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ARTHUR H. SNOWDEN It ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR :

99501 . : {907} 274-8611
February 1, 1983

THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUSTICE
AND JUSTICES OF THE ALASKA SUPREME COURT

It is my pleasure to transmit to you the 1982 Annual Repbrt for the Alaska
Court System. This report covers the operations of the supreme court, the
court of appeals, the trial courts and the administrative office.

‘I wish to thank the many judicial officers and clerks of the appellate and
trial courts for their cooperation in reporting judicial statistics to this
office. o

I also wish to thank Alaska artist Neema Birch for permitting us to
reprodggg one of her prints 6n the cover of this report.
7 .
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Respectfully.§ubmitte&,

A

FArthur H. Snowden, II
Administrative Director
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INTRODUCTION o/

i

The Alaska judiciary has a unified,

centrally administered, and totally

state  funded ° judicial system.

County and municipal governments do

not . maintain = a = ‘separate court

system. There are four levels »>f.°

courts in the Alaska Court Sy  .em,
consisting of two appellate cou.ts,
(the supreme court and the court of
appeals), and a two-tiered trial
court (the superior courts and the
district courts). The supreme court
is charged with the responsibility
of administering the state-wide
system. While the supreme court
maintains ultimate control over the
administrative policies of the
court, most of. the administrative
matters: are  delegated to the
administrative director and his
staff. This annual report reflects
the change made in 1981 to the use

of fiscal rather than a calendar’

year. This annual report provides
court caseloads, statistics, and
fiscal information on a fiscal year

‘basis, in. this instance the fiscal’

year beginning July 1, 1981 and
ending June 30, 1982 (FY 82). This
reporting cycle has been used so

-that the court system report may :

coincide with the annual budgeting
and legislative cycle.

The various sections of the annual
report discuss the activites of the
appellate and trial courts: their
organization, jurisdiction, case-
loads and other informatiom. Other

sections 'discuss the activities of

the administrative office of the
Alaska Court System and include
reports on its budget and fiscal
affairs, capital projects and
improvements, developments in the
state law library system, analysis
of the court system’s effectiveness
at implementing an equal employee
opportunity program, and other
administrative subjects. A special
reports section is also included.
This section contains individual
reports on the new data processing
applications ' throughout the- court
system, the planning for a new

Anchorage courthouse additiom, the’
"capital budget for FY 84 (which is a

request for funding to modernize the
courtroom reporting equipment) and
analysis of the structure and justi-
fication for the establishment of an
Office of Public Advocacy.

Finally, the Annual Report contains

a fiscal supplement with a complete -

set of data for the appellate and
trial courts during the 1982 fiscal
year. The glossary explaining many
of the terms used in the Annual
Report is provided at the end of the
report.
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APPELLATE COURTS

' The Appellate Courts of the State of
Ayaska consist of a five wmember

*“ supreme ¢ourt and a three member
court of appeals.. The supreme court
was established by the Alaska Con-
~st1tut10n in 1959. The court of
'appeals was created by the Alaska
~Leglslature in 1980

: 'rm: _SUPREME counr

 Members S St R TN

As ° of December 31, 1982, the
justices comprising the supreme
court were as follows: . .

o

Justice Warren W. Mgttheﬁs 6

Supreme Cqurthempers. Front row (left to right): Justice Jay A. Rabinowitz;
Chief Justice Edmond W. Burke; Justice Roger G. Connor. Back row: Justice
Warren W. Matthews; Justice éllen T, Compton.

Years on

'Supreme

Court
Chief Justice. , E
Edmond W. Burke e 8

Anchdrage

Justlce Jay ‘A, Rab1now1tz 18
"Fairbanks '

Justice Roger G. Coﬁnonz 14
fAnchorage  '

Anchorage

Justlce Allen T. Compton 2
Jupeau . S I
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In addition to Justice Dimond's [ N K]
contribution, on 20 occasions during I The court of appeals commenced District court judgments in misde-~ -g_
fiscal year 81-82 Chief Justice - operation in mid-September of 1980. meanoy;  criminal cases may @ be D
Burke designated a Jjudge of the { : ) ) appealed either to the superior o
court of appeals, superior court or LR The supreme court retained 1its court or directly to the court of
district court to serve as a supreme I - ultimate authority in al.l cases, yet appeals, at the appellant's (either
court justice pro tempore when one { : concentrated its attention on civil the defendant or the: prosecutor:)
or more of the justices were either . — appellate matters. The court of option. The party who appeals his
disqualified or unavailable to hear I appeals was given authority in case from the district to the
a case. Seventeen different judges | criminal and quasi-criminal matters superior court can ask the court of
received at least ‘one such pro [ B J (for example, juvenile delinquency, appeals to review the superior court
tempore assignment to the supreme ""l”"” probation and habeas corpus decision. However, the court of :"l
court. . - cases) . The supreme court has appeals may refuse to hear the o
discretion 1in criminal cases to appeal. If the party appeals a -
THE COURT OF APPEALS { S grant or deny requests to review district court judgment directly to Q
) l decisions of the court of appeals. the court of appeals, bypassing the c
Members - The supreme court may also take superior court, the court of appeals a-
![ ] jurisdiction of a criminal case must hear the appeal. _
A As of December 31, 1982, the judges ) I pending before the court of appeals o :’
Senior Justice John H. Dimond comprising the court of appeals were - if the court of appeals certifies The combined jurisdiction of the .
as follows: 3[ that the case involves a significant state's two appellate courts is -
- o question of constitutional law or an broader than the pre-1980 jurisdic-
Years on I ) issue of substantial public tion of the supreme court, since for
Senior Justice John H. Dimond, who Court of Appeals { i | interest. the first time district court >
retired in 1971, was recalled to . 1 . ‘ criminal decisions may be appealed o
full-time service for 8 months Chief Judge " directly to the court of appeals, 3
during the 1981-82 fiscal year. Alex O. Bryner‘ , 2-1/2 ™ bypassing the superior court. Under =
Justice Dimond, who was a member of ‘[ the old legislation, the supreme 7y
the original supreme court, is Judge James K. Singleton  2-1/2 L2l fl - court had jurisdiction in such cases g
scheduled to return to full-time ; - only after the <case had been —
service on the court for six months Judge Robert G. Coats 2~1/2 g[ reviewed by the superior court. g ;
every year. He served for a longer S T
peric?d during 1981-82 because of the On 24 occasions during fiscal year l
contflnuing high workload of cases 81-82, Chi¢f Justice Burke desig- E o
facing the supreme court. nated a justice of the supreme court [[ ,J
or a judge of the superior or - fl COMBINED APPELLATE COURT CASELOAD
district court to serve as a court | ACTIVITY .g’
of appeals judge pro tempore when [ o
one or more of the judges were = Filings .
either disqualified or unavailable él D
to hear a case.  Two supreme court ?[ ( Table 1 shows that there was a 17% o
justices, 13 superior court judges, L increase in the number of appellate _g
and one district judge received at I court filings during FY 82, as com- o
least one such pro tempore assign- H-.- pared to FY 81. Table 1 refers to pu §
ment to the court of appeals. - ‘[ the filings in both appellate *
: _ Ll courts. The growth in appellate :
Appellate Court Organization and gl court filings has resulted entirely 3

from an increase in criminal cases.
During FY 82 a total of 399 criminal
and sentence appeals were filed in
the appellate courts. That repre-
sented a 60% increase over FY 8l.

Jurisdiction

In 1980 the appellate structure of I
Alaska's courts changed dramatically &
with the establishment of the court
of appeals. The Alaska Legislature fI

-

ek S ~

i

. , . LA : created the court of appeals to ceid Court of Appeals Members. Left to There were 278 merit criminal
Chief Justice Burke hands Court of relieve the supreme court of some of [ right: Judge James K. Singleton; appeals in the supreme court and
Appeals Secretary Bonnie Johnson her its steadily increasing caseload. o B Chief Judge Alex O. Bryner; Judge court of appeals combined in FY
fifteen year service pin. o Robert G, Coats. 82. That was 47% more than the 189

L 3
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TABLE 1

APPELLATE COURT ACTIVITY

Court of Appeals
& Supreme Court

Court of Appeals
& Supreme Court

Calendar 1980 FY 1980 - 1981 ‘FYJBl - 82
Filings#* 641 755 868
Dispositions 604 686 .750; '
Pegiigirﬁsznd 683 739 . 861

FILINGS OF CRIMINAL APPEALS

Court of Appeals Court of Appeals

& Supreme Court & Supreme Court

Calendar 1980 FY 1980 ~ 1981 FY 81 - 82
Merit Appeals 139 189 ' 278
Sentence Appeals _67 ' 37 121

Total Appeals 206 249 . 399

*#Filings include cases that have been reinstated.

)

& .

Pictured from front: Judge Roger Peques, Senior Justice John Dimond, Justice
Allen Compton, Judge Thomas B. Stewart and retired California Superior Court
Judge Carpeneti look on as Walter Car?eneti takes his oath of office.

Photo by Mark Kelly of the Juneau Empire.
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merit appeals reported in FY 8l.
Sentence appeals increased from 57
in FY 81 to 121 in FY 82, more than
a 100% increase.

The increase in the number of merit

appeals is the result of several -

factors. Included in this figure
are. 144 felony appeals to the court
of appeals, which is a higher volume
than in any yeéar except 1977, when
156 felony appeals were filed. As
the volume of criminal cases at the
trial court level has increased, so
has the felony appeals. Addition-
ally, petitions for discretionary
review by the supreme court were
filed in 35 cases which had been
appealed to and decided by the court
of appeals, creating an additional
internal workload.

Another factor adding to the merit
appeal cageload is the changes in
the jurisdictional statutes adopted
as part of the court of appeals
act. Prior to the organization of
the court of appeals, misdemeanor
convictions in the district court
could be appealed by right to the

superior court and thereafter by

right a second time to the: supreme
court, although only a handful were
appealed a second time. The 1980
statute gave the appellant only one
appeal by right, but it also gave
him a choice of appealing to a
single judge of the superior court
or the three member «court of
appeals. The 101 such appeals filed
directly with the court of appeals
is substantially more than was
anticipated at the time the court of
appeals act was passed.’

Tke 121 sentence appeals filed in FY
82 are far more than in any previous
year. The major contributing factor
ig  undoubtedly the  presumptive
sentencing scheme for repeat and
violent felony offenders. Presump-
tive sentenc¢ing took effective for
offenses committed on and after

~January 1, 1980, so it 1is only

during this year that it began to
affect the appellate load signifi-

. _,-w.y,,.‘.,*a_)ig,u,,iv,, s B e e e

cantly. It contributed to the
growth in caseload in several
ways: appeals to obtain definitive
judicial construction of the new
provisions; a  general overall

"increase -in the length of seutences’
" imposed, creating a greater incen-—

tive to ‘appeal; and ineligibility
for probation and parole of
offenders subject to ' presumptive
sentencing. /

Enacted simultaneously with presump-
tive sentencing was a completely
revised Alaska Criminal Code, which
also took effect for offenses
committed on or after January 1,
1980. The new code redefines nearly
all criminal offenses and has pro-
duced many appeals and interlocutory
applications to test the meaning and
constitutionality of its provisions.

Dispositions

The combined appellate courts dis-
posed of 750 cases in FY 82, a 10%
increase over FY 8l. The supreéme
court dispositions were 146 fewer

‘than the previous year, whereas the

court of appeals disposed of 210
more cases than it did in FY 81.

Pending Cases

At the end of FY 82, there were 861
cases pending in the appellate
courts. This is the highest level
of pending cases in the history of
the appellate courts, and represents
approximately a 17% increase over
the level of pending cases during FY
81. Even though the disposition
rate did increase in FY 82, it was
not sufficient to keep up with the
higher increase in the rate of
filings.

Geographic Origin of Cases Pendihg

in the Appellate Courts N

The geogrgphic origin of pending
cases in_Yhe supreme court remained
approximately constant in percent~

-vages from the distribution a year
‘earlier. As shown in Zable 2, the

third judicial district:continued to
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TABLE 2 ~ A
GEOGRAPHIC ORIGIN OF PENDING CASES 743 o
LE 3 :
AS OF JUNE 30, 1982% %
‘ o . URT FILINGS
Supreme Court " Court of Appeals SUPllig;ﬂ; SOFI_:: 51732 E
S % of o % of = gt t
o A . total A total 1977 | 1978 1979 A _ .80/.81 81/82 i
Juneau 28 10 Filings: ,
Ketchikan 10 13 Appeals o .
Sitka o — | —~ Civil 251 256 305 301 257 -
Total First District = 47 (11%) .29 (6%) Criminal 156 135 133 31 33 =
‘ | 6 40 7 1 ’
Nome 0 4 Sentence 63 3 4 1 _ | g
Kotzebue 2 3 : .
TOTAL APPEALS 470 447 478 349 291 -
Bethel 6 _ 19 AL : , o .’
Total Second District 8 (28 2 (6%) Petitions for Review 126 156 141 120 104 ‘
Anchorage - 226 189 L. | . . : . » o
Kenai 15 36 Original Applications 17 27 37 24 1 w
Kodiak 12 12 TOTAL 613 630. 656 493 409
Homer 7 4 kY
Palmer 1 2 . , : >
Cordova 0 3 SUPREME -COURT ‘ Thirty-five petitions -for hearing . 4 s‘ :
Unalaska 0 1 * were filed in the supreme court from 5 \
Seward 0 2 Supreme Court Filings decisions issued by the court of im
Glennallen 0 1 , appeals. Of these 35, the supreme e
Dillingham Y 2 A total of 409 cases was filed or court granted review in nine cases, §,
Naknek . -9 . & reinstated in the supreme court : ' 9
Total Third District 261 -:.(63'4) 256 (572) during FY 82. Of these filings, 257 The new civil appeals were less than : {
. were civil -“appeals, 33 criminal FY 81, but- were typical of the =
Fairbanks 96 119 appeals, 1 sentence appeal, 104 number of appeals filed for the past ‘
Barrow 0 L petitions for review, and 14 five years. Petitions remain at a “E
Galena ) 0 L original applications. very high level. Comparison to 2 :
Delta Junction 0 1 ‘ ; ‘ ‘v i
Nenana 0 1 - I
Healy 0 ) 1 8 ,
Y — e Q.
TABLE 4 a
Total Fourth District 96 (23%) 138 (31%) , ) ;n—, A
. : PETITIONS FOR HEARING FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS . a & .
L "STATE TOTALS 412 449 : . TR " 8
2 . . . . : . i . y . . . . f o
. . , s g s . ; 7 1981 - 82 F 1 Year .
A *For statistical purposes: Bethel is included in the 2nd judicial district / : 1oea %'ar“; o a' .
; although technically it is in the 4th judicial district; Barrow is included in L“%/" Fvelonyr " Misdemeanor=: ASEEIE I Petitio‘n b0 S
i the 4th district, although technically it is in the 2nd district. Merit W Merit \Senteﬁéé.‘.ﬂ& Misc.  Total i :
t | e Pending €/30/81 . 4 = .0 0T 5
re{)\resent approximately 63% of all  slightly towards the fourth judicial Filed 18 9 v 1 ‘ 7 | 35 :
cases, with the fourth diS\i}rict district. .This district increased : ' : | : . : ¢
reflecting 23%, the first district from 257 of the total cases in FY 81 Granted Y 3 o 0 - 0 9 2
. 11%, and the second district 2%. to 31% in FY 82. The first and o - . ‘ I Lo : ‘ %
: : s second districts remain at @ 6% Denied 11 e ' k‘3 b 0 ‘ 8 99 @
- In the court of appeals, the geogra- each. ‘ T T : R o ’ IR q
& phic origin of pending cases shifted S "Pendihé 6,/3\0/82 5 v 3 1 Y R 9 5 -
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: TABLE 6
A 'ﬂ ‘ : TABLE 5 E
& [ : SUPREME COURT CASES PENDING 'ff
5 SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS* - 1977 - FY 81/82 5&1
1977 - FY 81/82 , Cod
\ - _ : 1977 1978 1979  FY 80/81 FY 81/82 4
, 1977 1978 1979 FY 80/81 FY 81/82 Appeais . T SR % .
_ o . Civil. . 268 - 297 346 366 353
'+ APPEALS - o Criminal 200 209 200 13- 23 S
: Cl\.rl!. : ' 201 225 254 264 273 Sentence 39 51 39 . 1 1
Criminal 838 131 139 104 26 :
) Sentence 40 43 55 - 32 1 TOTAL _ 507 557 . 585 1380 377 = |
TOTAL 329 399 448 400 300 . f[ S Petitions for Review 43 61 54 28 29 2
Petitions for Review 103 136 150 146 102 Mﬁ!w . Original Applications 4 6 7 10 6 g
. . . ‘ ' i . . -
| Original Applications 18 25 36 22 _20 { < TOTAL CASES PENDING 554 626/ 646 418 412 @
| TOTAL DISPOSITIONS ~ 450 - 560 634 568 422 ;. | _— ( S
¥ : Type of Disposition =9 S 273, compared to 264 in FY 81 and filings for the fiscal yeat so- the ;1 f‘i
' On Merits 231 302 ' 338 348 209 o o 254 in calendar year 1979. Once the court kept up with the filings but 4 s
Petition for u: ke fj] supreme court was relieved of the did not significantly cut into the @»:, R
. Review or . I bulk of its criminal caseload, its ' number of undecided civil appeals i
% Original Applica- . ' 1.‘ : civil appeal dispositions = rose remaining before it. :_:‘ R
. ‘ tion Denied - 67 99 100 88 98 - ﬂ: “ 'z:] « slightly ‘ Time Périod for Disposition of Cases imé% & :A
o Dismissal 152 ' el : : _ . 3
smissals _— 19 196 . 13z 115 o 7.‘ ) With the loss of the criminal case- ‘3 :
: ] . d The average length of time for the -
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 450 60 3% load, the number of publishe le averag gth of ti o
| | 5 634 568 422 Opinions dropped substantially. 1In disposition of a civil appeal by the g {-
A Opinions Published* 189 237 234 263 140 FY 81, the court published an all supreme court decreased from 657 4
g ’ _ o , time high of 263 opinions. During days in cases decided in FY 81 to E
o Memorandum Opinion ; FY 82 only 140 opinions were 623.days for cases decided during FY 4
[ ‘and Judgments 0 15 38 19 9l published. The number of brief, 82. This amounts to approximately g4
! ' unpublished memorandum opinions -and one year, eight and a half months, Y
: judgments remained roughly constant, which is still approximately twice N )
5 y :
: *Full opinions published in the Pacific Reporter. at 21 in FY ?2‘ : the length estgbl%shed by  the f;g B
% _ The five justices of the supreme ~{E£ -
1 court in regular service wrote an iy
: _ ‘average of 26 opinions each, while (T
g previous years is . difficult since Supreme Court Dlsposxtlons senior Justice John Dimond wrote %}; :
g prior to Septeémber 1980 the criminal i eight. These totals. do not include e
. . as well as civil petitions for  The supreme court dlsposed of 422 - separate concurrences and dissents. 7?“’
5 ) review were filed directly with the matters ~during FY 82, with 209 . : ' : A
;} i supreme court. But - the ‘- combined, dispositions on the merits, 98 Supreme Court Pending Cases
{7 : total of both types. of petitions for petition denials, and 115 dismiss- : o o
: i review was 86 in 1976 and 126 in als. By comparison the court dis- As shown in Table '6, as of June 30,
i : 1977, compared to 104 - all civil - - posed ‘of 634 matters in 1979 and 568 1982, there were 412 cases pending
i in the current year. This categoryv during FY 81. During those years, . in the supreme court. . That is '
: includes petitions for hearing in  the supreme court had a nearly full . approximately the same number of 2
civil cases which originated in the  load of criminal matters as well as - w  pending cases as the court had at e
district court and were reviewed on civil cases. ' the"end of FY 81. The number of 0
appeal in superior court. civil -appeal dxspos1t10ns and . the =
- ey e 0
o .number of - total - .dispositions WM

The number of civil appeal disposi-
ﬂ tions grew to an all time high of

slightly exceeded the - number of

I
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Notice of Appeal to Record
Certification

Record Certification -to Last
Brief . B

Last Brief to Arguméﬁt‘or
Submission . o

Argument or Submission to
Circulation of Draft Opinion

or Recommendétidn .

Circulation of Draft Opinion or
Recommendation to Publication

Publication to Closing
Average Time to Disposition
Shortest Total Number of Days
Longest Total Number of Days

Number of Cases Averaged

lthe number of criminal and sentence - appeals decided dufing this period was very small and is not a representative sample.

ALASKA SUPREME COURT
AVERAGE TIME TO DISPOSITION (IN DAYS) BY STAGE OF PROCESSING

For Cases Closed by Opinion or MO&J and Mandate

1979

'FY 1980/81

Civil ‘Criminal - Sentence
Appeals  Appeals
104 124 -
145 195
89 73
130 125
107 62
34 20
609 599
214 108
1,408 1,803
(139) '(107}

Civil Criminal Sentence
Appeals  Appeals
96 142
147 199
91 77
137 173
153 129
33 17
657 737"
193 215
1,492 1,417
(180) (93)

i
R

FY 81782

“Civil

Appeals

81

160

88

121

152

21

623 ¢

169
1,206

(169)

10
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TABLE 8

COURT OF APPEALS
FILINGS AND TRANSFERS FROM SUPREME COURT

FY 81/82
s Fy 81! FY 82
Appeals
Merit Appeals: -
Direct from Superior Court 208 144
Direct from District Court 59 ’ 101
From District Court via Superior Court 37 0
304 245
Sentence‘Appeals: /,
Direct from Superior Court 67 107
Direct from District Court 3 13
From District Court via Superior Court 2 0
72 120
Total Appeals 376 365
Petitions for Review: '
Direct from Superior Court 28 ‘ . 32
Direct from District Court 13 27
From District Court via Superior Court 17 21
Total Petitions for Review . 58 80
Original Applications 2/ 5 . 14
Totals 439 459

PR

1 Includes cases transferred from éhpremé*court at start-up of new court.

appellate rules and the internal
. operating procedures of the court.

The average length of time a civil
under  advisement, from
submission to decision, in the
supreme court stood at 273 days for
cases decided in FY 82. This repre-
sents a slight decline from the 290
days for cases decided in FY 8l.
The average time required for pre-
paration of civil records continued
to decline, due to more aggressive

enforcement - of the time  limits
~specified’ in appellate  rule
 210(g).  The sheer number of new

appeals, and the resulting backlogs
in the trial court clerk's. office

11

kept the average at 8l days, approx-
imately twice the 40 day maximum
specified in the rules. This is
still 15 days less than the average
time for cases decided during FY 81.

COURT OF APPEALS

Case Filings in the Court of Appeals

During FY 82, 459 criminal matters
were either filed or reinstated in
the court of appeals. As Table 7
shows, there were 245 merit appeals,
120 sentence appeals, 80 petitions
for review, 14 original applica-
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COURT OF APPEALS DISPOSITIONS
FY 82

Direct from

TABLE 9

Direct from

From District

Superior District Via Superior .- - Total

Appeals: o | S .
Merit ‘ 109 . 42 23 : - 174
" Sentence ) 53 10 0 . - 63
Total Appeals 162 52 23 ' 237
Petitions for Review 30 27 22 79
Original Applications N/A N/A "N/A 12
Total Dispositions 192 79 45 328

tions. This compares to 262 matters
filed in FY 81. (Table 8 reflects
the transfer of 177 cases from the
supreme -court to the ‘“court of
appeals in FY 81, the first year of
operation of the court of
appeals.) As noted earlier, both
the felony appeal case load and
misdemeanor appeals have increased
dramatically. The largest increase
.has been in the misdemeanor appeals
direct from district court, which
accounted for 40% of all criminal
appeals.in FY 82.

Court of Appeals Dispositions

As Table 9 indicates, the court of
appeals disposed of 328 cases during
FY 82, including 237 [criminal and
sentence] appeals, 79 petitions for

5 &R, poRm

review, and 12 original applica-
tions. Nearly 25% of these disposi-
tions were in cases originating
directly from the district court.

The 328 dispositions in FY 82 are
compared to the 118 cases disposed
of in the first nine months of the
court of appeals' operation from
September 1980 to. June 1981. The
court has worked out its internal
procedures in a manner to expedite
the processing of cases, and
dispositions should continue to rise
in future years. However, due to
the high volume of criminal appeals
in FY 82, dispositions lagged sub-
stantially behind filings, and the
pending case load correspondingly
increased. The addition of a second
law clerk for each judge of the
court of appeals in July 1982 should
greatly aid the court in increasing
its disposgition rate. One mapner in

'which the court of appeals is accom-—

plishing a high rate of disposition
is by publishing less than half of

.its dispositions om the merits.

During FY 82, 69 decisions were
published  and 97 were not.
Unpublished <decisions are without
precedential effect and may not be
cited to or by the courts of the
state. However, these decisions are
distributed to all trial judges.

Direct from

Direct from
Superior Court District Court Via Superior Court Total

TABLE 10

COURT OF APPEALS PENDING CASES
End of FY 82

From District

Appeals

Merit o 214
Sentence ] 95
Total Appeals - 309
Peﬂitions : 7

Original Applications N/A

Total Pending Cases 316

Pending Cases in the Court of

Aggeals

The number of pending cases in the
court of appeals increased from 321
at the end of FY 8l to 449 at the
end of FY 82. This increase was a
result of a large volume of criminal
appeals filed in FY 82. The court
anticipates that with the additional
resources available to it in FY 83,
the dispositions in FY 83 should be
greatér than the number of cases
filed in FY 83 so that the pending
case load can be reduced next year.

Time for Disposition of .Cases in the

_need - substantiék

Court of Appeals

As shown on Table 11, the average
time of -disposition’ of a felony
merit appeal was 638 days for those
cases decided in FY 82. Misdemeanor
appeals directly from the district
courts took an average of 347 days,
while indirect appeals which passed

through ‘appellate :'review by the

superior court took an average of

609 days. . Sentence appeals required:

an average of 341 days in felony

cases and 230 days in misdemeanor

cases,

114 2 330
_s 1 101
119 3 431

3 7 17
N/A N/a _1
122 - 10 449

Prior to the establishment of the
court of appeals, the supreme court
required an average of 696 days for
criminal merit appeals and 502 days
for sentence appeals. The estab-
lishment of the court of appeals has
therefore provided some improvement
in these time frames, although the
court realizes ‘that. these appeals
additional
expediting if  acceptable time
standards are to be}&eached.

At the request of the court of
.appeals, in July 4ﬂ981 the supreme
court promulgated Appellate Rule
217, which directs expedited record
preparation and briefing in misde-
meanor appeals. Thissrule provides

that, unless ordered by the court,

misdemeanor appeals will be con-
sidered  on a  cassette recording
without preparation of = written
transcripts. ~This not only speeds
up the completion of misdemeanor

-records, but it also expedites the

preparation of felony records - by
reducing the total volume of tran-
scripts required to be prepared by
trial court personnel.  Also, in
1981 the court of appeals: tightened

its standards for granting exten~
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TABLE 11
: : ALASKA COURT OF APPEALS :
. ) ! _ AVERAGE TIME TO DISPOSITIONS (IN DAYS) BY STAGE OF PROCESSING
For Cases Closed by Opinion or‘Unpublished Disposition on the Merits
= Felony Merit Misdemeanor Merit Felony Sentence Misdemeanor ; : . <ﬁ;
Appeals : Appeals Appeals Sentence Appeals < (¢ﬁ '
: - Direct  Indirect Direct SR ' \\

| . _ , - ’ V»

. Notice of Appeal to Record .

i Certification 104 47 48 34 47

, iwf Record Certification to Last Brief 203 © 88 158 79 57 4
Last Brief to Argument or Submission 112 59 138 61 45 ié )
. = i
Argument or Submission to Circulation ) ‘ ‘ —
of Draft Opinion or Recommendation 104 76 119 87 . 23 ‘
\ 5 Circulation of Draft Opinion or _

BRLE Recommendation to Publication < 85 58 118 60 45 .
Publication to Closing 29 18. 28 20 12
Average Time 637 346 609 341 229
Shortest Total Number of Days 69 130 267 146 112
Longest Total Number of Days 1,292 556 977 669 371
Number of Cases Averaged (68) (20) (20) (37) (3)
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; ) sions of time to file briefs in alll Public access is extended to include
{ > criminal cases. It is hoped that . photographic - materials, maps, 1
: ! these efforts will lead to faster ~—magnetic tapes and punch cards. 4 o
‘f - disposition of cases in future . Judges' notes relating to the e
years, ' adjudication of legal issues are § "
t co.n‘fid\ergt;ial in keeping with the 3
2. 7 court's  obligation to maintain
A -fairness and impartiality.
i
A written request to inspect a
record .about a court proceeding may ﬁ
be made through the zlerk of court o
at any time, Monday: through Friday, —
; , ‘ between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. 9
; o _ ‘ \ Interested persons will be able to c
~ . : , _ T I { look at original records or reason- a' o
.; : , ' ’ ‘ S M. able facsimiles in the area of the '
d il ] » court where they ‘are  aormally :
- ‘ . o b 1 kept. Inspection of records which .
v : : o are readily available must be r. -
: permitted within two days of the }
) request. . ‘%
' : \ . .
5 COURT RULES REVISIONS . Lf the clerk withholds a record on ‘a ,
i the grounds that it is confidential, 3 !
; The Alaska Constitution empowers the the denial can ‘'be appealed in 3 ﬁ
= . supreme court to make rules dut— writing to the administrative @
‘. lining the practice and procadure in director of the court system. He o
. f - civil and criminal cases andi govern= will review the request and must 55— IR
, ing the administration of courts. ~ provide a response within seven gi
o Rules adopted in 1982 = promote Working days.
] increased public accessibility to ' ,. ~ .
; the judicial system. The rule covers all documents in
B ) whole or in part which are filed i
Acciéss to Public Records O with the courts, or prepared, owned S
‘f . ~ or used by the court system.: .g’%
y Vo Public records within the Alaska Becayse  these records  contain o .
: Court System are open for inspec- information re.la‘t:mg to the conduct g
vtki.on,' according to Administrative of the public's business, courl -
i Rt%le 37.5, effective February 1, gystem policy requires easy and open g? ’
R 1982. This rule ensures that access. B .
: members of the public, the press and _ . : s
the media will be given reasonable . (Cameras in the Courtroom g a'
: - access and opportunity to iaspect ; L. - R
: o " public records on file with the - Amendments to the Judicial Canons é .
S courts. ' make it easier "for the media to
. broadcast state court proceedings.
The new rule encourages access to a. .An order of the supreme court,
\ wide range. of court records. effective Februaczy 1, 1982, reduces
" i : Written documents are open for the number of participants who can
’ inspection and can be copied for a bar cameras from the courtrooms.
. reduced  fee of twenty cents per ' D ..
page. The public can also listen to Under the new provisions, civil
; tapes and watch video recordings of proceedings can be covered with the
© court proceedings. Copies will be consent of the judge. Permission
- provided at a nominal fee. from the, parties' lawyers. is mno
15 )
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"longer required. Cameras may be

allowed in all proceedings except

_ family and juvenile matters.

Criminal cases will be open to media

coverage as long as the judge and
defendant agree. In cases dealing
with sexual offenses, the permission
of . the wvictim 1is also needed.
Arguments before the supreme court
and the court of appeals can be
broadcast with the consent of the
court. A witness or party cannot -be
photographed if he/she objects. A
trial participant can also preclude
broadcasting of his/her testimony.

To encourage media coverage of court
proceedings, every major  court
construction project will now
include one courtroom specifically
designed for electronic media
coverage. The first remodeled
courtroom will be available 1in
Anchorage  later this year. Plans
call for a glass enclosure at - the
rear of the courtroom, in which the
press can set up electronic equip-
ment without disrupting proceed-
ings. The room will be prewired and
direct telephone lines will be
installed.

All Anchorage television and radio
media personnel must contact the
audio-visual staff in the Office of
the Administrative Director - in
Anchorage at least one day in
advance of the proposed coverage to
insure that all equipment will be
set up in accordance with the court
system's media plan.

A media booklet prepared in 1982
contains all court rules relating to
media coverage. This booklet was
distributed to judges and media
r'epresentatives
state, and is a readily accessible
source of information for questions
about media coverage.

Telephonic Search Warrants

An amendment to Criminal Rule 37 has
made it possible for the courts to

i

iss'ie search warrants over the
telephone. This rule amendment,
along with a parallel statute passed
by the Ilegislature, frees trooper
and police time for other law
enforcement activities by
eliminating the need for officers to
appear in court. in person.

Grand Juries

throughout the-

The 1list of sites at which grand
juries can be convened was revised
to ensure that grand juries reflect
a representative cross-section of
the community. The revision also
permitted the presiding judge of the
second judicial district to convene
a grand jury at Barrow.
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PERSPECTIVE OF ALASKA JUSTICE

UORENSIUIWPY

Including Anchorage; Fairbanks and
Juneau, only 22 communities within

The Alaska Court System and the the state have populations which
other members of the <criminal ° exceed 1500 people.  Approximately
. justice community face numerous 60% of the state's native population
. ) unique: challenges in delivering resides in more than 150 small cowns
b judicial services to citizens spread and villages outside these larger
; throughout the state's 566,000 communities. Inhabiting  these
4 square miles. The first challenge scattered communities . are approxi-
, is the state's physical size and mately 38,000 Indians, Eskimos and
’ demographic patterns., According to  Aleuts, whose diverse culture and
; . the 1980 U.S. Census, nearly .two history differ significantly from
¢ B thirds of the state’s 400,481 total  the  Anglo-American ‘concepts  of
population resides in the. metropol- jurisprudence practiced. in the urban
I , ) itan areas of Anchorage, Fairbanks areas. g '
_fz . and Juneau. The remaining populace . o o :
1 \/ is widely dispersed throughout  The second challenge to ‘the
} { -~ smaller cities and villages. - These efficient  delivery -.of  judicial
) ® stretch from the communities of services 1is the ~lack of adequate
. Ketchikan and Hydaburg in the south-~  transportation and cowmunication to _
eastern panhandle, north and, west many areas within the state. Alaska w
| ) ‘ ' 1,300 miles to Barrow and Wainwright may have more communities which are Ny
/ : i on the Arctic Ocean, and south and inaccessible by any road system than =
\y - west nearly 1,500 miles to the  the rest of the states combined. &
' 3 v : : - outermost ' islands of thg, Aleutian  'Fewer than a dozen of the rural 3]
/ : , , o ' o chain. e T T T villages are linked with the state's w.
17 .
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limited road network or the 540-mile
Alaska Railroad- Access to other
villages is by air or seasonally by
boat, snowmobile " or dog team.
Because of the effects of freezing
and thawing on - landing strips, many
villages are inacéessible by air in
the fall. and spring. )

Despite great advances during .the
past few years, the communicatl?ns
network within Alaska remains
limited in 'some parts of the
state. Direct telephone service has
been established with most of the
small outlying villages. However,
many of these villages have-only one
telephone serving the entire com-
munity. Local telephone exchanges
have been established in only about
one-fourth of these villages.

The administration of the trial
courts is divided into four judicial

districts. The judicial districts
serve as regional units for adminis-
tration and define boundaries' ?or
purposes of venue and judlqlal
retention elections. In 1974 the
supreme court- ‘esta§1ished Swo
separate judicial service areas for
the Bethel and Barrow areas. Thesg
service areas were made up of
portions of the Second and Fo§rth
Districts. Now, with the appoint-
ment of superior court judges in
Bethel and Barrow, these service
areas are no longer necessary.

Each judicial district is admin-
istered by a presiding judge, and
all districts have an area court
administrator. Administration of
the first judicial district is
located in Juneau. The second
judicial district, which includes
the Nome, Barrow, and Kotzebue
courts, receives its administrative

ALASKA COURT LOCATIONS

> Magistrate Only
e Resident district court judge(s)

Barrow

* Resident superior court judge(s)

[2nd Jud

icial DistrictJ

°Point Hope

Kiana
Kotzebue

o~
°Sh'|m51mk Ft. Yl‘xskon

)’ Noorvik T

S
Welawik, Lo

)
-
p

l4th Judicia) pistrict] |

Gambell Nome 6 -
Savoonga 3 ¢Galena Nenana :axrbanks
nallakleet ° Delta Juction
P . L]
y - Healy S
Emmonak s oo .-~ 7t Tok
> Mt. Village omcGrath , _ ~
° SE. Haryo's ! o \.,
YHooper Bay Amiak ¢ Glennallen
Roryok~ M~ . Anchorage Palmer
Hekoryuk. ¢ b g sValdez
Tununak Bethel Kenai /‘» - kagway
-t - i o Cordova v 2

~

.-
Fag . Homer!
~de

ainé

ittier Yakutat NJuneau
Dillinghanf % Seward . N
e e me s e - ae ) TN Kake
,St. Paul Island 2 Seldovia Hoonah % .
Yaknely N\, \ t rangell
i Sitka U\
odiak Petersburg P\

[3rd Judicial bistrict|

Cold Ba
3N esfesand Point
°

L3
8'-':9 X 00(? (=S
ch ocoed f‘ Tnalaska

1/83

Craig\'» 2
[1st Judicial ninﬁa]@\

Ketchikan

support from Anchorage, as does
Bethel. Anchorage is the largest
court in the state and serves as
headquarters for the third judicial

district. Fairbanks is the adminis~--

trative center for the fourth
judicial district. ‘

Food Cache, Unalakleet

Effective January 1, 1982, Chief
Justice Edmond W. Burke named three
new presiding judges and reappointed
the fourth. He selected Superior
Court Judge Thomas Schulz as the
presiding judge in the first
judicial district, Superior Court
Judge Mark Rowland as presiding
judge in the third judicial district
and Superior Court Judge Gerald
VanHoomissen as the presiding judge
in the fourth judicial district.
Superior Court Judge Charles Tunley
was reappointed to serve as the
presiding judge for the second
judicial district.

The presiding judge serves for a
term of one year and he is eligible
to succeed himself, 1In addition to
his regular judicial duties, the
presiding judge supervises the
assignment of cases pending in that
judicial district and appoints the
magistrates  located within  his
judicial district. The presiding
judge also supervises the adminis-—
trative actions of judges and court

E

/

personnel in his distriet and
reviews and recommends budgets
necessary to insure souad court
operations. '

s

Mw,mwale“addvmw

FIRST JUDICIAIL DISTRICT

e

Administration

The first judicial district under~
went a change in presiding judge as
well as area court administrator
during 1982. Following the retire-
ment of former Presiding Judge
Thomas Stewart, Judge Thomas E.
Schulz was appointed presiding judge
of the first judicial district.
Also during 1982, former Area Court ‘
Administrator Patrick Aloia departed , =~
state government and was replaced by i
Kristen Carlisle, former clerk of
trial courts in Ketchikan. The area
court administrator's office was
trans ferred from Juneau to
Ketchikan, where Judge Schulz
resides.

In September 1982, a- training
session for in-court clerks in the
first district was held in Juneau.
Juneau's clerk of court, Barbara
Pitman, organized and talked at the
three-day session, with assistance
from electronic engineering techni-
cian, Dale Chavie, and magistrate
training assistant, Bob Martin. The
main topics included the taking of
log notes and a demonstration of
tape recorder operation, maintenance
and trecuble-shooting.

| "udneﬁs! u!mby

LA,

P O

supoday [e1oeds

In October 1982, the first district
judges and clerks of court all met
in a combined session to discuss
mutual problems and concerns. This
was a valuable session and plans for
future meetings of a similiar nature
are underway.

e T T N et A

The district-wide goals for 1983
include: improved case management
towards the ultimate goal of
substantially reducing court delay;
implementation of a consolidated
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'Thomas E. Schulz

Superior Court Judges

'NDuane Craske

Ketchikan Sitka

District Court Judges

"
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Gerald

H. C. Keene, Jr.
Ketchikan Juneau
calendaring system in Juneau;

automation of court records and
calendaring at Ketchikan, Juneau and
Sitka; and improvements in the jury
selection process.

Judicial Changes

Henry C. Keene, Jr. was appointed to
the newly established superior court
bench in Wrangell/Petersburg by
Governor Jay Hammond on November 12,
1982, Judge Keene leaves Ketchikan
after nearly 16 years as a district
court judge in that location. By
maintaining a superior court 1in
Wrangell/Petersburg, the court
system is anticipating improved
judicial service to that area.

% 

RN s : 3 L -~ &.‘Jf
Rodger Peques Walter Carpeneti
Juneau Juneau

0. Williams Robin Taylor

20

Wrangell

Juneau

Barbara Pitman, former Seldovia
magistrate and clerk of court 1in
Kenai, was selected as the new clerk
of court in Juneau and assumed her
duties on June 1, 1982. She
replaced Barbara Howe, who retired
in May of 1982 after 14 years of
service to the court system 1in
Juneau. Juneau 1is anticipating
automation of their records in early
1983.

Ketchikan
Ketchikan became the third court in

the state to go to automated records
and calendaring system in October
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1982. It is anticipated that this
system will reduce staff time and
lacrease the availability of
accurate statistics.

Sitka

Superior Court Judge Duane Craske
continued to be an active training
judge in 1982. Several minor
improvements were made to the court
facility and more will hopefully be
accomplished in the coming year.
Sitka is also expecting to automate
its court records in early 1983.

Wrangell/Petersburg

Both of these locations witnessed an
increased civil load in 1982, partly
as a result of being made locations
to accept superior court filings in
July of 1982. With a superior ourt
judge permanently stationed ii: chis
area, it is expected that there will
be a continuing increase in judicial
activity.

Magistrates

The first judicial district con-
tinued its efforts to upgrade the
facilities, staffing and training of
the magistrates in the district as
caseload and space needs
increased. The first district has
enjoyed a low rate of turnover among
its magistrates and the existing 12

magistrates form a veteran group
with a great deal of combined
experience.

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Administration

The second judicial district admin-
istratively is treated as a confed-
eration of four separate trial
courts (Barrow, Bethel, Kotzebue,
and Nome) wunder the presiding
judgeship of Judge Tunley, with
administrative assistance provided
by - the administrative office in
Anchorage through the position of
the court specialist. During the

21

past year the district has devoted a
significant amount of time to the
administrative areas of organiza-
tion, personnel, equipment, and
facilities.

Superior Court Judges

Charles R. Tunley Paul Jones
Nome Kotzebue

epmiex

o Altend
Christopher Cooke
Bethel

In the area of organization, the
district has been able to establish
all superior court judges as admin-—
istrative judges for purposes of
managing the judicial and adminis-
trative  aspects of their own
courts. They have also been able to
establish magistrate IV positions
for all superior court locations and
to begin planning for policies/pro-
cedural guidelines which will be
finalized during the coming year.

In the area of personnel, a project
has commenced to assure compati-
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] THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT =]
bility of job responsibilities and e superior court judgeship in -_8_
to eliminate disparities among the ; Judicial Changes Palmer. She was sworn in on o
four court locations. Also, an on- [ ] November 23, 1982. 6
going effort to assure proper .. District Court Judge Beverly Cutler :
staffing and classification levels was appointed to the newly created
! will continue for at least another 4
! year. . 5 , ] Superior Court Judges B
o In the area of equipment, most i
{ equipment was refurbished or ]
replaced in FY 82 to bring it up to e (o
; operating standards. During 1983, _ (7))
: the mini-computer system for calen-— i " c
daring and case record keeping will o ] -8
be implemented. ' '6‘
In the area of facilities, there ] -
were refurbishment projects in the - -
Kotzebue and Nome courthouses. It b
is anticipated that during 1983 i 7 ] o . . : . : S
~ major remodeling will take place in Kotzebue e Ralph E. Moody S. J. Buckalew Victor Carlson Karl Johnstone -
the Barrow courthouse. : Anchorage Anchorage Anchorage Anchorage
After  having undergone several T3 A >
Barrow - changes, the Kotzebue court under : l } o
‘ the direction of Judge Paul Jones - 3
Judge Michael Jeffery assumed his has made many improvements in the ~ 5.
duties in Barrow during December areas of personnel, jury management, i ] 0
1982. The establishment of a facilities and overall operations. O 5
superior court in Barrow will To assist in handling an increasing =
provide the North Slope with caseload, Robert Sinkey was x ' g ‘
resident judicial services. appointed as magistrate, handling , ] ‘
district court level cases. May P
Also, during 1982, Jeanne Cross was Pannick has been appointed clerk of . i
appointed magistrate for the Barrow court, replacing Karen Mulluck. g ]
court and Linda  Kennedy  was There does not appear to be any oo ‘
appointed clerk of court. The major major problems confronting this o ¥ w
problems confrqnting this loc-:ation court. Continuous effort will be g ] J. Justin Ripley Mark Rowland Milton Souter Doug Serdahely '8
are an increasing caseload, inade- made to assure that the staffing - o Ar'l h e Anchorage -Anchorage Anchorage 0,
quate facilities, a need for more levels keep pace with the increasing : chorag )
staff, and a need to train the case filings. It is anticipated 5 | )
present staff in the handling of that the mini-computer caleadar- 11 ] o
) superior court cases. ing/case management system will be . P ‘g
' installed during the spring of 1983. % ) =
Bethel L i - ] 7}
Nome ) SR
To assist Judge Christopher Cooke in . , M@
handling an increasing caseload, The Nome court 'is the central ; o
Dale Curda was elevated to the posi- administrative location for the E ]
tion of wmagistrate IV. The major second judicial district, with Judge . m :
problems facing this court ‘are an Charles Tunley serving as presiding ‘ s B
increasing caseload, limited space judge. H. Conner Thomas has been E \"] (7))
and a need for additional staff. It appointed as magistrate. Nome will oy E ¥ :m:
is anticipated that the mini- be the first location in the second ; " 73
- computer calendaring/case management judicial district for implementation ﬁ- ook Brian Shortell I:;nilliiabizore E};izies Cranston Ilzggiiila;dsen g
_ System will be installed in Bethel of the automated calendaring/case j ! ] Ancherage © & : 8 "
% during the summer of 1983. management system. ‘
22 g‘ ] 23
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Elaine Andrews
Anchorage

Glen Anderson
Anchorage

John Mason
Anchorage

John Bosshard III
Valdez

2

o

-Joseph Brewer
Anchorage

Virgil Vochoska
Anchorage Homer

Beverly Cutler
Anchorage

James Hornaday

District Court Judges Joseph Brewer
and Virgil Vochoska were not
retained by the voters at the
November 2, 1982 election and will
be relieved of their duties on
February 1, 1983. '

Anchorage District Court

During FY 82 there was a major
reorganization of the district court
clerical functions. The district
court calendaring function was
separated from superior court
calendaring and moved adjacent to
the district court judges so that
personnel would be in close
proximity to the courtrooms. Two
word processing computers were
purchased to facilitate the

v—
—

calendaring function. Also,
additional personnel were added to
the area. A supervisory position
was created for the calendaring
division, as was a legal technician
position for district court.

"Day before" trial call was
established for criminal trials in
order to make more efficient use of
jurors, judicial time and clerical
time. Civil cases are now assigned
to individual judges at the time the
case becomes at issue.

Judge Elaine Andrews was named the
assistant presiding Jjudge for the
district court by Presiding Judge
Mark Rowland. He delegated to her
the authority to make calendaring,
administrative and other necessary
decisions for a smooth operation of
the district court.
R 13 {."5 IR

Anchorage District Court Judge
Andrews explains her
Chugiak High School Senior Debbie
Ribelin during Youth in Government
Day in May.

Anchorage 71:.al Courts

Superior Court Judge Mark Rowland
was appointed presiding judge for

duties to

the third district effective January

1, 1982.

judges.

Judge Rowland appointed
Judge Ralph E. Moody as the lead
judge in. the criminal division of
Frances Stevens, custody

25

investigator with the court system
for many years, retired. His
position was filled by his
assistant, Ardis Cry. JoAnn Mingo
resigned as  supervisor of the
traffic division and was replaced by
Jackie Allen, whe had been
supervisor of the records
division. Jackie Allen was replaced
by Jo Hall, who had been legal
technician on the staff of the
clerk. The Anchorage trial courts
were hit quite heavily in 1982 by
the legislation establishing the
office of public guardian and
indirectly by the permanent fund
legislation. The Anchorage public
guardian office has approximately 50
wards and conservatees and it
anticipates an additional 110 new
cases during 1983. In most of these
cases the public guardian office
will be appointed.

In July of 1982, the two employees
in the vital statistics department
appeared as usual for work to find a
long line of people surrounding the
door to their office. From that day
until October 31, Ilines of parents
of minor children formed outside the
office waiting to obtain certified
copies of birth certificates to
collect the $1,000 permanent fund
payments. From July 15 through
October 31, 1982, 43,365 certified
copies of birth certificates were
processed to the general public.

Facilities

Extensive remodeling took place in
several courts in the third district
during 1982.  Additional space was
acquired and remodeling completed in
Kenai, Kodiak, Homer and Palmer. In
Anchorage, the major remodeling pro-
ject was completed, which included
creation of a grand jury hearing
room and an assembly room in the
district court building, several new
courtrooms in the superior court
building, a new office for small
claims in the space vacated by the
traffic division.
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Stephen Cline

FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Administration

There were no major administrative
changes in the fourth district
during 1982,

Judicial Changes

Judge Gerald J. VanHoomissen was
appointed by Chief Justice Burke as
presiding judge of the fourth
judicial district in January 1982,
replacing Judge James R. Blair, who
had been presiding judge for the
previous three  years. Judge
VanHoomissen had previously served
as presiding judge of the fourth
judicial district from 1974 to 1978.

Superior Court Judges

Jay Hodges
Fairbanks

James Blair
Fairbanks

District Court Judges

Warren Taylor
Fairbanks

Magistrates

Under the

7 direction
Judge VanHoomissen, District Court

of Presiding

Judge - Steven Cline (who  also
functions as the magistrate training
judge) and Mac Gibson, area court
administrator, a training conference
was held for the fourth judicial
district magistrates from October 19
through October 22 at Fairbanks.
All the fourth district magistrates

attended the coaference, which
included training programs in the
handling of inquests, probate
matters, procedures in criminal and

civil matters, uniform sentencing in
fish and game matters and a number

of other issues. The conference
also gave the attendees a chance to
discuss informally other problems

Fairbanks

Hugh Connelly

Fairbanks Fzirbanks .
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H.
Fairbanks

E. Crutchfiéld Jane Kauvar
Fairbanks
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and other points of interest which
relate tc the bush areas on a day to
day basis.

Barrow

During 1982, the fourth district

considerable judicial and
administrative support for
Barrvw court. Wayne W. Wolfe, clerk
of the Fairbanks trial courts, and
members of his staff in both the
criminal -and civil sections have
continued to visit Barrow to monitor
personnel performance and assist in
handling the backload of paperwork
accompanying the continuing growth
of cases inm this court. With the
creation of the resident superior
court judge, and a dissolution of
the Barrow service area, the fourth
district will no longer be providing
administrative support services to
Barrow. ’ .

provided

Galena

James  A. Jackson, formerly a
physician's assistant in Galena, was
appointed by Presiding Judge
VanHoomissen on June 28, 1982 as a
magistrate at Galena. He filled the
vacancy created by the death of the
former magistrate, Louis Mass, Jr.

McGrath
The fourth judicial district has
assumed responsibility for the

magistrate court at McGrath, which
has been serviced in the past
several years by the Palmer magis-
trate. The magistrate duties at
McGrath will be handled by Magis-~
trate James Jackson of Galena, who
intends to tramsact court business
at McGrath ‘once each month until
such time as more frequent visits
may be required.

Bethel

The Fairbanks superior court will be
providing coverage for judicial
disqualifications in Bethel as they
occur, and the Bethel superior court

“the

a7

judge will rotate to Fairbanks when
coverage by Fairbanks judges is
necessary in Bethel. This
assistance will begin in 1983.

TRIAL COURTS STATISTICAL SUMMARY -

FY 82

The Alaska trial courts, consisting

of the superior and district courts,.

have jurisdiction over all civil,
criminal ~ and children's matters
filed in the State of Alaska
(excluding cases exclusively within
the ambit of.the federal courts),.
In fiscal year 1982 the superior
courts experienced a significant
increase in workload. The district
courts experienced an increase in
the number of non-traffic cases

handled. Routine traffic citation
workload in the district court
decreased by 20% statewide. This

decrease was caused primarily by the
establishment of violations bureaus
by several cities, which relieved
the court
processing routine parking
in these cities.

tickets

FY 82 Caseload = Trial Courts

Superior court filings increased 23%
from FY 8l levels. District court
non~traffic case filings increased
by 8%. Statistically, this increase
in district court non-traffic cases
was masked by the 20%Z decline in the
number of traffic citations pro-
cessed in the district courts. When
the traffic

ings decreased 8% from FY 81 levels
and trial court  dispositions
decreased by 12%. -

Non-traffic cases require several
times the judicial and clerical work
per case that is required to process
a traffic citation. With signifi-
cant increases in non-traffic case
filings during FY 82, coupled with a
20% decrease in traffic citation

system from duties of

citétibnjidecﬁine is
included, overall trial court  fil~-
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TABLE 1
ALASKA TRIAL COURTS
CASELOAD SUMMARY FY 82
7/1/81 ~ 6/30/82
ri A Ratio Dis-
i District % of T?tal . io
ggiizlor C;urt Total State D%sp931~ pos1§iqns
> Location Filings Filings* Filings* Total tions to Filings
| | | - y: ' 897
Anchorage 10,552 59,794 70,346 49.96 62,232 el
Barrow (*)186 .612 798 .65- 3 oo o
Bethel 380 1,335 1,715 1.2f .1{ o
Cordova - 698 698 57 §43 o
Dillingham - 500 520 .4% “F’442 o
Fairbanks 2,864 . 19,001 21,223 15.2; zu,ggg 89%
- T 899 . « 04
ﬁiiiialle“ - z,356 2,356 1.7% 2,150 32?
Juneau 932 8,155 ;3,087 6.4% 8,726 93%
Kenai 758 5,998 16,756 4.8? 6,262 o
Ketchikan 749 3,175 3,924 2.8f 3,621 o
B Kodiak 346 3,034 3,380 2.4% 3,292 ooy
Kotzebue 190 804 994 .7? oz o
Nome 318 895 1,213 .9% 1,} oo
Palmer (*)- 5,571 5,571 3.9? 323 1012
Petersburg - 319 319 .Zé 4,991 oty
Seward - 1,884 1,884  1.3% 1,807 A
Sitka 290 2,008 2,298 1.67% ‘2,117 00;
Tok - 804 804 6% 802 196;
Unalaska - 517 517 .4? 49; 96;
Valdez - 997 997 % 95 92%
Wrangell (%)= 740 740 5% 684 R
Subtotal 17,565 120,094 137,659 97.6% 125,709 ) 4
V l -/ L/
LOZou:t:me - 3,423 3,423 2.47 3,023 88%
TOTAL 17,565 123,517 141,082 100.0% 128,732 »914
i i iti ili in district court.
*Traff case dispositions are used as f11§ngs in
: (zggewlZuperior court judgeships were created in Barrow, Palmer, and Wrangell
! during FY 83.
i
;
filings, the trial courts figd thgm-
in the paradoxical situation . . )
z§1222in2 a significantly*increased Table I provides summary ?aseloag
, workload while simult aneously statistics for .eacy superior an-
: reporting an overall 8% decrease in higher V°1Pme district court loca |
% trial court filings. tion for fiscal year 198%:

filings.

b

SUPERIOR COURT

Jurisdication

The superior court is the .trial
court of genera jurisdictiom, with
original jurisdiction in all civil
and criminal matters. Appeals to
the superior court from final judg-
ments of the district court are a
matter of right., The superior court
has exclusive jurisdiction in all
domestic relations matters, child-
ren's proceedings, probate, guard-
ianship and civil commitments.

FY 82 Caseload - Superior Courts

Superior court case filings
increased 23% from FY 8l1. Total
dispositions increased by 8%. These
figures indicate that  existing
judicial resources were unable to
keep pace with the significant
increase in superior court work-
load. During FY 83, three addi-
tional superior court judgeships (in
Barrow, Palmer and Wrangell) were
created by the legislature and
filled by the governor. It remains
to be seen if these additional
judicial positions will - be
sufficient to allow the state's
superior courts to keep pace with
their increasing workload.

Table II provides summary caseload
statistics for each superior court
locatior “n fiscal year 1982.

Table III provides a historical
perspective on total superior court
filings and dispositions. Since
1978, total filings have increased
by 27X with the largest - increase
(23%) coming in the past year,
During the same period,  total
dispositions have increased by 17%.

Table IV provides an analysis of the
composition of —cases filed in
superior courts during FY 82. The
largest category of superior court
cases  1s domestic relations which
accounted for 47% of. total case
Within the  general

category of domestic relations,

- Table V

29

domestic violence cases stand out as
a clear example of the impact of
recent legislation on the workload
of the court system.

Domestic violence cases make up 12%

of the domestic relations caseload -

and approximately 6% of the overall
superior court workload. Until late
1980 domestic violence cases did not
exist. Likewise, within the overall
category of probate matters, guard-
ianship and sanity matters have
roughly doubled as a percentage of
probate matters (to 31%) in the last
year and now represent approximately
11% of the syperior court
workload. Samity and guardianship
filings increased 187%Z and 322%:
respectively in the 1last jear.
Recently enacted legislation is
directly  responsible for  this
increase in case activity.

"Reciprocal support cases have .
doubled as a percentage of all
domestic relations cases and account
for 14% of the total superior court
workload.

Filings of felony cases in superior
courts increased 10% in FY 82. This
increase was due almost entirely to
increased filings of felony cases
where the primary charge involved
violence or drugs. Filings of
felony «cases involving violence
increased 20X over FY 82 and filings
of felony cases involving drugs
increased by 31Z. Violence and drug
felonies made up 53% of the superior
court felony workload whereas in
prior years property related

offenses wete always over half of -

the felony caseload.

provides =~ a historical
perspective on the general composi-
tion of the cases filed in superior
courts since 1978 based on the major
case categories of civil, criminal
and children's matters. Since 1977,
total civil case filings have
increased by 28%, children's matters
have decreased by 2Z and criminal
case filings have increased by 44%.
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TABLE Il
SUPERIOR COURTS

TABLE II
SUPERIOR COURTS¥*
CASELOAD SUMMARY FY 82
7/1/81 - 6/30/82

1978 - FY81/82

SUMMARY OF FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS

| Ratio of Percent
: Dispositions Change in
? Court Filings Dispositions to Filings Filings '79 .
s . . . , o FILINGS DISPOSIT
e Anchorage 10,552 8,888 84y +37 OSITIONS
+ NUMBER
| Barrow 186 130 702 12 DNUMBER
Bethel 380 335 \ . 882 -5 17,500° ey
: Fairbanks 2,864 2,284 . 80% +14 ' e
] Juneau 932 755 81% +10 siil
, Kenai | 758 661 87% +9 PR
Ketchikan- 49 625 83% +8 pitd
: Kodiak 346 307 89% -15 rret
: . :
"{ ' Kot zebue 190 187 98% -17 15,000 - +:
’ Nome 318 295 ' 93% =27 MO l
Sitka 290 213 73% -9 . rrid
—_— —_ —_— — —— . A+
FRpAET 4+
. Total . 17,565 14,680 . 84% +23 DM — riis rres
T - LT - - - + &+ + -+ o+ + . ++:: P
\ 4+ + + + -+ + + NI Fr+ o+
) ' 12,500 WA D et e
*New superior court judgeships were created in Barrow, Palmer and Wrangell M t: et Trey iy
during FY 83. MR NN P, +a+t
f + o+ +I++ :III I:II
! + + 4+ + I+ + + + M 44+
a8 e8!
: M MM tres rrey
‘ * e + -
10,000 trve N o+t 4+t
-+ + + + 4+t
S38! 353 233t 358
. et Frey i I
i Table VI provides a -historical NP MM Trrs Tiis
f perspective on the detailed composi- N Tl Trrd I F
i tion of cases filed in superior E:t: i::: .+t PR
courts since 1978. Domestic rela- 7,500 i+ 2+ MBI i Trry
tions, probate and felony case N Tt pofrrry i
filings have increased by 467, 52% M Prrre ot Jr+e+
and 69% respectively since 1978. e+ 4+ 4 gHpH Ijjﬂ it
-+ + + + 4+
R A comprehensive and detailed set of : P I?): N o {+++ +r + o+t
statistical tables describing the 5,000 e+ + 4 4 N FEAEN iy MRS
3\ superior court caseload in FY 82 is AN O Trer TELy
A available in the statistical supple- AN Tras +4 4 FH o+t
et Rt £ F et + bt
i ment located at the back of this b+t Rt ++++ | PR
; b+ + 4 - +4++ + 4+ + ‘ + 4+ ++
o annual report. Any questl,ons b+ 4+ NI il o+
i regarding the superior court case~- 2 600 ;::I I:II rrre l Tty
1 = load may be directed to the adminis— e iy rrre e e
: trative office of the’ Alaska Court b+ o+ bt * Try: ) DO
o : F++ : + 4+t ¢
System. PIIE . I::: ‘l‘“ i rird
11 583 1
-+ + + ++ 4+ + + 4+ +
0 951 seee! || I3 1 I eSS
; { 4 &3 4 +
| T | — 1978 1979 ~ FY 80/81 FY 81/82
1 A.nchorage Superior Court ‘v;,;]'udge FILINGS. ........ veenenasenars 13,856 13,492\\ ’ 14,316 17,565
; Vietor Garlson ‘ ; DISPOSITIONS ............... 12508 12,078 13,619 14,680
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TABLE IV
SUPERIOR COURTS

CASELOAD COMPOSITION FY 81/82

DOMESTIC
RELATIONS
47%

FELONY
7%

PROBATE
1%

PROPERTY

CHILDREN'S

Vo
AL OTHER CIVIL
FILINGS

FILINGS = o I PROBATE

Y
DOMESTIC RELATIONS
FILINGS

DISSOLUTION
OF
MARRIAGE
26%

DOMESTIC \
VIOLENCE |
12% .

DIVORCE
30%

RECIPROCAL
SUPPORT
29%

FILINGS

ESTATES
35%

SANITY

\
- GENERAL
(DEBTS, CONTRACTS & NOTES
HOUSING, REAL ESTATE)
81%

DRUGS/
ALCOHOL

~ ADOPTIONS
T 5%

NUMBER
OF CASES

17,500

15,000

12,500

+ + 4
M

b+ +

TABLE V
SUPERlOR‘COURTS

SUMIMARY OF CASELOAD
1978 - FY 81/82

v» ««m TOTAL FIITlNGS

CRIMINAL FILINGS
(FELONY, OTHER)

[

CIVIL FILINGS
(DOMESTIC RELATIONS,
PROBATE, OTHER)

CHILDREN’S FILINGS

++
++
+4+
+ +
+4

0 OGR MMM B

- FY 80/81 'FY 81/82
Civil Filings ............ : 11,445 14,581
Criminal Filings ......... - 1,857 1,714
Chiidren's Filings ' 1,314 1,270
Total Filings ....... 14,316 17,565
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"TABLE Vi

SUPERIOR COURTS
SUMMARY OF 1978 - FY 81/82 FILINGS BY CASE TYPE

, TABLE VII - B
CASES 1978 1979 FY 80/81 FY 81/82 DISTRICT COURTS i — RN
FILED CASELOAD SUMMARY FY 82 A
8,000 7/1/81 - 6/30/82 ED S
400
7,500 o » Ratio of Z i
Non~Traffic Traffic  Total , Dispositions SR
7000 Court Filings - Filings* Filings* Dispositions -to Filings N
* ‘Anchorage 18,074 . 41,720 59,794 54,062 90% N
‘Barrow - 609 3 612 564 92% T
6,500 Bethel - 1,102 233 1,335 1,145 - 86% o
Cordova 449 249 698 643 92% : ‘ -8 i
6,000 | - Dillingham 462 38 500 442 . 88% e
’ DOMESTIC RELATIONS FILINGS Fairbanks ‘ 5,766 13,235 19,001 , 18,198 - 964 o
Glennallen 425 474 899 - 803 89% e
5500 ’ Homer 975 1,379 2,354 ' 2,150 91% S
! Juneau 3,293 . 4,862 ‘8,155 7,971 98% i
Kenai 1,892 4,106 5,998 5,604 S 93% G
5.000 Retéhikan 1,724 - 1,451 3,175 3,071 97%
’ Kodiak 1,479 1,555 3,034 . 2,89% . 95%
Kotzebue - 802 2 804 705 ' 88% S
4500 Nome - 684 . 211 - 895 : 811 91% > F;‘J‘
™~ Palmer 2,486 © 3,085 5,571 4,991 - 90% - i a
OTHER CIVIL FiLINGS Petersburg Co 151 0 168 319° , ¢ 323 1012 - I
4,000 -~ Seward . 483 01,401 1,88 - 1,807 96% =
‘Sitka 1,031 977 2,008 1,904 - 95% 5
Tok 111 693 . 804 802 -~ 100% g' e
’ Valdez 428 - 569 997 ' 958 - 96% g {
3000 Subtotal 43,232 76,862 120,094 111,029 927
2,500 Low Volume Courts = 2,205 1,218 3,423 3,023 - 88%
Total 7 45,437 - 78,080 123,517 114,052 . o 92%
PROBATE FILINGS : , R : ' . o . :
2,000 .
- ‘.- *Traffic case v.:l1s OSltlonS ére used as filings in district court. &
1.600 'CHILDREN’'S MATTERS FILINGS . P I 5 o e,
’ [ 2 —— ——. ~ @ FELONY 'exceedlng $10 000 in value. In
: T —® CHILDREN - o : . . motor vehicle = tort cases, civil
1,000 FELONY FILINGS DISTRICT COURT ® - ~ .+ 0 jurisdiction in district court is
e : R : . $15,000. , ,
OTHER CRIMINAL FILINGS Juri'sdic'tion T o S ‘ FER
500 @ e . ° : o 3 e | ‘Maglstrat,g "posts have been created
‘ : o In cnmmal macters, the district ~ in ‘the smaller, generally rural
" court has ‘jurisdiction over state ~ areas of the state. They have also
0 , : misdemeanor violations and viola- been est:bl;;hed in’ metrOpohta: o
' o : ~tions of ordinances' of political areas to handle routine matters. and =
3 o 1978 1973 (Fv.80m1 - FY 81/82 sugdivzsioné In civil matgers, the to. ease the workload of the district" _E_..’_
Dofr}nezt'lc'ﬁel. 5,668 . 5,445 el Uy 6,429 8,257 district court’ may hear cases’ for “eourt. In ‘criminal matters, magls—' w -
grtd:;te‘fv” 3:323 ?312 ’ ?g;g gjggg - recovery of money or damages not trates may glve judgment of convic~ 'é
Children’s - : 1,296 . 1352 1314 ’ 1,270 ~ exceeding $10,000 and for recovery ;:22 D aie plea of guilty to any s
Felony : 778 . | 691 1194 _ 1317 qf k“specjlflc v_]}\Jersqnfll . p‘rope’rty’ : pot; | e mis emeanor, - may t{ry state
Other Crim, 412 383 363 397 ' ER 35 '
Total Filings : 13,856 13,492 al 14,316 17,565 . '
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misdemeanor cases 1if the defendant
waives his right to a district court
judge, and may hear municipal
ordinance violations without consent
of the accused. In formal civil

' cases, magistrates may award damages
. up to $1,000 (in small claims cases
“up to $2,000).

Magistrates have
emergency authority in children's
matters. :

FY 82 Caseload ~ District ‘Court

The district court statistics are
maintained in two components - high
and low volume courts. There are
approximately 20 high ‘volume courts
including all district court/magis-
trate sites located with a superior
court. There are approximately 40

magistrates in locations that are

identified as lower volume courts.

Because traffic citation cases are
not reported to the administrative
office until they have reached a
final disposition, the number of
filings for traffic matters in a
year generally understates the
court's actual workload. Conse-

" quently, wherever filing data is

required to assess the overall
workload of the courts, traffic
disposition data have been substi-
tuted for traffic filing data. This
is true of all tables and charts in
this report.

The statewide district c¢ourt non-

traffic caseload increased 8% from

FY 81 Ilevels. Traffic citation
filings/dispositions decreased by
20% statewide in FY 82. Non-traffic
dispositions increased by 3%. Table
VIiI provides summary caseload
statistics for district court loca-
tions in fiscal year 1982.

Table VIII provides a historical
perspective on total district court
filings and dispositions.

Table IX provides an analysis of the
composition of the cases filed in
district courts during FY 82. The
largest category of district court

cases remains traffic citatioms (all
vehicular cases excluding drunk
driving and some accident related
charges) which accounted for 647 of
the total caseload. The number of

-non~traffic case filings (36% of the

36

total caseload) was. comprised  of
approximately 65% criminal cases and
35% civil cases.

Misdemeanor case filings account for
approximately 55% of the non-traffic
filings or about 20% of the total
district court caseload. Of these
misdemeanor cases, approximately 30
to 35% involve driving while intoxi-
cated (DWI). DWI cases therefore
represent about 7% of the overall
district court workload (approxi-
mately 9,000 cases).

Table X provides a historical
perspective on the composition of
the <caseload 1in district courts
since 1978 based on the major case
categories of traffic and non-
traffic matters. Since 1978, non-
traffic matters have steadily
increased for a total increase of
18%. Traffic matters have fluc-
tuated annually. In FY 82 they
decreased 20%Z from the preceding
year.

Table XI provides a historical
perspective on the detailed
composition of the " caseload in
district courts since 1978. Changes
in filings of specific types of
cases have been as follows: small
claims and other civil cases (+29%),
misdemeanor and other non-felony
criminal cases (+12%) and hearings
in felony cases (+28%).

A comprehensive and detailed listing
of statistics concerning both high
and low volume district courts is
available at the back of this annual
report. Any questions regarding the
district 'court caseload should be
addressed to the administrative
office of the Alaska Court System:

5
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TABLE Vill

DISTRICT COURTS
(High and Low Volume)

SUMMARY OF FIiLINGS & DISPOSITIONS
1978 - FY81/82 |

TTFY .
T+ +++
++++| FILINGS* DISPOSITIONS
NUMBER iz o
OF CASES
140,000
TF T
44+
++ o+
+4+ 4+ 4
+++ 4
4+
4+
HPO Fat
120,000 Fhad IR
++++ ++
MM + o+t
+ A+ + ++++ + + + +
b 4+ + ++ 44 + + + +
o+ + + m TIET NN +
b+ 4+ +4 4+ +++ 4 + o+
- 4+ + + 4+ 4+ + + o+ +
b+ o+ + +4 4+ b+ rret
fr+ + + ++ 4+ + o+ +I+I
e+ + + T+ + 4+ 4
100’000 -+ + + + 4+ + + ++I+ +++ 4
b+ + ++4+ +4 4t N
b+ 4+ PRI Fhrt Tt
b+ + + + 4+t + ot ++ 4+
-+ + + ++ 4+ + + 4+ ++ 4+
b+ + + - + 4 +4 4+ ++ 4+t
e+ + ++ 4+ +++ 4 +t++4
-+ + + | +4++ +++4 N
b+ + + + 4+ o+t +II:
e+ 4+ b + 4+ 4 +
80,000 b+ + o+ 4 M +++w
-+ + + + 4+ ++ + 4 + 4 T4+
b+ 4+ PV T MM
b+ + + 4+ + + 4+t O
4+ R o+t T+t
e + 4+ ++ 4+ +3 44 NN
i+ + 4+ +4+++ 4+t MM
et ++++ 4+ DN
+++ + 44+ 44+ 4 :I:I
o+ 4+ ++++
60,000 e+ + + 4+ III: ++ 44+
-+ 4+ 4+ + b4 4 A4
-+ + + NI 4+ A4S
T +4+ ++ b4+ J N 111
4+ + +4 44 + 4+ Ay
b+ + + ++++i NN o+t
b+ o+ + 4+ 444 M
e+ 4+ + 444+ 44+ A+
E+++ +4+ 44 + 4t MO
40’000 + + + + 4+ + + 4+ + r +++
H+ + + ++++ b+ +++ 4|
o+ o+ ++++r PR ++++
-+ + + + 4+ d + 4+ 4
b+ + + +4 4 PO MM
o+ 4 4+t ’ M
4+ 4+ At 4 MM
b+ o+ o+ + 4 S E M
= -+ + + ++ 4+ + o+t N L
-+ + + + 4+ o+ + 4 I:::
b+ o+ + 4+ + '
20,000 e+ 4+ ++++ Y +Ett
+ o+ 4+ ++++ v+ 4 Co et
'+ o+ ++++r o+ 4+ NN
b+++ bt L+ + 4+ et
- 4+ + P L+ 4+ MM
e 4+ 4+ + 4+ e+ 4+ Fbt+
-+ + PR o+t s
e+ + 4 b -+ o+t MO
-+ o+ + bt -+ o+ thes
0 b+ + + il ++++i e+ 4+ I M
: ' 1978 1979 FY 80/81 FY 81/82
FILINGS .........coinnnnnn 117,048 110,791 139,643 123,517
DISPOSITIONS ............ 114,016 107,232 132,792 114,052

*Tratfic case dispositions are a more accurate indicatorof actual workload than traffic filings. Therefore, traffic
case dispositions are used faor both filing and disposition data above. For all other case types, filings data were

used as indicated.
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TABLE IX
DISTRICT COURTS
(High Volume Courts)
CASELOA‘D COMPOSITION FY 81/82

TRAFFIC AND
CITATIONS
64%

NON-TRAFFIC
CASES .
36%

TRAFFIC CASELOAD

COMPOSITION OF f?lsposmoms NON-TRAFFIC CASELOAD

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

SPEEDING
%%

- SIGNS/
CONTROL
DEVICES

12%

REGISTRATION/
TITLE
14%

MISDEMEANOR
54%

OTHER
MOVING -
1%

OTHER TRAFFIC
{(PARKING &
CITATIONS}

OTHER
CRIMINAL
5%

MISDEMEANOR CASELOAD

COMPOSITION f; FILINGS FELONY CASELOAD

COMPOSITION OF FILINGS

TRAFFIC
D.W,L., ETC.
7%

PROPERTY
36

VIOLENCE
36%

NUISANCE/
RESISTING THE LAWY,
VICE, ETC

: 20%
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TABLE X

DISTRICT COURTS
(High and Low Volume)

SUMMARY OF CASELOAD
“ 1978 - FY81/82

TOTAL FILINGS* . '.l'RAFFlC & CITATION + + 4 NON TRAFFIC
’ DISPOSITIONS ++ FILINGS _
NUMBER
OF CASES
140,000
120,000 -
100,000
80,000
60,000
F +
++
40,000 — 4
‘ . + + & + + 1
+++ + + + 4 + +
LR + + + 4+ + +
++ ++ + + + + + 1
o+t ++ 4+ 4+ + + 1
LR ++ + b+ + o+
+ ¥+ ++ + + 4 + +
+ 4+ + + 1 + 4+ + + +
+4 + ++ + + H ++
20,000. . +++ ++ ++ + + + 1
o+ -+ + + + + + 4+
+ 4+ ++ + + +] . + -+ 1
+ 4+ ++ ++ 4| ++
1+ o+ + ++ + 4 + + +
B+ + + + + + € + + o
+ 4+ + 4+ o+ H ++
++ 4+ -+ + +++ ++
+ o+ ++ + 4+ + +
+ 4+ ++ 4 + +1
0 + 4+ + + .+ % + + + + + 1
b : 1979 “ FY 8081 FY 81/82
Traffic Dispositions* 71,444 97,705 78,080
Non-Traffic ‘Flllngs ........ ' 39,347 ~41,938 45437
Total Caseload , ......... 117,048 110,791 139,643 123,617

*Traffic case dispositions are a more accurate indicator of actual workload than filings. For non-traffic cases,
actual filings data were used. '
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TABLE XI

DISTRICT COURTS
(High and Low Volume)

SUMMARY OF 1978 - FY 81/82 FILINGS BY CASE TYPE

1978 - 1979 FY 80/81 FY 81/82
NUMBER '
OF CASES
100,000
90,000
TRAFFIC CASE &
CITATION DISPOSITIONS
80,000
70,000
s
30,000
MISDEMEANOR &
OTHER CRIMINAL FILINGS
20,000
SMALL CLAIMS &
OTHER CIVIL FILINGS ,’______,.—-———-—-"’
10,000
" FELONY FILINGS - :
>~ — —o- —e
o e
, 1978 1979 FY 80/81 FY 81/82°
Traffic Dispos.  : 78,664 71,444 97,705 78,080
Misdemeanor & : o ”
Other Criminal ‘ :
Filings L 24265 22,821 24,976 27,252
- Small Claims & : ' .
Other Civil .
“Filings  ~ : 12581 _ 14,852 14,941 16,147
Felony Filings : 1,588 1,674 2,021 2,038
TotalFilings = 117,048 110,791 139,643 -

123,517

Left to right:

Maureen Wentz; Magistrate Ashman;
Assistant Charlene Dolphin.

MAGISTRATES

(Not Classified or Partially
Exempt Employees

On June 30l 1992

The following are‘ the magistrates
whose salaries are set by supreme

court .order

First DiStricg

John Howard, Sr.

Elizabeth Denunis

Carl W. Heinmiller
Maxine Savland

William L. Cheney

Richard Redeker
Marilyn Hanson
Jean Worley =

Linda F. ‘Hartshorn

Terry J. Gallagher

rather
personnel  department's
cation. system:

than by // the

).

‘ngoon

? " /Craig

Haines
Hoonah

Kake ‘
Petersburg
Sitka
Skagway
Wrangell
“Yakutat

clasBifi~

)

£

Second District =

Leonard Apangalook
Janet Henry

Robert D. Sinkey¥
L. Eugene Williams¥*

‘Myrtle Harvey

Steven T. Lisbourne
Abner Gologergen -
Rena Ballot -
Flora Douglas
Lowell Anagick

Third District

Karl Heiker
Mary: Wentworth
Pe%er Ashman¥*
Sheldon Sprecker
Jess H. Nicholas
Brigitte McBride
Charles W. Shawback
Brian Johnson

Unalaska Magistrate Vernon Halter; Dillingham Clerk of Court
and Third District Rural.

Court Training

Gambell
Kiana
Rotzebue
Nome .
Noorvik
Point Hope
Savoonga
Selawik
Shungnak
Unalakleet

Cold Bay
Cordova
Dillingham
Glennallen

- Kenai

Kodiak
‘Naknek
Palmer

uoHENSIUIWPY

o

pE

AN

e ST gepeddy T

edng

1012

.,

i,
P

3
3
i
ok
L
29
4

n

[

s

1

ds

4

129

. suoday |e




IS
i
5
B
H
§
¥
i

R P T e H e RV R

%
George Rukovishnikoff  St. Paul Is. CLASSTFIED AND PARTIALLY ) ) o]
Stephen Hakala Sand Point EXEMPT EMPLOYEES WHO Barrow Service Area Only one magistrate attended a %
Christine Kashevarof Seldovia ARE ALSO MAGISTRATES ] course at the National Judicial D
George Peck Seward On June 30, 1982 Jeanne Gilbreath Barrow College between January 1 and June ‘®
Vernon Halter Unalaska - . 30, 1982: Barbara Macfarlane i
§ Iola Harris Whittier First District - Bethel Service Area (Healy) . i
N Fourth District Mimi Gregg Haines .Linda Dahl Bethel Judicial training in Alaska takes
, Richard N. Siangco Juneau . : . - : several different forms. There is a o
‘3 Linda S. Harding Delta Jct. Kristen Carlisle Ketchikan & | :? *Magistrates appointed between statewide judicial conference each i .
Sharen Smyth Fort. Yukon Kathy Stewart Petersburg L - xn»] January 1 and June 30, 1982. year which includes training in &
! Jim Jackson* Galena Charlotte Swanberg Sitka ' : specific areas of court procedures 5
i Barbara Macfarlane Healy and Susan Thomsen Ketchikan e R or operations; judges and magis- W
Nenana Jerri Feris Wrangell ' g’ ]‘ JUDICIAL TRAINING trates are eligible for attendance £
Iris A, Lathrop Tok g el i . _ at the National Judicial College in .8
Second District »l All judges and magistrates in the Reno, Nevada; all magistrates attend =
; Bethel Service Area J«:’}T‘ ’ } Alaske} trial courts receive formal at least one magistrate training 2
k Karen Mulluk Kot zebue E_ S training conducted ei:tkfer within.the conference per year; training judges 3
! Craig R. McMahon Aniak Geraldine Butcher Nome e ' state or at Cralning sessions and staff of the administrative
3 Dale Curda Bethel Janet Tobuk Nome D o A sponsored by agencies out‘s1de of office regularly visit with -
. Dorothy Kameroff Fomonak ; g. o ] Alaska. Most out91dfe training -is magistrates in their own court .
Janet R. Napoleon Hooper Bay Third District o !‘” '''' i conducted by the National Judicial locations for on the site training. ’
Alice Smith Mekoryuk ‘ 2 College in Reno, Nevada. Between
Marie T. Beans Mt. Village Dera Charlene Doris* Anchorage g: ] January 1 'and June 30, 1‘982,' tfhe The only in-state magistrate >
Peter M. Andrews, Jr. = St. Mary's LeEllen Baker® Anchorage O follgwmg judges attgnded training training conference conducted a
Dick Lincoln Tununak Charlene Dolphin Anchorage y .] sessions at the National College: between January 1 and June 30, 1982 3
Paul Crowe Anchorage { . I8 . John Bosshard (Valdez) and Jane was the March 22-26 conference for 5|
Barrow Service Area Ronald Wielkopolski Anchorage R j Kauvar (Fairbanks). new magistrates. The April 5-9 '.'@ ‘
Dolores Wilks Anchorage i B conference for = magistrates from B
Alice Panegio* . Barrow Ethan Windahl Anchorage g R large .courts and the April 26-30 2
Roy Williams Anchorage { ‘ ] statewide clerk's conference had to g ‘
Goldeen Goodfellow Anchorage B be cancelled because of the court :
*Magistrates appointed between Mickie Levins . Anchorage ', . system’'s budget shortage in late
January 1 and June 30, 1982. Betty Long Anchorage : E ] March. :
William Harpin Anchorage L
Locations vacant on June 30, 1982: Susan Weltz* Cordova ' : i
Buckland, Wales, McGrath, Tanana, Maureen Wentz¥ Dillingham { - 1982 ALASKA JUDICIAL CONFERENCE : _g) %
Teller, Wainwright, Manley Hot Wava L. Schliesing Glennallen " ] . ; ®
Springs, Pelican, Kasigluk and Anna Creasey Homer | l Reducing court delay was the topic 0,
Rampart. Sally Mauldin Homer of the 1982 Alaska Judicial Confer-— o
Robin Faas Hodges Kenai a‘ ] ence which was held in Anchorage on -
Only one magistrate who was not a Vicki Bukovich Kodiak S e May 17 - 19, The program = was % i) :
classified or partially exempt Galen Paine¥® Kodiak o I presented by the staff of I:Iatlonal_ - ‘jr‘ﬁ—
employee retired or resigned between Patricia Brewer Palmer r i 1 Center for State Courts who investi- 3 7
January 1 and June 30, 1982. That Joanne Graham Palmer gated this problem during the past ; L e
magistrate was L. Eugene Williams of Janet Moore Seward o I f've years in courts throughout the ey
Nome (appointed January 11, 1982; Renee Brown ‘Unalaska e MRy country. Western Regional Director
resigned June 30, 1982). Tracee Schnell Valdez [ R Larry Sipes said Alaska was the >
) Phyllis Johnson . Valdez W, T firgt state to hold a joint \(
No new magistrate posts were created , » tyﬂ,ﬁlw conference on solutions to both the L
between January 1 and June 30, Fourth District {L T ] appellate and trial court delay. . ’
1982. However, effective April 5, L SR | oM.
1982, the Bethel magistrate position Frederick H. Smith Fairbanks I L . g
was changed from a classified law Jack Hessin Fairbanks -, (23 IO R ‘_ -
; clerk/magistrate position to a Earl (Skip) Slater Fairbanks f BESITE B - . € . = :
& regular magistrate position. Madeline Kellyhouse Tok & Vall&ez Ditrict Court Judge John 3 B
Bosshard Cw
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The explosion in case filings
throughout the nation has made
efforts to reduce court -delay
essential. The rising number of
criminal cases and the growth in
procedural litigation have placed a
heavy burden on the courts to keep
business current. '

Those who have studied delay comment
that it can .be reduced without
adding more court personnel and
without eliminating any due process
requirements. The key is eliminat-
ing unnecessary waiting time and
reducing the number of court appear-
ances mnecessary to get a trial date.

The National Center staff said that
Alaska was among the leading states
in the speed of processing civil and
criminal cases. However, they said
further improvements could be
made. The judges in each judicial
district are now working with their
presiding judge and area court
administrator to determine what
steps will be taken in each court
location. They are cooperating on
the project with representatives
from the district, municipal and
borough attorneys' offices, the
public defender and the private
bar. Also, Mike Hall, court
specialist in ‘the adwministrative
director's office, and Tom Stewart,
rules revisor for the supreme court,
are assisting staff personnel in
each court in ‘their efforts t»
reduce delay. , £
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Electronic Engeering Technician Dale Chavie demonstrates trouble

NEIREE

shooting and

recording equipment maintenance to First Judicial District In-Court Clerks.

Left to right: Irene Nichols,

Juneau; Marie Bishop, Juneau; Shirley

Lindquist, Juneau; Linda Carrigan, Craig; Kathy Stewart, Petersburg; Barbara
Pitman, Juneau; Jerri Jeris, Wrangell; Janice Reed, Juneau; Delores Cadiente,

Juneau; Dale Chavie.

FISCAL AFFAIRS

The Alaska Legislature annually‘

appropriates from the state general

fund all funds for operating the.

Alaska Court System, A statewide
budget for all trial courts, the
appellate courts and court admin-
istration is prepared centrally by
the administrative office. Revenues

generated by the courts  are

deposited in the state general fund,
except those originating out of
municipal ordinance violations,
which are returned to the respective
municipalities. -

The judicial budget has grown
steadily for .the past several years
at a rate of six to twelve percent
per year. These increases have been
primarily a result of inflation,
with a minimal  increase  for
additional resources.. Statewide,
court caseloads have generally in-
creased at a steady but moderate
pace and the court system has been

“able . to . absorb  most of  the

additional workload..

4]

The court system operating budget

~accounts for approximately 2.2% of

the total state general fund bud-
get. The actual expenditures
incurred by the court system during
fiscal year 1980 were $23,487,100;
fiscal year 1981, $26,518,200; and
fiscal year 1982, $30,009,412.

The budget process for the court
system begins with the submission of
budget requests by the various trial
courts to the adminietrative
office. These requests are reviewed
with ‘each district and are modified
to fit into. an overall state budget
plan. Following legislative review
and appropriation, the budget is
then allocated ~ to the variocus
judicial districts, the appellate
courts, and the. administrative

office, The appropriation ‘'covers
all costs of the judicial branch in
the gtate including judges'

salaries, facility rent, - clerks'

offices and administrative support. -
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STATEWIDE BUDGET FOR ALASKA COURT SYSTEM - FISCAL YEAR 1982

g T ey 4 S mad e S i

FY 82 Positions

Budget Expenditures Judges/ — Support
Element (thousands) Justices Magistrates Personnel
Appellate Courts $3,034 8 ' 38
Trial Courts:

lst District 3,193 7 11 ‘ 36

2nd District 1,153 2 13 . 9

3rd District 12,795 21 14 202

4th District 4,899 8 ‘ 10 67

Bethel Service Area 977 | 7

Barrow Service Area 328 1 3
Administration ' 3,630. 55
Total $30,009 47 56 416

Personnel costs, at the 1982 level
9f $21,991,400, represent approx-
imately 73%Z of the total operating
budget. Expenses for rent, main~
tenance and insurance on court
facilities in 57 locations across
the state amounted to $847,000,
Jury expenses amounted to $966,900
and attorney fees of $1,444,700 were
paid, (Attorneys are contracted to
serve as guardians ad litem in
children's cases and to represent
indigent defendants in cases where
conflicts of interest exist within
the Public Defender Agency). Due to
the remote nature of many court
locations and the distances
separating various courts, approxi-
mately $811,700 was spent for travel
expenses, including juror travel and
per diem. Other operating expenses
of the court, including commodities,
phones, postage, and equipment rent~
al, make up approximately $3,946,900
of the annual expense of the Court.

The court system annually collects
three to four million dollars in
revenues for deposit in the state
general fund. In fiscal year 1982,

the revenue generated from fines and
forfeitures amounted to $2,462,200;
civil case filing fees ($50.00 supe-
rior court, $25.00 district court,
$5,00 small claims), $626,600;

clerical fees (notary, transcript,
copies), $180,400; other miscella-
neous receipts, $233,500.

Magistrate Service Seéretary Kelly
Leary )

PUBLIC PROTECTION
28.6 million

DEVELOPMENT
186.0 million

TRANSPORTATION
162.4 millian

EDUCATION
624.5 million

Q

GENERAL
3112 millfon

OTHER JUSTICE
ADMINISTRATION
95,5 millien

GOVERNMENT |

STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL YEAR 1982

OPERATING BUDGET
GENERAL FUND

HEALTH
106.3 miliion

Total General Fund Budget = 1,792.6 million

1982 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

The Alaska Court System’ maintains
court facilities 1in

across the state.

57 1locations

These “facilities

R T bbbt TR G i 2 L gt e B st B4 ek

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Petersburg

iy
f‘/\ "~{\ i

T jects were completed by the court

range in size and suitability from
multimillion dollar court complexes
in metropolitan areas to facilities
in many- rural locations comsisting
of only one small office: Each
year, the court system attempts to
upgrade its court facilities by
building or leasing new or improved
court facilities’ and by remodeling
existing structures. During FY 82,
numerous facility improvement pro-

system. Descriptions of these pro=
jects are given below. Also

planning was started for projects to
be completed in FY 83.

An additional 300 square feet of
space was leased in the Petersburg
court facility. This space was used
for the expansion of the clerk's
office and the creation of a small
attorney/witness conference room.
This new space was then carpeted.

Juuneau

Plans are currently being developed
to remodel the first floor courtroom
to provide a jury box and jury
room. - This project will be com-
pleted in FY 83.

Sitka

Work has continued on the heating
and ventilation system in the Sitka

" court facility in an effort to

alleviate the overheated conditioums
of the courtroom. This work will
continue into FY 83.
Craig .
In April 1982, the court system
increased its space in the munici-
pality  building in Craig by
approximately 150 square feet,

SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Kot zebue

In July the court system acquired
1500 square feet of additional space
in the Kotzebue courthouse. . This

provided space for expansion needs
of the clerk's office, an office for -
_the district attorney, a jury delib- =

eration hearing room that can be
used for grand jury proceedings, a

small superior court library, and a

public lobby. Remodeling of ' the
above space is near completion. It
includes installation of new locks
and hinges to = provide better
security and to allow the use of the
library by the legal community after
hours. , o
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Nome

In September negotiations were com—
Pleted with the General Services
Administration, Region 10, to
replace the badly worn cork tile in
the courtroom of the Nome court-
house. This project was completed
in the spring of 1982. The court
system is also working with the
Department of Administration to
.identify future space needs for the

planning of a combined facility in
Nome.

Emmonak

In FY 82 the court began negotiation
with the City of Emmonak for the
lease of approximately 120 square
feet of private office space for the
magistrate in the new Emmonak city
building. The city also plans to
build a large multi-purpose room
that can be used for court hear-
ings. This new building is
scheduled for completion in 1983."

Mountain Village

In 1982 the court system began
negotiations with the City of
Mountain Village for the lease of
private space for the magistrate in
the new Mountain Village city office
building, This new building is
scheduled for completion in 1983,

Selawik

In FY 82, the court began negotia-
tions with the City of Selawik for
the lease of approximately 120
square feet of private office space
for the magistrate in the new
Selawik city building. . The city
also plans to build a large multi-
purpose room that can be used for
court - hearings. This new building
is scheduled for completion in 1983.

Point Hope

In July the court system relocated
its operations from the magistrate's
residence to a new facility built by

48

the North Slopé Borough Department
of Public Safety. The new space 1is
approximately 300 square feet,
consisting of a private office of

approximately 100 square feet and an

ad jacent hearing room of approx-—
imately 200 square feet.

Shungnak

In FY 82, a new magistrate post was
created in Shungnak. In November
the newly appointed magistrate. moved
into the Shungnak Public Safety
Building. This facility provides
approximately 360 square feet of
office space that will be shared
with the 1local 1law enforcement
officers.

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Anchorage

In November 1982, the court system
completed a major remodeling of
approximately 23,000 square feet in
the Anchorage courthouse complex.,
This project was organized in three
phases and included the following:

Phase I

A. Remodeling approximately 1500
Square feet in the basement of
the new building. This in-
cluded the conversion of eight
jury sequestration rooms into
five offices and three tape
Storage rooms to be used by
the transcript section. A
portion of the library stacks'
1400 square feet was remodeled
to provide for a research
area. '

B. Remodeling of approximately
3500 square feet on the first
floor’ of the old building.
This. project provided for the
long term needs of the traffic
section, including an open-
concept clerical space, a
controlled-access public lobby

with special public counters
that provide for computer
terminals, a secretary/in-
court clerk's office, and a
traffic hearing room.

Remodeling . of ' approximately
1500 square feet on the second
floor of the old building.
This provided space for a
grand jury = facility which
includes a hearing room
designed for 24 jurors, a jury
deliberation room with two
toilets, a witness room, and a
secured witness waiting room.

Remodeling of approximately
5000 square feet on the fourth
floor of the new building.
This project developed two 12~
person jury courtrooms with
adequate spectator seating, a
third 12~person jury courtroom
specially designed for use by
multi-party litigants  in
complex civil proceedings, and
a jury deliberation room with
toilet facilities.

Phase II

A,

Remodeling of approximately
2600 square feet on the Ffirst
floor of the old building.
This expanded the coromer/pub-
lic administrator's office,
vital statistics section, and
small claims section, includ-
ing a deputy coroner's office,
two public guardian offices,
an accountant's office,
remodeled clerical area with

public counter, an improved
evidence storage room, and an

expanded small - .claims area
which includes a public
counter with public = work

. surface area.

Remodeling of approximately
5800 square feet on the fourth
floor of the new building to
provide space for two }2-
person jury courtrooms with

.adequate spectator seating,
B -
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two jury deliberation rooms
with toilet facilities, three
judges' chambers with private

toilets, three secretary
offices, two law clerk
offices, and a secured

reception area.
Phase III

A. Remodeling of approximately
800 square feet on the first
floor of the old building to
provide space for a multi-
purpose hearing room, and a 6~
person jury deliberation room.

B. Remodeling of approximately
144 square feet on the first
floor of the new building to
provide a private office for
the deputy clerk.
This project also improved the
security system in the complex by
providing the following:

1. Silent electronic panic button
alarms in all judges' cham-
bers, all judges' secretary
offices, all in-court clerk
stations, and all judges'
benches,

2.  An expanded security monitor-
ing panel in the judicial
service section of the state
trooper area.

Plans for future remodeling in the
Anchorage court facility include the
remodel of an existing courtroom to
create a media room designed for
members of the press and others who
wish to use electronic equipment to
record court proceedings. Also,
secured reception areas on the
second and third floors are part of
the remodeling plans for FY 83.

Homer

In FY 82 the court gystem acquired
1100 équare feet of expansion space
adjacent to the Homer courthouse.
This new space provides for an en-
larged law library and two attorney
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offices which can be used by the
Department of Law and Public
Defender. This frees offices in the
courthouse for use as witness/con—
ference rooms.  Remodeling of the
existing court facility was also
completed, to include a soundpron
corridor which will improve traffic
flow from the clerk's office to the
magistrate's office and allow the
present small library to be used as
a hearing room.

Kenail

During FY 82, the court system
completed a remodeling of approx-
imately 4000 square feet in the
Kenai courthouse. This project
provided space for an additional 12-
person jury courtroom, a jury delib-
eration room with toilet facilities,
a judge's chambers with toilet
facilities, a secretary/reception
area, a law clerk office, a small
storage room, a small conference
room, and expansion of the clerk's
office.

Also included in this project was
the remodeling of space allotted to
the department of law. This created
four private offices, a storage
room, clerical space, and a secre-
tary/reception area.

Kodiak

In December 1981, 930 square feet of
office space was remodeled on the
first floor in the Kodiak courthouse
to allow the clerk's office to
relocate from a congested area on
the second floor. This relocation
of the clerk's area was the -first
phase of a major remodeling effort
to improve and expand the court
faqilities in Kodiak.

The second phase of this preject
included the remodeling of -approx-
imately 2000 square feet of space on
the second floor. This provided
space for an enlarged 12-person jury
courtroom, a jury deliberation/mul-
ti-purpose room with toilet facil-

50

ities, a prisoner control room, a
public waiting area, a visiting
judge's chambers, two conference
rooms, and improved storage
capability.

Naknek

The court system completed negotia-
tions for the lease of approximately
1600 square feet of space located on
the first floor of the Bristol Bay
Borough Building in Naknek. Plans
for this space include the creation
of a small 12-person jury courtroom,
a jury deliberation/conference room,
a clerk's area with public counter,
a magistrate's office and two small
attbrney/witness conference rooms,
The court system 1is scheduled to
relocate into this space in early
February 1983,

St. Paul Island

The court system negotiated with the
City of St. Paul for the lease of
approximately 530 square feet of
office space for the magistrate and
a courtrocm. This space is located
in the S8t. Paul Municipal Build-
ing. The basic term of this lease
is five years with an option to
renew for five additional one-year
periods.

FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Fairbanks

In October 1981, extensive work was
completed which upgraded the exist-
ing heating, ventilation, and air-
conditioning system in the Fairbanks
courthouse. These improvements pro-
vided an increased volume of cool
air circulating to the courtrooms
and office during periods of high
outside temperature. This work was
completed with the cooperation of
the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities, Division - of

General Design and Construction, and

the Division of Maintenance & Opera-—
tions. Additional work remains to

e e e Y

magistrate's

b

e €L L s i e s T

be done on this project, and DOT is
requesting a capital appropriation
to finance this project in FY 84.

The clerk's office in the Fairbanks
courthouse was expanded. This pro-
ject added office space by recon-
figuring the hallway and entry area
adjacent to the-clerk's office. In
addition, two private offices were
constructed.

Healy

In July 1981, the court system moved
to a new facility in Healy. The new
leased facility of 1220 square feet
was built to court system specifica-—
tions and provides for a small
superior court. .The space includes
a small courtroom capable of being
used for 12-person jury trials, a
office, a clerk's
office with public counter, and a
jury deliberation/multi-purpose

room. The  court system relocated

into this new space from a single

room in the main truck storage area
of the Tri-Valley Volunteer Fire
Department.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

In June 1981, the Alaska Court
System established new minority
hiring goals.
the entire Alaska Court System was
to have at least 18% of the work-
force comprised of minorities. The
target date for completion of this
goal was June 1982,
minorities comprised only 16.7% of
the workforce. However, at the end
- of - 1982, the Alaska Court System
exceeded its goal. As of December
31, 1982, 18.5% of all Alaska Court
System employees were minorities.

The total goal for

In June 1982,

During 1982, 144 permanent classi-
fied positions were filled within
the court system. Of the 144 posi-
tions filled, 122 were filled by
newly hired employees and 22 were
filled by the promotions of existing
personnel,

Of the 122 newly hired
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employees, 102 were Caucasian, eight
were Alaska Native, five were Black,
three were Asian Pacific Islanders
and ‘four were employees classified
as .other minorities.
promoted - employees, 18 were
Caucasién; two were Alaska Native,
one was Black and one was classified
as other minority.

It appears that the Alaska Court
System continues to make strides in
attracting or promoting minorities
into para~professional, professional
and managerial positions. At the
end of 1980, 11.5% of the minority
employees were at salary ranges 13-
19; at the end of 1981, 14.3%Z of the
minority employees were in these
salary ranges. However, neither in
1980 nor in 1981 were there minority
employees in salary ranges 21-28.
In 1982, 14.6%Z of the minority
employees are in salary range 13 and
~above and  minorities are now
represented in salary ranges 21-28,

More women than ever before are

being placed in managerial posi-

tions. In 1981, 28.5%Z of the
positions at range 21 and above were
filled by women. 1In 1982, 33-1/3%

at this level are filled by women.

v i . &
Personnel Director Frank Raye and
Anchorage Jury Clerk Sally Adams

Of the 22.
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CLASSIFIED POSITIONS
. fﬁﬂf, Total Caucasian Alaska 4 Black . Asian/Pacific Other Total i
e Number of Native - ’ Islander Minority L
. Location Employees  Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Actual Goal Hiring Goal =
3 lst District 42 3% N/A 4 6 1 * 3 * 0 * g |
. ¢ A S : B
‘ 2nd District 11 5 N/A 4 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 6
B 3rd District 42 . 33 N/A 6 5 6 * 1 * 2 * 6%
A Anchorage 172 143 N/A 7 8 14 8 3 3 5 3 24 N
4th District 12 5 N/A 6 8 1 0 - 0 0 0 0 8
Fairbanks 7 61  N/A 4 3 4 3 1 * 1 1 9% o
e Appellate Courts 38 34 N/A 1 4 0 * 3 * 0 * 6% .
g Administration =~ 56 47 NA 4 3 3 3 0 _* 2 x 10%
3 12 4 T o

TOTAL " ’ 444 362 N/A 36 43 23 - 14 11

*Goals are computed by multiplying the number of available positions by the percentage of a specific minority present in
an area's population. If the resulting number is less than one-half a position, no specific goal is assigned to that
minority group. However, when the sum of the fractions of all minority groups equaled one or more positions, these
positions were added to the total minority hiring goal. ‘
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EMPLOYEE ACHIEVEMENT AWARD PROGRAM

The Employee  Achievement  Award
Program was started in April 1981 by
Personnel Director Frank Raye. The
program's goal is to reward out-
standing job performance, innovative
improvements and time saving techni-
ques. Only classified permanent or
probationary employees are eligible
for nomination. = Winners of  the
award receive a wall plaque and from
one to three days off with pay.

fhe | following employees have
received the quarterly achievement
award since May 1981:,

1. Mary Jo Carr. y
secretary to the fourth district

Mary Jo was the

area court administrator, Pat
Aloia. Fairbanks District Court
Judge Steve Cline nominated her
on the basis of what he
described as her ‘"outstanding
job performdnce which
contianually amazes me,...doing
what she does with extreme
efficiency and courtesy and
actually volunteering to do work
in areas where if would not be
expected of her as & ,'business
as usual' way of doing things."
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g

Charlene Dolphin.

J

Edward Pinkstaff., Pinky, as he
is known to  his friends,
received the achievement award
for his suggestion relating to
improved mail delivery at a
substantial cost saving to the

court system. He works as a
mail clerk in court supply in
Anchorage.

court training assistant,
Charlene regularly travels to
help clerical staffs at 16 rural
court locations in southcentral
Alaska including the Aleutian
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chain, Kodiak, Glennallen,
Valdez, Cordova, the Kenai
peninsula and the Bristol Bay
area. Susan Miller, the magis-

trate system coordinator for the
court system,.nominated Charlene
for having designed a statewide
case numbering system which
"improves the flow of documents
between court locations through-
out  Alaska." Susan  also
credited Charlene for creating
an. arrest warrant and summons
card which is effective not only
in maintaining control of
warraants and summons, but which
also allows warrants to be
recalled quickly when necessary
to avoid false arrest. As a
result of her many contribu-
tions, former Chief Justice Jay
A. Rabinowitz appointed Charlene
to the supreme court advisory
committee on forms early this

year.

4. Jo Hall. Jo was commended for

exceptional work and for
identifying and taking on
additional tasks to reduce

clerical backlogs in many court
locations. Goldeen Goodfellow,
the clerk of the Anchorage trial
courts who nominated Jo, praised
her for ‘traveling to the out-
lying courts whenever there was
an illness or. a backlog of work,
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and coming back with suggestions
that could ease the stress in
those courts." Jo completed
such assignments in Kotzebue,
Kenai, Homer and Palmer.

d

5. Anna Creasey. Anna worked for
fifteen years as chief deputy
clerk for the superior court in
Fairbanks before she retired and
moved with her husband, Ron, to
Homer in  August 1975. In
December 1976, she was asked to
come out of retirement to assist
the Homer court as clerk. She
has been the clerk (and acting
magistrate) there since that
date.

In his nomination letter, Homer
District Court Judge Hornaday
commended Anna as "a leader 1in
the court system"” and for her
work as a member of several
statewide .committees oan court
system improvements.

LAW LIBRARIRS

?echnology continued to play an
lmportaat role in the daily opera-
Clons of the Anchorage law library
during 1982, Interlibrary 1loan
requests are now transmitted to the
University of Washington's Resource
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Sharing Program by electronic mail
and copies of journal articles may
soon be received using telefacsimile
equipment. The Washington Library
Network provides network biblio-
graphic support and systems and also

produces microfiche catalogs of
Anchorage holdings on a regular
basis. Expansion  of =~ WHESTLAW

searching to the legal community om
a fee basis permits wide use of
computer assisted legal research.

Significant equipment purchases for
state law libraries have included
miczofiche reader  printers for
Fairbanks, Juneau and Ketchikan.
Subscribing to selected federal and
state materials in microfiche format
instead of hard copy will ease space
problems in these libraries. The
Anchorage law library acquires most
federal legislative documents on
microfiche and during 1982 completed
purchase of the microfiche serial
set retrospective to 1970.

During the year, several libraries
were reorganized or moved entirely
to larger areas, including those in
Homer, Wrangell, Ketchikan and
Sitka. Remodeling continues at the
Kotzebue court in an effort to pro-
vide adequate space for a superior
court book collection.

Appointments of three superior court

judges in mnon-Anchorage locations
will require  upgrading library
facilities at those courts: Palmer,

Barrow and Wrangell. These libaries
are currently being maintained at a
level appropriate for district court
operations.

FORMS COMMITTEE FY 82

Fiscal year 1982 was a very active
year for the forms committee. The
forms committee is comprised of
Superior Court Judge Victor Carlson,
District Court Judge Glen Anderson,
Magistrate Brigitte McBride, Clerk
of Court Wayne Wolfe, Area Court
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Assistant Bob

Magistrae Training

Martin

Administrator Kristen Carlisle,
Manager of Special Projects Susan
Miller, Rural Court Training

Assistant Charlene Dolphin, Magis-
trate Training Assistant -Bob Martin
and Deputy Director of Operations
Rick Barrier,

Deputy Director of Operations Rick
Barrier
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The full committee met several times
during the year, and prepared and
distributed a complete revision of
the small claims forms and a com-
plete . revision of the criminal

forms. These two sets of forms are .

the most  heavily used of all the
standardized forms,  and both sets
had not gone under major revisions
since their original creation. The
forms committee also reviewed and
approved other miscellaneous forms,
and ratified forms developed by
members of the administrative staff
and the procedures developed by the
forms mini-committee.

The forms mini-committee was estab-—
lished in April 1982, comprised of
the non—judicial Anchorage members
of the full forms committee. The
mini-committee initially met weekly
and then less frequently. This
committee, with the concurrence of
the full committee, took responsgi-
bility for reviewing all requests to
court supply for printing new and
revised - forms. The mini~committee
developed procedures for reporting
new forms to the trial courts, the
forms committee bulletin system.

The  mini-committee also  worked
closely with the supply section to
develop a more efficient method of
handling requests from the trial

courts for the printing of new and
revised forms., The mini-committee
took over responsibility for asgsign-
ing numbers to all court forms and
maintaining a ‘library of currently
approved forms.

Other members of the administrative
staff were working individually
during this time period on new sets
of forms in response to legislation
passed in 1981, Cindy McBufney,
judicial education coordinator, and
Charlene Dolphin, rural training
asgistant, developed standard
probate/sanity forms in response to
the new mental commitment bill, and
also developed domestic violence
forms in response to the domestic
violence bill, Charlene Dolphin and
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Bob Martin worked together to revise
the small claims handbook following
the revision of the small claims
forms by the full committee. :

PERSONNEL CHANGES

During FY 1982 two major personnel
changes occurred in the adminis-
trative office. Dick Delaplain
became the manager of technical
operations, replacing Mel Martin who
had previously left the court to
pursue a Ph.D. Former Superior
Court Judge Thomas Stewart was
appointed to the position of court
rules attorney, a position
established by the 1981 legislature.

COURT SPECIALIST'S REPORT

The position of court specialist is
a combination staff and operations
position, The present incumbent
serves as area court administrator
for the second judicial district,
assisting the presiding judge and
other judges of the district with
administrative matters. In a staff
capacity, the incumbent has . worked
on the following projects:

Jury Management

The statewide jury management system
was revised to improve juror selec-
tion by eliminating out-of-state and
deceased residents, and improving
the court's ability to eliminate
duplicate names. - The multitude of
various jury forms were reduced to
three statewide forms. A permanent
jury excusal file was established to
eliminate the subsequent summoning
of an individual who was permanently
excused. Administrative rules were
revised for. improved jury manage-
ment.

Records Management

A records retention schedule has
been developed for the reten-
tion/destruction of court records.
This 1is the first step 1in the
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development of a comprehensive
program for dealing with the records
management . problems in trial
courts. Work will continue to
address the areas of microfilming,
storage, and retrieval of records.

Pretrial Delay

At the state judicial conference in
June 1982, the judges from each
district worked om plans for reduc-
ing pretrial delay in both civil and
criminal matters. A continuing
priority program for all courts will
be to implement delay reduction
efforts in the several districts,
and the administrative office will
aid and assist in this work as well
as monitor progress.

Technical Assistance

Part of the responsibility of the
position of court specialist is to
provide operational assistance to
the trial courts. During the period
of January through June of 1982, the
court specialist was reassigned to
the Anchorge district court to
assist in improving caseflow manage-

ment . The following changes were
implemented:
A calendaring/administrative

office was established for the
district court.

The civil calendar/case manage-
ment process was automated. All
pending <cases were placed on
this system. Internal calendars
are being generated. External
notices are being printed.

Civil and criminal case process-
ing  procedures/policies  were
documented and distributed for
comment .

Facility changes were
mented to establish a permanent
arraignment courtroom and calen-
daring/administrative office.

imple-

57

P4
S
9
o
a
®

Jouadn

, Vo e e

e

SR VRS A RN

.,_,,,,‘J‘J'o.!jhﬁ!aw

spoday Jeivads

)
. [l
=
O
| &




[

Pyrec‘eding page blank

Ketcﬂékan Clerk of Court K
computier

Operations.

AUTMOATION IN THE COURT SYSTEM

In the last half of 1982, the Alaska
Court System embarked on a large
scale project to implement automated
data/word processing equipment and
systems in selected courts. It is
the intent of this 20-24 month
project to automate 100% of the
superior court .caseload statewide,
and approximately 90-95%Z of the
district court/magistrate caseload
" statewide. In addition to trial
court applications, a similar system
will be implemented in the appellate
court clerk's office.

In the past, when a local court
demonstrated an = increase in _ its
workload, new - clerical positions
were added to the court to cope with
the ‘“increased duties. Proposed
constitutional limitations ou state

e >

risten Carl

'18 months.

isle learns how to Opérate the new
equipment from Mark Beaudin, Systems Analyst for Technical

spending coupled with projected
decreased state revenues will make
it very difficult for local courts
to. respond .to increasingly complex
records processing and case manage-
\?entftasks in this manner.

The goal of this automation project
is to use microcomputers and other
data/word processing technology to
allow the court s&stem to keep
spending down and at the same time

assist local courts to efficiently -

handle increased caseloads and
complex litigation with existing
-gtaff. ' '

*As of Jénuary 1983, Kenai, Kodiak,

Ketchikan and Nome trial courts have
had these new microcomputer systems
installed. There will be 14 addi-
tional systems installed in the next
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order to achieve the desired

increase in the ratio of filings to
full-time clerical positions, the
following applications are being
considered for inclusion in each
system implemented:

automated case records (all case
types)

automated case calendaring (case
scheduling and calendar produc-
tion)

automated name indexes (elimi- .

nates the need for cards)

automated accounting (machine
generated receipts and account-
ing reports)

automated management informatiom
(each system will be able to
track cases from filing to dis-
position and provide all routine
or ad hoc management reports.
This would, for example, alert
clerks to fines due, SIS cases
in need of review, filings due,
or scheduled events for each
case, etc.

automated jury management (once
master jury lists have been

compiled, all qualifications,
summons, - excusdls, deferrals,
pay records, etc, can - be

produced locally)

word  processing applications
(each system will be able to
simultaneously perform a fuli
range of data processing and
word processing)

on-line access to all active
case records (courts will have
multiple terminals that will
Aallow clerks to immediately
inquire about, update, or modify
any active case record)

on-line case indexes (all
parties to a case will be
indexed and can be accessed via
a phonetic name search. A name

spelling similar to the ome
desired would retrieve all
records with a similar name)

- on-line management reports (a

flexible report generating
program will be included that

will allow judges and clerks to

request immediate reports
regarding almost - any type of
case related information)

- automated statistical informa-

tion (these systems will com-
pletely replace the current
statewide ‘case reporting
system. The administrative
.office will retrieve any statis-
tical information it needs from
the automated systems. Clerks
will no longer have to fill out
the case reporting forms)

~  automated case  dispositions
reporting (traffic and possibly
criminal - case dispositions can
be automatically forwarded to
appropriate state agencies)

Each system installed will be a
complete . trial court management
package. Case calendaring,
indexing, routine forms generation,
accounting, jury nmanagement and
caseflow management are features
being considered for inclusion.
Complete statistical reports will be
available to court personnel onm
demand. For example, these systems
can produce daily tickler lists for
all cases that require specified
action on a given date or range of
dates. Analyses of all pending
cases can be routinely conducted to
identify  cases that are  not
progressing satisfactorily or are
approaching a deadline (e.g.,
criminal cases approaching 120 days,
civil cases with filings due, cases
with fines due, cases due for annual
review, etc.). These systems will
be designed to allow the clerks and
judges to efficiently control and
direct their court's activities,
thus avoiding having to vreact to
unexpected occurrences.
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It is anticipated that full imple~
mentation of this project will take
appfoximately 20~24 months. System
§e31gn, initial and follow—up train-
ing and system maintainence will be
provided by the administrative
offige's technical operations
section,

ANCHORAGE COURTHOUSE EXPANSION
PROJECT

The most significant need of the
Alaska Court System for FY 84 is the
authorization to begin construction
of a major addition to the Anchorage
court complex. The previous legis-
lature approved a $9.9 million
capital appropriation to the court
system for design of a new Anchorage
court facility, acquisition of
property, and remodeling necessary
to join the new building with the
existing facilities. The legisla-
ture has recognized the fact that
the court facilities are overcrowded
and need expansion space. A number
of court and related offices have
already been forced out of the
existing court facilities, including
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the administrative office of the
courts, public defender, the
Judicial council, portions of the
district attorney's offices, and the
attorney general's office. These
9ffices are paying nearly $1 million
1n rent each year. To make room for
these offices, and to plan for the
future growth of the. court, the
court system has developed plans for
a new  facility which would
adequately provide for the space
needs of the court for the next 25
years, The continuing growth in
cases and the resulting pressure on
the existing facility dictate that
new facilities be constructed in the
immediate future. Any delays at
this point will 1lead to severs
operational problems within the
courts and an inconveunience to the
public that would not be acceptable.

The' court system has in previous
years submitted a ‘capital budget
request for the construction funds

for this new court facility.
However, a review of the funding
alternatives has indicated that the
total long-term cost to the state
would be less if a private developer
builds the building and leases it
back to the state with an option to
purchase in the future. Also, with
an estimated cost of $35 to $50
million (depending upon the configu~
ration), and with the state facing
lower revenues and cash reserves in
the immediate future, a 1leased
facility offers an attractive
alternative to state construction,

. The  executive branch has been

woFking on a plan to build an office
building in Anchorge under a similar
lease arrangement with a private
deYeloper. The response from the
Private sector has been good, and
such a project will benefit the
state and the private sector. One
difference that exists between the
court system project and that of the
executive branch is that the court
will have a detailed design prior to
seeking bids from the private
sector. It is anticipated that this
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should lead to a very competitive
bid from the private sector.

This proposed addition would be
located adjacent to the two existing
buildings (called the old and new
Anchorage buildings) and would add
approximately 200,000 ¢to 270{000
gross square feet of space. Besides
providing for the expansion needs of
the court system until 2010, the new
building will allow for the expan-—
sion of the following court-related
offices: judicial services section
of the staty troopers, department of
law, public defender, and judicial
council.,

The new building will provide space
for the following:  fourteen trial
courtrooms with adequate support
space, one high-security arraignment
courtroom, one courtroom designed

~specifically for use by members of

the news media, four hearing rooms
for family court including two for
divorce matters and two for child-
ren's matters, and two probate court
hearing rooms. The building will
also -allow for expansion of the
clerk's office and 1law library.
Office space will be provided for
the public defender (with separate
public access), special prosecutions
and appeals section of the attorney
general's office, administrative
director, area court administrator,
central court supply storage and
technical operations, which includes
computer operations and statistical
research.

PROPOSED OFFICE OF PUBLIC ADVOCACY

The Alaska Court System presently
perferms three functions which are
not judicial in nature:

1. Appointment of attorneys to
represent indigent defendants
who cannot be represented by the
public defender due to a
conflict of interest within that
agency [required by AS
18.85.130(a)];

2. Appointment of attorneys to
serve as guardians ad litem and
attorneys in  civil cases,
including children's proceedings
and divorce cases (required by
AS 09.65.130).

3. DPublic guardian services
(required by AS 13.26.370).

The public guardian's  role as
provider of social work and advocacy
services stands in contrast to the

court's primary responsibility,
which is the adjudication  of
disputes. :

With regard to  court-appointed
counsel, although it is appropriate
for the court to identify the need
for counsel in a given case, ongoing
supervision of representation is an

administrative function. This task
substantially relates to <client
advocacy. Both social work and
advocacy services are mnot proper
court functions, and should be

removed from the judicial branch.

Since it is inappropriate and costly
to the state for the court to con-
tinue -to oversee these functions,
the court system proposes reallo-
cating these services to the execu-
tive branch by creating an agency
called the Office of  Public
Advocacy. It is projected that the
office could result in a savings to
the state of §750,000 in FY 84
alone.

Outline cf Proposed Office

The proposed office would be part of
the department of administration,
It would be headed by the public
advocate, who would be an attor-
ney., The public advocate would have
broad authority to appoint subor-

dinates " and to establish office
procedures . as he or she deemed
appropriate.

The office would provide public
guardians to persons unable to
procure guardianship services,
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guardians ad litem when required by
the court, and experts and visitors

in  all guardianship cases (as
currently required by AS
13.26.131). The office would also

“provide . legal representation and/or
‘guardian_ggvlitem.services to minors
in custody proceedings, representa-
tion in public defender conflict

cases, representation in Alaska
Legal Services custody conflict
cases, representation to indigent
respondents in guardianship

proceedings, and to other persons as
Services could be
provided either by staff or by
contract in such a manner as to
avoid conflicts of interest. '

The most efficient way to handle

these services is through the
creation of offices in the major
locations around the state
(Anchorage, Fairbanks and

Juneau/Ketchikan) that would service
all . three needs. This will permit
the sharing of resources, including
space, attorneys, clerical support,
and other administrative costs. In
developing the staffing requirements
and other costs associated with the
creation of these affices, it was
determined that in many instances it
would be less costly for the state
to establish full time offices with
full time employees rather than
contract for these services. The
proposed budget for this new office
indicates a total of six full time
attorney positions plus the public
advocate (who is also an attornmey)
to cover the legal workload. Funds
are also budgeted for contract
guardians ad litem . and attorneys in
criminal cases where either a triple
conflict exists or else for
assistance in remote locations.

Cost Savings to the State

The total proposed budget for the
Office of Public Advocacy is
$1,540,000. The amount requested in
the Alaska Court System budget for
these functions in FY 84 is
$2,291,500. Therefore, the creation

f?\\ i

-of this new office can save the

state approximately $750,000 in FY
84 alone.

In projecting the cost of providing
these services in the future, it is
obvious that the savings to the
state will continue to increase each
year if this new office is estab-
lished.

in FY 74, and the guardian ad litem
budget was

year. In FY 84, the court will pay

91,885,000 for attorney and guardian

ad litem services. These costs have

‘risen much- more rapidly than the

cost of providing these services by
the public defender. The current
cost per case for court-appointed
counsel is over three times that of
the cost per case of the public
defender. The office structure
established in the proposed budget
is capable of absorbing reasonable

caseload increases with no addi~
tional staff. The alternative of
continuing to contract with

attorneys can only cost more. If
the court is ever forced to pay at
an hourly rate equal to standard
customary charges of the attorneys,
the cost to the state would be
prohibitive.

Better Service to the Public

‘payment for gservices.
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The public will be better served by
4 new agency. Persons appointed as
public guardian should be trained in
social work, and the office should
specialize in meeting the needs of
wards. This will not be possible .as
long as the office is staffed by
court system personnel and headed by
the coroner/public administrator.

With regard to court appointed
attorneys, court system administra-
tive resources have extended only as
far as preparation of contracts and
This limited
role may have been sufficient in
1974, when the budget for criminal
conflict representation was $140,000
and when  funds allocated for

The budget for criminal -
conflict representation was $140,000 -

$2,000 in that same
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guardians ad litem totalled only
$2,000. However, FY 83 funds
allocated to compensate court

appointed attorneys and guardians ad
litem total $1,444,400. A program
of this - magnitude should  be
supervised and evaluated on an
ongoing basis. The court  system
cannot and should not undertake
comprehensive administration of
advocacy services.

CAPITAL BUDdET — ELECTRONIC COURT
RECORDING EQUIPMENT

4

The court system FY 84 capital
budget request is comprised of ome

project - the implementation of new

in~court recording systems through-
out the state. This request is a

result of the obsolescence of the
existing reel-to-reel tape recording
equipment and unavailability of new
or replacement machines compatible
with the present equipment.

e e

The court system ' has utilized

- electronic court recording equipment

since statehood. The advantages of
electronic reporting have  been
repeatedly documented, most recently
by the legislative budget and audit
committee in a report dated March
21, 1980. This report identified a
cost savings to the Anchorage trial
courts alone of approximately
$800,000 per year in utilizing
electronic court reporting in lieu
of manual -court reporting.

The financial savings from the use
of electronic equipment benefit both
the court system and the general
public, In many cases, the
necessity for expensive transcrip-
tion is eliminated. The taped court
record can be easily duplicated onto
a conventional audio cassette at low
cost. Last year more than 20,000
cagsette copies of court proceedings
were furnished by the court system,
each copy containing the equivalent
of more than 50. written transcript

pages. Cassettes are furnished at
$5.00 per copy, as compared to a
typed transcript which currently

costs $3.25 per page in Anchorage.
Members of the public may also
listen to recordings of non-
confidential court proceedings at
any court location at no cost, using
court~furnished playback equip-
ment. Easy access to a court record
i1s thus never denied to anyone
because of a person's inability to
pay for a copy.

The electronic recording equipment
currently in use was installed in
1973. The system is comprised of
heavily modified four-channel Akai
home entertainment reel-~to-reel tape
recorders along with several pieces
of peripheral equipment. This
recording system has been rendered
functionally obsolete in the last
few years by the development of
four-channel cassette recorders
specifically designed for courtroom
use. These new recorders signifi-
cantly improve courtroom efficiency
through advances in technology.
Microprocessor controls on the new
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‘Speed,

recorders allow
recovered and

testimony to be
played back with
ease and accuracy during
court proceedings, thus expediting
the proceedings. Reliable ' protec~-
tion against  acc¢idental . over~
recording or erasure  is furnished.
Recording volume 1is automatically
set to the correct level, ensuring
maximum clarity of the record at all
times. These features are not
present on the current system. Yet,
despite these many advantages, the
new equipment is substantially less
complex than the Akai system
presently in use, and is easier to
operate, maintain and repair.

factors make the
equipment more

Two additional

newer cassette
desirable. First, duplication in
the cassette format 1is easier and
can be accomplished with less expen-
sive and more compact machinery.
Less time and skill are required to
produce a cassette copy. Second,
reel-to-reel recording  équipment
compatible with the Akai system is
no longer available except at
substantial cost. This is a key
factor, as increased equipment needs
resulting from court expansion have
now consumed almost the entire
supply of spare recording equip-
ment , Little 1is available for
emergency backup use and none is
available for use in future court
expansion.

As a result of these considerations,
the court system began a survey in
1982 of available electronic court
reporting equipment with the intent
of replacing the existing system.

The court system purchased three
different  cassette  format court
recorders and subjected these to
detailed analysis. In addition,

detailed manufacturer's data sheets
for the only available reel-to-reel
court recorder were examined. The
court system rejected this reel-to-
reel recorder because of its cost
and because record duplicaticn from
it was difficult and expensive.
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The cassette format recorders were
found to be substantially different
in functional and operational
features. Only one, the Gyyr ACR-7,
completely met the court system's
established criteria. This machine
is sold by an Alaskan distributor
and is completely manufactured in
the United States,

Efficient electronic court reporting

equipment = must contain  several
features unavailable on any commer-
cial recorder, The electronic

engineering office has designed an
interface unit incorporating these
fezatures which will be installed
with the new recorders. One of the
primary features will be a telephone

connection which will permit an
individual not present in the
courtroom to listem to ongoing
proceedings. It is anticipated that

substantial reductions in prisoner
transportation costs may be realized

through utilization of this
device. Reduction of civil litiga~
tion costs may also be through

elimination of the need to transport
certain witnesses:

New recorders are only part of the
answer to the problem of upgrading
recording system performance.
Microphone technology has advanced
in the past decade. A court system
survey led to the selection of Crown
PZM microphones. These units are
over twice as sensitive as those
currently in use in. Alaska court-
rooms and are incouspicuous, which
may reduce the degree of intimida-
tion some people feel when they are
confronted by microphones.

The total cost of this project is
$1,410,918. This includes the
replacement of recording equipment
in all the courtrooms in the state
and the associated machines used for
playback and transcription, tape
duplicators, improved microphones,
interface and amplifier units, and
tape storage equipment. It is
anticipated that 'installation will
begin in September 1983 and should
be completed by March 1984.
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LEGISLATION AFFECTING THE COURTS

1982 Session

The Twelfth Legislature enacted a
number of bills affecting the
judiciary. :

Domestic Violence

Statutes relating to domestic

" violence were amendéd to extend the

period in which court orders remain
in. effect, to provide that any peace
officer (not just a state trooper)
can be designated to serve process,
to include violence against persons
who hive not married but have 1lived
ir. a "spousal relationship," and to
permit the court to direct the
respondent to engage in counselling
[Chapter 61].

Number of Superior Court Judges

The number of superior court judges
increased from 23 to 26. Judgeships
were created at Barrow and Palmer,
and Wrangell was wupgraded from a
district to a  superior = court
location. [Chapter 70].

Supreme <Court Authority Over Court

w & ARy o M /',3\',79
warrant , Finally, specific
procedures were adopted for
inventury and disposition of

property of unclaimed bodies. These
changes  promoted efficiency by
simplifying the procedures which
coroners wmust follow. {Chapter
107]. '

Election Cases

Facilities

The supreme court's express statu-—
tory authority over all matters
relating to the planning, construc-—
tion, maintenance and occupancy of
coure facilities was extended for
another two years. [Chapter 70].

Coroner Mattets

-~ Statutes relating to inquests were

revised. The duties of the coroner
were clarified. An inquest is no
longer required if a grand jury will
inquire into the death, Also, a
verdict that a killing occurred by
criminal means will be submitted to
the prosecutor, as opposgsed to the
previous language which wequested
the coroner to digsue an @ arrest

Formerly the validity of a
candidate's right to office was
tested by an original cause of
action in the supreme court. A new
section, AS 15.13.120(h), provides
that charges against successful
candidates and their campaign
treasurers shall be promptly tried

in superior court and accorded
preferential calendaring. [Chapter
134].

Exemptions

Legislation drafted by the Code
Revision Commission modernized
allowable exemptions from execution
on judgments, but alsoc created new
court procedures. As a result, a
complete revision of execution forms
was required. The court system also
prepared a handbook for wuse by
creditors, debtors and court clerks
explaining the new exemption
procedures. [Chapter 62].

Videotaped Testimony

A new law permits the state to
videotape the testimony of a child
who is a victim of a sexual offense,
and to exclude the public from the
courtroom  during testimony = at
trial. [Chapter 67].

Custodz

The court can now award shared
custody in divorce proceedings if
the court determines it is in the
child's best interest. The court
must state the reasons for denying a
request fur shared custody. Custody
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proceedings may be closed to the
public if warranted. Additionally,
the court may order mediation, with
costs to be paid by the parties or
by the state if both are indigent.
[Chapter 88].

Criminal Code

The legislature prohibited release
of a defendant on his or her own
recognizance when the defendant is
charged with a class A or unclassi-
fied felonmy. Derivative  use
immunity rather than the transac—
tional immunity approach was
adopted. Additionally, the insanity
defense has been changed to include
a verdict of '"guilty but mentally
ill." [Chapter 143].

67

e

arefeddy

1op8dng

=

- jomsIg-

2

Kessopn

ﬁ“

5
s

"
&

o




ST T =T T ) - - - — i = e St - Bt 2

had

S e T SRR

e a1y B B L e e

g

FOREWORD : compared with table in the FY 81
report.

During FY 81, the administrative

office conducted a review of the This  statistical ' supplement is

data collection, data processing and designed primarily for research

analysis  procedures upon which applications. It 1is comprised of

annual reports have been based. It six sections dealing with appellate

was the conclusion of this review and trial court statistics and a

that substantial changes should be glossary of terms. Trial court

made in these procedures. The FY 81 'statistics are comprised of superior

annual  report - reflected these court, high volume district court

changes in that substantially less and low volume district court data.

detailed case processing information

was published. Any reader with questions, comments
3 or suggestions to offer omn this

The  administrative office  is statistical supplement is encouraged

continuing with a two year program to contact the:

to revise its data collection and

data processing capabilities and Manager, Technical Operations

procedures. The backbone of this Administrative Director's Office

program involves the implementation 303 K Street

of several micro-processor based Anchorage, Alaska 99501

computers in local courts to support Telephone: (907) 264~0544

day-to~day operations in the court

and simultaneously provide . all

necessary statistical information to

the adwministrative office. These

computer systems are discussed in

the fdpecial reports section of this

annual report.
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During the two year transition to
our new data collection system, -we
will be publishing significantly
less detailed information in our
annual reports. The data will,
however, be consistent from year to
year. As we  accomplish the
transition to a new data collection
and processing system, we will E!
gradually reintroduce.- the level of Q. .
specificity that was contained in ﬁ
<2
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previous annual reports. For i
readers who have come to expect and * el
rely on the detailed data that is , Co PR
omitted in this report, we ask that , ' I
you bear with wus during this By
transition period.

Lot

This year's annual report (FY 82)
contains the same level of detail as
was contained in the FY 81 annual
report, Therefore, tables from the
FY 82.. report «can be directly
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" SUPREME COURT

SUMMARY OF FILINGS

FY 79/80 - FY 81/82

TYPE OF CASE

FY709/80 | FY80/8T

FY81/82

% INCREASE
FY 80/81

to FY 81/

i

Appeals:

Civil

283

301

260

-14

* Criminal

141

31

36

+16

* Sentence

55

17

-94

Petitions for Review

147

120 .

103

-14

Original Applications

25

24

16

-33

TOTAL

651

493

416

-16

Fiscal Year july

1 - June 30

SUPREME COURT

SUMMARY OF DISPOSITIONS

" TYPE OF CASE

FY79/80 | FY80/81

FY81/82

% INCREASE

Appeals:

Civil

1266

267

273

~+2P

* Criminal

132

240

26 |

-89

*“Sentence -

53 |

68

-99

Petitions for Review

148

-31

Original Applications - |

133

- 25 T

' TOTAL"

609 o

745

~*Now handied by C

ourt of Appeals
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SUPREME COURT
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION
FY 81/82 : SUPREME COURT
REASON FOR CASES PENDING
DISPOSITION BY June 30, 1982
TYPE OF CASE DISMISSAL OR TOTAL
MERIT OTHER
. CASE AWAITING
Appeals:
ppe TYPE OF CASE - STAYED || TOTAL
cvi 175 98 273 e | o, | Reconns | wmers |Hear{ndoscison lwanaare
Criminal 8 18 26 Appeals:
. cil 84 72 37 97 41 - 9 13 | 353
' - 1
Sentence ] Criminail 3 4 - 4 5 5 _ 2 2 3
Petitions for Review 17 85 102
Original Applications 8 12 20 Sentence 0 ‘
| - - - - - - - )
.I;OTAL 209 213 422 vPa‘tltlm.\s for Review 2 1 - 8 4 12 _ 2 29
% OF TOTAL 50% 50% 100% Original Applications | 1 1 - 2 - R - 1 6
Fiscal Year July 1 - June 30
| TOTAL 90 78 37 l‘ﬂ 50 19 9 18 412
SUPREME COURT T
CASES PENDING AS OF June 30, 1982 % OF TOTAL 22% | 19% | 9% | 27% | 2% | 5% | 2% | 4% | 100%
% INCREASE |}
TYPE OF CASE FY 79/80 FY 80/81 FY 81/82 FY 80/81 to FY
Appeals:
Civil 332 366 353 -4
Criminal > 222 13 23 477
Sentence * 52 i 1 1 -
A
Petitions for Review 56 28 29 + 4
Original Applications 8 10 6 ! -40
) . ' ;
TOTAL 670 418 412 -1
* Now handled by Court of .l\ppéalhg‘*i?\‘“\\ :
W 5-5
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COURT OF APPEALS

UMMARY CF FILINGS
FY 80/81 - FY 81/82

bt e AP e e i e A i i e i g b

TYPE OF CASE FY 80/81*% | FY 81/82

% INCREASE

Appeals:

Merit . 304 249

-18

Sentence o .,///Q 72 v 117

Jog,lad“h’sr

+63

" Petitions for Review | / _ 58 : 78

+34 A

Criginai Applications Y/ | -5 12

TOTAL Vo -} s | 4se

+4

*September 1980 - Jupne 1981

Fiscal Year July 1 ‘i;i’\\\June 30

RN

COURT OF APPEALS
SUMMARY OF DISPOSITIONS

TYPEOFCASE | | FY 80/81% | FY 81/82

% INCREASE

Appeals:

. Merit S a9 174

+255°

Sentence A IR | YRR 63

*+152

- Petitions for Review . ol ag 1 g

| Original Applicatio‘ns E L ,‘ 4 ; o2

+98

TOTAL | mus | 328

+]78 

~*September 1980 - June 1981




" - } mm“ . B i i A il T .:,m 5 e T e e L Rt i e e i Boan s i i 'gl‘%:;%..
s |
COURT OF APPEALS
DISPOSITIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION
FY 81/82
DISPOSITION BY |
: TYPE OF CASE . TOTAL
S . : - MERITS PN
Appeals: L :
ot 127 . 17 i COURT OF APPEALS g
47 21 - 63 e REASON FOR CASES PENDING ®
Sentence - June 30, 1982 §
Petitions for Review 22 57 79 st ‘
CASE AWAITING
: Original Applications 4 8 12 H TYPE OF CASE , STAYED || TOTAL -
o - g DRAFT AWAITING Hearing AND/OR ;
ﬁ ; DISPOSITION |  DRAFT RECORDS | BRIEFS |SUBMISSION| DECISION | MANDATE |REMAND :
) . TOTAL 195 133 328 [ . CIRCULATING | DISPOSITION
Bl )
§ % OF TOTAL 59% | 41% 100% 0 Appeals: =7
Fiscal Year July 1 - June 30 1: Merit 49 1 45 75 35 - 8 7 ]| 330 f g
| e
i Sentence 12 51 14 11 3 - 4 6 [ 101 L
COURT OF APPEALS k ' - — L
CASES PEN D'NG AS OF June 30, 1982 .I . Petitions for Review 4 7 - 2 I - - 3 17 j{: ’
bt;?’ o I T i
‘ B Original Applications - - - 1 - - = - 1 N
o !
TYPE OF CASE FY 80/81 FY 81/82 | % INCREASE 1: v N
f TOTAL 65 169 59 89 39 - 12 16 449 o b
Appeals: - ‘ o f g
{ % OF TOTAL 144% 38% | 13% 20% 9% - 3% 3% 1001 ﬁ
Merit | 255 330 +29 " ' ' 2
Sentence 47 101 , +115 i][ ‘ I? -
e Petitions for Review 18 17 -6 I : -
3 Original Applications |} 1 1 - )
¢ TOTAL 321 449 +40 o {_ "
5\ s-10 S-11
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ALASKA POPULATION
| POS%}AHON % % OF
o [ ] BT |
| P 126,333( 180,740 54,407 43% 42 . 8%,
Barow 3,451 7,098 3,647 106% 1.7%
Bethel 11,946| 13,270 1,324 11% 3.1%
Delta Junction '3,343| 5,223 1,880 56% 1.2%
Fairbanks 45,864] 58,313| 12,449 27% | 13.8%
Glenalien 774 531 -243] -31% 1%
 Haines 1,504 1,712 208! 14% 4%
Homer 1,083 2,387 1,304 120% 67 |
Juneau 13,556 21,080 7,524 56% 4.9%
Kenai 12,730| 20,686 7,956 62% 4.9%
Ketchikan T11,717] 11,373]  -344] -3% 2.7%
N P 2,389 3,571 1,182 49% 8%
Kodiak 9,409 9,728 319 3% 2.3%
Nome 4,228 6,052 1,824 43% 1.4%
patmer 6,509 19,123] 12,614 194% 4.5%
Seward 2,336 2,917 581 25% 7%
Sitka 6,109] 7,927, 1,818 30% 1.9%
Tok 836| 580  -256 -31% 1%
Valder 2,324 5,750 3,426 147% 1.4% |
Wrangell 2,423 2,486 63 3% 6%
Petarsburg 2,062 3,467 1,425 70% . 8%
Other (Lowvotume) | 31,455| 38,173 - 6,718 21% | ' 9.0%
TotaL | 302,361 422,187] 119,826 40% | 100%

BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First

42,565

55,985

13,420

327

13.3% |

Second

9,797

12,525

2,728

28%

2.9%

Third

.| 190,471

259,297

68,824"

36%

61.4%

Fourth

59,520

94,380

59%

i 22‘.47;

_ Preceding page blank
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ALASKA COURTS

DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION, POLICEMEN AND LAWYERS

TOTAL * P?";:!lfs TOTAL LA?;: RS
ocanonromusren M | el | s | i,
3+2x1000 5+2x10
Anchorage 180,740| 300 1.7 935 5.2
Barrow 7,098 = 34 4.8 5 .7
Bethel 13,270 35 2.6 15 1.1
Delta Junction 5,223 3 .6 ~ -
Fairbanks 58,313 92 1.6 143 2.5
Glennallen 531 5 9.4 1.9
- Haines 1,712 6 3.5 1.2
Homer 2,387 8 3.3 2.5
Juneau 21,080 34 1.6 157 7.4
Kenai 20,686 31 1.5 29 1.4
Ketchikan 11,373( 38 3.3 29 2.5
Kotzebue 3,571 15 4.2 5 1.4
Kodiak 9,728 32 3.3 17 1.7
Nome 6,052 13 2.1 10 1.7
Palmer 19,123 27 1.4 19 .9
Petersberg 3,467 9 2.6 2 .6
Seward 2,917] 13 4.5 2 7
Sitka 7,927 15 1.9 13 1.6
Tok 580 7 12.1 - -
Valdez 5,750 15 2.5 6 1.0
Wrangell - 2,486 7 2.8 2 .8
Total 1 384,014 739 1.9 1,398 3.6

*Criminal Justice Planning Agency Dept. of Law.
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS

First 48,045 109 2.3 | 205 4.3

Secand 9,623 28 2.9 15 1.6

Third 241,862 431 1.8 1,015 4.2

Fourth 84,484 171 | 2.0 | 163 1.9
S-16
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AUTHORIZED JUDICIAL POSITIONS

ALASKA COURTS

June 30, 1982

LOCATION SUPERIOR | DISTRICT | MAGL | yiasters | ToTAL |sTATewroe
TOTAL
Anchorage 10 7 6 4 27 |26.7%
Barrow 1 11 9%
Bethel 1 1 2 | 1.9% |
Delta Junction 1 1 9%
Fairbanks 4 4 1 9 8.9%
Glenallen 1 1 .9%
Haines 1 1 .9%
Homer 1 1 9% |
Juneau 2 1 3 2.9%
Kenai 1 1 2 1.9%
Ketchikan 1 1 2 1.9%
Kotzebue 1 1 2 1.9%
Kodiak 1 1 2 1.9%
Nome 1 1 2 1.9%
Palmer 1 1 .9%
Seward 1 1 .9%
Sitka 1 1 2 1.9%
Tok 1 1 .9%
Valdez 1 1 .9%
Wrangell 1 2 1.9%
Petersburg 1 1 .9%
Other {Low Volume) 0 0 36 0 36 35.6% |
~ TOTAL 23 16 58 4 101 [L0CO0%
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 4 3 10 0 17 |16.8%
Sacond 2 0 10 0 12 | 11.9%
Third S 12 9 20 4 45 | 44.6%
Fourth 5 4 18 0 27 126.7%

S-17
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ALASKA COURTS ALASKA COURTS ’
AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL POSITIONS OPERATING COSTS C
ASOF June 30, 1982 (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)
POSITIONS BY RANGE DOLLAR COST PER X
% OF . o ) . % OF CASE FILED o
LOCATICN BELOW THROUGH | THROUGH OVER | roraL STATEWIDE LOCATION . _’LERSONNEL OTHER | TOTAL |STATEWIDE™ Less i
12 16 ‘ 5 L | FILINGS | Eyings |- . ()
Anchorage 31 | 93 | 30 | 8 | 162 |48.3% anchorge 17,319,01,996,7 9,315.7 40,3 -
Barrow 2 1 1 0 4| 1.2% Barrow 108,6 213.94 321.4 1.4
Bethe! ! 3 0 > | 1.5% Bethel 383.8 381.4 7653 3.3 ‘
Deta dunction 0 0o | o 0| - Delta Juncton 31.8) 23] 55,4 2 _"g’ |
Fairbanks 8 44 10 5 67 [20.0% Fairbanks ~13,412,4/ 947.4 4,360.0 18,8 ®
Glenallen 1 1 0 0- 2 .6% clomallon /A N/A A | - =)
Haines 0 1 0 0. 1| .3% Haines N/A ] N/A N/A T - |
Homer 1 2 0 0 3 [ 9% Homer T 208.1]  94.7 302.4 1.3
Juneay 2 10 5 2 19 | 5.7% Juneay 1,026,1| 375,68 1,401,7 6,1 T
Kenai 2 8 2 1 13 | 3.9% Kena 621.8 223.4 845.1 3,7 ;
Ketehikan 1 7 2 |1 11 | 3.3% Ketchikan 609.11 205.3 814.4. 3,5 | [
Kotzebue 4 2 0 | 0 6 | 1.8% Kowsbue - . | 350.9) . 49.8 400.7 1.7 | =2
Kodiak 2 4 2 0 8 | 2.4% Kodiak 426.0[ 138.5 564.5 2.4 5.
Nome 1 5 1 0 7| 2.1% o 397.0] 181.5 578.5 2.5 j.-
Palmer 0 3 1 1 51 1.5% Palmer ' 212.1] 145,8 357,9 1.5
Seward L tjp oo 2| 6% Seward T 057 390 1447 6
e gitka 1 3 1 0 5| 1.5% sika 33411 73.7 407.8 1,8
Tok 0 1 0 0 1 .3% ok | 74.6] 80,1 154,79 7
Valdez 1 2 0 0 3| 9% Valde 210.8] 34.7] 245.5 1.1
Wrangel 1 0 0 0 1 .3% Wrangell 177,2| 49,00 226,20 1,0
Petersburg 0 1 0 0 1 3% | Petersburg 65,1 39.9f 105,0 D
Other {Low Volume} 8 1 i 0 0 9 2.7%] Other (Low Volume) §1,139.8| 632.5/1,772.3 7.6
TOTAL 68 193 ) 56 18 335 100 % TOTAL 7,213.7 5395&}3 2.140.0{ 100
BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS BY JUDICIAL DISTRIci' INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
- . | |
Fist 5 22 8 3 38 [11.3% “First 2,398.4 .794.9|3,193.3| 13,8
Second 5 | 7] 1 0 13 | 3.5% [secona 985,9| 494.5(1;480.4] 6.4
Thirg 43 | 115 1 35 | 10 203 160.6% Thid 9,562,4|3,027,1/2,589,5| 54,4
Fourth 15 49 12 5 81 | 24.2% Fourth - 14,267,0|1,609,8/5,876,8| 25,4 “ .
4 | 5-18 S-19




ALASKA COURTS | . |
DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION, COSTS AND JUDGES
PERCENTAGE OF STATEWIDE : i
o Anchorage 42.8 | 40.3 | 26.7 | 49.9 | 48.9
 Barow 1.7 1.4 .9 .6 .5 y‘
Bethel 3.1 3.3 1.9 1.2 1.1 i
Delta Junction 1.2 .2 .9 .4 -4
Fairbanks 13.8 18.8 8.9 ,|] 15.5 15.9 g)
Glenallen .1 .9 .6 .6 / E
Haines 4 .9 2.2 -afi'\ o
Homer 6 1.3 9 1.7 1.7 :
Junea 4.9 6.1 2.9 6.4 6.8
Kenai 4.9 3.7 1.9 4.8 4.9 ~ i
Ketchikan 2.7 3.5 | 1.9 2.8 2.9 1 :
e J/ Kotzebue .8 1.7 1.9 .7 .7 »
J Kodiak 2.3 2.4 1.9 2.4 2.5 19y
; Nome 1.4 | 2.5 | 1.9 .9 .9 e
paimer 4.5 1.5 9| 3.9 | 3.9 2
Seward 7 .6 .9 1.3 1.4
T sitka 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.6 1.6
Tok . 7 .9 6 6
Valdez 1.4 1.1 .9 .7 .7
\/ | wrangen .6 1.0 1.9 .5 .5
Petersburg .8 .5 .9 .2 .3
Other (Low Volume) | 9.0 7.6 | 35.6 | 3.0 2.9
TOTAL 100 100 | 100 100 T00
,,, o BY JUDICIAL DISTRICT INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS
First 13.3 13.8 | 16.8 | 12.3 | 12.7
second 2.9 6.4 | 11.9 1.8 1.7
y Third 61.4 | 54.4 | 44.6 | 66.9 | 66.2
o | Four 224 | 25.4 | 26.7 | 19.0 | 17.8
% 7
j%% 5\‘{)
$-20 7
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SUPERIOR COURT - CASELOAD FY 82

FY 82 statistics reflect a 23%

increase from FY 81 in superior
court caseloads. .. 7iis percentage

s

- change in workload #as not uniform

across the state. '/ Superior courts
reporting significant increases in
caseloads -included Anchorage (+37%),
Barrow (+127%), Fairbanks (+14%),
Juneau (+10%), Kenai (+9%) and

Ketchikan (+8%). Courts reporting-

significant decreases in caseloads
included Kodiak (~15%), Kotzebue (-
17%), Nome (-27%) and Sitka (-9%).

All superior courts except Nome and
Kodiak reported increases in case
dispositions during the  year.
Barrow,  Bethel, Juneau, Kenai,
Retchikan, Kot zebue and  Sitka
reported increases over 107 in case
dispositions while Nome and Kodiak
reported decreases 21% and 17%
respectively. A

Felony Cases

The number of felony case filings

increased in roughly half of the

superior courts. Anchorage, Barrow,
Fairbanks, Juneau and Kenaié all

reported felony filing increases in
excess of 15% from FY 81 while
Ketchikan,  Kodiak, Kotzebue, Nome

and Sitka reported decreases exceed-
ing 20%.

Felony case dispositions increased
in ' all courts except Ketchikan and

“Nome, Statewide, the superior

courts disposed of 56% more felony
cases during FY 82 than in FY 81.

Fifty-three perceﬁt "of - all ‘felony

' cases filed du