uestionnaire and 

instructions. 
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One thousand summonses are sent out at the beginning of each 

three-month term. The qualification questionnaires are returned by 

the prospective jurors to the clerk, who handles all of the obvious 

disqualifications such as non-residents, deceased, infirmed, and 

underage. The clerk does not handle exemptions or excuses. This is 

because the prior law required that these be done by affidavit. The 

summons requires the prospective juror to appear at one of two 

meetings held in the large meeting hall at the outset of the term. 

Those persons who, according to the completed qualification question

naires, are obviously disqualified are advised by the clerk over the 

telephone that their service as jurors will not be required. During 

the mass meetings at the outset of the term, the presiding judge 

decides questions of exemptions, excuses, and disqualifications. 

Orientation is also conducted, including the showing of an orientation 

film. 

The day before a trial the judge notifies the clerk of the number 

of panel members he or she will need for the following day. The jury 

clerk then draws that number of names from a barrel which contains the 

names of all eligible jurors selected for the panel for the term. The 

names drawn are not replaced into the barrel until all panels have 

been drawn for the following day. The jury clerk then telephones each 

of the panel members so drawn and advises them to apper in court at a 

designated courtroom the following day. This telephoning is done 

between the hours of 2:00 and 5:00 in the afternoon. All trials are 

scheduled for 9:00 A.M., except where a trial is predicted to be 

B-67 



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

short, in which case another trial may be scheduled later in the day. 

In addition, back-up trials are sometimes scheduled in the event of a 

settlement on the day of trial. 

Panel members report directly to the courtroom to which they have 

been assigned. Those who are struck from the panel and therefore do 

not end up on the jury are dismissed for the day. 

After each trial a record of each juror's service is entered into 

a computer. At the end of the thr.ee-month term of service, a check is 

sent to the jurors along with an exit questionnaire. 
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Jury Selection and utilization, 

Fourth Judicial court 

(Provo, Utah) 

The voter registration list, which is maintained by computer and 

update~ annu~lly, is the exclusive source list. The presiding judge 

instructs the district clerk through the trial court executive as to 

the number of names to constitute the master list for the quarter. 

Generally, three hundred names are requested. 

The county clerk has the computer to draw the appropriate number 

of names from the voter registration list using a random start/fixed 

interval method. Approximately one month preceding the term of 

service, qualification questionnaires are sent to the persons whose 

names have been selected. General instructions are included with the 

questionnaire. The recipients are instructed to return the completed 

questionnaire to the county clerk, who turns them· over to the trial 

court executive, who culls out those that are apparently qualified and 

not exempt. The trial court executive also excuses many of those 

persons for whom service would be an undue hardship. Others 

(relatively few) are excused by the judges. 

~he names of those persons (usually 80 to 120) who appear from 

the qualification questionnaires to be qualified, not exempt, or not 

excusable are written on index cards which are filed in a metal box. 

The computer also generates slips of paper with the prospective 

jurors' names. On the day preceding the first trial, approximately 

thirty to forty of the slips are drawn from a cardboard box. 

B-70 



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

Summonses are sent one week prior to the first day of servicE~ only.) 

The slips are not returned to the box until each slip has been drawn 

once. After each person has been selected once, all names are 

replaced immediately following service. The persons whose names have 

been drawn are telephoned by a bail iff, who instructs them to appear 

in a specified courtroom at a specific time. 

On the day of the trial, the prospective jurors are assembled in 

the courtroom in which the trial is to take place. During the first 

several trials of the term (until each name has been drawn once), the 

panel is given an orientation presentation by the judge, the clerk and 

the trial court executive. Further excuses, ~isqualifications and 

exemptions are heard. 

Those panel members who are not selected to serve on juries are 

sent home for the day, unless another trial is scheduled for the same 

day. On days during which more than two trials are scheduled, some 

juror pooling occurs on an informal basis. Trials are staggered by a 

half hour or an hour in order to permit ths pooling. Because of the 

smallness of the court and the infrequency of trials, these procedures 

are handled very informally by the trial court executive. 

Juries consist of eight persons in most cases (felonies 

included), with a few four-person juries used in misdemeanor and civil 

cases. 

Each day of service is recorded on the index cards that are kept 

by the trial court executive. At the end of the three-month te~m of 

service, these records are used to provide payment information to the 

county auditor, a~ well as to provide information for completion of 

B-71 



- EW __ 

I 
I 

the juror appreciation certificates. Jurors recEdve payment a few 
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Spokene County Superior Court 
(Spokena, Washington) 

Voter Reglstretlon List 

MIlster L.lst 

Combined Summons-Quellflcetlon QUQstlonnalre MIll led 

I I 
txcused II exempt! 

I I 
I non-de II vereb I e~ rl n-o-re-s"'p-o-ns-."II postponed! 

----.------------ Report for Servlcfl -------------------
Centre I Jury Room 

1 J I excused! laxe~tl 

E.D~~,~~~I 
I 

J I no ShOW] 
I 

! postponed I 

ChellangadlNot Used ---------

L _______________ _ 
I 

rlSmiSSed! 

I 
Ce" I n For Next A331 gnmant 
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Jury Selection and utilization 

Spokane Superior Court 

(Spokane, Washington) 

Juror selection, utilization, and management for the Spokane 

Superior, District, and Municipal Courts is the responsibility of the 

superior court administrator. All the day-to-day duties of jury 

operations are assumed by one clerk assisted by the county systems 

services (automated data processing), on-line computerized selection 

procedures, and the sheriff's department. 

According to statute, Spokane uses the voter registration list as 

its source for prospective jurors. Each August, a source list, or 

master venire of jurors, of approximately 145,000 registered voters 

(representing approximately 72.5 percent of the population eligible 

for jury duty), is drawn and printed for the next year. This list is 

drawn by computer random sampling according to a time of day numerical 

system. 

Each month the court administrator's office determines the number 

of prospective jurors required; this number depends upon the 

anticipated number and type of jury trials that will proceed each 

month. Each month a portion of the jurors from the master venire are 

summoned to jury service in response to the court's estimate of the 

numbers required for the conduct of business that month. This number 

has ranged from approximately 450 to 1,000. 
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using a combined summoning-qualification procedure, prepackaged 

summonses and qualification forms are sent to each prospective juror 

under the auspices of the sheriff's department. Responses to the 

summoning-qualification mailings are processed by the office of the 

court administrator. Requests for postponements, exemptions and 

excuses are handled administratively, although periodic review by the 

presiding judge is not uncommon. If a postponement is granted, the 

juror's name is placed back on the master venire list and is subject 

for selection in succeeding draws. Jurors who are not disqualified, 

exempted, postponed, or excused are placed on the master jury list for 

that month. The number of prospective jurors on the monthly master 

list normally ranges from 125 to 150. 

Jurors on the master list (or qualified list) are sent 

notification of the first date on which to appear approximately one 

week prior to the start of service. Along with this notice is 

enclosed a juror handbook, a map of juror parking, a parking permit, 

and a brief statement of average juror time requirements. The length 

of jury service is two weeks. Jury terms are overlapping. Each 

Monday a new jury pool is sworn and oriented. Thus, each week a jury 

pool of jurors is servtng their first week of a two-week term, and 

another jury pool of jurors is serving its second week of the term. 

Each jury pool is comprised of approximately ninety prospective 

jurors. Of these ninety prospective jurors only half will have to 

report to the court each week; the other half will report, if needed, 

the following week. Although the jury pool operations in Spokane 
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county permit the recycling of jurors already assigned to a particular 

jury panel, this capability has seen limited use. 

On the first day of their appearance in court, jurors a~e given a 

short orientation by a judge and are shown a movie describing juror 

activities. Depending on the type of cases, courts available, and 

time anticipated for the completion of the trials, juries are either 

selected in the morning or spli t between morning and afternoon to 

increase jury usage. 

After their first appearance on the first day of their two-week 

term of service, jurors are notified for subsequent service by a 

recorded telephone message. 

Once a panel is requested by a judge, prospective jurors in the 

pool eire randomly selected to fill the request. Random selection is 

made on the basis of the same numerical identification of prospective 

jurors made in the original selection from the voter registration 

list. Once the selection has been made, a court bailiff escor,ts the 

selected jurors to the courtroom. Jurors who are struck from the 

panel during voir dire are returned to the jury pool or excused for 

the day. 

Voir dire of the jury panel is conducted by the attorneys who are 

assisted by computer printed juror information. The voir dire 

examination of panels for the Municipal and District Courts is not 

performed on the day of the trial in the presence of the panel, but 

rather prior to the trial solely on the basis of the juror information 

supplied by the court administrator's office. 
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Snohomish County Superior Court 
(Everett, Washington) 

Voter Registration List 

Master List 1 

Combined Qualification-Summons Questionnaire Mailed 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ----------

Report for DUty ------------_____ • __ 

Central Jury Room 

E~aneledl 
I 

Challenged/Not Used ---------

L _______________ _ 
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Jury Selection and Utilization, 

Snohomish County Superior Court 

(Everett, Washington) 

The responsibility for jury operations in the Snohomish County 

Superior Court is shared by the office of the county clerk and the 

court administrator's office. The Snohomish County Systems Services 

provides automated yearly and monthly selection of prospective jurors~ 

the county sheriff's office conducts the actual mailing of summonses 

and qualification questionnaires~ and finally, the county auditor 

provides payment of juror fees. 

According to statute, each year during the month of July the 

court orders a master jury list of approximately 30,000 names to be 

selected from the county's voter registration file. The master list 

is drawn by computer using a random sort program without regard to 

district of registration of e~ch voter. The random sort sequence is 

provided by the chief court clerk. Each month, again according to 

state statute, the court orders the drawing of the name of prospective 

jurors for the following term. Approximately 210 names are randomly 

drawn by computer from the master jury list. The names drawn are 

sorted into alphabetical sequence and assigned a unique control 

number. The county systems services involvement in the monthly 

selection process ends with their provision of a "Juror Name Control 

Report," a IlTime and Claim Report" and two sets of name and address 

labels for the summoning-qualification mailing • 
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The actual mailing of the qualification-summoning packet is 

conducted under the auspices of the county sheriff's office. 

prospective jurors are summoned to appear for jury service on a 

specific date unless they indicate valid disqualifications or 

exemptions. Requests for excuses are handled administratively by the 

chief court clerk or the court administrator. No postponemets of jury 

service are granted. An informal stand-by system is managed by the 

court administrator. 

The term of service for jurors in Snohomish County extends over a 

four- to six-week period. The estimated actual length of service is 

less than five days. 

Those jurors summoned and not disqualified, exempted, or excused 

report to the jury lounge on the first day of service. Staff of the 

court administrator's office and the county clerk's office will alert 

prospective jurors by telephone if their service is not required on a 

particular day. Upon their first appearance in court, prospective 

jurors sign in with the chief court clerk in the county clerk's office 

where they are provided with a jury handbook, juror identification 

button and a parking permit. Once assembled in the jury lounge, 

jurors are provided a short introduction to jury service by the court 

administrator. Then the pool of prospective jurors is ushered into a 

courtroom where the presiding judge provides an orientation. 

Jury trials are typically set on the first and second day of the 

week, with the majority of the trials set for Monday. Jurors in the 

daily pool are randomly assigned to panels by the court adminis'trator. 

B-79 



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

The selection and assignment to panels is done manually using a set of 

cards identifying the available prospective jurors. Those jurors not 

assigned to panels, as well as those assigned but subsequently 

challenged or not used, return to the juror lounge; these jurors are 

free to go home but they are advised of the return date. Typically, 

unless a juror is picked to hear a trial, jury service after Tuesday 

is rarely required. 

At the conclusion of the term, jury fees are computed manually 

from attendance records by the chief court clerk. payment checks are 

prepared by the county auditor's office. Checks are mailed, with a 

certificate of appreciation, within four weeks of the last day of 

service. 
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APPENDIX C 

Measurement Instruments 
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PETIT JURORS USED 

MONTH OF I YEAR PLACE OF HOLDING COURT 

- --- ------- - -

A NUMBER OF JURORS F (option.U 
-- - - - -

JURIES 
IN TRIAL 

DATE 
(reeord daily I 6-man 12·man 

MONTHLY 
TOTALS 

G-man total :: 0.5 .. 

12-man total 

Total Trial Oays 
(weightadl 

Juror Oays Allailab/e 

Tota. Trial 0;;;- . 

Total Served Challenged 
Availa/,Ie on Trial And Not 
To SlJiNe Juries Reached 

8 r - -

C 
- -

0 
--

-= --- - --

--

I 

Juror Oeys 
Available 

·D JUROR 
USAGE 
INOeX 

Not 
Used 

- ---

E 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

--

In !his so~e .each court may r!!Cord such facts about daily juror sit. 
uotlons as It finds helolul for later usaga analYSIS (e.g .. number of jurors 
requested by ellen judge YI. number actually usad, times when '-""II 
ll.lf.!:r SIIrvllS on more than one trial on given day, identity 01 caoital 
offense cases, etc.l. 
--- - - -- ---~- - -- - ----

~--

--

I 

INSTRUCTIONS , Colum", B, minus Column C, minus Column O. ,~uIls Column E. 
2 Column A ... haw the numb4r 0/ '.Oafate jurv trill, It' DfGeru. 

wnnher or t he trl I ml h 4. no t a I. co I' tted t at clOV. ho 01 twO trlah 
o<:cur In um .. courtroom within the dav count tha .. II two. 

:I Cnlumn 6·,now total number 'eoortln9 AI 1 .. lilablo. to ... rve. wh"lha. 
or not put on a pinal or I fury. exclude anv .xcused lurort If thev 
_r. "at olld an attendlnce I .... 

4 Column C·show number ,ervln9 any part of the day as ,worn jurort 
lor Inv 'oeclflc c .... trial. allen If c •• e settl ... be/ore 1 .. ldGnc. I, 
IntrOduced. 

5 Column O·,how number chnllanged and nat ruched du,lng _ai, dl,. 
for anv trial I.rvlc. that dav. p ... on, challQnged In on8 trial bu t 
used In another ara countQd In Column C. 

6 Column E .. how lura,. nolthe, challonged nor .worn lor anv 1cecl1le 
trIal. 
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YIELD COMPUTATION WORKSHEET 

Number Percent Number 
QUALIFICATION (Cat. ______ _ 
(Us;e only il qua/lfieation is a SlJparatl! step) 

Number of Questionna:res Sant ..•••.•.••...••.•....•••••••....•...••• 

Less: 
Undeliverable .................. ------------
Not Retumed .••••..•.••••.••.• ;:------.011\ 

Total Non-Response ••••••••••• 1 ] I ~ . • i..--.----:...;.....o 

Disqualified ••••••••••••••••••• ________ % 

Exempt .••••••••••••.•.•••••• _____ _ % 

Excused .•••..•••.•••••••••••• r-.... _--"'"""! % 

Total excluded ••..••.•••••••• r 1 .... 1 ____ -.;;%-',1 

Total Qualified ........................................... 1. _____ _ 

QUllificatiort PrOCllu Yield 

'. 

SUMMONING (Cllta ______ _ 

Number or Summons Sem ......................................... _-----
Less: 

.Unelaimed ..................... _-----
No Show ••••••••••••••••••••• ;:-__ -.. % 

Total Non-Response ...•••••••• r =:JI .... ______ %;.;;..."j! 

Cisquafified ................... _-----
Exempt .•.•.•.•••.••.•••••••. ______ __ 

Permanently Excused ..•...•....•. _____ _ 

Postponed •••..•.•.•..•.••.•.. r=-....... .-..._--, 

Total excluded ..••...•..•••.• \ I 
Total Juro~ Serving •.•....•••...•••...•..•.•.............•.. ------

Summoning Proceu Yiald 

OVERALL YIELC: 

Cua.lifie.ation Process Yiald 
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JURY SERVICE EXIT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Your answers to the following questions will help improve jury service. All responses are 
voluntary and confidential . 

1. Approximately how many hours did vou spend at the courthouse,? 

2. Of these hours in the courthouse, what percent was spent in the Jury waiting room? 

3. How many times were you chosen to report to a courtroom for the jury selection process? __ 

4. How many times were you actually selected to be a juror? -.-__ 

5. 
.~ 

Have you ever served on jury duty before? ___ How many times? __ _ 

6. How would you rate the following factors? (Answer all) 

Good Adequate, Poor 

A. Initial orientation I ................. 0 0 0 
B. Treatment by court personnel ........ 0 0 0 
C. Physical comforts .........••... : ..• 0 0 0 
D. Personal safety . ............. " ....... 0 0 0 
E. Parking facilities ..•.....•••...•...• 0 0 0 
F. Eating facilities , ............. , .... O· 0 0 
G. Scheduling of your time ••.•..••.•••. 0 0 0 

7. Did you lose income as a result of jury service? DVes 

ONo 

8. After having served. what is your impression of jury service? (Answer one) 

A. The same as before - favorable? 0 
B. The same ~s before - unfavorable? 0 
C. More favorflble than before? 0 
D. lass favorable than before? 0 

9. In what ways do you think jury service can be improved? 

The following information will help evaluate the results and responses to this que-:."tionnaire: 

10. Age: 18·20 21·24 25·34 35·44 45·54 55·64 65-over 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

11. Sex: o Female 

o Male 
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I 
1- Your anS\\'ers to the follO'Ning questions will help improve jury syste.'Tl managem:nt. 

All responses will l:e maintained in anonymous form cu"'1d only aggragate statistics concernin 
the qu~stions will be disseminated. 

I Your volui1.tary participation will be greatly appreciated. 

Il. 

I 

Co ~'ou have any 'type of responsibility for any phase of ji..L..-Y iii.3..1"l.agement? 

Yes No 
(Please circle your response) 

2. ~'mat is vour DOsition with the court? .. .... ----------------------,I EJ!.5m u70N Yc\JR KNa:'IT.ECGE .~,\TD FR';l\JK OPINIO:~S, PLE.~E ?i1.TE THE FOLL(J,'ITNG ,;s:r:SC-I'S OF 
J(JRY Ml~NAGE1-fENT .;;$ TlIEY a;"'R .. "ENTLY EXIST IN YOUR CCURI'. PLE..~E PUT AJ.'l "X" IN ONE AND 
Q'\ILY ONE BOX FOR E.l\CH QUESTION. 

I 
I 
I ~ihat is the quali·ty of 

t.~e randan selection 
pro=ecures used to 

I 
pick potential 
jurors during 

a. qualification? 

I b. summ~ning? 

c. pai"1el assigrm~ent? 

I Do t..:'e source a.",d r..aster 
jury lists contain a 

I respresentative group of 
citizens? 

I \\,·hat is your degree of 
satisfaction wit.., the 
criter~a and procedures 

I 
used to e."<cluce and 
excuse jurors 

a. during quali
fication? 

I b. after summoning? 

I 
I 

Don't 
Know 

or have no 
Opinion 

[ -] 

[-] 

[-] 

[1 

C-4 

Improvement 
Needed 

[ ] 

[-] 

[-] 

[-] 

[J 

.ucequate 

[ ] 

[-] 

[ ] 

[-] 

[-] 

[1 

Veri 
C<:od 

[ ] 

[-] 

[-] 

[-] 

[-] 

[J 



I ... 
D,:)n't 
Kn~ ... 

I or have no L"11prove:nent Very 
Opinion Needed .;dequate Gocd 

!!I Is the administrative process 

I of qualifying and SUitl:.lt:)ning 
( 1 [ ] [ ) C"J jurors effective? 

I efficient? [_I [ 1 [ 1 ( ] 

4' I-mat is your opinion of 

I a. the lenath of t.l1e 
.' J ~ Jurors' ter:m or. 
service ( 1 ( ] ( ] [ 1 

I b. of the a-u:>l.l.'1 t jurors 
are paid? [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ] 

I c. of the management of 
jurors at the time 

I 
they report? [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 

d. of jury lO1.l.T'J.ge and 

I 
other waiting roan 

[_1 facilities? [ ) [ ] [J 

e. of the timing and 

I met.l)cd of payment 
for j1.ll"1' ser:vice? [ ] [ ] [ 1 CJ 

I Is the responsibility for 
each aspect of jury system 

[ ] 

I 
manage-nent defined? [ ] [ ] [~] 

Are channels of communication 

I 
for reportL.-:lg and feedback 
among levels of rranagerr.~'1t 
idaT'J.tified and op2..'1? [ J [ ] [ ] [ ] 

I Co jurors have a su,fficient 
means of providing input 

I 
concerning their evaluation 
of system operation? [ J [ ) [ ] [ .) 

Is the documentation of 

I jUZ)r system management 
procedures and responsi-
bilities sufficient? [ ] [ ] r J [_I 

I 
I 
I 
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Are the procedures and 
criteria used for 
jury selection sufficient 
to withstand a legal 
challenge? -

Are t...t.'e p<"--nalties for 
failure to perform jury 
service a sufficient 
deterrent? 

PLEASE FEEL FREE TO USE THE 
OF THE PP.ECEDING QJESTIONS. 

• 

~n't' 
Knew 

or have no 
Opinic;m 

Irnproveln2nt 
Needed 1>il.eguate 

Very 
G..""lCd 

B..i\CK OF 'l'I-':E PAGES OF TIllS Q'_JESTIONN..~ 'TO ro·?~·lT eN ANY 
TE"lli"K YCU FOR YOUR o)lVI'JNUThl'G CCOPEP",!l.TION. 
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QU.estion 1 

Jury System Staff - B4 

Question: Does the selection procedure used in the court (including 

the use of the source list, qualification, sunnnon:i.ng, 

selection of panels, and finally, drawing the jury from 

the panel) meet the goal of a representative jury? 

Answer: Yes, I would say definitely. 

Question: Do you have anything you formed your opinion on? What 

are you judging this by? 

Answer: I don't see where we could get a better randomization of 

people than in the registered voters list and the holders 

of drivers licenses. I feel that it is a representation 

crosswise of the entire county, it is close to 730,000, 

artd I don't think that we can be challenged any further 

on randomization or nonrandomization, as we have in the 

past, with the way the computer system has been do'ne. 
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Question 2 

Project St~ff - C4 

Question: Are the selection and usage procedures of jurors efficient 

from the point of view of the court? Juror? 

Answer: Merely the voir dire or before that? 

Question: The selection and usage. 

Answer: They seem to be very efficient. We use our computer. 

They are hardly touched by human hands right from the 

start. We have our summonses sent out by the computer. 

It is very streamlined and it is brand new; they just 

completed it within the last two weeks and the first 

panels just went out this week. The questionnaires 

seem to be very efficient, the attorneys that have 

seen the system like it, the judges like it, they think 

it is going to be very efficient. So, through the 

actual sending the panels out we've had no problems so 

far with the system and it seems to be very streamlined 

and working well. Now, once we get into the voir dire, 

there are problems with some judges having a pretty wide

open voir dire, taking a long time, probably needless 

1uestioning. That' is one area we would like to improve I 

we are working on that. 

Question: Do you think the jurors think the selection and usage 

procedures are efficient? 
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Answer: Usage is the one area that we always have problems with, 

I imagine most courts do. We are doing a lot.better. 

We have the call-in procedure; jurors aren't needlessly 

brougntin day after day. We are able to bring juries 

in only when we have cases for them. We are using both 

morning and afternoon starts for our jury cases; so, if 

they are not selected in the ~fternoon and they are able, 

instead of wasting two days coming in or spending two 

days coming.in, they spend only that one with twice the 

chance of being able to serve. We try, through the 

various checks in our program, to avoid having more than 

one or two cases so' the jurors are not just brought in 

time after time d~ring their week or two weeks of 

service. The usage seems to be pretty good. 

~3 
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Question 5 

Judge! - Al 

Question: What improvements hav'e been made i.n the jury system 

within the last year l::>r year and a half? Are they 

attributable to the Demonstration Program? Hhat 

improvements remain to be made? 

Answer: We adopted the one day/one trial program, and it has 

been a consistent thing; good for the courts, good for 

the managers, and it has made the jl,1:l::'ors happy. 

Question: The switch to one day/one trial ~·a·s 1,;n January, 1977, 

is that right? 

Answer: Yes. 

Question: That was also the start month of the Demonstration 

Program? 

Answer: Yes. We had November, December 1976 to prepare for 

the Program, so our staff was working for 60 days to 

be prepared to ~ommence some of the innovations on day 

one of the program. 

Question: Is it accurate to say that the one day/one trial procedure 

is a result of the Demonstration Program? 

Answer: Absolutely. But, since we had that prenotice and a 

consistent response from all the judges as well as the 

managers of the. paperwork and budget, the one day/one 

trial system gained unanimous consent as one of the 

earliest efforts. The second pzogram was tied to that: 
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the daily orientation of newly arriving jurors and 

the broader participation of the judges. Because 

the 47 judges rotated in orientation duty (which 

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

made them close to the system by osmosis, if noth

ing else), they absorbed premises of the experiment 

and then began to cooperate with it because they were 

a p'art of it. In that sense, I would say the second 

biggest thing in the experiment was the drafting of 

everybody in the system tt'> be a part of the experi

ment. We generated a responsibility as well as a 

response by this approach. I don't believe that we 

could have done it standing outside and trying to 

direct those inside to do anything we did. I don't 

believe you could command the kind of cooperation 

or attention that we got by drafting them into the 

program. Those persons so drafted also were constant 

in their contribution: why don't we do this, do 

that, try this, try thatj and many a new idea from 

the ordinary daily mechanics arrived from some observer 

or participant who didn't have the direct responsibility, 

and yet the concept was valid, so we have adopted it. 

We had the computer system but we have changed 

the summons, the numbers, the examinatio~ and retention 

of the returns on the summons to a more polished pro

gram. We simply had not been using the com!\~ter for the 

things it would provide us, we had only use1 tt as a 

quick method of print:i.ng the summons and depositing 
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it in the mail, we stopped with that. We have 

broadened that inquiry, and frankly, I don't think 

anybody's system of any size could do without computer 

assistance'. We now have broadened it to include the 

juror pay system with a remote terminal and minute 

by minute triggering of the pay system as each juror 

is discharged--so much more rapid and so much less 

human involvement. We have ascheme designed to audit, 

but you have the original entry from the judge and 

everything else follows from that through the terminal 

that is in the central jury room. . It has been an 

excellent means of efficient handling. I would say 

the use of the computer is absolutely necessary, 

and a broader use should come to anybody's attention 

while using it--it offers the means ·to do a lot of 

things. After a year or two of operation, as our 

computer is filled up with individual data, it will 

also pro,dde us a means of not summoning a disqualified 

juxor.merely to have him come down here and tell us 

he is in fact disqualified .. There has been no means 

of retention on that subject short of the computer 

usage, and we expect, after we run through the popula

tion a while, we will have eliminated those who are 

in fact disqualified. This will save the cost of the 

summons, mail, and the indivj.dual' s response, "Damn j.t, 

I told you last time I was disqualified, hOv7 many times 
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Question: 

Answer: 

do I have to tell you?/I The computer is going to 

develop for us a feedback on a number of subjects. 

Have other improvements resulted from the Demonstra

tion Program? 

One of the big improvements I have already mentioned: 

we've used the word rraconstitute, the ju.ry wheel. 

Say it in those phrases because that is the sub

stance of the statute as applied to ,~l s!\J,a.ller county. 

They have to do theirs with mechanical L'T.t~~ana, we have 

to do ours with electronic means--but thl:; substance 

of it is identical. The a,nnual update V((W.s ,the thought 

of the legislature to be sure that, at l~~\,!'sl,st yearly, 

you removed those deceased, add those that. .are eighteen, 

and add or remove the flux of population i!l:i2!.nd out 

of the county. That doesn't mean that that is the 

maximum we expect to do; with the assistance of another 

department in the county, who is charged by statut,€; 

to maintain an up-co-date election rule and who works 

almost daily at polishing the list, we hope to achieve 

continuous, uninterrupted updating of the jury tapes-

updating with individual entries as opposed to recon

stituting. Reconstituting starts our selection process 

over--I hope that is not too confusing. We have 

authority to update. We would like to have the recon

stitution postponed so that as well as keeping the 

list updated, we will use all of those eligible before 

we use the same person twice. It has been my experience 
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Question: 

Answer: 

that that is desirable. Others may feel it is 

undesirable--it is nothing undesirable to have 30% 

of the population, by the odds, never have a chance 

to serve. 

In your opinion, what improvements remain to be made 

in the jury system? 

"Improvements that are remaining to be made are prob

'lems that we faced at the outse;t because of statutes 

that are not tuned to the de:mands of a system of our 

size. We have two or thre'e challenges: the array of 

jurors, questions about counsel and trial of a case~ 

and determining whether each ~nd every step with 

regard to the selection of jurors has in fact been 

accomplished. We have met those challenges success

fully up to this time, but the challenges pointed out 

that we do many an act in a clumsy, expensive, human, 

and time-consuming way. 

A perfect example: we have no means or authority 

to remove a. disqualified person from the roll permanently-

he will just have to go through the drill each time. 

~ve would like to see legislative consideration of the 

steps required to get a valid jury in a courtroom to 

try and render a lawful verdict in a criminal case. We' 

would like to see those steps considered in the light 

of processing up to 600 jurors a day. Also, contem-

plate using certain members of the staff to do certain 
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things now limited to a judge if the tasks are done 

under his direction. We don't deem it necessary for 

a person over 65 or a student in a secondary or 

higher i.nstitution to have to tell a. judge that he 

is exempt. Yes, there is always the possibility of 

corruption in a sense that some person will escape 

jury service because a staff member was not as demand

ing as a judge might be; but on the whole, we don't 

think that possibility is significant enough to require 

judges to do certain things exclusively when 'tV'e may 

direct these tasks to staff, review the doing, and 

catch the same offenders as the judge would. We do 

not treat jury selection as a trial, we treat it as a 

citizens response. We expect the citi,zen to respond 

truthfully as to his disqualification or exemption. If 

he makes that oath on paper and gives the identical 

response, we don't feel like it is any special thing 

that a judge look at the piece of paper at that min

ute. In review, the judge can determine that the person 

is probably not telling the truth under oath and remedy 

it if he sees fit. There is a certain sacredness to 

the system. A devoted'staff who spend 100% of their 

time in this function can be trained and become as 

devoted as any district judge can, and as faithful to 

their office as any district judge can. In a sense, 
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I rum saying a provision is somewhat demeaning to a 

career person working in the staff under the dire'ction 

of a judge, when we say, "~vell, you are not trustworthy 

enough to do the things a district judge is assigned 

to do." It is just not practical. In the system, 

you can always isolate and say, "Well, this pe~son 

lied to a staff member, but would not have lied to 

a district judge under identical circumstances." To 

a legislative body, I would say that is not necessarily 

true. Moreover, the liar will lie to both in our 

experience, so you are no further ahead. The final 

point is: if we find a congenital liar who will lie 

to both the judge and the staff member and we catch 

him at it and say, "your punishment is to serve on 

the jury," what' litigant in this courthouse wants a 

congenital liar compelled to serve on his jury? We 

think the ideal looses something when jurors who, by 

their nature, are unfit to do the high calling are 

compelled to do it after having been searched out 

through this procedure. I think the jury system can 

be weighed by the legislature and they will determine 

that a reasonably effective scheme, administered by 

and under the dir~ction of judges with the professional 

staff, such as ~e have, is efficient and substantially 

conforms to the ideals without the necessity of absolute 

perfection being imposed. 
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Question: 

Answer: 

Are there other improvements that you think should be 

made in the jury system? 

Without giving it any particular weight, I would ~ay 

that our experience has been that 50% to 55% of the 

jurors are here for the first time in their lives. We 

desired an inspiring and informative manner of orienta

tion for these jurors. The individual judges who have 

done it have done a good job, but even the best of them 

will admit that not every morning (or every afternoon 

if we get the standby) he can and does perform t~ his 

best. So, we have prepared, and as soon as our screen

ing is delivered, you'll begin to see jurors welcomed 

by a judge; his disqualifications and exemptions will 

be discussed briefly, and those who believe or suspect 

they may be disqualified or exempt and wish to confirm 

it with a judge are invited to the rostrum. While that 

takes pla.ce, a sixteen minute slide presentation (with 

sound) will be shown (this presentation has been unani

mously approved by our bar association and by the judges) 

to get that uniformity of interest and color: teach 

by the eye as opposed to the ear. I believe the experi

ment said that they found that 85% of the learning 

p~ocess is through the eye and not the ear. I believe 

it is 80% eye and 15% for the ear and 5% other--I have 

wondered what that "other" was. In light of that 

premise, we are going to try that film orientation. 
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This gives the judge at the side of the bench an 

opportunity to hear all the disqualifications and 

excuses. At :the end of the film; those late arrivals 

have the disqualification, exemption premise repeated; 

are sworn, and cleared. So the judge will have the 

welcome and two sessions of excuses and aisqualifica

tions. Those who had neither will have an entertain

ing, brightly colored, inspired 16 minutes of music 

and message. The jurors depart to the individual 

court assignments 30 minutes after they first sit 

down. I deem that a great improvement, I don't 

know whether it weighs that heavily with you. Having 

given and watched orientations, I confess that I have 

. not always been up to par, and I can swear others have 

not. We are going to cure that with the film. I 

think there are five sessions regularly scheduled and 

as many as three standby groups, that is eight in one 

week. I believe you have to have it. 
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